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Introduction

The 2014 Global Go To Think Tank Index (GGTTI) marks the eighth year of continued efforts

by the Think Tanks and Civil Societies Progr@iT CSP)at the University of Pennsylvani@
acknowledge the important contributions and emerging gloeatls of think tanks worldwide.

Qur initial effort to generate a ranking of t
to a series of requests from donors, governmentiaiicjournalists, and scholats produce
regional and internationalan ki ngs of the worl ddéds preeminent
ongoing objective for the GGTTI report is to gain understanding of the role think tanks play in
governments and civil societies. Using this knowledge, we hope to assist in improging t
capacity and performance of think tanks around the world.

Since 2006, the ranking process has been refined and streamlined, and the number and scope of
the institutions and individuals involved has steadily grévthough the number of think tanks

worldwi de has declined since | ast yearo6s report
on a shared definition of public policy research, analysis, and engagement organizations, a
detailed set of selection criteria, and an increasingly open andydrens nominatios and

selection process. As part of the nominations proces$,&lBthink tanks catalogued in the
TTCSPOs Global Think Tank Dat tapadicpate, madddgonc ont a
to over 20,000 journalists, policymakers, plib and private donors, think tanks, and functional

and regional area specialists. This group of peers and experts was surveyed to both nominate and
rank public policy research centers of distinction for 2014.

To refine and validate the generated ranklisig, TTCSP assembled Expert Panels comprised of
hundreds of members from a wide variety of backgrounds and disciplines. Additionally, new
mediai the website and social media preseiic@elped us communicate and disseminate
information about criteriafotr hi s year 6s Index to a wider aud
and Timelinedo for the complete set of nominat
detailed explication of the ranking process). Given the rigor and scope of the nomination and
selceti on processes, the rankings produced thus
the global marketplace of ideas.

As a final note, we would like to remind you that the data collection, research, and analysis for
this project, as in previousegrs, were conducted without the benefit of field research, a budget,

or staff. We are confident that the peer nomination and selection process, as well as the work of
the international Expert Panels, have enabled us to create the most authoritatif/éniist o
performance think tanks in the worl8till, efforts to streamline and perfect the process are
ongoing. We are continually seeking ways to enhance the process and welcome your comments
and suggestions. We further encourage you to provide the remdesontact information for
prospective expert panelists for functional and regli@reas covered by the Index.

Thank you for your continued support of thReCSPand of the annual Global Go To Think Tank
Index. We hope our efforts to highlight the im@mtt contributions and emerging global trends
of think tanks worldwide wilfoster insightful discussiorsnd debates on the present and future
roles of these vital institutions.



Global Trends and Transitions in Think Tanks and Policy
Advice

Introduction and Summary

Throughout thetwentieth and twenty-first centuries, overall growth in think tanks haseh
nothing short of explosiveThere are many key influences that drove this growth: the
information and technological revolution, theecline of governnental monopolies on
information, the increasing complexity and technical nature of policy issues, the increasing size
and scope of governments, the crisis of confidence in elected governmental officials, increased
globalization and the growth of state retate actors, and the need for timely and concise
information and analysi$.But in recent years, there hasso been decline in the rate
establishment of new think tank&/hile there are many contributing factors to this decline, there
are certain keyelements increased political and regulatory hostility toward think tanks and
NGOs in many countries, decreased funding for policy research by public and private donors, the
increased tendency to funchost-term projects as opposed fastitutional contributions
underdeveloped institutional capacity and the inabilityattapt, increased competition rno
advocacy organizations, fprofit consulting firms, law firms, and electronic media, and, finally,

the fact that institutions have served theimmse and discontinued their operations.

Despite this depreciation, think tanks continue to expand their role and influence in countries
around the worldAcross both developed and developing countries, governments and individual
policymakers face the camon problem of bringing expert knowledge to bear in government
decisionmaking. Policymakers need reliable, accessible, and useful information about the
societies they govern. They also need to know how current policies are wakingell as
possible akrnatives and their likely costs and consequeniéisough this need hasng been

an inherent dynamic of the policymaking process, the forces of globalization have accelerated
the growth of independent think tangisentheir unique ability to strengtheéhe researcipolicy

bridge and increase the quality and effectiveness of policymaKimg. expanding need has
fostered tzhe growth of independent public policy research organizations in 182 countries around
the world:

Even ashie scope and impactofitm k t ank s & wo r kr pdteatialdo seppopt and d e d
sustain democratic governments and civil societies is far from exhausted. The challenge for the
new millennium is to harness the vast reservoir of knowledge, informatnah associational

energy that exist in public policy research organizations to supporisastiining economic,

social and political progress.

The goal of this report is tbighlight some critical threats and opportunstiiacing think tanks
globally. These threats are bestpeessed by theso-calledii f ou r mare iesees, :more

! See James McGann 2007
’See James G. Mc Gann, fA2013R&pobta] 0GOhiTok TRanks Tan
Societies Program, University of Pennsylvania.
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actors, more @mpetition, and more confliclhese result in challenges that all think tanks will
face: competitive challenges, resource challenges, technologicdenges, and policy
challengesAnd utimately, effective responses to these threats and opportunities should focus on
thed f our M6 s market,mimaspswerp and mondw. the global market place of ideas,
think tanks need to develop national, regional and global partnerships wdakng new and
innovative platforms to deliver their products and services to anexyanding audience of
citizens, policymakers, and businesses around the whbhigl.iollowing is a list of the current
trends and emerging issues facing think tanks.

Current Trends in Think Tanks Emerging Issues Facing Think Tanks
1. Globalization 1. Dramatic shifts in funding patterns
2. Growth of international actors 2. Increased specialization
3. Democratization 3. Increased competition
4. Demands for independent information 4. Influence and independence
and analysis 5. Outputs vs. inputs
5. Big data and supercomputers 6. Phantom NGO think tanks
6. Increased complexity of policy issues 7. Hybrid organizations
7. The Information Agexnd the rate of 8. Impact of thanternet, new media,
technological change social networking, and the Cloud
8. Increasingly open debate about 9. Action vs. ideas
government decision making 10. Greater emphasis on external relations
9. Gl obal Ahacktivi st o, aandmackétingsstrategies n d
populist movements 11.Going global
10. Global structural adjustment 12.Leadership and managing tensions
11. Economic crisis and political paralysis 13. Decentralization of power
12.Policy tsunamis 14.Blurring of the lines between think
13.Increasing politichpolarization tanks and journalism
14.Short termism 15. Global Gridlock
16. Crisis Fatigue
Conclusions

The ongoing challenge for think tanks is to produce timely and accessible-paényed
research that effectively engageslicymakers, the presand the public on the critical issues

facing a country. Gone are the days when a th
write it and they wil!/l find it. o Tod alfge thin
Economistdescri bed Afgood think tankso as t hose (
Aintell ectual dept h, political i nf | ueandcae , and

streak of Ehose avhot faili to iotganized and integrate newhtetogy and
communicatiorstrategiea r e desti ned to be Tlndtterlsef or t heir

For the reasons outlined in this report, the role and importance of independent think tanks will
continue to grow. Clearly there is no shortage of paticgllenges at the national, regigreahd

6



global leves. Over the last 10 tb5 years, governments and civil society groups have come to
rely on think tanks for ideas and advice, and | am confident that this trend will continue well into
the future.

Think Tanks and the Transnationalization of Ideas and Influence

The growth of public policy research organizations, or think tanks, has been nothing less than
explosive over the last few decades. These organizations have increased and expanded
dramatically with approximatelys,618think tanks currentlyoperating all around the worfd.

And the scope and impact of their wdrls expanded in kind his past decade, however, has
shown the first marked decrease in the growth rate of new think tanks. Despigeémistrend,

think tanks continue to increase their role and influence in countries around the world, serving as
a bridge between policy and academic communities, while also bridging citizens and their
respective governments.

The breadth and scope of ghieservoir has expanded considerably since the 1990s, as think
tanks have responded to the need of policymakers and the general public for information that is
useful, reliable, and accessiblélthough this need has been an inherent dynamic of the policy
making process, the forces of globalization have markedly accelerated the growth of independent
think tanks due to their unique ability to strengthen the resganiaty bridge, and thus increase

the quality and effectiveness of the polityaking processAs a result, think tanks can now be
found in 182 countries of the world By developing and strengthening ties with other
nongovernmental and research organizations via state, regional, and international networks, think
tanks have solidified their pogiti as integral contributors to the policymaking process.

This report focuses on the role of these institutions as well as their role in regional and global
networks to illustrate the value and utility of think tanks to policymakers and the public at
regional and global levels. This focus is in recognition of the increased role, number, and
position of think tanks, along with the fact that think tanks have received less attention from
scholars relative to environment, development, education, and socieesmignted NGOs. In
addition, the report will explore the major challenges facing this group of paliegted non
governmental organizations.

What is a Think Tank?

Think tanks are publipolicy research analysis and engagement organizations that generate
policy-oriented research, analysis, and advice on domestic and international thsuelsy
enablingpolicymakers and the public to make infeed decisions about plic policy. Think

tanks may be affiliated or independent institutions that are structured as permanent bodies, not ad
hoc commissions. These institutions often act as a bridge between the academic and
policymaking communities and between states and sodglety, serving in the public interest as

¥ McGann, James G. "2013 Global Go to Think Tanks Index Report." (A84.7
* |bid., page 12.
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independent voices that translate applied and basic research into a language that is
understandable, reliable, and accessible for policymakers and the public (Think Tanks and Policy
Advice in the US, Routledge 20@&nd in The Fifth Estate: The Role of Think Tanks in Domestic
and Foreign Policy in the US forthcomitlgpiversity of Pennsylvania Prgss

In an effort to bridge these conceptual problems and create a typology that takes into
consideration the comparativdifferences in political systems and civil societies, we have
developed a numbeaf categories for think tanks.hink tanks may perform mangles in their

host societie$ there is, in fact, wide variation among think tanks in the work they do and the
extent to which they do .itOver the last 85 years, several distinct organizational forms of think
tanks haveemergedthat differentiate themselvemm terms of their operating styles, patterns of
recruitmentand aspirations to academic standards of objectivity and completeness in research. It
should be noted that alternate typologies of think tanks hega offered by other analysStm

the global conteximost think tanks tend to fall into the broad categgooutlined below.

Another typology distinguishes between three type
contractresearchers and advocacy tanks. Weaver (1989).
8



Figure 1: Categoriesof Think Tank Affiliatio ns

CATEGORY DEFINITION
pronowous o | S g o s s g
INDEPENDENT b 9

QUASI INDEPENDENT

government.

Autonomous from government but controlled by an intere
group, donor, or contracting agency that provides a majori
the funding and has significant influence over operations o

think tank.

GOVERNMENT AFFILIATED A part of the formaktructure of government.

QUASI GOVERNMENTAL

Funded exclusively by government grants and contracts
not a part of the formal structure of government.

UNIVERSITY AFFILIATED A policy research center at a university.

CORPORATE (FOR PROF)

POLITICAL PARTY

AFEFILIATED Formallyaffiliated with a political party.

A for-profit public policy research organization, affiliated wi
a corporation or merely operating on afoofit basis

North America and Europe

mp

[T [T» [T TP TP TP

T T

[T TP

There are 1989 think tanks North America(Mexico, Canada and US) of which 1830
are in the United States

There are 1822 think tanks in Europe

Close to 60 percemf all think tanks are in North America and Europe

90.5 percenof think tanks were created since 1951

The numberof think tanks in th&JS has more than doubled since 1980

31 percentf think tanks were created between 1981 to 1990

TheEnd of Post WWII consensus & Challenge to the Welfare Stateibuted to the
growth of think tanks on the left and the right of the political spectrum

Most of the think tanks thatlre come into existence in the United Staiase the 1970s
are specialized for a particular regional or functional area

About one quarteof U.S.think tanks(approximately 40@nstitutions)are located in
Washington, DC

More than half the think tanks are university affiliated

The rate of establishment of think tanks has declined over the last 11 yearbimtée
Statesand Europe



Asia, Latin America, Africa, and theMiddle East

m»

Asia, Latin America, Africa, th#liddle East, and North Africaontinue to see an
expansion in the number and type of think tanks established

Asia has experienced a dramatic gttow think tanks since the m@210 0 0 6 s

Many think tanksin these regionsontinue to be dependent on governhfanding along
with gifts, grants, and contracts from international public and private donors
University, government affiliated, or funded think tanks remain the dominate model for
think tanks in these regions

There is increasing diversity among thinkka in these regions with independent,
political party affiliated, and corporate/business sector think tanks that are being created
with greater frequency

E In an effort to diversify their funding base, think tanks have targeted businesses and
wealthy indivduals to support their core operations and programs

mp T TP

mp

Reasons for theGrowth of Think Tanks in the Twentieth and Twenty-First Centuries

Information and technological revolution

End of national government sé monopoly on i
Increasing complexity anéchnical nature of policy problems

Increasing size of govemment

Crisis of confidence in garnments and elected officials

Globalization and the groWwtof state and nestate actors

Need for timely and conci se ihofdro,inthat i on an
right hands,® at the right timebod

[T T T T [T T [T

Reasons for the Recent Decline in Number of Think Tanks Established Worldwide

[T»

Political and regulatory environment growing hostile to think tanks and NGOs in many
countries

Decreasindunding for policy research by public and private donors

Public and private donotendency toward shetéerm, projectspecific funding instead of
investing in ideas and institutions

Underdeveloped institutional capacity and the inability to adapt tagehan

Increased competition from advocacy organizationspfofit consulting firms, law

firms, and 24/7 electronic media

E Institutionshavingserved their purpose and discontinued their operations

[T TP

[T T

When | helped organize the first international meetindnimikt tanks, one of the major debates at
the meeting was the contention that the term
cultures. Thais clearly no longer the case, the term is now widely accepted around the globe

® McGann, James G., etihink tanks and policy advice in the US: Academics, advisors and advocates
Routledge, 2007.
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to describdipublic-policy research analysis and engagement organizations that generate policy
oriented research, analysis, and advice on domestic and international issues, which enable
policymakers and the public to maké informed

And increasingly, hink tanksare a global phenomenon because tiptgy a critical role for
governments and civil societies around the world by acting as bridges between knowledge
(academia) and power (politicians and policymakers).

Governmenrd and individudpolicymakers, throughout the developed and developing world, face
the common problem of bringing expert knowledge to bear in government detialong.
Policymakers need understandable, reliable, accessible, and useful information about the
societies thy govern. They also need to know how current policies are wokéngell as to set

out possible alternatives and their likely costs and consequences. This expanding need has
fostered the growth of independent pablpolicy research organization: the rtki tank
community, as we know.it

Think tanks havencreased in number, but also the scope and impact of their work have
expanded dramatically as well. Still, the potential of think tanks to support and sustain
democratic governments and civil societisound the world is far from exhausted. The
challenge for the new millennium is to harness the vast reservoir of knowledge, information, and
associational energy that exist in public policy research organizations so that it supperts self
sustaining econoroj social, and political progress in every region of the world for public good.

Part of the goal of this repad to raise some of the critical threats and opportunities that face the
think tankcommunityglobally. These threats are best expressed lay idall thei f our mor es o

More Issues
More Actors
More Competition
More Conflict

m» mp [Tp TP

These threats create a set of challertgat confront all think tanks

Competitive challenges
Resource challenges
Technological challenges
Policy Challenges

™ [T [T [Tp

To effectively respond to the threats and opportunities posed by this new and challenging
environmentt hi nk tank need to focus on the Afour MG

Mission
Market
Manpower
Money

m [T me me

"McGann, 2007.
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Finally, in a global market place of ideas, think tanks need to develop natiegiahal, and
global partnerships while creating new and innovative platforms to deliver their products and
services to an evaxpanding audience of citizens, policymakers, and businesses around the
world.

2014 Trends in Think Tanks and Policy Advice
Major Findings

Think tanks have become more active players in domestic and foreign policy in the last two
decades and are now present in 182 countries. While think tanks continue to be concentrated in
the United States and Western Europe, several faaterdriving the growth of think tanks in

other areas of the world.

Mega Trends

I. Globalization: Knowledge is increasingly an international commodity that spans physical and
metaphysical boundaries. Globalization is unquestionably one of the most profmeh
powerful trends that continually shapes and drives the flow of technology, resources, knowledge,
people, values, and ideas. The growth of the knowlbsdged economy has led to competition
among such knowleddgeased institutions worldwide for the besleas and people. New
technologies have leveled the global playing field in a way that challenges established powers
and elite institutions around the world. There are now 2 billion people who have access to the
Internet in every region of the worlénd the number of Internet users and mobile phone
subscribers is growing steadily across all regiéngvhile the Internet facilitates he
dissemination of information (therel®iowing more competitiommongthink tankg, the sheer
increase in the volume ofmkwledge can at times makemore difficult to find verified,high-

guality information.

While globalization has increased competition, it has also broken down cultural bamaetes,

technology, finance, and the media make globalization possibksoc a | knétihg needles

of globalization given their unique capacity to enable and propel that process. The imperative

that drives globalization is the need that all states have to create new markets, secure critical
resources, acquire new informatiand technology, and address critical transnational thissts.
Martell not es, ANati onal di fferences have bec
around the world rather than being so dependent on that of their own nation. This is facilitated

[...] by global electronic communications such as the internet, globalized TV broadcasts,

mi gration,®and tourism.o

& Khaltarkhuu, Buyant E., and Frederico Escaler. "The Fast Changing @ énfbrmation and
Communications Technology." Open Data. June 27, 2013. Accessed October 18, 2013.
http://blogs.worldbank.org/opendata/fasiangingworld-informationandcommunicationgechnology.
 Martell, Luke. "The third wave in globalization thedrinternational Studies RevieQy no. 2 (2007):
173196.
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Gl obali zation has, in turn, Atransnatiteenal i ze
manipulation of these organizations tmject national interests abroaBuropean and North
Americanf oundati ons and devel op Mestetnthirkgaakincodetess hav
abroad and have become an objecAferican or Westerrstyle development policié§ While

this trendreveals aWestern tilt, the think tank network is not simply a Westginenomenon.

Indeed, the think tank network around the world seems to represent one group of actors in a
greater global civil societyThink tanks have established their own transnational nesiamki

use these links to collaborate, share, and open dialogues about policy sdfuimsigh these

networks, think tanks are able to create crussonal policy transfers that extend beyond
detached policy analysis. Thus, with these new networksJasshadvocate for the spread of

policy ideas and practices in a broader sc8fide globalization of think tanks is the act of

forging bridges across national borders and developing a consistent exchange afridegs
scholarstherebyinfluencing the spead of policy ideas.

II. Growth of International Actors: The proliferation of state and natate actors, such as
nation states, intergovernmental organizations (IGOs), transnational corporations (TNCs), and
nortgovernmental organizations (NGOSs), has adlpgreate a demand and provided the support
and space for the establishment of think tanks around the world. The Union of International
Organizations maintains that there are as many as 66,000 international organizations worldwide,
with 1,200 added to itsatabase annually.There are now 193 member states in the United
Nations up from the 51 founding members in 1945. In addition there has been a dramatic growth
in the number of nostate actorsi transnational or muHnational corporations and
nongovernmetal organization$ that have increasing power and influence. More and more, it

s e e ms he formation foftan organized actor indicates strength and stability, and therefore a
basis for power. The potency of an actor is reflected in a number of chigtaxstesuch as unity,

level of institutionalization, legittmcy, medi a cohtrol and others. o

There isa running debatabout how to properly measure the impact of think tanks in promoting
policy. This challenge is certainly not unique to think tanks. However, it is easier to link an IGO
resolution to domestic legislation themdo the same fahe report or policy recommendations

of an individual thinktank, because many otheivil society actorsare involved in the policy
formulation process.

1% Stone, Diane. "Globalisation and the Transnationalisation of Think Tanks." Globalisation and the
Transnationalisation of Think Tanks. August 31, 2005. Accessed May 18, 2014.
http://www.adbi.org/disussion
paper/2005/09/09/1356.think.tanks/globalisation.and.the.transnationalisation.of.thinkMankste

Mc Gann, James. Gl obal Think Tanks Policy NetworKk
! Stone, "Globalisation and the Transnationalisation of Think Tanks."

121 adi, Stella.Globalisation, policy transfer and policy research institutedward Elgar Publishing,
2005.

13 Union of International Organizations. "The Yearbook of International Ozgtions.UIA.org. Brill,

n.d. Web. 18 Oct. 2013.

4 Mishali-Ram, Meirav. "Powerful actors make a difference: theorizing power attributes of nonstate
actors."International Journal of Peace Studi&4, no. 2 (2009): 582.
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lll. Political and Economic Development: The crisis of credibility and confidence in
governments and elected officials and tise of democratic movements around the world have

helped fuel the demand for independent analysis of public policy and the creation of a new set of
nortgovernmental think tanks. According to Freedom House, the number of electoral
democracies worldwide hasen from 69 in 1989 to 122 in 2014, accounting for 61 percent of

t oday 0 s'® As fTlomas sFriedman explains, this trend towards increased political
participation is closely tied to globalizatio
are also the ones that are becoming politically more open, with more opportunities for their
people, and with a young generati ofAiThakDFe i nt ¢
Index of Globalization measures the relative degree of globalizatiomuntries around the

world using three main dimensions of globalization: economic, social, and political. In addition

to three indices measuring these dimensions, we calculate an overall index of globalization and
subindices referring to actual economiowls, economic restrictions, data on information flows,

data on personal contact, and data on cultural proxirhity.

The globalization process has proven to lead to the improvemelg@nudcratic concept.g,

fair elections, citizen participatiorand electoral oversight in Mozambique, equality among
legislative houses with concurrent powers in South Africa, the formation of regional
governments and creation of Articles relating to the federal, state, and federal/state concurrent
powers for spending arntdxation in Ethiopia, accountability of authorities in Ghana, and legal
ratification for lack of service delivery and accountability in Kenyahese democratic affairs

ari se due to t he fact t hat Aindividual s w h
decentralizationéare [also] more |likelV{ to pa
reflecting upon the openness involved in the globalization process.

Still, many countries that have recently made the transdiathoritarianismto democacy
continue to face serious challenges consolidating democratic institutions and promoting
economic and social developmeihink tanks inthesecountries must contend with range of
complex social and economic issues gnblics that aregenerally sketical toward civil
engagementThis is further complicated bynderdevelopedkegal and institutional frameworks

for philanthropic giving. In the aggregate, all of this makedifficult to recruit expert staff
membersand create an environment that enegas and sustains rigorous social science
researchAs R o0 s e henlangeeasregimé wses free elections as a facade while those inside
government use elected office to enrich themselves, the greater the divergence will become

!> Freedom House. "Freedom in téorld i Electoral Democracies2014 Freedom in the World
Freedom House, n.d. Web. 18 Oct. 2013.
18 Eriedman, Thomas L Globalization, Alive and Well.The New York Time$he New York Times, 22
Sept. 2002. Web. 25 Oct. 2013.
" The report is produced by the ETH Ziirich, Switzerland KOF Konjunkturforschungsstelle
Florian Halg, http://globalization.kof.ethz.ch/
®YSummary given under A PPodularttartzipation & Pecantralizatianlini z at i on o
Africa: EconomicCo mmi ssi on for Africa Report. Al so see McG
Market Reform in Developing and Transitional Countries: Think Tanks as Catalysts. Routledge, 2010.
And Johnson,Erik and McGann, James. Comparative Think Tanks, Politics andARligycEdward
Elgar, 2005.
9 Agrawal & Gupta 2009ecentralization and participation: The Governance of Common Pool
Resources in Nepal bs Ter ai
14



between those countries kiag progress toward the completion of democracy and those going
nowhere. Moreover, the longer corruption persists at the elite level, the greater the likelihood that
the mass of the electorate ZWHdt obsetinkaass ,i ntd i f
often facepolitical enviraaments that lack transparency. With that in mihéhk tanks therefore

have the potential tplay an important role in the dissemination of information arektthe
publicbs growing appetiigomusdnalysis. accur ate inform

IV. Demands for Independent Information and Analysis:Over t he | ast 15 yeec
monopoly and control of information has rapidly diminished due to technological adyances
globalization, and democratic movements. With the emaoge of the socalled i Dat a
Revolution, 0 there is a new need for gover nme
in sharing data and closing data gapshese trends have created a space for knowlbdged

institutions like think tanks to providedependent information and analysis. other words,

fibig data is the oil of the information economy that needs to be treated as an economic asset. If
not, actozrzs are doomed to the old witticism of knowing the price of everything and the value of
nothingd =

The World Bank has called for a Global PartnershigherData Revolution to help think tanks
collaborate in sharing data. Involvingnade variety of gencies, the collaboration would focus
on developing and sharing relevant information. Think tanks will play a crucial role in the
processfurthering existingefforts for greaterindependent analysis and information. However,
the high numberof think tanks and other institutions working to meet the demand for
information means that the quality of infaation could potentially suffer.

V. Big Data and Supercomputers:Big data, which involves the collection and analysis of
massive amounts of informatido pinpoint critical data points and trends, may render think
tanks and their staffs superfluod®.This new analytic capability is made possible by
supercomputers, which may become the think tanks of the future. And increasingly,
economically developingmai ons are playing a rol e: in 1997
supercomputers was found in one of the BRIC countiaz({l, Russia, India, and China)

Today, six from that list are in use in China, including the Tighhe t he wor | ddés
computer,and six others can be found in the remaining BRIC nafibiifie technological
development of the BRIC countriestige start of technological revolutions in many developing
countriesi but these tectadjustments are often madeanvironmers without privacy laws or
regulations systems in gla to check big data gatheriris of 2013 just 40 of thel01 countries

®Rose, R. O6How people view democracy: A diverging
106. 105. 200.
2L cameron, Grant. "What Would a Global Partnership for a Data Revolution Look Wke@Bank.org
World Bank Data Blog, 8 Oct. 2013. Web. 18 Oct. 2013.
Charles Chase, fAUsing -MBriigv eDna t Fao rt eoc aEsnffieduyoned aiDde nfal nadn
Business Forecasting/ol. 32, No. 22013
= Maniyka, James, et dig Data: The next Frontier for Innovation, Competition, and Productiiigp.
McKinsey & Company, May 2011. Web. 21 Oct. 2013.
?* See Note 10
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with dataprivacy laws or bills in place were in the developing wérlRegardless, big data and
high-level technology will only play a growingle in an increasingly interconnected world.

Think tanks can carvea niche in these environmenté&s developing countries adopt
technological practices, think tanks can provide the necessary consulting and policy advice to
recommend adequate privacy lavesd regulations ot accompany these advancements,
simultaneously providing information to the public about the changing technological and policy
environment.

VI. Increased Complexity of Policy Issues:Governments are faced with a rangehajhly
technicaland complex problems that require a high degreexpértise, requiring policymakers

to seek outside advice. At the same time, governments are under increased pressure to improve
economic and bureaucratic performance. The complexity of these policy #soesises from

our current gl obalized context. I n todayds w
control of the state, issues are not fully domestic or foreign,tiaadnternational system is

anything but simple and straightforwards Robet Jervis said in his bookSystem Effects:
Complexity in Political and Social Life fiwe can never d°Complexr el y ¢
problems are often distributed among different actors and manifest themselves in different ways.
Instead of one organization being completely in control of accomplishing a particular task, the
assignment may rely on the collaboration of variowitimions. Jones adds additional insight:
AfAgencies must approach the delivery of their
governance. Accountability structures can usefully focus on holding units accountable for their
mission or role descripn. Relationship management concern and participatory processes
shoul d be c ¥ Higtorically, gdvermmergsehave tirned to think tanks for evidence

and advice on these mattérbut that may be changing.

VII. The Information Age and the Rate of Technological ChangeBetter, cheaper, and faster
technology has made it much easier for individuals and small organizations to operate and
publicize their work. Internet, social networks, the cloud, and handheld computers have also
made it easier forndividuals and organizations with limited financial resources to conduct
research and disseminate their findings globally.

All of this has allowed organizations to use websites and social networks to share their agendas
and findings. Many of these apprbas operate outside of the traditional academic review
process, peerviewed publications, and communications channels. These changes have
dramatically increased the timeliness, reach, and impact of research and commentary that are
conducted by individual and social movemenis not just by established institutions. The
combination of globalization and constant technological innovation has empowered these

%% Provost, Claire. "Poorer Countries Need Privacy Laws as They Adopt New Technologies."
Theguardian.comGuardian News and Media, 04 Dec. 2013. Web. 9 Jan. 2014.
<http://www.theguardian.com/globdevelopment/2013/dec/04/pooi@untriesprivacy-laws-new
technology>.

%6 Jervis, RobertSystem effects: Complexity in political and social Fenceton University Press, 1998.
Page 10

" Harry Jones, "Taking responsibility for complexity: How implementation can achieve results in the face
of complex problems." Gdrseas Development Institute. 2007.
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individuals in a way that poses a major challenge to established knovilasge institutions
ikeunver sities and think tanks. Manuel Ciaast el | s
new social structure that utilizes Informatidge technologies to endlessly expand, reconfigure,

and overcome the limitations of traditional netwotks.

Individuals are now empowered by the Internet and social networks, which can create loose
organizations and networks that effectively challenge the state. For example, Twitter jumped
from 1.6 million users in 2008 to 32.1 million a year l&teFwitter users currentl count an
estimated 500 milliol® The accessibility and broad permeability of such social media allow
individual users to wield enormous influence, particularly in creating movements with wide
appeal. This trend is reflected in supercharged individulils @sama Bin Laden, Julian
Assange, Mohammed Bouazizi in Tunisia, and Wael Ghonim in Egypt, who shape and influence
national and global politics.

The challenges extend beyond these individuals and movements, too. Becdhsetexdh
revolution, advocacyhink tanks are now facing competition from intellectual entrepreneurs who
publish online publications and aggregate content. Think tanks need to develop relationships
with such aggregators to effectively communicate their advocacy efforts and preseseh to

a larger audience.

VIII. Increasingly Open Debate about Government DecisiorfMaking: Interest groups and

public citizens are less deferential to government monopolies on decision making, which has put
a premium on more open discussion of issuespatidy options. Key players are less likely to
accept government information and rationales, creating a demand for more independent sources
of analysis. Global policy and advocacy networks have increased the power and influence of
these organizations.

| ¢ @ossible that the cause of this political opening is not so much technical advancement and
rather is the result of events in the international system that contributed to: (1) the downfall of
right-wing authoritarian regimes in Southern Europe in the-18id0s;(2) the replacement of

military dictatorships by elected civilian governments across Latin America from the late 1970s
through the late 1980%3) the decline of authoritarian rule in parts of East and South Asia
starting in the midl980s;(4) the ollapse of communist regimes in Eastern Europe at the end of

the 1980s(5) the breakup of the Soviet Union and the establishment of 155pwusdt republics

in 1991;(6) the decline of onparty regimes in many parts of s@aharan Africa in the first hal

of the 1990s; and(7) a weak but recognizable liberalizing trend in some Middle Eastern
countries in the 1990and 2000s These events, termed by Samuel
of democracp coul d al so be partl y politcal plebates Mird e f or
compelling today is the power and ubiquity of the internet, social media, and mobile devices.

?8 Castells, ManuelThe rise of the network society: The information age: Economy, society, and.culture
Vol. 1. John Wiley & Sons, 2011.
?9\V/ascellaro, Jessica E. "Twitter Trips on Its Rapid GrowitiSJ.comDow Jonesind Company, Inc.,
26 May 2009. Web. 25 Oct. 2013.
% Holt, Richard. "Twitter in NumbersTheTelegraph.co.uR elegraph Media Group Limited, 21 Mar.
2013. Web. 25 Oct. 2013.
3L Carothers, Thomas. "The end of the transition paradigautnal of Democracy3, no. 1 (2002): 21.
17



Another contributing factor to the increase in open debate regarding think tanks is the growing
distrust and skepticism towards governtdecisionmaking. Interest groups and public citizens

are gradually becoming less deferentiabtvernmergd monopoly on decisiomaking and are
increasingly apt to trust the ideas, advice, and scholarship of indepehithntanks. Just 40
percent ofthe richest countries ithe Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development
(OECD) expressed confidence in theational governments in 2012, 5 percentage pdass

than 20072 The drop in confidence is most significant in countries hardesym&dession, such

as Greecé® The depleted faith in governments around the world opens a crucial place in
policymaking for think tanks to influee and impact society at large.

The digital revolution has allowed the public to voice their commitment tosperency,
participation, and collaboration. Governments are therefore pressured to respond and adapt to the
changing dgpamics surrounding the decistomaking process. The latest news about government
security measures has also pushed firms in the prsedt®or to call for more transparency
regardng government decisiemaking.Tech giants like Google, Facebook, and Microsoft have

all called for the government to reveal data requests made by security agencies.

I X. Gl obal AHackti vist, 0 AnWihmtihe last 18 manths, a Po p u |
seemingly unrelated set of movements have sprung up across the globe that have one thing in
common: they all, at their core, are amstablishment in nature. The gpsuhave emerged in
countries as diverse as India, Greece, Egypt, Tunisia, China, Bahrain, Chile, the United States,
and Turkey. This new wave of global populism has gathered the young, unemployed,
underemployed, and disaffected into mass movements, eeleress, aimed at challenging

the established political and economic order. Fueled by the economic crisis, political paralysis,
and policy gridlock of many regional and national governments, these popular movements have
surfaced to give voice to the digbdissatisfaction with corruption, the abuse of civil liberties,

and the general ineffectiveness and indecisiveness of their leaders. It is also in response to a
credibility and representation gap where citizens feel that they have been marginalizedtand

they have elected leaders that are out of touch with their needs and interests.

Finally, what Wikileaks, the Arab Awakening, Take Back America, the Tea Party, the Jasmine
Revolution, antimmigrant groups in France, ISIL/ISIS, and azdiruption groups in China and

India have in common is that they are enhanced and enabled by abrand§t@edcemmunity
organizing techniques that are coupled with powerful new technologies: social networks
(Facebook, Twitter, YouTube), cell phones, handheld computers, and new media (Al Jazeera, the
Huffington Post). These technologies have madeaspng images or videos of police or
government brutality unprecedentedly easy, rendering regimes much less able to quell such
protests by force without arousing further mobilization. In a world of such social mobilization,
there are questions as to hogtiasts, bound together by technology rather than clear leadership,

¥OECD, #fAlrel and Govermentgta Glancet201$Sheet 0
http://www.oecd.org/gov/IGAAG2013_CFS_IRE.pdf
% Eroding Trust in Government: Confidence Crumbl&@$)2 Economistl6 November 2013, accessed 5
January 2014Mttp://www.economist.com/news/international/215898062fidencecrumbles
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will develop consensus and reconcile their diverse intetéstsr example, antjjovernment
protestors in Ukrainedemonstrating againdiormer preRussia Ukrainian president Viktor
Yanukos y ¢ h used Facebook and the I nternet to
developments. The protesters claimed that such sources provided more reliable information than
state televisionln short social media and other websites play a major role isethéating
information, motivating and framing citizens during nationaiigsings and protest movements.

P~

The emergence of new platforms for channeling information, such emivaocial networks

have made information muchmore accessible and convenie&till, such platforms also
encourage fiHacktivisto act ikofclassifiedsNSA isfarmationas E d
in 2013. Coalfire, an independent information technology governance,ansk compliance

services firm,predictedt h a t i nga0fd4cantis s ewouldoccuryat akclouea c h o
service provider t hat hol ds fisensitive infor
i ndi v *®@Thisastatendent depicts an accurate description of the recent activities regarding

the major hacksaken place at big retail companies and even big banks like JP M@vgarthe

ri se oafcktthesvi h 0 thenexpandediisseémynatiennotlinformation, particularly
sensitive information will become more prominent and accessible. Moreover, witased

reliance on the internet, advances in information and computer technatabthe rise of
transnational criminal networkare creating more opportunities for criminals, hackavists and
governments to engage in criminal activities and cyber warfé@iehwis resulting in greater
information leakagé’

X. Global Structural Adjustment: There is a major global structural adjustment turning the
world upside down. The economically developed countries are now in crisis, while many
developing countries are gariencing real and sustained economic growth. The prinsky to

the global economy, and in particular developed countries, are a stalling of progress on the Euro
Area, debt and fiscal issues in the United Stegsslting fromthe 2008 Recession, a disruption

in global oil supplieand pricesand a slowing of Chinese investméhEmergingmarket share

of world GDP has risen from approximately 37 percent in 2000 to 50 percent ifi*ftghse
competition from developing countries anderging economies has put intense pressures on the
manufacturing, service, and high tech sectors traditionally dominated by the countries in the

% The Economist. "Internet Protests: The Digital Denfid& Economis29 June 2013: n.

pag.Economist.com. Web. 18 Oct. 2013.

®Rick Dakin, fACoalfireés Top Five I nfor Basindsson Sec:
Wire, 18 Dec. 2013, accessed 4 January 2014,

http://www. businesswire. com/ n e-ToplhformatioerSe2wity 3 1218005
CompliancePredictions2014

FIbid.

%" peter W. Singer, "Cybersecurity Threats and Basic Cyber Hygi€he,Brookings Institutigrs

January 2014, accessed 4 January 20ttg.//www.brookings.edu/research/interviews/2014/01/03
cybersecuritsthreatsbasiccyberhygienesolutionssinget

¥ The World Bank, "WB urges developing countries to safeguard economic growth, as road ahead

remains bumpy." Last mod&d January 14, 2013. Accessed January 7, 2014.

% The Economist. "When Giants Slow dowE¢onomist.comiThe Economist Newspaper, 27 July 2013.

Web. 25 Oct. 2013.
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global NorthThi s economic shift from
t n

gl obal North toc
demographis hi fts, rising invest nf® s

t and increased
While the emerging marketsf the BRICS (Brazil, Russia, India, China, and South Afrieag

growing fasterthan their developed counterpartthey arenearly stagnant in comparison to

newly emergirg countries like Nigeria, the Philippineend Mexico.East Asiahas, in particular,

benefitted from this demographic shiift the aftermath of the 20Ghancial crisis** Growth in

China was hindered bysi trade partnership with the United Statiest ttre Chinese economy
maintainedmpressive growthates throughout the crisis (though projections moving forward are

less optimistic).

The current economic crisis is also creating challenges to the liberal economic order even as it
has plunged thdraditional global economic powers into fiscal and monetary crisis. The
continuing crisis and associated fiscal constraints have brought theseltepd structural and

fiscal problems, which policymakers have historically deferred from one administratite t

next, into focus. These problems have now begun to surface in the domestic political landscape
and the past failures to deal with them 10 or 15 years ago has left policymakers with a host of
di fficult choices. Ma k i n g e edsyefereoliticiana gho fadee c i s i
reelection. The reality is that the standard of living in the global North will likely decline, as
entitlements will be cut and taxes will be raised. No politician wants to bring this message to the
electorate.

XI. Economic Crisis and Political Paralysis: The dynamic growth and competitive challenge
posed by the emerging economies in the Global South requires the countries in the North to trim
their budgets and government programs to bring them in line with current glaiaineic
competition, changing demographics, mounting sovereign debt, and little or no economic
growth. In terms of GDP, growth in the global North has stagnated in recent years. Frem a ten
year high of 3.4 percent annual GDP growth in 2006, European Urearbar states witnessed

a collective contraction o#.5 percent in 2009, recovery growth of 2.0 percent in 2010, further
decline of-0.4 percent in 2012, followed by another recovery growth to 0.1 percent in‘2013.
Similarly, the United States witnessedantraction of3.8 percent of annual GDP in 2009, and

has attained only a moderate recovery of 2.2 percent growth in 2012, dwindling back down to a
growth rate of 1.9 percefitThe BRIC countries, meanwhile, posted an average growth rate of
4.11 percentrbm 2011 to 2013, compared to an anemic 1.37 percent in developed countries
across the same peridt.

“Economic Shift from Global North to South,o A. T
http://www.atkearney.com/gbpc/globalisinesgirivers/econmic-shift-from-globatnorth-to-south

“ |bid.

**Eurostat. Real GDP growth ratelume. N.d. Raw data. N.p. <
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/tgm/table.do?tab=table&init=1&plugin=1&language=en&pcode=tec0011

5>,

*3World Bank. "GDP Growth (annual %)World Bank DataThe World Bank Group, 2013. Web. 25

Oct. 2013. <http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.MKTP.KD.ZG>.

*"BRICS Countries Are an Important Driving Force of Economic Grovithkov."G20.org Group of

20, 5 Sept. 2013. Web. 25 Oct. 2013.
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Indeed, the only major economies that are expected to increase their share of world GDP over
the next decade are the two largest BRIC nations: Chinaratia’! The potential consumer
market is expanding within Latin America and Asia due to the rapid development of a strong
middle class in countries like Brazil, Indiand China, giving way to the leverage of local
commodities and development of products ttee local market. These products are eventually
exported to neigboring markets, thus creating So®buthtrade?

The economies of North Asia have seen fast growth in terms of exports, and are also enjoying
stronger trade development. China will se®rsger consumption growth, although North Asia

will most likely benefit first because of its penetration into Chinese markets. Conversely,
suppliers in Australia and Asia that rely on
likely suffer from slowe trade and export growfH.

The inability of the Economically Developed Countries (EDCs) to compete with thevdges

and lowbenefit cost in developing and emerging economies will make it difficult for the
countries in the global North to emerge frahe economic crisis in the short term. Indeed,

another milestone has been reached in the transition of economic power to developing countries:
the value of exports from devel opiSogtmat itomagd e
now eclipses theavl ue of trade flowing from -Menvtho@pin
trade)?® The prospects for meaningful economic growth even in the long term appear to be dim
unless significant structural adjustments occur, new technologies are employed, andviroducti

gains are realized.

Making budget cuts and strategic investments in sectors like science and technology,
infrastructure, strategic resources, and education, which will enable the countries in the North to
remain competitive in the global economy,llwequire deep cuts in military spending and
entittement programs. We are already witnessing Western nations carrying out such shifts:
France, particularly hartit by the recent recession, plans to cut some 7,500 military jobs in its
2014 budge? - leadng to pure outrage and threats of resignatibMeanwhile, President
Hollande is urging French citizens to accept reduced pension and welfare benefits in an effort
reinvigorate nowstagnant economic growtf. For the most part, however, rather than

* Jorgenson, Dale, and Khuong \Economic Growth in the G8 and the G&@rldklems.netHarvard
University and National University of Singapore, n.d. Web. 25 Oct. 2013.
<http://www.worldklems.net/conferences/worldklems2012/worldklems2012_Jorgenson.pdf>.
46 Andrea Leonel, "SoutiSouth Tradé Rewiring the Global Economy," J. P. Morgan, accessed 5
January 2014ttps://www.jpmorgan.com/tss/General/Scuth
South_Trade Rewiring_the_Global Economy/132050481.7166
4 Bajoria, Rahul, Fernandez, David and Wai Ho, Leong. "Asia Themes 2014:3arth Divide
Widening," The Wall Street Journal: Real Time Economics (blgjuary 01, 2014.
*8The Economist. "O for a Beaker Full of the Warm Souttnomist.comiThe Economist Newspaper,
19 Jan. 2013. Web. 21 Oct. 2013.
**rish, John, and Emmanuel Jarry. "France Military Eyes 2014 CutsigkatSeeks to
Benefit." ReutersThomson Reuters, 03 Oct. 2013. Web. 25 Oct. 2013.
*® Samuel, Henry. "French Military Heads Threaten to Resign over 'grave' Defence Cuts.” The Telegraph.
May 23, 2014. Accessed October 27, 2014.
*1Viscusi, Gregory. "Hollande Presses French to Embrace Svei@mp to Spur
Growth." Bloomberg.comBloomberg, 28 Mar. 2013. Web. 25 Oct. 2013.
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developng a plan to deal with these lotgrm structural problems, politicians in the United
States, Europe, and Japan have become mired in partisan politics and policy gridlock.

XIl . Challenges to the Post World War 1l Economic and Security Architecture: As the

emerging powers rise they are challenging the economic and security architecture developed by
the US and other Western nations at the end of World War Il. The Economic Crisis of 2008
provided the context and justification for anallt assault on theitheral Economic Order (LEO)

which enable many developing and emerging economies to question the efficacy and fairness of

the LEO. The institutions of global governance such as the Group of 20 (G20), UN Framework
Convention on Climate Change, the World Batile International Monetary Fund (IMF), and

the World Trade Organization are | osing momen
deficit exists most notably, and most destruc
world is experiencin@ profound transformation with more wealth and power being transferred

to the Southi especially to Asiai the North is still in control. However, the North now
recognizes that it cannot properly address global challenges without the support and tpamticipa

of t he*’Elteemd partisanship, and thus political paralysis, combined with the growth of
developing nations could also contribute to America's loss of clout in economic IGOs like the
WTO. The emerging powers like China, Brazil, India, and others are challengingsiraping

the world economy and the institutions that govern it. The proposed BRICS Bank and the Silk
Road Bank are the most demonstrable evidence
WTO or the policies of the World Bank or the Internatiadlahnetary Fund, these institutions are

under siege from developing countries and the emerging powers.

A similar assault is being made on the institutions charged with maintaining peace and security
and managing disputes in the world. So whether it is thigetd Nations Security Council or

NATO or the International Court of Justice the legitimacy of their actions and institutions
themsel ves. Russiads invasion of Crimea is tt
established norm of internationlal in the context of the European Union and NAT®the
postWorld War Il era and decolonization the number of nation states expanded dramatically.
The most dramatic expansion occurred in the South and the East and the impact of these changes
became mafest in representative international organizations like the United Nations. Another
transformation and surge in the creation of nation states occurred end of the Cold War. Thi
expansion of nation states has been extremely positive overall but it had sergeeatly
increase the diversity and challenges to the economic and security architecture that was created
in the postWorld War Il era.

XIll. Policy Tsunamis: In modern society, an increasing number of political, natural, and social
phenomena surfada one state but grow rapidly and sweep across the globe. As globalization
intensifies, these transnational events will grow in their number and intensity and create what |
term fipolicy tsunamis. o0 These pol i cycoupttyobl| e ms
and then grow in size and complexity as they sweep across the globe with devastating
consequencesslobalization, with the help of the Internet, enhances interdependence among
nations and people, thereby allowing citizens to demand more from potbarities within and

beyond their borders. Yet, such interdependence can cause the spillover of policy problems,

*2Lehmann,JeaPi erre. " Bri dgi ng-Southd®ividel $he Gl@balist Parspectives Nor t h
(blog), March 12, 2012.
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creating contagion across the gldB@nly those countries that are able to identify, track, and
analyze these transnational shock wavekbeilable to respond to them effectively.

The 2008 economic crisis, the Arab Spring, Wikileaks, and now ISIL/ISIS, caught policymakers

and the publicoffguard ol t on wri tes, fSever al -ofenatedotte an go
the US are now predictablgnning for the tall grass, endangering the continuity of existing
programs and damaging prospects for futur@qo e r a>t TheoBmadl@y Manning/WikiLeaks

exposure of classified Pentagon and State Department cables is causing Europe to lose its trust in
Washingtonbs abil ity t dherp havetabvays beenlloaateventswithd i n
global implications, but what is new is the speed and intensity with which these policy issues
travel around the globe and rapidly reach a crisis stage. Hhdirkension of the policy tsunami

is its speed, which will require a new approach to analyzing and responding to policy issues
when they arisé perhaps through more proactive, predictive analysis targeting key national,
regional, and global trends. Thefartunate new reality is that many think tanks and policy

makes will only understand what has happened long after the impact has been realized.

XIV. Increasing Political Polarization: National politics are increasingly polarized in many
countries arounthe globe, a trend that has increased the paralysis and policy gridlock in many
legislative bodies. Political battle lines are now drawn between polar opposites: Liberal vs.
Conservative, Secular vs. Fundamentalist, Political Reform vs. Tighter Gover@uetrbl,
Reduced Government Spending (Austerity) vs. Increased Government Spending (Stimulus). And
while we have always had conflicting priorities and worldviews, they are how more extreme in
nature. This increased political polarization has made it diffic if not impossiblei to find
common ground or to reach consensus on many of the critical policy issues of our time.

As in the United Statesl.atin American countries aréncreasingly politically polarized.
Paraguay, El Salvador and Venezuela hdegply polarized political parties, rendering debates
about programs and proposed ideas as little more than rhetoric and political pdsturing.

This growingpolitical polarization manifests itself in the creation of new think taakswell

Before World Warll, about 45 think tanks existed in the United States, compared to over 1,800
today®® With so many think tanks to compete for funding and public recognitieit,society
organizations@SO9mu st di stinguish themsel vesbhedomeom t he
increasingly narrow, institutions have found that they can stand out by adopting a more strident
ideologicalbeni @ practice that had | ed t o ThhGemd t ank

*3 Nancy Birdsall, Christian Meyer, and Alexis SaW/Global Markets, Global Citizens, and Global

Governance in the 21st CenturGD Working Paper 32%Center for Global Development, September

2013, accessed 5 January 2(ii#h://www.cgdev.org/publication/globaharketsglobalcitizensand

globatgovernancé&1stcenturyworking-paper329-0.

>* John Bolton. "Edward Snowden's leaks are a grave threat to US national security." The Guardian. June

18, 2013.

* Saalfield, Peter. "Is the Internet Polarizing Politics?" Big Think. Last modified January 02, 2012.

Accessed January 7, 2014.

*® Chen, Edward(2008) . "Sorog~unded Democratic Idea Factory Becomes Obama Policy Font ."

Eloomberg.com. http://www.bloomberg.com/apps/news?pid=washingtonstory&sid=aF7f{B1PFONPg.
Ibid.
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for American Pro%ress (CAPHor example, created301(c)(4) that acts as a more political arm
of the think tank’” However, as think tanks become more polarized, political stalemates can
slow innovation of ideas and prevent CSOs from implementing progressive action.

Still, independent, objective thinkrntes can also help reduce polarization by providing unbiased
research. Echt writes: Aln polarized context ¢
emphasized, especially among think tanks that have close ties to different governments. In that
way, hink tanks contribute to reducing political polarization in the country by addressing
structural critical issues and providing rigorous data and analysis. Research quality and good data
are ctPitical .o

I n ADevaluing the Thi nkunTnaanrki,zoe sT etvhii sT rpooyl istu cc
el ection, g @He arguestthiatithough thirkk makks bave become more and more
influential in policy advocacy, they have concurrently evolved away from their original model as

a fAuniver si ttys.wi tThhoeust & nséitiued etnank e ®e becoming 0
chambes 0 r atfheogatfdhhepnol i cy anal ysi s Jlapos challertgesl | ect
and even dangers to our time, in which reliable research and original thinking are Heeded.

As Andrew Ri ch, aut hor of AThi sk oTarEkp,er Pulble
wr i t the known iileological proclivities of many, especially newer think tanks, and their
aggressive efforts to obtain high profiles have come to undermine e@tiitty with which
experts and expertise are Ykisa peavhsivgywonyitewe d b
serious and original thinking has largely been lost, and while think tanks can continue to play a
useful rde, the proliferation of moré and more political organizations, threaten the ability of

think tanks toin fact fulfill such roles.®®In several interviews, Tevi has expressed concern that

the propagation of politicized think tanks has discounted the credibility of the think tank
commun ty as a whol e. ATo t himgup entthaintihat cer@in thvimki ¢ h

p €
tanks have partisan coloring to their appr oa
0

~

observes, people will @Adi&count the work of

Although pessimistic, many scholars find it difficult to see a way out of this problem. According

to Hooverdéds director, John Rai si an, Al f youor
analysis of the situation and 80 percgné ht the politics @& the situation[ € Jrhis can be
discouraging for those of us that are scholars because in the end, raw politics is going to

*8 |bid.
9 Echt, Leandro. "A role for think tanks in polarized societi€alitics and Ideas Last modified March
09, 2013. Accessed January 7, 2014.
Z‘l’ Troy, Tevi. "Devaluing the Think TankNational Affairs2012 (2012): 730.

Ibid.
%2 Tevi Troy, Think Tank PoliticsWashington Post, March 15, 2012
<http://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/thitdnk-politics/2012/03/12/gIQAgRIOES _story.htm)l
% Robert JoustreHave Think Tanks stopped Thinkin@&rdus.ca. Jan. 10, 2012.
<http://www.cardus.ca/blog/2012/01/hatrenk-tanksstoppeethinking>).
% Elahe IzadiThe Political War Over Think TankNationalJournal.com. May 9, 2013.

<http://www.nationaljournal.com/politics/thaolitical-war-overthink-tanks2013050%).
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det er mi ne t*Hkis shifu is apemdieg the role of think tanks, prompting some
researchers to worry it is eroding trusttiese institutions. Indeed, it now is difficult to tell the
difference between truly objective advice on the one hand, anegphigdd advocacyor political

or private profton t he ot her. S o meh esraag| dMads hii indgyd aosn disn du
look s | i ke & nidtubsitrki &lamckompl ex . 0

XV. Short Termism: Today, many politicians choose to focus on stemin issues and crises

rather than addressing the large looming crises that are just &teattermism is, in part, a

result of the culturef Western societyMany politicians are choosing not to face major policy
issues like aging or declining populations, climate change, and sovereign debt, among others.
These issues put their nations at risk because they would rather dodge and deterethe is
order to ensure their reelectiofisP o | i t i ¢ s, and humanmatuoel alb myilyate in favour of
kicking the can down the road. The most severe financial and economic crisis in more than half a
century has further discouraged policymakers framgimg their eyes from the present to the

di st ant ® Ihdeed,i Gearge.Papandreou, former Prime Minister of Greece has stated,
ACi tizens feel alienated with conventional p
policies that serve societies n €%THirk tadks are increasingly viewed as part of the problem

in not forcing policymakers to address these issues and in failing to pressure elected leaders to
take action.

Think tanks can alter their tendency for skiermism by determining raatic measurable

targets for combating loAgrm transnational problems. In conjunction with NGOs, they can also
function as watchdogs and apply more pressurgoternments to act in the lortgrm by

producing reports that discuss the grave consequehaeasction. IGOs, NGOs, and think tanks

can also begin the process of international cooperation by working together to effectively address
some of the large looming crse of t oday, such as the worl doés
growth, ensuring fundindor transport and energy infrastructure, and reshaping international
institutions to better represent the modern, globalized world.

Emerging Issues and Trends Facing Think Tanks
There are a number of issues/trends facing think tanks that havecemsed as much attention

in comparison to other NGOs. Outlined below are a few potential areas of inquiry that require
additional research and debate:

® Hoover: Challenge for Think Tés is More Research, Less Politithink Tanked. May 26, 2010.
<http://www.thinktankedblog.com/thirtanked/2010/0%/0overchallengefor-think-tanksis-more
researcHesspolitics.htmp).

% By Bryan Bender, Many D.C. think tanks now players in partisan wars, The Boston Globe, August 11,
2013, http://www.bostonglobe.com/news/nation/2013/08/10/btaistfor-salethe-growingfootprint-
washingtorthink-tankindustriakcomplex/7ZifHfrLPIbzObSeV@Hdl/story.html

®" Anderson, Victor. "Addressing shetgrmism in government and politics.” The Guardian. Last

modified March 02, 2011. Accessed January 7, 2014.

%8 papandreou, George. "Rediscover the Lost Art of Democr@yi\ Cable News Network, 20ct.

2013. Web. 25 Oct. 2013.
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|. Dramatic Shifts in Funding Patterns: National, regional, and local governments have cut

their funding for public policy research while corporations and private foundations have limited
their grantmaking to projectpecific supportThe 2008 economic crisis sparked a considerable

shift in souces of thinkt ank fundi ng. According to Al ejani
Freedom: A Snapshot of the U.S. Mar ket , 0 foun
think tanks until 2011. Throughout the last three years, however, donations madeviolals

have replaced foundations as the most promiseuntce of fundingOn average, corporations
contribute approximately 10 percent of the revenue granted to the institutes that participated
within Chafuends #onnip Ipercent sich R090. Rosighlyd lealiv of the
organizations reported that individual donors thie largest source of suppodust 2 percertf
institutional fundingcan be attributed tsources other than individuals (48 percent) and
foundations (40 percentinost of wich are magazine subscriptions to think tauiblications®
Decreased funding and operating support has put think tanks at risk of supporting the status quo
in policy debate, rather than providing alternati{fSobel laureates Professor James Rothman

of Yale University, Professor Randy Sheckman of the University of California, Berkeley, and
Professor Thomas Suedhof of Stanford University say that government budget cuts threaten
research and undermine the over @Think tankstic o me s
Central America, Central and South AstabSaharan African and Central and Eastern Europe
have been particularly hatdt by the economic downturn, both for economic reasons and
because many of these countries lack the local funding oti@ilsble to think tanks elsewhere
because of a weaker culture of philanthrépy.

Although diminished funding may perhaps jeopardize innovation with respect to policy research
and prescriptiog it is equally important to recognize that funding of any amaends to

influence the particular research agenda that a think tank pursues. It is, therefore, critical that
policy institutes implement the systems and procedures necessary to safeguard the integrity and
independence of the work they produce. In aoldito such internal measures, it is suggested that

think tanks maintain a wide variety and a large number of donors, so as to further avoid a
situation in which those whom comprise these policy institutes feel beholden to government or
other narrow spediainterests’® Think tanks are often viewed as Rmpartisan, nosbiased
sources, though the sources of funding can i
professor at Washington University and pol it
whatever you say is heavily discounted. If a think tank is saying it, it obviously sounds a lot

69 Alejanro Chafuen, Think Tanks For Freedom: A Snapshot Of The U.S. MBdtbEes. Feb. 2, 2013.

<http://www.forbes.com/sites/alejandrochafuen/2013/02/13/Atanksfor-freedoma-snapshaeof-the-u-

s-market/>

© Euro ThinkTank Summit Report, from Regional and International of 20 November. 2012

1 Elizabeth Lopatto, "American Nobel Winners Say Research Threatened byRlotsriberg 8

October 2013, accessed 5 January 28ttg;//www.bloomberg.com/news/201%)-08/americamobet

winnersfearfor-researckasfunding-cut.html

2 Makoni, Munyaradzi. "African Think Tanks Feel Funding PinBleSearchResearch.com

ResearchResearch Limited, 28 Jan. 2013. Web. 25 Oct. 2013.

“Mc Gann, James. AThi nk TankBRiplomai@Qoariery st for | deas .
26



http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2013-10-08/american-nobel-winners-fear-for-research-as-funding-cut.html
http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2013-10-08/american-nobel-winners-fear-for-research-as-funding-cut.html

better. Maybe think tanks arendét aware of how
other hand, maybe ito6%4 part of their revenue
Keeping donors happy i s more important now th

see desirablessults, they have an increasingly vast array of alteenarganizations to support.

One particular negative outcome of this trend is the potdntigolitical donor pressure to lead

to selfcensorship among both individual scholargl #imnk tanks as institution#\ researcher

may beunlikely to write an essay or publish a study that henlswwill upset a boss or donor.

For instance, the AmericaBecurity Project's Michael Cohen noted last June in the New
Republic that the Center for American Progress's Wonk Room blog had not run a single story
about the Afghanistan war in the prior five months. During the Bush years, CAP had frequently
taken up e war and been arocal critic of the administration's policies; once Obama more or
less continued those policies, however, Cial silent’> Experiences such as the one at CAP
demonstrates that fundensay have the capacity to shape and influence prejparsued and
opinions espoused by research institidjowhich could potentially harntheir longrun
objectivity.

In response to the steady decrease in think tank funding, and the increasing politicization such
has caused, Enrique Mendizabal suggeststoaming funding into organizational development
grants, which would hypothetically support three specific areas: (1) quality control of research
products; (2) increased communications and advocacy capacity(3nidternal institutional
development andgover nance. Thi s change, he argues,
devel opment vehicles. o

Il. Increased Specialization:Specialized institutions and programs are attractive to funders who
want to target their dollars at specific problems or isslregact, the increasingly desperate
demand for funding may arguably be the most prominent factor facilitating the specialization of
think tanks.This trend toward increased specialization has had a direct impact on the programs,
constituencies, and fundingpurces of multpurpose policy organizations, thereby increasing
competition among think tanks. It has become increasingly difficult for think tanks to convince
prospective funders that their programs are worthy of support. Moreover, increased
specializéion discourages interdisciplinary responses to complex issues and limits the creativity
of scholars’’ As think tanks become more specialized, they tend to focus their research
according to topic. Organizations such as the National Taxpayers Union oedlth Bare Cost
Institute are singldocus think tanksOthers focus on a small number of issues, like the Pacific

"4 Silverstein, Ken. "The Secret Donors Behind the Center for American Progress and Other Think Tanks
[Updated orb/24]." The Nationhttp://www.thenation.com/article/174437/seedenorsbehindcenter
americarprogressandotherthink-tanksupdateds24

S Tevi Troy, "Devaluing the Think TankVational Affairs Issue No. 10 (Winter 2012), accessed 18 May
2014, http://www.nationalaffairs.com/publications/detail/devaluthg-think-tank

’® Enrique MendizabaSupporting think tanks series: From core and institutional support to

organizational development grantSnthinktanks.org. June 3, 2013,
http://onthinktanks.org/2013/06/03/supportitnink-tanksseriesfrom-core-andinstitutionalsupportto-
organizationaldevelopmengrants/

" bid.
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Research Institute (education, technology, and healthcare) or the Employment Policies Institute
(health insvance and labor compensation).

Similarly, some think tanks take on a particular regional fotnsitutions such as the Middle
East Forum, the National Bureau of Asian Research, and the large number-basgatehink
tanks in the United States narrow their research scomgdiicg toissues pertinent to a given
geographic area of focuand finally, a third way in which think tanks have become increasingly
specialized isaccording to political ideologies: libertarian, leftberal, conservative, and
religiously-based are a few exampl€ Notably, the increased specialization of think tanks often
results in greater funding confidence tHab n anoreyis directed toward issues they support.

One negative outcome of specialization is blindness to the interdisciplinary methods fay solvin
issues from a multipliciy of angl e s .emfrdcinghskecidlizatiok s a aneaas ofi

di stinguishing themsé&Tl buespecidlizatiom whild oviding thinke t i t i ¢
tanks with an edge in particular areas and $ieldiscourages intdisciplinary responses.
Globalization not only enhance interdependenceamong countries, it also intensifies
interdisciplinay approaches to global issueb.o r exampl e, t h-2 o ustthuwd y
cooperation and transfer n g% ®offemder complexissdes,s ci p |
adopting interdisciplinary approaches would align with the complex nature of these issues.
Specialization limits the exhaustion of possible policy suggestions of scholars, making these
suggestions less applicable and prattic

lll. Increased Competition: Think tanks have embraced specialization as a means of
distinguishing themselves from the competitibiot only has the increase in think tanks resulted

in greater competition, but also the influence of organizations asicdonsulting and law firms

have heightened the competitiom kind. By distinguishing an organization and developing a
specific niche, a think tank proves its legitimacy in the policy dialogbes branding has taken

the form of functional, political, ahissue specialization that helps market these institutions to
donors who are increasingly providing projepecific support to policymakers and to the
public, who are trying to make sense of the crowded marketplace of ideas and instifigions.
reallyst engt hen competitiveness, think tanks cou
By diversifying and expanding their niches, think tanks can provide suggestions from a more
holistic and welrounded approach. Approaching or employing fewer thinkstdok policy
advice and consultation would be more convenient and cost efficient for policymakers to draft

®“Edward Lopez, fARanking Thi nk TRolitikasEntrefréneurs®h al | en g
Mar. 2013, accessed 18 May 20h#tp://politicalentepreneurs.com/rankinfink-tanksthe-challenge
of-specialization/
" McGann, James "Think Tank Challenge: Surviving the Competitisid PathwaysAsian
Development Bank Institute, 20 August 2013, accessed 6 Januanh#&piAvww.asiapathways
adbi.org/2013/08/thinkank-challengesurvivingthe-competition/
8 Tavis D. Jules and Michelle Morais De Sé E Silva, "Howdéht Disciplines Have Approached
SouthSouth Cooperation and Transfegdciety for International Education Journ&lol. 5, Issue 1
(2008): 45, accessed 6 January 2¢i#y://www.tc.columbia.edu/sie/journal/Volume_5/jules.pdf
# Jeremy D. Taylor, "The Dilemma of Specialization vs. Diversification,” Western Independent Bankers,
issue no. 67 (January 2013), accessed 6 January 2014,
http://www.wib.org/publications__resources/directors_resources/directors_digest/jan13/taylor.html
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policies with external help. Moreover, most policies require interdisciplinary responses, and
there is a surplus of specialized think taffkaVlerging, acquisitionor collaboration of think
tanksis one possible way forward

Despite the interdisciplinary nature of policy, the vast majority of the think tanks that have come
into existence in the last 30 years have been focused on a single isseg afr @olicy research.

More recently, think tanks have faced a new competitive threat from consulting firms, law firms,
advocacy groups, and cable news networks that now directly compete with think tanks for gifts,
grants, and contracts. Similarly, manylleges and universities are encouraging the growth of
policy and research centers, which further heighten competition for conventional thinktanks.

IV. Influence and Independence:As think tanks become more visible and influential, some
organizationsappear to be losing their voice and independence along the way. Managing the
tensions associated with relevance, influence, and independence is a delicate balancing act that
must be carefully finessed if think tanks are to maintain their credibility valicymakers and

the public. Of particular hindrance is the fact that think tanks seldom publish critiques or
objective studies on their own wotkEvaluating success and overall impact is another great
challenge for think tanks. Dr. Andrew Selee, Executfiee President at the Wilson Center in
Washington D.C., notes that the evaluation of success through tracking outputs, such as data on
publications, media citations, and speecl®san essential component to directing and focusing
research and policy inatives. With collected evidence of outcomes, a think tank must look
specifically at the original goals and mission of the project and organization as a whole;
however, given the evahifting terrain of policymaking, it is crucial for think tanks to halole

and adapt to this changing landsc&p&hus, by consistently evaluating and reevaluating an
organi zationds 1 mpact, scholars and | eaders i
over t he organi zati onso® s uc ate she ehkiftingatides off ai | ul
policymaking and advocacy.

V. Outputs vs. Impact: Historically, think tanks have placed a focus on output over impact.

How do think tanks measure their impact? For many institutions, it is limited to the number of
books andpolicy briefs produced rather than providing the impetus for new legislation or
changes in polic§® This issue is further complicated by donors, who are increasingly interested

in supporting fAhigh i mpact organileiaimpaccors o and
public policy.in Hi gh i mpact 6 aims often resul't i n high
feel that their success rests on the capacity to alter policy or seriously impact thelpoiggn

making process. Dr. Andrew Selee of the WhsCenter argues that think tanks, like

B2up Q&A With Dr. McGann on the 2012 Go To Report and Chinese Think Tanks,"” Think Tanks &
Civil Societies Program, 18 July 2013, accessed 6 January2@i-#gotothinktank.com/gawith-dr-
mcgannonthe-2012go-to-reportandchinesethink-tanks/

8 Chafuen, Alejandro. "Think Tanks In America: Occupying A Unique Sp&eelies Forbes Magazine,
10 Apr. 2013. Web. 21 Oct. 2013.

# |bid

% Andrew Selee, "Can Think Tanks Influence Public Opinion and Improve Poli¢y?World Financial
Review 13 July 2013, accessed 15 July 20h#p.//www.worldfinancialreview.com/?p=696

8 Chafuen, Alejandro. "15 Ways Of Measuring Think Tank Policy Outcorfesbes Forbes Magazine,
24 Apr.2013. Web. 21 Oct. 2013.
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corporations and neprofits, need to develop methods of success evaluation ptioaide
constructive learning experiences foritlseholarsHe argues that measurement is quite difficult

given the desire to succeed high-impact circumstances. It is crucial to view success through
various lenses and look at impact on relative, noblabs grounds®’ Limiting the pressure to

have fAhigh impacto in all outcomes anddeval ua
measurements will ultimately foster a more open research environment. Moreover, by mitigating
pressure from donors, think tank scholars have more bremdthearch and collaborate.

One effective measurement tool is to look at impact indicators thraaugmoderated

Ai ntermedi at eo | ens. Many of t he Ai mpact i n
outcomes, such as the Anumber of <citations,
of peopl e hel p&dhiskrgnd @ward énterediate Imeasuyes i@ one method to
effectively measure impact in sr@al shortterm circumstances. Theajority of the potential
readers prefer quantitative monitoring and ev
of a focus oerp bhtecgmast otwhi ve M&E cannot cap
ef f8rt. o

o

VI. Phantom NGO Think Tanks: Governments are creating think tanks designed to appear to

be nongovernmental organizations, but are in fact arms of the government. Likewise,
corpaations and individuals have established think tanks to promote their special interests. This
trend raises concerns about a lack of transparency and private interests masquerading as public
interestl n Britain, t he Guar di an dvsttencanumiber bfipieces Ge o r
warning fAsecretive think tanks are crushing
| o b byl And) thi® is not a concern to which the United States is immune. In fact,
Washington, D.C. is becoming a hotbed for suchkthémks: those that act more like lobbying

and public relations bodies than sources of independent ideas or policy cfitidoieover, the

overlap between think tanks and Washingtan p o | i t dermoadtrates the penvasive

influence of partisanship ito scholarship.For example, former Republican Senator Jim
DeMintdos appointment as president of the Her.i
the Foundationdés overt pol itici zadryfoomra@and it ¢
partisan politics %8

Many think tanks in the United States that are-@a&mpt under their 501(c)(3) status now
feature affiliated, nottax-exempt lobbying arm® It ought not to come as a surprise, then, that

8 Andrew Selee, "Can Think Tanks Influence Public Opinion and Improve Policy?"
®AHel ping Think Tanks Measure |Impact, o Redstone S
January 2014ttp://www.redstonestrategy.com/vepntent/uploads/2013/09/200%3-30-IDRC-Helping
think-tanksmeasureampact.pdf
8 Ibid.
“Monbi ot, George. 2006. Whods Paying? http://bit.|
% Bartlett, Bruce. "The Alarming Corruption of the Think TankehieFiscalTimes.conThe Fiscal Times,
14 Dec. 2012. Web. 21 Oct. 2013.
“Jennifer Rubin, "Jim DeMinto6s Tize\VeshingtoeRas2d n of t he
October 201, accessed 6 January 20ttp.//www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/right
gtgjrn/wp/2013/10/21/iirrdemintsdestructiomf-theheritaqefoundation/

Ibid
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Acall s for more thinkihabhkettU80sparéeatg gboéew,
Wi nner Paul Krugman and fAa broad range of 0
spectrumd who fAhave | ong cal |l ebYAlthough thispiblitk t ank
criticism led the Centeior American Progress to release a list of its funders, other organizations
such as the Hear t !l anmdt ilnusetdi tap adcdiamyqnoedc irftiognhg
pr i voaYetythese latter organizations are not to be perceived as the exception, as Harvard
Universityds Brooke Wil I-ti mimsd hafs Amercint d s ftow
do not disclose thedonors.

More critics of think tanks question the motivations behind their policy research. Dr. Gerry
Hassan, a research fellow at theiwénsity of the West of Scotland argues that an outright
analysis of the audience think tanks are serving would highlight that think tanks kiested

interest in catering to corporate interests, accountancy firms, and lobbyists. He critiques that few

of the policies supported by think tanks have aided the general popllhees s ands cr i t i
highlights a gener al skepticism around the ¢
influence; however, given the vast array of donors, it would be impossible to tailor research and
advocacy to the demands of all donors.

VII. H ybrid Organization: As think tanks have faced new challenges in the societies in which

they operate, they have adapted and created hybrid institutions. Think tanks inherently occupy
Afan intermediate structur al p 0 <,ianhdi nmediadoutlbte t we e n
and this overlap has often made their precise definition diffiéiiore and more think tanks are

a blend of organizational types (academic research center, consulting group, marketing firm, and
media outlet) and the roles of keyfétaave changed as well. The staff of think tank institutions

is Ancomprised of multifaceted individuals who
and pol i cy “Thinkrtank buelgets and.staffing patterns now place as much
emphasis ompolicy research as they do on promoting it and the scholars who condodaitt,

the functions that think tanks now assume have become sefaugted and heterogeneous that
scholars Donald E. Abel son and Gtknowlsdgelingle M. C
that think tanks are nonprofit, nonpartisan organizations engaged in the study of public policy,

few scholars have outlined other criteria which would allow them to distinguish think tanks from

other types of nomjovernmental organizatiog’

% Krugman, Paul. 2005. Think Tank Transparency. New York Titmés.//nyti. ms/1eKJIAw

% Yeager, Holly. 2013. Center for American Progress releases donor list. The Washington Post.
http://wapo.st/1dnECH|{Heartland Institute. 2013. Reply to our Critics. The Heartland Institute.
http://bit.ly/1I1BSbdF

% Gerry Hassan, "The Limits of the 'Think Tank' RevolutidBpen Democracy8 Sept. 2008, accessed

18 May 2014 http://www.opendemocracy.net/article/yestimits-of-the-think-tankrevolution

9 Medvetz, Tom. "Think Tanks as an Emergent Field." (2008): n. pag. Social Science Research Council.

Web. 23 Oct. 2013.

®Mc Gann, James fAShanghai 12 @ldbalBrendgandiTgansitid®sin Thisk Augu s
Tanks and Policy Advicdhink Tanks & Civil Societies Program, accessed 6 January 2014.

“Abel son, Donald E., and Christine M. Carberry. 1
Comparative Analysis of Thi nk Canadiak 3ournalnof POligicala da and
Science31.3: 52555. Web.)
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VIII. Impact of the Internet, New Media, Social Networking, and the Cloud: Information no

longer translates into power unless it is in the right form at the right timen d@he right hands.

The globalization, internet, 24/7 cable news networkssmuthl areredefining how think tanks
operate.ln the past think tanks would come up with grand strategies and big ideas and policy
makers would beat a path to their door. Today in information rich environment think tanks must
develop effective disseminati and external relations strategies for their research and analysis to
policymakers and the publiclhis task is made even more difficult by the fact that busy
policymakers, on average, only have 30 minutes a day to read which precludes reading books,
journal articles and detailed white papers. Alde increasingeliance on mobile devices into this

mix and you begin to understand how profoundly the world of ideas and think tanks has
changedA recent report by the World Bank underscores this issue whiendaled thaNearly
onethird of their PDF reports had never been downloaded, not even once. Another 40 percent of
their reports had been downloaded fewer than 100 ti@edy 13 percent had seen more than

250 downloads in their lifetimé§° Add the inceasing reliance on mobile devices into this mix

and you begin to understand how profoundly the world of think tanks has chaigyé@dge
Foundationwas way ahead of the curve on this when they proposed the Reagan International
Airport to Capitol Hill and the briefcase teSthis time and length requirement was applied by
Heritage to all of its policy products. Every product must be able to fit into a briefcase and be
able to be read and digested on the trip from the airport patdCddill. Most think tanks now

have websites and conduct policy debates via the Inteéfeethis digital development has not
been without challenges, a%Amwngthe lsostofichalengesa s fi d
now faced by think tanks is thpressure to increase the speed of searching for, and
disseminating, information, the rising levels of global competition, and the elevated difficulty in
sustaining internal communications.

A Pew Research Center poll found that 70% of people in the UBtads use the Internet for

news’%* The Internet, traditional & new media, and social networking sites are increasingly
being used by the public to obtain daily neWke reality is that more and more people get their
information from the Internet, traditional and new media, and through social networking sites.

This reality requires that organizations reexamine how they create, disseminate, and discuss
public policy issies. Organizations must alspeconsider the methods they use to reach the
constituents they represent and/or the clients they serve as well as produce agadtiyic

research that is understandable and accessible to policymakers and to theMmridizabal

contends that devising a digital strategy is not only pertinent to communication, but to research
and management as well . He notes ATwi tter Cc
disseminate it (communication), and keep team members connectedahdo r med of a p1

1% poemeland, Doerte; Trevino, Jam2614.Which World Bank reports are widely readPlicy
Research working paper ; no. WPS 6851. Washington, DC: World Bank
Group.http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/2014/05/19456376Avaridreportswidely-read
world-bankreportswidely-read
%1 Topic Page: Digital strategy and tools for think tan@nthinktanks.org. March 27, 2012 <
http://onthinktanks.org/2012/03/27/dt@-disruptionthe-internetis-changinghow-we-searchfor-
informationk.
192pew Research Center. "Do you ever get news online orRmt®rspub.comPew Research Center
for the People and the Press, 8 Aug. 2013. Web. 23 Oct. 2013.
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activities '©marden tbemadnmize the potential that could be realized with

respect to increased capacity, efficiency, and dissemination, Mendizabal adds, think tanks ought

to tailor their engagement with contextualyecific types of digital strategié¥’ The power of a
wellkconstructed digital strategy, Ni ck Seott a (
resourced staff and provide a&dditional opport

This new reliance on the Intest also raises questions about the difference between visibility and
influence for think tanks; often a think tank
an ability to effect chang®® These dramatic changes have transformed how public mokcee

analyzed and debated, and forced think tanks to keep pace with these changes or risk being
buried by them. When considering how to increase the overall impact of an organization, the
creation of accessible and comprehensible information is absokgsgntial. Grupo FARO, a
think tank i n Ecuador, observes that the figalt
arguments need fito be communicated in a way t
top-down view of policy process) as weals to journalists and ordinary citizens (the botigm

vi e W)Evidence and imlepth research must evolve into narratives that can captivate and

relate to a broader audience on a personal level. Social media and technology married with
succinct and accstble analyses will ultimately foster knowledge sharing.

IX. Action vs. ldeas: Non-partisan, multpurpose organizations are forced to abandon
traditional methods of operation, such as dialogue and debate, and consider new methods as
funders and othestakeholders in the policy process have grown impatient with conferences,
forums, and seminars on public policy issues. This trend owes significantly to the influence of
donors who now prefer operational, advocadgnted programs and institutions over
conferences, forums, and seminars. Subrat Das, leader of thebbs#id Centre for Budget and
Governance Accountability, spoke of the need
achieve results or some i mp a ceeéhtastakeholdes.tWewe n e
might to excellent quality research, and we might disseminate our research finding through our
publicationséand yet those might MY®henewach o
method to reach out to these relevant stakeh®ldethrough employing elements of games and
applying them to another setting, such as fu
being employed in business models in order to gauge funders and other stakeholders in the

19 Enrique Mendizababigital Think Tanks.Onthinktanks.org. June 14, 2012
<http://onthinktanks.org/2012/06/14/digkgdink-tanks®
1% Enrique Mendizabal, Digital Think Tanks.Onthinktanks.org. June 14 201
<http://onthinktanks.org/2012/06/14/digHgdink-tanks#).
1% Nick Scott.Digital strategy can support communications in think tanks. But can it also improve their
research and mamgement too®nthinktanks.org. June 15, 2012.
19 McNutt, Kathleen, and Gregory Marchildon. "Think Tanks and the Web: Measuring Visibility and
Influence."Canadian Public Policy5.2 (2009): 21286. Project MUSE Web. 20 Oct. 2013.
Ysami Atall ah and ODemodrasy TBirkTdnksintAdtioni TraGstatihg Rlesearchfi
into Policy in Young and Emerging Democracies," forum, Network of Democracy Research Institutes
from National Endowment for Democracy, Washington D.C., he 013, accessed 15 July 2014,
http://www.ned.org/events/democrathink-tanksin-actiontranslatingresearckinto-policy-in-young
andemergingdemoctr
1% has, Subrat. "Balancing Research and Advocacy: Subrat Das." Intévi€hink Tanks.orgN.p., 3
Oct. 2013. Web. 24 Oct. 2013. <http://onthinktanks.org/?s=advocacy>.
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policy process, could be affective tool to increase involvement of funding partners and other
key stakeholders in think tank&.New policy-oriented institutions have cutarketed traditional
policy research establishments that fail to understand and respond to the fundameged chan
that have taken place in Washington and other capitals around the world.

X. Greater Emphasis on External Relations and Marketing StrategiesThe rise of special

interests and a need for a quick response to complex policy problems have createdr a greate
demand for policy research and has fostered the growth of specialized public policy think tanks.
This trend has placed greater emphasis on marketing strategies and external relations that
effectively target key constituencies and donors. Think tanks naygtdevelop strategies for

Afl exible output, d whereby they produce daily
and social media updates, in addition to less frequent long form réffofthink tanks are
forced to redesi geycanlbedissemifiaed o & unnumbes of steategicdllyh
selected target audiences for the greatest impact.

In this new world, pithy, punchy policy briefs replace books, journals, and white papers in order
to meet the time constraints of policymakers anddémand for a quick response to policy
issues and problems. Four hundpetye books and reports now are reduced to a few pages or
words if the material is disseminated as a text message or blog. These new realities pose
immense challenges for think tankatimust adapt to these changes while not losing the quality
and integrity of their research.

Additionally, some think tanks are becoming less involved in the creation of new knowledge and
more concerned wi t"fForfiesaepld, inr2@P8, ¢hC€emterifar Amrercans .
Progressused about half of its budget for communication and public outréachh at 6 s
approximately eight times more than similar policy organizations $pfamith the creation of

new knowledge being bested by the desire for
policy initiatives that benefit civil society become less important. Furthermore, as more think
tanks emerge in civil society, CSOs mustraasingly compete through marketing strategies to
obtain funding and public suppdft

XIl. Going Global: Think tanks are increasingly adopting a global presence, perspective and
audi ence. The economist Joseph St iglghallyarml ¢ o mme
reinvent locallyodo if they are tohisbendiediieect i ve
in part, by transnational issues such as global warming, proliferation of weapons of mass

199 Natasha Singer, "You've Won a Badge (and Now We Know All About Ydie"New York Times,
February 2012, accessed 4 January 20bttg://www.nytimes.com/2012/02/05/business/employard
brandsusegamingto-gaugeengagement.html?_r=0

19K nezovich, Jeff, and Melissa Julian. "Taking Think Tank Communications to the next Level:
Determining What Goes WherednThinkTanks.orgN.p., 8 Oct2013. Web. 24 Oct. 2013.

1 See note 5.

’5ee note 11.

113 bid.

114 stiglitz, Joseph. "Scan Globally, Reinvent Locally: Knowledge Infrastructure and the Localization of
Knowledge." InBanking on Knowledge: The Genesis of the Global Development Netwed3. 2.
Diane Stone. London: Routledge, 2000.
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destruction, pandemics, and terrorism. In recentsyeanumber of global think tanks (Carnegie
Endowment for International Peace and the International Crisis Group, for example) have
emerged in order to address global issues and serve a global audience of policymakers.

Additionally, there is an evencreasing presence of newly founded think tanks in emerging
markets:'® African think tanks are becoming more numerous, for example, though this is not to
say that they are free of challenges. Many do not have a platform to set their own agenda. They
areusually funded by foreign and international agencies and lack adequate funding to engage in
long-term research programs, which effectively impinges upon their capacity to provide long
term policy prescriptions. Scholar Hussein Elkamel also underscordgfibelties experienced

by African think tanks with respect to capacity building and independence, as well as challenges
that result from being established within a fragile marketpi&de. light of these challenges,
many suggest that think tanks throughéfrica ought to aim to establish domestic funding, as
well as to invest in communication strategies in order to more efficiently articulate research
findings to policymakers. It is also important, many scholars contend, that such think tanks
collaborateand build alliances with other think tanksn the global North and Southin order

to sharebest practices. Digital communication strategies are likely to facilitate and proliferate
this spirit of cooperation and partnership

Numerous think tanks areying to cultivate stronger ties to counterpart organizations within
their region and around the world. The emergence of regional economic allialacgsly the

result of global interdependendehas created a new network of regionalhented policy
institutions. But these organizations tend to be the same ones that find it difficult to compete with
the highly specialized organizations with a clear market niche and constituency.

XIll. Leadership and Managing Tensions:An unprecedented number of think tank executives

are retiring or stepping down. Many of these leaders founded and/or led the think tanks for many
years, so the impact and transitions are likely to be problenaticlership in a neprofit think

tank is diferent from ownership of a feprofit organization. There are no actual shares or
stakehol ders. When that happens they become Kk
degree of ownership is in relation to the amount contributed, which incupsablem of how to

retain the talents and resources through a leadership tranSiften.highprofile, wellrespected

| eaders Aoutperform their own organizationsao
Argentinian think tank, has 33,000 Twittedlowers, while his think tank has only 8,088.The

loss of such prolific leaders could reduce the audience that think tanks are able to reach. Key
institutions like RAND, Peterson Institute for International Economics, Urban Institute, and the
Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars haveseén leadership changes in recent

5The Economist. "Emerging Markets: The Rise of Emergiagket Thinktanks.Economist.comiThe
Economist Newspaper, 26 Jan. 2011. Web. 21 Oct. 2013.
1®Hussein Elkamel, A presentation on Nov. 2010.
<http://www.thinktanking.idsc.gov.eg/InternatioanlConf/Openning%20Session/Session%201/Eldamel/l
ormation%20Report_ Ambassador%20Elkamel%20finakpdf
" Enrique MendizabaHow a digital strategy can enhance think tank management, research and
communication®nthinktanks.org. June 21, 201BRttp://onthinktanks.org/2012/06/21/hemdigital-
strategycanenhancehink-tank-managementesearckandcommunication/>
18See Note 6
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months, and others like the Heritage Foundation and the Brookings Institute are planning for a
transition to new leadership. The issue is more severe in Africa and Eastern and Central Europe
where the senior staffs are yesmall. Transitions there can have a far greater impact on the
organizations at hand.

The success of later generations of leadershypbether of governments or other institutionis

never easy, but it is nonetheless essential. One bad hire or atragkition can cripple an
organization for years. Even when the search for an executive is successful, the institution will
face a range of challenges that will require careful management by the governing board. New

leaders will face new challenge&s sco | ar Andrea Moncada nmtes, f
donor expectations, the2dour news cycl e and the expectatio
a strain on think tanks, particularly those
relationship withdonors as their predecessatgl. 6 I n this situation,

research produced may be fiin danger of Dbeing
maintain the leverage necessary to resist donor reqtests.

Thus, such think tanks wilbe required to deal with the continuing challenge of managing the
tensions between influence and independence, rigor and relevance, degree of specialization,
breadth, and depth in the range of issues they seek to address between continuity and change in
pursuing those issues, and ultimately, having an impact on policy and the lives of the people in
the countries in which they operate.

XIll. Decentralization of Power: The decentralization ofgwer has served to engage average
citizens in a range gbolitical and social movements, in turn transformimgional and global
politics. States no longer have a monopoly owero The kritting needles of globalization
trade, finance, technologgndtraditional and new mediaare inexorable forces that geyond
the control of any state, leading to the decentralization of power.

Al t h o u g h positivélysassocfatedbendecentralization of power can be an issue for think
tanks. AWhil e i nformati on want s t-fardemte free
communi cate, more subj®Thi leadstp comglisatonsevahinythet o d
consistency, value, and seriousness of information. Not only that, but the constant access to
public information that is used within the political sphere ergtiie increased actions taken by

terrorist and demagogues. Globalization caused terrorism to change the nature of time in this
changing worl#, especially after the Cold War marked a shift in international arrangements.
Directaction against this requiréa multilateral response, which further solidifies all centralized
organizations and results in a more centralized international system to combat the threat from
decentralized and aut onomo u s“Sineetheglbbalpolitcdl di s a

119 Andrea Moncada, New blood means new challenges for U.S. think tanks. Onthintanks.org. June 12,
2012.

<http://onthinktank.org/2012/06/12/neswloodmeansnew-challengedor-u-s-think-tanks/>).
Gates, B. (2006) 6The Road Aheadd. Newsweek Jan
2 Terrorism in The Context of GlobalizatioWeb URL:
zmne.hu/aarms/docs/Volume9/Issuel/pdf/01.pdf
122 Hamilton & Gray 2012Decentralized Terrorism: Ramifications for a Centralized International
SystemGlobal Security Studies, Spring 2012, Volume 3, Issue 2.
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realm is becoming more decentralized, centralization efforts that battle terevadew and far
between These are some of the issues think tanks battle with the decentralization of power.

XIV. Blurring of the Lines between Think Tanks and Journalism. Recently,a combination

of circumstances has led to inreasbigrring of the lines beteen think tanks and journalism. A

perfect example that reflects this emerging issue of glgiainalistic think tanks is the

AThi nking about Think Tankso event | otoekt ed i n
place on October 14, 2014. The conference was organized and chaired by Brooke Williams, who,
according to the conference schedule, is a membe f Harvard University?o
Center for Ethics. However, a quick search indicalbes Brooke Williams is also aaward

winning investigative report&’who plans to investigate think tankkiring her fellowship at

Harvard

This severe blurrig of the lines occursebt ween journali st and schol ar
[ é Jare not traditionally valued in think tanks [ Birfjk tamks are in journalism more to
promote ideas than to i nf or nm?® Stlh¢hese odd landc or

potentially troubling developments can increase the difficulties of keeping journalism and think
tanks in their separate lanes, particularly when corvtitiaterest may arise.

How can this occurrence be seen any different than when Doug Brandow, 20@binvas also
represented and introduced as a scholar from Cato, attended an event for scholars but ended up
involving corporate beneficiaries within his testimony? The essence of using a scholarly event to
perform lobbying activities is, therefore, a-gecurring event that deserves attention and
classification as an emerging issue for think tanks.

There is no grudge or prejudice involved within the writings of this trend; we all have our own
variety of affiliations However, there is somethingoubling about this specific trend. The

existence of another dimension to the current crisis we are now experiencing certainly needs to

be addressed for furt hsehri pe xtphlaotr aw s ®ch , t d obe il &
becoming competitivé'® A T hi n k arg doimg urnalismé ] deskbound journalists,
meanwhile, arermbr aci ng dat a a nTdink dapkrjeumalisnhcenees dosest foé ]

the traditional sort when it is in the field
meeting'?° By using methods dedicated and devoted to think tanks, the lines between
journalism and think tanks become blurred, leading to damaging consequences.

There is a reason why certain journalists try to imitate and mimic the think tank methods and
infiltrate into thetrue scholarly world. Journalists sense their job opportunities starting to shrivel

123 Brooke Williams." Brooke Williams. Accessed October 27, 2014.
http://ethics.harvard.edu/people/broekiliams.
124 pid.
“fFMaking the Headlines." The Economist. September
http://www.economist.com/news/international/216188R4de-betweerhavingideasandreporting
themdissolvingmakingheadlines
125 |bid.
128 |pid.
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in the traditional media, while new media is starting to take the forefront in journfafiénf o r
politicians, policymakersand readers, more journalism means more infoomaand choice.
Inaccuracies can be quickly challenged and there is always a second opinion. For journalists, the
news is not so good. Twitter, blogmd newsletters can getathinkkn k 6 s i deas t o i
direct?® cutting out the middleman and entyering the jobs for journalists.

Additionally, there is other competition with think tanks, making this issue such an important
one.In addition to competing with one anoth#rink tanksare now also competing with large

law firms, consulting firms, ahadvocacy groups who are trying to diversify and increase their
market share in netraditional markets. They are all blurring the lines so they can compete head
to-head with think tanks for the same audience and scarce resources. Thignkingsue
erdangers the specification of think tanks by the blurring of the lines, which can lead to further
negativities in regards to methods, opportunities, and other elements that are involved with think
tanks.

XVI. Global Gridlock: In regards to political actions, major global issues that need to be
addressed are being politically avoided via escape routes. These escape routes disconnect
politicians from addressing lortgrm issuesgstablishing gridlock at theational and global

levels. Popular examples of current global gridlocks are tlmbgsbe economy, the environment,

and securit}?®. The increasing multipolarity and differences that are refused to be put aside in a
political setting turns into a classic definition of a stalemdtere either insignificant actions are

taken by leading powers amidst long term issues, or no actions at all. In regards to world powers

t hat have become wunable to make big decisio
institutions and otherglobglu bl i ¢ goods i s smaller when it c:
the | argest benefitso, exemplifying how the m
global institutions. That is one of the major consequences of global gridlock, withods
predominant reason polarization. Although this is visible for the untrained eye, as the Republican
sweep in November can be regarded as an action by the untrained individuals to break the
gridlock by making one party a majority in both houses, thegealso additional causes that lay

under the surface and are not as easy to spot. Such issues differ per situation and legislative
system per nation, but a few examples of continuing political gnicc k coul d be @i n
i n e rthel camptexity of esolving problems intertwined with domestic policies instead of

clear, federal regulations, and the rapid increase of different institutions with each its different
voice spreading out the issues resulting into partial answers, but no compl&tt one

An example of gridlock on a global level is the attempt of targeting global climate change and
the ineffectiveness to address this is-sue, a

127 Related to point nd in the Merging Issues Section of this piece.

aMaking the Headlines." The Economist. September
http://www.economist.com/news/international/216188R4de-betweenrhavingideasandreporting
themdissolvingmakingheadlines

12 victor, David G. "Gridlock: Why Global Cooperation Is Failing when We Need It Most. By Hale
Thomas, Held David, and Young Kevin. Malden, MA: Polity Press, 2013. 368
130 (i
Ibid.
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wicked problend'®** The polarization on this issue can be shown via theuamof mentions of

climate change as an important issue: in a research made by the Sunlight Foundation showed that
i € al mo s-fourths hof dimate change mentioid percentvere by menbers of the

de mocr at i**Thecpalarization lovg national aridternational gridlocks have caused

lack of leading powers to take actions amidst T crises.

However, as of November 12, a major UChina climate agreement has been made seeming to

end one particular aspect of global gridlock. But this agreemnth is supposed to control the

pollution, is also forged in a political gridlock, dsit s agr ee ment do®snot r
restrict its carbon emissions for 16 ye&tsTherefore, it cannot be considered a unanimous
agreement, but a gridlocked comprige.

XVII. Crisis Fatigue: Like global gridlock, crisis fatigue installs itself via the costs, fatigue, and
political issues that create the lack of leading powers to take actions amidst crises. Although
global gridlock focuses on loAgrm issues, crisis fatigue is centered onas$gect of shotterm

issues.

Crisis fatigue occurs when a clash, which has to be resolved swiftly, oversteps its timely
boundaries and makes things longer than they should take. This leads to a sort of fatigue, which
drops faith and moral in the caudéne continuation of continuing to affect the crisis needs re
encour agement , as Sec. of State John Kerry tr
after a decade of conflict, the American people are tired of war. Believe me, | am, too. But
fatiguedoesnotre o | ve us of d%The suppaseddanters thai chnileadto acrisis
fatigue is of course the time itself, but also the costs and political issues associated with the
fatigue. The costs related to Syria can be a critical factorgs ¢atigue. The USAID, which is
focused solely on bringing aid to those that become wounded and is therefore only one of major
factors within the Syrian crisis, has given the humanitarian response $1,739, 769,523 from the
USA only. These extraordinary mibers become tiring to look at, and can become a major factor

in regards to crisis fatigue in Syria. The political issues of crisis fatigue can relate to policy
uncertainty regarding Syria, as no clear and good answer has come out of political debates and
meetings. It is therefore a vital issue for political leaders to rid their uncertainty and
indecisiveness regarding Syria. However, as described earlier, polarization leaves any clear
answer to battle this uncertainty and indecisiveness out of the debate.

Conclusions

131 Hale, Thomas, David Held, and Kevin Youi@ridlock: why globakooperation is failing when we

need it mostJohn Wiley & Sons, 2013. pg.92

132 Enten, Harry. "The Political Rhetoric Around Climate Change ... Er, Global Warming." DataLab. June
4, 2014. Accessed November 12, 2014. http://ffivethirtyeight.com/datalgdwlitieal-rhetoricaround
climatechangeer-globalwarming/.

133 \/olcovici, Valerie, and David Lawder. "Republicans Vow EPA Fight as Obama Touts China Climate
Deal." Reuters. November 12, 2014. Accessed November 12, 2014.

134 Baker, Peter, and Michael Gordon. 'i§eBecomes Chief Advocate for U.S. Attack.” The New York
Times. August 30, 2013. Accessed November 12, 2014.
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The ongoing challenge for think tanks is to produce timely and accessible-padoyed

research that effectively engages policymakers, the press and the public on the critical issues
facing a country. Gone are the days when a think tank could opetate wit he mott o #Ar e
write it and they wil!/l find it. o Tod alfge t hin
Economistdescr i bed Afgood think tankso as those ¢
Aintell ectual d e pt hir forpublicityt concfatable sunrduhdingsnaadea and
streak of eccentricity.o New technol ogies are
that will continually force think tanks to identify new and faster ways to collect, sort, and analyze

data ad then communicate their findings to a highly segmented target audience using a variety

of communication tools. Those who fail to organize and integrate these qualities into their think
tank wil |l become known for t heeirrt yii ppendda nctorny,e nit
Many think tanks have already successfully met this challenge and are now playing a critical role

in bridging the divide between the academic and policy communities and policymakers and the
public.

For all the reasons outlined this report, the role and importance of independent think tanks will
continue to grow. Clearly there is no shortage of policy challenges at the national, reagidnal
global leves. Over the last 105 years, governments and civil society groups ltavee to rely

on think tanks for ideas and advice, and | am confident that this trend will continue well into the
future.

The challenge for all think tanks is to understand these trends and then reengineer their think
organizations to respond to these thajes. Those that failed to understand their waves of
technological, political and social change will be swept away by them. The reality is that most
think tanks have what policymakers and the public desperate need: high quality research and
analysis ifjust has to be put in the right foramd delivered in a timely manner
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Overview of Modifications and Enhancements to the Global Go To
Think Tanks Index

Each year we attempt to respond systematically to comments and suggestions Ve itngro
nomination and ranking process for the Global Go To Think Tank Index (GGSifge the
inaugural report in 2006, the nomination and selection processes have changed significantly.
While the Think Tanks and Civil Societies Program (TTCSP) continually seeks to improve the
nomination and selection process, several things should benkepnd. First, although we do

our best to catch and eliminate as many mistakes as possible, we do not claim that the annual
rankings are errefree. As with many ranking systems, the GGTTI has its fair share of
limitations, which we continually seektov er come. Second, <critiques
comprehensiveness fail to understand our commitment to studying the contributions and impact
of think tanks worl dwi de. The | aehehgreporaof m i s
internation& think tanks. Moreover, we hope to extend the Index to include even more think
tanks around the world.

Recent Yearsodo Modi ficati ons

TTCSP is committed to increasing the quality and representativeness of the Index every year we
conduct the survey. Sin@910, hundreds of expert panelists have participated in an evaluation

of the ranking criteria and nominations and indexing processes. As a result, the Index has
undergone a number of maj or changes design
representatieness, and improve the overall quality and integrity of the nomination process. The
following modifications have been made to the Index over the last several years:

2010
e 1In 2010, a ranking list for think tanks with an annual budget of less than fivemtillS.
dollars was created. This category helps to recognize the work of smaller think tanks that
produce influential research, but might otherwise be edged out in the rankings by think
tanks with larger budgets and greater manpower.

e American think tank were removed from the global ranking in an effort to improve the
visibility of global organizations, and recognize the inherent advantages of American
think tanks.

e The methodology was revamped to encompass an open nominations process in which all
6,480 think tanks identified by the TTCSP at that time were invited to submit
nominations. This replaced a system where the Expert Panels developed the initial slate
of institutions. The change dramatically increased the levels of participation, and greatly
improved the quality and representativeness of nominated institutions.

e An outreach effort was launched in Africa, Asia, Latin America, and the Middle East and
North Africa (MENA) to improve the Indexds
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2013

The Latin America categorywas restrt ur ed i nto two categories
Me xi co, Canada, and the Caribbeano and AT
America. o

The Latin America categories were further

Canadao and ATop Think Tanks in Central an
The Asia category underwent revisions in
China, India, Japan, and the Republic of Korea. The Asia section was divided into two

categories: ATop Think Tanks in China, I n

Adp Think Tanks in Asia (excluding China,

Five new special achievement categories w
ABest Policy Produce2d0o 1Ry o0a fBlodh kt F olahn kn k2 0Tl
ATop ggnemd Resource Policy Think Tank, 6 an

These categories recognize both special achievements and excellence in particular areas
of study. This expansion aimed to better recognize the diverse range of issues think tanks
address, and the new organizational types that have emerged over the past five years.

The fABest New Think Tankso category examin
months instead of the past 18.

To increase inclusivity, the Asia categonesre further subdivided into three categories:

ATop Think Tanks in Asia and the Pacific
Republic of Korea, 0 ATop Think Tanks in C
Korea, 0 and ATop Think Tanks in Central As
The ATop Security and I nternational Af f ai
ATop Def ense and Nati onal Security Thi nk
I nternati onal Af fairs Think Tanks. 0

Ei ght n speci al achi evem&ntT an&t e goo r Waetsc h

e
Use of S

w
oci al Net wor ks, 0 nBest I nstituti on

Tanks, 0 n
n
c

P
c
Best Think Tank Network, 0o ABest
k, 0 NnBest New | dea ork, Baraamdi ginB el3

Think Ta ,
i plinary Research Program at a Th

Transdi s

2014 (see details below)
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2014 Process and Methodology

As 1 n past ye amrelied ontah open ngnenatioris prockss, doloxed by Expert

Panel reviews of the nominatiorigere were also several important modifications made in order

to improve the quality of the report and increase its clarity. Chief among these was a
reorganization of some of the regional categories (discussed further below) and a division of the
Health ch egory i nto ATop Gl obal Heal th Policy Th
Policy Think Tanks, 0o which are defined bel ow.
Tanko category were once again modi fithck. The
tanks founded within the last 48 months, or since January 2011.

Geographic Classification Adjustments

I n response to feedback on past yearo6s report
the Global Go To Index by providing clarity artdansparency, the rules governing the
geographic regions in the report have been updated.

Unfortunately, not all the continents have clearly defined geographic borders, which makes the
task of delineating regional boundaries an act of interpretatiorof Agt, there is no clear
international consensus about where to place countries that straddle the line between regions.
The United Nations includes Armenia, Azerbaijan, Cyprus, Georgia, and Turkey in Western Asia
and places Russia in Eastern Eurbpédearwhile, the International Monetary Fund includes
Cyprus and Turkey in Europe along with Rugéfalo judge from the European Union, Turkey

T in membership negotiations since 2006an be potentially considered a part of Europe, but
Russia cannot. Even withithe United States government, there is no agreement on regional
border s. The U. S. State Departmentds Bur eau
Armenia, Azerbaijan, Cyprus, Georgia, Russia, and Turkey with all of the European nations
westward to leland. However, the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency, places only Cyprus in
Europe, relegates Russia to Central Asia, and situates Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, and Turkey
in the Middle East®’

To attempt to classify countries by means of political aottural connections leaves the
problem similarly unsolved and even more open to subjective interpretation. Where, for instance,
would one place a vast, multiethnic country such as Russia? The suggestion to create a category
for European Union think tanksgould likewise present a problem by leaving Swiss, Norwegian,

and Balkan think tanks without a proper spot.

As we are unable to turn to classifications already established by leading governmental
organizations and we are unwilling to make politicallycoiturally based classifications, the

135 World Population Prospect®lew York: Unite Nations Population Division, Department of Economic
and Social Affairs. 2012. http://esa.un.orgMeqeetData/countryClassification.pdf.
*fFThe | MF and Europe, o http://www.imf.org/externa
137 The World FactbooRVashington, DC: Central Intelligence Agency. Continually updated.
https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/thgorld-factbook/.
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remaining and most logical course of action is to divide the world into regions based on
geography. For this reason, the Central and Eastern Europe category will femespite
objections from some that it unjustlgmarates countries of the former Soviet bloc from their
neighbors to the west. Given the advanced state of civil society in Europe and the great number
of think tanks on that continent, the Central and Eastern Europe category allows for a greater
represerdtion of European think tanks than would be possible if there was only one regional
category for all of Europe.

Thi s year 0s report al so corrects anomal i es
Confusingly, in the 2013 Global Go To Index, thirdnks from Armenia, Azerbaijan, and
Georgia were included among the list of the Top Think Tanks in Central and Eastern Europe and
also in the list of Top Think Tanks in Central Asia. In this and future reports, think tanks from
these countries instead appealy in the list of Top Think Tanks in Central Asia.

In another oversight, in the 2013 Global Go To Index think tanks from Bangladesh, Kyrgyzstan,
Pakistan, and Uzbekistan were included in both the list of Top Think Tanks in Central Asia and
the listof Top Think Tanks in Asia and the Pacific (Excluding China, India, Japan, and the

Republic of Korea). In this and future reports, Bangladeshi and Pakistani think tanks will be
exclusively ranked regionally in Asia and the Pacific, while Kyrgyz and UZfiek tanks will

only be ranked regionally in Central Asia. Furthermore, think tanks from Bhutan and Nepal,
which were previously in the Central Asia category, will be moved to the Asia and the Pacific
category.

Russia presents perhaps the thorniest cdisall, since geographically it could conceivably
belong to the Central and Eastern Europe, Central Asia, and Asia and the Pacific categories. In
order to avoid confusion and to respect the fact that the majority of Russian think tanks lie in the
extreme vest of the country, Russia will remain in the Central and Eastern Europe category.

To state clearly in conclusion, the Central Asia category will consist only of think tanks from
Afghanistan, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikifurkmenistan,

and Uzbekistan. Turkish think tanks will remain in the Middle East and North Africa category,
as will Cypriot onesi despite Cyprusdéd status as an EU m
Bangladesh, Bhutan, Nepal, and Pakistan will be ranketeirAsia and the Pacific category.

The Central and Eastern Europe category will include Russian think tanks and also think tanks
from those countries that lie between Turkey and Russia in the east and Sweden, Germany,
Austria, and Italy in the west.

Health Category Divisions

The ATop Health Policy Think Tanksod category
Policy Think Tankso and ATop Domestic Health
reflect the fact that there are two distinct area®aoiis in the field of health policy. Think tanks

that focus on domestic health center their research on solutions to improve healthcare systems
within particular countries or regions, and are often focused on the political as well as scientific
aspects ohealthcare. Global health think tanks, on the other hand, often focus internationally on
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improving the quality of care and access to it, particularly in developing countries. They may
also study the process of preventing and mitigating the spread disetseinternational levél
a particularly timely topic given the Ebola crisis in West Africa.

I's year6s process has enjoyed the im
we wer e o fail to mention a few qualificatio
especially within Wohd diwT ap cérteirmredonsTantynkesto be
underrepresented. Ongoing obstacles to increasing representation of developing regions in the
Index are likely related to the relatively small number of think tanks in developing countries and
the manifold challenges thesestitutions face. The continued dominance of think tanks in
Europe and North America in the rankings is a function of several factors, including: the reality
t hat more than sixty percent of the worl dés t
the funding and resources available to these organizations; the historically dominant role these
regions have played in world politics, and the influence they traditionally exert over international
political, economic, and social thinking.

Though th
t
I

That being saidwe would like to direct your attention to the regional, functional, and special
achievement categories, which together might provide a more thorough picture of the work of
think tanks globally. We hope to better enable the inclusion of underrepreseayitets na the

Index through the following enhancements: dramatically increasing the number of listings in
each category; dividing Asia into three distinct categories; creating a separate category for
Mexico and Canada; and creating a category recognizganmations with a budget of less than

five million U.S. dollars. We would also like to highlight the exclusion of think tanks based in
the United States from the principal global ranking. In so doing, the rankings are able to
highlight lesseknown think tanks in regions outside of the United States. Given the
extraordinary worldwide prominence and preeminence of U.S. think tanks, including them in the
principal global rankings would likely distort the results excessively in their favor.

Each year ourést efforts have gone into generating a rigorous, inclusive, and objective process.
However, we recognize the impossibility of entirely ridding the Index from bias. Inevitably,
personal, ideological, disciplinary, and regional biases of those consultedtibut the process

may have influenced the rankings. While some have suggested that we move to a small group or
panel of experts and journalists to make the selections, we are unwavering in our commitment to
an open and democratic process. Given the gafdg in placé the transparent process, the
provisions set by the detailed nomination and selection criteria, and the annually increasing
participation of think tanks and experts from every region of the Wwond are confident in the

quality and integty of the Index. Additionally, with the growing involvement of the expert
panelists, the nomination and ranking process has also been dramatically improved. Together, we
believe these measures insulate the nomination and selection process from argarsignifi
charges of bias and misrepresentation.

Finally, we would I|Iike to underscore that t h
performance and impact, and has been designed for use in conjunction with other metrics to help
identify and evaluate puiol policy research organizations around the wolldh or gani zat i
inclusion within the Index does not indicate a seal of approval or endorsement for the institution,
its publications, or its programs byfromthee TTCS
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rankings does not necessarily indicate poor quality, effectiveness, or performance. There are
6,618think tanks around the world completing exceptional work to help bridge the gap between
knowledge and policy. This report is no more than onereffo t o hi ghl i ght s ome
leading think tanks.

46



Methodology and Timeline

Before beginning the 2014 nomination and selection process, the team conducted extensive
research in order to update and verify the Think Tank and Civil Se@eti Pr ogr amoés ( T°
Global Think Tank Database. Through this processiyadditional think tanks were identified

for possible inclusion in this yearodés study.
selection process launch, a letter announcing tmeneencement of the 2014 Global Go To

Think Tank Index (GGTTI) was sent to all catalogued organizations. Think tanks were asked to
make recommendations for improving the nomination and selection process, in addition to
potential Expert Panel nominees. Atéetrequesting evaluations of thiieacy and validity of

the 2014 Rankings criteria, and nomination and selection process, was also sent to expert
panelists from previous years.

Timeline of the Nomination and Ranking Process

Nominations: Expert Paneli March 15 to May 31, 2014

In preparation for the 2014 Global Go To Think Tank Indexing process, a call for nominations
was issued for qualified individuals to serve on the Regional, Functional, and Special Areas of
Distinction Panels.

Round I: NominationsT August 1 to September 30, 2014

A call for Nominations was sent to over 6,500 think tanks and approximately 7,500 plus
journalists, public and private donors, and polegkers from around the world. These
nominations were tabulated and ingt#s with 10 or more nominations were included in the next
step of the 2014 Think Tank Indexing process. All of the top ranked think tanks from 2013 were
automatically included in the 2014 ranking ballot.

Round II: Peer/Expert Rankingsi October 1 to Novenber 1, 2014

Think tanks with 10 or more nominations were placed in an electronic ranking survey. A letter
announcing the second round was emailed to all the think tanks, journalists, public and private
donors, and policy maker groups who agreegadicipate in the process. The rankings were
tabulated and the list of finalists was generated for the Expert Panel to review and make final
selections. This year, Regional and Functional Expert Panels were created for every category.
These specialists we consulted to help assure the quality and accuracy of the nominations
before they were placed on the final rankings survey.

Round Il Expert Panel Selects 2014 Go To Think Tank§ November 1 to December 2014

The members of the Expert Panel receivedrimtion packets by email in order to facilitate the
final selection process. Il ndi viduals who serv
were nominated this year were invited to serve on the 2014 Expert Panel. Experts from every
region and fuotional area were represented on the Expert Panel. Panelists submitted their
rankings and recommendationsfryday, November 15, 2014.

Launch: 2014 Global GeTo Think Tank Rankings Announced January 2015
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The 2014 Global Gd@o Think Tank Rankings were amwnced at the United Nations in New
York, at the Center for International and Strategic Studies in Washington D.C., and at selected
organizations in every region of the world.

2014 Global Go To Think Tank Index Nomination and Ranking Criteria

The peersaand experts who participated in the indexing process were encouraged to employ the
following criteria when considering nominations and rankings. 204 GGTTI Nomination
and Ranking Criterianclude, but are not limited to the following criteria:

e Thequality and commitment of the think t a
governing body). This involves effectively managing the mission and programs of the
think tank, mobilizing the financial and human resources necessary to fulfill the mission
and moritoring the quality, independence and impact of the think tank;

e The quality and reputation of the think ta
highly skilled, experienced and productive scholars and analysts who are recognized as
either emeging or established experts in their respective area of research;

e The quality and reputation of the research and analysis produced. The ability to produce
high quality, rigorous, policy oriented research that is accessible to policymakers, media
and the pblic;

e Ability to recruit and retain elite scholars and analysts;

e Academic performance and reputation. This involves the academic rigor associated with
the research conducted. This includes form
analysts, th number and type of scholarly publications produced such as: books, journals
and conference papers and the number of presentations delivered at scholarly and other
professional meeting and the number and t\
resarch in scholarly publications produced by other scholars;

e The quality, number, and reach of its publications;

e The i mpact of a think tankdéds research and
actors. Policy recommendations considered or actwalbpted by policymakers, civil
society or policy actors;

e Reputation with policymakers (name recognition associated with specific issues or
programs, number of briefings and official appointments, number of policy briefs and
white papers produced, legisleg testimony delivered);

e A demonstrated commitment to producing independent research and analysis. This
involves standards and policies for producing rigorous evidence based research and
analysis that are posted and monitored by the organization, feseants and individual
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researchers.This includes disclosure of conflict of interest (financial, institutional or
personal) and a commitment to nonpartisanship and established professional standards for
research in the social sciences;

Access to key ingutions. The ability to reach and connect with key audiences and
personnel such as government officials (elected and appointed), civil society, traditional
and new media, and academia;

Ability to convene key policy actors and to develop effective netsvarkd partnerships
with other think tanks and policy actors;

Overall output of the organization (policy proposals, web visits, briefings, publications,
interviews, conferences, staff nominated to official posts);

Utilization of research, policy proposahd other products. The effective transmission
and utilization of policy briefs, reports, policy recommendations and other products by
policymakers and the policy community, number of current and former staff serving in
advisory roles to policymakers, adery commissions, etc., awards given to scholars for
scholarly achievement or public service;

Useful ness of organi zationods informati on
preparing legislation or testimony, preparing academic papers or presentations,
corducting research or teaching;

Ability to use electronic, print and the new media to communicate research and reach key
audiences;

Media reputation (number of media appearances, interviews and citations);

Ability to use the Internet including social madiools, to engage with policymakers,
journalists and the public;

Web Site and Digital presence. The quality, accessibility, effective maintenance of the

organi zationds web presence, as wel |l as,
engagement (qlity, accessibility and navigability of web site, number of website
visitors, page Vviews, time spent on pages,

Level, diversity and stability of funding. The ability of an organization to mobilize the
necessary financial resourdessupport and sustain the think tank over time (endowment,
membership fees, annual donations, government and private contracts, earned income);

Effective management and allocation of financial and human resources. The ability of a

think tank to effectiviy manage its money and people so that they produce high quality
outputs that achieve maximum impact;
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e Ability of the organization to effectively fulfill the terms of the gifts, grants and contracts
from government(s), individuals, corporations and fouodat who have provided the
financial support to the think tank (financial stewardship);

e The organizationdés ability to produce new
alternative ideas on policy;

e Ability to bridge the gap between the academic artymaking communities;
e Ability to bridge the gap between policymakers and the public;

e Ability to include new voices in the policymaking process;

¢ Ability of organization to be inscribed within issue and policy networks;

e Success in challenging the trdnal wisdom of policymakers and in generating
innovative policy ideas and programs; and,

e The 1 mpact on society. Direct rel ationshi
particular area to a positive change in societal values such as significanésarige
quality of life within respective country (amounts of goods and services available to
citizens, state of physical and mental health, quality of environment, quality of political
rights, access to institutions).

Think Tank Impact Assessment Tool

Clearly, assessing the impact of think tanks is not an easy endeavor to undertake given the
various and conflicting actors, events, and politics involved in the policy making process.
Despite the significant challenges in establishing a causal relapobstween knowledge and
policy, it is necessary for think tanks to understand and effectively respond to the growing chorus
of questions being raised by donors, journalists, and the public about the role and influence of
think tanks in civil societies argbvernments around the world.

Think tanks can employ a variety of metrics to assess their impact, including such measures as

an increase in research and analysis they produce as well as to account for their contributions to
the policymaking environmerg nd ci vi | soci ety. Mc Gannds rece
on developing a comprehensive assessment too
impetus for this research, in part, was the apparent confusion that exists about the differences
betweenoutputs and impacts. In various studies and surveys that McGann has conducted over

the years, researchers and think tanks responded curiously when asked about impact on public
policy and how they measure it. The overwhelming response was to providefarésearch

outputs (number of books published, conference held, web hits, media appearances, etc.).
Outputs, however, are not the only way to measure impact.
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The metric provided below is designed to serve as a catalyst for a discussion on how to
effectively measure the impact of think tanks. It is provided here as background for the think
tank ranking process in the hopes that it will help clarify the distinction between outputs and
impacts. We ask that you consider the following indicators when contingpthe impact of

think tanks:

e Resource indicatorsAbility to recruit and retain leading scholars and analysts; the level,
quality, and stability of financial support; proximity and access to deemgkers and
other policy elites; a staff with the &by to conduct rigorous research and produce
timely and incisive analysis; institutional currency; quality and reliability of networks;
and key contacts in the policy academic communities, and the media.

o Utilization indicators Re put at i d ro ggargzatian by gedia and policy elites in
the country; quantity and quality of media appearances and citations, web hits, testimony
before legislative and executive bodies; briefings, official appointments, consultation by
officials or departments/agenciespoks sold; reports distributed; references made to
research and analysis in scholarly and popular publications and attendees at conferences
and seminars organized.

e Output indicators Number and quality of: policy proposals and ideas generated;
publicatons produced (books, journal articles, policy briefs, etc.); news interviews
conducted; briefings, conferences, and seminars organized; and staff who are nominated
to advisory and government posts.

e Impact indicators Recommendations considered or adogigdpolicymakers and civil
society organizations; issue network centrality; advisory role to political parties,
candidates, transition teams; awards granted; publication in or citation of publications in
academic journals, public testimony and the meditittiuences the policy debate and
decisionmaking; listserv and web site dominance; and success in challenging the
conventional wisdom and standard operating procedures of bureaucrats and elected
officials in the country.

Beyond this qualitative assessmean effective evaluation of impact should also involve NGOs,

as well as members of the government and policymakers, to ascertain the degree to which they
have utilized t he granteeods research out put
interviews,surveys, questionnaires, and focus group meetings, utilizing the Outcome Mapping
which fAimoves away from assessing the products
in behaviors and relationships (oubeviewadeas) whi
positive if it fichanges the behavior, relatio
organizations with whom a program works direc

Although this qualitative assessment is essential because it recognizes that patycampbe
successfully achieved even if policy prescriptions are not directly translated into actual policy,
we recommend that this assessment should be translated into numerical rankings, thereby
allowing comparisons with baseline data for effective nowimg and evaluation in the future.
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2014Think Tank Statistics

Number of Think Tanks in the World in 2014

Number of Think Tanks in the World in 2014

North
Asia Europe America S oran
1106 674 1822 521 1989 467
Central Middle East Oceania
South America North Africa (39)

This chart reflectshie number of think tanks in 20b4éised on da collected as dbecember
2014

Global Distribution of Think Tanks by Region
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Countries with the Largest Number of Think Tanks™®

Number of Think
Rank Country Tanks

1 United States 1830
T china T am

3 United Kingdom 287
4 Germany 194
5 India 192
6 France 177
I 2 Argentina 137
s Russia 122
e sapan aes

10 Canada 99
""" 1 ray 92
""" 12 South Afica 8
""" 3  Brazl 82
""" 14  Sweden 717
""" 15  Switzeland 71
16 Mexico 60

17 Egypt 57
""" 17 Netherands @ 57
""" 18  Israel 586
""" 19  Span 5
""" 20  Romania 54
""" 21 Belgum 52
A rawen e

22 Bolivia 50
""" 23 Ukraine 41
e Nigena ag

25 Palestine 44

138\We have not been able to identify any think taimksperation in the following countriethe Comoros, Kiribati,
the Marshall Islands, Micronesidauru, PalauSao Tome and Principe, the Solomon Islafidgga andTuvalu.
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SUB-SAHARAN
AFRICA
Angola
Benin
Botswana
Burkina Faso
Burundi
Cameroon
Cape Verde
Central African
Republic
Chad
Congo

Congo, Democratic

Republic of
Cote d'lvoire
Eritrea
Ethiopia
Gabon
Gambia
Ghana
Guinea
GuineaBissau
Kenya
Lesotho
Liberia
Madagascar

Malawi
Mali
Mauritania
Mauritius
Mozambique
Namibia
Niger
Nigeria
Rwanda
Senegal
Seychelles
Sierra Leone
Somalia
South Africa
South Sudan
Swaziland
Tanzania
Togo
Uganda
Zambia
Zimbabwe

Global Distribution of Think Tanks by Country

ASIA CENTRAL AND WESTERN
EASTERN EUROPE EUROPE
4 Afghanistan 6 Albania 10 Andorra
10 Armenia 14 Belarus 12 Austria
9 Azerbaijan 14  Bosnia and Herzegovine 13 Belgium
14 Bangladesh 23 Bulgaria 33 Denmark
2 Bhutan 1 Croatia 10 France
21 Brunei 1 Czech Republic 27 Germany
2 Cambodia 10 Estonia 17 Greece
2 China 429 Finland 28 Iceland
3 Georgia 14 Hungary 41 Ireland
3 Hong Kong 30 Kosovo 3 Italy
7 India 192 Latvia 11 Liechtenstein
12 Indonesia 27 Lithuania 19 Luxembourg
5 Japan 108 Macedonia 16 Malta
13 Kazakhstan 7 Moldova 9 Monaco
2 Kyrgyzstan 8 Montenegro 4 Netherlands
6 Laos 3 Poland 41 Norway
37 Macao 1 Romania 54 Portugal
2 Malaysia 18 Russia 122 San Marino
1 Maldives 6 Serbia 24 Spain
23 Mongolia 7 Slovakia 18 Sweden
2 Nepal 8 Slovenia 19 Switzerland
3 North Korea 2 Ukraine 47 United Kingdom
5 Pakistan 19 Vatican City
15 Philippines 20
9 Singapore 6
2 South Korea 35
9 Sri Lanka 14
4 Taiwan 52
11 Tajikistan 4
4 Thailand 8
46  Turkmenistan 1
4 Uzbekistan 8
16 Vietnam 10
3
1
6
87
2
4
4
4
11
9
24

54

40
52
34
177
194

287
1



CENTRAL AND MIDDLE EAST AND NORTH

SOUTH AMERICA NORTH AFRICA AMERICA OCEANIA
Anguilla 1 Algeria 12 Canada 99 Australia
Antigua and Barbuda 2 Bahrain 7 Mexico 60 Fiji
Argentina 137 Cyprus 11  United States 1830 New Zealand
Papua New
Aruba 1 Egypt 57 Guinea
Bahamas 2 Iran 34 Samoa
Barbados 9 Iraq 42 Vanuatu
Belize 4 Israel 56
Bermuda 3 Jordan 40
Bolivia 50 Kuwait 11
Brazil 82 Lebanon 27
British Virgin Islands 1 Libya 4
Cayman Islands 1 Morocco 33
Chile 42 Oman 3
Colombia 40 Palestine 44
Costa Rica 37 Qatar 9
Cuba 18 Saudi Arabia 7
Dominica 3 Sudan 5
Dominican Republic 29 Syria 6
Ecuador 18 Tunisia 38
El Salvador 14 Turkey 31
French Guiana 1 United Arab Emirates 14
Grenada 1 Yemen 30
Guadeloupe 4
Guatemala 12
Guyana 3
Haiti 2
Honduras 10
Jamaica 6
Martinique 2
Montserrat 1
Nicaragua 10
Panama 12
Paraguay 27
Peru 32
Puerto Rico 5
St. Kitts and Nevis 1
St. Lucia 2
St. Vincent and the
. 1
Grenadines
Suriname 2
Trinidad and Tobago 10
Turks and Caicos Island 1
United States Virgin 1
Islands
Uruguay 17
Venezuela 17
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U.S. Think Tanks by State

State Number of Think

Tanks
D.C. 396
Massachusetts 176
California 173
New York 146
Virginia 105
lllinois 55
Maryland 50
Texas 47
Connecticut 45
Pennsylvania 42
New Jersey 35
Colorado 31
Florida 31
Michigan 31
Georgia 29
Ohio 25
Minnesota 24
North Carolina 23
Washington 23
Wisconsin 22
Arizona 21
Indiana 21
Maine 20
Rhode Island 20
Tennessee 19
Missouri 18
Alabama 16
Kansas 16
Oregon 16
New Hampshire 13
Hawaii 12
Kentucky 11
Oklahoma 11
lowa 10
Louisiana 10
Mississippi 10
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Arkansas

Montana

Nebraska

New Mexico

Utah

SouthCarolina

West Virginia

South Dakota

Vermont

Idaho

Nevada

North Dakota

Alaska

Wh D OO O N N Ni00i00

Delaware

w

Total

1830
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2014 Ranking Categories

e Top Think Tanks in the World

Think Tank of the Year 2014 Top Think Tank in the World
Top Think Tank3Norldwidei (NonU.S.)
Top Think Tanks Worldwidé (U.S. and nofU.S.)

e Top Think Tanks by Region

Top Think Tanks in Susaharan Africa

Top Think Tanks in Canada and Mexico

Top Think Tanks in Central and South America

Top Think Tanks in the United States

Top Think Tanks in Central Asia

Top Think Tanks in China, India, Japan, and the Republic of Korea
Top Think Tanks irBoutheasfsia and the Pacific

Top Think Tanks in Central and Eastern Europe

Top Think Tanks in Western Europe

Top Think Tanks in théliddle East and North Africa (MENA)

e Top Think Tanks by Area of Research

Top Defense and National Security Think Tanks

Top Domestic Economic Policy Think Tanks

Top Education Policy Think Tanks

Top Energy and Resource Policy Think Tanks

Top Environment Thik Tanks

Top Foreign Policy and International Affairs Think Tanks
Top DomesticHealth Policy Think Tanks

Top GlobalHealth Policy Think Tanks

Top International Development Think Tanks

Top International Economic Policy Think Tanks

Top Science and Technolo@hink Tanks

Top Social Policy Think Tanks

Top Transparency and Good Governance Think Tanks

e Top Think Tanks by Special Achievement

Best Advocacy Campaign

Best ForProfit Think Tanks

Best Government Affiliated Think Tanks

Best Institutional Collaboratioimvolving Two or More Think Tanks
Best Managed Think Tank

Best New Idea or Paradigm Developed by a Think Tank

Best New Think Tank@Unranked)

Best Policy Study/Report Produced by a Think Tank 22084
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Best Think Tank Conference

Best Think Tank Network

Bed Think Tanks with Political Party Affiliation

Best Transdisciplinary Research Program at a Think Tank

Best University Affiliated Think Tanks

Best Use of Social Networks

Think Tank to Watch

Think Tanks with the Best External Relations/Public Engagefegrams
Think Tanks with the Best Use of the Internet

Think Tanks with the Best Use of the Media (Print or Electronic)

Think Tanks with the Most Innovative Policy Ideas/Proposals

Think Tanks with the Most Significant Impact on Public Policy

Think Tankswith Outstanding PolicyDriented Public Programs

Top Think Tanks with Annual Operating Budgets of Less Than $5 Million USD
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2014Global Go To Rankings Results

I n advance of presenting this yeards results
institution in the universe of leading think tanks does not indicate a seal of approval or
endorsement of the institution, its publications, or its programs on the part of the Think Tanks

and Civil Societies Program. Likewise, a failure to be nominated miatesecessarily indicate a

lack of quality and effectiveness or poor performance. Ther8,&idthink tanks that are doing
exceptional work to help bridge the gap between knowledge and policy. This report is no more
than an effort to highlight some dfe leading think tanks worldwide.

With that, it gives me great satisfaction aptbasureo present the results of the 20dahkings
process below.

Top Think Tank in the World for 2014

Think Tank of the Year 2014 Top Think Tank in the World
Table 1

1. Brookings Institution (United States)
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Top Think Tanks Worldwide (Ncb.S.)
Table 2

1. Chatham House (United Kingdom)

2. Bruegel (Belgium)

3. Stockholm International PeaBesearch Institute (SIPRI$weden)

4, International Institug for Strategic Studies (11IS8Ynited Kingdom)

5. Transparency International (TI) (Germany)

6. French Institute of International Relations (IFRI) (France)

7. Amnesty International (AljUnited Kingdom)

8. Centre for European Policy Studies (CEPS) (Belgium)

9. KoreaDevelopment Institute (KDI) (Republic of Korea

10.  Danishinstitutefor International Studies (DIIS) (Denmark)

11. Konrad Adenauer Foundation (KAJermany)

12.  Friedrich Ebert Foundation (FE8kermany)

13. Japan Instute of International AffairgJIIA) (Japan)

14.  Carnegie Moscow Cent@Russia)

15. Fundacao Getulio Vargas (FG\Brazil)

16.  China Institutes of Contemporary International Relations (CICIR) (China)
17. German Institute for International and Security Affairs (SWP) (Germany)
18.  Center for Economic Policy Reseaf(®EPR) (United Kingdom

19. Carnegie Middle East Cent@rebanon)

20.  Asian Derelopment Bank Institute (ADBIJapan)

21. International Crisis Group (ICGBelgium)

22.  European Council on Foreign Relations (ECFR) (United Kingdom)
23.  Fraser InstitutéCanada)

24.  Clingendael, Netherlands Instituteloternational Relationd\etherlands)
25.  Royal United Services Institute (RUSI) (United Kingdom)

26. Human Rights WatcfHRW) (United Kingdom)

27. German Council on Foreign Relations (DGAP) (Germany)

28.  Chinese Aademy of Sociabciences (CASS)China)

29. Kiel Institute fortheWorld Economy(IfW) (Germany)

30. Barcelona Centre for International Affairs (CIDOB) (Spain)

31. Institute for Defene Studies and Analyses (IDSA) (India)

32.  African Centre for the Constructive ResolutiorDa$putes (ACCORD) (South Africa)
33.  China Instituteof International Studies (ClIThina)

34. Lowy Indtitute for International PolicyAustralia)

35.  Centro Brasileiro de Relacoes Internacioif@BBRI) (Brazil)

36. Institute of Development Studies (ID8Ynited Kingdom)

37. Consejo Argentino para las Relaciones Internacion@laf() (Argentina)
38.  Centre for International Governance Innovation (CIGI) (Canada)

39. German Development Institute (DIEJsermany)

40.  Singapore Institute of International Affairs (S11A) (Singapore

41. Oversas Development Institute (OQYnited Kingdom)

42.  Turkish Economic and Social Studies Foundation (TESEV) (Turkey)
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43. Razumkov Centr@Jkraine)

44.  Centro de Implementacion de Politicas Publicas para la Equidad y el Crecimiento
(CIPPEC)(Argentina)

45.  South African Institute folnternational Affairs (SAIIA)(South Africa)

46. Institute of World Economy anlsternational Relations (IMEMO RASRussia)

47. Institute for Security Studies (ISEpouth Africa)

48.  Centrefor Strategic and International Studies (CSIS) (Indonesia)

49.  Korea Institute for International Economic Policy (KIEP) (Republic of Korea)

50. PeaceResearch Institute Oslo (PRIMNorway)

51. Centre for Civil Society (CCYJndia)

52. Institute of Southeast Asiariuslies (ISEAS) (Singapore)

53. IDEAS (United Kingdom)

54.  Centre for European Reform (CER) (United Kingdom)

55.  Civitas: Institute for the Study of Civil Society (United Kingdom)

56. Norwegian Institutef International Affairs (NUPIYNorway)

57.  Polish Instituteof International Affairs (PISM}Poland)

58.  Center for Social and Economic Research (CASE) (Poland)

59. RAND Europe(United Kingdom)

60. Center for Policy Studies (CP8Hungary)

61. Instituteof Defen@ and Strategic Studies (IDSS) (Singapore)

62. Development Research Center of the State Co(iDBIC) (China)

63. Center for Economic and Social Development (CESD) (Azerbaijan)

64. Shanghai Institutefor International Studie€SIIS) (China)

65. Al-Ahram Center for Political an8trategic Studies (ACPS&gypt)

66. Demos(United Kingdom)

67. Association for Liberal Thinking (ALT) (Turkey)

68. IMANI Center for Policy and Education (Ghana)

69. Adam Smith Institute (ASI) (United Kingdom)

70.  Bonn InternationCenter for Conversion (BICQJermany)

71.  African Ecoromic Research Consortium (AERenya)

72.  Centre for Conflict Resolution (CCR) (South Africa)

73. Facultad Latinoamericana de Ciencias Sociales (FLAGS68ta Rica)

74.  Centro de Divulgacion Conocimiento Economico para la Libé@&DICE)
(Venezuela)

75.  Centro EureMediterraneo sui Cambiamenti Climat{@MCC) (ltaly)

76. Fundacion para las Relaciones Internacionales y el Dialogo EXtERUDE) (Spain)

77.  Center for Free Enterpri¢€FE) (Republic of Korea)

78. Institute for International Political StudiéiSPI) (Italy)

79.  European Union Institute for Security Studies (EUISS) (France)

80. European Centfor International Political Economy (HRE) (Belgium)

81. Energy and Resources Institute (TERI) (India)

82. Observer Research Foundation (ORF) (India)

83. EGMONT TheRoyal Institute for International Relatio(Belgium)

84. East Asia Institut¢EAI) (Republic of Korea)

85. Moscow State Institute dhternational Relations (MGIMO)Russia)
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86. F.A. Hayek Foundation (Slovakia)

87.  Heinrich BollFoundationHBS) (Germany)

88.  Fundaciormpara el Analisis y los Estudios Socia{E&ES) (Spain)
89. European Policy Centre (EP@Belgium)

90. Istituto Affari Internazionali (1Al) (Italy)

91.  African Centre for Technology Studies (ACTS) (Kenya)

92. Centro de Estudios Publicos (CHEhile)

93. Istituto Bruno leoni (IBL) (Italy)

94. Chongyang Ingtute for Financial StudieRDCY) (China)

95.  Policy Exchang€United Kingdom)

96. Institute for Ndional Security Studies (INS$srael)

97. Libertad y DesarrollgLyD) (Chile)

98. Carnegie Europe (Belgium)

99. Bangladesh Institetof Development Studies (BID$Bangladesh)
100. Fundacion LibertagArgentina)
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Top Think Tanks Worldwide (U.S. and nhS.)
Table 3

1. Brookings InstitutionUnited States)

2. Chatham House (United Kingdom)

3. Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (Urfitdes)

4, Center for Strategic and International Stud@SIS)(United States)

5. Bruegel (Belgium)

6. Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI) (Sweden)

7. Rand Corporation (United States)

8. Council on Foreign Relatiol€FR) (United States)

9. International Institute for Strategic Studies (IISS) (United Kingdom)

10.  Woodrow Wilson Iternational Center for Scholafidnited States)

11. Amnesty Internationg]Al) (United Kingdom)

12.  Transparency International (TI) (Germany)

13. Japan Institute of Internationaffairs (JIIA) (Japan)

14.  German Institute for International and Security Affairs (SWP) (Germany)

15.  Peterson Institute for International Econon{ie§E) (United States)

16.  Cato InstitutgqUnited States)

17. Heritage FoundatiofUnited States)

18. Fundacao Getulio Vargas (FGYBrazil)

19. Fraser Institut¢Canada)

20.  French Institute of International Relations (IFRI) (France)

21. International Crisis Group (ICG) (Belgium)

22.  Centre for Economic Policy Research (CEPR) (United Kingdom)

23. Centre forEuropean Paty Studies (CEPSBelgium)

24.  American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research (AEI) (United States)

25.  Certer for American Progress (CAR)nited States)

26.  Carnege Moscow Cente(Russia)

27. Chinese Acdemy of Social Sciences (CAS&hina)

28.  Asian Development Bank Institu(ADBI) (Japan)

29. Konrad Adenauer Foundation (KAGermany)

30. Friedrich Ebert Foundation (FE8permany)

31. European Council on Foreign Relations (ECFR) (United Kingdom)

32. Institute for World Economy anlshternational RelationdMEMO RAS) (Russia)

33.  German Council on Foreign Relations (DGABermany)

34. Clingendael, Netherlands Intie of International Relatior{dletherlands)

35.  Wilfried Martens Centre for European Studies, FKA Centre for European Studies
(Belgium)

36. China Instituteof International Studies (ClI§Thina)

37. Carnegie Middle East Cent@irebanon)

38. Consejo Argentino para las Relaciones Internacionales (CARI) (Argentina)

39. Danish Institute of International Studies (DIIS) (Denmark)

40. China Institutes o€ontemporary International Relations (CICIR) (China)

41.  Kiel Institute forthe World Economy(IfW) (Germany)

42. IDEAS (United Kingdom)
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43.  Centre for International Governance Innovation (CIGI) (Canada)

44.  Royal United Services Institute (RUSI) (United Kingdom)

45.  Korea Institute for International Economic Policy (KIEP) (Republic of Korea)

46.  World Economic ForunfWEF) (Switzerland)

47. Human Rights WatcfHRW) (United Kingdom)

48. Development Research Center of the State Co(IDBIC) (China)

49. Korea Development Instituig&DI) (Republic of Korea)

50. Centre for Civil Society (CCS)ndia)

51. Al-Ahram Center for Political and Strategic Studi@8€PSS)(Egypt)

52. Institute of Economic AffairglEA) (United Kingdom)

53. Libertad y DesarrollgLyD) (Chile)

54.  Lowy Institute for International PolicfAustralia)

55. Overseas Development Institute (ODI) (United Kingdom)

56. Food, Agriculture and Natural Resourcesi®3oAnalysis Network (FANRPAN])South
Africa)

57.  Bonn International Center for Conversion (BICQ§emany)

58. Barcelona Centre for International Affairs (CIDOB) (Spain)

59. PeaceResearch Institute Oslo (PRI(Norway)

60. East Asia Institute (EAIJRepublic of Korea)

61. Institute of International and Strategic Studies (IISS), FKA Center for International
Strategic Studies (China)

62.  African Economic Research Consortium (AERKenya)

63.  African Centre for the Constructive Resolution of Disputes (ACCORD) (South Afric

64. Razumkov Centr@Jkraine)

65. RAND Europe(United Kingdom)

66. Polish Instituteof International Affairs (PISM}Poland)

67. Center for Social and Economic Research (CASE) (Poland)

68. Demos(United Kingdom)

69. Centre for Strategic and International Stud@SIS)(Indonesia)

70.  Centre For European Reform (CER) (United Kingdom)

71. Shanghai Institutefor International Studie€SIIS) (China)

72.  European Union Institute for Security Studies (EUISS) (France)

73.  Norwegian Institute binternational Affairs (NUPI{Norway)

74.  Turkish Economic and Social Studies Foundation (TESEV) (Turkey)

75. European Centfor Internatonal Political Economy (ECIPEBelgium)

76.  Civitas: Institute for the Study of Civil Society (United Kingdom)

77. Institute of Foreign Affair@nd National Security (IFANSRepublic of Korea)

78.  Singapore Institute of Internationaffairs (SIIA) (Singapore)

79. Fundacion para las Relaciones Internacionales y el Dialogo EXER4DE) (Spain)

80. Instituteof Defen® and Strategic Studies (IDSS) (Singapore)

81.  South African Institute olnternational Affairs (SAIIA)(South Africa)

82. GemanDevelopment Institute (DIE)Germany)

83.  Fundacion para el Analisis y los Estudios SociiésES) (Spain)

84.  Centre for Conflict ResolutiofCCR) (South Africa)

85. Istituto Affari Internazionali (IAl)(Italy)
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86.  Heinrich BollFoundationHBS) (Germany)

87.  Associdion for Liberal Thinking (ALT)(Turkey)

88.  Timbro (Sweden)

89. Centre for Policy Studies (CP8)nited Kingdom)

90. Centre br Public Policy Studies (CPP@lalaysia)

91. Centro de Estudios Publicos (CHEhile)

92. Institute of Southeast Asian Studies (ISEASihgapore)

93. Institute of Development Studies (ID&)nited Kingdom)

94. Real Instituto Elcano (Spain)

95. Facultad Latinoamericana de Ciencias SocigieaCSO)(Costa Rica)

96.  African Technology Policy Studies Network (ATPS) (Kenya)

97. Bangladesh Instite ofDevelopment Studies (BID$Bangladesh)

98. Council on Foeign and Defense Policy (SVOfgussia)

99. Development Research Center of the State Co(IDBIC) (China)

100. Institutefor Defence Studies and Analgs@DSA) (India)

101. Centre for Independent Studied$F(Australia)

102. Moscow State Institute ohternational Relations (MGIMQ(Russia)

103. Center for Free Enterprise (CFEepublic of Korea)

104. Institute for Naional Security Studies (INSS$lsrael)

105. Indian Council for Research on International Economiafes (ICRIER)(India)

106. Chongyang Institute for Financial Studi@®&DCY) (China)

107. Energy and Resources Institute (TERI) (India)

108. Fundacion Liberta@Argentina)

109. IMANI Center for Policy and Education (Ghana)

110. Center for Policy Studig€CPS)(Hungary)

111. Institute for Security Studies (ISEpouth Africa)

112. Institute for Intenational Policy Studies (lIP§Japan)

113. EGMONTI The Royal Institute for International Relatiofigelgium)

114. Observer Research Foundati@RF)(India)

115. European Policy Centre (EP(Belgium)

116. Potsdam Institute fo€limate Impact Research (PIKBermany)

117. Fundaca Armando Alvares Pentea@@®AAP) (Brazil)

118. Institutefor International Political Studies (ISPI) (Italy)

119. Free Market FoundatiofirMF) (South Africa)

120. Council for theDevelopment of Social Science ReséarcAfrica (CODESRIA)
(Senegal)

121. Lithuanian Free Market Institu(@FMI) (Lithuania)

122. Istituto Bruno Leon{(IBL) (Italy)

123. Cener for Strategic Studies (SAMAzerbaijan)

124. Instituto Ecuatoriano de Econontalitica (IEEP)(Ecuador)

125. Gulf Research Center (GR(Jaudi Arabia)

126. Institute for Development and Global Governance (DRI) (France)

127. Regional Cene for Strategic Studies (RCS&ri Lanka)

128. Centro de Divulgacion Conocimiento Economico para la Libert&iD{CE)

(Venezuela)
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129. Development AlternativeA) (India)

130. Centro EureMediterraneo sui Cambiamenti Climat{&GMCC) (Italy)

131. Centro de Estudio de la Realidad Economica y SECIBRES)(Uruguay)

132. Center for Economic and Social Developm@ESD) (Azerbaijan)

133. National Institite for Defense Studies (NID§)apan)

134. Kenya Institute for Public PolicResearch and Analysis (KIPPRAJenya)

135. Economc Policy Research Centre (EPR@C)ganda)

136. Ifo Institutei Leibniz Institute for Economic Resear(@ermany)

137. Institucion FuturqSpain)

138. Organization for Social Science Research in Eastern and Southern(®88&REA)
(Ethiopia)

139. Hellenic Foundation for Europe and Foreign Policy (ELIAMERYreece)

140. Fondaione Eni Enrico Mattei (FEEM)italy)

141. Finnish Instituteof International Affairs (FIIA)Finland)

142. German Marshall Fund of the United States (GMF) (United States)

143. Friedrich Nauman Foundation for Freedom (FNEermany)

144. Center for Global Development GD) (United States)

145. National Institute for Research Advancement (NIRA) (Japan)

146. Centro de Investigaciones Economicas Nacionales (C{ENatemala)

147. IsraelPalestine: Creative Regional Initiatives (IPCRI), FKA Isi@alestine Center for
Research and Information (Israel/Palestine)

148. Centro Studi Internazionali (Ce.S.1.) (ltaly)

149. Institute of Statistical, Social and Economic Research (ISSE&R3Nna)

150. Caucasus Institute for Peace, Democracy and Develof@EtDD) (Georgia)
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Top Think Tanks by Region

Top Think Tanks in Susaharan Africa
Table 4

1. Kenya Institute for Public Policy Research and Analysis (KIPPRA) (Kenya)

2. IMANI Center for Policy and Education (Ghana)

3. South African Institute of International Affairs (SAIIA) (South Africa)

4. Council for the Development of Social Science Research in Africa (CODESRIA)
(Senegal)

5. Botswana Institute for Devabment Policy Analysis (BIDPA)Botswana)

6.  African Center for the Constructive Resolution of Dispu®8CORD) (South Africa)

7. Institute for Security Studies (ISS) (South Africa)

8.  Africa Institute of South AfricdAISA) (South Africa)

9. Centre for Conflict ResolutiofCCR) (South Africa)

10. Centre for Policy Analysis (CEPA) (Ghana)

11. African Economic Research Consortium (AERC) (Kenya)

12. Ghana Center for Democratic Development (CDPGhana)

13. Food, Agriculture and Natural Resourcesi®3oAnalysis Network (FANRPAN)
(SouthAfrica)

14. Centefor Development and Enterpri$€DE) (South Africa)

15. Ethiopian Develpment Research Institute (EDRBthiopia)

16. EconomicPolicy Research Center (EPR)ganda)

17. Ethiopian Economics Association (EE@thiopia)

18. REPOA, FKA Research droverty Alleviation(Tanzania)

19. Instituteof Economic Affairs (IEA)YGhana)

20. Institute for Global Dialogu@GD) (South Africa)

21. Free Market Foundatiof-MF) (South Africa)

22. Nigerian Instituteof International Affairs (NIIA)(Nigeria)

23. Advocates Coalitiofior Development and Environment CODE) (Uganda)

24.  African Center for Economic Transformation (ACET) (Ghana)

25. Institute of Economic Affair¢lIEA) (Kenya)

26. South African Institute of Race RelatiofiRR) (South Africa)

27. Organization for Social Sciené&esearch in Eastern and Southern Af(@8&SREA)
(Ethiopia)

28. Centre Ivoirien de Recherches Economiques et So¢iales RE S) Ivgir€o t e

29. Centre for Population and Enonmental Development (CPEDNigeria)

30. Centre for Research and Technoldgvelopment (RESTECHKenya)

31. African Technolog Policy Studies Network (ATPSKenya)

32. Initiative for Public Policy Analysis (IPPA{Nigeria)

33. Centre for Development Studi@Shana)

34. Institute of Statistical, Social and Economic Research (ISPER3na)

35. Rift Valley Institute(RVI) (Kenya)

36. Centrefor the Study of the Economies of Africa (CSEA) (Nigeria)

37. Makerere Instute of Social Research (MISR)Yganda)
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38. Institute for Public Policy Resear¢iPPR)(Namibia)

39. Institute for Empirical Resedndn Political Economy (IERPEBenin)

40. Centre dOEtudes, de Documentation et
(CEDRES) (Burkind=asq

41. Justice and Human Rights Instit#RI) (Ghana)

42. Economic and Soal Research Foundation (ESRFanzania)

43. Groupe de Recherche en Economie Appliquee et Thedi@REAT) (Mali)

44. Inter-Region Economic Network (IRENKenya)

45. Strategic Transforation and Policy Centrd STPC) (Zimbabwe)

46. Centre dOEtudes dveloppemdnt(CEPQDBensgalp our | €

47. Institute for Public Policy Analysis and Management (IPPANigeria)

48. Programme de Troisieme Cycle Intariversitaire en Econom{@&TCI) (Burkina Faso)

49. Integrated Sael Development Center (ISODEQkhana)

50. Institute for Peace and Security Studies (IPSS) (Ethiopia)

51. African Technology Policy Studies Network (ATPS) (Tanzania)

52. Mapungubwe Institute for Strategic Reflection (MISTRA) (South Africa)

53. Development Research and Projects Centre (dRPC) (Nigeria)

54. Institute of Policy Analysis and Research (IPAR) (Kenya)

55, Centre de Recherches, dO6Etudes et doA
(CREAM) (Madagascar)

56. Centre Autonome dOEtudes et de Renfor
Togo (CADERDT) (Togo)

57. Nigerian Institute for Social and Economic Research (NISER) (Nigeria)

58. Macroeconomic and Financial Management Institute of Eastern and Southern Afric
(MEFMI) (Zimbabwe)

59. Mandela Institute for Development Stud{®INDS) (South Africa)

60. UONGOZI Institute (Tanzania)

61. Food, Agriculture and Natural Resources Policy Analysis Network (FANRPAN)
(Angola)

62. Swaziland Economic Policy Analysis and Research Centre (SEPARC) (Swaziland

63. Institute for Policy Analysis and ResealtRAR) (Rwanda)

64. African Institute for Applied Economics (AIAE) (Nigeria)

65. Development Policy Research U(PRU)(South Africa)
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Top Think Tanks in Mexico and Canada

Table 5
1. Fraser Institute (Canada)
2. Consejo Mexicano de Astos Internacionales (COMEX({Mexico)
3. Fundar, Centro de Analisis e Investigac{dexico)
4, Centro de Investigacion y Docencia Econom{E@I®E) (Mexico)
5. C.D. Howe Institute (Canada)
6. Institute for Research on Public Poli¢giRPP)(Canada)
7. Centre for Internaticed Governance Innovation (CIGICanada
8. Canadian Deferecand Foreign Affairs Institut@DFAI) (Canada)
9. Canadian International Coun¢IC) (Canada)
10. Colegio de MexicdCM) (Mexico)
11. MacdonaldLaurier InstituteMLI) (Canada)
12.  Atlantic Insitute for Market Studies (AIMS)Canada)
13. International Institute for Sustainable Developm@i8D) (Canada)
14.  Conference Board of CanaffaBoC)(Canada)
15. Montreal Economic InstitutéMEI) (Canada)
16.  Centro de Investigacion para etgarrollo(CIDAC) (Mexico)
17.  Centro de Investigaciones Sobre la Libre Emp(€$3LE) (Mexico)
18.  Public Policy Forun{PPF)(Canada)
19. El Colegio de la Frontera Nor(€olef) (Mexico)
20. Instituto para la Seguridad y la Democracia (INSY [QEgxico)
21. InstitutoMexicano para la Competividad (IMCQ@Ylexico)
22.  Colectivo de Analisis de la Seguridad con Democr@CSEDE)(Mexico)
23.  Frontier Centre for Public PolidfFCPP)(Canada)
24.  Instituto de Pensamiento Estrategico Agora (IPE@Xico)
25.  Centro de Estudios @balidad de Vida y Desarrollo Social (CECA\Ylexico)
26.  Centre for International and Defence Pol{&DP), FKA Queen's Centre for
International Relations (Canada)
27. Centro de Estudios Espinosa Yglesias (CE@gxico)
28. Institute of PoliticgMexico)
29. Mexico Evalua Centro de Analisis de Politicas Publ{d&eaxico)
30. Canada 2020 (Canada)
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Top Think Tanks in Central and South America
Table 6

1. Fundacao Getulio Vargas (FGV) (Brazil)

2. Comision Economica para America Latina (CEPAL) (Chile)

3. Centro de Implementacion de Politicas Publicas para la Equidad y el Crecimiento
(CIPPEC) (Argentina)

4, Centro Brasileiro de Relacoes Internacionais (CEBRI) (Brazil)

5. Consejo Argentino para las Relaciones Internacionales (CARI) (Argentina)

6. Centro de Estudios Publicos (CEP) (Chile)

7. Centro de Estudio de la Realidad Economica y Social (CERES) (Uruguay)

8. Fundacion para la Educacion Superior y el Desarrollo (Fedesarrollo) (Colombia)

9. Consejo Latinoamericano de Ciencias Sociales (CLACSO) (Argenti

10. Centro de Divulgacion Conocimiento Economico para la Libertad (CEDICE)
(Venezuela)

11. Instituto Fernando Henrique Cardoso (iFHC) (Brazil)

12.  Grupo de Analisis para el Desarrollo (GRADE) (Peru)

13. Instituto de Pesquisa Economica AplicgtREA) (Brazil)

14.  Corporacion de Estudios para Latinoamerica (CIEPLAN) (Chile)

15. Fundacion para el Avance de las Reformas y las Oportunidades (Grupo FARO)
(Ecuador)

16.  Centro Brasileiro de Analise e Planejamento (CEBRAP) (Brazil)

17.  CentroLatinoamericano de Economia Humana (CLAEH) (Uruguay)

18.  Centro de Analisis y Difusion de la Economia Paraguay (CADEP) (Paraguay)

19. Fundacion de Investigaciones Economicas Latinoamericanas (FIEL) (Argentina)

20.  Consejo Uruguayo para las Relaciofrgernacionales (CURI) (Uruguay)

21. Fundacion Ideas para la Paz (FIP) (Colombia)

22.  Fundacion Chile 21 (Chile)

23. Centro de Estudios de Estado y Sociedad (CEDES) (Argentina)

24.  Instituto Libertad y Democracia (ILD) (Peru)

25.  Fundacion Pensar (Argentina)

26.  Centro deEstudios de la Violencia (NEV) (Brazil)

27. Fundacion Salvadorena para el Desarrottortomico y Social (FUSADES)
(El Salvador)

28. Instituto de Estudios Peruanos (IEP) (Peru)

29. Libertad y Desarrollo (Lyd) (Chile)

30. Instituto Ecuatoriano de Econonialitica (IEEP) (Ecuador)

31. Foro Social de la Deuda Externa de Honduras y Desarrollo (FOSDEH) (Honduras

32.  Fundacion Libertad (Argentina)

33. Instituto Millenium (Brazil)

34. Fundacion Jaime Guzman (FJG) (Chile)

35. Instituto de Ciencia Politica (ICP) (Colombia)

36. Fundacion Dr. Guillermo Manuel Ungo (FUNDAUNGO) (El Salvador)

37. Centro de Estudios Distributivos, Laborales y Sociales (CEDLAS) (Argentina)

38. Facultad Latinoamericana de Ciencias Sociales (FLACSO) (Costa Rica)

39.  Grupo Propuesta Ciudadana (GPC) (Peru)
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40. Instituto de Estudios Avanzados en Desarrollo (INESAD) (Bolivia)

41. Instituto Desarrollo (Paraguay)

42.  Centro de Investigaciones Economicas Nacionales (CIEN) (Guatemala)

43.  Fundacion Centro de Pensamiento Primero Colombia (FCPPC) (Colombia)
44.  CentroEcuatoriano de Derecho Ameimtal (CEDA) (Guatemala)

45.  Fundacion Milenio (Bolivia)

46. Asociacion de Investigacion y Estudios Sociales (ASIES) (Guatemala)

47.  FundacionGlobal Democracia y Desarrol{&UNGLODE) (Dominican Republic)
48. Fundacion ARU (Bolivia)

49. Fundacion Nicarguenesanael Desarollo Economico y Soci@FUNIDES) (Nicaragua)
50. Nassau Institut€Bahamas)
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Top Think Tanks in the United States
Table 7

1. Brookings Institution (United States)

2. Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (Urfiedes)

3. Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS) (United States)
4, Council on Foreign Relations (CFR) (United States)

5. Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars (United States)
6. RAND Corporation (United States)

7. Pew Researc@enter(United States)

8. Cato Institute (United States)

9. Heritage Foundation (United States)

10.  Center for American Progress (CAP) (United States)

11. National Bur@au of Economic Research (NBER)nited States)

12.  American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Resed/dal) (United Statep
13.  Peterson Institute for International Econon{ie§E) (United States)
14.  Center fora New American Security (CNASVnited States)

15. World Resources Institute (WRI) (United States)

16.  Atlantic Council (United States)

17.  Carnegie Council foEthics in International Affairs (United States)
18.  James ABaker llI Institute for Public Policy (United States)

19. Hoover Institution (United States)

20.  Urban Institute (United States)

21.  Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs (United States)
22.  United States Institute of Peace (USIP) (United States)

23.  Center on Budget and Policy Priorities (CBPP) (United States)
24.  Stimson Center (United States)

25.  Center for International Development (CID) (United States)

26. Freedom House (United States)

27.  Center for Gbbal Development (CGD) (United States)

28.  Human Rights WatcfHRW) (United States)

29.  Acton Institute for the Study of Religion and Libe(tynited States)
30. New America Foundation (United States)

31. Hudson Institute (United Stales

32. German Marshall Fund of thénited States (GMF) (United States)
33.  Foreign Policy Research Institute (FPRI) (United States)

34. Resources for the Future (RFF) (United States)

35.  Worldwatch Institute (United States)

36. Earthinstitute (United States)

37. InterrAmerican Dialogue (United States)

38. Center for Climate and Energy Solutions (C2ES) United States)
39. Manhattan Institute for Policy Research (Ml) (United States)

40. International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI) (United States)
41. Reason Foundation (United States)

42.  Open Society Foundatiofl©®SF), FKA Open Society Institute (United States)
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43.

Center for the National Interest (CFTNI), FKA Nixon Center (United States)

44.  Mercatus Center (United States)

45.  Aspen Institute (United States)

46.  Economic Policy Institute (EPI) (United States)

47.  Foundation folEconomic Education (FEE) (United States)

48.  Center for Transatlantic Relations (CTR) (United States)

49. Information Technology and Innovation Foundation (IT{Bhited States)
50. Pacific Research Institu{®RI) (United States)

51. Institute for Policy Studies () (United States)

52.  Bipartisan Policy Center (BPQYnited States)

53. Demos(United States)

54. Independent Institute (United States)

55. EastWest Institute (EWI) (United States)

56.  Migration Policy Institute (MPI) (United States)

57.  Atlas Network (United States)

58. Kaiser Permanente Institute for Health Policy (KPIKIPited States)
59. Competitive Enterprise Institute (CEI) (United States)

60. Center for Economic and Policy Research (CEPR) (United States)
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Top Think Tanks in Central Asia
Table 8

1. Center for Economiand Social Development (CESD) (Azerbaijan)

2. Kazakhstan Institute for Strategic Studies (KazISS) (Kazakhstan)

3. Caucasus Research Resource Center (CRRC) (Azerbaijan)

4. Armat Center for the Development of Democracy and Civil Society (Armenia)

5. Aga Khan Bundation (AKF) (Afghanistan)

6. Caucasus Institute for Peace, Democracy and Development (CIPDD) (Georgia)

7. Armenian International Policy Research Group (AIPRG) (Armenia)

8. Institute for Policy Studies (IPS) (Georgia)

9. Armenian Center for National aridternational Studies (ACNIS) (Armenija)

10.  Asia Foundation Afghanistan (Afghanistan)

11.  Center for Economic Research (CER) (Uzbekistan)

12.  Analytical Centre on Globalization and Regional Cooperation (ACGRC) (Armenia)

13.  Advanced Social Technologies (AST)r(Aenia),

14.  Afghanistan Research and Evaluation Unit (AREU) (Afghanistan)

15.  Free Minds Association (FMA) (Azerbaijan)

16.  Caucasus Research Resource Center (CRRC) (Georgia)

17.  SouthCaucasus Institute of Regional Security (SCIRS) (Geqrgia)

18. Center forSocial and Economic Research in Kyrgyzstan (CASE) (Kyrgyzstan)

19.  Turpanjian Center for Policy Analysis (TCPA) (Armenja)

20.  Centre for Political Studies (CPS) (Uzbekistan)

21.  Armenia 2020 (Armenig)

22.  New Economic School (NESG) (Georgia)

23.  Strategic Researdbenter (SRC) (Georgia)

24.  Georgian Research and Educational Networking Association (GRENA) (Georgia)

25.  Civil Society Institute (CSI) (Armenia)

26.  Public Policy Research Center (PPRC) (Kazakhstan)

27. Institute of Strategic and Int&egional Research (Uzkistan)

28.  Entrepreneurship Development Foundation (EDF) (Azerbaijan)

29.  Economic Research Center (ERC) (Azerbaijan)

30. Institute for Regional Studies (IFRS) (Kyrgyzstan)

31. Caucasus Research Resource Center (CRRC) (Armenia)

32.  Tahlil Centre for Social Resear@dzbekistan)

33.  Liberty Institute (Georgia)

34.  Strategic Research Center under the President of Tajikistan (Tajikistan)

35.  Bureau on Human Rights and Rule of Law (Kyrgyzstan)

36. International Council on Security and Development (ICOS), FKA The Senlis Coung
(Afghanistan)

37.  Partnership for Social Initiatives (PSI) (Georgia)

38.  Afghanistan Institute for Rural Development (AIRD) (Afghanistan)

39. R.B. Suleimenov Institute of Oriental Studies (Kazakhstan)

40.  Economic Policy Institute Bishkek Consensu&PI) (Kyrgyzstan)

41.  KIMEP University, FKA Kazakhstan Instite of Management, Economics and

Strategic Research (Kazakhstan)
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42. Peace Research Center of Kyrgyzstan (Kyrgyzstan)

43.  Institute for Public Policy (IPP) (Kyrgyzstan)

44.  Center for Strategic Studies (SAM) (Azerbaijan)

45.  Georgian Foundation for Strategic and International Studies (GFSIS) (Georgia)
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Top Think Tanks in China, India, Japan, and the Republic of Korea
Table 9

1. Korea Development Institute (KD{Republic ofKorea)

2. Japan Institute of International Affairs (JIIA) (Japan)

3. China Institute of International Studiesl(&) (China)

4, Korea Institute for International Economic Pol(¢§{EP) (Republic of Korea)

5. China Institutes of Contemporamtérnational Relations (CICIRThina)

6. Asan Institute for Policy Studi€alPS) (Republic of Korea)

7. Asia Forum Japan (AFJJapan)

8. Observer Research Foundati@RF) (India)

9. Carnegié Tsinghua Center for Global Poli¢¢€hina)

10. Institute for Defene Studies and Analyses (IDSA) (India

11. Chinese Academy of Social Sciences (CASS) (China)

12. National Institutdor Defense Studies (NID$Japan)

13. Development Research Center of the State Co(IDRC) (China)

14. Centre for Civil Society (CS) (India)

15. East Asia InstitutéEAI) (Republic of Korea)

16. Institute of International and Strategic Studies (1ISS), FKA Center for Internationa
Strategic Studies (China)

17. Centrefor Policy ResearcfCPR)(India)

18. Shanghai Institutefor InternationalStudies (SIIS) (China)

19. Institute of Developing Economies, Japan External Trade OrganizatiorRJEDRO)
(Japan)

20. Japan Center fdnternational Exchange (JCIE)apan)

21. Delhi Policy Group(DPG)(India)

22. Institutefor Intemational Policy Studies (IIPSJapan)

23. Development Alternative®A) (India)

24. Energyand Resources Institute (TERIpdia)

25.  Asian Development Bank Institu(dDBI) (Japan)

26. Center for Study of Science, Technology and Policy (CSTEE)a)

27. NationalCouncil of Applied Economic Research (NCAER)dia)

28. Research Institute of Economy, Trade and Industry (RIEJBpan)

29. Gateway House: Indian Council on Global Relations (India

30. Korea Institute for Defense Analyses (KIDA) (Republic of Korea)

31. Unirule Institute for Economics (China)

32. Centre for the Study of Developing Societ{€SDS)(India)

33. Cathay Institute for Public Affair€CIPA) (China)

34. National Institute &r Research Advancement (NIRA|apan)

35. Japan Institutéor International Developmeiidapan)

36. Institute forNational Policy Research (INPRThina)

37. KoreaEnergy Economics Institute (KEEI) (Republic of Korea)

38. Indian Council for Research in International Economic Relafit®RIER) (India)

39. Center for Free Enterpri¢€FE) (Republic of Korea)

40. Sejong Institute (Republic of Korea)

41. Tokyo Foundation (Japan)
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42. China Center for International Economic Exchanges (CCIEE) (China)
43. Institute of Peace and Conflict Studies (IPCS) (India)

44. Chongyang Institute for Financial Studi@DCY) (China)

45. Shanghai Academy of Social Scien¢8ASS)(China)

46. Institute of Economic GrowtiEG) (India)

47. Center for China and Globalizatig8CG) (China)

48. Research Institetfor Peace and Security (RIRSapan)

49. China Finance 40 Forum (CF4@hina)

50. United Service Institution of Indi@JSI) (India)
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Top Think Tanks in Southeast Asia and the Pacific
Table 10

1.  Australian Institute for International Affairs (AllA) (Australia)

2. Centre for Strategic and International Studies (C8iglonesia)

3. Centre for Strategic Studies (CSS) (New Zealand)

4. Singapore Institute of International Affairs (SIIA) (Singapore)

5. Lowy Institute for International Policy (Australia)

6. Centre for Public Policy Studies (CPPS) (Malaysia)

7. Taiwan Foundation fobemocracy (TFD) (Taiwan)

8. Strategic and Defense Studies Centre (SDSC) (Australia)

9. Institute of Defence and Strategic Studies (IDSS) (Singapore)

10. Institute of Strategic and International Studies (ISIS) (Malaysia)

11. Centre for Independent Studies (C(Blstralia)

12. Institute of Southeast Asian Studies (ISEAS) (Singapore)

13. East Asian Institute (EAI) (Singapore)

14. Economic Research Institute for ASEAN and East Asia (ERIA) (Indonesia)
15. Thailand Development Research Institute (TDRI) (Thailand)

16. Pakistan Instute of International Affairs (PIIA) (Pakistan)

17. Bangladesh Institute of Development Studies (BIDS) (Bangladesh)

18. Taiwan Institute of Economic Research (TIER) (Taiwan)

19. Sustainable Development Policy Institute (SDPI) (Pakistan)

20. Bangladesh Institute dfternational and Strategic Studies (BIISS) (Bangladesh)
21. Centre for Economic Development and Administration (CEDA) (Nepal)
22. Institute for Strategic and International Studies (Philippines)

23. ChungHua Institution for Economic Research (CIER) (Taiwan)

24. Alternate Solutions Institute (Pakistan)

25. Institute for Social and Environmental Transition (ISEY (Nepal)

26. Institute for International Relations (Taiwan)

27. Institute of Policy Studies (IPS) (Bangladesh)

28. Institute for Strategic and Development Studies (ISPB)lippines)

29. Social Policy and Development Centre (SPDC) (Pakistan)

30. Cambodian Institute for Cooperation and Peace (CICP) (Cambodia)
31. Institute of Policy Studies of Sri Lanka (IPS) (Sri Lanka)

32. Institute of World Economics and Politics (IWEP) (Vietnam)

33. Regional Centre for Strategic Studies (RCSS) (Sri Lanka)

34. Political Risks Assessment Group (Singapore)

35. Institute of Security and International Studies (IS1S) (Thailand)

36. Institute of National Capacity Studies (INCS) (Indonesia)

37. Institute of Policy Stud® (IPS) (Pakistan)

38. Brunei Darussalam Institute of Policy and Strategic Studies (BDIPSS) (Brunei)
39. Diplomatic Academy of Vietham (DAV) (Vietham)

40. Center for Research on Economic and Social Transformation (CREST) (Pakistan)
41. Vietnam Institute oEconomics (VIE) (Vietnam)

42. Centre for Poverty Analysis (CEPA) (Sri Lanka)
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43. Economic Institute of Cambodia (EIC) (Cambodia)

44. Alternative Development Initiative (ADI) (Bangladesh)

45. Centre for Strategic and Policy Studies (CSPS) (Brunei)

46. Center for PolicyDialogue (CPD) (Bangladesh)

47. Myanmar Institute of Strategic and International Studies (MISIS) (Myanmar)
48. Bangladesh Enterprise Institute (BEI) (Bangladesh)

49. Institute for Governance Studies (IGS) (Bangladesh)

50. Associates for Community and PopulatRasearch (ACPR) (Bangladesh)

51. Center for Global Studies (Bangladesh)

52. Applied Economics Research Centre (AERC) (Pakistan)

53. Area Study Centre for Far East and Southeast Asia (FESEA) (Pakistan)

54. Centre for Bhutan Studies and GNH Research (Bhutan)

55. Bangladesh Council of Scientific and Industrial Research (BCSIR) (Bangladesh)
56. Institute of Social Welfare and Resea(t®h\WR) (Bangladesh)

57. Centre for Nepal and Asian Studies (CNAS) (Nepal)

58. Asian Institute of Management Policy Center (APC) (Philippines)

59. Nepal South Asia Centre (NESAC) (Nepal)

60. Institute for Social and Environmental Transitions (ISET) (Taiwan)
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Top Think Tanks in Central and Eastern Europe
Table 11

1. Carnegie Moscow CentéRussia)

2. Center for Soal and Economic Research (CASEpland)

3. Polish Institute of International Affai$1SM) (Poland)

4. Institute of World Economy anlehternational Relations (IMEMO RASRussia)

5. Razumkov Centr@Ukraine)

6. Centrefor Economic and Financial Research (CEFIR) (Russia)

7. Prague Security Studies InstityieSSI)(Czech Republic)

8. Center for Demoracy and Human Rights (CEDENNIontenegro)

9. Center for Security and Defense Studies Foundation (C8Dfsgary)

10. Lithuanian Free Market Institu(@FMI) (Lithuania)

11. Moscow State Institute dhternational Relations (MGIMQ)Russia)

12. Centre for Liberal Strategi€€LS) (Bulgaria)

13. EUROPEUM Institute for European Poli¢§zech Republic)

14. Slovak Foreign Policy Associatid®FPA)(Slovakia)

15. Belgrade Centre for Security Policy (BCSP), FKA Centre for @Milltary Relations
(Serbia)

16. F.A. Hayek Foundation (Slovakia)

17. demosEUROPA Centre for European Strate(fyoland)

18. Institute for Foreign Affairs and Trade (IFAT), FKA Hunga Institute of International
Affairs (Hungary)

19. Independent Institute for Social Poli@ySP) (Russia)

20. Centre for Public Policy PROVIDUS (Latvia)

21. Center for Policy Studig€CPS)(Hungary)

22. Albanian Institute for International StudigsllS) (Albania)

23. PRAXIS Center for Policy StudiedEstonia)

24. Centrefor Eastern Studie@SW) (Poland)

25. Institute for the U.S. and Canadian Studies (ISKRMR)ssia)

26. Ludwig von Mises Institut¢Romania)

27. Centrefor Geopolitical Studies (Lithuania)

28. Liberalni Institut(Czech Republic)

29. Ye.T. Gaidar Institute for Economic Policy, FKA Institute for the Economy in Trans
(Russia)

30. Open Society Foundations (OSF), FKA Open Society Institute (Hungary)

31. Economic Expert GroufEEG)(Russia)

32. Kyiv National Economic University named after Vadym Hetman (KNBURraine)

33. European Institute (Bulgaria)

34. TARKI Social Researcinstitute(Hungary)

35. St. Petersburg Center for Humanities and Political Stkassia)

36. Institute for Economic Research (IER) (Slovenia)

37. Institute of International Relations (lIR) (Czech Republic)

38. Peace Instituté Institute for Contemporary Social and Political Studies (Slovenia)

39. Kosovar Civil Society Foundation (KCSF) (Kosovo)

40. International Centre for Policy Studies (ICPS) (Ukraine)
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41. Center for Research and Policy Making (CRPM) (Macedonia)
42. Institute for Market Economics (IME) (Bulgaria)

43. Institute for Urban Economics (IUE) (Croatia)

44. Institute of Public Affairs (Bulgaria)

45. International Centre for Defense Studies (ICDS) (Estonia)

46. Analytical Center for the Government of the Russian Federation (Russia)
47. Economics Institute (Serbia)

48. Populari (Bosnia and Herzegovina)

49. Institute for Public Affairs (IVO) (Slovakia)

50. Institute of Economics, Zagreb (El1Z) (Croatia)

51. Institute for Public Policy (IPP) (Romania)

52. Institute for Security and International Studies (Bulgaria)

53. Center for International Relations (CIR) (Poland)

54. Institute of Baltic Studies (IBS) (Estonia)

55. Russian International Affairs Council (RIAC) (Russia)
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Top Think Tanks in Western Europe
Table 12

1. Chatham House (United Kingdom)

2. Bruegel (Belgium)

3. Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI) (Sweden)

4. French Institute of InternationBelations (IFRI) (France)

5. Amnesty InternationglAl) (United Kingdom)

6. Centre for European Policy Studies (CEPS) (Belgium)

7. Transparency International (T1) (Germany)

8. International Institute for Strategic Studies (IISS) (United Kingdom)

9. Konrad AdenauelFoundation (KAS) (Germany)

10. Friedrich Ebert Foundation (FES) (Germany)

11. Clingendael, Netherlands Institute of International Relations (Netherlands)

12. Carnegie Europe (Belgium)

13. Danish Institute for International Studies (DIIS) (Denmark)

14. German Institute folnternational and Security Affairs (SWP) (Germany)

15. Barcelona Centre for International Affairs (CIDOB) (Spain)

16. Adam Smith Institute (ASI) (United Kingdom)

17. World Economic Forum (WEF) (Switzerland)

18. International Crisis Group (ICG) (Belgium)

19. EuropearCouncil on Foreign Relations (ECFR) (United Kingdom)

20. Kiel Institute for World Economy (IfW) (Germany)

21. German Council on Foreign Relations (DGAP) (Germany)

22. IDEAS (United Kingdom)

23. Peace Research Institute Oslo (PRIO) (Norway)

24. Istituto Affari Internazionali (1Al) (Italy)

25. Centre for Economic Policy Research (CEPR) (United Kingdom)

26. Royal United Services Institute (RUSI) (United Kingdom)

27. Civitas: Institute for the Study of Civil Society (United Kingdom)

28. Overseas Development Institute (ODI) ftéd Kingdom)

29. Real Instituto Elcano (Spain)

30. EGMONTI The Royal Institute for International Relatiofigelgium)

31. German Development Institute (DIE) (Germany)

32. Ecologic Institute (Germany)

33. Fundacion para las Relaciones Internacionales y el Dialogo (FREp@&)n)

34. Institute for Public Policy Research (IPPR) (United Kingdom)

35. Norwegian Institute of International Affairs (NUPI) (Norway)

36. Institute for International Political Studies (ISPI) (Italy)

37. Hanns Seidel FoundatigrlSS)(Germany)

38. Demos (UnitecKingdom)

39. Wilfried Martens Centre for European Studies, FKA Centre for European Studies
(Belgium)

40. Institute of International and European Affairs (IIEA) (Ireland)

41. European Union Institute for Security Studies (EUISS) (France)
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42.

Cent r e adeRechedckes Internationales (CERI) (France)

43. Centre for European Reform (CER) (United Kingdom)

44.  Friedrich Naumann Foundation for Freedom (FNF) (Germany)

45. Heinrich Boll Foundation (HBS) (Germany)

46. Fondati on pour | 61 nndFvaace)i on Pol i ti que
47. Bertelsmann Foundation (Germany)

48. Timbro (Sweden)

49. Institut des Relations Internationales et Strategiques (IRIS) (France)

50. Notre Europe (France)

51. Centre dOEtudes Prospectives et dol nf
52. Center forPolitical Studies (CEPOS) (Denmark)

53. Centro Studi Internazionali (Ce.S.I.) (Italy)

54. Fabian Society (United Kingdom)

55. Friends of Europe (Belgium)

56. European Centre for Development Policy Management (ECDPM) (The Netherland
57. Foreign Policy Center (FPQBelgium)

58. European Policy Center (EPC) (Belgium)

59. Policy Network (United Kingdom)

60. Fundacion Alternativas (Spain)

61. Hellenic Foundation for European and Foreign Policy (ELIAMEP) (Greece)
62. Fundacion para el Analisis y los Estudios Sociales (FAES) (Spain)

63. Hayek Institute (Austria)

64. German Institute for Economic Research (DIW) (Germany)

65. European Centre for International Political Economy (ECIPE) (Belgium)

66. Institute for Fiscal Studies (IFS) (United Kingdom)

67. Institute of Economic Affairs (IEA) (United Kingun)

68. Institute for Government (IfG) (United Kingdom)

69. Centre for Policy Studies (CPS) (United Kingdom)

70. Lisbon Council for Economic Competitiveness and Social Renewal (Belgium)
71. International Centre for Black Sea Studies (ICBSS) (Greece)

72. InstitucionFuturo (Spain)

73. Istituto Bruno Leoni (IBL) (Italy)

74. Oxford Council on Good Governance (OCGG) (United Kingdom)

75. Policy Exchange (United Kingdom)

76. Avenir Suisse (Switzerland)

77. ResPublica (United Kingdom)

78. Fondation pour la Recherche Strategique (HR&nce)

79. Security and Defence Agenda (SDA) (Belgium)

80. Jacques Delors Institut (Germany)
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Top Think Tanks in the Middle East and North Africa (MENA)
Table 13

1. Carnegie Middle East Center (Lebanon)

2. Al-Ahram Center for Political and Strategic Studi@€PSS) (Egypt)

3. Brookings Doha Center (Qatar)

4. Center for Economics and Foreign Policy Studies (EDAM) (Turkey)

5. Institute for National Security Studies (INSS) (Israel)

6. Al Jazeera Centre for Studies (AJCS) (Qatar)

7. Turkish Economic and Social Studies Fdation (TESEV) (Turkey)

8. Gulf Research Center (GRC) (Saudi Arabia)

9. Begin-Sadat Center for Strategic Studies (Israel)

10. Center for Strategic Studies (CSS) (Jordan)

11. Association for Liberal Thinking (ALT) (Turkey)

12. Centre do6Et ude s SoehcesdecialBsCERES) (Mbracsn) e n
13. Egyptian Center for Economic Studies (ECES) (Egypt)

14. Regional Center for Strategic Studies (RCSS) (Egypt)

15. RAND-Qatar Policy Institute (Qatar)

16. Harry S. Truman Research Institute for the Advancement of Peace (Israel)
17. Information and Decision Support Center (IDSC) (Egypt)

18. European Stability Initiative (ESI) (Turkey)

19. Center of Arab Women for Training and Research (CAWTAR) (Egypt)
20. Economic Research Forum (ERF) (Egypt)

21. Emirates Center for Strategic Studies and Res€d&CBSR) (United Arab Emirates)
22. Center for Arab Unity Studies (CAUS) (Lebanon)

23. Israel Democracy Institute (IDI) (Israel)

24.  Amadeus Institute (Morocco)

25. Contemporary Center for Studies and Policy Analysis (Medad) (Palestine)
26. Egyptian Council for ForeigAffairs (ECFA) (Egypt)

27. Arab Thought ForunATF) (Jordan)

28. Al-Quds Center for Political Studies (Jordan)

29. International Institute for Countd@rerrorism (ICT) (Israel)

30. Mitvim T The Israeli Institute for Regional Foreign Policies (Israel)

31. InternationalStrategic Research Organization (USAK) (Turkey)

32. Arab Planning Institute (API) (Kuwalit)

33. Moshe Dayan Center for Middle Eastern and African Studies (Israel)
34. Tunisian Institute for Strategic Studies (ITES) (Tunisia)

35. Economic Policy and Research CertePRC) (United Arab Emirates)
36. Israel Center for Social and Economic Progress (ICSEP) (Israel)

37. lbn Khaldun Center for Development Studies (ICDS) (Egypt)

38. Maurice Falk Institute for Economic Research (Israel)

39. Center of Strategic and Future Studies (CSK8)vait)

40. Van Leer Jerusalem Institu¢gLJl) (Israel)

41. Kuwait Institute for Scientific Research (KISR) (Kuwait)

42. Jerusalem Center for Public Affairs (JCPA) (Israel)
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43. Royal Institute for Strategic Studies (IRES) (Morocco)

44. OCP Policy Center (Morocco)

45. Reutinstitute (Israel)

46. Future Studies Center (Egypt)

47. Institut Francais de Recherche en Iran (IFRI) (Iran)

48. Lebanese Center for Policy Studies (LCPS) (Lebanon)

49. Sheba Center for Strategic Studies (SCSS) (Yemen)

50. Sheikh Saud bin Saqr Al Qasimi Foundation for Policy Research (United Arab
Emirates)

51. Sadeq Institute (Libya)

52. Tunisian Observatory for a Democratic Transition (Tunisia)

53. Issam Fares Institute for Public Policy and International Affairs (LEdbanon)

54. Tawasul (Oman)

55. Arab Forum for AlternativefAFA) (Egypt)
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Top Think Tanks by Area of Research

Top Defense and National Security Think Tanks
Table 14

1. Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS) (United States)

2. RAND CorporationUnited States)

3. International Institute for Strategic Studies (IISS) (United Kingdom)

4, Brookings Institution (United States)

5. Chatham House (United Kingdom)

6. Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (United States)

7. Stockholm International PeaBesearch Institute (SIPRI) (Sweden)

8. Atlantic Council (United States)

9. Center for a New American Security (CNAS) (United States)

10. Royal United Services Institute (RUSI) (United Kingdom)

11. Council on Foreign Relations (CFR) (United States)

12.  European Uniornstitute for Security Studies (EUISS) (France)

13. Cato Institute (United States)

14.  Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments (CSBA) (United States)

15.  Center for Economics and Foreign Policy Studies (EDAM) (Turkey)

16.  Australian Strategic Policy InstitufdPSI) (Australia)

17.  Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs (United States)

18. Regional Center for Strategic Studies (RCSS) (Egypt)

19. Centre for Military Studies (CMS) (Denmark)

20.  American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research (AEIl) gdhBtates)

21.  United States Institute of Peace (USIP) (United States)

22. Japan Institute of International Affairs (JI1A) (Japan)

23.  Al-Ahram Center for Political and Strategic Studies (ACPSS) (Egypt)

24.  Centro Brasileiro de Relacoes Internaciorf@BBRI) (Brazil)

25.  Center for American Progress (CAP) (United States)

26. Institute for International Political Studies (ISPI) (ltaly)

27.  Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars (United States)

28.  Istituto Affari Internazionali (1Al) (ltaly)

29. German Institute for International and Security Affairs (SWP) (Germany)

30. Institute for the U.S. and Canadian Studies (ISKRMR)ssia)

31. Institut des Relations Internationales et StrategidS) (France)

32.  French Institute of International RelationsRIly (France)

33.  Hoover Institution (United States)

34. Geneva Centre for the Democratic Control of Armed Forces (DCAF) (Switzgrland

35. Belgrade Center for Security Policy (BCSP), FKA Center for eMilltary Relations
(Serbia)

36. Heritage FoundatiofUnited States)

37.  Fondation pour la Recherche Strategique (FRS) (France)

38. PLA National Defence University (China)

39. Clingendael, Netherlands Institute of International Relations (Netherlands)
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40. Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses (IDSA) (India)

41.  Stimson Center (United States)

42. Institute for National Security Studies (INSS) (Israel)

43. Konrad Adenauer Foundation (KAS) (Germany)

44.  National Institute for Defense Studies (NIDS) (Japan)

45.  German Marshall Fund of the United States (GMF) (United States)

46.  Danish Institute for International Studies (DIIS) (Denmark)

47.  China Institutes of Contemporary International Relations (CICIR) (China)
48. Carnegie Europe (Belgium)

49.  Australian Institute for International Affairs (AllA) (Australia)

50. Barcelona Centre fdnternational Affairs (CIDOB) (Spain)

51. Institute of World Economy and International Relations (IMEMO RAS) (Russia)
52. Peace Research Institute Oslo (PRIO) (Norway)

53.  Strategic and Defense Studies Centre (SDSC) (Australia)

54.  Observer Research Foundation (ORRylia)

55.  Centre for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS) (Indonesia)

56. Consejo Argentino para las Relaciones Internacionales (CARI) (Argentina)
57.  Council on Foreign anBefence Policy (SVORRussia)

58. Chicago Council on Global Affairs (United States)

59. Economist Intelligence Unit (EIU) (United Kingdom)

60. Hessische Stiftung Friedensnd Konfliktforschung (HSFK) (Germany)

61. Foreign Policy Research Institute (FPRI) (United States)

62. Center for Strategic Studies (CSS) (Jordan)

63. Fundacao Getulio Vargas (FG\Brazil)

64. EGMONTI The Royal Institute for International RelatigiiBelgium)

65. Hudson Institute (United States)

66. Moscow State Institute of International Relations (MGIMO) (Russia)

67. West Africa Network for Peacebuilding (WANEP) (Ghana)

68. Fraser Institut¢Canada)

69. Security Defence Agenda (SDA) (Belgium)

70.  Centre for Arab Unity Studies (CAUS) (Lebanon)

71. Centre for Rising Powers (CRP) (United Kingdom)

72.  Centre for Land Warfare Studies (CLAWS) (India)

73. Institute for International Policy Studies (IIPS) (Japan)

74.  Friedrich Ebert Foundation (FES) (Germany)

75. International Crisis Group (ICG) (Belgium)

76. International Strategic Analysis and Research Center (USTAD) (Turkey)
77. Regional Centre for Strategic Studies (RCSS) (Sri Lanka)

78.  Global Security (United States)

79. HagueCentre for Strategic Studi€dCSS (The Netherlands)

80. EUROPEUM Institute for European Policy (Czech Republic)

81. Observer Research Foundation (ORF) (India)

82.  Slovak Foreign Policy Association (SFPA) (Slovakia)

83. Institute for Foreign Affairs and Trade (IFATHKA Hungarian Institute of Internationa

Affairs (Hungary)
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84.

Armenian Center for National and International Studies (ACNIS) (Armenia)

85.

Albanian Institute for International Studies (AllS) (Albania)
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Top Domestic EconomiPolicy Think Tanks
Table 15

1. Brookings Institution (United States)

2. National Bureau of Economic Research (NBER) (United States)

3. Adam Smith Institute (ASI) (United Kingdom)

4. Peterson Institute for International Economics (PIIE) (United States)

5. Catolnstitute (United States)

6. Bruegel (Belgium)

7. RAND Corporation (United States)

8. German Institute for Economic Research (DIW) (Germany)

9. Heritage Foundation (United States)

10. Center for American Progress (CAP) (United States)

11. Center for Social and EcononfResearch (CASE) (Poland)

12. Centre for Economic Policy Research (CEPR) (United Kingdom)

13. American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research (AEI) (United States)

14. Korea Development Institute (KDI) (Republic of Korea)

15. Fundacao Getulio Vargas (FG\Brazil)

16. Urban Institute (United States)

17. Centre for European Policy Studies (CEPS) (Belgium)

18. Kiel Institute for the World Economy (IfW) (Germany)

19. Ifo Institutei Leibniz Institute for Economic ResearBermany)

20. Center on Budget and Policy Prioriti@&BPP) (United States)

21. Centro de Implementacion de Politicas Publicas para la Equidad y el Crecimiento
(CIPPEC) (Argentina)

22. Hoover Institution (United States)

23. Vienna Institute for International Economic Studi@4IW) (Austria)

24.  Centro deEstudios Publicos (CEP) (Chile)

25. C.D. Howe Institute (Canada)

26. Center for Economic and Financial Research (CEFIR) (Russia)

27. Association for Liberal Thinking (ALT) (Turkey)

28. Korea Institute for International Economic Pol{¢{lEP) (Republic of Korea)

29. Center for Economic and Policy Research (CEPR) (United States)

30. Institute for Fiscal Studies (IFS) (United Kingdom)

31. Austrian Institute of Economic Research (WIFO) (Austria)

32. Fundacao Armando Alvares Penteado (FAAP) (Brazil)

33. Institute of Economic Affair¢lIEA) (United Kingdom)

34. Development Research Center of the State Council (DRC) (China)

35. Centro de Estudio de la Realidad Economica y Social (CERES) (Uruguay)

36. Libertad y Desarrollo (LyD) (Chile)

37. Cathay Institute for Public Affairs (CIPA) (China)

38. Netherlands Bureau for Economic Policy Analysis (CPB) (Netherlands)

39. Unirule Institute of Economics (China)

40. Manhattan Institute for Policy Research (MI) (United States)

41. Institute of World Economics and Politics (IWEP) (China)

42. demosEUROPA Centre for Europea8trategy(Poland)
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43. Fundacion para el Analisis y los Estudios Sociales (FAES) (Spain)
44. Center for European Economic Research (ZEW) (Germany)

45.  Fraser Institute (Canada)

46. Centro de Investigacion y Docencia Economicas (CIDE) (Mexico)
47. Egyptian Center for Ecamic Studies (ECES) (Egypt)

48. Chongyang Institute for Financial Studies (RDCY) (China)

49. Economics Institute (Serbia)

50. Center for Fiscal Policy (CFP) (Russia)

51. Economic and Social Research Institute (ESRI) (Ireland)

52. Singapore Institute of Internationaffairs (SIIA) (Singapore)

53. Kenya Institute for Public Policy Research and Analysis (KIPPRA) (Kenya)
54. Fundacion para la Educacion Superior y el Desar(Bkoesarrollo) (Colombia)
55. Economic Policy Institute (EPI) (United States)

56. Grattan Institute (Austiia)

57. Moscow State Institute of International Relations (MGIMO) (Russia)
58. IMANI Center for Policy and Education (Ghana)

59. Research Institute of the Finnish Economy (ETLA) (Finland)

60. Sejong Institute (Republic of Korea)

61. Research Institute of Economy, Traae Industry (RIETI{Japan)

62. National Institute of Economic and Social Research (NIHSR)ed Kingdom)
63. Swedish Institute for Social Research (SOFI) (Sweden)

64. National Center for Public Policy Research (NCPPR) (United States)
65. Economic Policy Researcenter (EPRC) (Uganda)

66. Center for LiberaDemocratic Studies (CLDS) (Serbia)

67. Central Institute for Economic Management (CIEM) (Vietnam)

68. Timbro (Sweden)

69. Economics Institute (CERGEI) (Czech Republic)

70. Fundacion de Estudios de Economia Aplicada (FEDE&fRin)

71. TARKI Social Research Institute (Hungary)

72. Levy Economics Institute (United States)

73. Institute of Economics (EIZ) (Croatia)

74. Council on Foreign Relations (CFR) (United States)

75. Chatham House (United Kingdom)

76. Institute for Advanced Studies (HIS)ustria)

77. Institute for Economic Research (IER) (Slovenia)

78. Center for Economic and Social Development (CESD) (Azerbaijan)
79. African Technology Policy Studies Network (ATPS) (Kenya)

80. Lithuanian Free Market Instituf&FMI) (Lithuania)
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Top EducationPolicy Think Tank
Table 16

1. Urban Institute (United States)

2. RAND Corporation (United States)

3. Brookings Institution (United States)

4, Cato Institute (United States)

5. National Institute for Educational Policy Research (NIER) (Japan)

6. Center for EducatioRolicy Research (CEPR) (United States)

7. Faculty of Educational Management, FKA Center for Educational Policy Studies
(Russia)

8. Center for Social and Economic Strategies (CESES) (Czech Republic)

9. Center for Educational Policy Analysis (CEP@)ungary)

10.  Center for Education Policy, SRI International (United States)

11. Institute for Research on Education Policy and Practice (IREPP) (United States)

12.  Education Policy and Data Center (EPOOhited States)

13.  Center for American Progress (CAP) (Unitettes)

14.  Heritage Foundation (United States)

15. Development Research Center of the State Co(iDBIC) (China)

16.  Center for Educational Policy (CEP) (Ukraine)

17. Institute of Education (IOE) (United Kingdom)

18. Overseas Development Institute (ODI) (Unit€idgdom)

19. Mathmatica Policy Research (MPR) (United States)

20. Thailand Development Research Instit(E®RI) (Thailand

21.  Consortium for Policy Research in Education (CPRE) (United States)

22.  Fundacion para la Educacion Superior y el Desarrollo (Fedesaf@dmmbia)

23.  American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research (AEI) (United States)

24.  Institute of Public Affairs, Education Policy Program (ISP) (Poland)

25.  Education Policy Center (EPC) (Lithuania)

26.  Centre for Education Policy (CEP) (Serbia)

27.  Centerfor Educational Policy Studies (CEPS) (Slovenia)

28.  Center for Economic and Social Development (CESD) (Azerbaijan)

29. Istanbul Policy Center (IPC) (Turkey)

30. Center for Democratic Education (CDE) (Albania)

31. Slovak Governance Institute (SGI) (Slovakia)

32. MoscowSchool of Social and Economic Sciences (MSSES) (Russia)

33.  Philippine Institute for Development Studies (PIOBhilippines)

34.  Educational Reform Circles (Serbia)

35. PRAXIS Center for Policy Studies (Estonia)

36. proMENTE Social Research (Bosnia and Herzegovina)

37. Mongolian Education Alliance (MEA) (Mongolia)

38. Educational Studies Center (Ukraine)

39. Centre for Public Policy PROVIDUS (Latvia)

40. Institute for Social Research in Zagreb (IDIZ) (Croatia)

41.  Foundation for Education Initiatives Support (Kyrgyzstan)

42.  Macedonian Civic Education Center (MCEC) (Macedonia)
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43.  Education and Training Unit (Armenia)

44. International Institute for Education Policy, Planning and Management (EPPM)
(Georgia)

45.  Education Reform Initiative (ERI) (Turkey)

46.  SociregNetherlands)

47.  Center for Innovations in Education (CIE) (Azerbaijan)

48.  Center for Education Policy (Slovakia)

49.  Centre for Public Policy Studies (CPPS) (Malaysia)

50. Educati onal Reform Support Unit APul g

51. Centre for Educational Reseatmhd Development (CERD) (Croatia)

52.  Forum za Slobodu Odgoja (FSO) (Croatia)

53. Institute for Public Policy (IPP) (Moldova)

54. International Centre for Policy Studies (ICPS) (Ukraine)

55. Kosovo Education Center (KEC) (Kosovo)
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Top Energy and Resource Poli€link Tanks
Table 17

1. Oxford Institute for Energy Studies (OIES) (United Kingdom)

2. World Resource Institute (WRI) (United States)

3. Institute of Energy Economics, Japan (IEE@pan)

4, James A. Baker lll Institute for Public Policy (United States)

5. RAND Corporation (United States)

6. Center for Science of Environment, Resources and Energy (Japan)

7. Energy and Resources Institute (TERI) (India)

8. Center for Energy and Environmental Policy Research (CEEPR) (United States)

9. Resources for the Future (RFF) (Uni®thtes)

10.  Energy Studies Institute (ESI) (Singapore)

11. Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS) (United States)

12. Korea Energy Economics Institute (KEEI) (Republic of Korea)

13.  Centre for Energy Policy and Economics (CEPE) (Switzerland)

14.  AmericanEnterprise Institute for Public Policy Research (AEI) (United States)

15.  Center for Economic and Social Development (CESD) (Azerbaijan)

16. Centre de Recherche en economie de | @
Transports (EREATE@Canatldner gi e

17.  Centre for European Policy Studies (CEPS) (Belgium)

18.  European Centre for Energy and Resource Security (EUCERS) (United Kingdom)

19.  Center on Environment, Energy and Resource Policy (CEERP) (China)

20.  Centre for Energy Environment ResourBes/elopment (CEERD) (Thailand)

21. Energy Policy Research Group (EPRG) (United Kingdom)

22.  UC Davis Energy Institut@Jnited States)

23. Emirates Center for Strategic Studies and Research (ECSSR) (United Arab Emirat

24.  Centre for Population and Environmenavelopment (CPED) (Nigeria)

25.  Center on Global Energy Policy (CGEP) (United States)

26. Institute for Sustainable Energy Policies (ISEP) (Japan)

27.  Center for International Energy Security Studies (China)

28.  Global Energy Studies (United Kingdom)

29. Institute forthe Analysis of Global Security (IAGS) (United States)

30. Kazakhstan Institute for Strategic Studies (KazISS) (Kazakhstan)

94



Top Environment Think Tanks
Table 18

1. World Resources Institute (WRI) (United States)

2. Stockholm Environment Institute (SEBweden)

3. Worldwatch Institute (United States)

4, Brookings Institution (United States)

5. Center for Climate and Energy Solutions (C2ES) (United States)

6. Chatham House (United Kingdom)

7. Ecologic Institute (Germany)

8. Potsdam Institute for Climate Impdgesearch (PIK) (Germany)

9. International Institute for Sustainable Development (IISD) (Canada)

10.  Center for Environmental Research (UFZ) (Germany)

11. Resources for the Future (RFF) (United States)

12. E3GIi Third Generation Environmentalism (United Kingdom)

13. Copehagen Consensus Center (CCC) (Denmark)

14.  Centre for Economic and Ecological Studies (Cen2eco) (Switzerland)

15.  Centre for European Policy Studies (CEPS) (Belgium)

16.  United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) (Kenya)

17.  Centre for Science and Environment (C@Bjlia)

18.  Ashoka Trust for Research in Ecology and the Environf®éiiREE) (India)

19. Energyand Resources Institute (TERIhdia)

20. Centro Mexicano de Derecho Ambiental (CEMDA)exico)

21.  Centre for Development and Environment (SUM) (Norway)

22.  African Wildlife Foundation (AWF) (Kenya)

23. International Institute for Environment and Development (IIED) (United Kingdom)

24. CGIAR, FKA Consultative Group on International Agricultural Rese@ttited
States)

25.  Center for International Forestry ReseafCIFOR) (Indonesia)

26.  Earth Institute (United States)

27. Wuppertal Institute for Climate, Environment and Eng@grmany)

28.  Forum for the Future (United Kingdom)

29. Institute for European Environmental Policy (IEEP) (United Kingdom)

30. RAND Corporation (Unitecstates)

31. Centro Brasileiro de Relacoes Internacionais (CEBRI) (Brazil)

32.  Australia Institute (TAI) (Australia)

33. Fondazione Eni Enrico Mattei (FEEM) (ltaly)

34. Chinese Academy For Environmental Planning (CAEP) (China)

35. Centre for Population and EnvironmentaJv@lopment (CPED) (Nigeria)

36. Chinese Research Academy of Environmental Sciences (CRAEBE®)R)

37. Development Alternatives (DA) (India)

38. Institute for Global Environmental Strategies (IGES) (Japan)

39. Centre for Sustainable Development (CENESTA) (Iran)

40.  Property and Environment Research Center (PERC) (United States)

41. Research Institute of Innovative Technology for the Earth (RITE) (Japan)

42. New Zealand Climate Change Research Institute (CCRI) (New Zealand)
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43.

Competitive Enterprise Institute (CEI) (Unitechfs)

44. International Institute for Applied Systems Analysis (IIASA) (Austria)

45.  Civic Exchange (China)

46.  African Centre for Technology Studies (ACTS) (Kenya)

47. Institute for Sustainable Development (ISD) (Poland)

48.  Oekolnstitut (Germany)

49. Centre for AppliedResearch (CAR) (Botswana)

50. Program on Energy and Sustainable Development (PESD) (United States)

51. Departamento Ecologia y Territorio, Facultad de Estudios Ambientales y Rurales
(FEAR) (Colombia)

52.  Arava Institute for Environmental StudiéSIES) (Israel)

53.  Environment for Development Initiative (EfD) (Sweden)

54. Integrated Research and Action for Development (IRADe) (India)

55.  Heschel Center for Environmental Learning and Leadership (Israel)

56. Thailand Environment Institute (TEI) (Thailand)

57. Global Development Research Center (GDRC) (Japan)

58. Pembina Institute (Canada)

59.  Natuur en MilieuNetherlands)

60. International Center for Climate Governance (ICCG) (Italy)

61. Instituto de Estudios Avanzados en Desarrollo (INESD)ivia)

62. Environment and Natal Resources Foundation (FARN) (Argentina)

63. Asociacion Nacional para la Conservacion de la Naturaleza (ANCON) (Panama)

64. Sustainable Development Policy Institute (SDPI) (Pakistan)

65. Institute of Water Policy (IWP) (Singapore)
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Top Foreign Policy anthternational Affairs Think Tanks
Table 19

1. Brookings Institution (United States)

2. Chatham House (United Kingdom)

3. Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (United States)

4, Council on Foreign Relations (CFR) (United States)

5. Center for Strategic andternational Studies (CSIS) (United States)

6. Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI) (Sweden)

7. China Institutes of Contemporary International Relations (CICIR) (China)

8. Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars (United States)

9. RAND Corporation (United States)

10. International Institute for Strategic Studies (lISS) (United Kingdom)

11. European Council on Foreign Relations (ECFR) (United Kingdom)

12.  German Institute for International and Security Affairs (SWP) (Germany)

13.  Transparency kernational (TI) (Germany)

14.  Center for a New American Security (CNAS) (United States)

15.  French Institute of International Relations (IFRI) (France)

16.  Center for American Progress (CAP) (United States)

17.  Cato Institute (United States)

18.  Atlantic Council (UnitedStates)

19.  Polish Institute of International Affairs (PISM) (Poland)

20.  Hoover Institution (United States)

21.  Al-Ahram Center for Political and Strategic Studies (ACPSS) (Egypt)

22.  lIstituto Affari Internazionali (1Al) (Italy)

23. International Crisis Group (ICGBelgium)

24.  Heritage Foundation (United States)

25.  Norwegian Institute of International Affairs (NUPI) (Norway)

26. Institut des Relations Internationales et Strategi@iiRdS) (France)

27.  Australian Stategic Policy Institute (APS[Australia)

28.  China Instituteof International Studies (CIIS) (China)

29. EGMONTT The Royal Institute for International Relatiofigelgium)

30. Clingendael, Netherlands Institute of International Relations (Netherlands)

31. German Council on Foreign Relations (DGAP) (Germany)

32. Real InstitutcElcano (Spain)

33. Institute for the U.S. and Canadian Studies (ISKRMR)ssia)

34.  Shanghai Institutes for International Studies (SIIS) (China)

35.  Royal United Services Institute (RUSI) (United Kingdom)

36.  Centre for Eastern Studies (OSW) (Poland)

37. Belgrade Centre for Security Policy (BCSP), FKA Centre for éMilltary Relations
(Serbia)

38.  Council on Foreign and Defence Policy (SVOP) (Russia)

39. Peace Research Institute Oslo (PRIO) (Norway)

40.  Centre for Strategic and International Studi@SIS) (Indonesia)

41.  Hudson Institute (United States)

42.  Human Rights Watch (HRW) (United States)
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43.  Institute for Defence and Strategic Studies (IDSS) (Singapore)

44.  Swedish Institute of International Affairs (Ul) (Sweden)

45. Institute for International Politicédtudies (ISPI) (Italy)

46.  Gulf Research Center (GRC) (Saudi Arabia)

47.  Center for Security and Defense Studies Foundation (CGMpary)

48.  Center for Strategic Studies (CSS) (Jordan)

49.  Foreign Policy Research Institute (FPRI) (United States)

50. Japan Institutef International Affairs (JII1A) (Japan)

51. Konrad Adenauer Foundation (KAS) (Germany)

52. Fundacao Getulio Vargas (FGV) (Brazil)

53.  Friedrich Ebert Foundation (FES) (Germany)

54.  Danish Institute for International Studies (DIIS) (Denmark)

55. Barcelona Centre fdnternational Affairs (CIDOB) (Spain)

56. EUROPEUM Institute for European Policy (Czech Republic)

57.  Slovak Foreign Policy Association (SFPA) (Slovakia)

58.  Australian Institute for International Affairs (AllA) (Australia)

59. Centre for Strategic Studies (CSS) (N2eaaland)

60.  Strategic and Defense Studies Centre (SDSC) (Australia)

61. Lowy Institute for International Policy (Australia)

62. Bruegel (Belgium

63. Korea Institute for International Economic Policy (KIEP) (Republic of Korea)
64. Albanian Institute for Internation&tudies (AllS) (Albania)

65. European Centre for International Political Economy (ECIPE) (Belgium)
66. Consejo Argentino para las Relaciones Internacionales (CARI) (Argentina)
67.  Singapore Institute of International Affairs (SIIA) (Singapore)

68. Regional Centre fobtrategic Studies (RCSS) (Sri Lanka)

69. Kofi Annan International Peacekeeping Training Ce((®leana)

70.  Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments (CSBA) (United States)
71. Institute for International Relations (IIR) (Czech Republic)

72.  Institute of Peace ardonflict Studies (IPCS) (India)

73. East Asia Institute (EAI) (Republic of Korea)

74.  Centro Brasileiro de Relacoes Internacionais (CEBRI) (Brazil)

75. Institute for Southeast Asian Studies (ISEAS) (Singapore)

76.  Prague Security Studies Institute (PSSI) (CZRepublic)

77. Institute of Foreign Affairs and National Security (IFANS) (Republic of Korea)
78. Institute for Security Studies (IS§outh Africa)

79.  Hellenic Foundation for European and Foreign Policy (ELIAMEP) (Greece)
80. Institute for National Security Studi@iNSS) (Israel)

81. Observer Research Foundation (ORF) (India)

82. Institute of Strategic and International Studies (ISIS) (Malaysia)

83.  Security and Defence Agenda (SDA) (Belgium)

84.  South African Institute of International Affairs (SAIIA) (South Africa)

85.  GhanaCenter for Democratic Development (CD{@hana)
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Top DomesticHealth Policy Think Tanks
Table 20

1. Cambridge Centre for Health Services Research (CCHSR) (United Kingdom)

2. RAND Corporation (United States)

3. Brookings Institution (United States)

4, BloombergSchool of Public Health Research Centers (JHSPH) (United States)

5. Fraser Institute (Canada)

6. Center for American Progress (CAP) (United States)

7. Kaiser Permanente Institute for Health Policy (KPIHP) (United States)

8. Cato Institute (United States)

9. Urbanlinstitute (United States)

10.  American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research (AEI) (United States)

11. Center for Studying Health Systems Change (HSC) (United States)

12.  Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS) (United States)

13. Civitas:Institute for the Study of Civil Society (United Kingdom)

14.  Fundacion Mexicana para la Salud (FUNSALUDexico)

15. National Bureau of Economic Research (NBER) (United States)

16. Development Research Center of the State Council (DRC) (China)

17.  Heritage Foundatio (United States)

18.  Council on Foreign Relations, Global Health Program (CFR) (United States)

19. Health and Global Policy Institute (HGPI) (Japan)

20.  Peterson Institute for International Economics (PIIE) (United States)

21.  Phillips Center for Health and/ell-Being (Netherlands)

22.  Organization for Social Science Research in Eastern and Southern Africa (OSSRE
(Ethiopia)

23.  Center for Health System Research (CHSR) (Vietham)

24.  Institute for Government (IfG) (United Kingdom)

25.  China Institute foReform and Development (CIRD) (China)

26 Centre dO6Etudes et de Recherches en S

27. Institute of Economic Growth (IEG) (India)

28.  African Technology Policy Studies Network (ATPS) (Kenya)

29. Leonard Davis Institute of Health Econom{t.DI) (United States)

30. Institute of Policy Studies of Sri Lanka (IPS¥i Lanka)
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Top GlobalHealth Policy Think Tanks
Table 2

1. Cambridge Centre for Health Services Research (CCHSR) (United Kingdom)

2. Bloomberg School of Public Health Research Cer{tBiSPH) (United States)

3. Brookings Institution (United States)

4, RAND Corporation (United States)

5. Fraser Institute (Canada)

6. Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS) (United States)

7. Council on Foreign Relations, Global Health Program (QER)ted States)

8. Health and Global Policy Institute (HGPI) (Japan)

9. Kaiser Permanente Institute for Health Policy (KPIHP) (United States)

10.  American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research (AEI) (United States)

11. Civitas: Institute for the Study @ivil Society (United Kingdom)

12.  Fundacion Mexicana para la Salud (FUNSALUDlexico)

13. National Bureau of Economic Research (NBER) (United States)

14.  Cato Institute (United States)

15.  Peterson Institute for International Economics (PIIE) (United States)

16.  Phillips Center for Health and WeBleing (Netherlands)

17.  Organization for Social Science Research in Eastern and Southern Africa (OSSRE
(Ethiopia)

18.  Center for Health System Research (CHSR) (Vietnam)

19 Centre dOEtudes et SbealeREERES)(Motoee® en S

20. Institute of Economic Growth (IEG) (India)

21.  African Technology Policy Studies Network (ATPS) (Kenya)

22. Institute of Policy Studies of Sri Lanka (IP&yi Lanka)

23.  China Institute for Reform and Development (CIRD) (China)

24.  Overseas Development Institute (ODI) (United Kingdom)

25.  Council on Health Research for Development (COHRED) (Switzerland)
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Top International Development Think Tanks
Table 2

1. Brookings Institution (United States)

2. Chatham House (United Kingdom)

3. OverseaPevelopment Institute (ODI) (United Kingdom)

4, Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars (United States)

5. Center for International Development (CID) (United States)

6. Asian Development Bank Institu(ADBI) (Japan)

7. Center for Strategic andternational Studies (CSIS) (United States)

8. Council on ForeigrRelations (CFRJUnited States)

9. Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (United States)

10.  Center for Global Development (CGD) (United States)

11. Institute of Development Studies (IDS)r{ited Kingdom)

12. German Development Institute (DIE) (Germany)

13. Korea Development Institute (KDI) (Republic of Korea)

14.  Danish Institute for International Studies (DIIS) (Denmark)

15. Fundacao Getulio Vargas (FG\Brazil)

16. International Food Policy Researtfstitute (IFPRI) (United States)

17.  World Institute for Devliopment Economics ReseardNVIDER) (Finland)

18.  Cato InstituteCenter for Global Liberty and Prosperity (United States)

19. RAND Corporation (United Statgs

20.  Norwegian Institute of Internationalffairs (NUPI) (Norway)

21. Konrad Adenauer Foundation (KAS) (Germany)

22.  Friedrich Ebert Foundation (FES) (Germany)

23.  Chinese Academy of Social Sciences (CASS) (China)

24.  Bangladesh Institute of Development Studies (BIDS) (Bangladesh)

25.  African Economic Research Consorti¢AERC) (Kenya)

26.  Atlas Network(United States)

27.  Council for the Development of Social Science Research in Africa (CODESRIA)
(Senegal)

28. International Institute for Sustainable Development (IISD) (Canada)

29.  Center for Social and Economic Research (CASE) (Poland)

30.  Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI) (Sweden)

31. South African Institute of International Affairs (SAIIA) (South Africa)

32. Peterson Institute for International Econon{iefE) (United States)

33. Institute for Sustainable Development and International Relations (IDDRI) (France

34.  Club of Rome (Switzerland)

35. Development Research Center of the State Co(IDBiC) (China)

36.  Centre for International Governance Innovation (CIGI) (Canada)

37. Libertad y DesarrollgLyD) (Chile)

38.  Centre for the Study of African Economi&ASE) (United Kingdom)

39. Centro Brasileiro de Relacoes Internaciori@&BRI) (Brazil)

40. Centre for Development Alternativ€SFDA) (India)

41. Fundacion para las Relacioriagernacionales y el Dialogo Exteri@i¥RIDE) (Spain)

42.  Center for Economic and Social Development (CESD) (Azerbaijan)
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43.

American Enterprise Institufer PublicPolicy ResearclAEI) (United States)

44.  African Technology PolicystudiesNetwork (ATPS) (Kenya)

45.  Indian Council for Research on International Economic Relations (ICRIB&#)

46. Consejo Argentino para las Relaciones Internacionales (CARI) (Argentina)

47.  Centre for Development and the Environm&iM) (Norway)

48. Japan International Cooperation Agency Research Institute {BIC@apan)

49. Centro de Divulgacion Conocimiento Economico para la Libertad (CEDICE)
(Venezuela)

50. Facultad Latinoamericana de Ciencias Sociales (FLACSO) (Costa Rica)

51. Instituto Libertad y Democracia (ILD) (Peru)

52.  African Institute for Economic Development and Planning (IDEP) (Senegal)

53. Institute of World Economy and International Relations (IMEMO RAS) (Russia)

54.  European Centfor Development Policy Management (ECDPM) (Netherlands)

55.  Grupo de Analisis para el Desarrollo (GRADE) (Peru)

56. International Institute for Environment and Development (IIED) (United Kingdom)

57. Institute of Developing Economies, Japan External Trade Crgom(IDE-JETRO)
(Japan)

58.  Hudson InstituteCenter for Global Prosperifinited States)

59. Fundacion para el Analisis y los Estudios Sociales (FAEf3in)

60.  Nordic Africa Institute (Sweden)

61. Institute for Global Dialogue (IGD) (Soutkfrica)

62. Japan Institute of International Affairs (JIIA) (Japan)

63. Water and Development Research Group (WDRB)land)

64. Centro de Implementacion de Politicas Publicaspa Equidad y el Crecimiento
(CIPPEC) (Argentina)

65. Chongyangdnstitutefor Financial StudiesRDCY) (China)

66. Thailand Development Research Institute (TDRI) (Thailand)

67. Chr. Michelsen Institute (CMI) (Norway)

68. Institute for Policy Studies (IPS) (United States)

69. Philippine Institute for Development Studies (PIOBhilippines)

70.  Singapore Institute of International Affairs (SIIA) (Singapore)

71. Asociacion Latinoamericana de OrganizacioneBenocion al Desarrollo (ALOP)
(Mexico)

72.  Third World Network (TWN) (Malaysia)

73.  Fundacion Carolina (Spain)

74.  Development Alternative@Costa Rica)

75. International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) (Switzerland)

76.  Technical Centre for Agricultural and Rural Cooperation (CTA) (Netherlands)

77. Lowy Institute for International PolicfAustralia)

78. James A. Baker llinstitute for Public Policy (United States)

79.  Centre for Policy DialoguéCPD) (Bangladesh)

80. Global Industrial and Social Progress Research Institute (GISPRI) (Japan)
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Top International Economic Policy Think Tanks
Table B

1. Peterson Institute fdnternational Economics (PlIEYnited States)

2. Brookings Institution (United States)

3. Bruegel(Belgium)

4, National Bureawf Economic Research (NBERYnited States)

5. Adam Smith Institut€ASI) (United Kingdom)

6. RAND Corporation (United States)

7. ChathanmHouse (United Kingdom)

8. Institute of World Economy ankiternational Relations (IMEM®AS) (Russia)

9. Center for Strategic aninternational Studies (CSI8)nited States)

10.  American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research (AEI) (United States)

11. Kiel Institute for the World Econom{ifW) (Germany)

12.  Vienna Institute for International Economic Studf@dIW) (Austria)

13. Korea Institutdfor International Economic Policy (KIERRepublic of Korea)

14.  Carnegie Edowment for International Peafldnited States)

15. Cato InstitutqUnited States)

16.  Council on Foreign Relations (CFRUnited States)

17. Institute of Developing Economies, Japan External Trade OrganiZdlBRIETRO)
(Japan)

18.  Fraser Institute (Canada)

19. Centre for EunpeanPolicy Studies (CEPS) (Belgium

20.  Berkeley Roundtable omé International Economy (BRIEYnited States)

21. European Centror Internatonal Political Economy (ECIPEBelgium)

22.  Cener for Global Development (CGRYnited States)

23. Centre RrEdpaetsi ves et dol (CEPH)(Fraace)i on s

24.  Australian Institute binternational Affairs (AllA)(Australia)

25.  Heritage FoundatiofUnited States)

26.  Center for Soal and Economic Research (CASPpland)

27.  Centrefor Independent Studi€€1S) (Australia)

28.  Economic Research Instituter ASEAN and East Asia (ERIA)Jndonesia)

29. Ifo Institutei Leibniz Institute for Economic Resear@@@ermany)

30. Ingtitute for Policy Studies (IPUnited States)

31. Institute of World Eonomics and PoliticHWEP) (China)

32.  Centre for Economics arForeign Policy Studies (EDAMY urkey)

33. Centro Brasileiro de Relacoes Internacionais (CEBRI) (Brazil)

34.  Organization for Social Science Research in Eastern and Southern Africa (OSSRE
(Ethiopia)

35.  African Economic Research Consorti¢AERC) (Kenya)

36. Razumkov Centr@Ukraine)

37. Consejo Argentino para las Relones Internacionales (CARBrgentina)

38. India Council for Research on Internataé Economic Relations (ICRIERdia)

39. Institute for World Economics (IWEHungary)

40. Institute for International Economic Studies (IIES) (Sweden)

41.  Centro de Estudio de la Realidad Economica y Social (CERES) (Uruguay)
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42.  Israel Center for Social and Economic Prog{¢SSEP)(Israel)

43.  Baltic Developmat Forum (BDF)YDenmark)

44.  Policy Studies Institute (PS(United Kingdom)

45. Institute for Internabnal Trade Negotiations (ICONEBrazil)

46. Moscow State Institute of International Relations (MGIMO) (Russia)
47. Institute of Economic Growth (IEG)ndia)

48. Chongyang Institte for Financial StudieRRDCY) (China)

49.  Finnish Business and Policpfim (EVA) (Finland)

50. Center for Economiand Social Development (CES[Azerbaijan)
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Top Science and Technology Think Tanks
Table 2

1. Max Planck Institute (Germany)

2. InformationTechnology ad Innovation Foundation (ITIfUnited States)

3. Center for Devalpment Research (ZEF) (Germany

4, RAND Corporation (United States)

5. Battelle Memorial Institut¢United States)

6. Institute for Future Engineering (IFENG), FKAstitute for Future Technology
(Japan)

7. Information and Communication Teabingies for Development (ICT40nited
Kingdom)

8. Science Policy Researthit (SPRU)(United Kingdom)

9. Institute for Basic Research (IBRYnited States)

10.  Consortium for Science, Policy, and Outcomes (CSPO) (United States)

11. Technology, Entertainment, Design (TED) (United States)

12.  Council for Scientific and Industrial Research (CSIR) (South Africa)

13.  African Technology Policy Studies Network (ATP&enya),

14. International Institute for Applied Systems Analysis (IIASA) (Austria)

15. Energyand Resources Institute (TERIhdia)

16. Bertelsmann Foundation (Germany)

17. Fondation Telecon{France)

18.  Technology Policy Institut€TPI) (United States)

19. Research ICRfrica (RIA) (South Africa).

20. Santa Fe Institute (SFI) (United States)

21. Institute for Science and International Security (ISIS) (United States)

22.  African Centre for Technology Studies (ACTS) (Kenya)

23.  Samuel Neaman Institute for Advanced StudieScience and Technology (SNI)
(Israel),

24.  Telecom Centres of Excellence (TCOE) (India)

25. Eudoxa (Sweden)

26.  Fundacion Innovacion Bankinter (Spain)

27.  Keck Institute for Space Studies (KISS) (United States)

28.  Science Business (Belgium)

29. Kansai Institute of Information Systems (KIIS) (Japan)

30. Science and Technology Policy Institute (STEPI) (Republic of Korea)

31. Center for Global Communications (GLOCOKIppan)

32. National Institute of Advanced Industrial Science and Technology (AIST) (Japan)

33.  Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI) (Sweden)

34.  World Security Institute (WSI) (United States)

35.  Unirule Institute of Economics (China)

36. Tech Freedom (Ured States)

37.  Lisbon Council for Economic Competitivenemsd Social RenewgBelgium)

38.  Peterson Institute for International Econom(ieE) (United States)

39. Institute for the Encouragement of Scientific Research and Innovation of Brussels

(ISRIB) (Belgium)
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40. Centre for Studies in Science Policy (CSSP) (India)

41.  Lowy Institutefor International PolicyAustralia)

42.  Moscow State Institute of International Relations (MGIMO) (Russia)
43.  Turkish Economic and Social Studies Foundation (TESEV) (Tdrkey
44.  Tanzania Commission for Bnce and Technology (COSTECH)anzania)
45.  Evidencelnformed Policy Network (EVIPNet), Wld Health Organization

(Switzaland)
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Top Social Policy Think Tanks

Table 25

1. Urban InstitutgUnited States)

2. Brookings Institution (United States)

3. RAND CorporationUnited States)

4, Fraser Institute (Canada)

5. Center for Social and Economic Research (CASE) (Poland)

6. Max Planck Institute for the Study of Societies (MPIfG) (Germany)

7. Certer for American Progress (CAR)nited States)

8. Cato Institute (United States)

9. Acton Institute for the Study of Religion and Libeftynited States)

10. American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy ReseardBljAUnited States)

11. Fundacao Getulio Vgas (FGV)Brazil)

12. Heritage FoundatiofUnited States)

13. Centro de Implementacion de Politicas Publicas para la Equidad y el Crecimiento
(CIPPEC) (Argentina)

14. Center on Budgeand Policy Priorities (CBPRVnited States)

15. Swedish Institute foBocial Research (SOFI) (Sweden)

16. Bruegel (Belgium)

17. Korea Development Institute (KDI) (Republic of Korea)

18. Israel Center for Swal and Economic Progress (ICSERYyael)

19. Russell Sage FoundatigRSF)(United States)

20. Centrefor Economic Policy Research (CEPR) (United Kingdom)

21. Institute for Fiscal Studies (IF§WUnited Kingdom)

22. Centro de Estudios Distributivos, Laborales y Sociales (CEDLAS) (Argentina)

23. Institute for Public Policy Research (IPPR) (United Kingdom)

24.  Grupode Analisis para el Desarrollo (GRADE) (Peru)

25. Institute for Research on Public Policy (IRP&anada)

26. Civitas: Institute for the Study of Civil Society (United Kingdom)

27. Demos(United Kingdom)

28. Independent Ingtute for Social Policy (IISPJRussia)

29. New America FoundatiofUnited States)

30. Caledon Institute of Social PolidCanada)

31. Food, Agriculture and Natural Resources Policy Analysis Network (FANRPAN)
(South Africa),

32. Centre for Liberal Strategies (CLS) (Bulgaria)

33. Bangladesh Rural Advancement Committee (BRAC) (Bangladesh)

34. Sociological Institute of the Russian Academy of Sciences (S| RAS) (Russia)

35. Organization for Social Science Research in Easied Southern Africa (OSSREA)
(Ethiopia)

36. Policy Studes Institute (PSI) (United Kingdom)

37. Philippine Institute for Development Studies (PIDS) (Philippipes)

38. Centre for Policy Research (CPR) (India)

39. Centre for Education Policy Development (CEPD) (South Africa)

40. Centro de Referencia em SeguraAdaentar e Nutricional (CERESAN) (Brazjl)
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41. Institute of Southeast Asian Studies (ISEAS) (Singapore)

42. Institute for Urban Economics (IUE) (Russja)

43. Grattan Institute (Australia)

44. TARKI Social Research Institute (Hungary)

45.  Joint Center for Politicadnd Economic Studies (JCEPS) (United States)
46. Stefan Batory Foundation (Poland)

47. Institute for Government (IfG) (United Kingdom)

48. Chongyang Institute fdfinancial StudiesRDCY) (China)

49. Public Policy Forun{PPF)(Canada)

50. Shanghai Academy of Socig@tience (SASS)(China)
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Top Transparency and Good Governance Think Tanks
Table B

1. Transparency International (TI) (Germany)

2. Amnesty InternationglAl) (United Kingdom)

3. Freedom Hous@UJnited States

4. Human Rights WatcfHRW) (United Kingdom)

5. Mo Ibrahim FoundatiofiMIF) (United Kingdom)

6. Oxford Couwncil on Good Governance (OCGQ@Jnited Kingdom)

7. Brookings InstitutionUnited States)

8. Open Society Foundations (OSF), FKA Open Society Institute (United States)

9. Carnegie Edowment for International Pea@énited States)

10. International Crisis Group (ICGBelgium)

11. Natural Resource Governance Institute (NRGI), FKA Revenue Watch Institute (Un
States)

12.  Nationd Endowment for Democracy (NEDQYUnited States)

13.  Center for Public IntegrityCPI) (United States)

14.  Global Integrity(United States)

15. Heritage FoundatiofUnited States)

16.  Centro Brasileiro de Relacoes Internacionais (CEBRI) (Brazil)

17. Geneva Centrior the Democrati€ontrol of Armed Forces (DCAKBwitzeland)

18.  Fundar, Centro de Analisis e Investigac{Mexico)

19. International Budget Partnership (IBP) (United States)

20. Development Alternatives (DA) (India)

21.  Africa Institute for Energy Governance (AFIEGO) (Uganda)

22. Taxpayerso6 Alliapce (United Kingdom)

23. Indonesia Corruption Watch (ICW) (Indonesia)

24.  Fundacion para el Avance de las Reformas y las Oportunidades (Grupo FARO)
(Ecuador)

25.  Singapore Institute of International Affairs (SIIA) (Singapgre)

26. International Center for Humddevelopment (ICHD) (Armenia)

27.  Centre for Public Policy Studies (CPPS) (Malaysia)

28.  Laboratory for AntiCorruption PolicyLAP) (Russia)

29.  Public Affairs Centre (PAC) (India)

30.  Quality of Government Institute (QoG3weden)

31. Fundacim Jubileo(Bolivia)

32.  Center for Regional Information and Studies (PATTIRO) (Indonesia)

33.  Public Finance Monitoring Center (PFMC) (Azerbaijan)

34. Center for Development and Democratization of Institut(@@DI) (Albania)

35. Cambodians for Resource Revenue Transpar@@RRT) (Cambodia)

36. Center for Economic and Political ReseafCliEPR)(United States)

37. Institute for Fiscal Studies (IF§WUnited Kingdom)

38.  Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative (EITI) (Norway)

39. Institute for Public Policy and Good Governance (Albania)

40. Human Rights Center Memorial (Russia)
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Top Think Tanks by Special Achievement

Best Advocacy Campaign
Table 7

1. Amnesty InternationglAl) (United Kingdom)

2. Transparency International (TI) (Germany)

3. Human Rights WatcfHRW) (United Kingdom)

4, Center forAmerican Progress (CAP) (United States)

5. Heritage Foundation (United States)

6. Center for Global Development (CGD) (United States)

7. Pew Research Center (United States)

8. Cato Institute (United States)

9. International Crisis Group (ICG) (Belgium)

10. Heinrich BollFoundationNHBS) (Germany)

11. Acton Institute for the Study of Religion and Libeftynited States)

12.  Americans for Tax Reform (ATR) (United States)

13. Stefan Batory Foundation (Poland)

14. Peace Research Institute Oslo (PRIO) (Norway)

15. Arab Forumfor Alternatives (AFA) (Egypt)

16 Taxpayerso6 Alliance (United Kingdom)

17. Consejo Mexicano de Asuntos Internacionales (COMEXI) (Mexico)

18. African Technology Policy Studies Network (ATPS) (Kenya)

19. European Stability Initiative (ESI) (Germany)

20. Copenhagefonsensus Center (CCC) (Denmark)

21. European Council on Foreign Relations (ECFR) (United Kinggom)

22. Qatar Foundation (QF) (Qatar)

23. American Principles Project (APP) (United States)

24.  Association for International Affairs (AMO) (Czech Republic)

25. Centre for Policy Analysis (CEPA) (Ghana)

26. Foreign Policy Initiative (FPI) (United States)

27. African Population and Health Research Center (APHRC) (Kenya)

28. Centre dO6Etudes et de Recherches en S

29. Advocates Coalition floDevelopment and Environment (ACODE) (Uganda)

30. Istituto Bruno Leoni (IBL) (Italy)

31. Global Witness (United Kingdom)

32. Overseas Development Institute (ODI) (United Kingdom)

33. Central Asian Free Market Institute (CAFMI) (Kyrgyzstan)

34. Tax FoundatiorfUnited States)

35. Center for European Policy Analysis (CEPA) (United States)

36. Centre for Public Policy Studies (CPPS) (Malaysia)

37. FreedomWorks (United States)

38. Food, Agriculture and Natural Resources Policy Analysis Network (FANRPAN)
(South Africa),

39. Conectas Direitos Humanos (CDH) (Brazil)
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40. Centro de Investigaciones Economicas Nacionales (CIEN) (Guatemala)

41. Corner House (United Kingdom)

42.  ONE Campaign (United States)

43. Geneva Association (Switzerland)

44. Institute for Economi®Research and Policy Consulting (IER) (Ukraine)

45.  Council for the Development of Social Science Research in Africa (CODESRIA)
(Senegal)

46. Economic Research Centre (ERC) (Azerbaijan)

47. Competitive Enterprise Institute (CEI) (United States)

48. Enough Project (United States)

49. Centro de Implementacion de Politicas Publicas para la Equidad y el Crecimiento
(CIPPEC) (Argentina)

50. Ukrainian Center for Independent Political Research (UCIPR) (Ukraine)

51. Center for Strategic Studies (SANBzerbaijan)

52. GRAIN (Spain)

53. Tax Justice Network (United Kingdom)

54.  World Federalist Movement (WFM) (United States)

55. Ethos Public Policy Lab (Mexico)

56. Think New Mexico (United States)

57. Refugee Advocacy Network (RAN) (Australia)

58. Institute of Peace ar@donflict Studies (IPCS) (India)

59. Analytical Centre on Globalization and Regional Cooperation (ACGRC) (Armenia)

60. Fundacion para el Desarrollo Economico y Social de Panama (FUDESPA) (Panan

61. Instituto Mexicano para la Competitividad (IMCO) (Mexico)

62. Global Financial Integrity (GFI) (United States)

63. Institute for Justice (1J) (United States)

64. Truman National Security Project (TNSP) (United States)

65. SynergyNet (China)

66. Property and Environment Research Center (PERC) (United States)

67. Makerere Institte of Social Research (MISR) (Uganda)

68. Civic Exchange (China)

69. Ethiopian Broadcast (Ethiopia)

70. Uwezo (Kenya)

71. Culture and Arts Societyf Ethiopia (CASE)Ethiopia)

72. Institut des Etudes Africaines (IEAYorocco)

73. National Commission for Sciencéechnology and Innovation (NACOSTI) (Kenya)

74. Fortnight for Freedom (United States)

75. National Budget Group (NBG) (Azerbaijan)
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Best For Profit Think Tanks
Table B

1. Economist Intelligence Unit (EIU) (United Kingdom)

2. McKinsey Global Institute (MGI) (United States)

3. Google Ideas (United States)

4, Ernest and Young (EY) (United States)

5. Deutsche Bank Research (Germany)

6. Oxford Analytica (United Stategs)

7. Eurasia Group (United States)

8. Stratgegy&, FKA Booz an@ompany (United States)

9. A.T. Kearney Global Business Policy Council (GBPC) (United States)
10. Calouste Gulbenkian Foundation (FCG) (Portugal)

11. Accenture Institute for High Performan@gnited States)

12. Stratfor (United Stateg)

13. Samsung EconomiResearch Institute (SERIR€épublic ofKorea),
14. Kissinger Associates (United States)

15. Nomura Research Institute (NRI) (Japan)

16. IBM Institute for Busines¥alue (United States)

17. GovlLah Deloitte(United States)

18. European Housk Ambrosetti (TEHA) (Italy)

19. Boston Consulting Group (BCG) (United States)

20. PricewaterhouseCoopers (PwC) (United States)

21. Parthenon Group (United Statgs)

22. Bain and Company, The Bridgespan Group (United States)
23. Economics and Country Risk (IHS), FKA Global Insighited Kingdom)
24. MathmaticaPolicy Research (MPRnited States)

25. Roubini Global EconomicéRGE) (United States)

26. Daimler Benz Future Research Unit (Germany)

27. Prioritet (Azerbaijan)

28. Kernel Development Research P.L.C. (Ethiopia)

29. Mitsubishi Researcnstitute, Inc. (MIRI) (Japan)

30. SIR International (United States)

31. Initiative Neue Soziale Marktwirtschaft (INSM) (Germany)
32. Access Capital Research (Ethiopia)

33. Roland Berger Strategy Consultants (Germany)

34. Altran (France)

35. Hybrid Reality Institute (United States)
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Best Government Affiliated Think Tanks
Table 29

1. Development Research Group, World Bank (DECRG) (United States)

2. Asian Development Bank Institu(ADBI) (Japan)

3. Norwegian Institute pbinternational Affairs (NUPIYNorway)

4. Royal United Services Institute (RUSI) (United Kingdom)

5.  World Bank Institute (WBI), World BanKUnited States)

6. China Institute of International Studies (CIIS) (China)

7. Polish Institute of International Affai$1SM) (Poland)

8. Korea Development Institute (KDI) (Republic of Korea)

9. China Institutes of Contemporary International Relations (CICIR) (China)

10. EastWest Center (EWC)United States)

11. European Union Institute for Security Stud{&&JISS)(France)

12. United States Institutef Peace (USIP) (United States)

13. European Political Strategy Cen{iePSC)(Belgium)

14. Chinese Academy of Social Scies¢EASS)(China)

15. Centre for Eastern Studies (OS\({Boland)

16. Shanghai Institutefor International Studie€SIIS) (China)

17. Facultad Latinoamericana de Ciencias Sociales (FLACSO) (Ecuador)

18. German Development Institute (DIE) (Germany)

19. Institute of World Economy ankhternational Relations (IMEMO RASRussia)

20. Development Research Genof the State Council (DRQThing

21. Centefor Strategic and International Stud{€SIS)(Indonesia)

22. Ethiopian Development Research Instit(E®RI) (Ethiopia)

23. Institute for Defene Studies and Analyses (IDS@Andia)

24. Instituto de Pesquisa Economica Aplicada (IPEA) (Brazil)

25.  Council on Foreign and Defense Policy (SVOP) (Russia)

26. Research Institute of Economy, Trade and Industry (RIETI) (Japan)

27. Center for Strategic Studi¢SAM) (Azerbaijan)

28. United Nations University (UNU) (Japan)

29. University of Dar es Salaafifanzania)

30. Brunei Darussalam Institute of Policy and Strategic Studies (BDIPSS) (Brunei)

31. Information and Decision Support Center (IDSC) (Egypt)

32. Institute for Foreign Affairs and Trade (IFAT), FKA Hungarian Institute of
International Affairs (Hungary)

33. Bangladesh Institute of Development Studies (BIDS) (Bangladesh)

34. Thailand Development Research Institute (TDRI) (Thailand)

35. Korea Institute for International Economic Policy (KIEP) (Republic of Korea)

36. Comision Economica para America Latina (CEPAL) (Chile)

37. Institute of WorldEconomics and Politics (IWERYietnam)

38. Institute of Foreign Affairs and National Security (IFANS) (Republic of Kqrea)

39. Diplomatic Academy of Vietnam (DAV) (Vietnam)

40. Centro de Investigacion para el Desarr¢@dDAC) (Mexico)

41. Institute of Strategic and Defence Studies (Hungary)

42. Fundacao Alexandre de Gusmao (FUNAG) (Brazil)
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43. Maritime Institute of Malaysia (MIMA) (Malaysia)
44. National Institute for Defense Studies (NIDS) (Japan)
45. United Nations Development Programme (UNDBpifed States)
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Best Institutional Collaboration Involving Two or More Think Tanks
Table 30

1. German Marshall Fund of the United States (GMF) (United States)

2. Chatham House (United Kingdom)

3. Brookings Institution (United States)

4, Institute forinternational Political Studies (ISPI) (Italy)

5. Center for Economic and Social Development (CESD) (Azerbaijan)

6. Peterson Institute for International Economics (PIIE) (United States)

7. Fundacao Getulio Vargas (FGV) (Brazil)

8. Atlas Network (United Stas)

9. Polish Institute of International Affairs (PISM) (Poland)

10.  Istituto Affari Internazionali (IAl) (Italy)

11.  Friedrich Ebert Foundation (FES) (Germany)

12.  Swedish Institute of International Affairs (Ul) (Sweden)

13. Centro de Implementacion de Politicas Publicas para la Equidad y el Crecimiento
(CIPPEC) (Argentina)

14.  BertelsmanrFoundationGermany)

15.  African Technology Policy Studies Network (ATPS) (Kenya)

16.  Center for Social and Economic Research (CA®®B)and),

17.  Africa Institute of South Africa (AISA) (South Africa)

18.  Afrobarometer (Benin, Ghana, Kenya, South Africa, United States)

19. EU NonProliferation Consortium (France, Germany, Sweden, and the United
Kingdom)_

20.  Migration Policy Institute (MPI) (United States) and Woodrow Wilsaternational
Center for Scholardflexico Institute (United States)

21. Ghana Center for Democratic Development (CDD) (Ghana)

22.  African Growth and Development PgfidlodelingConsortium (AGRODEP)
(Senegal)

23.  Food, Agriculture and Natural Resources Policy Analysis Network (FANRPAN)
(South Africa)

24.  Urban Institute (United States)

25. Real Instituto Elcano (Spain)

26.  Notre Europe (France)

27.  Australian Strategic Policy Institute (ASPI) (Australia) and the Brenthurst Foundatiq
(South Africa),

28.  Centro Brasileiro de Relacoes Internacionais (CEBRI) (Brazil)

29. RAND Corporation (United States)

30. Libertad y DesarrollgLyD) (Chile)

31. South African Institute of International Affairs (SAIIA) (South Africa)

32. Internatonal Budget Partnership (IBRYnited States)

33. International Institute for Strategic Studies (1ISS) (United Kingdom)

34. Centre for European Policy Studies (CEPS) (Belgium)

35. Regional Center for Strategic Studies (RCSS) (Egypt)

36. Kate Hamburger Kolleg / Centre for Global Cooperation Research (Germany)

37. Centro de Investigacion para el Desarr@idDAC) (Mexico)
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38. Institute for Global Dialogue (IGD) (South Africa)

39. Consejo Mextano de Asuntos Internaciona[@OMEXI) (Mexico)

40. Gulf Research Center (GRC) (Saudi Arabia and Switzerland)

41.  French Institute of International Relations (IFRI) (France)

42.  Green Alliance (United Kingdom)

43. German Institute for International and SecuAffairs (SWP) (Germany)

44.  Centro de Investigaciones para el Desarrollo (CID) (Colombia)

45.  German Council on Foreign Relations (DGAP) (Germany)

46. Chongyang Institte for Financial StudieRRDCY) (China)

47.  Fundar, Centro de Analisis e Investigac{bfexico)

48.  Center for International Private Enterprise (CIPE) (Venezuela)

49.  China Institute for Reform and Development (CIRD) (China)

50.  Council on Energy, Environment and Water (CEEW) (India)

51. Fundacion para el Avance de las Reformas y las Oportunidades (Grupo FARO)
(Ecuador)

52. Institute of Modern International Relations (IMIR) (China)

53. Asian Strategy and Leadership Institute (ASLI) (Malaysia)

54.  Shanghai Advanced Institute Binance (SAIF) (Ching)

55.  Centre for Public Policy Studies (CPPS) (Malaysia)

56. Grupo de Analisis para el Desarrollo (GRADE) (Peru)

57.  Council for Security Cooperation in the Asia Pacific (CSCAP) (Malaysia)

58.  Contorno, Centro de Prospectiva y Debate (Mexico)

59.  Ethiopian Economics Association (EEA) (Ethiopia)

60. Fundacion Jaime Guzman (FJG) (Chile)

61. Council for the Development of Social Science Research in Africa (CODESRIA)
(Senegal)

62. Coalition of Domestic Election Observers (CODEOQO) (Ghana)

63. Chr.Michelsen Institute (CMI) (Norway)

64. McCain Institute for International Leadership (United States)

65. Tax Foundation (United States)

66. Welsh Centre for International Affairs (WCIA) (United Kingdom)

67. Friedman Foundation for Educational Choice (United States)

68.  Public Policy Forum (PPF) (Canada)

69. Generatiohibre (France)

70.  Center for a New Economy (CNE) (Puerto Rico)

71. Korea Economic Institute of America (KEI) (United States)

72.  Global Prosperity Wonkcast (United States)

73. Institute for Strategic, Political, Security and Economic Consultancy (ISPSW)
(Germany)

74.  Corpovisionarios (Colombia)

75. Institute for Economics and Peace (IEP) (Australia)

116




Best Managed Think Tanks
Table 31

1. Brookings Institution (Unitetates)

2. Chatham House (United Kingdgm

3. Bruegel (Belgium)

4, RAND Corporation (United States)

5. Institute for International Political Studies (ISPI) (Italy)

6. Amnesty International (Al) (United Kingdom)

7. Center for Economic and Social Development (CESDe(haijan)

8. Konrad Adenauer Foundation (KAS) (Germany)

9. Friedrich Ebert Foundation (FES) (Germany)

10. Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (United States)

11. Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars (United States)

12.  Peterson Institute fdnternational Economics (PIIE) (United States)

13.  Centre for European Policy Studies (CEPS) (Belgium)

14.  Urban Institute (United States

15.  Council on Foreign Relations (CFR) (United States)

16.  Atlantic Council (United States)

17.  Asian Development Bank Institu(ADBI) (Japan)

18.  Atlas Network(United States)

19.  African Technology Policy Studies Network (ATPS) (Kenya)

20. Fundacao Getulio Vargas (FGV) (Brazil)

21.  Danish Institute for International Studies (DIIS) (Denmark)

22.  BRICS Policy Center (Brazil)

23.  African Centre for the Constructive Resolution of Disputes (ACCORD) (South Afric

24.  Ecologic Institute (Germany)

25. Development Research Center of the State Co(iDBIC) (China)

26. Heritage Foundation (United States)

27. Mercatus Center (United States)

28.  Regional Center for Strategic Studies (RCSS) (Egypt)

29. Centre for European Reform (CER) (United Kingdom)

30. Korea Development Institute (KDI) (Republic of Korea)

31. Israel Center for Social and Economic Progress (ICSEP) (Israel)

32.  Shanghai Advanced Instiibf Finance (SAIF) (China)

33. Robert Schuman Foundation (RSF) (France)

34. International Institute for Strategic Studies (lISS) (United Kingdom)

35. Carnegie Moscow Center (Russia)

36.  South African Institute of International Affairs (SAIIA) (South Africa)

37. Libertad y DesarrollgLyD) (Chile)

38. Institute of World Economy and International Relations (IMEMO RAS) (Russia)

39. Centro de Implementacion de Politicas Publicas para la Equidad y el Crecimiento
(CIPPEC) (Argentina)

40. Chicago Council on Glob&ffairs (United States)

41. Organization for Social Science Research in Eastern and Southern Africa (OSSRE

(Ethiopia)
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42.

Transparency Internation@l1) (Germany)

43.  Fundar, Centro de Analisis e Investigac{bfexico)

44,  Razumkov Centr@Ukraine)

45.  Hanns SeiddFoundationHSS)(Germany)

46. Center for Social and Economic Research (CASE) (Poland)

47.  Africa Institute of South Africa (AISA) (South Africa)

48. Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives (CCPA) (Canada)

49. Center on Budget and Policy Priorities (CBPP) (United States)

50. Consejo Argentino para las Relaciones Internacionales (CARI) (Argentina)

51. Centre for Eastern Studies (OSW) (Poland)

52. Chongyangnstitute for Financial StudieRDCY) (China)

53.  Kolegium Europyschodniej im. Jana Nowakkezioranskiego (Poland)

54.  Asian Strategy and Leadership Institute (ASLI) (Malaysia)

55. Carnegie Middle East Center (Lebanon)

56. Center for Strategic Studies (SAM) (Azerbaijan)

57. Ghana Center for Democratic Development (CDGhana)

58. Fundacion para el Avance de las Reformas y las Oportunidades (Grupo FARO)
(Ecuador)

59. Fundacion Alternativas (Spain)

60. Centro de Investigacion para el Desarr¢g@dDAC) (Mexico)

61. Prague Security Studies InstityeSSI)(Czech Republic)

62. Centefor Economics anéoreignPolicy Studie{EDAM) (Turkey)

63. Institute of Modern International Relations (IMIR) (China)

64. Institute for Eological Economy Research (IO\Germany)

65. Centre for Public Policy Studies (CPPS) (Malaysia)
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