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He Who Makes the Rules

Barack Obama’s biggest second-term challenge isn’t guns or immigration. It’s
saving his biggest first-term achievements, like the Dodd-Frank law, from being
dismembered by lobbvists and conservative jurists in the shadowy, Byzantine
“rule-making” process.

By Haley Sweetland Edwards
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n late 2010, Bart Chilton, one of three Democratic commissioners at the U.S.

Commodity Futures Trading Commission (CFTC), walked into an upper-floor suite of
an executive office building to meet with four top muckety-mucks at one of the biggest
financial institutions in the world.

There were a handful of staff members present, but it was a pretty small gathering—one,
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+ A press release on the launch of the 2015 report

THINK TANK TRANSPARENCY 2014

+ A report on think tank transparency summarizing the rating results of 169 think tanks worldwide, for 2014
« A data set detailing these rating results, for 2014

A press release on the launch of the 2014 report

ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHIES

Four annotated bibliographies on think tanks:

o Think Tank Transparency

o Think Tank Funding

o How Think Tanks Influence Policy

o Corporate Interests and Think Tanks

OTHER PUBLICATIONS

Alist of kev players in the world of think tanks and think tank transparency

NEW! A detailed overview of financing & transparency of think tanks in France, by Alexis Courbon Michel (in French)

A page describing how a think tank can get 5-star transparency

A report summarizing the funding of 21 leading 175 think tanks in 2013

Data how the 21 leading US think tanks developed between 2012 and 2013 (request the data through our sign-up sheet here).

Sign up for regular updates via Email, Facebook or Twitter now in order to receive a notification as soon as new materials become
available.
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RATING CRITERION

Four stars | **** broadly transparent: all donors above USD 5,000 listed in 4+ precise
funding brackets, with anonymous donors no more than 15%

Three stars | *** all or most donors listed in 2 or 3 broad contribution brackets
[e.g. "USD 5,000 to 15,000, the following donors"]3
Two stars £ all or many donors listed, but little or no financial information

Zerostars O no relevant or up-to-date® information
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Testing Innovative Approaches -- Form 1 i
File Edit View Insert Responses (270+) Tools Add-ons Help All changes saved in Drive

™ ~»  Edit questions Change theme ﬂﬂ View responses ‘@D View live form

Ease oT AcCcess
How easy was it to find this information?

. Fast, aggregated, up to 6 clicks (and some scrolling)
 Accessible, but disaggregated in several places 7-11 clicks

' Hard to find, roughly 12-18 clicks

' Obscure, requires detective work, 19 clicks or more

. Not there at all....

Funding Transparency: your assessment on how clear it is where money is coming from?*
How do you assess the transparency of income for this think tank? (Note: if much income is membership hased, we do not need
every member to be listed. We are primarily interested in centributions above 5000 USD)

I 0 Stars, no relevant info

| 1 Star: some donors listed, but not exhaustive or systematic

|1 2 Star: all or many donors listed, but no or little financial information

I 3 Star: all or most donors listed in 2 or 3 broad contribution brackets [i.e. "5.000 to 15.000 USD, the following donors"]

[ 4 Star: all donors above $5000 listed in 4+ precise funding brackets, anonymous donaors no more than 15% (if membership base:
precise number of members)

| 5 Star: all donors listed and clearly identifying funding amount for, and source of, particular projects
I Mark if information particularly inconsistent
I Other: |

Specific Improvements You Suggest
In addition to going to the next level, are there other specific things this think tank could do to improve transparency?
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Global Rating Results & Trends

W 5 Star 4 Star 3 Star 2Star W 1Star MO Star
Average: 2.6
18 17 l 62 27 13
Average: 2.2
2 7 |
| Average: 2.0 I

2013 Baseline ﬂ 13




Organizations present at this Conference

W5 Star 4 Star 3 Star 2Star MW 1Star MWOStar

2.0

Current Average
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their exemplary transparency when it comes to publicly disclosing their sources of funding. These think tanks use their websites to
disclose in great detail who funds them, with what sums, and for what research projects. They set the gold standard for the fieldas a
whole.

« African Economic Research Consortium (Kenya)

+ Bruegel (Belgium)

« Center for Democratic Transition (CDT) (Montenegro)

« Center for Global Development (United States)

« Center for Research and Policy Making (CRPM) (Macedon:a)

« Center for the Study of Democracy (CSD) (Bulgana)

« Centre for International Governance Innovation (CIGI) (Canada)
« Centre for Monitoring and Research (CeMI) (Montenegro)

« Centre for Policy Research (India)

« Corruption Watch (South Africa)

+ Economic Policy Research Center (EPRC) (Georgia)

+ European Centre for Development and Policy Management (ECDPM) (Netherlands)
« European Policy Institute - Skopje (Macedonia)

» Global Integrity (United States)

« Grupo FARO (Ecuador)

« IEA Kenya (Kenva)

« Institute Alternative (IA) (Montenegro)

« Institute of Southeast Asian Studies (ISEAS) (Singapore)

« Instituto de Pesquisa Economica Aplicada (IPEA) (Brazil)

« International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI)

+ JumpStart Georgia (Georgia)

+ Natural Resource Governance Institute (I'nited States) (FORMERLY': Revenue Watch Institute (RWT))
« Norwegian Institute for International Affairs (NUPI) (Norway)

« Pew Research Center (United States)

« Policy Association for an Open Society (PASOS) (Czech Republic)

« Reactor- Research in Action (Macedonia) + MacedoniarCenter for

« Social Policy and Development Centre (SPDC) (Pakistan)

+ Stiftung Wissenschaftund Polik (SWP) (Germany) International Cooperation

« Stimson Center (United States)

« Stockholm Environment Institute (SEI) (Sweden)

+ Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI) (Sweden)
+ Transparency International - Georgia (Georgia)

« Woodrow Wilson Center (United States)

« World Resources Institute (United States)
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world outcomes is Carnegie’s business. Today Carnegie has research centers in
Beijing, Beirut, Brussels, and Moscow in addition to its headquarters in
Jing ’ ’ 91 FINANCIAL STATEMENTS

Washington, DC. It will soon open a center in New Delhi. As it enters its second , ,
Financial Statements June 30, 2014 and
century, Carnegie is committed to building the premier global think tank by 2013

continuing its international expansion while maintaining the quality and

coherence of the organization. * * * *

Transparency Ranking
Transparify.org

Carnegie is uniquely fortunate to be able to rely on its endowment, the legacy of
Andrew Carnegie’s original 1910 gift of $10 million, to provide core funding for
its programs. That funding, which covers close to 50 percent of Carnegie’s
annual budget, ensures that scholars can maintain their independence and have

the freedom they need to produce the highest quality work.



ECDPM RECEIVES GOLD STANDARD RATING FOR FINANCIAL TRANSPARENCY FOR THE SECOND TIME

Transparify, an initiative providing a global rating of the financial transparency of think tanks, awarded ECDPM its gold standard
rating for the second year in a row. Only eight other organisations in the EU received this maximum score.

“Think tanks can play a positive role producing independent, in-depth policy research to inform politicians, media and the
public,” said Hans Gutbrod, Executive Director of Transparify. “As key players in democratic politics, they have a responsibility to
be transparent about their operations.”

Learn more at transparify.org






