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The Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
(MFA) is one of the largest foreign government 
financial contributors to foreign policy research 
in the United States. Since 2006, The MFA has 
supported financially some 45 U.S. think tanks and 
research institutions as well as a number of policy 
implementing non-governmental organisations.

MFA funds research and projects focusing on 
Norwegian foreign policy priorities such as 
peace and reconciliation, climate change and 
deforestation, non-proliferation and global health.  
In some cases Norwegian funding has clearly 
helped keep “forgotten issues” on the research 
agenda in the United States.

The contributing role of the MFA creates an 
important platform for Norway in the U.S. 
foreign policy research environment.  However, 

the Norwegian government and foreign policy 
environment could clearly reap greater benefits 
from its sizable financial contribution. The 
Norwegian MFA could become more strategic 
in the United States by funding fewer and more 
strategically important partners and by building 
stronger political cooperation with the institutions 
funded.  Renewed funding should not be automatic, 
and all partnerships should be reevalutated.

Norwegian diplomats at home and abroad could 
also use the networks created by the cooperation 
in the U.S. more actively and to build stronger 
political cooperation with the think tanks and other 
partners. The Norwegian foreign policy research 
community should also be encouraged to 
strengthen its partnerships to leading institutions 
in the United States.

From Contributor to Partner? 
Norway’s role in foreign policy research and implementation  

in the United States

Tove Bjørgaas
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From Contributor to Partner?

1. Executive summary

The current situation
Norway among largest international 
contributors to U.S. foreign policy 
research
• The Norwegian Ministry of Foreign 

Affairs (MFA) is one of the largest foreign 
government financial contributors to foreign 
policy research/implementation in the United 
States. Only Qatar and the UAE give more 
money than Norway to foreign policy research 
conducted by think tanks and research 
institutes, but Norway distributes funds to 
a wider range of grantees. Other European 
governments and Canada support many of 
the same institutions, but Norway seems 
again a broader and larger donor. However, 
aggregate numbers for all foreign think tank/
research support in the U.S. are difficult to 
produce.

• In 2011 Norway funded more than 40 U.S. 
think tanks and foreign policy research/
implementing institutions and paid out 
approximately 250 million NOK in such 
support. Of this amount, approximately 122 
million NOK was contributions to research. 
The amount of awarded grants and number of 
partners have been increasing rapidly since 
2006.

• The MFA funds U.S. research on a wide 
range of topics, the most significant being 
Peace and Reconciliation, Climate Issues/
REDD+, Disarmament and Non-Proliferation, 
Global Health, Corruption and illicit capital 
flows. Almost all funding comes from the 
Norwegian foreign aid budget, and is 
therefore awarded to research on DAC 
country-related issues.

• The size of the MFA’s contributions gives 
Norway a significant positive stature in the 
think tank/foreign policy research environment 
in the United States.

• Norway is respected for its foreign policy 
priorities and for “punching above its weight”. 
In this regard Norway has some amount of 
soft power in international and U.S. foreign 
policy environments.

• The MFA is seen as unbureaucratic and 
less cumbersome regarding reporting 

requirements and paperwork than most other 
government donors in the United States.

What the MFA gains
Access and aid in policy making
Funding American think tanks provides the MFA 
and the Norwegian Embassy with important 
opportunities and access in the foreign policy 
environment in the United States:
• The embassy and the MFA use their 

partners in the United States in policy 
making, although this could be done more 
systematically and with greater output.

• MFA funding gives Norwegian cabinet 
members, parliamentarians and other officials 
access to foreign policy experts, especially in 
Washington, who might otherwise be difficult 
to access.

• Funding of think tanks does also, in some 
instances, provide better access to Congress 
and the administration in Washington. In the 
U.S. capital there seems to be a clear link 
between the size of financial contributions 
and the level of access a contributor can 
achieve. The MFA’s large contribution to the 
Brookings Institution helps create important 
access for Norway.

• Each section of the MFA awarding research 
contributions seems to benefit from its 
partnerships in the United States. Many 
relationships with U.S. think tanks and 
research institutions have lasted for several 
years.

Some influence on U.S. policy
In some cases, the MFA’s contribution seems 
to assure the production of policy-advocating 
research. MFA staff and think tanks themselves 
convey that some research would not have been 
possible without Norwegian funding:
Some examples are:
• The Center for International Cooperation, 

Track 2 peace process study in Afghanistan.
• United States Institute of Peace, Peace 

dialogue in Afghanistan study, in partnership 
with PRIO.

• The Brookings Institution’s managing global 
order project, which aims to produce alternative 
scenarios for how the U.S. administration should 
view the world and approach emerging powers.

• Global Financial Integrity (GFI), illicit capital 
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flows project, which includes joint Norwegian/
GFI follow-up towards states that may benefit 
from a strengthening of their systems of 
financial integrity.

• Center for International and Strategic 
Studies (CSIS) work on high north issues, in 
partnership with IFS in Norway.

Influence on global policy
In some areas the MFA’s contribution to 
research in the United States could have global 
policy impact. The global agenda-setting role of 
U.S. think tanks enables Norway to use them 
as partners in promoting certain global policies 
and priorities Norway would not be able to bring 
forward as effectively on its own:
• The MFA is the world’s main funder of the 

global REDD+ agenda, and channels some 
funding through United States NGOs/think 
tanks that work to promote this agenda 
(Rights and Resources Initiative, World 
Resources Institute, Clinton Climate Initiative). 
These institutions all claim that there would 
have been little progress in promoting the 
REDD+ agenda without the MFA.

• The Norwegian contribution to global 
disarmament/non-proliferation research has 
helped advance this research and the non-
proliferation regime through the last decade. 
Support of the Bulletin of Atomic Scientists 
and CISAC (Stanford University) and CNAS 
(Monterey Institute of International Studies) 
are examples.

• Think tanks working with the UN in New York, 
such as the Conflict Prevention and Peace 
Forum (CPPF), stress that the MFA’s funding 
of certain ad hoc projects makes it possible 
to influence the UN’s processes in ways that 
would otherwise not have been possible.

Challenges
• Norway has gradually become a more 

important force in U.S. foreign policy research 
than the MFA seem to be aware.

• At this point better coordination and follow-up 
mechanisms could give the MFA and Norway 
much more in return for its contributions.

• The MFA should assess whether it is funding 
research in too many different areas. In the 
last five years many U.S. partners have been 

added, but few have been dropped.
• The MFA should assess whether it should 

shift its funding away from past priorities, 
(such as disarmament/non-proliferation) and 
towards current priorities (such as emerging 
global powers role in peace/reconciliation, 
climate issues, international economic 
instability). An assessment of the priorities in 
the U.S., and the priorities of the philanthropic 
institutions funding U.S. research world, could 
help the MFA to reorient its funding.

Pressing need for better  
coordination/overview
• A comprehensive list of all MFA funding to 

U.S. think tanks did not exist prior to this 
study.

• Funding to U.S. institutions comes from 
several different sections of the MFA, and 
they are at times not aware of each other.

• There seems to be considerable overlap: 
some U.S. institutions receive funding from 
different sections of the MFA and NORAD 
for research in different fields. The Brookings 
Institution, one of the MFA’s largest U.S. 
partners, is one example. Several others 
grantees receive funds from both NORAD 
and the MFA.

Need for better information-sharing 
and follow-up
• The continuous staff rotation at the MFA calls 

for an easy-to-transfer system of information 
sharing and follow-up regarding U.S. 
partnerships.

• An easy to maintain web-based system 
of partnerships/partnership agreements, 
important contacts, application materials and 
checklists for follow-up and reporting should 
be created.

• The MFA and the Embassy should dedicate 
more resources to partnering in developing 
and promoting policies in areas that are 
central to Norwegian foreign policy priorities. 
Norwegian diplomats have a unique network 
at hand in the think tanks and other U.S. 
partners. This network is only partly explored 
by a handful of civil servants. The MFA should 
encourage its employees to become more 
active policy partners and set up venues that 
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can stimulate networking and interaction.
• A strengthened role for the embassy in 

Washington in recommending, implementing 
and following up partnerships is important. 
This requires allocation/reallocation of 
resources.

Recommendations:  
Norway’s great potential
The Norwegian MFA could become more 
strategic, gain more influence and enjoy greater 
benefits from its funding of U.S. think tanks by:

Funding fewer and more strategically 
important partners. Renewed funding should 
not be automatic, and all partnerships should 
be thoroughly evaluated. Double funding should 
be avoided. (Since the establishment of NOREF 
by the MFA in 2009, coordination is needed 
between the two to avoid double funding as 
well.) The embassy should advise in suggesting 
new, key partners.

Building stronger political cooperation 
with U.S. institutions. Norwegian diplomats 
at home and abroad should also use the 
networks created by the cooperation in the U.S. 
more actively and to build stronger political 
cooperation with the think tanks and other 
partners. Resources should be set aside by 
the MFA for this purpose, and some clear aims 
should be set for the each MFA/U.S. partnership. 
Questions to ask could be: What political output 
does the MFA want the partnership to produce? 
What activities should the partnership produce?

Encouraging partnerships/joint projects between 
Norwegian foreign policy research institutions 
and key think tanks in the United States. 
Norwegian institutions could be a partner in 
more agreements between the MFA and leading 
U.S. think tanks. Steps should be taken to 
promote joint U.S.–Norwegian research, and 
funding could be used as a tool.

Partnering with excellent institutions outside 
Washington/New York in areas of strategic 
importance for Norway and Norwegian policy 
towards the United States. Houston and 
Minneapolis are two cities of such strategic 
importance. Research partnerships here should 
be promoted.

Partnering with institutions of great 
importance to Norwegian foreign policy 
that do not receive support today. Global 
energy policy and global financial challenges 
are such topics, and the Baker Institute of Public 
Policy at Rice University in Houston and the 
Peterson Institute of International Economics in 
Washington, DC, are examples of institutions 
that could be key partners for Norway and the 
MFA.

Keeping track of the new global order. In 
the new international architecture Norway is 
establishing new relations and partnerships 
with emerging powers as Brazil, India and 
Turkey. Eventual partnerships with U.S. think 
tanks could be important for exploring the future 
relationships between emerging powers (China, 
India, Turkey, Brazil), Europe (Norway) and the 
U.S.
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2. The project

Background
NOREF commissioned the project in April 2011. 
The aims were to, in cooperation with the Royal 
Norwegian Embassy in Washington, advise the 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA) of policy-related 
research of relevance for Norwegian foreign policy 
and suggest a direction of future support to existing 
and potential think tank partners in the United 
States. The tender stated these specific objectives:
• develop closer and more operational ties 

between the Norwegian foreign policy 
environment and foreign policy oriented think 
tanks in the United States;

• seek to make Norwegian policies and 
viewpoints within the field of peace building 
better known in key research and policy 
environments, and identify common interests;

• strengthen the knowledge of Norway as 
a key player in global processes such as 
REDD+, Health, Women, Peace and Security, 
as well as humanitarian disarmament and 
peace processes;

• solidify U.S. interest in Norway as a partner 
on these issues.

Process
The project has been divided into three major 
tasks.
TASK 1: Compile a list of ongoing support from 
the Norwegian government to U.S. think tanks 
and policy research institutions in cooperation 
with the Embassy and the MFA.
This task has involved:
1. Gathering data from NORAD’s statistical 

team, the MFA and the Embassy. No 
comprehensive list of such data existed 
previously, and the attached list (Appendix 
1) is a product of database searches and 
manual data sifting in the PTA database 
and Agresso systems at the MFA. It is not 
possible to search for the U.S. specifically in 
the U.S. database.

2. Interviewing embassy staff, MFA staff, NORAD 
staff and think tank staff to collect additional data. 
Quality control of information and search on 
numbers.

TASK 2: Map the think tank environment in the 
key academic areas of the U.S. (such as the 
East and West Coast, Massachusetts), and 
seek out possible new strategic partners for 
Norwegian cooperation.

This task has involved:
1. Exploring existing MFA/U.S. partnerships 

and networking with partners to discuss how 
their relationships to the Norway could be 
strengthened. Throughout this process I have 
met with some 35 existing partners (list of 
meetings in Appendix 2).

2. Mapping out the entire foreign policy 
research environment in the United States 
to identify new possible partners that may 
be strategically important to the MFA. Expert 
advice has been sought from Ambassador 
Wegger Strømmen and DCM Johan Vibe as 
well as from Norwegian consuls around the 
United States and U.S. experts on policy think 
tanks.

3. Exploring partnerships and links between 
Norwegian foreign policy research institutions 
and American think tanks/research 
institutions. In this process advice has been 
sought from key research directors in Norway 
such as Director Kristian Harpviken of PRIO 
and Director Ulf Sverdrup of NUPI.

Task 3: Consult with U.S. philanthropic 
institutions that work on U.S. foreign policy to 
learn from their expertise and methods and 
explore current and potential joint funding with 
Norway.

This task has involved:
1. Meeting with experts linked to the Ford 

Foundation and the Carnegie Endowment.
2. Seeking information about other foreign-

country funding of U.S. think tanks and 
research institutions.

Challenges in limiting scope  
of project
It has been a challenging task to limit the scope 
of the project in the most reasonable way.

The key issue has been defining which U.S. 
partners of the MFA can be considered think 
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tanks/research institutions. The MFA supports 
many organisations that work on implementing 
policy in ways that might not necessarily be 
described as research. In the United States 
the MFA partnerships seem to have been 
established (1) to support research, (2) to 
support policy implementation and (3) to create 
access for Norway to important stakeholders. 
To be able to paint a full picture of the MFA’s 
non-governmental partnerships in the U.S., the 
scope of this study has been broadened.

In Appendix 1, a spreadsheet listing all 
cooperation between the MFA/NORAD and U.S. 
institutions, I have included all U.S. partners 
found in the NORAD PTA database.

In the spreadsheet’s Sheet 2, I have narrowed 
the selection to partners involved in research.

The list of funded partners has been compiled 
by manually going through funding information 
provided by the NORAD statistical team. It 
is not possible to search for U.S. partners in 
this database. Thus, manually going through 
some 4,000 partners of the MFA worldwide was 
necessary to identify U.S. partners.

The MFA funds a limited number of NGOs and 
development assistance providers in the United 
States. Some of these also do research, and it 
has been difficult to choose which partners to 
include in this study. Examples are the National 
Democratic Institute (receiving support for work 
in Haiti as well as several African countries) 

and the Carter Center (receiving support for 
development work in Africa, but still in some 
respects considered a think tank in the United 
States).

I have chosen not to include these partners., but 
they have been separated into the research/non-
research categories described above.

Many of the partners linked to the United Nations 
environment in New York might not be seen as 
important think tanks in the U.S. Some of these 
do, however, receive considerable funding from 
the MFA [especially the International Peace 
Institute (IPI) as well as CPPF and CIC], and 
they must be part of this study.

Making the distinction between what is foreign 
aid and what is research is more difficult 
when considering the fields of climate change 
and deforestation/REDD+. Some of the U.S. 
partners Norway supports classify themselves 
as research organisations (Brookings, German 
Marshall Fund), others as “do-tanks” or 
more practically oriented think tanks (World 
Resources Institute). Yet, others see themselves 
as research or lobbying facilitators (Rights and 
Resources Initiative, Clinton Climate Initiative). 
I have included all these partners in the study, 
though.

Appendix 1 gives a list of think tanks/research 
institutions receiving support.
Appendix 2 presents a list of persons 
interviewed for this study.
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3. The U.S. foreign policy  
think tank and research  
environment
A think tank or policy institute is an 
organisation, institute, corporation or group that 
conducts research and engages in advocacy 
in public policy. Many think tanks are non-profit 
organisations, which some countries such as 
the United States provide with tax-exempt 
status. While governments, interest groups or 
businesses fund many think tanks, some think 
tanks also derive income from consulting or 
research work related to their mandate. Today 
there are around 1,900 think tanks in the United 
States.

According to Richard Haas, president of the 
Council of Foreign Relations, think tanks 
affect American foreign policy-makers in five 
distinct ways: By generating original ideas and 
options for policy, by supplying a ready pool 
of experts for employment in government, by 
offering venues for high-level discussions, by 
educating U.S. citizens about the world, and by 
supplementing official efforts to mediate and 
resolve conflict.1

The evolution of the U.S. foreign 
policy think tank
The first U.S. organisation devoted solely to 
foreign affairs was the Carnegie Endowment 
for International Peace, founded in 1910 to 
investigate the causes of war and promote the 
pacific settlement of disputes.

Soon after, President Woodrow Wilson discreetly 
assembled prominent scholars to explore 
options for the post-war peace. Known as “The 
Inquiry”, this group advised the U.S. delegation 
at the Paris Peace Conference and, in 1921, 
was joined by prominent New York bankers, 
lawyers and academics to form the Council on 
Foreign Relations. The first generation of think 
tanks helped build and maintain an informed 
domestic constituency for global engagement.

1 Haas, Richards, “Think Tanks and U.S. Foreign Policy: A Policymak-
ers perspective”, In The U.S. Foreign Policy Agenda, vol 7, no 3.

The first entity to be established as a private 
organisation devoted to analysing public 
policy issues was the Institute for Government 
Research, which was founded in 1916 and later 
became the Brookings Institution (1946). The 
Brookings Institution is today one of the U.S.’s 
most influential think tanks and the MFA’s most 
important partner in Washington and globally.

The RAND Corporation, initially established as an 
independent non-profit institution with Air Force 
funding in 1948, launched pioneering studies of 
systems analysis, game theory, and strategic 
bargaining that continue to shape the way we 
analyse defence policy and deterrence decades 
later.

Since the 1970s, a third wave of think tanks 
has emerged in the United States. These 
institutions focus as much on advocacy as on 
research, aiming to generate timely advice that 
can compete in a crowded marketplace of ideas 
and influence policy decisions. The prototype 
advocacy think tank is the conservative Heritage 
Foundation, established in 1973. The liberal 
Institute for Policy Studies plays a similar role. 
Both focus more on domestic than foreign policy, 
but work on both.
Other influential foreign policy think tanks in the 
United States have a more specific focus. Some, 
such as the Peterson Institute of International 
Economics, the Inter-American Dialogue or the 
Washington Institute for Near East Policy, focus 
on particular functional areas of foreign policy or 
regions. Others, such as the Center for Strategic 
and International Studies (CSIS) cover foreign 
policy in more totality.

A few think tanks, such as the Brookings 
Institution, have large endowments. Others, 
like RAND, receive most of their income from 
contract work, whether from the government 
or from private sector clients; and a few, such 
as the United States Institute of Peace (USIP), 
are maintained almost entirely by government 
funds. In some instances, think tanks double 
as activist non-governmental organizations. 
The International Crisis Group, for example, 
deploys a network of analysts in hot spots 
around the world to monitor volatile political 
situations, formulating original, independent 
recommendations to build global pressure for 
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their peaceful resolution. Yet again others such 
as the World Resources Institute, a major MFA/
NORAD partner, work on both policy analysis 
and activities on the ground.
Many U.S. universities have started their own 
think tanks, which can operate more freely in the 
U.S. environment of policy research than heavier 
academic institutions.

Some prominent examples are the Belfer 
Center at Harvard University, the Center for 
International Cooperation (Norwegian MFA 
partner) at New York University, the Baker 
Institute of Public Policy at Rice University in 
Houston (in dialogue with MFA at time of writing) 
and the Earth Institute at Columbia University 
(run by Jeffrey Sachs and also a partner to the 
MFA).

Other universities have more traditional foreign 
policy research institutes to which Norway also 
contributes. Some examples are MFA partners in 
the non-proliferation research field: the Monterey 
Institute’s Center for Non-Proliferation Studies 
and similarly CISAC at Stanford University.

The role of think tanks in U.S.  
foreign policy making
There are many examples of how U.S. foreign 
policy think tanks have directly formulated 
American foreign policy. Presidential candidates 
are especially susceptible to such advice 
and often exchange ideas with policy experts 
and test them out on the campaign trail. It is 
like a national test-marketing strategy. The 
most celebrated case occurred after the 1980 
election, when the Reagan administration 
adopted the Heritage Foundation’s publication 
“Mandate for Change” as a blueprint for 
governing. A more recent instance was a 1992 
report by IIE and the Carnegie Endowment 
proposing an “economic security council”. The 
incoming Clinton administration implemented 
this proposal in creating a National Economic 
Council (a body that continues today). A more 
recent example, among many, is the Brookings 
scholar Bruce Riedel, who in the early days 
of the Obama administration helped the new 
president formulate an Afghanistan policy before 
again returning to his position at Brookings.

Today, think thanks play an important role both 
in providing research and recommendations to 
the U.S. administration and by supplying staff to 
key government positions. The revolving door 
between think tanks and the U.S. administration 
is notorious and helps solidify the close 
relationship, albeit claiming their independence, 
think tanks have with government. Many higher 
government officials are recruited from think 
tanks and many officials go back to work at 
places such as Brookings and CSIS after their 
stints in government end. This creates important 
informal networks as well.

The role of philanthropy
Although it is not an aim of this report to analyse 
the sources of funding for U.S. think tanks, it is 
important to stress that philanthropy is a huge 
sector in the United States. There are more than 
76,000 foundations in the U.S., and in 2010 
they made grants amounting to $45.7 billion 
(274 billion NOK). Several of the 25 largest and 
most influential foundations fund foreign policy/
international development research. The Bill 
and Melinda Gates Foundations (the largest in 
the U.S.), the Ford Foundation, the MacArthur 
Foundation and the Carnegie Corporation are 
some examples. U.S. philanthropy has a long 
tradition rooted in its culture, and has been 
decisive in the creation and maintenance of 
think tanks. To some extent it is impossible to 
conceive or understand the role of the think tank 
without taking into consideration the existence of 
the philanthropic sector, its huge resources and 
its trends and political orientations.

The world of private foundations in the United 
States is very different from and much more 
operational than that of foundations in Europe 
in general. In the Scandinavian countries in 
particular, the strong role of the state as a provider 
and guarantor of services has displaced the role 
that private foundations could play. Only in recent 
decades have some private initiatives started to 
emerge.

If Norway plans to continue funding think tanks 
in the U.S., the MFA should pay attention to 
the work of philanthropic institutions in funding 
foreign policy research and the evolution and 
trends that this sector is following. If Norway is 
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interested in having a strategic approach with 
regard to what sectors and research topics to 
fund and to whom to give funding, knowledge 
about the philanthropic sector is vital. At some 
point, funding coordination with some U.S. 
foundations could be in the strategic interest of 
the MFA and could present an opportunity for a 
potentially sophisticated interaction for Norway.

Which think tanks are the most 
influential?
Several rankings are done every year on think 
tanks in the United States and the rest of the 
world. It is hard to make an objective ranking 
of which are the qualitatively best and most 
influential think tanks. An annual study by the 
University Of Pennsylvania, The Global Go-To 
Think Tanks Report, presents the following list 
of the most influential U.S. think tanks for 2011. 
This list is somewhat subjective as it is based on 
interviews and peer recommendation, but it is 
included here because it lists some of the most 
important think tanks in the US. The think tanks 
in bold receive support from the Norwegian 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs:
1. Brookings Institution
2. Council on Foreign Relations (CFR)
3. Carnegie Endowment for International 
Peace
4. Center for Strategic and International 
Studies (CSIS)
5. RAND Corporation
6. Cato Institute
7. Heritage Foundation
8. Woodrow Wilson International Center for 
Scholars
9. Peterson Institute for International Economics
10. American Enterprise Institute for Public 
Policy Research (AEI)

11. Center for American Progress
12. National Bureau of Economic Research
13. Pew Research Center
14. Hoover Institution
15. Atlantic Council of the United States
16. United States Institute for Peace2
17. Open Society Institute New York (OSI)
18. Human Rights Watch
19. Center for International Development, 
Harvard University
20. Center for Global Development
21. Urban Institute
22. Center for a New American Security
23. German Marshall Fund of the United 
States
24. James A. Baker III Institute for Public Policy, 
Rice University3
25. Belfer Center for Science and International 
Affairs, John F. Kennedy School of Government, 
Harvard University
26. New America Foundation
27. Earth Institute, Columbia University
28. World Resources Institute
29. Carnegie Council for Ethics in International 
Affairs
30. Hudson Institute
31. Center on Budget and Policy Priorities
32. International Food Policy Research 
Institute
33. Foreign Policy Research Institute
34. Freedom House
35. Pew Center on Global Climate Change
36. Resources for the Future

37. Stimson Center, FNA Henry Stimson Center
38. Inter-American Dialogue

2 USIP cannot receive funding from foreign governments, but is sup-
ported by MFA through a partnership with PRIO.

3 A process to encourage an partnership and an application for fund-
ing has been started with the MFA.  
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4. Survey of Norwegian think 
tank cooperation

Background
Norway has for many years had close 
relations with several foreign policy research 
environments in the U.S., but the financial 
components of these relationships have grown 
considerably in the last five to six years.

If one includes funding given through the 
deforestation project of the MFA, the ministry’s 
financial contributions to the U.S. research 
environment increased from 44 million NOK in 
2006 to more than to 150 million NOK in 2010.
In the following I will:

1. provide an overview of the partnerships 
Norway currently has with U.S. foreign policy 
think tanks and research institutions;
2. suggest a few strategic U.S. partners for 
future MFA collaboration.

Survey of Norway's partners
Since 2006 Norway has supported some 45 U.S. 
think tanks/foreign policy research institutions in 
miscellaneous foreign policy areas.

An overview of partnerships with funding figures 
for 2006–2011 can be found in Appendix 1. 
Below is a survey of most partners Norway is/
has been supporting in the United States.

Funding to institutions in the United States are 
drawn from a number of different budget lines 
at the MFA and NORAD. Some embassies also 
have funds that they award to partners in the 
U.S.
The MFA currently funds U.S. institutions either 
on a project-by-project basis or through broader 
partnership agreements.

The survey is organised as follows:
1. partners with broad, multi year framework 

agreements;
2. partners with project funding by topic;
3. some key U.S. development organisations/

groups receiving development aid from 
Norway;

4. suggested prospective partners that could be 
of strategic importance to the MFA.

There is no guarantee that this survey is 
exhaustive.
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Partners with framework agreements Location Research area supported
1. The Brookings Institution Washington Peace and reconciliation, climate change, disarmament

2. Center for Global Development Washington Development policy, climate change

3. Center for International Cooperation New York Peace and reconciliation

4. International Peace Institute New York Peace and reconciliation, UN issues

5. Global Financial Integrity Washington Corruption

6. World Resources Institute  Washington REDD+, climate change

7. Rights and Resouces Initiative Washington REDD+

8. Feinstein International Center Medford, Massachusetts Humanitarian relief

9. Conflict Prevention and Peace Forum New York UN issues, peace and reconciliation

10. ICTJ, the International Center for Transitional Justice New York Human rights, democratisation

Partners with project funding
11. Center for Strategic and International Studies Washington Peace and reconciliation

12. United States Institute of Peace Washington Peace and reconciliation

13. Independent Diplomat New York Peace and reconciliation

14. New America Foundation Washington Peace and reconciliation

15. Search for Common Ground Washington Peace and reconciliation

16. Center for Global Engagement Santa Fe Peace and reconciliation

17. Woodrow Wilson Center for Scholars Washington Peace and reconciliation

18. Interamerican Dialogue Washington Peace and reconciliation

19. Center for American Progress Washington Peace and reconciliation

20. Columbia University New York Global health, energy, peace and reconciliation

21. Harvard University Cambridge, 
Massachusetts

Global health

22. Institute for Inclusive Security Washington Women, peace and security

23. Bulletin of Atomic Scientists Chicago Non-proliferation

24. Carnegie Endowment for International Peace Washington Non-proliferation

25. CISAC/Stanford University Palo Alto Non-proliferation

26. Global Security Institute Pennsylvania Non-proliferation

27. CNS/Monterey Institute Monterey Non-proliferation

28. Nuclear Threat Initiative Washington Non-proliferation

29. Avoided Deforestation Partners Berkeley/Washington REDD+

30. Center for Clear Air Policy Washington REDD+

31. Conservation International Washington REDD+

32. Forest Trends Washington REDD+

33. The Nature Conservancy Washington REDD+

34. The Woods Hole Research Center Woods Hole, MA REDD+

35. Rainforest Alliance New York REDD+

36. Global Witness Washington REDD+

37. Clinton Climate Initiative New York Climate change

38. German Marshall Fund of the United States Washington Climate change 

39. The Atlantic Council Washington Peace and reconciliation

Some important United States partners with MFA development aid funding
  The Carter Center Atlanta Election monitoring, global health

  National Democratic Institute Washington Democracy building

  Clinton Health Access Initiative New York Global health

International Partnership for Microbicides Washington Global health

International Crisis Group New York Peace and reconciliation

Aspen Institute/Middle East Investment Initiative Aspen, Colorado Middle East economic development

Suggested key prospective partners
1. Peterson Institute of International Economics Washington International finance/economic development

2. Humphrey Institute Minneapolis Human rights, misc

3. Baker Institute Houston Strategic energy, peace and reconciliation, Middle East

4. RAND Corporation Los Angeles/Washington Defence issues, security issues
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1. Partners with framework 
agreements
1. The Brookings Institution
Washington, DC
About: The Brookings Institution is a non-
profit public policy organisation based in 
Washington, DC. Its mission is to conduct high-
quality, independent research and, based on 
that research, to provide innovative, practical 
recommendations that advance three broad 
goals: (1) strengthen American democracy, (2) 
foster the economic and social welfare, security 
and opportunity of all Americans and (3) secure 
a more open, safe, prosperous and cooperative 
international system.

Description of agreement with MFA: Broad 
framework agreement for three years 2009–
2012. Renewal 2012.
Includes research on:
Managing global order (MGO): Project 
studying shifts in the balance of influence in 
the international system, with emerging powers 
playing a larger role. MGO engages in high-level 
dialogue around this topic and has successfully 
sponsored two dialogues in Abu Dhabi with 
high-level participation from India, Brazil, China 
and the United States, as well as middle-power 
representatives.

Middle East: Facilitating a dialogue and 
networking between experts from Brookings, 
Norway and the Middle East. The Israeli–
Palestinian conflict, including advancing the 
stalled peace process, U.S. and European roles 
in peacemaking, policy options for Gaza.

Afghanistan and Pakistan: NATO’s efforts in 
Afghanistan, tracking progress in these countries 
using economic, social, political, and security 
indicators, including surveys of well-being 
and other quality-of-life indicators. Counter-
insurgency and counter-narcotics activities, 
prospects for normalisation of Pakistan–India 
relations.

Revolutions in the Arab World: Impact of unrest 
and reform on the transitioning states, effects on 
regional stability.
 

Iran: Iran’s role in the conflicts in Iraq and 
Afghanistan. New diplomatic strategies for 
dealing with the challenges posed by Iran, 
particularly those focused on ensuring Iranian 
compliance with the Nuclear Nonproliferation 
Treaty. The future of Iran’s energy sector.

Iraq: Implications of a withdrawal of U.S. 
troops from Iraq. The role of the UN and the 
international community in Iraq.

Asia: Managing relations with China and India. 
Examining Asian regional security.

Transatlantic security: Examining the regional 
and international role of Turkey. Managing 
relations with Russia. Future of NATO and 
European security.

Latin America and the Caribbean: Managing 
relations with Latin America, with a focus on 
Brazil, Mexico and the Andean region. U.S. 
policy towards Cuba.

Energy security and climate change: Policies for 
greater energy efficiency. The Arctic North. The 
geopolitics of energy in South Asia.

The role of the developing world in climate 
change
Peace and reconciliation processes: Lessons 
learned from previous experience (e.g. Israel–
Palestine). The role of Track II diplomacy. 
Building national, regional and multilateral 
capacities.

Human rights and humanitarian affairs: United 
Nations human rights system. Protection of 
civilians.

Humanitarian system reform: The role of military 
and other non-traditional actors.

Funding: Framework agreement 2009–2011: 
3 million NOK per year. This amount was 
increased to 5.6 million NOK in 2011. New 
framework agreement to be renegotiated in 
2012.

Brookings also receives separate funding for two 
other projects:
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Disarmament:
1.6 million NOK for 2011/2012 for project 
focusing on India and Pakistan, a disarmament 
perspective.

Climate change:
The Brookings climate policy initiative receives 
support for scholar exchange and research 
through cooperation with CICEP (previously 
CICERO): 500,000 NOK in 2010. The 
Brookings–CICEP Scholar Exchange Program 
funds research visits of 3–12 months’ duration 
for Fellows at Brookings to one of the CICEP 
research partners in Oslo (CICERO, Dept. of 
Political Science and FNI), and for researchers 
from the CICEP research partners in Oslo to 
the Brookings Institution. All exchanges will be 
linked to work on specific projects. 

Funders:
Peace and Reconciliation section of MFA 
(framework agreement).
Disarmament and Non-proliferation section 
(disarmament program).
CICEP UiO (not MFA) (climate project).

2. Center for Global Development 
(CDG)
Washington, DC
About: Established in 2001, the Center for 
Global Development works to reduce global 
poverty and inequality through rigorous 
research and active engagement with the policy 
community. An independent, non-partisan, and 
non-profit think tank, CGD combines world-class 
research with policy analysis and innovative 
communications to turn ideas into action. It 
produces an annual index of commitment to 
development.

Description of agreement with MFA: Aims 
to provide MFA and embassy with access 
to experts on U.S. development policy and 
on the development debate in Washington. 
Funding also used to support CDG’s following 
and influencing actors in U.S. international 
development policy field, strategic investing 
in global public goods, global health work, 
women and children’s health, natural resource 
management, exploring innovative ways 
to promote demand for sound income and 

expenditure management. Technology transfer, 
mobile telephony remittance research in Kenya. 
Challenges of development in Pakistan.
Funding: Framework agreement 2010–2013, 6 
million NOK (2 million per year).
Funder: Development Policy section, MFA.

3. The Center for International  
Cooperation (CIC)
New York
About: Based at New York University, the NYU 
Center for International Cooperation works 
to enhance multilateral responses to global 
problems, including conflict, humanitarian crises 
and recovery; international security challenges, 
including weapons proliferation and the changing 
balance of power; and resource scarcity and 
climate change. Staff members have provided 
direct policy support to a range of high-profile 
multilateral initiatives. CIC examines existing 
multilateral institutions, building especially on a 
strong relationship with key players in the United 
Nations Secretariat and Permanent Missions; 
in the World Bank; in regional organisations 
such as the European and African Unions and 
NATO; and in key governments, ranging from 
established powers such as the United States, 
and emerging economies such as Brazil and 
India, to fragile states themselves.

CIC also works in close contact with the Foreign 
Policy program at the Brookings Institution 
(where CIC Director dr. Bruce Jones is a Senior 
Fellow).

Description of framework agreement with 
MFA: Agreement was established in 2007 
and is based on annual submitted work plans 
and proposals. Funding varies year by year 
depending on proposals. 
CIC publishes annual review of Global Peace 
Operations, which is an important reference 
document for the UN. This is supported through 
the framework agreement.
Funding: 5 million to 10 million NOK annually 
depending on proposals. 4.6 million NOK 
2011/2012 as part of three-year agreement:
1. Peacekeeping and crisis management 

(2,723,763 NOK/$490,000).
2. Peace and reconciliation  

(1,222,914 NOK/$220,000).
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3. Climate and scarcity  
(944,976 NOK/$169,999,50).

Funders: UN section in cooperation with Peace 
and Reconciliation section.
Embassy in Kabul to follow up Afghanistan 
funding.

4. International Peace Institute (IPI)
International Peace Institute is an institute for 
policy-relevant research. Individuals from within 
and outside the United Nations who believed 
that a thoroughly independent institution could 
provide a unique contribution in the multilateral 
system founded it in 1970. IPI aims to contribute 
to preventing armed conflict within and between 
states, and works closely with the UN and 
regional organisations. It provides research, 
briefs and expertise as well as a venue for  
UN-related conferences and events.

Description of framework agreement with 
MFA:
The MFA has been a key contributor to IPI for 
a number of years. Since 2006 a framework 
agreement has been in place.

The agreement aims to:
• promote IPI and MFA’s joint interest in 

development, nation building, peace and 
reconciliation;

• strengthen IPI and MFA’s capacity to play an 
active role in the abovementioned fields with 
a focus on the UN.

Activities:  
• Coping with conflict, crisis and change: The 

United Nations and Evolving Capacities for 
managing Global Crises (CWC) -

• Papers and research on underdevelopment, 
resource scarcity, and environmental 
degradation, transnational organised 
crime, weapons of mass destruction, global 
terrorism, small arms and light weapons, 
biosecurity, conflict prevention and the 
responsibility to protect, mediation and peace 
processes, peace operations, peacebuilding, 
strengthening the United Nations and its 
partners.

• Middle East programme: Middle East Peace 
Process Compendium; Middle East dialogue 
forum: Moving forward in the ME; The 
Lebanese–Syrian–Iranian–Israeli Rectangle 

of Conflict of the Iran Dilemma: New 
Approaches. 

• Seminars and conferences. IPI has received 
between 3 million and 5 million NOK annually 
in recent years to holds seminars and 
conference on its core topics of research.

Funding:
11 million NOK annually 2007–2009.
8 million NOK annually 2010–2011.
Funders: UN section, Peace and Reconciliation 
section, Humanitarian Issues section.

5. Global Financial Integrity
Washington, DC
About: Global Financial Integrity (GFI) is a think 
tank tied to the Center for International Policy 
in Washington, DC. GFI promotes national and 
multilateral policies, safeguards and agreements 
aimed at curtailing the cross-border flow of 
illegal money.

Description of agreement with MFA:
The aim of the project is to reduce the amount of 
illicit financial flows out of developing countries 
as a way to increase resources available for 
economic development.

The purpose of the project is, through federating, 
research, studies, campaigns etc., to influence 
public and political opinion globally about the 
effects of illicit financial flows on development; 
increase knowledge of the phenomenon; 
strengthen international cooperation in the area; 
improve communication and information sharing; 
advocate increased transparency; and promote 
increased technical assistance in developing 
countries.
Funding: three-year agreement 2009–2011.
7 million NOK 2009.
7 million NOK 2010.
Funder: NORAD, Civil Society Department.

6.World Resources Institute
Washington, DC
About: The World Resources Institute (WRI) 
is a global environment and development think 
tank that works with governments, companies 
and civil society to build solutions to urgent 
sustainable development challenges.  WRI does 
80 per cent of its work in developing countries 
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and describes itself as a “do-tank”, a think tank 
focused on action. WRI publishes the annual 
World Resources, which surveys the state of the 
world’s resources and which is partly funded by 
Norway.

Description of agreement with Norway:
WRI receives support from both NORAD and the 
MFA.
Its current agreement with NORAD is titled: 
“Making REDD Work for People and the Planet: 
Improving the Governance of Forests”.

The Governance of Forests Initiative (GFI) 
aims to support and strengthen the institutions 
responsible for the management and 
restoration of forests particularly in the context 
of reducing emissions from deforestation and 
forest degradation or increasing sequestration 
(REDD+) in developing countries.

Outcomes of the project:
Strengthened research and analytical capacity 
of civil society organisations (CSOs) in Brazil, 
Indonesia, Cameroon and Guyana to diagnose 
gaps and identify needed improvements in forest 
governance in the context of REDD+ and other 
relevant national policies.

Strengthened advocacy and communications 
capacity of CSOs in these countries to raise 
awareness at the national and sub-national 
levels about the importance of improving 
governance for REDD+ and other relevant 
initiatives, and to engage credibly and 
constructively with their governments to design 
policies and measures that address governance-
related drivers of deforestation and degradation.

New capacity and improved performance of 
CSOs to carry out independent monitoring of 
their governments’ efforts to implement REDD+ 
and to improve forest governance in a manner 
that promotes the broad participation and 
ownership of all stakeholders.

Governments and multilateral institutions 
involved in REDD+ design and implementation 
at the global, national and sub-national levels 
adopt emerging best practices and options for 
designing REDD+ policies and measures that 

strengthen governance of forests in collaboration 
with civil society.

In 2009 and 2010 WRI also received funding 
from the MFA section for Environment and 
Sustainable Development to produce the report 
World Resources and for other climate and 
forest programmes.

Funding: 
From NORAD: 15.3 million NOK 2010–2013.
From MFA: 8.4 million NOK 2009; 1.7 million 
NOK 2010.
Funders: NORAD Civil Society Department 
and section for Climate, Global Health and 
Sustainable Development.

7. Rights and Resources Initiative 
(RRI)
Washington, DC
About: The Rights and Resources Initiative 
(RRI) is a global coalition of organisation 
working to encourage forest land tenure and 
policy reforms and the transformation of the 
forest economy so that business reflects local 
development agendas and supports local 
livelihoods. RRI works at the country, regional 
and global levels, collaborating on research, 
advocacy and convening strategic actors.

The RRI Coalition is formed by a group of core 
partners who work in areas of their regional and 
thematic expertise. Partners also engage with 
a wide group of collaborators who participate in 
and support RRI activities. Our 14 partners and 
120-plus collaborator organisations are directly 
engaged in land and forest policy reforms in 
close to 20 countries throughout Africa, Asia 
and Latin America. Together, we are working 
to encourage greater global commitment and 
action on pro-poor tenure, policy and market 
reforms.

RRI works primarily in developing countries, but 
has its main office in Washington, DC. Much 
of its work is advocacy related, but, as it also 
conducts significant research on the REDD +/
deforestation agenda, it is included here.
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Description of agreement with NORAD/MFA: 
RRI has received core support for its operations 
from NORAD since 2007.

It has also received project funding from the 
MFA Deforestation project since 2009 for two 
projects: Supporting Effective Investments and 
Interventions in Climate Change Mitigation 
(2009) and Supporting Effective Investments 
and Interventions in Climate Change Mitigation 
in Forest Areas while Promoting Rights and 
Development (2010–2012).
Funding: 
From the MFA deforestation project: 6.8 million 
NOK in 2009.
8.6 million NOK annually 2010–2012.
From NORAD: 5 million NOK in 2010.
15 million NOK in 2011/2012.
Funders: NORAD’s Civil Society Department 
and MFA deforestation project.

8. Feinstein International Center 
(FSI)
Medford, Massachusetts
About: The Feinstein International Center is 
based at the renowned Tufts University near 
Boston. Its research focuses on the politics and 
policy of aiding the vulnerable, on protection and 
rights in crisis situations, and on the restoration 
of lives and livelihoods. It feeds into both its 
teaching and its long-term partnerships with 
humanitarian and human rights agencies.

Description of agreement with MFA: FSI has 
received support from the MFA for a three-year 
project studying the relationship between aid 
and security. This major research project has 
focused on Afghanistan, where five provinces 
have been compared. Within the same 
agreement, FSI has received support from the 
MFA for an aid effectiveness study comparing 
Afghanistan and the Horn of Africa.
Funding: 9 million NOK 2009–2011.
Funders: Section for Humanitarian Affairs.
Asia section.

9. Conflict Prevention and Peace 
Forum (CPPF)
New York
About: The Conflict Prevention and Peace 
Forum (CPPF) was created in October 

2000 to help the United Nations strengthen 
its understanding of conflicts: their causes, 
dynamics and possible solutions. It aids the 
UN in producing country reports and expert 
meetings in the areas of peace negotiations, 
peace building and operational capacity. CPPF 
is an important resource for the UN as it knows 
its system well and is a small and flexible think 
tank, which can easily take on projects of 
urgency.

Description of agreement with MFA: Has had 
framework agreements with MFA since 2007.
These are broad agreements seeking to aid 
CPPF in a flexible way so that it can provide 
the UN system with the analysis needed on 
miscellaneous countries and conflicts.
Funding: 2 million NOK per year since 2007.
Funder: Peace and Reconciliation section.

10. International Center for  
Transitional Justice
New York
About: The International Center for Transitional 
Justice is an international non-profit organisation 
specializing in the field of transitional justice. 
ICTJ works to help societies in transition 
address legacies of massive human rights 
violations and build civic trust in state institutions 
as protectors of human rights. In the aftermath 
of mass atrocity and repression, the ICTJ assist 
institutions and civil society groups – the people 
who are driving and shaping change in their 
societies – in considering measures to provide 
truth, accountability and redress for past abuses.
Funding: 17.3 million NOK 2009.
13.8 million NOK 2010.
Funder: Section for Human Rights and 
Democracy.

2. Partners with project funding
The MFA and NORAD funds a number of 
partners in the United States on a project basis.

11. Center for Strategic and  
International Studies (CSIS)
Washington, DC
About: CSIS, established in 1962, provides 
strategic insights and policy solutions to decision 
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makers in government, international institutions, 
the private sector and civil society. CSIS 
conducts research and analysis and develops 
policy initiatives in defence and security, energy 
and climate change, global trends and economic 
development among other areas.
Cooperation with MFA: CSIS cooperates with 
MFA on a project-by-project basis. It is a leading 
U.S. research environment doing research on 
Arctic and high north issues.

It has received some funding from MFA in recent 
years. Most of its funding has come from the 
Norwegian Research Council and from the 
Ministry of Defence through CSIS cooperation 
agreement and scholar exchange with 
Norwegian IFS, but it has also received small 
amounts from the Peace and Reconciliation 
section at MFA.

CSIS is currently trying to raise funds for a 
Nordic Arctic Chair and for new research on the 
Russian Arctic.
Funding:
1 million NOK 2009.
300,000 NOK 2010.
Funder: Peace and Reconciliation section.
REMARK: CSIS seems somewhat underfunded 
compared with other partners of the MFA in 
Washington when one takes into account 
the assistance it provides to the Embassy in 
Washington and the MFA.

12. United States Institute of Peace 
(USIP)
Washington, DC
About: The United States Institute of Peace 
is the independent, non-partisan conflict 
management centre created by Congress 
to prevent and mitigate international conflict 
without resorting to violence. USIP works to 
save lives, increase the government’s ability to 
deal with conflicts before they escalate, reduce 
government costs and enhance U.S. national 
security.
Cooperation with MFA: Being a federal U.S. 
institution, USIP cannot take contributions from 
foreign governments. The MFA has supported 
USIP’s work through partnerships with NUPI 
(project on Iraq peace dialogue) and PRIO and 
CMI (Afghanistan peace dialogue).

PRIO has also worked with USIP on a project on 
Women, Peace and Security.
Funding: 3.6 million NOK 2010 (2.2 million NOK 
for Women, Peace and Security project).
Funder: Peace and Reconciliation section.

13. Independent Diplomat
New York
About: Independent Diplomat (ID), founded 
in 2004 by the former British diplomat Carne 
Ross, is an innovative venture in the world of 
international relations. Independent Diplomat’s 
staff comprises experienced former diplomats, 
international lawyers and other experts in 
international relations. Independent Diplomat 
works with a broad network of individuals and 
organisations, including law firms, commercial 
consultancies and universities, which support 
and assist our work on a pro bono basis.

Description of agreement with MFA: 
Independent Diplomat received its first support 
from Norway in 2011/2012. This is core support 
aimed at aiding the group in its many activities 
in conflict zones, from aiding Southern Sudan in 
its entry into the UN system to the reconciliation 
process in Sri Lanka. The MFA wishes to work 
with Independent Diplomat on other issues as 
well.
Funding: 2.6 million NOK 2012/2012
Funder: Peace and Reconciliation section.

14. New America Foundation
Washington, DC
About: The New America Foundation is a 
non-profit, nonpartisan public policy institute 
that invests in new thinkers and new ideas 
to address the next generation of challenges 
facing the United States. The Foundation 
emphasises work that is responsive to the 
changing conditions and problems of our twenty-
first-century information-age economy – an era 
shaped by transforming innovation and wealth 
creation. MFA support for the New America 
Foundation is given through Flynt Leverett and 
Hillary Mann Leverett, former U.S. diplomats and 
members of the National Security Council.

Agreement with MFA: Support for project 
titled “Iran, the United States and Post Conflict 
Stabilization in Afghanistan”. This focuses on the 
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regional dimensions of the Afghanistan conflict, 
especially Iran. The project aims at finding ways 
to get Iran to understand that a power-sharing 
agreement between groups in Afghanistan can 
take into consideration fundamental Iranian 
interests.
Funding: 580,000 NOK 2011
Funder: Peace and Reconciliation section.

15. Search for Common Ground
Washington, DC
About: Founded in 1982, Search for Common 
Ground works to transform the way the world 
deals with conflict – away from adversarial 
approaches and towards collaborative problem 
solving. It works with local partners to find 
culturally appropriate means to strengthen 
societies’ capacity to deal with conflicts 
constructively: to understand the differences 
and act on the commonalities. Using innovative 
tools and working at different levels of society, 
Search for Common Ground uses media 
production – radio, TV, film and print – mediation 
and facilitation, training, community organising, 
sports, theatre and music. It works in 26 
countries. Search for Common Ground is more 
of an NGO than a think tank, but is included here 
because much of its work is classified as peace 
and reconciliation work.

Agreement with the MFA: Receives financial 
support from the MFA for a number of projects: 
a U.S.–Syria dialogue working group, a Western 
Sahara secretariat, a project in Nepal.
Funding:
1.7 million NOK 2010.
6 million NOK 2009.
Funders: Peace and Reconciliation section, 
Middle East section, embassies in Nepal and 
Angola.

16. Center for Global Engagement
Santa Fe
About: Former governor and Secretary of 
Energy Bill Richardson is in the process of 
setting up this think tank in Santa Fe with some 
Norwegian project support for work on Cuba and 
North Korea.
Agreement with MFA: Received its first funding 
in 2011.
Funder: Peace and Reconciliation section.

17. Woodrow Wilson International 
Center for Scholars
Washington
About: The Woodrow Wilson International 
Center for Scholars was established as 
part of the Smithsonian Institution by an act 
of Congress in 1968. Named in honour of 
President Woodrow Wilson (the only President 
of the United States with a Ph.D.), its mission 
is to commemorate the ideals and concerns of 
Woodrow Wilson by providing a link between 
the world of ideas and the world of policy; 
and fostering research, study, discussion 
and collaboration among a full spectrum 
of individuals concerned with policy and 
scholarship in national and world affairs.
Agreements with MFA: The Center has 
received support for research on comparative 
peace processes in Latin America and for a 
leadership-training initiative in the Democratic 
Republic of Congo.

Funding: 3.5 million NOK 2010.
Funder: Peace and Reconciliation section.

18. Interamerican Dialogue
Washington, DC
About: The Inter-American Dialogue is the 
leading U.S. centre for policy analysis, exchange 
and communication on issues in western 
hemisphere affairs. The Dialogue brings together 
public and private leaders from across the 
Americas to address hemispheric problems and 
opportunities.
Funding: 300,000 NOK in 2007 for social report 
card project.

Funder: Latin America section.

19. Center for American Progress
Washington, DC
The Center for American Progress is one of 
Washington’s leading think tanks for advocating 
domestic and international aspects of the 
Democratic Party’s progressive political agenda. 
It was founded in 2003 by John Podesta to 
provide long-term leadership and support to the 
progressive movement.
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Agreement with MFA: CAP receives support 
for its just jobs agenda and to provide an 
international network for discussing this agenda 
globally.
Funding:
900,000 NOK 2009.
400,000 NOK 2010.
Funder: Section for Global Initiatives and 
Gender Equality.

20. Columbia University
New York
About: Columbia University is an American 
private Ivy League research university located 
in New York City, New York, United States. 
Columbia is the oldest institution of higher 
learning in the state of New York, the fifth oldest 
in the United States, and one of the country’s 
nine Colonial Colleges founded before the 
American Revolution. Today the university 
operates seven Columbia Global Centers 
overseas in Amman, Beijing, Istanbul, Paris, 
Mumbai, Santiago and Nairobi.

Agreements with MFA: Columbia has received/
is receiving funding for projects in global health 
(Ministerial Working Group on scaling-up for 
health systems) and for studies on peace 
processes in Columbia and energy legislation.
Funding:
2.4 million NOK 2008
4 million NOK 2009
Funders:
Peace and Reconciliation section (Columbia 
research).
Section for Global Initiatives and Gender 
Equality (health research).
Embassy in Angola.

21. Harvard University
Cambridge, Massachusetts
About: Harvard University is an American 
private Ivy League research university located 
in Cambridge, Massachusetts, United States, 
established in 1636 by the Massachusetts 
legislature. Harvard is the oldest institution of 
higher learning in the United States.

Agreements with MFA: Brundtland Health 
Capacity Building Scholarship and other global 
health research.

Funding:
1.8 million NOK 2009
1.9 million NOK 2010.

22. The Institute of Inclusive  
Security (Hunt Alternatives Fund)
Washington, DC
About: The Institute of Inclusive Security 
organises the NGO Working Group (NGOWG) on 
Women, Peace and Security, which advocates 
for the equal and full participation of women in 
all efforts to create and maintain international 
peace and security. Formed in 2000 to call 
for a Security Council resolution on Women, 
Peace and Security, the NGOWG now focuses 
on implementation of SCR 1325 and all other 
Security Council resolutions that address this 
issue. The NGOWG serves as a bridge between 
women’s human rights defenders working in 
conflict-affected situations and policy-makers at 
UN headquarters.
Agreement with the MFA: Support for project 
establishing the Women’s Caucus of the 
Assembly of Sudan’s Government of National 
Unity (the “Caucus”) and the Coalition of Women 
Leaders (the “Coalition”).
Funding: 3 million NOK 2010.
Funder: Section for peace and reconciliation.

Disarmament/non-proliferation 
partners: 
In 2005 Norway initiated the seven-country 
initiative, which aims to strengthen the 
international disarmament and non-proliferation 
regime. As an instrument in following up this 
initiative, the MFA in 2006 initiated partnerships 
with a number of international think tanks and 
research institutions. This initiative has been 
expanded since and has some 30 partners 
today, of which a significant number are based in 
the United States.
Funder: Disarmament section.

23. Bulletin of Atomic Scientists
Chicago
About: The Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists 
informs the public about threats to the survival 
and development of humanity from nuclear 
weapons, climate change and emerging 
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technologies in the life sciences. It was 
established in 1945 by scientists, engineers and 
other experts who had created the atomic bomb 
as part of the Manhattan Project.

MFA support: Has received support of develop 
publications and an international publication 
platform to strengthen the network and recruit 
new experts in developing countries within 
the fields of nuclear energy, disarmament and 
sustainable development.
Funding:
1 million NOK 2010.
3 million NOK 2011.

24. The Carnegie Endowment for 
International Peace
Washington, DC
About: The Carnegie Endowment for 
International Peace is a private, non-profit 
organisation dedicated to advancing cooperation 
between nations and promoting active 
international engagement by the United States. 
Founded in 1910, it is one of the United States’ 
first think tanks and its work is non-partisan and 
dedicated to achieving practical results.
MFA support: Has received support for 
establishing a network for:
• north–south disarmament dialogue between 

China, Brazil, Turkey and Pakistan;
• researching the consequences of a nuclear 

explosion in Asia;
• research and advocacy regarding challenges 

regarding nuclear energy and new threats of 
proliferation.

Funding:
2.6 million NOK 2008.
2 million NOK 2009.
1.2 million NOK 2010.
800,000 NOK 2011.

25. Center for International Security 
and Cooperation CISAC
Palo Alto, California
About: Based at Stanford University, CISAC 
is this top university’s hub for research tackling 
some of the world’s most pressing security and 
international cooperation problems.
MFA support: Has received funds for research 
on Pakistan’s geopolitical situation among other 
issues.

Funding:
3.6 million NOK 2008.
1.5 million NOK 2009.

26. Global Security Institute
Pennsylvania (offices in New York and 
Washington)
About: The Global Security Institute (GSI) 
is dedicated to strengthening international 
cooperation and security based on the rule of 
law, with a particular focus on nuclear arms 
control, non-proliferation and disarmament. GSI 
was founded by Senator Alan Cranston, whose 
insight is that nuclear weapons are impractical, 
unacceptably risky and unworthy of civilisation.
MFA support: Has received support for 
maintaining the network Parliamentarians for 
Nuclear Non-Proliferation and the Middle Power 
Initiative. Activities are especially focused on 
parliamentarians in developing countries.
Funding: 500,000 NOK 2011.

27. Monterey Institute of  
International Studies, Center for 
Non-Proliferation Studies
Monterey, California
About: The Center for Non-Proliferation Studies 
(CNS) combats the spread of weapons of 
mass destruction (WMD) by training the next 
generation of non-proliferation specialists and 
disseminating timely information and analysis. 
Works globally. Strong networks in Russia.
MFA support: CNS has received funds for a 
number of projects since 2006, 
including:
• education, research and networking to 

strengthen the implementation of non-
proliferation commitments in developing 
countries, strengthening the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty (NPT), creating nuclear-free zones;

• training and engaging diplomats in Africa, the 
Middle East and south-east Asia, and creating 
think tanks in the field of disarmament.

CNS also does extensive work with Russia.
Funding:
2.8 million NOK 2008.
2.8 million NOK 2009.
0.5 million NOK 2010.
1.2 million NOK in 2011.
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28. Nuclear Threat initiative
Washington, DC
About: The Nuclear Threat Initiative (NTI) works 
to strengthen global security by reducing the 
risk of use and preventing the spread of nuclear, 
biological and chemical weapons and to work 
to build the trust, transparency and security that 
are preconditions to the ultimate fulfilment of the 
NPT’s goals and ambitions. The think tank was 
founded by Ted Turner and Senator Sam Nunn.
MFA support: Developing regional leadership 
networks in Asia-Pacific, Latin America and the 
Middle East.
Funding:
1.3 million NOK in 2008.
3 million NOK 2011.

REDD+/Climate Change Partners
In 2009, the Norwegian government started its 
international deforestation project to stop the 
deforestation in rainforests globally. A number 
of U.S.-based institutions has received research 
funding through this project.

29. Avoided Deforestation Partners
Berkeley, California/Washington, DC
About: Avoided Deforestation Partners brings 
together key voices in the tropical deforestation 
solutions discussion including NGOs, 
business leaders, governments, scientists 
and representatives of forest communities. It 
is a network organised under the think tank 
Center for International Policy. Its goal is to help 
advance both private and public initiatives that 
will effectively protect the world’s remaining 
tropical forests and thereby significantly reduce 
carbon emissions.

MFA cooperation: Community Involvement 
and Benefit Sharing in REDD Program. 
The goal of the project is development to 
advance local experience with, and global 
understanding of, successfully involving 
local and indigenous peoples in reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions from deforestation 
and forest degradation in developing countries 
(“REDD”) programmes. The goal is to be 
achieved by further investing in the design 
and integration of community involvement in 
three priority REDD demonstration projects in 

Indonesia, Bolivia and Papua New Guinea.

Funding:
3.5 million NOK 2009.
1.6 million NOK 2011.
Funder: NORAD Civil Society department.

30. Center for Clean Air Policy
Washington, DC
About: CCAP is a think tank established in 
1985. It helps policy-makers around the world 
develop, promote and implement innovative, 
market-based solutions to major climate, air-
quality and energy problems that balance both 
environmental and economic interests. 

MFA cooperation: Miscellaneous research and 
development projects on REDD in developing 
countries.
Funding: 4.9 million NOK 2010.
1.5 million NOK 2010.
Funder: NORAD Civil Society Department and 
MFA section for Environment and Sustainable 
Development.

31. Conservation International
Arlington, Virginia
About: Conservation International (CI) is a non-
profit environmental organisation. Its mission 
is to protect nature, and its biodiversity, for the 
benefit of humanity.

CI is one of the largest conservation 
organisations headquartered in the United 
States. It has 900+ employees, more than 30 
global offices and more than 1,000 partners 
around the world. Since its inception in 1987, CI 
has contributed to the protection of more than 
260 million acres of land and sea, including 
places such as the Phoenix Islands Protected 
Area, the largest UNESCO World Heritage Site 
in the world.

From its origins as an NGO dedicated to 
protecting tropical biodiversity, CI has evolved 
into an international organisation with influence 
among governments, scientists, charitable 
foundations and business.

MFA cooperation: Climate and Forest Initiative, 
work in Guyana and Brazil.
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Funding:
3.6 million NOK 2009.
9.2 million NOK 2010.
Funder: NORAD Civil Society Department and 
section for Environment and Sustainability.

32. Forest Trends
Washington, DC
About: Forest Trends is an international non-
profit organisation that was created in 1999 by 
leaders from conservation organisations, forest 
products firms, research groups, multilateral 
development banks, private investment funds 
and philanthropic foundations. Forest Trends’ 
mission is four-fold: to expand the value of 
forests to society; to promote sustainable forest 
management and conservation by creating and 
capturing market values for ecosystem services; 
to support innovative projects and companies 
that are developing these markets; and to 
enhance the livelihoods of local communities 
living in and around those forests.

MFA cooperation: Accelerating REDD 
readiness through the Katoomba Indicator.
Funding:
6.8 million NOK 2009.
1.8 million NOK 2010.
Funder: NORAD Civil Society Department.

33. The Nature Conservancy
Washington, DC
About: The Nature Conservancy is a U.S. 
charitable environmental organisation that works 
to preserve the lands and waters on which all life 
depends.

Founded in 1951, the Nature Conservancy 
works in more than 30 countries, including all 50 
states of the U.S. The Conservancy has over 1 
million members, and has protected more than 
119 million acres of land and 5,000 miles of 
rivers worldwide. The Nature Conservancy also 
operates more than 100 marine conservation 
projects globally. The organisation’s assets total 
$5.64 billion as of 2009.

The Nature Conservancy is the Americas’ third 
largest non-profit by assets, and its largest 
environmental non-profit by assets and by 
revenue.

MFA cooperation: Developing an effective 
international REDD mechanism.
Funding:
5 million NOK 2009.
3.9 million NOK 2010.
12 million NOK 2010–2013.
Funder: NORAD Civil Society Department.

34. Woods Hole Research Center
Woods Hole, Massachusetts
About: The Woods Hole Research Center 
(WHRC) is a private, non-profit research 
organisation focusing on environmental 
sciences. Its scientists combine analysis of 
satellite images of the Earth with field studies to 
measure, model and map changes in the world’s 
ecosystems, from the thawing permafrost in the 
Arctic to the expanding agriculture regions of the 
tropics.

Agreement with MFA: The Forum on 
Readiness for REDD: Partnerships for 
Long Term Capacity in REDD Design and 
Implementation. The Goals of the Project are:
• to build the capacity of developing country 

governments and civil society stakeholders 
to participate meaningfully in REDD policy 
design and implementation;

• to increase Southern leadership and 
representation in global REDD readiness 
agendas;

•  to engage and inform indigenous peoples 
in REDD initiatives, foster their institutional 
strength and to improve information sharing 
between national and international REDD 
processes, and local and regional indigenous 
networks;

•  to share lessons learned from Forum 
activities and perspective.

Funding: 18 million NOK for project period 
2010.
Funder: NORAD Civil Society Department.

35. Rainforest Alliance
Washington, DC
About: The Rainforest Alliance is an (NGO) 
with the published aims of working to conserve 
biodiversity and ensure sustainable livelihoods 
by transforming land-use practices, business 
practices and consumer behaviour. It is based 
in New York City, and has offices throughout the 
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United States and worldwide.
Funding: 3.5 million 2009.
Funder: NORAD Civil Society Department.

36. Global Witness
Washington, DC (headquarters in London)
About: Global Witness is an international NGO, 
established in 1993, that works to break the 
links between natural resource exploitation, 
conflict, poverty, corruption and human rights 
abuses worldwide. The organisation has 
offices in London and Washington, DC. Global 
Witness states that it does not have any political 
affiliation. In 2003 it was co-nominated for 
the Nobel Peace Prize for its work on conflict 
diamonds.

MFA cooperation: Guiding REDD through 
Copenhagen to 2012 and beyond.
Funding:
2.5 million NOK 2009.3.5 million NOK 2010.
Funder: NORAD Civil Society Department.

37. Clinton Climate Initiative
New York
About: President Clinton launched the Clinton 
Foundation’s Climate Initiative (CCI) in 2006, 
with the mission of applying the Foundation’s 
business-oriented approach to fight against 
climate change in practical, measurable and 
significant ways.

CCI is working with 40 of the world’s largest 
cities to reduce their greenhouse gas emissions 
through a variety of large-scale programmes.

The William J. Clinton Foundation is a 
foundation established by the former President 
of the United States Bill Clinton with the 
stated mission to “strengthen the capacity 
of people throughout the world to meet the 
challenges of global interdependence.” The 
Foundation focuses on four critical areas: health 
security; economic empowerment; leadership 
development and citizen service; and racial, 
ethnic and religious reconciliation.

MFA cooperation: REDD+ actions in 
developing countries.
Funding:
3.5 million NOK 2009.

6 million NOK 2010.
Funder: NORAD Civil Society Department.

38.The German Marshall Fund of the 
United States
Washington, DC
The German Marshall Fund of the United 
States (GMF) is a non-partisan American 
public policy and grant-making institution 
dedicated to promoting greater cooperation 
and understanding between North America and 
Europe. GMF policy initiatives bring together 
people and resources from both sides of the 
Atlantic to address how the United States and 
Europe can work together on common interests 
and shared challenges. They are designed to 
increase transatlantic cooperation and decrease 
tension around difficult issues and are carried 
out by both GMF and partner institutions. Such 
initiatives include the Climate & Energy Program.

MFA cooperation: A Renewable Energy 
Transition Forum: this is created to create a 
space for business and policy leaders to gather 
and engage in frank dialogue about the current 
state of the renewable energy market, the 
challenges it faces, and ideas on how to drive a 
paradigm shift to a global economy increasingly 
powered by renewable energy.

Funding: 1.5 million NOK 2011.
Funder: Section for Climate and Sustainable 
Development

39. The Atlantic Council
Washington, DC
About:
MFA cooperation: The Atlantic Council is used 
as a resource base for experts and research 
on defence issues. It received funding for a 
dialogue project in 2009 and might apply for new 
funding in 2011.
Funding: 700,000 NOK 2009.
Funder: Peace and Reconciliation section.

3. MFA development aid recipients 
in the United States
The MFA cooperates with U.S. development 
assistance providers too. They are key partners 
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of Norway, which double as important contacts 
and thus resources for Norway in the United 
States.

The Carter Center
Atlanta, Georgia
About: The Carter Center is an NGO run by 
former President Jimmy Carter and his wife. It 
is associated with Emory University. The Center 
works in three primary areas: peace building and 
conflict prevention; human rights and democracy 
promotion; and global health.

Description of agreement with MFA: The 
Carter Center does not have a framework 
agreement, but it has for many years received 
funds from the MFA for many different activities 
including:
2 million NOK for monitoring peace process in 
Nepal from embassy in Kathmandu.
12 million NOK in development assistance 
funds to implement broad project for election 
monitoring in the Sudan.

Funds for Global Health Work in eradicating the 
guinea worm.
Funding: 9,6 mill NOK 2009
3 mill NOK 2010
Funders: East and Central Africa Section, 
Embassies in Khatoum and Katmandu

The National Democratic Institute
Washington, DC
About: The National Democratic Institute for 
International Affairs (NDI) is an organisation 
created by the United States government by 
way of the National Endowment for Democracy 
(NED) to channel grants for furthering 
democracy in developing nations. It was founded 
in 1983, shortly after the U.S. Congress created 
the National Endowment for Democracy. 
Taxpayer funding is provided by the federal 
government, both directly from the United 
States Agency for International Development 
and the Department of State and indirectly 
through the National Endowment for Democracy. 
Additional funds are raised through voluntary 
donations from foreign governments, multilateral 
institutions and private foundations.
NDI is loosely associated with the Democratic 
Party.

MFA-supported aid projects: NDI receives 
large funds from the MFA for several democracy-
building projects, most notably in Haiti, Kenya, 
Angola, Sri Lanka and Afghanistan.
Funding: 22.5 million NOK 2010
Funders: Miscellaneous embassies, Africa 
section, Peace and Reconciliation section.

Clinton Health Access Initiative
New York
About: The Clinton Health Access Initiative 
(CHAI) is a global health organisation committed 
to strengthening integrated health systems in 
the developing world and expanding access to 
care and treatment for HIV/AIDS, malaria and 
tuberculosis. As of 1 January 2010, the Clinton 
HIV/AIDS Initiative, an initiative of the Clinton 
Foundation, became a separate non-profit 
organisation called the Clinton Health Access 
Initiative (CHAI).

MFA-supported projects: Has received funding 
from the MFA for work on maternal health and 
other issues in several African countries.
Funding:
51.4 million NOK 2009.
39 million NOK 2010.
Funder: NORAD.

International Partnership for  
Microbicides
Silver Spring, Maryland (Washington, DC)
About: The International Partnership for 
Microbicides (IPM) works to provide women 
with affordable and self-initiated HIV prevention 
strategies they can use to protect their 
own health. Founded in 2002 as a product 
development partnership (PDP), IPM has 
become an important partner in the microbicide 
field.

MFA-supported projects: General support to 
the International Partnership.
Funding:
25 million NOK 2009.
20 million NOK 2010.
Funder: NORAD Research and Education 
Department.
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International Crisis Group
New York (headquarters in Brussels)
About: The International Crisis Group was 
founded in 1995 by the World Bank Vice-
President, Mark Malloch Brown, former US 
diplomat Morton Abramowitz and Fred Cuny, an 
international disaster relief specialist. Their aim 
was to create an organisation, wholly independent 
from any government, to assist governments, 
intergovernmental bodies and the international 
community at large in preventing deadly conflict.

The ICG gives advice to governments, and 
intergovernmental bodies such as the United 
Nations, European Union and World Bank, 
on the prevention and resolution of deadly 
conflict. Its primary goals are a combination of 
field-based analysis, policy prescription and 
aggressive advocacy, with key roles being 
played by a senior management team highly 
experienced in government and by a highly 
active Board of Trustees containing many senior 
diplomats.

MFA-supported projects: Balkans programme, 
Nepal programme and core grant.
Funding:
5.2 million NOK 2009.
5.2 million NOK 2010.
Funders: Embassies, Peace and Reconciliation 
section.

The Asia Foundation
San Francisco
About: The Asia Foundation is a non-profit NGO 
committed to the development of a peaceful, 
prosperous, just and open Asia-Pacific region. The 
Foundation supports Asian initiatives to improve 
governance and law, economic development, 
women’s empowerment, the environment and 
regional cooperation. Drawing on nearly 60 
years of experience in Asia, the Foundation 
collaborates with private and public partners to 
support leadership and institutional development, 
exchanges and policy research.
MFA cooperation: Media sponsoring of female 
parliamentary candidates (Afghanistan), Increasing 
female political participation (Indonesia).
Funding: 5.3 million NOK 2010.
Funder: Norwegian embassies in Jakarta, 
Islamabad, Kabul and Dhaka.

The Aspen Institute  
(Middle East Investment Initiative)
Aspen
About: The Aspen Institute is an international 
non-profit organisation founded in 1950 as 
the Aspen Institute of Humanistic Studies. 
The organisation is dedicated to “fostering 
enlightened leadership, the appreciation of 
timeless ideas and values, and open-minded 
dialogue on contemporary issues”.
MFA cooperation: The Aspen Institute runs the 
Middle East investment Initiative (MEII). This is a 
public–private partnership of the Aspen Institute, 
the Overseas Private Investment Corporation 
and the Palestinian Investment Fund. MEII’s 
Loan Guarantee Fund is a $228 million loan 
guarantee programme for small and medium-
sized businesses in the Palestinian Territories. 
MEII has also developed a viable mortgage 
finance marketplace enabling low-income 
households to purchase homes. It also financed 
the purchase of 10,000–12,000 housing units on 
Palestinian-owned land for such projects as the 
Rawabi housing project, north of Ramallah.
Funding: 6 million NOK per year 2006–2010.
Funder: Middle East section.

4. MFA prospective partners
The MFA has a large number of diverse partners 
in the United States, as this report clearly shows. 
However, a very few strategically important 
partners should be added to the MFA portfolio 
because they operate in geographical areas 
of key interest to Norway or because they are 
leading environments in certain key fields.

At this point in time, Houston is the city in the 
United States with the largest community of 
Norwegian citizens and partners. With its 6500 
Norwegians, the community around the U.S. 
petroleum capital represents the largest number 
of Norwegians anywhere outside Norway. 
Strengthening links to this region is important 
for the MFA and through this project a dialogue 
has been launched with the Baker Institute of 
Rice University, frequently ranked as one of the 
United States’ top 30 think tanks. This link will be 
enhanced through the Norwegian Science Week 
in Houston in 2012.
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If Houston represents the new Norwegian 
hub in the U.S., Minnesota is the old centre 
of Norwegian America. Through this project 
research has also been done in the academic 
environments there, as partnering with 
institutions in Minnesota could prove another 
strategic advancement for Norway. The Midwest 
is still influential in U.S. politics and of key 
importance to strengthen Norwegian contacts in 
the U.S. Congress.

One very key think tanks in Washington have 
also been added below because they may prove 
useful additions to the MFA list of partners.

The Baker Institute
Houston, Texas
About: The James A. Baker III Institute for 
Public Policy is a think tank on the campus of 
Rice University in Houston, Texas. Founded 
in 1993, it has become a notable centre of 
public policy research. It is named after James 
Baker, former United States Secretary of State 
and Secretary of the Treasury. The institute’s 
founding director, Edward P. Djerejian, is the 
former United States Ambassador to Israel 
and Syria and Assistant Secretary of State for 
Near Eastern Affairs. The institute’s board of 
advisors include William Barnett (Chair), Colin 
Powell, Madeleine Albright and David Leebron, 
President of Rice University. The institute 
employs scholars and researchers from a variety 
of backgrounds. The institute concentrates 
on the public policy questions of the day. It 
is an integral part of Rice University, and the 
university’s faculty and students are involved in 
its research programmes and public events.
Potential for MFA cooperation: A dialogue 
has been started, as a result of this consultancy 
process, to identify common interests between 
the Baker Institute and the MFA.
Peace and reconciliation-related research in the 
Middle East is one potential area of cooperation. 
Energy security is another.
A meeting with the founding director of the Baker 
Institute, Edward Djerejian, was part of this 
study.

The Humphrey School of Public  
Policy
Minneapolis, Minnesota

About: The Hubert H. Humphrey School of 
Public Affairs (formerly the Humphrey Institute) 
is a graduate public affairs school located at 
the University of Minnesota, ranking among the 
top 15 professional schools of public affairs at 
public universities in the country. It is named 
after Hubert H. Humphrey, former Vice President 
of the United States and presidential candidate. 
Its programme concentration in non-profit 
management ranks fifth in the nation. The school 
is widely recognised for its role in examining 
public issues and shaping public policy at the 
local, state, national and international levels, 
and for providing leadership and management 
expertise to public and non-profit organisations.

Potential for MFA cooperation: Dialogue with 
the embassy in Washington is under way to 
identify areas of cooperation. The Humphrey 
School has strong links to the U.S. Congress 
and their Midwestern delegations, and teaming 
up to carry out joint activities in Washington with 
the Norwegian Embassy is being discussed.
A meeting with the Dean of the Humphrey 
School, Eric Schwartz, was part of this study.

The Peterson Institute for  
International Economics
Washington, DC
About: The Peter G. Peterson Institute for 
International Economics is the leading think 
tank in Washington working on economic 
development and global financial issues. It is 
a private, non-profit, non-partisan research 
institution devoted to the study of international 
economic policy. Since 1981 the Institute has 
provided timely and objective analysis of, 
and concrete solutions to, a wide range of 
international economic problems. It is one of the 
very few economics think tanks that are widely 
regarded as non-partisan by the press and 
neutral by the U.S. Congress, and the quality 
media cite its research staff more than those of 
any other such institution.

MFA cooperation: The Peterson Institute has 
asked the MFA for support and said it cannot 
accommodate requests from Norway until it 
receives some funding.
A meeting with the Vice President of the 
Peterson Institute, Anders Aslund, was part of 
this study.
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5. How the MFA can become a 
more strategic actor in the U.S. 
foreign policy environment
Norway is currently one of the largest foreign 
government contributors to U.S. foreign policy 
research. This role creates great opportunities, 
but it also carries with it a responsibility for the 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs.

The United States’ foreign policy research 
environment is perhaps the world leader, and 
the MFA can benefit greatly if it awards its 
contributions wisely and strategically in this 
environment.

However, U.S. think tanks are also world-
class fundraisers. They are very professional 
at attracting funding and used to dealing with 
funders who require much more cumbersome 
application and reporting requirements than the 
MFA does.

The MFA could benefit from becoming a more 
demanding funder with a more transparent 
application and review process without 
becoming overly bureaucratic.

At the current time, the MFA is a larger funder 
in the U.S. than even the ministry staff are 
themselves aware of. The most difficult task 
in this project has been to acquire a complete 
overview of all MFA funding to the U.S. This 
goes to show that it is important to improve 
coordination of the ministry’s activities in the 
U.S.

Three questions could help guide the MFA in a 
process to improve its funding practices in the 
United States.

Question 1: What does the MFA want to 
achieve through funding U.S. foreign policy 
research?
Question 2: How can MFA staff become 
better-coordinated grant makers?
Question 3: How can the funding of U.S. 
partners produce even more results and 
synergies for the MFA?

Question 1: What does the MFA want 
to achieve through funding U.S.  
foreign policy research?
Flexible policy influence
According to interviews conducted as part of this 
study, the objective of the MFA’s contributions 
to foreign policy research in the United States 
is to advance the priorities of Norwegian foreign 
policy. The think tanks and research institutions 
supported are not providing consultancy 
services. They are carrying out research and 
policy implementing activities in areas of special 
concern to the MFA; research that might not 
have been produced without the funding from 
Norway.

The MFA contributes to U.S. institutions because 
they are leaders in their fields globally; they 
are global agenda setters that can assist the 
MFA in developing and promoting a Norwegian 
foreign policy agenda. They can help the MFA 
in developing current strategies and foreign and 
security policy tools.

One example is following the use of stabilisation 
operations (such as Afghanistan), where the 
trend currently is a diminishing willingness to  
deploy large forces to solve security challenges. 
A question to ask in such a situation is what 
other tools the international community has and 
how the Norwegian government would like to 
influence the discussion about these. Such tools 
are of crucial importance for the international 
community in dealing with, for example, the 
Arab Spring and Syria. When the tools and 
policies have been developed, Norway can, in 
partnership with its think tank partners, promote 
these perspectives globally. This gives the MFA 
a significant role.

In addition, the U.S. institutions are important 
to the MFA because they can give the ministry 
access to experts and events in U.S. foreign 
policy making.

MFA staff indicate that the ministry does not 
wish to fund large research projects in the 
same way the Norwegian Research Council or 
a large foundation would. The ministry instead 
aims to keep its grant making somewhat 
flexible. At the MFA, contributions to think tanks/
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research institutions are seen as “seed money”, 
which can be given with some flexibility to 
projects of importance for Norwegian foreign 
policy priorities. The MFA sees the framework 
agreement format as a useful tool in this regard, 
as it allows general agreements to be set up with 
partners allowing for some flexibility.

Assistance for embassy and MFA staff
Some of the MFA partnerships in the United 
States seem quite important for Norwegian 
foreign policy-makers and provide many 
opportunities for both the embassy in 
Washington and the MFA in Oslo. The 
partnerships give Norway access to key experts, 
and in some cases policy-makers, in the United 
States who would otherwise not have been 
accessible.

In Washington, it is difficult for a small country to 
gain access to powerful politicians, bureaucrats 
and experts. Funding powerful think tanks is one 
way to gain such access, and some think tanks 
in Washington are openly conveying that they 
can service only those foreign governments that 
provide funding.

Some diplomats interviewed for this report 
even emphasise that the level of funding a 
government such as Norway’s provides will 
determine what level of access it gets.

For the MFA, the significant contribution to the 
Brookings Institution is the clearest example 
of this. Norway is, after Qatar and the UAE, 
the largest foreign government contributor 
to Brookings, and Norwegian funding is less 
restricted than that of the two Arab partner 
countries. This is of great benefit to Norwegian 
delegations visiting Washington, and the 
flexibility of the framework agreement makes 
it possible to have Norway influence policy on 
many levels.

Another example is the MFA’s decision not 
to fund the Peterson Institute of International 
Economics, which is Washington’s leading think 
tank on international financial issues/financial 
crisis etc. By deciding not to contribute to this 
influential think tank, the MFA has removed 
itself from a partnership with one of the most 
influential think tanks in finance globally in a 

period when crucial Norwegian interests such as 
the global energy markets and the Norwegian 
sovereign wealth fund require close monitoring 
of global financial trends..

This being said, it is important for the Norwegian 
MFA not to see funding as its only means of 
power in the U.S. foreign policy environment. 
Norway has considerable soft power in this 
environment in other ways. It is seen as a 
force in international peacebuilding and climate 
policy, and American policy-makers repeatedly 
state that Norway is punching above its weight. 
Norway is respected and listened to. The MFA 
should therefore be a demanding funder and 
use financial contributions to U.S. foreign policy 
research in combination with other tools. This 
will be easier if the MFA sets clearer priorities for 
which foreign policy priorities it wants to pursue 
by funding American foreign policy research.

Norwegian diplomats at home and abroad 
should also use the networks created by the 
cooperation in the U.S. more actively and to 
build stronger political cooperation with the 
think tanks and other partners. Resources 
should be set aside by the MFA for this purpose, 
and some clear aims should be set for each 
MFA/U.S. partnership. Questions to ask could 
be: What political output does the MFA want the 
partnership to produce? What activities should 
the partnership produce?

The Peace and Reconciliation section of the 
MFA has its annual Oslo Forum, at which 
mediators from all over the world (most of whom 
receive financial support from Norway) gather to 
interact with Norwegian diplomats working in the 
field of mediation. Perhaps networking events 
like this could be beneficial in other topical fields. 
Fellowship agreements, whereby Norwegian 
diplomats are offered short-term fellowships at 
a think tank to work on a specific topic, might 
be another option. The MFA had such an 
arrangement with Harvard in the past, but it was 
discontinued.
Keeping issues warm

In the United States, the MFA contributes 
financially to research in these main areas: 
peace and reconciliation, REDD+, climate 
change/global warming, disarmament and 
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non-proliferation, economic development/aid 
efficiency and, to a lesser extent, global health 
and women in peace and security.

In most of these areas Norwegian contributions 
seem vital in keeping issues on the international 
agenda when it is difficult to attract funding from 
other sources. Several of the think tanks funded 
by the MFA state that they would not have been 
able to do certain aspects of their work without 
Norway’s contribution. Norway has become 
known for funding areas in which resources are 
scarce and it is hard to attract funding from other 
sources. Some examples are:
• Disarmament/non-proliferation work, for 

which the MFA helped keep the U.S. research 
environment vibrant during the years of the 
Bush administration when non-proliferation 
was not high on the agenda.

• The REDD+ agenda, which has been kept 
alive and has advanced through Norwegian 
contributions. Many partners in this field state 
that it would not have been possible for them 
to do much without Norwegian funding.

• Peacebuilding research in Afghanistan 
through the Center for International 
Cooperation and the United States Institute 
of Peace in partnership with PRIO, which has 
received praise and attention.

• In some areas Norwegian contributions may 
have been able to influence U.S. policy. 

 Examples:
 • High North research funding to the Center 

for Strategic and International Studies.
 • The Brookings Institution’s funding to study 

the Arab spring. The flexibility of the broad 
framework agreement with Brookings 
has at times made it possible to time 
key research to coincide with visits from 
Norway.

The Norwegian MFA receives praise for its role 
as a funder of “forgotten issues”. However, 
Norway should be careful not to become the 
sole funder of too many projects. Funding should 
at all times be kept current and relevant to 
Norwegian and global policy.

There should be a debate within the MFA to 
determine what should be the main focus of 
contributions in the United States.

Question 2: How can MFA staff  
become better-coordinated grant 
makers?
The leading challenge for the MFA in its 
funding role in the United States is the lack of 
coordination/information sharing in Oslo and 
between the ministry and its partners in the 
United States.

Many partners are asking for easier access 
to information about application and follow-
up procedures. However, there are no joint 
procedures for applying and reviewing funds 
today. Different section of the MFA have their 
own systems, and partnerships often start by 
personal contact between MFA officials and think 
tank/research institution representatives.

The MFA might not want a rigid and bureaucratic 
system governing its funding practices. However, 
its grant-making activities are now so extensive 
that some type of transparent system is called 
for.

When designing such a system, it is important 
to take into account that there is continuous and 
frequent staff rotation at a ministry of foreign 
affairs, and that this requires procedures that 
can easily be transferred from one civil servant 
to the next.

A few simple steps could make the grant-making 
activities at the MFA more transparent and better 
coordinated:
• A Web tool/portal to share application 

information and best practices.
 Information about how to apply for funding 

from Norway is not well coordinated and 
collected in one place. Internet-based tools 
for external and internal use could also 
highlight some of the important research the 
MFA is involved in as well as Norway’s foreign 
policy priorities.

 In addition, it could help create synergies and 
possibilities for links around the world and 
prevent overlap as partners are receiving 
support from different sections of the MFA for 
similar work.

• Checklists and joint guidelines for grant 
follow-up and renewal.

 This should include checklists and easily 
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transferable tools for following up grants and 
ensuring that they are producing the desired 
results.

 Different sections of the MFA and NORAD 
should also be given the opportunity to share 
experiences and learn from each other.

• A Database with contact information and 
details about U.S. partners.

 This database could be maintained at the 
embassy in Washington, DC, and would 
provide all needed information for officials 
keeping in touch with the think tank partners.

 All the tools described above could be 
created in a follow-up exercise to this report.

Question 3: How can the funding of 
U.S. partners produce qualitatively 
better results and synergies for the 
MFA?
The Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs could 
become more strategic, gain more influence and 
enjoy greater benefits from its funding of U.S. 
think tanks by:
• Funding fewer and more strategically 

important partners. The MFA is currently 
aiming very wide. Few partnerships have 
been discontinued in the last six years 
while many have been added. Renewed 
funding should not be automatic, and all 
partnerships should be thoroughly evaluated. 
Many partnerships started through personal 
contacts between MFA staff and U.S. 
researchers/experts. At this point, the MFA 
should look thoroughly at all funded projects 
and ask if they benefit Norwegian foreign 
policy and policy making. Partnership 
agreements should ask for more specific 
outcomes of greater gain for the MFA.

• Involving Norwegian institutions. The MFA 
could benefit by encouraging partnerships/
joint projects between Norwegian foreign 
policy research institutions and excellent 
think tanks in the United States. Norwegian 
institutions could be partners in more 
agreements between the MFA and leading 
U.S. think tanks. In this way Norwegian 
access to key experts and research could 
be utilised in more ways in Norway. Some 
partnerships of this sort have already been 
quite successful. PRIO and the United States 
Institute of Peace have collaborated on an 

Afghanistan peace dialogue project that has 
been quite successful. NUPI has also been 
involved in similar projects. The Norwegian 
institutions should be challenged to propose 
joint projects, and in some cases triangular 
agreements could be of benefit.

• Looking beyond Washington. Norwegian 
interest in the United States stretches far 
beyond the U.S. capital and the UN capital, 
New York. Today, the largest contingent 
of Norwegian expats in any city outside 
Norway can be found in Houston, Texas. 
Partnering with excellent foreign policy 
research institutions there and in other key 
environments for Norway, such as Minnesota, 
would be beneficial for the MFA in the United 
States. In some cases links could be made 
between the MFA’s foreign policy research 
funding and other research funding provided 
by the Norwegian Research Council etc. to 
create synergies for research cooperation 
between Norway and the United States. For 
the last few years a Norwegian Science Week 
has not as been held in different cities in 
the United States. In 2012, when this event 
is to be held in Houston, the plan is to add 
a foreign policy component. This type of 
project will help highlight Norwegian foreign 
policy and the MFA’s important contribution to 
specific foreign policy research in the United 
States.

• Creating global synergies. Many of the 
MFA’s partners in the United States have 
excellent partners around the world and 
especially in key countries such as China, 
India, Brazil and Turkey as well as in the Arab 
world. The MFA could use its U.S. partners 
to create synergies/partnerships in these 
strategically important countries for Norway. 
Partnerships with research institutions in 
these countries could be set up, linking them 
to key Norwegian partners in the United 
States. Conferences, events and visits could 
also benefit from this kind of partnership. 
Some of Norway’s partners in the U.S. 
already have their own centres in the global 
South (for example the Brookings Doha 
centre and planned research centres in Delhi 
and Beijing). Given how large a donor Norway 
has become, it should expand its reach by 
exploring these synergies and drawing on its 
U.S. partners where it is beneficial.
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How to proceed
If the MFA wishes to become a more 
professional donor, a process should be started 
to explore this topic. The MFA could benefit by 
seeking advice from U.S. foundations, which are 
the largest funders of U.S. institutions.

Creating a better system for grant making, 
coordination and follow-up could be done 
through an advisory process using consultants 
who know the U.S. grant-making environment. 
This process could be organised and funded by 
NOREF.
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6. Concluding remarks and  
acknowledgements
This report is not an evaluation, but a survey 
and a collection of thoughts indicating how the 
Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs might 
steer its cooperation with foreign policy research 
institutions in the United States in the future. 
The report would not have been possible without 
extensive help and advise from several key 
people.

I would like to extend sincere thanks to Mariano 
Aguirre, Director of NOREF, for strategic advice 
and for generously sharing his own extensive 
knowledge of how the U.S. funding environment 
for foreign policy research operates.

Several diplomats at the embassy in Washington 
have generously taken time out of their busy 
schedules to provide information and input and 
to discuss ideas for the future. A special thanks 
to DCM Johan Vibe and Minister Counsellor 
Berit Enge for their very important advice and 
monitoring. Ambassador Wegger Strømmen’s 
advice has also been greatly appreciated and 
key for the success of this project.

At the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in Oslo, several 
people have helped.

Thanks especially to staff at the Peace and 
Reconciliation section, who have a lot of 
experience with contributions to U.S. actors.

The NORAD statistical team has generously 
helped to pull out necessary data that were not 
always easy to find.

In the United States, key experts at many 
partnering think tanks have kindly shared their 
ideas and data with me. A special thanks to the 
consultant Christopher Harris, who has helped 
with direction and strategic thinking.

It has been an exciting exercise to get immersed 
in the role Norway is playing in U.S. foreign 
policy research. It is my clear observation that 
the Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs has 
achieved a lot through this activity, but can reach 
even further if this project is followed by a more 
practical and strategic follow-up exercise.

Washington, DC, May 2012
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Appendix 1: List of partners interviewed
Institution Location Point of contact Receives MFA funding
The Baker Institute Houston Ryan Kirksey

Allen Matusow
No

The Brookings Institution Washington Jaqueline Geis
Martin Indyk

Yes

Center for American Progress Washington Sabina Dewan Yes
Center for Global Development Washington Todd Moss Yes
Center for International Cooperation New York Jake Sherman Yes
CSIS Washington Heather Conley Yes
Global Financial Integrity Washington Raymond Baker Yes
Clinton Health Initiative/Clinton Climate Initiative New York Ami Desai

James Baker
Yes

Conflict Prevention and Peace Forum New York Bill O´Neill Yes
The Heritage Foundation Washington Mike Gonzales No
The Humphrey School of Public Policy Minneapolis Eric Schwarz

Sherry Grey
No

Independent Diplomat New York Carne Ross Yes
International Peace Institute New York Francois Carrell-Billiard Yes
National Democratic Institute Washington Kenneth Wollack

Matt Dippell
Yes

Nobel Peace Prize Forum Minneapolis Maureen Reed No
Monterey Institute of International Studies Monterey, CA William Potter Yes
The Oslo Center Foundation Minneapolis Orlyn Kringstad
Peterson Institute of International Economics Washington Anders Åslund No
Rand Corporation Los Angeles Lindsay Koburg
Rights and Resources Initiative Washington Andy White Yes
United States Institute of Peace Washington Andrew Wilder Yes (through PRIO)
World Affairs Council Houston Chip Ray

Shara Fryer
No

World Resources Institute Washington Leo Horn-Phathanothai Yes
PRIO Oslo Kristian Harpviken Yes
NUPI Oslo Ulf Sverdrup

Iver Neumann
Yes
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EXCERPTS FROM BROOKINGS INSTITUTION POLICIES ON INTELLECTUAL INTEGRITY AND 

INDEPENDENCE 

  

From the 2010-2013 Strategic Plan: 

  

Safeguarding Independence: We will work with our scholars and trustees to safeguard our 

independence—to make sure that we are agenda-setting rather than agenda driven. Our independence 

is what distinguishes us not only from advocacy organizations, but from many think tanks that try to 

enhance their impact by developing reliable results for intended audiences sometimes verging on 

contract research. Recognizing this, we will make sure that our scholars continue to preserve our 

independence as a byproduct of the open-ended way that we pursue research questions, and our 

impact will derive, in part, from our reputation for giving unbiased analyses. 

  

Our scholars persist in resisting the notion that consensus or the middle ground is synonymous with the 

right answer, or that there is any single “Brookings line” on any subject. In other words, our brand of 

scholarship is emphatically independent. Brookings researchers resist pressures and temptations to 

prejudge the questions they address or to be concerned over whether answers appear conservative or 

liberal. When it comes time to go public with an idea, Brookings scholars take account of political and 

practical realities, but they may conclude that neither party has the best proposal for dealing with a 

particular issue. 

  

Being fact-based does not mean being value-free. In addition to our trinity of scholarly values—quality, 

independence, and impact—the entire Institution remains committed to constitutional democracy, 

national prosperity, and international peace, security, and cooperation. Of course, we encourage our 

scholars to pursue these values with methodological and philosophical diversity. Once our scholars 

reach conclusions, they disseminate them, clearly and forcefully, through published work, conferences, 

congressional testimony, and media appearances. 

  

Independence can be expressed positively or negatively. Put in the positive, it means we protect for the 

Institution as a whole—and provide to our scholars—the freedom to set our own agenda, ask what we 

think are the right questions, and come up with what we think are the right answers. It also means 

ensuring an atmosphere within the Institution that encourages debate and respects differences over 

what those questions and answers should be—and, by example (i.e., in the way we present our views 

publicly), promotes civility of discourse in the public arena. Independence also means that we are 

careful to look afresh at the challenges facing the country and the world. We don’t start with 

preconceived positions formed in response to old issues and let those drive us as we tackle new issues. 

  

The views of our scholars are often at odds with those of other analysts and the policies of the 

government. How Brookings scholars argue their positions is as important as how they reach them. We 

believe in upholding, by our own example, civility of discourse as a requirement for the health of 

democracy, and believe in the value of political independence. 

  

Outside the United States, the quality and impact of independent public policy research varies widely. 

We have received a steady and growing number of requests from research institutions around the world 

which aspire to become the “Brookings” of their home country. We have established partnerships with 

a number of those institutions and, in a few cases, we are establishing our own presence in those 



nations. While the nature of political debate obviously varies from country to country, we will maintain 

our core values wherever we operate. 

  

Brookings has earned the highest reputation for doing projects that are not influenced by the views of 

our funders. The Institution is currently funded by a mix of four sources of roughly equal size: 

endowment, individuals, corporations and foundations—and a small amount of funding from a number 

of governments. If we are to sustain our independence, we must grow our endowment and our 

unrestricted funding. Frequently, we see the challenges to be addressed in much the same way as do 

our funders. But there will sometimes be cases in which our scholars have the imagination to undertake 

projects that do not attract directed funding, and there will be instances when a single scholar or a team 

develops a solution to a problem that cuts against the grain of well-established approaches. Brookings 

must support those projects. 

  

From our Donor Recognition Guidelines: 

  

The Brookings Institution is a private non-profit organization. Its mission is to conduct high-quality, 

independent research and, based on that research, to provide innovative, practical recommendations 

for policymakers and the public. The conclusions and recommendations of any Brookings publication are 

solely those of its author(s), and do not reflect the views of the Institution, its management, or its other 

scholars. 

 



TO: Foreign Minister's Secretariat 
Development Minister Secretariat 
 

VIA: Office Department for culture, media and protocol 
 
COPY TO: Ambassador in Washington, D.C. 
Department for UN, Peace and humanitarian track narrow 

Department for Security Policy 
Legal Department 
Section for Peace and Reconciliation 
Division of humanitarian 

Section of climate , global health and development 
Department of multilateral development finance and global economy 
Division of Security Policy and North America 
Section for development policy 

Grants Management Unit 

Okonomiseksjonen 
 

FROM: Division of Norway promotion, reputation and web 

OFFICER: Tore Nedrebo 

Ministry's cooperation with American 

 
5/7/2013 

 

Ministry's cooperation with the US-based foreign and development policy research 

institutions have in recent years of strong growth, while the overview and 

coordination has been lacking. The Embassy in Washington DC has asked the 
Ministry cooperates with the right institutions and if we get enough bang for 

resource use. Here in ministry raised questions about the size of resource use and 

whether more efforts should go to research institutions in other parts of the world, 

including in Norway.  

 

On the initiative of the Embassy gave UD through NOREF (Norwegian Peacebuilding 
Centre) Tove Bjørgaas as Washington-based consultant commissioned to prepare a 

report on the matter. Bjørgaas collaborated closely with the Embassy and the 
Ministry for the work. The report førlåg in May 2012, titled "From two contributors 

Partner? Norway's role in foreign policy research Programmes and Implementation 
in the United States." (footnote 1)  
 

It appears that UD is one of the biggest foreign contributors line of American foreign 
policy research. For instance, gave only Saudi Arabia and Qatar more Brookings 

Institution in 2010 than Norway. According to the report paid UD as 40 US-based 
research institutions totaling 250 million. By this point, approximately 122 million 

remained in the United States as payment for research, development and research-
based services, the rest went further as aid or emergency aid to developing 

countries. All the money is from 03 area, but budgetary responsibility is dispersed in 



a number of sections and Norad. In comparison, transmitted MFA and Norad 
approximately 75 million directly to the five Norwegian foreign and development 
policy institutes CMI, Fafo, FNI, NUPI and PRIO in 2012 (in addition to the funding 

comes through the Research Council).  
 
Efforts to bring out the figures in the report were extensive, not least because it 
turned out that the current grants are not registered under the focus of research in 

the PTA. Bjørgås therefore had to be based on a list of all US-based beneficiaries and 
checked this in the main to the publicly available figures from the current American 
institutions. The total amount in 2010 may thus have been greater than the report 
predicts. Norad's statistics team drafted 25 ds. an overview of the development up 

to and including 2012, which estimates that resource use has decreased somewhat.  
 
The funds have gone to projects focusing on Norwegian foreign and development 
policy priorities, such as peace and reconciliation, climate change and deforestation, 

non-proliferation and global health. As mentioned, took over half of the funds in 

2010 further to developing countries. The overall effort also result, as the report 
points out, Norway an important platform in the American research community. 

This is an environment that produces knowledge and recommendations that are 

often used in American politics. It creates moreover important meeting places that 

many American decision makers involved in and where new issues can be put on 

the agenda. The investments also result in Norwegian politicians and administrative 
access to some of the best experts in the world in a way that we would not 

otherwise have had.  

 

The effort is thus important both foreign and development policy instruments, 

particularly for the Norwegian policy of engagement. Generally, foreign and 
development policy research -and researchers as actors - become increasingly 

important. Norway is at the forefront when it comes to using this -and these - in its 

foreign and development policy. UD also use their Monastic doctor amount of this in 

Norway. An example is the cooperation with Fafo in the process that led to the Oslo 

Accords and the CMI in peace and sharing process in Sudan.  

 
The report considers nevertheless that the Foreign Ministry and Norwegian 

interests could have even greater advantage of the support. Bjørgaas proposes that 
the Foreign Ministry is more strategic and professional in its approximation to the 

institutions in question (here she proposes to teach the American charitable 
organizations). (footnote 2) It should, among other things imply to fund fewer and 
strategically important partners. Bjørgaas considers the effects of the cooperation 

should be subject to review carefully before a renewed agreement, and moreover 
that the Norwegian research community should be linked more closely to the 

collaboration.  
 

UN Department followed up the report in a memorandum dated 15.08.2012, where 
you recommended that more research money should go to centers in other parts of 

the world and in Norway. The Minister endorsed this. The then Secretary of State 



(Minister) wrote for his part as endorsing a note: I concur with the 
recommendation. European environments need to. A technical director should 
provide advice to the strategic direction for the overall research effort, including 

clearer requirements for what we receive. Does not take a position on the level of 
the various countries, the level is secondary to the quality and potential cooperation.  
 
Reality Treatment of the case thus utstått New technical director for research (Tore 

Nedrebø) was in place 01.01.2013. Follow-up is one of ten special follow-up point in 
the work plan for the Ministry's research-related efforts in 2013 developed by 
technical director and approved by utanriksråden 02/27/13. It states that 
"alignment, scope, alternative collaborators and benefits for UD and Norwegian 

interests otherwise be included in the assessment. The assessment should be ready 
no later than 06/01/13. Before this, it should not be entered into new agreements 
with American research institutions. " 
 

The embassy in Washington has been mentioned as a driving force in this case and 

supports the conclusions of the report. In an email of 11.02.2013 proposes embassy 
to prioritize three follow-up points:  

 

1) Contribute to a more systematic and strategic partnerships with the most 

relevant thinking thoughts / institutions, ie an included several long-term contracts 

with fewer institutions / organizations, but more regionally spread in the United 
States than it is today;  

 

2) Have in place a list of contributions to think tanks and institutions in the United 

States that are regularly updated and publicly available, eg, as a Web-based link 

related to PTA which can be attached on the embassy's homepage norway.org.  
 

3) That the entry into a new, larger contracts (eg framework agreements), ensure 

cooperation with a relevant Norwegian institution / organization.  

 

The Ministry has since received a letter on the matter from CMI, Fafo, FNI, NUPI and 

PRIO, dated 07.03.2013. Institute directors urge there to more strategic use of the 
funds that go to US-based research and the Norwegian environment increasingly be 

deducted on so that 25-35 percent of the funds come back to Norway.  
 

Deputy Director of Research was involved in peace and reconciliation section's visit 
to New York and Washington from 8 to 12. April this year, and discussed where the 
matter with the UN Mission, Embassy and Brookings Institution. Peace and 

reconciliation section is financing a three-year framework agreement with the 
Brookings which is due in June, and seen as a requirement for renewal at Brookings 

will trekka with Norwegian research community so that 20 percent of the subsidy 
goes back to these. This Brookings positive to. A now discuss practical 

implementation. Peace and reconciliation section is set to embark into the 
equivalent requirements in other framework agreements with US-based research 



institutes section is responsible for, if the cooperation with the Brookings about this 
being successful.  
 

In connection with the discussion of NOREF report in Aftenposten, the Parliament 
and the Norwegian Broadcasting 24.04.2013, came the signal from both the Minister 
and the Foreign Minister that the resources devoted to American research 
community should step down in favor of cooperation with institutions in other parts 

of the world. A place still assumed that this must be gradual and that existing 
agreements remain in force until they go out. Besides, must, as before, quality and 
efficacy vera essential criteria for the effort. Budget Responsible entities must 
themselves undertake the necessary avvegingar when agreements must be renewed 

or new agreements assessed.  
 
Draft of this paper has been the subject concerned entities, including the Embassy in 
Washington DC, and it has not come up significant objections.  

 

Recommendation:  
 

Ministry adopts the following objectives for cooperation with American research 

community:  

 

** The approach must be more strategically and systematically to ensure that 
activities are in line with the overall Norwegian foreign and development policy 

interests and priorities;  

 

** The efforts should be better coordinated and more transparent;  

 
** Resources allocated to American research institutions will over time lose;  

 

** It shall cooperate with fewer institutions, but with several framework 

agreements;  

 

** One should lookup more cooperation with research institutions in other parts of 
the world, possibly more cooperation with such institutions throughout the United 

States;  
 

** One should evaluate cooperation with selected research groups in the United 
States outside New York and Washington;  
 

** Norwegian research community will be deducted stronger with, in line with the 
Ministry's interest in, and responsibility for the sector, to build foreign policy and 

development policy research expertise in Norway;  
 

** There should be full transparency about cooperation.  
 

To achieve this:  



 
** Budget Responsible division obtained a statement from technical director for 
research and Embassy in Washington DC before they enter into new agreements 

(both framework agreements and project agreements) with American research 
institutions;  
 
** Budget Responsible division enters into framework agreements which contain 

clauses that opens that other sections included project agreements with the same 
institution can refer to these when it comes to reporting requirements and the like;  
 
** Ministry introduced as general requirement that framework agreements with 

foreign research institutions shall grant recipients committed to cooperation with 
the Norwegian Institute so that these get back about 20 percent of transfers during 
the contract period;  
 

** Department to introduce a special scheme regulations for grants to foreign 

research institutions, with public policies involves selection / applications, 
assessment, reporting, evaluation, and the like, including requirements mentioned 

above;  

 

** The embassy in Washington publishes list of agreements with American research 

institutions and resources devoted to these every year on their web pages;  
 

** Ministry to assess specifically informed of this in the Ministry's budget proposal 

(as part of an overall overview of the Ministry's research-related efforts);  

 

** Department, technical director for research, in consultation with the concerned 
sections and the Embassy in Washington DC, annually assess experiences with 

changes mentioned in connection with the preparation of a new annual plan for the 

Ministry's research-related efforts.  

 

 

 
Development Minister Secretariat  

From: Gedde-Dahl Rasmus on behalfe of Development Minister Secretariat  
Sent: 10 May 2013  

Subject: FW: P360: Approval Document 12 / 06839-3 Ministry's cooperation with 
American research institutions  
 

HH rodmappe  
 

Endorsement from statssekretwr Gadgil:  
 

Vs Minister for decision. Good note. supports the recommendations. I am confident 
that we a be more ambitious in achieving the goal that one should step down in the 

United States. Quality argument is important, but I do not believe that you do not 



find very useful partners in eg, the major developing countries. Therefore I call for 
clarification of the goal of a rapid reduction of support through American 
institutions. I also miss an assessment of how procurement rules come into play 

here. We are a large demandor for research. Part of this follow-up work must 
include an assessment of how we can use this demandor role to stimulate the 
development of research institutions in the long term.  
 

This is especially important in Norway. AEG 09.05  
 
From: Angell-His Bente  
Sent: 8 May 2013 8:35  

Two Foreign Minister's Secretariat; Development Minister Secretariat  
Cc: Sysendalen Christian; Kjersti Andersen E .; Brusletto Hanne; Horpestad Ole T.  
Subject FW: P360: Approval Document 12 / 06839-3 UDssamarbeid with American 
research institutions  

Importance: High  

 
Here it made a solid work which involved departments with budgetary and embassy 

in Washington is retracted. This case shows the importance of the organization of a 

technical director position for research.  

 

Regards  
 

Bente  

 

From: RobertsonCatherine On behalfe Of Utenriksrkens office  

Sent: 8 May 2013 8:19  
Two Angell-His Bente  

FW: P360: Godlcjenningav document 12 / 06839-3 UDssamarbeld with American 

research institutions  

 

 

From: Horpestad Ole T.  
Sent: 7th May 2013 3:17 p.m.  

Two: Utenriksr8dens office  
Cc: Nedrebo Tore; Moe Marianne; Moister Odd; Brattested Merete Fjeld  

Subject: FW: P360: Approval Document 12 / 06839-3 UDssamarbeid with American 
research institutions  
 

Note to the Foreign Minister and Minister of International Development, approved 
in KNP department forwarded for approval by the Secretary.  

 
From: NedreboTore  

Sent: 7th May 2013 1:49 p.m.  
Two: Horpestad Ole T.  

Cc: Moe Marianne; MOisterOdd  



Subject: P360: Approval Document 12 / 06839-3 UDssamarbeid with American 
research institutions  
 

You have received the document 12 / 06839-3 Ministry's cooperation with 
American forskinsinstitusjonar for approval.  
Approve and ekspeder  
Approve and dispatched by officer  

Approve and forward to the next approval joints - use the Forward function in 
Outlook.  
Disapprove and return to the officer - use the Reply feature in Outlook.  
Add Comment  

Print document with annotations  
Document Brief Details  
Are you receiving a copy of this godkjenningse-mail has only received this 
information. 
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sarnarbeidde tett med ambassaden og departementet om arbeidet.
Rapporten forelAgi mai 2012,med tittelen "From Contributor to
Partner? Norway's role in foreign policyresearch programmes and
implementation in the United States".1

Det framgArat UD er ein av dei storste utanlandske bidragsytarane til
amerikansk utanrikspolitisk forsking. Til domes gav berre Saudi-Arabia
og Qatar meir til Brookings Institution i 2010enn Noreg. I folgje
rapporten betalte UD dA40 USA-baserteforskingsinstitusjonar til
sarnan 250millionarkroner. Avdette vart om lag 122millionarkroner
verande i USAsom betaling for forsking, utvikling og forskingsbaserte
tenester, resten gjekk vidare som bistand eller nodhjelp til
utviklingsland.Allepengane er frA03-omrAdet,men budsjettansvaret er
spreidd pa ei rekke seksjonar og pANorad. Til samanlikning overforte
UD og Norad ca 75 millionarkroner direkte til dei fern norske utanriks-
og utviklingspolitiskeinstitutta CMI, FAFO,FNI, NUPI og PRIOi 2012
(i tillegg til kjem midlar via ForskingsrAdet).

Arbeidet med AfAfram tala i rapporten var omfattande, ikkje minst
fordi det viste seg at dei aktuelle tilskota ikkje er registrert under
fokusomrAdeforsking i PTA. Bjorgaas matte derfor ta utgangspunkt i
ei liste over alle USA-basertetilskotsmottakarar og sjekka denne i hove
til offentlegtilgjengelege tal frAaktuelle amerikanske institusjonar. Det
samla belopet i 2010kan dermed ha yore storre enn rapporten anslAr.
Norads statistikkteam utarbeidde 25. ds. ein oversikt over utviklinga
fram til og med 2012,som anslArat ressursbruken har gAttned noko.

Midlanehar gAtttil prosjekt med fokus pAnorske utanriks- og
utviklingspolitiskeprioriteringar, som fred og forsoning, klimaendring
og avskoging, ikkje-spreiingog global helse. Sornnernnt gjekk over
halvparten av midlane i 2010vidare til utviklingsland.Den samla
innsatsen gir dessutan, som rapporten pApeikar,Noreg ei viktig
plattform i det amerikanske forskingsmiljoet. Dette er eit milk)som
produserer kunnskap og tilrAdingarsom ofte blir brukt i arnerikansk
politikk. Det skaper dessutan viktige moteplassar som mange
amerikanske beslutningstakarar deltar i og der nye problemstillingar
kan setjast pAdagsorden. Investeringane gir dessutan norske

1 Rapportener merkaoforinternaluse in the NorwegianMFA»ogvartikkje
journalfortfor24.04.2013,dahanogsavartpublisertpa UDsinternettsider.Dette
skjeddepabakgrunnavatAftenpostenomtalterapportensamedag.Dettefortetilat
utviklingsministerHolmassvartepasporsmalomhani Stortingetsspontansporjetime
ogdroftahanmedstortingsrepresentantPeterS.Gitmark(H)i NRKsDagsnyttAtten
samedag.
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politikarar og forvaltingtilgang til nokre av dei beste ekspertane i verda
pa ein mate som vi elles ikkje villehatt.

Innsatsen er dermed eit viktig bade utanriks- og utviklingspolitisk
verkemiddel, ikkje minst for den norske engasjementspolitikken.
Generelt er utanriks- og utviklingspolitiskforsking —og forskarar som
aktorar - blitt stadig viktigare. Noreg figg i forkant nArdet gjeld Abruke
dette —og desse —i sin utanriks- og utvildingspolitikk.UD brukar ogsA
monalege belop pa dette i Noreg. Dome er samarbeidet med FAFOi
prosessen som forte tram til Oslo-avtalenog med CMI i freds- og
delingsprosessen i Sudan.

Rapporten meiner likevel at UD og norske interesser kunne fAttendA
storre nytte av stotta. Bjorgaas foreslar at UD blir meir strategisk og
profesjonell i si tilnwrming til dei aktuelle institusjonane (her foreslAr
ho a lwra av amerikanske veldedige organisasjonar).2Det bor mellom
anna innebera t finansiera fwrre og strategisk viktigare partnarar.
Bjorgaas meiner effektane av samarbeidet bor gjennomgAastnoye for
ein fornyar avtalar,og dessutan at det norske forskingsmiljoet bor
knytast tettare til samarbeidet.

FN-avdelingafolgde opp rapporten i eit notat datert 15.08.2012,der ein
tilrAddeat meir forskingspengar bor gAtil miljo i andre delar avverda
og i Noreg. Utviklingsministeren slutta seg til dette. DAverande
utanriksminister (Store) skreiv for sin del som pAteikningpa notatet:
geg slutter meg til tilrAding.Europeiske miljoer ma med. En
fagdirektor bor levere ràd til strategisk innretning pa samlet
forskningsinnsats, herunder tydeligere krav til hva vi far igjen.Tar ikke
stilling til nivApa de ulike land, nivAer sekundwrt til kvalitet og
potensielt samarbeid».

Realitetsbehandfingav saka har dermed utstAtttil ny fagdirektor for
forsking (Tore Nedrebo) var pa plass 01.01.2013.Oppfolginger eitt av
ti srskilte oppfolgingspunkt i arbeidsplanen for UDs
forskingsrelaterte innsats i 2013utarbeidd av fagdirektoren og
godkjent av utanriksrAden27.02.13.Her heiter det at «innretting,
omfang, alternative samarbeidspartnarar og nytte for UD og norske
interesser elles skal inngAi vurderinga. Vurderinga skal vera klar
seinast 01.06.13.For dette bor det ikkje inngAastnye avtaler med
amerikanske forskingsinstitusjonar.»

2 «...becoming a more demanding funder with a more transparent applicationand
reviewprocess without becoming overlybureaucratic», NOREF-rapportens. 28.
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Ambassaden i Washington har som nemnt yore ein pddrivar i denne
saka, og stottar konklusjonane i rapporten. I eMepost av 11.02.2013
foreslArambassaden a prioritera tre oppfolgingspunkt:

Bidra til eit meir systematisk og strategisk samarbeid med de mest
relevante tenketankane / institusjonane, dvs. at eM inn& fleire
langsiktige rammeavtaler med fwrre institusjonar / organisasjonar,
men meir regionalt spreidd i USAenn i dag;

FApa plass eM oversikt over bidrag til tenketankar og institusjonar i
USAsom blir regelmessig oppdatert og som er offentligtilgjengeleg,
til domes som ei webbasert lenke knytta til PTAsom kan leggjast ut
pa ambassadens heimeside norway.org.

At eMved inngAingav nye, stone avtaler (tildomes rammeavtaler)
sikrar samarbeid med ein relevant norsk institusjon / organisasjon.

Departementet har etter dette mottatt eit brev om saka frACMI, FAFO,
FNI, NUPI og PRIO,datert 07.03.2013.Instituttdirektorane oppmodar
der til meir strategisk bruk av midlane som gâr til USA-basertforsking
og at norske miljoi stone grad skal trekkast med, slik at 25-35prosent
av midlane kjem tilbake til Noreg.

Fagdirektor for forsking var med pa freds- og forsoningsseksjonens
besok i NewYork og Washington 8.-12.april d.A.,og drofta der saka
med FN-delegasjonen,ambassaden og Brookings Institution. Freds- og
forsoningsseksjonen finansierer eMtreArigrammeavtale med
Brookings som gâr ut i juni, og har sett som krav for fornying at
Brookings skal trekka med norske forskingsmiljo slik at 20 prosent av
tilskotet gâr tilbake til desse. Dette har Brookings stilt seg positive til.
EMdroftar nApraktisk gjennomforing. Freds- og forsoningsseksjonen
er innstilt pa Aleggja inn tilsvarande krav i andre rammeavtalar med
USA-baserteforskingsinstitusjonar seksjonen har ansvar for, dersom
samarbeidet med Brookings om dette blir vellukka.

I samband med omtalen av NOREF-rapporteni Aftenposten, Stortinget
og NRK24.04.2013,kom det signal frAbade utviklingsministeren og
utanriksministeren om at ressursbruken pa amerikanske

\forskingsmiljo bor ga ned til fordel for samarbeid med institusjonar i

andre delar av verda. Ein legg likevel til grunn at dette ma skje gradvis
og at inngatte avtalar star ved lag inntil dei gar ut. Dessutan ma, som
for, kvalitet og effektvera avgjerande kriteria for innsatsen.
Budsjettansvarlege einingar ma sjolveforeta dei nodvendige
avvegingar nal.-avtalar skal fornyast eller nye avtalarvurderast.

(cc-
Side 4



Utkast til dette notatet har yore forelagt berorte einingar, herunder
ambassaden i Washington DC, og det har ikkje framkome vesentlege
innvendingar.

Tdthding:
Departementet vedtar folgjandemAlsettingarfor samarbeidet med
amerikanske forskingsmiljo:

Ti1na2rmingama bli meir strategisk og systematisk for Asikra at
innsatsen er i trAdmed overordna norske utanriks- og
utviklingspolitiskeinteresser og prioriteringar;
Innsatsen skal bli betre samordna og meir oversiktleg;
Ressursbruken pa amerikanske forskingsinstitusjonar skal over tid gA
ned;
Det skal samarbeidast med frre institusjonar, men med fleire
rammeavtalar;
Ein skal sokja meir samarbeid med forskingsinstitusjonar i andre
delar av verda, eventuelt meir samarbeid med slike gjennom dei
amerikanske institusjonane;
Ein bor vurdera samarbeid med utvalde forskingsmiljo i USAutanfor
New York og Washington;
Norske forskingsmiljoskal trekkast sterkare med, i trAdmed UDs
interesse i, og sektoransvar for, Abyggja utanrikspolitisk og
utviklingspolitiskforskingskompetanse i Noreg;
Det skal vera fullopenheit om samarbeidet.

For AoppnAdette skal:
Budsjettansvarlege seksjonar innhenta uttale Ira fagdirektor for
forsking og ambassaden i Washington DC for dei inngArnye avtalar
(bade rammeavtalar og prosjektavtalar) med amerikanske
forskingsinstitusjonar;
Budsjettansvarlege seksjonar inn& rammeavtalar som har klausular
som opnar for at andre seksjonar som inn& prosjektavtalar med
same institusjon kan referera til desse nArdet gjeld rapporteringskrav
og liknande;
Departementet innfora som generelt krav at rammeavtalar med
utanlandske forskingsinstitusjonar skal forplikta tilskotsmottakarane
til samarbeid med norske institutt slik at desse far tilbake om lag 20
prosent av overforingane i lopet av avtaleperioden;
Departementet innfora eit eige ordningsregelverk for tilskot til
utanlandske forskingsinstitusjonar, med felles retningslinjer for
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utveljing/soknader, vurdering, rapportering, evaluering og liknande,

inkludert krava nemnde over;
Ambassaden i Washington offentleggjera oversikt over avtalar med
amerikanske forskingsinstitusjonar og ressursbruken pa desse at-for
Ai-pa sine websider;
Departementet vurdera a informera swrskilt om dette ogsa i UDs
budsjettproposisjon (som del av ein samla oversikt over UDs
forskingsrelaterte innsats);
Departementet ved fagdirektor for forsking, i samrad med berorte
seksjonar og ambassaden i Washington DC, arleg vurdera
erfaringane med nemnde endringar i samband med utarbeidinga av
ny arsplan for UDs forskingsrelaterte innsats.

C.
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. .sministerenssekretanat
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From: Gedde-Dahl Rasmuson behalf of Utviklingsministerens sekretariat
s'étiii 10. mai 2013 09:59
To: Utviklingsministerenssekretariat
Subject: FW:P360:Godkjenning av dokument 12/06839-3 UDssamarbeid med amerikanske

forskingsinstitusjonar

Importance: High

Public3600
AppServer: p360ud
Profile: 992438
SlApprovalRecno: 1591463

HHs rodmappe
Pategningfra statssekretwrGadgil:

statsrfidenfor beslutning. Godt notat. stotter tilridningene. Jeg mener imidlertidat vi
vmremer ambisios i Anfimfiletom at man skal trappe ned i USA. Kvalitetsargumentet

er viktig, menjeg har ingen tro pi at man ikke finner svmrtnyttige samarbeidspartnerei
f.eks, de store utvildingslandene.Derfor etterlyserjeg en tydeliggjoringav mfiletom en
rask nedtrappingav stotte gjennom amerikanskeinstitusjoner.Jeg savner ogsfien
vurderingav hvordan anskaffelsesregelverkether spiller inn. Vi er en stor demandorfor
forskning.En del av dette oppfolgingsarbeidetmi inkludereen vurdering av hvordanvi
kan bruke dennedemandor-rollentil stimulereutviklingenav forskningsmiljoerpi sikt.
Dette er spesieltviktig i Norge. AEG 9/5

From: Angell-HansenBente
Sent: 8. mai 2013 08:35
To: UtenriksministerensSekretariat; Utviklingsministerens sekretariat
Cc: SyseChristian; Andersen Kjersti E.; Brusletto Hanne; Horpestad Ole T.
Subject FW: P360: Godkjenning av dokument 12/06839-3 UDssamarbeid med amerikanske forskingsinstitusjonar
Importance: High

er det gjort et solid arbeid der berorte avdelinger med budsjettansvar og ambassaden i Washington er trukket
inn. Sakenviser betydningen av at det ble opprettet en fagdirektor stilling for forskning.
Mvh
Bente

From: RobertsonCatherine On Behalf Of Utenriksrkens kontor
Sent: 8. mai 2013 08:19
To: Angell-HansenBente
Subject: FW: P360: Godkjenning av dokumen
Importance: High

from: HorpestadOle T.
Sent: 7. mai 2013 15:17

o: Utenriksradenskontor
Cc: NedreboTore; Moe Marianne; Moister Odd; Brattested Merete Fjeld
Subject FW: P360: Godlcjenningav dokument 12/06839-3 UDssamarbeld med amerikanske forskingsinstitusjonar



. .
Utviklin sministerens sekretariat

From: Angell-Hansen Bente
Sent: 8. mai 2013 08:35
To: UtenriksministerensSekretariat;Utviklingsministerens sekretariat
Cc: SyseChristian;Andersen Kjersti E.;Brusletto Hanne;Horpestad Ole T.
Subject: FW:P360:Godkjenning av dokument 12/06839-3 UDssamarbeid med amerikanske

forskingsinstitusjonar

Importance: High

AppServer: p360ud
Profile: 992438
SIApprovalRecno: 1591463

Her er det gjort et solid arbeid der berorte avdelinger med budsjettansvar og ambassaden i Washington er trukket
inn. Sakenviser betydningen av at det ble opprettet en fagdirektor stilling for forskning.
Mvh
Bente

From: Robertson Catherine On Behalf Of Utenriksrâclenskontor
Sent: 8. mai 2013 08:19
To: Angell-Hansen Bente
Subject: FW: P360: Godkjenning av dokument 12/06839-3 UDssamarbeid med amerikanske forskingsinstitusjonar
Importance: High

From: Horpestad Ole T.
Sent: 7. mai 2013 15:17
To: Utenriksr8dens kontor
Cc: Nedrebo Tore; Moe Marianne; Moister Odd; Brattested Merete Fjeld
Subject: FW: P360: Godkjenning av dokument 12/06839-3 UDssamarbeid med amerikanske forskingsinstitusjonar

Notat til Utenriksministeren og Utviklingsministeren, godkjent i KNP-avdelingen,videresendes for godkjenning av
;UtenriksrSden.

Ole T. Horpestad
Avdelingsdirektor
Avdeling for kultur, norgesfremme og protokoll
Tel 23950321
Mobil 94 87 03 19
oth@mfa.no 


From: NedreboTore
Sent: 7. mai 2013 13:49
To: Horpestad Ole T.
Cc: Moe Marianne; MOisterOdd
Subject: P360: Godkjenning av dokument 12/06839-3 UDssamarbeid med amerikanske forskingsinstitusjonar
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; Du har rnottatt dokumentet 12/06839-3 UDs samarbeid med amerikanske forskin sinstitus'onar for
godl'cjenning.
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CSIS Announces Partnership with
Embassy of Denmark
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Europe [1]

Date: 
Jul 22, 2014

WASHINGTON, July 22, 2014 – The Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS) is
pleased to announce a new partnership with the Embassy of Denmark. Through this
partnership, CSIS will work on new global development priorities, generate discussion, and
produce solutions to the issues of state fragility and security, economic and youth
development, and the nexus of energy and development.

“CSIS recognizes the importance of international development not only to the world’s well-
being, but also to global security,” said John J. Hamre, president, CEO, and Pritzker chair at
CSIS. “We look forward to expanding our efforts to produce workable development solutions
through this initiative.”

CSIS will draw upon its existing programs and the leadership of its experts to contribute to and
shape discourse on these development priorities. The Center will determine how external
actors interact with drivers of fragility and alter political economy dynamics through relevant
country case studies. To respond to challenges in economic and youth development, CSIS
will facilitate a working group series focused on youth workforce development in the Middle
East and North Africa to examine the role of education, technology, and innovation in
emerging economies. Lastly, to address issues of energy development in Africa, CSIS will
provide options to policymakers and the private sector on methods to support natural resource
development.

“CSIS has earned a stellar reputation through their enterprising in the field of international
development,” said H.E. Peter Taksøe-Jensen, Ambassador of Denmark to the United States.
"We are honored to partner with such a fine institution on these important issues.”

Over the last decade, CSIS has created global development programs that look at both
traditional humanitarian challenges such as global health and food security, and new
development actors that are shaping the development landscape such as the international
business community, emerging bilateral donors, and global philanthropy.

For more information, please contact Andrew Schwartz, Senior Vice President for External
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Relations at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, at (202) 775-3242, or
aschwartz@csis.org [2].

###

The Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS) is a bipartisan, non-profit
organization founded in 1962 and headquartered in Washington, D.C.  It seeks to advance

global security and prosperity by providing strategic insights and policy solutions to decision
makers.
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