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Annex 5: A comparative analysis of organisational designs of the aid administration in comparable countries 

Overall organisation of bilateral DAC donors 

In recent years there has been a trend towards merging directorates and government bodies specialised in aid 
and development assistance into Ministries of foreign affairs. Such mergers have taken place in Canada and 
Australia, and according to Gulrajani (2018) there is now talk of reform of development agencies in the USA and 
the UK, “once again centring on the possibilities of merging development and foreign affairs departments” 
(Gulrajani N. , 2018). For instance, the new administration in the USA issued an executive order in March 2017 
that asks USAID to submit plans to improve its efficiency, accountability and effectiveness. A merger with the 
State Department is one option – albeit a suboptimal one according to a Congressional task force (Gulrajani N. , 
2018)1. Furthermore, in Denmark, focus on finding mutal gains in implementing foreign policy and development 
policy has been highlighted. With reference to chapter 3.3, the trend towards integration can be seen as part of 
a broader trend merging different organisational units with different goals into one in order to have a more 
coherent and co-ordinated response to issues going across several political goals. In the next sections we will 
shortly present the overall organisation of aid administration in different OECD-countries and assess strength 
and weaknesses of different models.  

A comparison of the Norwegian system with the systems of Denmark, Sweden, the UK, Canada and the 
Netherlands 

With reference to the purpose of the evaluation we should identify relevant evaluations of decentralisation and 
delegated authority in the management of development co-operation in comparable countries/organisations, 
regarding country presence and role of embassies/field offices and discuss findings in relation to the Norwegian 
set-up. We have used the following criteria for selecting comparable countries:  

- countries that increased the role of embassies as Norway did in 2004  
- countries that give substantial development assistance as per cent of GDP 
- Countries that Norway has a close relationship with and has co-operated with in the field of 

development assistance 
- Differences with regards to the organisational structure (Ministry vs directorate) 

Based on this, we have selected Denmark, Sweden, Canada, the UK and the Netherlands for the comparative 
analysis. The organisational structure and the autonomy of the embassy is provided in Table A.4. 

Table A.4: Characteristics regarding the organisational structure and the autonomy of embassies 

 Denmark Sweden UK Canada Netherlands Norway 

Integration of 
foreign and 
development 
policy 
implementation 

Integrated Disintegrated Dis- 
integrated 

Integrated Integrated Integrated 

Policy 
implementation 
anchored in 
long-term 
strategy 

Yes Yes Yes No Yes No 

Duration of 
long-term 
strategy 

5 years 5 years 3-5 years  Unknown  

Level of 
financial 

DKK 10 
million  

SEK 80 
million  

GBP 20 
million  

Decisions 
must be 

Unknown NOK 
10 million  

                                                                 

1 As the US has more than 20 agencies that together constitute the development architecture, a consolidation 

appears necessary to improve “resource optimization and policy coordination” (Konyndyk & Huang, 2017). 
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autonomy at 
embassy level 

approved 
by 
Ministry 

 

In the following sections, we will shortly present the aid management system at an overall level and the level of 
autonomy at embassy level for decisions on projects and programs. In all the countries of comparison, the level 
of autonomy in embassies is clearly anchored in and limited by long-term country strategies. Therefore, we also 
present the duration of the long-term strategy and the level of autonomy the embassy has on financial issues 
within the strategies. 

In the comparison, we will focus on the organisational design and how this affects the delegated authority of 
embassies. The comparison is based on OECD DAC peer reviews, interviews with representatives of embassies in 
in-depth countries and a working paper from ODI (2015) on the issue. 

Overall organisation of aid administration in OECD-countries 

The report “Managing Aid: Practices of DAC Member Countries” (OECD, 2009) lists four main organisational 
models of how DAC member countries organise development aid. As all DAC countries see development co-
operation as part of foreign policy, the main feature separating the models is the status of the ministry of foreign 
affairs in the individual countries. These “archetype” models are: 

1. The ministry of foreign affairs takes the lead and is responsible for policy and implementation. 

2. A development co-operation directorate or agency within the ministry of foreign affairs leads and is 
responsible for policy and implementation.  

3. A ministry has overall responsibility for policy and a separate executing agency is responsible for 
implementation.  

4. A ministry or agency, other than the ministry of foreign affairs, is responsible for both policy and 
implementation. 

Faure, Long & Prizzon (2015) group OECD countries in these four organisational categories. Their categorization 
is presented in Figure A.1:  

Figure A.1: Institutional structures for managing aid across DAC donors (Faure, Long, & Prizzon, 2015)2 

 

Norway is placed into category one, together with Denmark. In the OECD’s view, development policy and foreign 
policy are fully integrated within the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA), and Norad is a technical directorate 
responsible to the MFA. The OECD emphasises that the actual organisation in each country is the product of 
unique political environments, tradition and governance mechanisms. Similar structures may thus work 
differently in different countries, depending on for instance public sector management practices.  

OECD (2009) does not attempt to conclude whether one specific institutional model is better than another in the 
delivery of effective development assistance. However, the report refers to an earlier exercise, namely “Effective 

                                                                 

2 Updated version of OECDs original (OECD, 2009), where more recent updates are taken into account  
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Aid Management. Twelve Lessons from DAC Peer Reviews” (OECD, 2008), that is as close to a description of “good 
practice” as OECD is likely to venture.  

Is one model better than others? 

 One paper from the Overseas Development Institute (ODI) in 2015 studies the relationship between aid quantity 
and aid quality indicators, and the different institutional and political models for development co-operation, 
directly (Faure, Long, & Prizzon, 2015). The study uses the same 4-tier classification as described by the OECD 
above. Norway is still grouped together with Denmark as having integrated development fully into the MFA – 
while most of the countries fall within models 2 and 3. The UK is the only donor with a separate ministry (model 
4). 

Assessing the strengths and weaknesses of the four models, the report summarizes as follows with regards to 
Norway’s model 1: 

Strengths 

 Greater policy coherence for development for the policy areas falling under the same ministry (traditionally 
foreign affairs and sometimes trade).  

 Better co-ordination between decision-making and implementing activities and direct access to in-country 
information that can be fed into the design of policies. 

Weaknesses 

 Foreign and commercial policy interests may take precedence over development interests. Multiple 
priorities for a single minister who oversees the work of the whole Ministry for Foreign Affairs and/or 
Trade. 

 Staff posted in-country tend to be generalists with little specialist knowledge of development issues. 

 Development specialists may receive little recognition for their expertise and have limited career 
prospects in ministries where generalist skills are valued more, increasing turnover and leading to a loss 
of in-house expertise. 

The report then tries to correlate the four models with several international indices for performance in terms of 
aid quantity and quality indicators3 (Faure, Long, & Prizzon, 2015). This analysis finds that  

 DAC donors following model 1 show the highest overall score (although with increasing variation in 
performance in recent periods).  

 Model 4 (the UK) is the second-best performer, and its performance has been trending upwards.  

 With some more recent exceptions, model 2 outperforms model 3 over the sample period.  

                                                                 

3 Mergers occur primarily to improve efficiency, performance and ensure better policy coherence. Gulrajani asks if these objectives are 

achieved in practice, looking at the Canadian and the Australian examples (Gulrajani N. , 2018). Accepting that it may be a little early to pass 
full judgement, the article finds the following: 

 Efficiency: Administrative costs as a percentage of gross official development assistance fell in both Canada (5.2% to 4.6%) and 
Australia (6.5% to 5.2%), from 2013 to 2015. However, it is pointed out that increased use of private contractors for program 
delivery may have just shifted the cost from the “administration” to the “program” side. Efficiency improvements may be the 
result of policy changes as much as the merger itself, but the expectation that costs are reduced has “… to some degree, been 
realised in the Australian and Canadian examples.” 

 Effectiveness: Perhaps better, but difficult to prove. Gulrajani (2018) uses the Commitment to Development Index (CGD, 2017) 
to assess aid quality. Australia scored approximately the same in 2017 as it did in 2013, while Canada improved slightly. It is 
difficult to attribute changes to reorganisation alone, and other aspects of development administration – like whether there is 
cabinet-level political representation – may be more important than the formal structure itself.  

Policy coherence: Not all see this as necessarily positive, as some development practitioners according to Guljrani (2018) worry that self-
interested foreign affairs departments will downgrade prioritization of the world’s poor. Others argue that better coherence means that a 
nation’s entire policy arsenal can then be used to address global development challenges. Gulrajani finds little evidence either way in 
relation to improved “policy coherence”. However, studies of the Canadian merger (PSAC, 2015) indicate that post-merger culture clashes 
may have prevented practical collaboration, thus leading to limited progress of a coherent whole-of-government agenda 
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Denmark 

In Denmark, policy development and policy implementation are integrated in the 
Danish Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Danida, a former independent organisational 
unit under the Danish MFA, was integrated into the MFA in the 1990 (Danida, 
2018). Denmark decentralised authority to embassies in 2003, just one year 
before the reform in the Norwegian aid administration. The decentralisation 
meant that additional tasks were transferred to Danish embassies, especially for 
identifying and preparing country programmes.  

While major policy issues and final funding decisions remain in Copenhagen, Danish 
embassies have a key role in preparing new programmes. According to the OECD-
DAC peer review of Denmark (2016), recent budget cuts have heavily affected 
organisational capacity, putting Denmark’s highly decentralised model for 
development co-operation at risk (OECD, 2016). Danish government is persuing to 
draw more synergies from Danish development co-operation and the AFA’s Danish 
Trade Council, as well as with external departments and institutions, IFU and Denmark’s Ministry for Business 
and Growth.  

In Denmark, the development co-operation is integrated in the MFA4, which takes the lead and is responsible for 
policy of implementation (Faure, Long, & Prizzon, 2015). The highest-level representation in government is 
shared cabinet minister – Minister of Trade and Development Co-operation, MFA. Denmark’s development co-
operation is handled within the MFA through Danida (Danish International Development Agency), which has 
responsibility for the planning, implementation and quality assurance. The funds are also managed by Danida.  

In 2003, Denmark’s bilateral development co-operation in programme countries was decentralised, where the 
multilateral programme was partly decentralised in 2005. The decentralisation meant that additional tasks were 
transferred to Danish embassies, especially for identifying and preparing country programmes. While major 
policy issues and final funding decisions remain in Copenhagen, Danish embassies have a key role in preparing 
new programmes. When a programme is approved, embassies have complete freedom to manage it, including 
reallocating part of the funding (up to 10% in aid volume) whenever necessary (OECD, 2007). 

The MFA has been undertaking significant staff reductions (9%) in 2016 and 2017, largely falling on MFA staff 
working on development co-operation in line with the budget cuts to Danish bilateral and multilateral ODA 
allocations. At the same time, the proportion of local staff in priority countries and territories is increasing 
relative to posted officers. With fewer staff overall, getting the right skill into the right place is a challenge. The 
changing composition of Danish development co-operation comes with a demand for new technical 
competences, but it also brings a shift away from aid programme management skills towards generalist and 
diplomacy skills (OECD, 2016).  

Level of autonomy at embassy level  

All Danish development co-operation is anchored in Country Policy Papers with a duration of 5 years. In the 
guidelines for development of the Country Policy Papers it is stated that:  

“The Country Policy Papers provide a single integrated presentation of Denmark’s policy towards a given 
priority country which encompasses Denmark’s entire engagement and strategic direction in a country, i.e. 
foreign and security policy, development co-operation, humanitarian aid and commercial relations. The Country 
Policy Paper provides the strategic direction for all parts of Danish development co-operation. The draft Country 
Policy Paper will normally be prepared in parallel with the concept note for the country programme, and the 
two documents will be presented to the Programme Committee as a package. The Country Policy Paper reflects 
joint strategy processes, including where relevant drawing on the EU Joint Framework Document and building 
on Joint Programming Documents, where applicable”. 

In pursuit of long-term results, it is the priority, to the extent possible, to support development of partners’ 
capacity by using partner plans, procedures, budgets, monitoring frameworks and organisational set-ups.  

                                                                 

4 From 2011 to 2015, the MFA was headed jointly by the Minister of Foreign Affairs and the Minister for Development Co-
operation (until 2014) who was later replaced by the Minister for Trade and Development. After the 2015 elections, the new 
government united its foreign affairs, trade and development portfolios under the responsibility of one minister, the Minister 
of Foreign Affairs. 
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The development and approval of country strategies is clearly anchored in the Danish MFA. The process of 
approval of programs is illustrated in Figure A.2. As seen in the figure, all decisions on programs that exceed 
10 million DKK must be approved by the Minister for Development.  

Figure A.2: Process of approval of programs in Danish MFA  

 

Once the program is running, the embassy however has the autonomy to reallocate funds within the program 
at a maximal amount of 39 million DKK.  

Sweden 

In Sweden, the MFA has overall responsibility for policy and a separate executing 
agency is responsible for implementation. The MFA is responsible for Sweden’s 
development policies and management, and the Swedish International 
Development Co-operation Agency (Sida) is the main agency responsible for 
implementing those policies and strategies. SIDA is managing both bilateral and 
multilateral development assistance. Support is anchored in 3-5 years strategies 
and the SIDA-office at embassies has the ability to reallocate funds for less than 
50 million SEK without involving the HQ at SIDA.  

The governmental development budget draft is jointly developed by the MFA and 
Sida (Faure, Long, & Prizzon, 2015). SIDA (the Swedish International Development 
Agency) is a government agency working on behalf of the Swedish parliament and 
government, with the mission to reduce poverty in the world (Sida, 2018).  
 
The MFA manages the four agencies implementing development policy. Sida is the 
largest of the four and disburses over 80% of Sweden’s bilateral aid. In 2006, the 
MFA restructured. It is not clear if the MFA’s ambition to lead Swedish development co-operation and to play an 
increasingly important role on the international stage can be fully achieved with the current resources. In late 
2008, Sida also restructured, still in its early stages in 2009. While in headquarters the aim is to establish a clearer 
division of labour between the MFA and Sida, in the field the objective is to achieve an integrated team. Sida 
staff may be based in-country or at headquarters; staff at headquarters may be members of more than one 
country team, which can make line management complex but may facilitate sharing lessons (OECD, 2009). 

Level of autonomy at embassy or SIDA country office level 

Sweden has made some progress in decentralising its development co-operation by delegating financial 
authority to more field offices. Once a co-operation strategy and overall resource envelope have been agreed 
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with headquarters, the ambassador or country director has in most cases the authority to agree disbursements 
up to a ceiling of 50 million SEK (USD 7.5 million). Above 50 million SEK, decisions are referred to the Sida 
department director in headquarters. Sweden is also trying to decentralise by posting more staff to the field. 
However, the proportion of staff located in the field, whether employed by the MFA or by Sida, has not notably 
increased since the last peer review. In 2008, roughly 30% of all Sida staff were in the field (OECD, 2009).  

The United Kingdom 

In the UK, the Department for International Development (DFID) is 
responsible for both policy and implementation. Decentralisation on 
the agenda. The Head of Office at the different DFID country offices 
has the authority to delegate up to GBP 20 million.  

Organisation:  

In the UK, a ministry or agency other than the MFA is responsible for 
both policy and implementation. The highest-level representation in 
government is Dedicated cabinet minister – Secretary of State for 
International Development. The Department for International 
Development (DFID) is both the policymaking and implementing body. 
It has more than half of its staff working in field offices. DFID has its own 
budget separate from the Foreign Commonwealth Office (FCO) that 
covers nearly 90% of the UK’s ODA. For other ministries who disburse 
ODA, it is taken out of their departmental budget (Faure, Long, & 
Prizzon, 2015). 

Based on its business principle of “closeness to the client”, DFID has continued its emphasis on operational 
decentralisation to the field since the last Peer Review, where its 51 country offices benefit from substantial 
delegated authority and half of DFID staff resources are located overseas (OECD, 2009). International and British 
development agendas have been characterized by a regular process of change. To adjust to this environment, 
DFID needs co-ordinated strategic planning and a system ability to renew the internal skill mix flexibly and to 
assign staff relatively quickly. The doubling of aid by 2010, expectations of greater engagement in the more 
difficult fragile state environment and the donor trend toward more effective field approaches indications that 
staff requirements could shift significantly (OECD, 2006). 

Level of autonomy at embassy level  

DFID country offices have a significant autonomy, where decentralisation is a cornerstone in their philosophy. 
Country offices are responsible for preparing the country plan; implementing, monitoring and reporting on the 
plan, and to promote coherent UK policy and taking appropriate action if programme objectives require 
attention. In addition, DFID has strengthened its country planning process. In early 2008, a Country Planning 
Review Committee (CPRC) was formed, replacing the Quality Assurance Group. The committee reviews country 
plans before being submitted to ministers (OECD, 2009).  

Progress have been made in decentralising development co-operation, by delegating more financial authority 
to DFIDs country offices. The Head of Office is delegated authority up to GBP 20 million (OECD, 2009). This is a 
substantial increase since the last peer review in 2006, where the Head of Office was delegated financial 
authority up to GBP 7.5 million per action (OECD, 2006).  
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Canada 

Canada has a concentrated system for managing aid. CIDA has the main 
responsibility for managing Canada’s ODA, and was amalgamated into 
the Foreign Affairs, Trade and Development Ministry in 2013. Measured 
in number of employees, the HQ level in Canada is quite large compared 
to employees at embassy level on development issues. The HQ has high 
involvement in implementation decisions at country level. The level of 
autonomy at embassy level is therefor quite restricted. Employees at 
embassies working on development issues report to HQ level in Canada, 
not to the ambassador. Canadian development assistance was 
previously anchored in long-term strategies. However, after integration 
of CIDA into the ministry, they shifted to one-year strategies. According 
to interviews, they are now planning to return to long-term strategies.  
 
In Canada, a development co-operation directorate or agency within the 
MFA leads and is responsible for both policy and implementation. The 
highest level of representation is Shared cabinet minister – Minister of 
International Development and La Francophonie, Foreign Affairs, Trade and Development Ministry. The Canadian 
Development Agency (CIDA) was amalgamated into the Foreign Affairs, Trade and Development Ministry in 2013. 
The minister with responsibility for international development derives his powers from the Minister of Foreign 
Affairs. The development budget is included in the Foreign Affairs, Trade and Development Ministry budget 
(Faure, Long, & Prizzon, 2015). 
 
The task of managing Canada’s ODA rests mainly with CIDA, which is a department within the ministry. In 2007, 
1852 of CIDA’s staff (1 852) were concentrated at headquarters. 132 Canada-based staff were in field missions, 
supported by 166 locally-engaged personnel. CIDA started the process of recruiting and training generalists who 
can move from one work area to another in headquarters (OECD, 2007). 
 
Canada’s system for managing aid is more concentrated than most DAC members’. In 2010/11, 68% of its ODA 
was managed by a single agency, CIDA, and 98% of its ODA was concentrated in just five departments. While the 
proportion of Canada’s ODA managed by CIDA is less than in the last peer review (75%), the Agency remains 
responsible for the bulk of Canadian development and humanitarian assistance. There has been some change to 
Canada’s development co-operation system since its last peer review in 2007, mostly concerning CIDA. They 
include certain structural modifications and the launches of the Business Modernization Initiative (reengineer its 
processes to ensure consistent and efficient delivery of programming for better development results), 
incorporating decentralisation of operations. Since the last peer review, CIDA has embarked on a five-year 
decentralisation plan (2010-2015), with the objective to enhance field presence and achieve Canada’s aid 
effectiveness agenda (OECD, 2012). 

Level og autonomy at embassy level 

Measured in number of employees, the HQ level in Canada is quite large compared to employees at embassy 
level on development issues. The HQ has high involvement in implementation decisions at country level. The 
level of autonomy at embassy level is therefore quite restricted. Employees at embassies working on 
development issues report to HQ level in Canada, not to the ambassador. Canadian development assistance was 
previously anchored in long-term strategies. However, after integration of CIDA into the ministry, they shifted to 
one-year strategies. According to interviews, they are now planning to return to long-term strategies.  
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The Netherlands  

The Netherlands has one of the most concentrated system for 
managing development co-operation among the DAC members. It is an 
integrated system, where the Ministry of Foreign Affairs is the hub of 
Dutch development co-operation. There has been a decentralisation of 
the organisational structures in the previous years, where the 
embassies have been delegated significant authority, also related to 
financial decision-making.  

In the Netherlands, a development co-operation directorate or agency 
within the Ministry of Foreign Affairs leads and is responsible for both 
policy and implementation. The Netherlands is under the same model as 
Canada. The highest-level representation in government is Shared 
Cabinet Minister – Minister of Foreign Trade and Development co-
operation and Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Faure, Long, & Prizzon, 2015).  

Of all the DAC members, the Dutch system for managing development 
co-operation is one of the most concentrated. Almost all its ODA is 
merged within one ministry. In 2011, the ministry was directly responsible for 87% of the Netherlands’ 
development co-operation, an increase of 7% since 2006 (OECD, 2011). The Directorate General for 
International Co-operation (DGIS) is, within the Ministry, the organisational heart of much of Dutch 
development co-operation (OECD, 2006). 

In 1996, major increases in delegation of management responsibility was assigned to the embassies, after 
introduction of reforms. A more decentralised system gave the embassies responsibility for policy dialogue 
with partner country governments and other donors, formulation of Dutch country and sector policy, and 
implementation and financial management within the “delegated funds”. Further on, the MFA decided to 
move further in the decentralisation process by increasing the resources for which financial authority is 
decentralised to the embassies (OECD, 2006).  

Level of autonomy at Embassy level  

The Ministry has delegated significant authority to the embassies and decentralised its staff. Around 40% of 
development-related staff are located in headquarters, and 60% in the field. The delegated authority includes 
full responsibility of the embassies for their programmes. These programmes account for around one-third of 
the Netherlands’ bilateral aid. In addition, in agreement with headquarters, the embassy teams have the 
authority to approve financial disbursements to partners based on strategic four-year (the MASPs) and annual 
plans. The delegation of co-operation funds to embassies allow Dutch funding to be flexible and responsive. 
The field teams are given the flexibility to decide when and how to disburse funds and can also decide to re-
direct support if circumstances change (OECD, 2011). 
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Annex 6: What has guided the division of labour? 

In this annex we will focus on evaluation question 3, namely:  

“Which major types of arguments and reasoning have guided the division of labour and current roles and 
responsibilities assigned to the embassies since the reform?” 

In this regard we would illustrate that the 2004-reform was anchored in a view that developing countries needed 
to have ownership to own strategies and that donors needed to help fund these strategies. In this regard donor 
co-ordination was essential. Furthermore, we will describe how international declarations tried to strengthen 
the recipient orientation. After the financial crisis in 2008, more international focus has been on results and 
measuring results, as well as a move towards thematically oriented assistance. After a sharp increase in refugee-
inflow in Europe after 2014, substantial focus has been on handling the challenge as well on as security issues. 
We argue that this has led to a decreased role of embassies as the main implementing organisational unit for 
development assistance among donors. Last in the we would show that a shift from a geographical towards a 
thematical focus is in line with a general trend in Norwegian central public administration.  

MDG, Paris, Busan, Addis and SDGs 

In the autumn of 2000m world leaders met in New York and adopted the UN Millennium Declaration and the 
Millennium Development Goals (MDG). According to White Paper 35 (2003-2004) “The Millennium 
Development Goals target specific, time-limited, measurable results and define the major unsolved tasks: to 
eliminate poverty and starvation, to ensure universal education, to promote gender equality, to reduce infant 
mortality and maternal mortality, to reverse the spread of HIV/AIDS and other diseases, and to protect the 
environment. The eighth Millennium Development Goal particularly concerns the global partnership for 
development that is necessary if the goals are to be achieved”.  

To achieve the MDGs the White Paper (Ibid) pointed at need for ownership by developing countries to their 
own strategies and the need for donors to co-ordinate in the financing of the strategies. According to the 
White Paper 35 (2003-2004), there were in the late 1990`s a growing international realisation that the 
developing countries “own their development processes themselves…” and that “aid recipients would have to 
take genuine responsibility for the results of measures financed from development assistance funds if they 
were to be sustainable, and recipients must also have enough economic and administrative elbow-room to 
fulfil their responsibilities. This led to an orientation away from donor-controlled projects towards sector 
programmes and budget support, whereby countries take responsibility for their own development (page 8)”. 
Furthermore: “The global changes that have taken place in development co-operation also entail a deeper 
realisation that development is not created by project-based aid, whereby foreign expertise builds up the 
infrastructure in a developing county and more or less “puts it on the right track”, which it is then expected to 
maintain itself. This concept has proved to work badly and has led to many “white elephants” (i.e. major 
projects that have proved to be unsustainable). A fundamental understanding has gradually arisen that a 
country’s development is primarily the result of the quality of its own policies and of its depth of ownership of 
these policies. Development can only be created in and by the developing countries themselves. It is the 
country’s own citizens and politicians that must decide how their future is to be formed.” 

In this regard, co-ordination between donors was a necessity, amongst other to identify which areas to support 
if budget support was not given, or to align input or reactions on implementation. “The ECON report” (2003) puts 
it this way: 

“The new development approach implies a next step in integration of development-focused embassies. In future, 
the main responsibility for both formulating (and linking the Norwegian efforts with the national priorities) and 
implementing development co-operation has to rest at the embassy level. The eyes and ears of the embassy are 
closest to the country reality and best placed to seize new opportunities and support long term engagements. 
This implies a shift in focus and account ability from headquarters (NORAD and MFA in Oslo) to embassies. In 
addition to normative work, a critical role of the Oslo-based administration is to assist, serve and advise the 
embassies and ensure that bilateral co-operation is consistent with broader regional approaches. These 
processes of change challenge existing competencies and skills mix in Oslo as well as at the embassy level.” 
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A strengthened focus on ownership, alignment and harmonization 

In 2005 the focus on ownership, alignment and results where strengthened through the Paris Declaration of 
Aid Effectiveness (OECD, 2005). In addition, the declaration has a strengthened focus on results and 
measurement of results. In the declaration the donors agreed to implement the following five principles and 
established a monitoring process for donors and recipients to hold each other accountable:  

- Ownership: Developing countries set their own strategies for poverty reduction, improve their 
institutions and tackle corruption 

- Alignment: Donor countries align being these objectives and use local systems 
- Harmonization: Donor countries co-ordinate, simplify procedures and share information to avoid 

duplication 
- Results: Developing countries and donors shift focus to development results and results get measured 
- Results: Donors and partners are accountable for results.  

More actors are invited in Accra in 2008 

In the third declaration on aid effectiveness, made in Accra in 2008, more actors where invited in. According to 
OECD (OECD, 2018) an unprecedented alliance of development partners – developing and donor countries, 
emerging economies, UN and multilateral institutions, global funds and civil society organisations - participated 
in discussions, broadening the stakeholders in the aid effectiveness agenda. The forum emphasised the need to 
deepen implementation towards the goals set in 2005 in the Paris Declaration, along with a set of priority areas 
for improvement. To strengthen and deepen implementation of the Paris Declaration, the Accra Agenda for 
Action (AAA) takes stock of progress and sets the agenda for accelerated advancement towards the Paris 
targets. It proposes improvement in the areas of ownership, partnerships and delivering results (Ibid). The 
principles put forward in the Paris Declaration and Accra Agenda for Action have gained support across the 
development community, changing aid practice for the better according to OECD (Ibid). It is now the norm for 
aid recipients to forge their own national development strategies with their parliaments and electorates 
(ownership); that donors support these plans (alignment); and streamline their efforts in-country 
(harmonisation); for development policies to be directed to achieving clear, monitorable goals (managing for 
development results); and for donors and recipients to be jointly responsible for achieving these goals (mutual 
accountability). 

Inclusion of south-south co-operation, BRICS and private funders in Busan 

According to OECD (Ibid) “the Fourth High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness (Busan, 2011) marked a turning 
point in international discussions on aid and development. This event brought together over 3000 delegates to 
take stock of the progress made in delivering aid and furthering development activities across the globe, and to 
make collective plans for the future of aid and development for all stakeholders….  

The conference delivered a number of important outcomes, the most important of these being the agreement 
on the Busan Partnership for Effective Development Co-operation by donors, providers of South-South co-
operation, developing countries, CSOs, private sector representatives and others – with Brazil, China and India 
endorsing the Busan principles and agreeing to use these as a reference point for South-South co-operation”. 

The declaration understates need for donor ownership of strategies and donor need for harmonization to help 
financing the implementation the strategies. The most important contribution of the Busan-declaration is the 
enlargement of actors contributing to the agenda. In this regard, the Busan Declaration followed up on the 
Accra Declaration. 

A widening of scope through the Sustainable Development goals 

In 2015, the international community agreed to 17 sustainable development goals. According to Kharas & 
Rogerson (2017), the introduction of the goals represents a paradigmatic shift from North-South aid orientation 
to a universal “`leave no one behind’ transformation of all countries towards inclusive, sustainable growth.” 
According to the ODI-report (ibid) the SDGs are vastly more demanding and transformational than the traditional 
aid paradigm:  

- Far wider scope. There are now 17 goal areas and 169 targets 
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- Going for zero: complete elimination, not just reduction of income poverty and other undesirable 
conditions 

- Universality: every nation should frame and own its ambitions 

- Leave no one behind: explicit concern with inequality, not just average progress level 

- Highlighted focus on sustainable consumption patterns as well as on air, water and land use, and city life 

- Explicit concerns with peacebuilding and human security, the rule of law and good governance 

- A balance of responsibilities: priorities set at country level, supported by international partnerships 

 

The SDG agenda states clearly that achieving these goals will not be possible without mobilizing the private 
sector. This, in combination with the broadness of the agenda coupled with less quantifiable target outcomes, 
leads to a concern by Kharas & Rogerson (2017) that it might result in a situation of “anything goes” – almost all 
interventions could be justified as a contribution to the SDG-agenda. Furthermore, the agenda makes it clear 
that the various policy areas must be seen in connection with one another and shows how efforts in one part of 
the world can affect the situation in another (Meld. St. 24 , 2016-2017). In this regard, the agenda strengthens 
the focus on coherence.  

To achieve the SDGs, a substantial increase in funding is necessary. The report “From Billions to Trillions: 
Transforming Development Finance” (Development Committee, 2015) states that the involvement of the private 
sector and the use of private finance through new financial mechanisms are necessary to meet the financial 
needs. The report also states that “ODA must be targeted increasingly to crowd in other funding sources: (i) for 
Low-Income Countries (LICs), on the basis of poverty, vulnerability, and limited fiscal capacity; and (ii) for Middle-
Income Countries (MICs), by playing an increasing role to leverage and catalyse public and private sources of 
financing.”  

However, recipient orientation has probably not been strengthened 

Despite a strong orientation towards following up and financing recipient development strategies, Valters and 
Whitty (2017) that UK, as well as other donors have shifted focus towards more focus on domestically driven 
affairs. Valters and Whitty (2017) as well as Kharas & Rogerson (2017) point to several explanation for this 
shift:  

- More scepticism towards the results of development assistance (Kharas & Rogerson, 2017).  
- Need for more flag-planting as a response to more scepticism (Whitty & Valters, 2017).  
- Need for better measurement of results lead to a shift from multi-donor and complex program towards 

smaller projects where results are more clearly linked to grants given by recipient (Whitty & Valters, 2017). 
- More need for flag-planting fuelled a canalisation of grants towards multi-bilateral donor trust funds 

managed by the multilaterals5 (Reinsberg, Michaelowa, & Eichenauer, 2015). 
- Increase of funding to humanitarian crisis and refugee cost at donor countries (Kharas & Rogerson, 2017). 
- Focus on securing global goods such as security, global health and environment. Through focusing on global 

goods, the connection between grants to development assistance and national interest of donor country is 
argued and illustrated (Kharas & Rogerson, 2017). 

In sum these changes lead to from recipient orientation in the early years after the millennium towards a more 
focus on self interest in the years after the financial crisis and the sharp increase of refuges to Europe. By the 
increase of funding of projects and programs financing other means than bilateral support to recipient country 
lead programs, the importance of bilateral development assistance usually managed by embassies and country 
offices has been reduced compared to other channels for implementation. This has been the trend in several 
OECD countries, and as we saw in chapter 5, also in Norway. Hence, the role of embassies of Norway as an 
implementing organisational unit for development assistance has been reduced compared to other 
organisational units in the aid architecture. Since the same shift towards more thematic aid, increase of 
funding of global goods and refugees has taken place in several other OECD countries, we believe such changes 

                                                                 

5 By multi-bilateral trust funds the donors channel funds to an international development organization that 
implements the development activities, without providing the organization with full authority to spend these funds at 
its own discretion. Due to this earmarking to specific areas in which the funds may be used, multibilateral aid differs 
substantially from traditional core funding of multilaterals. Furthermore, due to their voluntary nature the multi-
bilateral contributions provide substantially more flexibility to donor government. 
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also have taken place there. However, to be able to test this, one needs to make more detailed study of 
financing of projects and programs in the other OECD countries. Such data is unfortunately not available on a 
scale that would allow for such a detailed analysis.  

Despite several international declarations expressing the need for recipient orientation, we have seen a shift in 
recent years towards more focus on thematic aid, often managed by the home office. We find this trend in 
Norway as well as in other OECD countries. In chapter 3.2, we show that the trend towards strengthening the 
head quarter at the expense of regional organisational units is not unique to development assistance, but 
rather a trend in Norwegian central public administration.  
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Annex 7: Criteria for selection of countries for in-depth analysis 

With an increasing number of embassies managing development assistance, the question arises whether 
embassies should be treated as one or several groups of entities. For instance, the list of embassies that made 
disbursements of development assistance includes embassies such as Beijing, Sarajevo, Santiago and New Delhi, 
as well as Lilongwe, Maputo, Dar es Salaam and Nairobi. The relative importance of development assistance in 
comparison with other issues dealt with by these embassies varies substantially. By treating embassies as one 
group, we miss out on important and systematic differences between embassies. We therefore introduce a 
typology of embassies that provides an analytical tool to improve the understanding of how different country 
characteristics affect the need for embassy resources, competence and decisional autonomy.  

We believe the typology of embassies could be developed by analysing statistics on:  

1) Characteristics of the country 
2) Characteristics on Norway’s relationship with the country  
3) Characteristics of Norwegian embassy in the country  

In Table A.5, we illustrate how statistics on these characteristics could be used to develop a typology. The 
proposed data sources are indicated in parentheses.  

Table A.5: How statistics on characteristics can be used to develop a typology 

  Characteristics of 
the country 

 Characteristics of Norway’s 
relation to the country 

Characteristics of the 
embassy 

 GD
P 
(W
orld 
Ban
k) 

GDP  
per 
capit
a 
(Wor
ld 
Bank
)  

GDP 
grow
th 
for 
diffe
rent 
time 
perio
ds 
(Wor
ld 
Bank
) 

Vulner
ability 
(OECD-
index 
and 
Fund 
for 
Peace) 

Presenc
e of 
HQRs of 
internat
ional 
and 
regiona
l 
organis
ations 
(Descri
ption of 
role on 
embass
y 
webpag
e) 

Norw
egian 
export 
to 
count
ry for 
differ
ent 
years 
and 
differ
ent 
indust
ries 
(Men
on 
export 
datab
ase) 

Norwe
gian 
invest
ments 
(flow, 
stock, 
direct 
and 
portfol
io) in 
countr
y for 
differe
nt 
years 
(Meno
n 
databa
se, 
SSB) 

Norwe-
gian 
develop
ment 
assistan
ce to 
country 
in all 
relevan
t 
channel
s for 
differen
t years 
(Norad 
statistic
al data-
base on 
develop
ment 
assis-
tance) 

Migra
tion 
(flow 
and 
stock
) 
from 
count
ry to 
Norw
ay for 
differ
ent 
years 
(Stati
stics 
Norw
ay, 
(SSB) 

Numb
er of 
diplom
atic 
staffs, 
and 
chang
e last 
five 
years 
(Emba
ssy 
webpa
ge and 
inform
ation 
from 
MFA) 

Numb
er of 
local 
staffs, 
and 
chang
e last 5 
years 
(Emba
ssy 
webpa
ge and 
inform
ation 
from 
MFA) 

Numb
er of 
side-
accred
ited 
countr
ies. 
Descri
ption 
of 
chang
e. 
(Emba
ssy 
webpa
ge) 

Cou
ntry 
1 

            

Cou
ntry 
2 

            

 

 

 

We must know no embassy fits perfectly into one typology of embassies. In addition, several embassies may fit 
into more than one typology, since there are multiple considerations involved in the decision to establish or 
retain an embassy in a country, such as importance of the country, long-term bilateral co-operation, fragility, 
Norwegian economic interest in the country etc. When selecting countries for country visits, we can either select:  

Typology of embassies such as:  

- Embassies mainly concentrating on development assistance 
- Embassies mainly concentrating on Norwegian economic interests 
- Larger embassies with substantial diversity in roles 
- Embassies in or near fragile states  
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 Countries that match the typology best 

 Countries that both match one typology well, but at the same time also match other typologies 

We have chosen the latter option, since findings in one embassy in this way can contribute to more than one 
typology. As a tool for more in-depth statistical analysis later in the evaluation process, but also as a tool to select 
countries for a country visit, we have gathered data on characteristics of the countries, characteristics of 
Norway’s bilateral relationship to the country, and characteristics of the embassy. The statistics are presented in 
annex 9 to the report.  

In Table A.6, we list some central variables for the selection of for in-depth analysis.6 The ranking of countries, 
according to some characteristics, is presented in descending order. With regards to characteristics of individual 
embassies, here we have grouped the embassies as large, medium and small according to the number of 
diplomats:  

Table A.6: Central variables for the selection of countries for the in-depth analysis 

Characteristics of the country Characteristics of 
Norway’s relation to 
country 

Characteristics of the 
embassy 

Top GDP Top most fragile 
states 

Top receivers of 
Norwegian bilateral 
development 
assistance 2006-2016 

Top countries for 
Norwegian exports 
2016 

Number of diplomats 
at embassy in 2016 

China  South- Sudan  Tanzania  China India (Large) 

India  Sudan  Palestine  Brazil China (Large) 

Brazil  Afghanistan  Malawi  Indonesia Kenya (Large) 

Indonesia Nigeria  Mozambique  Nigeria Malawi (Medium) 

Thailand  Bangladesh  Brazil  India Indonesia (Medium) 

Nigeria  Ethiopia Afghanistan  Angola Nepal (Medium) 

Iran  Kenya  Uganda  Vietnam Tanzania (Medium) 

Egypt Myanmar Zambia  Thailand Nigeria (Small) 

Philippines Pakistan Nepal  South Africa Kosovo (Small)  

Malaysia Uganda Indonesia  Egypt Angola (Small) 

 

With regards to the categorization “Embassies mainly concentrating on development assistance”, we suggest  

- Mozambique: Mozambique is among the top recipients of development assistance from Norway. In 
recent years, bilateral co-operation has changed character due to a substantial increase in Norwegian 
exports, led by the discovery of offshore oil and gas fields. The country has a fairly high score on fragility 
and is a mid-sized Norwegian embassy.  

With regards to the categorization “Larger embassies with substantial diversity in roles”, we suggest 

- Kenya: In Kenya, Norway has a fairly large embassy. Though bilateral development assistance is limited 
compared to the top recipients, a quite substantial amount of multilateral support is handled or 
followed up by the embassy with the presence of UNEP and UN-Habitat. Although Norwegian export to 
Kenya is limited (160 million NOK in 2016), trade with Kenya is relatively diverse7 in the sense that there 
is a relatively substantial presence of several industries. The country scores quite highly on fragility both 
due to internal issues and a relatively large immigrant population. 

- Brazil: Brazil is among the top receivers of bilateral development assistance and is also one of the most 
important export markets for Norway. Norway also has substantial import from Brazil. Brazil’s GDP 

                                                                 

6 In the table, we have taken out OECD-countries, as we believe these are least relevant for in-depth analysis. Several 
embassies in OECD-countries have handled development assistance in 2016. However, the total amount of assistance 
and the number of agreements is limited. 
7 The largest countries for Norwegian exports are more dominated by maritime and oil and gas related exports 
(Menon export database 2017). 
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ranks as number 8 in the world. We have a mid-sized embassy in Brazil. The embassy and consulates 
might be a case of potential diversification of the bilateral co-operation. 

With regards to the categorization “embassies mainly concentrating on Norwegian economic interest”, we 
suggest 

- Nigeria: Nigeria is the most populated country in Africa and experiencing high population growth. The 
country ranks number four in GDP of countries that received development assistance. The country is 
among the top export countries for Norway, and Norwegian companies have substantial investments in 
Nigeria (Menon Database, 2017). The country ranks high on fragility. 

With regards to the categorization “Embassies in or near fragile states”, we suggest 

- Afghanistan: Afghanistan is among the top recipients of bilateral development assistance. With regard 
to total development assistance (bilateral and multilateral), Afghanistan is the top recipient in the 
period 2006-2016. It has a high level of fragility. Afghanistan is particularly interesting, because the 
handling of bilateral development assistance has been moved to Oslo. In the case of Afghanistan, we 
could build on the substantial work done in NOU 2016: 8 En god alliert – Norge i Afghanistan 2001-2014.  



Annex 8: Typology of countries  

Table A.7 presents the dimensions over which we disaggregated the countries in the statistical analysis to 
investigate whether there are systematic differences in funds managed or human resources allocated to 
embassies in groups of countries. We disaggregated countries according to fragility, whether capital flows to the 
country from Norway consisted mainly of ODA or other sources, and the size of the embassy, measured by the 
number of posted staffs. After conducting a preliminary analysis of the three dimensions in the typology, there 
appears to be a systematic difference between the categories in only one of the dimensions. For both the level 
of fragility and the size of the embassy, there were no systematic trends or developments that could provide us 
with any deeper insight into the question on how the role of the embassies has developed over time.  

Table A.7: Typology of states 

Dimensions Operationalisation Data source Systematic difference 
based on preliminary 
study 

1) Characteristics of the 
country 

Level of fragility in 
recipient country 

Fund for Peace’s Fragility 
Index 

 

2) Characteristics on 
Norway’s relationship with 
the country 

Combination of capital 
flows: ODA, export of 
goods and FDI stock 

ODA: Norad  

Norwegian export: SSB 

Norwegian FDI (stock): SSB 

3) Characteristics of 
Norwegian embassy in the 
country 

Size of the embassy 
(measured by number 
of diplomats) 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
 

 

For the dimension related to the amount of cross-border capital flows from various sources, however, this 
preliminary study showed signs of more systematic differences over time. Thus, we developed a more 
comprehensive and robust identification strategy for this dimension, which enabled us to categorize the focus 
of the embassy in the respective countries as either “Aid” or “Trade”.  

We have categorized the countries where Norway has one or more development agreement (according to the 
previously defined conditions) in the period from 2004 to 2016. We have gathered data from SSB on the 
Norwegian exports of goods8 and stock of foreign direct investment from 2004 to 2016, in addition to the annual 
amount of development assistance (ODA). Countries are then categorized according to how much of the total 
capital flows the ODA share represents each year: if ODA represents 50 per cent or more, the relationship is 
categorized as primarily ODA. And opposite, if ODA represents less than 50 per cent, the relation is categorized 
as a trade relation.9  

We find that many of the countries have switched categories over time. For example, Tanzania was categorized 
as an aid embassy until 2008. On the other hand, there are embassies first categorized as trade embassies before 
changing category to aid. Syria is one example, switching from trade to aid in 2011, after the outbreak of the civil 
war. Finally, several countries also change status several times, like Uganda, which started out in the aid category 
in 2004, switched to trade for two years in 08 and 09 before changing back to aid. Since 2012, however, it has 
remained as a trade embassy. Table A.8 presents an overview of the categorization of countries with embassies 
that manage development aid. 

                                                                 

8 We have only gathered data on export of goods and not services. The reasons for this choice are that the available 
data on exports of services contains important weaknesses, and that the amount is considerably lower than for 
goods. The data on export of export is therefore sufficient for the purpose of this exercise.  
9 See Annex 8 for the complete categorization of countries 
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Table A.8: Categorization of countries with embassies that manage development aid 

   2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Countries 
with 
Norwegian 
embassy 

Aid 12 14 15 14 15 16 17 18 15 18 16 13 16 

Trade 13 13 12 15 17 32 33 33 36 36 35 36 33 

Total  25 27 27 29 32 48 50 51 51 54 51 49 49 

 

From 2004 to 2016, the number of “trade embassies” has more than doubled over the period, increasing from 
13 to 33, while the number of “aid embassies” has remained relatively constant, between 12 and 16 embassies. 

Figure A.3 shows that the share of ODA funds managed by trade embassies has increased over time. In 2004, 25 
per cent of the aid managed by the embassies was managed by trade embassies, while in 2016, this share has 
increased to 50 per cent. This is as expected if the amount managed remains constant or even increases, and the 
number of embassies characterized as trade embassies increases relative to aid embassies. On the other hand, 
efforts to concentrate aid to fewer countries, and perhaps to the poorest countries, could have resulted in a 
different pattern, with increasing shares of aid managed by embassies in “aid countries”. Investigating the 
characteristics of the countries in each of the categories would require more detailed analyses. We can however 
conclude that there has not been a shift away from channelling aid to embassies in countries that have a trade 
and investment relationship with Norway. 

Figure A.3: Development assistance managed by embassies according to the country categorization. 
Adjusted for inflation (2016-NOK). Source: MFA and Menon (2018) 

 

Presentation of categorization 

In the years that there was no running ODA agreement between Norway and the respective country, we have 
categorized the country with the label “No ODA agreement”. It is not relevant for the scope of this study to 
investigate Norway’s relation to the country in a year where there is no development assistance. 
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Table A.9: Categorization of countries  

Recipien
t 
Country 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Afgha
nistan 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Trade Trade 

Albani
a 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade 

Algeri
a 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Trade 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade 

Angola Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade 

Argent
ina 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade 

No ODA 
agree-
ment 

No ODA 
agreement 

Armen
ia 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid 

No ODA 
agree-
ment 

No ODA 
agreement 

Azerba
ijan 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Trade Trade 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Trade Trade Trade Trade 

Bangla
desh Aid Aid Aid Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Aid Trade Trade Trade 

Belaru
s 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid 

No ODA 
agreement 

Bhuta
n Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Aid Aid 

No ODA 
agreement 

Bolivia 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Trade 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No ODA 
agreeme
nt 

No ODA 
agreement 

Bosnia 
and 
Herze-
govina 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Trade Trade Trade Trade Aid Aid Aid Aid Trade 

Botsw
ana Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Aid 

No ODA 
agreeme
nt Aid 
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Brazil 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade 

Burun
di 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid 

No ODA 
agreement 

Camb
odia Aid Aid Aid Aid 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Aid 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Aid Aid Aid 

Chile 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade 

China Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade 

Colom
bia 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Trade Trade 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade 

Congo, 
Dem. 
Rep. 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent Trade Trade 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade 

Costa 
Rica 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Aid Aid Aid 

No ODA 
agreement 

Cote 
D'Ivoir
e 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Trade Trade Trade Trade 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No ODA 
agreeme
nt 

No ODA 
agreement 

Croati
a 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Trade Trade 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No ODA 
agreeme
nt 

No ODA 
agreement 

Cuba 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Aid 

Egypt 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade 

El 
Salvad
or 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Aid Aid 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Aid Aid Aid Aid 

Eritrea Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Trade Aid Aid Aid 

Ethiop
ia Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid 
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Ghana 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade 

Guate
mala Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade 

Haiti 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Aid Aid Aid Aid 

Hondu
ras Aid Aid Aid 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Aid Aid 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No ODA 
agreeme
nt 

No ODA 
agreement 

India Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade 

Indon
esia Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade 

Iran 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Trade 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Trade Trade Trade 

No ODA 
agreement 

Iraq 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid 

Israel 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid 

Jordan 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade 

Kazak
hstan 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade 

No ODA 
agreement 

Kenya Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade 

Kosov
o 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid 

Kyrgyz 
Rep. 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Aid Aid Aid Aid 

No ODA 
agreeme
nt 

No ODA 
agreement 

Laos Aid 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Aid 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Aid 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Aid Aid 

No ODA 
agreement 



   
M E N O N  E C O N O M I C S  4 4  R E P O R T  

 

Leban
on 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade 

Liberia 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid 

Libya 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Aid Aid 

Maced
onia 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Trade Trade 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade 

Madag
ascar 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No ODA 
agreeme
nt Aid 

Madag
ascar Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid 

Malaw
i Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid 

Malay
sia 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Trade Trade Trade Trade 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No ODA 
agreeme
nt 

No ODA 
agreement 

Maldiv
es 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent Aid Aid 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No ODA 
agreeme
nt 

No ODA 
agreement 

Mali 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid 

Maurit
ius 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Aid 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No ODA 
agreeme
nt 

No ODA 
agreement 

Mexic
o 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade 

Moldo
va 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Aid Aid 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No ODA 
agreeme
nt 

No ODA 
agreement 

Mong
olia 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Aid Aid 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Aid Aid 

No ODA 
agreeme
nt 

No ODA 
agreement 
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Monte
negro 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid 

Moroc
co 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade 

Moza
mbiqu
e Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Trade Aid 

Myan
mar 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent Aid Trade Aid Trade Aid Aid Trade Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid 

Namib
ia Aid Aid Aid Aid 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Aid 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Aid Aid 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No ODA 
agreeme
nt 

No ODA 
agreement 

Nepal Trade Trade Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Trade Aid Trade Trade Aid 

Nicara
gua Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Trade Trade 

Niger 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Aid Aid Aid 

Nigeri
a Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade 

Pakist
an Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade 

Palesti
ne Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid 

Peru 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Aid Aid 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Aid 

No ODA 
agreeme
nt Aid 

Philipp
ines 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Trade 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade 

Rwand
a 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Aid 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No ODA 
agreeme
nt 

No ODA 
agreement 

Sao 
Tome 
& 
Princip
e 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Aid Aid Aid 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No ODA 
agreeme
nt 

No ODA 
agreement 

Serbia No 
ODA 

No 
ODA 

No 
ODA 

No 
ODA 

No 
ODA 

Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade 
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agreem
ent 

agree
ment 

agree
ment 

agree
ment 

agree
ment 

Seych
elles Aid 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No ODA 
agreeme
nt 

No ODA 
agreement 

Sierra 
Leone 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Aid Aid Aid 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No ODA 
agreeme
nt 

No ODA 
agreement 

Singap
ore 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Aid Aid Aid Aid 

Somali
a 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid 

South 
Africa Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade 

South-
Sudan 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid 

Sri 
Lanka Aid Aid Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade 

St.Vinc
ent & 
Grena
dines 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Aid 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Aid 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No ODA 
agreeme
nt 

No ODA 
agreement 

Sudan Trade Trade Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid 

Swazil
and 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Aid Aid Aid 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No ODA 
agreeme
nt 

No ODA 
agreement 

Syrian 
Arab 
Repub
lic 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Trade Trade Trade Trade Aid Aid Aid Aid 

Tajikis
tan 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid 

No ODA 
agreeme
nt 

No ODA 
agreement 

Tanza
nia Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade 

Thaila
nd Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade 

Timor-
Leste Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid 

Turkey No 
ODA 

No 
ODA 

No 
ODA 

No 
ODA 

No 
ODA 

No 
ODA 

Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade 
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agreem
ent 

agree
ment 

agree
ment 

agree
ment 

agree
ment 

agree
ment 

Ugand
a Aid Aid Aid Aid Trade Trade Aid Aid Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade 

Ukrain
e 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade 

Venez
uela 

No 
ODA 
agreem
ent 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade 

No 
ODA 
agree
ment 

No ODA 
agreeme
nt 

No ODA 
agreement 

Vietna
m Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade Trade 

Zambi
a Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid 

Zimba
bwe Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid Aid 
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Annex 9: Additional information from the statistical analysis 

To illustrate how characteristics of the embassy country and characteristics of Norway’s relationship with the 
country can influence the role of the embassy, we have coloured the table cells in purple if the country’s score 
is higher than the median10. The table presents statistics on the management of ODA, fragility, and capital flows 
from Norway. 

Table A.10: Statistics indicating differences in the role of embassies 

 

As seen in the table, both the country characteristics and the characteristics of Norway’s relationship with the 
country indicate a high variation in the roles of embassies managing development assistance. In addition, the 
role of embassies also varies due to factors not presented in the table. For example, the embassy in Nairobi has 
substantial responsibility for following up Norwegian assistance provided through multilateral organisations with 
headquarters in the country. Furthermore, the embassy in Addis Ababa is following up the work of the African 
Union.  

                                                                 

10 We could also have used the mean of the figures, but since there are substantial outliers, especially with regard to 
the trade statistics, the median is a better choice.  
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In conclusion, we find that the role of embassies varies to a high degree according to Norwegian interests in the 
country. In some countries, the embassy’s role is more concentrated on development assistance, but for the 
most, the embassies have plural roles securing different aspects of different Norwegian interests.  

In this regard, we must highlight that there are substantial weaknesses with regard to how these statistics can 
be used to shed light on the role of embassies. The most substantial weakness is related to the fact that most 
embassies have side-accredited countries. Hence, they follow up Norwegian interests in the countries that are 
side-accredited to the embassy. For example, Congo is side-accredited to Uganda, Syria is side-accredited to 
Lebanon, Eritrea is side-accredited to Ethiopia and Somalia is side-accredited to Kenya. In the table, we present 
data om migration, security and ODA. However, the role of the embassies in following up the side-accredited 
countries can be substantial. Therefore, only presenting statistics regarding the country where the embassy is 
present is likely to underestimate its role. However, the purpose of presenting the statistics is not to illustrate 
the role of each embassy, but rather to illustrate that the embassies’ roles are highly variable depending on both 
country characteristics and the characteristics of Norway’s relationship with the country.  

Furthermore, there are weaknesses regarding trade statistics. Even though there may be substantial Norwegian 
investments or exports to a country, this does not necessarily indicate that the effort the embassy has to put into 
securing these economics interests is equally high. It is reasonable to assume that the need for follow-up is 
dependent on the quality and functionality of the legal framework regulating trade and investments, which 
sectors the trade and investments take place in, public involvement in these sectors etc. Based on this, it is 
reasonable to assume that the larger the difference in culture, legal framework and geographic distance, the 
more need for involvement by the embassy. Furthermore, the more information on business opportunities is 
publicly available, the less need there is for businesses to seek assistance from the embassy.  

The accessibility of information probably also affects the level of effort necessary to handle migration issues. It 
is reasonable to assume that the less information that is publicly available, the more demanding is the task 
related to migration. Hence, handling migration issues in a functional democracy with good access to information 
is likely to be easier than handling migration issues in a fragile or failed state.  

Finally, assistance to a country can be channelled through the embassy, or through other channels such as NGOs 
and multilaterals. The embassies are instructed to follow up support provided by other channels. Substantial 
channelling of funds through multilaterals or NGOs might increase the workload of the embassy substantially. 
However, interviews with representatives at five embassies chosen for in-depth analysis indicate that the effort 
that is laid down for follow up is substantially less than the effort laid down when the embassy itself is responsible 
for the management of agreements. On this background, the amount of funds managed by an embassy is a fairly 
good indication of its role within development assistance. 

Although there are several weaknesses with regard to using the gathered statistics, they provide an illustration 
of how the role of embassies that manage development assistance is defined by Norway`s interest in the 
countries where the embassy is placed and in the countries that are side-accredited to the embassy. The 
purpose of the statistical analysis is not to define the particular role of each embassy. Rather it is to provide a 
quite superficial illustration of the substantial variation in how Norway`s interest could lead the embassies to 
have quite different roles. The roles are depending on which interests are present in the country or in side-
accredited countries. In accordance with the description of the purpose of the MFA, managing development 
assistance could be one of such interests. 
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Figure A.4: Disaggregation of Norwegian bilateral ODA across budget posts. Source: MFA and Menon (2018) 

  

Figure A.5: Left axis: total ODA managed by the embassies. Right axis: the share managed by the top ten 
embassies each year. Source: MFA & Menon (2018) 

 

Table A.11: Share of employees in Norad distributed by age 

 <30 30-39 40-49 50-59 >60 

2002 6.0 28.0 23.0 32.0 11.0 

2005 7.7 21.3 19.3 30.0 21.7 

2009 1.7 24.3 25.7 23.0 25.2 

2018 2.6 28.1 30.0 25.9 13.3 
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