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Preamble
In September 2015 The Norwegian Center for International Cooperation in Education (SIU)
invited proposals for the review of the Norwegian Cooperation Programme in Higher
Education with Russia 2011 - 2016 with the purpose to:


Assess the achievements of the Norwegian Cooperation Programme with Russia 2011–
2016 in light of the overall goal, objectives, and general success criteria, as outlined in the
agreement between SIU and the Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the Russia
Programme document 2011-2016, and calls for proposals.



Provide recommendations for a new Norwegian Cooperation Programme with Russia
after 2016.

The Terms of Reference specifies four themes to be addressed by the review:
1. Achievements of objectives;
2. The Programme model;
3. Administration and selection process;
4. Further development of the Programme.
The first three themes are addressed in chapters 4, 5 and 6 of this report. The Review Team’s
views on the further development of the Programme are presented in the first part of the report,
Summary conclusions and recommendations, which also presents the major findings of the
review. Findings and arguments for conclusions and recommendations are presented in the
respective chapters of the report.
The methodology has consisted of i) review of programme documents, SIU annual reports,
project documents; ii) review of SIU Espresso database; iii) web based survey to 113 Norwegian
and Russian project coordinators (82 answers received – response percentage 75%); interviews
with 20 Norwegian project coordinators and 42 persons involved in projects in St. Petersburg,
Murmansk and Moscow.
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Summary, conclusions and recommendations
SIU has on behalf of Ministry of Foreign Affairs administered project cooperation with Russia in
higher education since the mid-1990s. The Norwegian Cooperation Programme with Russia
2011-2016, which is the object of this review, was established to strengthen Norwegian-Russian
knowledge cooperation within prioritized areas mentioned in the Norwegian government’s
High North Strategy.
The years following the dissolution of the Soviet Union in 1991 was characterized by
considerable challenges in the transition process from planned economy to market economy in
Russia. In the 1990’s Norway provided assistance to Russia in a number of thematic areas,
including education. With the improvement of Russia’s economy from the turn of the
millennium - largely due to the rise of oil and gas prices - the relationship between Norway and
Russia has in general obtained the character of mutual co-operation. This transition is also

reflected in the field of educational cooperation and in the aim of the Programme which is
to support common Norwegian-Russian knowledge development and enhancement of sustainable
cooperation in areas where Norway and Russia have shared interests.

Russia’s economy stagnated in 2014 mainly due to a fall in the prices of Russian export
commodities. This has led to cuts in the Russian state budget and a sharp fall in the value of the
ruble. It is still too early to conclude what long term effects this will have on the financial situation
of the Russian universities. The financial aspects of cooperation may have considerable effects on
the sustainability of the projects under the Programme.
Norwegian-Russian relations have been influenced by the Russian annexation of Crimea 2014 and
the on-going conflict in the Eastern part of the Ukraine. However, it is the declared intent of both
Norway and Russia to maintain a neighborly co-operation in various fields. Education may be seen
as an important arena for creating mutual understanding and friendly long-term relationships
between the populations of the two countries. It is within this perspective the statement in the
Terms of Reference may be understood, saying
since 2014 the Ministry of Foreign Affairs particularly emphasizes that support to project
cooperation with Russia should serve Norwegian interests and priorities
It is the general conclusion of the Review Team that the Programme is an important instrument
to develop and strengthen long-lasting mutual relations and networks between Norway and
Russia in the field of higher education. The Programme has made considerable achievements in
light of overall goal, objectives and general success criteria, although for many projects activities
are implemented at a slower rate than planned and hence some results are delivered after
schedule and for some projects some results have not been achieved.
Main characteristics
In the period 2011 – 2015, Norwegian universities and university colleges have yearly been
invited to apply for funding for developing and strengthening knowledge cooperation with
Russian higher education institutions. SIU received 115 grant applications and funded 14 longterm projects (until four years) and 43 limited cooperation projects (1 year) for a total amount of
53.7 million NOK during this period. Main characteristics of the cooperation are:
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18 Norwegian universities and university colleges have cooperation projects with
Russian partners, of these 11 institutions have one project, while 7 institutions have
more than one cooperation project



27 Russian universities have cooperation projects with Norway. Of these, 13 universities
have more than one cooperation project. Of the 27 universities 9 universities are located
in Moscow, 7 in St Petersburg and 3 in Murmansk



The projects involve 337 academic staff – 142 in Norway and 195 in Russia. In Norway
66,2 % are women and in Russia 56,0 %.



In addition to the main partners 28 institutions are involved as network partners.



Of the 14 long-term projects seven include bachelor level, 10 include master level and
four Ph.D. level.



As of end of 2014 13 projects had underexpenditures ranging from NOK 14 504 to NOK
1 025 088. The level of underexpenditures is an indicator of the rate of implementation,
the higher the underexpenditure, the more the project is behind schedule.
There are three types of explanations for underexpenditures: the project may have been
able to make savings, activities have been delayed or activities may not be implemented
for different reasons, as for instance lack of interested students. In most cases the
projects report that activities will be implemented, but in some cases not with the
planned participation of students or amount of activities.



Of the 14 projects, as much as six report that they have problems with recruitment of
students. Such problems are most acute in Norway.



Most projects inform on the targeted number of students in their study programmes and
courses. This is not the same as the actual number of students, as many students may
participate in different courses. Targeted student participation in Norway is 751
students and in Russia 504 students.

Recommendations on strategies for a new Cooperation programme
If the Programme is to be continued after 2016 it will have to address some overall strategic
issues.
In October 2015 the Norwegian government presented its Strategy for higher education and
research cooperation with Brazil, India, China, Russia and South-Africa (2016-20320), called Panorama.
This constitutes an important framework and reference for a possible continuation of the
Programme.
Recommendation 1: If the Programme is to be continued, this should be anchored in the
Norwegian government’s Strategy for higher education and research
cooperation with Brazil, India, China, Russia and South-Africa (2016-20320),
called Panorama, which has a special section on Russia.
The Programme is anchored in the Norwegian government’s High North strategy, which has
contributed to a geographic concentration of participating universities both in Norway and
Russia. This may not be conducive to the development of a geographically broad cooperation
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with Russia with the optimal participation of relevant and advanced centers for higher
education in both countries.
Recommendation 2: The Programme should explore how it can continue to expand the
cooperation to include advanced university centers for higher education
in other areas of the two countries where it has been less active until now.
In the present Programme period, several projects have encountered problems in recruiting
participants for student mobility, in particular for longer periods. This is partly due to the
problem of mutual acceptance for degrees and credits for courses. This in particular applies to
Norwegian students going to Russia and is most acute among students at the bachelor level.
Recommendation 3: SIU should explore ways to stronger motivate Norwegian students to
participate in study programmes and courses under the Programme. For
bachelor students this should include how to ensure credits for courses
taken and the possibilities for courses shorter than a full semester and for
field work.
The Programme should continue to address the three levels bachelor, master and Ph.D., but
with a stronger emphasis on master and Ph.D. levels where the experience is that it is easier to
get students to participate. This participation will be further motivated if it entails awarding of
a joint degree.
Recommendation 4: The programme should put more emphasis on joint master degree
programmes and with the objective that this should lead to joint degrees.
The projects are well anchored in participating institutions who will continue to implement
courses and teaching materials developed through the projects, which is an indicator of
sustainability.
However, the sustainability of the Programme may be threatened by the recent negative
development of the Russian economy. Russia’s economy has stagnated since 2014 largely due
to a fall in the prices of Russian export commodities, which already has had implications for the
Russian state budget. This development has been accompanied with a dramatic fall in the value
of the Russian currency. It is still too early to conclude what long term effects this will have on
the Russian economy and the financial situation of the Russian universities participating in the
educational cooperation with Norway. This situation may be exacerbated by the phasing out of
the Norwegian scholarship scheme “kvoteordningen”, which will be phased out as of the study
year 2016/2017. A large number of Russian students in Norway have received financial support
through this scheme.
Recommendation 5: The impacts of the different changes in the financial situation for the
feasibility of the Programme must be considered in order to ensure the
realism of a new Cooperation Programme.
The Terms of Reference for this Review mention that
since 2014 the Ministry of Foreign Affairs particularly emphasizes that support to project
cooperation with Russia should serve Norwegian interests and priorities
It is the understanding of the Review Team that this emphasis of Norwegian interests and
priorities is in support of the Norwegian government’s High North Strategy from which the
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Programme’s priority areas are taken. It does not contradict the aim of the current Programme
period
to support common Norwegian-Russian knowledge development and enhancement of sustainable
cooperation in areas where Norway and Russia have shared interests.
Achievement of the five specific Programme objectives
Chapter 4 of this report discusses the five specific Programme objectives and the achievement of
each of these.
The Review Team has found that the five specific project objectives are being achieved,
although to a varying degree.
The two objectives which seem to be achieved to the highest degree are:
Objective 4: Increase academic cooperation and relations between Norway and Russia.
Objective 3: Enhance the quality of education in educational institutions that are involved in
the projects.
Two other objectives also seem to be achieved to a high degree but somewhat lower than the
two mentioned above:
Objective 1: Increase cooperation on the development of sustainable study programmes in
sectors that are of high priority at the educational institutions in question as well
as at national level.
Objective 5: Increase mutual knowledge of each other’s language and culture.
The last objective, which shows the lowest level of achievement is
Objective 2: Increase expertise by facilitating the sharing of experiences with regard to
Norwegian reforms associated with the Bologna process
It is the opinion of the Review Team that if the Programme is to continue, there is a need to do a
thorough revision of both the overall goal and the specific objectives of the Programme.
Recommendation 6: In the revision of goal and objectives it will be important to
 ensure that only objectives are included which may be achieved by the
activities that may be included in the Programme and where expected
results will contribute to the achievement of objectives. If there is no such
expected causal effect chain from activities to an objective, this objective
should not be included in the Programme
 distinguish between on the one hand goal and objectives toward which
achievements may be measured and on the other hand desirable impacts
of projects and the Programme
Recommendation 7: As an input to a revision of objectives the Review Team would like to
express the following views:
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The current overall goal of the Programme to develop and strengthen
Norwegian-Russian cooperation on development of knowledge is in line with
Panorama. In this connection it will be of particular importance to
 Continue and strengthen the cooperation linked to shared strategic
interest in the High North
 Continue and strengthen cooperation in areas of strategic interest for
Norwegian competency institutions with emphasis on thematic areas
where Russian researchers and institutions may contribute with
advanced competency
 Continue and strengthen higher education cooperation on themes
which are linked to relevant private sector development
The objective that the cooperation shall lead to improved quality of the education of
involved Norwegian and Russian institutions should be kept. This is in line with
the objective to internationalize Norwegian higher education. It is also a
Russian goal to improve the quality of higher education through
internationalization.
The focus of the objective that cooperation should lead to more development of
study programmes should be changed. This is more an activity in support of
the goal and objectives.
The objective to share Norwegian experience associated with the Bologna process is
outside the scope of the Programme. It is not likely that project activities in
the Programme may have any impact on how Russian national higher
education institutions may undertake reforms in line with the Bologna
process.
The Review Team is uncertain whether the objective to increase mutual
knowledge of each other’s language and culture should be kept as a specific
objective. Some projects have included introductions to language and culture,
but these are hardly linked to the overall objective to increase cooperation on
higher level education or any of the specific objectives.
The need to strengthen the synergies between education and research have
been emphasized by many, in line in with this an objective to be considered
would be increased cooperation between higher education and research institutions
to ensure development of research based education.
Achievement of overall Programme goal
The overall goal for the Programme is
to contribute to the development and strengthening of long-lasting cooperation between
Norwegian and Russian institutions of higher education.
It is the opinion of the Review Team that this review has shown that the Programme is
achieving its specific objectives to a large degree, particularly 1 and 4, and that this clearly
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contributes to the achievement of the overall goal. Indicators substantiating this are the
fulfilment of the Programme’s success factors listed in the Programme Document and
addressed below.
Fulfilment of the Programme’s success factors


The establishment and continuation of relevant and sustainable study programmes with sound
student recruitment in Russia and of new joint study programmes and/or joint degrees.
This success factor is partially fulfilled. For most long term projects and many short term
projects joint study programmes have been established. As they have been jointly prepared
by the main partners, it is safe to conclude that they are relevant for the involved
institutions. The Norwegian selection process and the Programme’s anchorage in the
Norwegian government’s High North Strategy are indicators that they are nationally
relevant, but it is not possible to conclude that they are equally relevant in Russia.
In the survey to Norwegian and Russian project coordinators 87,6 % confirmed that the
project had led to more longer-lasting relations between the involved institutions.
Oddly enough, this success factor only refers to student recruitment in Russia. In the 14
long-term projects six projects report that they have difficulties in recruiting the planned
number of students for different study programs. This problem is most acute with regard to
Norwegian students.
Very few of the projects aim at joint degrees. It is agreed that this is extremely difficult to
achieve, in particular for relatively small projects as in this programme.



Continuity in the use of teaching materials or methods developed in projects, also after the project
period is over.
In the survey to project coordinators 87,5 % of the respondents confirm that teaching
materials or methods developed in the projects will continue to be used, also after the
project is over.



Increased quality in the areas of education involved in the projects.
In the survey to project coordinators 88,8 % of the respondents confirm that their project has
increased the quality in the areas of education included in the project.



Increased knowledge of the Bologna process and its reforms at the institutions in Russia
In the survey to project coordinators 63,8 % of the respondents confirm that their project has
increased the knowledge in their institution of the Bologna process.



Increased capacity for and expertise in participation in international cooperation at the involved
institutions
In the survey to project coordinators 86,3 % of the respondents confirm that their project has
increased their own and the institution’s capacity and expertise in participation in
international cooperation



Increased mutual knowledge about each other’s language and culture
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In the survey to project coordinators 87,5 % of the respondents confirm that their project has
increased mutual knowledge about each other’s language and culture.


Increased interest in cooperation with Russia at higher education institutions in Norway
In previous programme period 2007 – 2011 there were 5 Norwegian partners and 6 Russian
partners. In the current programme period 2011 – 2016 these numbers have increased to 18
Norwegian partners and 27 Russian partners. In addition, in the current programme period
29 projects have network partners coming from 47 partner institutions.
The projects intend to involve in total 337 academic staff. Of these 114 are project
coordinators and 223 other academic staff. The number of all involved staff in projects is
higher in Russia, total 195, than in Norway, in total 142.
In the survey to project coordinators 68,6 % of the respondents confirm that their project has
increased interest in cooperation with Russia at higher education institutions in Norway. In
Russia the corresponding figure was higher with 85,0 %



Increase in the number of long-term cooperation activities with Russia at higher education
institutions in Norway
In the previous programme period 2007 – 2011 there were seven cooperation projects, in the
current period the number is 57.



Increased level of mobility between Russian and Norwegian higher education institutions
In the survey to project coordinators as much as 80,1 % of the respondents confirm that their
project has increased the level of mobility between Russian and Norwegian higher
education institutions.



Increased gender awareness in programme activities
All together the Programme shows a good gender balance of involved staff, 43,9 % men and
56,9 % women. In Norway the share of women is higher than in Russia, 66,2 % versus 48,7
%.
In the survey to project coordinators 53,8 % of the respondents confirm that their project has
increased gender awareness.

The Programme model
The Programme model is analysed in chapter 5.
The Review Team has the following conclusions and recommendations on the different
elements of the Programme model.
Bottom up researcher initiated projects ensure that the Programme will consist of relevant
research based education and also for some projects give room for motivating field work, which
is conducive to recruitment of students.
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Recommendation 8: The bottom up researcher based approach is an important asset of the
Programme and should be kept as the basis for identification of projects
Institutional anchorage means that cooperation is between institutions and not individuals, and
this ensures institutional commitment. This commitment is definitely in place among academic
staff as confirmed in the survey and interviews. However, problems with clearance by
administrative staff responsible for contracts and transfer of funds, have in some cases both in
Norway and Russia been a challenge and in such cases led to delays in project implementation.
Recommendation 9: SIU should examine experience with the involvement of administrative
staff and how their lack of understanding and involvement in some cases
has been an obstacle to project implementation. SIU should prepare a
document with recommendations and guidelines on how to ensure
speedy clearance of contracts and modalities for transfer of funds.
Eligibility, limited to accredited universities in Norway and Russia, ensures participation of
higher education institutions in line with objectives and the scope of the Programme. This
should be kept. However, as many have pointed out, the reach-out to other institutions as
network partners is to the benefit of the Programme and the cooperation between the two
countries.
Recommendation 10: SIU should find ways to further encourage main partners to search for
relevant network partners who would like to participate in project
activities. This would increase the network and the impact of the
Programme.
Types of projects include short-term and long-term projects. This two pronged approach is
flexible and allows for institutions to find the appropriate cooperation modality and ensures the
visibility of the Programme throughout the full Programme period. However, the impact of
short-term projects and their sustainability are limited.
Recommendation 11: The two-pronged approach of support to two types of projects should be
kept. But efforts should be made to ensure more long-term projects and
that short-term projects are the pre-cursor of long-term cooperation or
specific follow-up of long-term projects.
Partnership relations are strong in the Programme. Relations are equal between partners with
regard to project identification and design, but lopsided with regard to implementation as only
Norwegian partners have responsibilities vis a vis SIU and Russian partners are not accountable
to SIU. This is natural as the Programme is fully financed by Norway, and for SIU it is an
administrative advantage. However, as a consequence, Norwegian partners have a larger
workload, being in charge of financial management and both financial and progress reporting.
Recommendation 12: SIU should look into possibilities to make Russian partners more
accountable for the implementation of the projects, particularly with a
view to progress reporting and management of funds.
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Priority areas identified in the Norwegian government’s High North Strategy are sufficiently
clear to guide applicants and sufficient to accommodate different initiatives for relevant
cooperation. However, there is interest for cooperation within higher education on culture and
performing arts without this being included in priority areas. Some have expressed that
priority areas should be narrowed to areas of strategic importance while others have expressed
that it would be better not to have any priority areas at all.
Recommendation 13: SIU should look into whether a set of priority areas is indeed conducive to
the Programme, and if so, review what priority areas should be included.
Activities which may be supported include all activities which may normally be part of this
type of programme. The frequency of different activities varies. No additional activities have
been identified for the Programme.
Recommendation 14: The wide range of activities that may be supported should be kept.
Selection criteria are well prepared and clear. This review has not revealed that any of these are
not relevant. However, it SIU is currently revising these criteria with a view to simplifying these
and streamlining them with other programmes SIU administers. For SIU the similarity of
selection criteria for different SIU administered programmes is important.
Recommendation 15: SIU should continue to review and revise selection criteria with a view to
streamlining these with other programmes.
Programme structure and decision making is clear and quite simple, which is conducive to the
implementation of the Programme, but there is a scope for involving the Board more in the
strategic planning of the Programme. The Board has delegated to SIU to decide on projects
below NOK 150 000 and is now considering increasing this threshold to NOK 500 000.
Recommendation 16: SIU should consider whether the Board may be more involved in strategic
considerations for the Programme
Project costs and budget elements are well presented in the Programme document and
enclosures. The projects are rather low cost projects. Generally speaking it seems that projects
are implemented within the budget in a cost efficient manner. A large number of projects do
not manage to spend the funds according to plans and have to apply for “no cost extension”
from one year to the next, which SIU usually grants.
In some interviews interviewees have expressed that it is detrimental to ensuring commitment
and motivation among staff that the Programme does not allow for payment to involved staff
for whom project work is a burden in addition to normal work.
Recommendation 17: SIU should consider whether some incentives may be conducive to
project implementation
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SIU administration of the Programme
The administration of the Programme is analyzed in chapter 6.
Both in the survey and in interviews SIU receives high praise for its administration of the
Programme, both with regard to call for proposals, selection process and decisions as well as
requirements and follow up of financial and progress reporting. It is important that SIU
continues and maybe even strengthens its relations with Russian institutions with visits and
seminars.
Main partners’ planning and implementation
In the present programme period, several projects have encountered problems in recruiting
participants for student mobility, in particular for longer periods. This in particular applies to
Norwegian students going to Russia. This is partly due to the problem of mutual acceptance of
degrees and credits for courses, but also language constraints. A large number of Russian
students in Norway have received financial support through the Norwegian “kvoteordningen”.
This scholarship scheme will be phased out as of the study year 2016/2017.

Generally, the Norwegian and Russian partners ensure good planning and implementation of
projects. Nevertheless, some projects have encountered problems in their implementation,
particularly with regard to ensuring the necessary number of students to implement study
programmes at different degree levels, mainly Norwegian students in Russia.
Recommendation 13: SIU should explore ways to ensure and encourage students to participate
in study programmes. It will be of particular importance to ensure that
credits obtained in the foreign country will be duly credited in the home
country institution.
Survey respondents’ views on the future of the Programme
In the survey project coordinators were asked about the future and further development of the
Programme as shown in table below. As may be seen 91,3 % express that the Programme
should continue in the same way, while 18,8 % express that there is a need to change (two
different questions). Of the changes to be done, the one with the highest score is on activities
that may be supported.
Views on future of the Programme (Survey project coordinators)

Statement

Agree

Strongly
agree

Total

The Programme should continue in the same way as it is

41,3

50,0

91,3

The Programme needs to be changed

16,3

2,5

18,8

Need to change activities to be included

11,3

3,8

15,1

Need to change priority areas

6,3

2,5

8,8
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Need to change program model

6,3

1,3

7,6

Need to change selection process

2,6

1,3

3,9

Need to change eligibility

2,5

1,3

3,8
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1 Introduction
1.1

Background and purpose of the review

Norway has cooperated with Russia in higher education since the mid-1990s. The Norwegian
Cooperation Programme in Higher Education with Russia 2011 - 2016, hereafter referred to as
the Russia Programme, was established to strengthen Norwegian – Russian knowledge
cooperation within the prioritized areas mentioned in the Norwegian government’s High North
Strategy.
The Norwegian Centre for International Cooperation in Education (SIU) manages the
Programme.
In September 2015 SIU invited proposals for the review of the Programme with the purpose to:


Assess the achievements of the Norwegian Cooperation Programme with Russia 2011–
2016 in light of the overall goal, objectives, and general success criteria, as outlined in the
agreement between SIU and the Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the Russia
Programme document 2011-2016, and calls for proposals.



Provide recommendations for a new Norwegian Cooperation Programme with Russia
after 2016.

The Terms of Reference (ToR) specifies four themes to be addressed by the review:
5. Achievements of objectives;
6. The Programme model;
7. Administration and selection process;
8. Further development of the Programme.

Methodology

1.2

The methodology for this review has consisted of various elements.
Documents reviewed.
Documents included


Programme Document 2011 – 2016



SIU Annual reports



Documents for individual projects - Project document, progress and final reports

The Review database:
SIU manages the Programme using the Espresso database. An extract of this was made
available for the Review Team. It consisted of all supported projects and provided key
information on each of these. This was the Review database. It provided the basic information
needed to get an overview for the analysis of the Programme and the basis for the web based
survey and the interviews.
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Web-based survey:
The key persons for implementation of the awarded projects are the Norwegian and the
Russian project coordinators. The web-based survey was sent to 113 project coordinators in the
two countries. 82 answers were received, which is a response percentage of 75 %.
The purpose of the survey was to find out how Norwegian and Russian project coordinators
assessed different aspects of the Programme and had questions related to


Achievement of Programme objectives



Achievement of project results



Project implementation



Project impacts, relevance and sustainability



Programme model, administration and selection process



Further development of the Programme



Questions related to efficiency, goal achievement, impacts, relevance and sustainability

In the survey the respondents were requested to express degree of agreement with given
statements with the following alternatives:


Strongly disagree / highly negative



Disagree/ negative



Agree/ positive



Strongly agree/very positive



Do not know/not relevant

In addition respondents were invited to provide comments.

Interviews with Norwegian and Russian coordinators
It was agreed with SIU that the Review should focus on all long term projects and the shortterm cooperation activities from the 2012 and 2013 calls for proposals which had presented their
final reports.
Interviews were made with Norwegian coordinators in charge of long term projects and
selected coordinators of completed short-term projects. These interviews were done by
telephone. Enclosure 1 lists the persons the Review team managed to interview.
It was agreed that the Review team would visit and interview project coordinators in St
Petersburg, Murmansk and Moscow. Enclosure 1 lists the persons interviewed in these cities.
For all interviews an interview guide was prepared and sent to the interviewees prior to the
interview. It included questions related to:


The individual project (history of the project, its implementation, results achieved,
contribution to achievement of Programme objectives, efficiency, impacts, relevance,
sustainability)



The Programme model and its implementation
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Further development of the Programme

In addition the Review team interviewed persons involved with the Programme, but not
directly in charge of individual projects. They are listed in enclosure 1.

1.3

Structure of the report

The report starts with a summary presentation which constitutes the basis for the following
chapters, addressing the themes to be included as per the terms of Reference:
Terms of Reference defines the scope of the Review to consist of the following elements:
1) Achievement of objectives
2) The Programme model
3) Administration and selection process
4) Further development of the Programme
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2 Summary presentation of the Programme
In the period 2011 – 2015, Norwegian universities and university colleges have yearly been
invited to apply for funding for developing and strengthening knowledge cooperation with
Russian higher education institutions. SIU received 115 grant applications and funded 14 longterm projects and 43 short term projects (see below the definition of the two types of projects),
for a total amount of 53.7 million NOK during this period.
The priority areas and the types of activities which may receive support are shown in table 2.1
(Table 1.5 shows how funding has been allocated to these categories).
Table 2.1

Priority areas and types of activities

Priority areas

Types of activities which may receive
support

a)

Climate and energy

a)

Student exchange

b)

Maritime studies

b)

Faculty exchange

c)

Social sciences

c)

Guest lecturing

d)

Humanities

d)

Organizing Common seminars

e)

Environmental sciences and
sustainable use of resources

e)

Summer schools

f)

Health

f)

Intensive courses

g)

Development common curricula

g)

Business development

h)

Petroleum

h)

Development course modules

i)

Study programmes

j)

Double / joint degrees

The Programme supports two types of projects, long term projects and short-term limited
cooperation activities – also referred to as short-term projects.

Long-term projects
Support for long-term projects may be for until four years. Maximum amounts for projects
involving two institutions NOK 3,500,000 (first call for proposals 2012) and NOK 3,000,000
(second call for proposals) and NOK 4,000,000 and NOK 3,500,000 for network projects with
three or more partners.
In their application for long-term projects the applicants must present usual project information
such as:


Objectives



Expected results



Activity plan



Budget (institutional development – networking, workshops etc., mobility –
scholarships, infrastructure, project administration and management)
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A typical long-term project consists of the following elements:


Networking / seminars / workshops



Development of study programmes and courses to be taught in Norway and Russia



Student mobility in connection with studies in Norway and Russia



Guest lecturing and field work



Publications and dissemination of results

The study programmes / courses in the applications provide important information on the
content of the project:


The number of courses vary from 3 to 20



The expected number of Russian students attending a course varies from 2 to 25 and for
Norwegian students from 2 to 70



The projects vary as to whether they include bachelor, master or PhD levels. Some
projects address all three levels while others include one or two



All courses indicate the Bologna Europe Credit Transfer System ECTS credit to be
awarded

Short term projects
Support for short term projects is for until 18 months. Maximum allocation is NOK 200 000 for
projects involving two institutions and NOK 300 000 for network projects with three or more
institutions. These usually include support for networking / conferences / seminars / workshops
with related travel costs for mutual visits, most often with a view to develop cooperation and
joint projects.
For long term projects calls for proposals were announced in 2012 and 2013, for short term
projects in 2012, 2013, 2014 and 2015. Number of applications and awarded support for the two
categories of projects are shown in table 2.2.
Table 2.2

Calls for proposals and project support awarded

Call for proposals

Long term projects

Short-term cooperation

Applications

Awarded

Applications

Awarded

2012

27

8

27

14

2013

25

6

9

7

2014

22

9

2015

26

13

84

43

Total
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Table 2.3 shows the amounts allocated to the two types of projects.
Table 2.3

Programme allocations

Call proposals

Long term projects

Short term projects

(14 projects)

(43 projects)

2012

27 664 900

3 000 000

30 664 900

2013

16 743 802

1 549 448

18 293 250

2014

2 369 600

2 369 600

2015

2 444 137

2 444 137

9 363 185

53 771 887

TOTAL

44 408 702

Total

The Programme Document 2011 – 2016 presents the necessary elements for the administration
of the Programme in paragraphs such as 1. General, 2; Goals and objectives, 3. Eligibility, 4.
Cooperation, commitment and responsibility; 5. Project categories and eligible activities; 6.
Financial guidelines; 7. Application procedures; 8. Requirements, priorities and selection
procedures; 9. External evaluations and the Programme Board; 10. Indicators of success;
Reporting procedures.
In calls for proposal SIU explains the requirements for submitting applications to be made
electronically. Guidelines for applicants and formats for applications were also made available
electronically.
Once a project is approved for support, SIU provides the Norwegian partner the information
and forms necessary for receiving funds and for management and reporting.
SIU only enters into a contract with the Norwegian partner, who will then have to ensure the
relevant contractual commitment of their Russian partner.
Enclosure 2 presents a list of cooperating institutions in Norway and Russia, which shows the
following main characteristics:
In Norway:


18 universities and university colleges have cooperation projects with Russian partners



11 institutions have only one project while 7 institutions have more than one cooperation
project



The institutions with more than one cooperation project are shown in table 2.4

Table

2.4

Norwegian universities with more than one cooperation project

University of Tromsø
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University of Bergen

1

7

8

University of Oslo

1

5

6

University of Nordland

1

3

4

Høgskolen i Østfold

-

3

3

Høgskolen i Molde

1

1

2

University of Stavanger

1

1

2

In Russia


27 universities have cooperation projects with Norway



13 universities have more than one cooperation project



The university with most cooperation projects is St. Petersburg State University with 8
cooperation projects of which 5 are long term projects



Of the 27 universities 19 are located in:
o

Moscow

o

St Petersburg 7 universities

o

Murmansk

9 universities

3 universities

Table 2.1 lists the Programme’s priority areas. Table 2.5 shows how many projects which
address a given priority area. Environment and ecology is the priority area addressed by most
(13 projects) and Petroleum addressed by fewest (3 projects). For remaining categories the
number of projects addressing each of these is much the same, ranging from 6 to 8.
Table 2.5 also shows SIU’s categorization of the projects in selected fields, showing that as much
as 15 projects are in the field of humanities.
Table 2.5

Categorization of projects – priority areas and fields

Priority areas

SIU categories of fields

(Number of projects addressing the
priority area)

(Number of projects)

a) Climate and energy

6

Humanities (language, law, art, music,
pedagogy

15

b) Maritime studies

6

Social Sciences

8

c) Social sciences

7

Health

7

d) Humanities

8

Environment / ecology

6
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e) Environment/ecology

13

Petroleum

4

f) Health

7

Business administration

4

g) Business development

6

Mathematical and Natural Sciences

3

h) Petroleum

3

Marine technology

3

None

9

Geologi

2

Information Technology

2

Tourism

2

Fisheries

1

The Programme gives support to both long term projects and short-term projects. Support has
been given to 14 long term projects and to 43 short-term projects. In many cases there is a
relationship between these two types. In some cases a short-term project has preceded as a pilot
project for a long term project, and in other cases a short-term project has been the follow-up of
a long term project. The relationship may also be that a given projects have the same
Norwegian and / or Russian coordinator. The relationship between projects is summarized in
table 2.6 below.
Table 2.6

Relations between projects (preceding or follow-up continuation)

Year of approval

Total approvals

Projects with relations to
another project (preceding
or follow-up continuation)

2012

22

9

2013

13

6

2014

9

7

2015

13

8

It is also interesting to notice that several Norwegian and Russian project coordinators are
coordinators for more than one project, which is an indication that certain project coordinators
have been particularly active and successful in developing cooperation projects under the
Programme.
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Table 2.7

Project coordinators of more than one project

Coordinators

Two projects

Three projects

Norwegian

7

2

Russian

8

-

Applications from long-term projects list faculty and staff involved in the project in addition to
the coordinator in each of the two main partner institutions. Table 2.8 shows that more than 220
academic staff are involved in the 14 long term projects, and considerably more in Russia than
in Norway. The number of such additional staff varies from 1 to 42 persons for a given project.
Table 2.8

Number of academic staff involved in the project

Norway

Russia

Total

Coordinators

57

57

114

Other staff

85

138

223

Total

142

195

337

Table 2.9 shows the gender distribution of coordinators and additional staff. Russian projects
show a considerably better gender balance than Norwegian projects which has a much higher
female share.
Table 2.9

Gender distribution of project coordinators and other staff

Norway

Russia

Total

Male

Female

Total

Male

Female

Total

Male

Female

Total

Coordinators

16

41

57

29

28

57

45

69

114

Other staff

32

53

85

71

67

138

103

120

223

Total

48

94

142

100

95

195

148

189

337

The Programme encourages projects to have network partners in addition to the main partners.
Table 2.10 shows that as much as 29 projects of a total of 57 projects include network partners.
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Table 2.10

Network partners in addition to main partners

No network
partners

1 network
partner

2 network
partners

3 network
partners

4 network
partners

5 network
partners

28

13

9

3

1

3

It is first and foremost long-term projects which have additional partners – 8 of 14 projects. Of
the short-term projects 14 of 43 projects have additional partners. Additional partners are of
three types:
universities, public and private research institutes, and private business
(production of services and goods). Table 2.11 shows that other partners first and foremost are
29 universities (some of these are repeated), but also that as much as 15 research institutes are
additional partners, and very few private business. It also shows that there are three times
more additional partners in Russia than in Norway.
Table 2.11

Type of network partners in addition to main partners

Universities

Research institutes

Private business

Total

No

Ru

Tot

No

Ru

Tot

No

Ru

Tot

No

Ru

Tot

Long-term

3

11

14

4

5

9

1

2

3

8

18

26

Short-term

1

14

15

2

4

6

0

0

0

3

18

21

Total

4

25

29

6

9

15

1

2

3

11

36

47
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3 Overview of the 14 long-term projects
In line with the Terms of Reference this review does not make an assessment of the extent to
which individual projects have achieved their results.
The focus of this review has been on the 14 long-term projects. The project period for the first
batch of eight projects is 2012 – 2015, for the second batch of six projects 2013 – 2016. This
means that final reports have not been available. Based on the project documents, progress
reports, SIU’s annual reports, SIUs note of November 2015 to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs on
underexpenditures in 2014 and interviews of selected project coordinators in Norway and
Russia, this chapter gives a summary presentation of the projects and current status.
The main characteristics of the projects may be summarized as follows:


As of end of 2014 13 projects had underexpenditures ranging from NOK 14 054 to NOK
1 025 088. The level of underexpenditures is an indicator of the rate of implementation,
the higher the underexpenditure, the more the project is behind schedule

Table 3.1

Underexpenditures – number of projects

As planned

Under 50 000

100-200 000

200-400 000

500-700 000

Over 1 mill

1

3

2

4

3

1

There are three types of explanations for underexpenditures: the project may have been able
to make savings, activities have been delayed or activities may not be implemented for
different reasons, as for instance lack of interested students. In most cases the projects
report that activities will be implemented, but in some cases not with the planned
participation of students or amount of activities.


Of the 14 projects as much as six report that they have problems with recruitment of
students



Projects vary as to which academic levels are included – bachelor, master or Ph.D., as
shown in table 3.2

Table 3.2

Academic levels included in projects

Bachelor

Master

Ph.D.

7

10

4

Projects also vary as to the composition of academic levels included in the study
programmes, as shown in table 3.3.
Table 3.3

Composition of academic levels in projects

Academic levels

Number of projects

Bachelor level only

2

Master level only

5
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Ph.D. level alone

1

Bachelor and master levels

3

Master and Ph.D. levels

1

Bachelor, master and Ph.D. levels

3



Projects vary as to how they are organized with a view to number of courses and study
programmes. Some have a large number of courses (up to 20), while others present the
study programmes without breaking them down into specific courses.



Projects vary as to the amount of ECTS credits to be obtained. From individual courses
this ranges from 3 to 30 points. For full-fledged master programmes it is 120 points.
while others are organized in one or two study programmes



Most projects inform on the targeted amount of students in their study programmes and
courses. This is not the same as the actual number of students, as many students may
participate in different courses. However, table 3.4 gives an indication of the student
participation in the 11 projects where this information is provided.

Table 3.4

Targeted participation in study programmes and courses – number students

Norway

Russia

Total

751

504

1 255

Enclosure 3 gives a summary presentation of the 14 long-term projects and their status.
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4 Achievement of Programme objectives
4.1

Achievement of objectives

The overall goal for the Programme is
to contribute to the development and strengthening of long-lasting cooperation between
Norwegian and Russian institutions of higher education.
The ToR then specifies that for the current Programme period, the aim is
to support common Norwegian-Russian knowledge development and enhancement of sustainable
cooperation in areas where Norway and Russia have shared interests.
At the level below the Programme has five specific objectives:
1. Increase cooperation on the development of sustainable study programmes in sectors that are
of high priority at the educational institutions in question as well as at national level;
2. Increase expertise by facilitating the sharing of experiences with regard to Norwegian reforms
associated with the Bologna process;
3. Enhance the quality of education in educational institutions that are involved in the projects;
4. Increase academic cooperation and relations between Norway and Russia
5. Increase mutual knowledge of each other’s language and culture
This paragraph analyses the extent to which these five objectives are being achieved at the
programme level.
This review is not an assessment of the extent to which individual projects achieve project
results and objectives. Nevertheless, it is through the study of individual projects and opinions
from Norwegian and Russian coordinators that the review may assess to what extent goals and
objectives of the Programme are being achieved.
In section 4.2 is analysed the extent to which the achievement of these objectives contribute to
the achievement of the overall goal and aim of the Programme.
Objective 1

Increase cooperation on the development of sustainable study programmes in
sectors that are of high priority at the educational institutions in question as
well as at national level;

This objective consists of several elements, which are analysed separately.
There are many indicators which confirm that the Programme increases cooperation. Table 4.1
compares the previous programme period from 2007 to 2011 with the current programme
period, showing the considerable increase in cooperation.
Table 4.1

Comparison of previous and current programme periods

Long term projects
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Short term projects

0

43

Norwegian main partners

5

18

Russian main partners

6

27

Under the current programme the cooperation has also extended beyond the two main
partners. There are now 47 partners in addition to the main partners – 11 in Norway and 36 in
Russia.
It is clear that the projects are of priority of both Norwegian and Russian institutions as both
main partners have to confirm this not only by the project coordinator, but also at the
department or faculty level and by the institution’s legal representative. This has to be
confirmed by signatures in the in the application. Generally, the projects are well anchored,
although somewhat less solidly in Russian institutions.
This priority of the institutions is also confirmed in the survey, as shown in Table 4.2
Table 4.2

Institutions commitment to projects (Survey project coordinators)

Statement

Agree %

Strongly
agree %

Total %

31,3

65,0

98,1

The project, its objectives, results and activities, are all in line
with the priorities of my institution

However, when it comes to national priority, it is only in Norway that it may be confirmed that
the sectors included in the Programme are of national priority, as the Programme’s priority
areas are anchored in the Government’s High North Strategy. The Programme has no such
anchorage in Russian priorities. But the Norwegian Embassy in Moscow and the General
Consulates in Saint Petersburg and Murmansk are directly involved in the assessment of
individual projects, and look into the relevance of the projects with regard to both Norwegian
and Russian interests and the relationship between the projects and Russian priorities.
This objective also indicates that the study programmes developed should be sustainable.
There are several aspects related to sustainability, some in support of this and others indicating
limitations. Indicators in support of sustainability are given in table 4.2 above and table 4.3
below.
Table 4.3

Indicators of sustainability (Survey project coordinators)

Statement

Agree %

Strongly
agree %

Total %

The project, its objectives, results and activities, are all in line
with the priorities of my institution

31,3

65,0

96,3

The project received or receives strong support from my

40,0

51,3

91,3
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colleagues and superiors
The project has been highly useful to my institution

37,5

52,5

90,0

The project has led to more longer-lasting relations between
Norwegian and Russian institutions involved in the project

26,3

61,3

87,6

Teaching materials or methods developed in projects will
continue to be used, also after the project period is over.

32,5

55,0

87,5

The project with its activities and results is included in my
institution’s plans and budgets

46,3

33,8

80,1

But there are also obstacles to sustainability. A general obstacle to sustainability is that most
projects have not been able to recruit the targeted number of students, as further discussed in
chapter 5. It is clear that with few students the sustainability of achievements will be uncertain.
It is also a question how much sustainability may be ensured in projects with a relatively short
duration of only three years as in this programme.
A long period of growth in the Russian economy came to an end in 2014 mainly due to falling
oil prices and international restrictive measures following the conflict between Russia and the
Ukraine. The Russian economy is expected to contract further in 2016, and the state budget for
2016 has been reduced by 10 % with direct implications for most Russian state entities. The
sharp fall in the value of the rouble makes it more costly for Russian universities to send
students and staff abroad. This negative economic development in Russia may adversely affect
the sustainability of the programme.
Objective 2

Increase expertise by facilitating the sharing of experiences with regard to
Norwegian reforms associated with the Bologna process;

The Bologna process is about harmonization of higher education between countries with regard
to grade structure (Bachelor –Master – PhD) and common awarding of these through a shared
system for calculating study points in accordance with the Bologna Europe Credit Transfer
System (ECTS).
Russia has participated in the Bologna process since 2003, but rather passively. It has
introduced Bachelor and Master levels in accordance with Bologna standards, but has not
followed up the ECTS system. In practice it is left up to individual universities to follow up the
Bologna process. The new Russian “Federal law on Education“ of 2013 makes it easier for
universities to follow up the Bologna process.
The rationale for this objective is that the Programme as such and Russia in particular would
benefit from Norwegian partners sharing with them their experience from Norwegian reforms
associated with the Bologna process. The point has been to encourage a stronger Russian
participation in this process. In the programme efforts are made to build up courses in
accordance with the Bologna process. In line with this, applicants must indicate in their study
programme the ECTS credits for each course.
The survey confirms that the cooperation has contributed to increased knowledge of the
Bologna process in participating Russian institutions.
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Table 4.4

The Bologna process (Survey project coordinators)

Statement

Agree %

Strongly
agree %

Total %

The project increased knowledge of the Bologna process and
its reforms at the institutions in Russia

41,3

22,5

63,8

The project increased knowledge of the Bologna process and
its reforms at the institutions in Norway

28,8

11,3

40,1

This objective is on the side of what may be accomplished in individual projects or even this
Programme, with its limited relations to Russian national institutions in charge of higher
education. However, the Programme may eventually contribute to mutual approval and
crediting of grades. But so far neither Norwegian nor Russian students, with a few exceptions,
get credit when they return to their home country.
Objective 3

Enhance the quality of education in educational institutions that are involved in
the projects;

All projects aim at increasing the quality of education in involved institutions. This is done in
several ways. First and foremost the study programmes and courses enhance the quality of the
content of the education. Secondly projects include exchange of teaching methods and
involvement of staff dealing with different pedagogical methods and tools, which all enhance
the quality of education. Thirdly, most projects involve quite a large number of academic staff
in addition to the two project coordinators, as shown in table 2.8 in chapter 2. This is an
indication of a multidisciplinary approach and complementarity, which is encouraged by the
Programme and which interviewees confirm. In addition to the 114 project coordinators, 223
academic staff are involved in the projects, altogether 337 university teachers. In many projects
academic staff come from different departments and faculties.
The survey shows that 88,8 % agree or strongly agree that their project has increased the quality
of education.
Table 4.5

Education quality (Survey project coordinators)

Statement
The project increased quality in the areas of education included
in the projects.
Objective 4

Agree %

Strongly
agree %

Total %

36,3

52,5

88,8

Increase academic cooperation and relations between Norway and Russia

This objective is quite similar to objective 1 and the views expressed under this objective above
also apply to objective 4. There has been an increase in academic cooperation and relations as
may be substantiated as follows:
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In the previous programme period (2007 – 2011) there were only 7 long-term projects
awhile in the current programme period (2011 – 2016) there are 57 projects (14 long-term
and 43 short-term)



Under the current program period as much as 136 applications were submitted



The relations between staff in partner institution now include 337 persons (242 in
Norway and 195 in Russia



The main partners have extended their relations and network to other intuitions. 29
projects have network partners with altogether 28 institutions.

Table 4.6 presents project coordinators’ views on how academic cooperation and relations are
being increased by their projects.

Table 4.6

Indications of increased cooperation and relations (Survey project coordinators)

Statement

Agree %

Strongly
agree %

Total %

The project has led to more longer-lasting relations between
Norwegian and Russian institutions involved in the project

26,3

61,3

87,6

The project increased capacity for and expertise in
participation in international cooperation at the involved
institutions

33,8

52,5

86,3

The project increased interest in cooperation with Norway at
higher education institutions in Russia

35,0

50,0

85,0

The project has led to improved relations to other universities
in Norway and Russia

33,8

46,3

80,1

The project increased the level of mobility between Russian
and Norwegian higher education institutions

33,8

46,3

80,1

The project increased in the number of long-term cooperation
activities with Norway at higher education institutions in
Russia

36,3

37,8

74,1

The project increased interest in cooperation with Russia at
higher education institutions in Norway

32,3

36,3

68,6

The project increased in the number of long-term cooperation
activities with Russia at higher education institutions in
Norway

36,3

30,0

66,3

The project increased gender awareness in programme
activities

32,5

21,3

53,8
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Objective 5

Increase mutual knowledge of each other’s language and culture

The priority areas of the Programme do not include culture or language. However, there are
several cultural projects under the field “humanities”. In addition several projects include
courses on both language and culture in their study programmes. It is also clear that mobility
and exchange contribute to the achievement of this objective. Project coordinators are also of the
opinion that their project has contributed to increased mutual knowledge about each other’s
language and culture as shown in Table 4.7., but in general more about general cultural aspects
than about the Norwegian and Russian languages.
Table 4.7

Language and culture (Survey project coordinators)

Statement
The project increased mutual knowledge about each other’s’
language and culture

Agree %

Strongly
agree %

Total %

32,5

55,0

87,5

It should also be mentioned that the term “culture” is very wide. But if we limit cultural aspects
to higher education, research, university administration, academic cooperation etc., it is evident
that the Programme increases this type of mutual cultural knowledge, as shown in Table 3.7

4.2

Conclusions

Table 4.8 below gives a summary presentation of how the respondents to the survey assessed
their projects’ contribution to the achievement of the five objectives. Objectives 4 and 3 stand
out as being the two to whose achievement Programme projects contribute most. Objective 2
stands out as being the one to which Programme projects contribute the least.
Table 4.8

Comparison of achievement of objectives (Survey project coordinators)

Statement

Agree %

Strongly
agree %

Total %

The project contributes to the achievement of objective 4:
Increase academic cooperation and relations between Norway and Russia.

11,3

86,3

97,6

The project contributes to the achievement of objective 3:
Enhance the quality of education in educational institutions that are
involved in the projects.

25,0

72,3

97,3

The project contributes to the achievement of objective 1:
Increase cooperation on the development of sustainable study programmes
in sectors that are of high priority at the educational institutions in
question as well as at national level.

23,8

70,0

93,8

The project contributes to the achievement of objective 5:
Increase mutual knowledge of each other’s language and culture.

25,0

67,8

92,8

The project contributes to the achievement of objective 2:

36,3

37,5

73,8
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Increase expertise by facilitating the sharing of experiences with regard to
Norwegian reforms associated with the Bologna process

Above the specific five objectives already discussed above, the Programme has two higher level
goals
The overall goal for the Programme is
to contribute to the development and strengthening of long-lasting cooperation between
Norwegian and Russian institutions of higher education.
It is the opinion of the Review Team that the projects and their contribution to the fulfilment of
the five objectives, although to a varying degree, contribute to the achievement of the overall
goal of the Programme. The Programme continues to provide the basis for cooperation.
However, the extent to which this will be long-lasting is still to be seen. It appears that a solid
foundation is being laid. The projects are well anchored in the main partner institutions where
this aspect has been strengthened in the current programme period, compared to the previous.
But the relatively short project period of long-term projects of three years is hardly in support a
long-lasting cooperation. And this is definitely even more the case for short-term projects of one
year. The negative economic development in Russia may have adverse effects on sustainability.
For the current Programme period, the aim is
to support common Norwegian-Russian knowledge development and enhancement of sustainable
cooperation in areas where Norway and Russia have shared interests.
It is evident that the projects are contributing to the achievement of this aim. However, some
questions may be raised. The term “knowledge development” implies some innovative
development of knowledge, which would necessarily have to be research based. Most courses
are at the bachelor or master levels, and although it is new knowledge for the students, some of
the interviewees express that this is not new research based knowledge.
Whether the cooperation between Norway and Russia, which the Programme has fostered, will
be sustainable is an open question. It is the opinion of the Reviews team that the foundation for
this is being laid. The cooperation is at the institutional level and not so dependent on
individuals, and there seems to be a very high level of commitment and academic interest of
both persons and institutions involved.
When it comes to shared interests, this is definitely so at the institutional level, where project
coordinators and others generally confirm that the projects have been developed and designed
with equal commitment and interest from both sides. But it is not known whether this also
reflects shared interests above institutions at a national level.
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5 The Programme model
5.1

Elements of the Programme model

There are several aspects of the Programme model that this Review has looked into and which
has been addressed both in the survey and in interviews.

Bottom-up researcher initiated projects
The programme is based on researcher initiated projects, and most cooperation goes back to
contacts between individual researchers and university academic staff.

Institutional anchorage and commitment
At the initial stage, when a cooperation idea starts to develop into a project idea and definitely
when a project proposal is to be prepared, the leadership of the institutions is usually brought
in (at meetings) to ensure anchorage of the project. SIU follows this up by requiring the
signature of the application by three levels in the institution: the project coordinator, head of
department or faculty, and the legal representative of the institution.
Interviewees have expressed that one of the success factors of the projects is this solid
institutional anchorage and commitment.

Eligibility
All accredited Norwegian universities, specialised university institutions and university
colleges as well as university colleges with individual study programmes accredited by
NOKUT, are eligible for participation in the Russia Programme.
For Russian institutions, all fully recognised/accredited higher education institutions – private
and public – are eligible, provided that they can offer education at a level comparable to what is
offered at the eligible institutions in Norway
It is the Norwegian institution that sends the application to SIU, who enters into a contract with
SIU, receives the funds and is responsible to SIU with regard to the implementation of the
project and for financial and progress reports.
In discussions on the eligibility several points have been raised.
It is a shared view that it is important that all university institutions both in Norway and in
Russia should be eligible, so that the Programme is as open as possible. This being said, several
participants have indicated that eligibility should be extended to other institutions that work
with higher academic education. It has also been expressed that the Programme should expand
its eligibility to institutions which work less with education and more with research in order to
promote research based education, not only universities. Such institutions may also be found in
the private business and industry sector.
However, the most shared opinion is that the eligibility for funding should remain the same.
This being said, virtually all agree that most projects benefit from extended participation to
other partner institutions such as non-university research institutions and even private
companies.
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Types of projects
The Programme provides support to long term projects (3 years) and short term projects (1
year).
SIU requirements for the two types of support are different. This is reflected in differences in
calls for proposals, the requirements for the applications and for reporting. The scope of longterm projects comprises all aspects of a comprehensive cooperation project, while the scope for
short term projects is limited to initiation or identification of a larger cooperation project or a
very limited follow-up. They may also be more punctual activities such as summer schools,
seminars and workshops, which are not intended to lead to more comprehensive cooperation.
The Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs wanted frequent (yearly) calls for applications
which also allows for smaller and simpler projects and flexibility for institutions as to what type
of cooperation they would like to embark upon. This also ensures that while long-term projects
may only be announced during the first and second year of the Programme short-term projects
may also be announced in the following years, which gives the Programme visibility during the
full programme period.
Views expressed both in the survey and in interviews concur in the view that it is very
advantageous for the Programme that it may provide both types of support, long-term and
short term. It provides for important flexibility and makes it easier for institutions to find the
most suitable cooperation modality. This also means that more institutions will apply for
support.
This two-pronged model of two types of support has also meant that two cooperating partners
may receive different types of support for the same joint venture. As pointed out in chapter 2
Table 2.6 a short term activity may have preceded as a pilot project a long term project and in
other cases a short term cooperation may have been a follow up of a long term project. This has
meant that both Norwegian and Russian project coordinators may be coordinators for several
projects and extended the field for cooperation accordingly, as shown in Table 2.7.
In the survey the respondents have expressed views on types of projects as shown in Table 5.1
Table 5.1

Views on the two pronged approach of both long term projects and short term cooperation
activities (Survey project coordinators)

Statement
The programme model to support two types of projects, long
term cooperation and limited cooperation activities, is a good
approach

Agree %

Strongly
agree %

Total %

37,5

58,8

96,3

In interviews interviewees have also expressed views in favour of each of the two types


Short term support makes it possible to apply for limited cooperation activities within
the scope of actual possibilities. Not all academic staff has the possibility and resources
to embark upon long-term projects
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Short term support makes it possible to follow up long term projects with limited
support activities which also contributes to sustainability



Support for short term cooperation activities is important to promote cooperation and
get people started



It is only long term projects that can lead to long lasting and sustainable cooperation and
to good and real cooperation with Russia.



Long term projects are more likely to lead to stronger ties between institutions



Long term projects are not always suitable for education institutions. This is easier with
research institutions.

In conclusion it is clear that the Programme benefits from having the two types of project
support

Partnership relations between Norwegian and Russian partners
It is the Norwegian partner who applies to SIU on behalf of the two main partners. In the
survey respondents confirm that they have been equal partners in the preparation of the
application.
SIU enters into an agreement with the Norwegian partner using a standardized contract,
whereafter funds are transferred to the Norwegian institution. The Norwegian partner then
enters into an agreement with the Russian partner. For long term projects it is a SIU
requirement that the application specifies contributions and responsibilities of the two partners,
and that they shall have a signed cooperation agreement, specifying the partners’ contribution
and the modality for transfer of funds. In many cases it is necessary for the partners to enter
into additional agreements on more detailed aspects of the cooperation, particularly with
regard to transfer and management of funds.
The programme model implies that the relationship between Norwegian and Russian partners
is lopsided. Norwegian partners have the formal relationship with SIU and all the contractual
obligations. The Russian partner has no such relationship with SIU and is in no way
accountable to SIU. This leaves the Norwegian partner in the driver’s seat and unquestionably
with an imbalanced workload on management of funds, financial reporting and progress
reporting. One may say that the Norwegian partner acts as coordinator and contact for the full
project. Nevertheless, it is a shared view of the project coordinators that partnership relations
are good and equal, as shown in table 5.2
Table 5.2

Appreciation of partnership relations (Survey project coordinators)

Statement

Agree %

Strongly
agree %

Total %

Relations with my Norwegian / Russian partner has been
good and constructive

22,5

75,0

97,5

Norwegian and Russian institutions and partners have been
equal partners in the design and the implementation of the
project

35,0

56,3

91,3
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Theoretically one might consider a more balanced partnership, but it is questionable whether
this would be conducive to the implementation of the projects. It would mean dilution of
responsibilities and involving other departments who are less committed and knowledgeable in
the subject matter of the projects. At the same time, most agree that somehow Russian partners
should be made more accountable for implementation and reporting.
When it comes to transfer and management of funds, this is discussed in section 6.2 below.

Priority areas
The priority areas listed in Table 2.1 are those stated in the Norwegian Government’s High
North Strategy. They are not specifically developed for this Programme.
It is a shared view of the respondents in the survey and interviewees that the priority areas are
well suited for the Programme and sufficiently open to accommodate different interests and
possibilities for cooperation. Some express that the priority area «Humanities» is too open and
that “Arts” should be included as a priority area in order attract more cooperation within
different types of performing art and other culture areas
However, this notwithstanding there is alternative views on the need for priority areas and
what should be included. Some express that the scope of priority areas is so broad it would be
better not to have any priority areas at all. Others express that the list of priority areas should
be narrowed down to areas where Norway have clear interests and specific strategies for its
cooperation with Russia.
In the event of a new programme and call for proposals it will be necessary to consider how
priority areas may have to be changed to be in line with the present restrictive measures as a
consequence of the Russian annexation of Crimea as for instance the priority area petroleum.

Activities which may be supported
The types of activities which may be supported and which are listed in Table 2.1 have been
identified for this Programme. The list is quite broad.
It is a shared view of the interviewees and respondents in the survey that these activities are all
relevant and well suited for the Programme and should be kept, as shown in table 5.3. It is also
expressed that it is important that the scope of activities should be open and flexible so that the
Programme may include all relevant activities which may supported the cooperation with
Russia.
Table 5.3

Views on types of activities which may be supported (Survey project coordinators)

Statement
The activities which may be included for this cooperation
programme are all relevant for this cooperation programme

Agree %

Strongly
agree %

Total %

32,6

57,5

90,1

However in interviews arguments in favour or against these activities were also expressed as
listed in Table 5.4, which also shows the frequency with which projects include the different
types of activities.
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Table 5.4

Types of activities, frequency and opinions on their relevance

Types of activities

Number of projects
including the activity

Views on relevance and
suitability

d) Common seminars

40

General agreement that this is
important

a) Student exchange

37

General agreement that this is
important, but also very challenging
because of lack of interested
students and language problems

i) Study programmes

23

General agreement that this
important,

c) Guest lecturing

19

General agreement that this
important,

b) Faculty exchange

18

Should not have high priority. It is
costly and should not be a separate
activity to support

h) Course modules

10

Very important. Linked to i) study
programmes (below)

f) Intensive courses

8

Difficult and not so important

e) Summer schools

3

Not so important and very costly

g) Common curricula

3

Important but difficult

j) Double degrees

1

Difficult but not important

Selection criteria and requirement
The Programme Document 2011 – 2016 has a long list of selection criteria and requirements.
SIU is working on these criteria with a view to simplify and streamline criteria for the different
programmes they are managing. Below views expressed in relation to some of the criteria are
mentioned.
The criteria on relevance, quality of project design and implementation, quality of team
members and cooperation are all important and also used for other programs on international
cooperation on higher education.
The requirement that a project shall be in line with institutional priorities is important, although
particularly important at the department or faculty level.
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The requirement that a project must be approved by a high authority of the institution is
important in order ensure anchorage in the institution and its commitment to implement the
project and comply with its responsibilities.
The requirement that long-term projects must have a sustainability plan is important.
The requirement that a project must be in line national priorities must be clarified. It is not clear
whether this requirement refers to national priorities both in Norway and Russia or to common
and shared priorities of the two countries.
The requirement on relevance of projects for the Bologna process in Russia should be
reconsidered as Russia is complying more with the Bologna process than in 2011 at the start of
the current programme period. The nature of this requirement is also capacity building, which
is not in line with the Programme.
Finally, it is a priority for the Programme that the project should include a joint study
programme and shared degree. This is a high priority in Norway’s policy on
internationalization of education.
The review Team has looked at these and finds them all to be relevant. However, during this
Programme period SIU is reviewing the set of criteria with a view to streamlining and
simplifying criteria for all of their programmes and in order to improve the quality of the
projects. There seems to be room for a review of these criteria and a possible revision.

Programme structure and decision making
The Programme is anchored in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, who is the financing source for
this.
There is a Programme Board which has five members from different Norwegian universities
and one representative from the Norwegian Students’ Association. The Board makes the final
decision on projects to receive support. In addition to being the Board for the Russia
Programme it is also the board for the Eurasia programme. Their strength lies in the
combination of good knowledge of Russia and of international cooperation in education.
All applications are distributed among board members for review and then jointly addressed
for approval or rejection. SIU has been delegated power of decision for smaller projects of less
than NOK 150 000.
It is the Board which formally approves all projects. Board members review all applications
and make decisions on approvals.
The Programme is managed by SIU on the basis of an agreement, RUS-11/0008, with the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs.
There is no Russian representative in the Board and there is no Russian involvement in the
decision making for the Programme
In interviews it has been a shared opinion that it is important that Norwegian institutions and
authorities are in control. It is feared that increased decision-making influence from the Russian
side would make the Programme vulnerable and not be conducive for its implementation.
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Decision making in connection with the selection process is further discussed in section 4.1
below.

Budgets and cost elements
The Programme Document has clear indications on which Programme costs may be covered by
the SIU support. It is a prerequisite that basic salaries of faculty and staff members
participating in the cooperation are not covered by the programme and that staff should be
employed and paid by their institution. However, both Norwegian and Russian partners may
receive compensation for the time spent by the project coordinator on management and
coordination. This is intended to cover substitute manpower. The tentative maximum project
management workload is estimated at four months per year per project. The project budget
may include up to 7 percent for administrative costs. Budget items normally include:


Institutional development (travel expenses for staff, seminars etc.)



Mobility (scholarships for students)



Infrastructure (scientific equipment, books, publications etc.)



Project administration (7 %)



Project management (compensation to Norwegian and Russian institutions for project
coordinator work)

In interviews several project coordinators have pointed to the fact that the work of project staff,
particularly of coordinators, comes in addition to their regular work, and that this is a constraint
to getting the necessary commitment. Some have therefore suggested that the project should
have some way for financially compensating project staff in addition to what is already
included in the project budget.
The budget ceiling for the long term projects is quite low, taking into account that these are
three years projects. In interviews project coordinators have not expressed views that the
financial envelope is too small. It should also be mentioned that in view of the fact that a large
number of projects are not able to spend the money (see chapter 3) there is not much of an
argument for increasing the financial envelope of individual projects.
Some Russian partners would like to have more detailed guidelines from SIU about the various
types of expenses which may be covered.

5.2

Conclusions – strengths and weaknesses of the programme model

In this chapter various characteristics of the Programme model have been discussed. In table
5.5 these are summarized with a view to strengths and weaknesses.
Table 5.5

Strengths and weaknesses of Programme model

Programme elements
Bottom-up researcher
initiated projects
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Institutional anchorage

Ensures commitment and
accountability

Higher levels in the institution
may not be involved in the
academic subject of the project
and may have too much
influence

Eligibility

Ensures quality of applying
institutions and focus on
education. Distinction between
main partners and network
partners is important.

May exclude relevant research
institutions and development of
research based education.

Reach out to other institutions to
become network partners

Types of projects (long
term and short term)

Allows for flexibility and
possibilities for different
institutions to apply.

Difficult to get involvement of
relevant private companies
producing services and goods.

Short term projects have limited
scope for impact and
sustainability

Ensures visibility throughout the
programme period
Partner relations

Norwegian institutions main
responsible (coordinator) is
conducive to implementation.

Lopsided and leads to
imbalanced work load for
Norwegian coordinators

Norwegian institutions find
practical modalities for transfer of
funds.

Erodes Russian institutions
accountability

Saves SIU from complicated
relations with Russian institutions
Priority areas

Wide, relevant and may
accommodate most projects

Not focused to prioritized and
strategic areas.
Performing arts are not
mentioned as a priority area

Supported activities

Wide, relevant and flexible, which
may accommodate most projects

Selection criteria

Wide and not exclusive

Programme structure
and decision making

Conducive to expedient decision
making based on relevant
considerations and premises

Project costs and budget
elements

Low cost projects contributing to
cost efficiency
Focus on relevant and justified
cost elements
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6 Administration and selection process
6.1

SIU administration of the Programme

6.1.1

Calls for proposal and selection process

The point of departure for the selection is the call for proposals which presents information on
the Programme and requirements to be met by the applicants. During the current programme
period calls for proposals were made as shown in table 6.1 (se also table 2.2)
Table 6.1

Calls for proposals

2012

2013

2014

2015

Long-term projects

X

X

-

-

Short-term projects

X

X

X

X

Due to the duration of the long-term projects it was only possible to have two calls for
proposals. The short duration of the short-term projects allowed for four calls for proposals for
these, which ensured the Programme’s visibility for the full program period.
Together with the call a separate document, Guidelines for applicants, is also provided. Table
2.2 shows the calls for proposals for the two types of projects in the different years.
All project proposals have to be submitted in the online registration system Espresso
SIU informs that applications are rarely rejected because they do not respond to the
requirements set forth in the call for proposals. This is an indication that the invitation to submit
an application is clear and well formulated, as expressed in the survey, shown in table 6.2
Table 6.2

Views on selection process (Survey project coordinators)

Statement

Agree %

Strongly
agree %

Total %

Call for proposals was done in a satisfactory manner with
regard to announcements made, eligibility, information
provided and forms to be used

33,8

60,0

93,8

Formats for application were clear and easy to use

35,0

57,5

92,5

The selection process was done in a transparent manner in line
with the criteria provided

40,0

43,8

83,8

For long-term projects external evaluators assess the quality, feasibility and relevance. This
functions well and is an important element in the selection process. The main challenge for SIU
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is to find the right and capable evaluator. Interviewees express that they are used to the system
of external evaluators and have had the opportunity to see the evaluators’ reports when they
have requested that.
The Norwegian embassy in Moscow and the consulates general in St. Petersburg and
Murmansk are given the opportunity to comment on the applications for long-term project
cooperation. This works well and is important in order to ensure that projects should serve
Norwegian interests and priorities. But both the embassy and the consulates will be able to
assess the applications with a view to Russian policies on higher education in different sectors.
The Programme Board will make the final funding decision on the basis of programme
priorities, application quality, the available assessments, comments from the Embassy and the
Consulates General and of institutional priorities.
The Board has delegated the decisions on projects below NOK 150.000 to the SIU
administration.
The Programme Board is supposed to take into consideration the overall composition of the
Russia Programme project portfolio in their selection of projects. But it has not done that and
focused more on the merits of the individual project.
The strength of the Board lies in its competence on higher level education at university level.
6.1.2

SIU administration of the Programme

In SIU the Programme is administered by the Department of Higher Education. One officer is
the focal point for the Programme and dedicates most of her work to the Programme. There is
one officer who handles project finances. During calls for proposals and the selection process
more people are involved in this process.
For long-term projects SIU transfers funds twice per year; first time in March every year when
60 % of annual budget is transferred, and second time when annual report from the previous
year is approved and in accordance with the revised budget for the remaining project period.
The main instruments for SIU’s administration of the Programme are annual and final reports,
both financial and progress, visits to project main partners both in Norway and in Russia, and
meetings and seminars with project coordinators.
In the survey the respondents have expressed their experience with SIU as the administrator of
the Programme as shown in Table 6.3.
Table 6.3

Views on SIU administration of the Programme (Survey project coordinators)

Statement

Total %

%

Strongly
agree %

SIU has provided the requested information and support in an
efficient and constructive manner

27,5

61,3

88,8

Requirements for annual plans and budgets are good and easy
to comply with

36,3

47,5

83,8
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The procedure and system for transfer of funds is conducive to
the implementation of the project

35,0

42,5

77,5

Requirements for annual and final reports are reasonable and
report forms easy to fill in

32,5

45,0

77,5

Financial reporting with annual accounts and project accounts
are adequate and easy to comply with

31,3

32,5

63,8

6.2

Administration by project main partners

This section addresses how individual projects are implemented and administered by the main
partners.
In the survey and in interviews respondents have expressed opinions about the various steps in the
project cycle.
Project idea
In the application the applicants must provide the background for the cooperation. In most
cases there has already been some contact or even actual cooperation of different types. This
means that for this programme an applicant does not have to search for a partner, which is
often the case with other programmes. For this programme the basis is quite solid, which
explains why it is so rare that a partner complains about difficult relations, although there are of
course challenges of different types.
In several cases the project idea also was the result of previously SIU financed support.

Project design and preparation of application
In most cases Norwegian and Russian partners have played an equally active role in
transforming the project idea into a well-designed project proposal with respect to its technical
and academic content.
In some Russian institutions their hierarchical structure has been a problem because the project
has to be anchored at a high administrative level, not having sufficient and relevant academic
competence.
Several project coordinators mention that compared to previous experience from other
cooperation programmes, one of the explanations for relatively successful cooperation is that
the involved academic personnel has become project coordinators and that eventually the
institutions’ administrative levels and personnel have come to play a more supportive role. This
explains the solid shared ownership of the project.
However, as the Norwegian partner is the one who has to submit the application, the
Norwegian coordinator carries more of the work burden in finalizing the application. This
means that the Russian partner is less accountable. But generally, Norwegian coordinators do
not complain about lack of commitment from their Russian partners, although there are cases of
this, but then most often at a higher institutional level than the project coordinators.
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Agreements between partners
In the case of long-term projects SIU requires the Norwegian partner to enter into a formal
agreement with their Russian partner.
Most Norwegian partners express that it has been a challenging and time consuming task to get
in place all the necessary elements of such a contract, particularly when it comes to transfer and
management of funds and financial reporting.
Much of the delays in the start-up of project activities are due to the unexpected long time
required to get the modalities in place and to finalize contract and agreements.
For the short-term cooperation activities, where amounts involved are small, funds have
usually not been transferred to the Russian partner. The Norwegian partner has usually found
practical ways of advancing funds or reimbursing expenses.
For some projects up to three agreements had to be prepared, which requires time.

Planning of project activities
Generally, partners have been successful in jointly planning project activities and to agree on
how activities are to be implemented by the partners in their respective institutions. This has
usually been done during reciprocal planning visits. Often it has been a challenge for the
partners to understand the needs of the other and the hurdles in the decision making process of
the other.

Implementation of activities
The responsibility for the implementation is shared as the partners are responsible for activities
to be implemented at their respective institutions.
Although initially some project coordinators had problems with administrative support, this is
now much less of a problem, as may be seen in Table 6.4 below
Table 6.4

Views on management support to projects (Survey project coordinators)

Statement
The project management in my own institution has been clear
and efficient

Agree %

Strongly
agree %

Total %

38,8

55,0

93,8

At the end of this section a summary of SIUs view on the implementation of activities and
achievement of project results is made.

Transfer and Management of funds
SIU provides a “Compensation for department in cooperating country”, which is included in
the budget and may be transferred from the Norwegian partner to the Russian partner in
blanco.
For some Norwegian partners the management of the funds has been a challenge because of
lack of experience from international transactions, exacerbated by the ruble not being externally
convertible and other Russian regulations. Some Norwegian partners have also encountered
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problems in transferring money to their partners because of stricter Russian control of transfer
of funds from abroad.
The modalities for management of funds between Norwegian and Russian partners vary. There
seems to be three main modalities.
The first modality, by some referred to as the “convenience modality” is that no money is
transferred from the Norwegian partner, who will do all procurement electronically, for
instance tickets, or by ordering and paying equipment to be delivered to the institutions and
reimbursing expenses in cash at an appropriate opportunity.
The second modality, referred to as the “reimbursement modality”, is that the Russian
institution provides invoices for incurred expenses.
The third modality, referred to as the “split budget modality”, is that the budget is split (and
revised annually) between the Norwegian and Russian partners, money is transferred to the
Russian partner, and the financial implementation is handled independently.
It is common that implementation of project activities is behind schedule. Hence many project
coordinators apply for “no cost extension”. SIU expresses that they have good knowledge
about incurred costs as money is transferred in tranches and budgets may be adjusted
accordingly. Because of liquidity problems in some institutions, SIU accepts in some cases to
make advances of transfers. It is normal that SIU advances 60 % of revised annual budget in
March every year for long-term projects. Short-term projects receive 80% at the start-up and 20
% after approval of the final report.

Reporting – financial and progress reporting
It is the Norwegian partner who is responsible for financial reporting to SIU. But for this they
depend on expenditure data from their Russian partners. For many projects this has implied a
cumbersome follow-up dialogue. Some Russian partners are reluctant to fill in electronically
the required information,
Norwegian partners agree that SIU requirements for both financial and progress reporting are
acceptable and that the electronically available forms are easy to fill in and submit as shown in
table 6.5 below.
However, for most Norwegian coordinators, who are responsible for submitting reports it is
often a challenge to get the necessary input information on time.
Table 6.5

Views on SIU requirement (Survey project coordinators)

Statement

Agree %

Strongly
agree %

Total %

Requirements for annual plans and budgets are good and easy
to comply with

36,3

47,5

83,8

Requirements for annual and final reports are reasonable and
report forms easy to fill in

32,5

45,0

77,5

Financial reporting with annual accounts and project accounts
are adequate and easy to comply with

31,3

32,5

63,8
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SIU expresses the view that both types of reporting are done in a satisfactory manner, although
it has been necessary with follow-up questions and support from SIU. It is emphasized that
financial reporting requires good work relations between project coordinator and the accounts
department in the institution.
With regard to progress reports for long-term projects, SIU requires inception report, annual
progress reports and final report, SIU is currently revising the various report formats with a
view to streamlining these for the different programmes and to include indicators on results
and impacts.
In order to get good reports, SIU is flexible about deadlines.

Project results
This review does not make an assessment of the extent to which individual projects have
achieved their results. Nevertheless, in the survey coordinators were asked about achievement
of project results, as shown in table 6.6 below.
Table 6.6

Views on project results (Survey project coordinators)

Statement

Agree %

Strongly
agree %

Total %

Expected project results were achieved as planned with the
funds available, within the planned time and expected quality

42,5

40,0

82,5

The project encountered problems that delayed / limited the
achievement of expected results

16,3

3,8

20,7

Project objectives have been / are being achieved

47,5

43,8

91,3

Efficiency: cost, timeliness and quality
In a memorandum from November 2015 from SIU to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, SIU has
reported on the implementation of all long-term projects as of the end of the year 2014. SIU
informs that the majority of long-term projects have not been able to spend the money as
planned and therefore request transfer of money to the next year. SIU is of the opinion that the
under expenditure is not because activities have not been implemented or postponed. The
main reason is that several projects have not been able to reach the volume of activities which
were planned at the time of the project application. This is mostly due to problems in recruiting
students for different activities, in particular Norwegian students for activities in Russia. This
has led to lower expenditure on student scholarships and travel expenses than budgeted.

6.3

Conclusions and factors contributing to or inhibiting implementation

It is the conclusion of the Review Team that the Programme is well managed by SIU and the
main partner institutions. Some of the reasons for this worth emphasizing are:

Scanteam – Final Report

– 44 –

Review of the Norwegian Cooperation Programme in Higher Education with Russia 2011 - 2016



Well prepared and managed selection process with clear invitation and criteria



Good templates and guidelines for the preparation of project proposals



Easy access to and support from SIU



Previous good relations between persons involved in the projects



Good quality of project documents



Good templates for financial and progress reporting

There are basically two main obstacles to the implementation of the projects:
The first is the administrative hurdles related to getting contracts in place and establishing
adequate modalities for transfer of funds. This has led to delays in start-up of activities.
The second is that of 14 long-term projects six projects have faced problems in recruiting
students, in particular Norwegian students for activities in Russia. This has led to delays in all
activities for students at all academic levels (bachelor, master and PhD).
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Enclosure 1 Persons interviewed
Name

Institution

Herdis Kolle

Senter for internasjonalisering av utdanning (SIU)

Else Kathrine Nesmoen

Senter for internasjonalisering av utdanning (SIU)

Maria Holme Lidal

Senter for internasjonalisering av utdanning (SIU)

Ingrid Blystad Seim

Senter for internasjonalisering av utdanning (SIU)

Ole Andreas Lindeman

Generalkonsulatet i Murmansk

Sverre Rustad

Norske ambassade, Moskva

Solveig Rossebø

Utenriksdepartementet

Frode Mellemvik

Universitetet i Nordland

Project

Norwegian coordinator

Russian coordinator and
collaborators
Vladimir Zhmur
Irina Obukhova

CPRU-2011/10042

Aleksey Marchenko

Marina Fomina

Safety of Maritime operation and
sustainable industrial
development in the Arctic

University Centre in Svalbard

Irina Kondanrova
Nataliya Marchenko

Moscow Institute of Physics and
Technology
CPRU-2011/10073

Siri Lexau

Evgeny Khodakovsky

University of Bergen - St.
Petersburg University
cooperation programme

University of Bergen

St. Petersburg State University

CPRU-2011/10074

Marina Opekunova

Nor-Russ Environment

St. Petersburg State University
Victor Yureyevich Tretyakov
St. Petersburg State University
Nadezhda Sheinerman
St. Petersburg State University
Irina Arestova
St. Petersburg State University
Ekatarina Elsukov
St. Petersburg State University
Genadiy Belozerskiy St.
Petersburg State University
Anatoly Opekunov
St. Petersburg State University
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Ekatarina Mikrofano
St. Petersburg State University
Vsevolod Samov
St. Petersburg State University
Stepan Kukuskin
St. Petersburg State University
CPRU-2011/10106

Kåre Kullerud

Andrey Khudoley

Cooperation in geology between
St. Petersburg State University
and the University of Tromsø

University of Tromsø

St. Petersburg State University

CPRU-2011/10111

Jens Revold

Natalia Anikeeva

Cooperation programme in
Fisheries and Marine Sciences

University of Tromsø

Murmansk State Technical
University

Svein Tvedt Johansen

Svetlana Kuskova

Harstad University College

Murmansk

CPRU-2011/10113
Managing Small and MediumSized Enterprises in the North

(Norwegian Mining Museum)

International Institute of Business
Education

CPRU-2011/10125

Anatoli Bourmistrov

Marina Volkova

Arctic Bridge: Cooperation on
PhD Education and Research
Training in the field of
Management in Extractive
Industries in the High North

University of Nordland

Baltic State Technical University

CPRU-2011/10129

Lindis Skipperud

Joint Master programme in
Radioecology/Environmental
Radioactivity (MRER)

Norges miljø- og biovitenskaplige
universitet

CPRU-2013/10007

Andrei Granovitch

Bilateral Arctic Marine Science
and student Exchange
programme (BAMSE)
Anna Gonchar
Yuta Tamberg
Natalia Shunatova

CPRU-2013/10016

Elena Tkachenko

Alexander Krouglov

Høgskolen i Oslo og Akershus

Victoria Pogosian

Intercultural communication in
educational settings

Vyacheslav Mosolov
Herzen State Pedagogical
University of Russia

CPRU-2013/10026

Anne Eriksen

Enhanching quality in Drama and
Theatre training and Artistic
based Research in Norway and
Russia: Tradition and new trends
in Drama and Theatre.

Universitetet i Tromsø
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CPRU-2013/10034

Per Strømberg

Elena Sakharchuk

Education in the field of
sustainable tourism development
in Russia

Telemark University College

Yuri Lagusev

CPRU-2013/10035

Irina Gribkovskaia

Liudmila Studenikina

Development of a joint
Norwegian-Russian master
program in petroleum logistics

Molde University College

Gubkin Russian State University
of Oil and Gas

CPRU-2013/10044

Velry Chashchin

Reproductive Health: Infections,
environment and climate.
Competence building and
Guideline development in the
St.Petersburg area and the
Arctic Russia

Natalie Zinserling,
North-Western State Medical
University named after I.I.
Mechnikov

CPRU-2012/10001

John Stav

Svetlana Titova

Enhancing Technology
Awareness and Usage of mLearning in Russia and Norway

Høgskolen i Sør-Trøndelag

Anna Avramenko

CPRU-2012/10016

Anne Eriksen

Enhancing quality in Drama and
Theatre training an artistic based
research

Universitetet i Tromsø

CPRU-2012/10027

Anatoli Bourmistrov

“Modern Knowledge for Energy
Sector: Development of New
Study Materials for joint
Norwegian-Russian education
programs in the field of energy”

University of Nordland

CPRU-2012/10045

Peer Møller

Regional Cross-Border
Cooperation on Higher
Education

Universitetet i Tromsø

CPRU-2012/10046

Irina Gribkovskaia

Mikhail Dmitriev

Cooperation between Molde
University College and Russian
universities in developing of joint
master study in petroleum
logistics

Molde University College

Fuad Aleskerov

CPRU-2012/10057

Paul Wassmann

Andrei Granovitch

Establishing cooperation
between St. Petersburg
University and University of
Tromsø to exhange students in
Marine Biology

Universitetet i Tromsø

St. Petersburg State University

Moscow State University

Higher School of Economics National Research University

Anna Gonchar
St. Petersburg State University
Yuta Tamberg
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St. Petersburg State University
Natalia Shunatova
St. Petersburg State University
CPRU-2012/10058

Kalim Dursun

Maria Kiseleva

Networking between Ostfold
University College / Norway
(HIOF), University in Agder /
Norway (UIA) and St. Petersburg
Electrotechnical University /
Russia (LETI).

Høgskolen i Østfold

St. Petersburg Electrotechnical
University “LETI”

CPRU-2013/10004
Summer Courses in
Scandinavian Studies
CPRU-2013/10010

Tore Nesset

The Tromsø–Moscow Cognitive
Linguistics Echange

University of Tromsø

CPRU-2013/10029

Alejandro Escalona

Increasing the knowledge of the
high Arctic Geology, RussiaNorway cooperation

Universitet i Stavanger

CPRU-2013/10041
Innovative academic and
practical exercise – tools to
increase students’ international
mobility, academic knowledge
and negotiation skills
CPRU-2013/10049
Cooperation in Petroleum and
Subsea Technology for Arctic
Environment
CPRU-2013/10055

Elena Piskunova

Cooperation of PGCE- teaching
practice - Herzen University and
University of Agder

Herzen State Pedagogical
University of Russia
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Enclosure 2 List of institutions with projects
Sted

Institusjon

Flerårige
prosjekter

Avgrensede
prosjekter

Total

Bergen

Høgskolen i Bergen

-

1

1

Bergen

Universitetet i Bergen

1

7

8

Bodø

Universitetet i Nordland

1

3

4

Bø eller
Notodden

Høgskolen i Telemark

1

-

1

Halden

Høgskolen i Østfold

-

3

3

Harstad

Høgskolen i Harstad

1

-

1

Kristiansand

Universitetet i Agder

-

1

1

Molde

Høgskolen i Molde

1

1

2

Oslo

Høgskolen i Oslo og Akershus

1

-

1

Oslo

Rudolf Steiner Høgskolen

-

1

1

Oslo

Universitetet i Oslo

1

5

6

Stavanger

Universitetet i Stavanger

1

1

2

Svalbard

Universitetssenteret på Svalbard

1

-

1

Tromsø

UiT – Norges Arktiske Universitet

4

17

21

Trondheim

NTNU - Norges teknisknaturvitenskaplige universitet

-

1

1

Trondheim

Høfgskolen i Sør-Trøndelag

-

1

1

Volda

Høgskolen i Volda

-

1

1

Ås

Norges miljø- og biovitenskaplige
universitet

1

-

1

Arkhangelsk

Northern State Medical University

-

3

3

Kaliningrad

Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal
University

-

4

4

Kazan

Kazan (Volga Region) Federal
University

-

2

2

Moskva

Russian State University of Tourism
and Service (RU)

1

-

1

Moskva

Gubkin Russian State University of
Oil and Gas

1

-

1

Moskva

Higher School of Economics National Research University (RU)

-

3

3

Moskva

Russian State University for the
Humanities (RU)

-

1

1

Moskva

Space Research Institute of the
Russian Academy of Science (RU)

-

1

1

Moskva

Sholokhov Moscow State University
for the Humanities (RU)

-

1

1

RUSSLAND
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Moskva

Moscow Institute of Physics and
Technology

1

-

1

Moskva

Moscow State Institute of
International Relations

-

1

1

Moskva

Moscow State University

1

2

3

Murmansk

Murmansk International Institute of
Business Education

1

-

1

Murmansk

Murmansk State Humanities
University

-

3

3

Murmansk

Murmansk State Technical
University

1

1

2

Perm

Perm State University

-

3

3

Petrozavodsk

Petrozavodsk State University

-

1

1

Rostov

Rostov Southern Federal University

-

1

1

Sibir

Institute of Internal and Preventive
Medicine - Siberian Branch of
Russian Academy of Medical
Sciences

-

1

1

St. Petersburg

North-Western State Medical
University named after I.I.
Mechnikov

1

3

4

St. Petersburg

Baltic State Technical University
(RU)

1

1

2

St. Petersburg

Herzen State Pedagogical University
of Russia

1

1

2

St. Petersburg

Saint-Petersburg State Conservatory
- Rimsky-Korsakov

-

1

1

St. Petersburg

St. Petersburg Electrotechnical
University “LETI”

-

2

2

St. Petersburg

St. Petersburg State Polytechnical
University (RU)

-

1

1

St. Petersburg

St. Petersburg State University (RU)

5

4

9

Ural

Russian State Social University,
branch Ural institute for Social
Education

-

1

1
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Enclosure 3 Summary presentation long-term projects
This summary presentation is based on the project documents, progress reports, SIU’s annual
reports, SIUs note of November 2015 to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs on underexpenditures in
2014 and interviews of selected project coordinators in Norway and Russia,
1.

CPRU-2011/10042 Safety of Maritime operation and sustainable industrial
development in the Arctic
Universitetssenteret på Svalbard (UNIS) and Moscow Institute of Physics and Technology
Develop cooperation on education and research. Main activities education and exchange of master
and PhD students. Fieldwork, joint publications, conferences. 19 study programmes/courses.
Targeted student attendance in courses: Norwegian 57 and Russian 147
Underexpenditure NOK 35 900. Implemented according to plans .
Planned expeditions on Russian research vessels were not carried out
Study programmes/courses mainly took place at UNIS and not at Russian universities
No Norwegian students visited MIPT or other Russian universities
2.

CPRU-2011/10073 University of Bergen - St. Petersburg University cooperation
programme
Universitetet i Bergen and St. Petersburg State University
Increase teaching on Norwegian art and architecture in Russia and on Russian art and architecture in
Norway at bachelor and master level. Seminars and joint publications. 20 study programmes /I
courses
Targeted student attendance in courses: Norwegian 376 and Russian 116
Underexpenditure NOK 395 364 (savings) Implemented according to plans and considered
successful
3.
CPRU-2011/10074 Nor-Russ Environment
Universitetet i Stavanger and St. Petersburg State University
Cooperation on joint master degree on environmental monitoring in oil- and gas-producing regions
in the north. Complementarity between off shore in Norway and on land in Russia. Participation of
PhD students. Two years programme. External network partners important for field work.
Targeted student attendance in courses: Norwegian 10 and Russian 13.
Underexpenditure NOK 667 647. Delays in establishing cooperation agreement.
Master program and activities implemented according to plans. Challenges in recruitment of
students, both Norwegian and Russian which is now being overcome.
4.

CPRU-2011/10106 Cooperation in geology between St. Petersburg State University
and the University of Tromsø
UiT - Norges Arktiske Universitet St. Petersburg State University
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Improve education on geology at bachelor, master- and Ph.D level through courses and field work.
Targeted student attendance in courses: Norwegian 72 and Russian 80.
Underexpenditure NOK 390 489
Difficulties in recruiting Norwegian students in 2014 because site for field work was moved, but god
student recruitment in 2013 and 2015. Field visits have been more attractive for students than full
study programs.
It has been easier to recruit Russian bachelor students than master students. Altogether project is
progressing well.
5.
CPRU-2011/10111 Cooperation programme in Fisheries and Marine Sciences
UiT - Norges Arktiske Universitet and Murmansk State Technical University
Develop joint education and research program within fisheries, aquaculture and marine sciences.
Includes exchange programs for master students and teachers, conferences and seminars. Three
study programmes / courses.
Targeted student attendance in courses: Norwegian 8 and Russian 34
Underexpenditure NOK 384 539
Difficulties in recruiting Norwegian students for studies in Russia, and some activities in Russia will
not be implemented.
Number of Russian students in Tromsø increased. Activities in Tromsø well implemented
6.
CPRU-2011/10113 Managing Small and Medium-Sized Enterprises in the North
Høgskolen i Harstad and International Institute of Business Education (Murmansk) (MIBO)
Develop study program and practical practice (internship program) to prepare students for leading
positions in small and medium sized enterprises in northern Norway and Russia.
Targeted student attendance in courses: Norwegian 18 and Russian 8
Underexpenditure NOK 1 025 088
The project has not been able to recruit the intended number of Norwegian students for internships
in companies in Russia (only 1 Norwegian student completed internship in Murmansk). Courses
have not been implemented and the intended development of a course in Murmansk will not take
place.
7.

CPRU-2011/10125 ArcticBridge: Cooperation on PhD Education and Research
Training in the field of Management in Extractive Industries in the High North
Universitetet i Nordland Baltic State Technical University
Develop and implement international Ph.D programme to strengthen existing cooperation within
petroleum, climate and energy, sustainable use of resources and business development. Joint
publications. 8 study programmes / courses.
Targeted student attendance in courses: Norwegian 120 and Russian 16
Expenditures according to plans. Expected results are being achieved.
The project is considered successful, achieving most expected results.
However, mainly Russian, and very few Norwegian students, participate in the programmes.
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8.

CPRU-2011/10129 Joint Master programme in Radioecology/Environmental
Radioactivity
Norges miljø- og biovitenskaplige universitet and Moscow State University
Development of masterprogram. Six study programmes / courses
Targeted student attendance: Norwegian 30 and Russian 30
Underexpenditure NOK 587 473. Not been able to recruit more than one Russian MSc student.
Other activities implemented according to plans
9.

CPRU-2013/10007 Bilateral Arctic Marine Science and student Exchange programme
(BAMSE)
UiT - Norges Arktiske Universitet and St. Petersburg State University
Establishment of international course at master and Ph.D level at both Norwegian and Russian
partner institution. Three study programmes / courses
Targeted student attendance: Norway 10, Russia 10
Underexpenditure NOK 169 520. Difficulties in recruiting Norwegian students for courses in
Russia, but recruitment 2015 better. Other activities implemented according to plans
10.
CPRU-2013/10016 Intercultural communication in educational settings
Høgskolen i Oslo og Akershus and Herzen State Pedagogical University of Russia
Development of knowledge among academic and administrative master programme on linguistic
and cultural diversity and a joint course at master level on intercultural communication in education.
Three study programmes /courses.
Targeted student attendance: Norway 40, Russia 40
Underexpenditure NOK 15 602. Activities are implemented according to plans
11.

CPRU-2013/10026 Enhanching quality in Drama and Theatre training and Artistic
based Research in Norway and Russia: Tradition and new trends in Drama and
Theatre.
Norges Arktiske Universitet and St. Petersburg State University of Culture and Arts
Increase quality of education in drama at the two institutions. Develop a course on contemporary
theater – interactive performance.
Targeted student attendance not provided in application.
Underexpenditure NOK 291 019. Project is being implemented according to plans with a series of
workshops and seminars
12.

CPRU-2013/10034 Education in the field of sustainable tourism development in
Russia
Høgskolen i Telemark and Russian State University of Tourism and Service
Strengthen academic and administrative capacity for education in tourism at bachelor and master
level at the Russian partner university. 15 study programmes / courses, all to be implemented at the
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Russian partner university with support from Norwegian partner. Includes study visits of Russian
students to Norwegian partner. No indication of student attendance.
Underexpenditure NOK 154 578. Project is being implemented according to plans.
Apart from a study tour to Russia, no Norwegian students participate in the programme
13.

CPRU-2013/10035 Development of a joint Norwegian-Russian master program in
petroleum logistics
Høgskolen i Molde - Vitskapleg høgskole i logistikk and Gubkin Russian State University of Oil and
Gas
Develop joint international master program with double degrees in petroleum logistics for both
offshore and on shore petroleum exploration.
Targeted student attendance: Norway 10, Russia 10
It is explicitly stated that the programme will meet all Bologna requirements and criteria for
European master degrees.
Underexpenditure NOK 14 054. Project is being implemented according to plans. Three
Norwegian and three Russian master students are currently in their second semester at Gubkin
University. First and third semester to take place in Molde.
14.

CPRU-2013/10044 Reproductive Health: Infections, environment and climate.
Competence building and Guideline development in the St.Petersburg area and the
Arctic Russia
Universitetet i Oslo and North-Western State Medical University named after I.I. Mechnikov
Capacity building project to quality ensure clinical practice in women’s health. Includes mapping of
women’s health situation. Implement courses at master and Ph.D and student exchange
programmes. Workshops and seminars.
Underexpenditure NOK 682 266. Administrative difficulties in the transfer of funds have led to
delays in the implementation of activities. In spite of this seminars and student visits have been
implemented and joint publications are being prepared.
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