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This is an introduction to the Special Section on Think Tanks in Central and Eastern 
Europe. Apart from this introduction, the Section includes four articles, which explore 
the nature and conditions of think tanks operating in Belarus, Ukraine, Czech Republic, 
and Poland. Think tanks are usually understood as institutions claiming autonomy 
whose main aim is to influence policy making based on the social analysis they pro-
duce. The most apparent blind spot in extant think tank research is its predominant 
focus on the English-speaking world. We argue that by focusing on think tanks in non-
Western contexts, we can better understand think tanks. When studying the diffusion 
of the organizational form of think tanks to new contexts, it is not enough to maintain 
the “sender” perspective (the formulation of the institutional characteristics of think 
tanks in the contexts in which they first emerged). We need to complement or even 
modify that perspective by also taking into account the “receiver” perspective. In other 
words, internationally circulated ideas and institutional patterns are always interpreted 
and translated in local “receiving” contexts, which coproduce, reformulate, and read-
just the blueprint. Our focus in this Section is therefore on the translation and local 
adaptation of the think tank institution in the context of Central and Eastern Europe, a 
region that has undergone deep changes in a relatively short period.
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This Special Section, composed of an introduction and four articles1, explores 
the nature and conditions of think tanks operating in Central and Eastern 
Europe, an area that has not been sufficiently scrutinized in previous research. 
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We substantially contribute to the body of knowledge on policy advice, both 
theoretically and empirically.

Throughout the world, think tanks have become part of the machinery of policy 
making. They are usually understood as institutions claiming autonomy, whose main 
aim is to influence policy making based on the social analysis they produce.2 Think 
tanks are notoriously hard to define and identify, and the differences within the group 
of institutions using the label of “think tank” are so vast that commonalities between 
them escape an untuned eye. Their claim to bridge the gap between knowledge (aca-
demia) and power (politicians and policy makers) is what unites think tanks. They 
accomplish this goal, more or less successfully, by conducting social research and 
advocacy, and the specific balance between these tasks depends on the institution 
under study. There is also variation with respect to how closely think tanks position 
themselves to various actors, such as political parties, business organizations, univer-
sities and civil society organizations. Formally part of civil society, think tanks tend 
to be estranged from the so-called third sector, which typically distinguishes itself as 
not having direct connections with formal politics.

Since the 1990s, think tanks have been growing rapidly and now number 8,100 
institutions throughout the world, of which 2,219 are located in Europe.3 There are 
several reasons for this increase in numbers; some are more global (e.g., the informa-
tion and technological revolution with the demand for formulating all kinds of infor-
mation as sound bites and the increasing complexity of policy problems requiring 
expertise beyond the competence of policy makers), some are more local (e.g., 
accession to international organizations such as the EU with the accompanying 
demand for specific knowledge, crises of confidence in elected officials, and the rise 
to power of populist parties have made think tanks the go-to institutions for “inde-
pendent” commentary). Today think tanks operate in practically every country in the 
world. In addition to increasing in number, the scope of the work of think tanks has 
expanded,4 and their methods of operating and sources of financing have changed.

The question of think tanks’ real impact on politics—one of the central issues 
raised in scholarship on these institutions5—is not easy to answer. Unsurprisingly, 
think tankers often overstate their impact, while politicians want to take credit for 
innovative ideas and successful policies. The very notion of “impact” can be prob-
lematized, referring sometimes to profound influence on policy direction, as in the 
case of the right-wing trend in American politics in the 1970s,6 and sometimes to the 
very fact of reaching decision makers or the public with the message congruent with 
a given think tank’s agenda. Think tanks develop various more or less advanced 
metrics and performance indicators to lure sponsors and showcase their standing.7 It 
is important to bear in mind that while outputs in terms of, for instance, reports and 
media appearances (which are often treated as proxies for think tanks’ impact) do 
signal think tank productivity, these activities tell us little about their actual impact 
on decision makers. Recent scholarship on think tanks discusses the paradoxical 
relationship between the claimed impact of think tanks and their simultaneous claim 
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to independence, which gives them credibility as experts. Interestingly, influence and 
independence are not easily aligned. Claims to independence require distancing from 
funders and policy makers, as well as proximity to academia, while claims to influ-
ence require a reversed positioning, with closeness to policy makers and funders and 
distance from academia.8 Irrespective of their actual level of influence, it is beyond 
dispute that think tanks’ involvement in policy making transforms how governance 
is organized; it raises issues regarding the transparency, legitimacy, and accountabil-
ity of these nonelected bodies, calling conventional notions of policy making and 
democratic theory into question.9 Despite their visible presence and seeming influ-
ence, think tanks are still relatively understudied. Their unclear nature, which escapes 
traditional classification of intermediate bodies, the variability of the tasks they per-
form encompassing research, consultancy, and direct civic engagement and the dif-
ficulty of assessing their influence make theorizing efforts difficult.

The most evident blind spot in extant think tank research is its predominant focus 
on the English-speaking world.10 The growing but still rather scarce literature explor-
ing think tanks beyond the West has noted effects of this weakness, underlining con-
ceptual problems and insufficient exploration of some aspects of the think tank 
phenomenon. In their recent intervention, Hernando and colleagues observe that 
“increasingly, the traditional free-standing civil society based American or British 
style think tank is being outnumbered by ‘hybrid’ policy analysis organisations.”11 If 
we ignore the slightly problematic assumption about the existence of a pure nonhy-
brid think tank, our Special Section follows this line of research, sharing its attentive-
ness to non-Western contexts in order to better understand think tanks as such. While 
all think tanks are hybrids, combining a variety of tasks, ways of operating, and 
organizational logics, it has been observed that beyond their original habitat, think 
tanks exhibit functions rather atypical for traditional policy institutes. In non-West-
ern contexts, it is even more common for think tanks to “combine policy research 
with other functions, such as monitoring and watchdog activities, consulting, service 
delivery, or grassroots advocacy.”12

Nevertheless, all basic approaches dominating the scholarship—elitist, plural-
ist, and institutionalist—have been developed based on studies in the Anglo-Saxon 
context.13 In the early literature, elite theory14 pointed out that the political system 
is dominated by a select group of individuals and organizations with common 
goals. Think tanks were seen as part of networks of power and influence, that is, as 
elite organizations, that simply seek to translate “interests” into “expertise.”15 This 
early approach highlighted the entwinement among different types of elites, for 
example, those who fund think tanks, political decision makers, and think tankers 
themselves. The other, pluralist perspective16 depicted think tanks as one actor 
among others (e.g., trade unions and other nongovernmental organizations [NGOs]) 
in a “marketplace of ideas,” competing for the attention of the public and policy 
makers.17 The third perspective focuses on the institutional structure and orienta-
tion of the organizations themselves to understand what grants them influence over 
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policy making. For instance, Abelson stresses that think tanks vary greatly on a 
number of aspects, especially in terms of different priorities regarding participa-
tion in different stages of the policy cycle. He affirms that “this becomes particu-
larly clear in comparing how think tanks function in different political systems.”18 
The political context in which think tanks operate can therefore reverberate in their 
very nature and configuration. We can thus presume that not only various political 
systems but also regime types, such as democratic, hybrid, and nondemocratic 
regimes, will affect the shape of think tanks.

The prevalent focus of research on think tanks on the English-speaking world has 
resulted in definitions and theories originating from the liberal institutional setting 
that are customized to fit those contexts. As is clear from previous research, in terms 
of size, budget, influence, and visibility as well as typical ways of operating, the 
commonly referenced American institutions differ markedly from other policy insti-
tutes around the world.19 For example, the idiosyncrasies of the American system, 
such as the availability of sources of nongovernmental funding (e.g., philanthropy), 
a highly decentralized political system providing multiple points of access, and the 
weak structure of American party politics, results in the faulty expectation that all 
think tanks operate in similar environments. Hence, when studying the diffusion of 
the organizational form of think tanks to new contexts, it is not enough to maintain 
the “sender” perspective (the formulation of the institutional characteristics of think 
tanks in the contexts in which they first emerged). We need to complement or even 
modify that perspective by also taking into account the “receiver” perspective. In 
other words, internationally circulated ideas and institutional patterns are always 
interpreted and translated in local “receiving” contexts, which coproduce, reformu-
late, and readjust the blueprint. Our focus in this Section is precisely on the transla-
tion and local adaptation of the think tank institution in the context of Central and 
Eastern Europe. What is lost and what is found in this translation is explored in this 
collection of articles. We jointly investigate how think tanks in Central and Eastern 
Europe have been shaped by references to the West and the ideal typical Western 
think tank. We also consider how the Western model has been adjusted to countries 
in transition and how Europeanisation has influenced think tanks’ development in 
those countries, which are now members of the European Union (EU).

Only recently have scholars taken up comparative analyses of think tanks, dis-
playing pivotal variances in local think tank communities across the globe.20 It has 
become apparent that local opportunity structures shape the conditions for think 
tanks’ involvement in policy making. Moreover, the excessive exploration of the 
Anglo-Saxon context has resulted in only a few studies investigating the role and 
agency of think tanks in nondemocratic settings. Some scholars assume that think 
tanks are indispensable for democratic policy making and even depict them as a 
means of democratization.21 Such observations are at odds with the fact that think 
tanks exist in practically every country in the world,22 that is, also in nondemocratic 
or semidemocratic sites. The rudimentary literature on think tanks beyond liberal 
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democracies has struggled to overcome this innate epistemological contradiction and 
thus amounts to a few contributions on think tanks in Latin America23 and Asia.24 
The most recent addition to this literature complements the picture with case studies 
from Latin America, Asia, Africa and Middle East.25 Not surprisingly, these contribu-
tions stress state interference in think tank matters (often through funding or simply 
by allowing them to operate in exchange for compliant analyses) and problems with 
the notion of autonomy.

The existing literature specifically devoted to think tanks in non-Western contexts 
has not resolved the contradiction of translating a concept typically developed in 
Western liberal democracies to other contexts such as countries in transition or non-
democratic regimes. The solution proposed by McGann and Shull,26 who acknowl-
edge this problem, is not sufficient. They argue for an expanded taxonomy of think 
tanks to alleviate the categorically formulated demand of independence as an integral 
part of the very definition of think tanks.27 Based on various levels of independence, 
their taxonomy includes (1) autonomous and independent, that is, think tanks cher-
ishing significant independence from any one interest group or donor and autono-
mous in their operation and funding from government; (2) quasi-independent, that is, 
autonomous from government but controlled by an interest group, donor, or contract-
ing agency that provides a majority of the funding and has significant influence over 
think tank operations; (3) government affiliated, that is, think tanks that are a part of 
the formal structure of government; (4) quasi-governmental, that is, funded exclu-
sively by government grants and contracts but not a part of the formal structure of 
government; (5) university affiliated, that is, a policy research center at a university; 
(6) political party affiliated, that is, formally affiliated with a political party; (7) cor-
porate (for profit), that is, a for-profit public policy research organization affiliated 
with a corporation or merely operating on a for-profit basis. They argue that this 
categorization will “expand the definition of think tanks to overcome the presupposi-
tions of a Western, Anglophone perspective—as think tanks become increasingly 
prominent around the world, so too does their definition necessarily expand beyond 
its original boundaries.”28 While we agree that these categories are helpful in broad-
ening the notion of think tanks beyond the narrow Western understanding, capturing 
new ways of being a think tank, they do not substantially resolve the central question 
this Special Section addresses: how does the institutional form of a think tank trans-
late to new, primarily transitional and nondemocratic contexts? In addition, even 
though useful in evidencing the diversity of think tanks, this typology mixes various 
forms of independence, making such distinctions slightly confusing. For a recent 
voice in the discussion of how claims to independence can be studied more rigor-
ously, see Jezierska and Sörbom, who distinguish three types of independence: eco-
nomic, political, and academic.29

We suggest two avenues for investigating think tanks in non–fully democratic 
contexts (the category is purposely kept broad, encompassing regimes stretching 
from autocracies to electoral democracies). The first is to construct an ideal typical 
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think tank. So far, such an analytical strategy has mostly leaned on the understanding 
of think tanks in the West, which is their best-known environment. However, the 
ideal type might be constructed sufficiently broadly to capture these entities both in 
liberal and less-liberal societies. The risk here is stretching the concept to the point 
of emptying it of its meaning, ignoring local peculiarities and dynamics.30 The other 
option, instead of starting from a ready-made definition, is to look at the functions 
performed by think tanks in different contexts. By redirecting research on the output 
side of the system of influence in which think tanks are involved, we might be able 
to move a bit further. In nondemocratic countries, NGOs, including think tanks, are 
often at the center of the political realm, either as victims of repressive actions due to 
their international connections or critical stance or as agents in the service of those in 
power. In abstract terms, we can think of at least three sets of functions that think 
tanks might undertake in non–fully democratic contexts: (1) they become subversive 
agents of change against central power, hence putting themselves in a perilous posi-
tion; (2) they develop innovative capacities or use their expertise unconventionally, 
which enables them to operate in a space that is in principle hostile; (3) they bow to 
the power and become organic to it, implying that their outcomes, either commis-
sioned or not by the government, have a predominantly propagandistic intent.

The challenge and contribution of this Special Section are to show how the 
concept of the think tank, originating from a liberal-democratic milieu, works for 
studies of other sociopolitical systems in which the concept is adapted and to some 
extent transfigured. If we consider the fact that liberal democracies no longer rep-
resent the dominant type of regime in terms of either numbers or ideological trac-
tion, the study of nonliberal contexts becomes even more important. Illiberal 
democracies, sometimes called electoral democracies, hybrid regimes, or competi-
tive authoritarianism, are on the rise; according to some accounts, they even con-
stitute the largest category of regimes across the globe.31 Moreover, even the 
quality of democracy in liberal democracies is declining.32 This situation calls for 
developing adequate analytical tools that will help us understand these contexts. 
We should obviously be careful not to risk overstretching when transferring con-
cepts developed in the liberal world, an exercise that could result in losing the 
epistemological potential of the concepts. However, the cost of not addressing the 
phenomenon is even higher—neglecting the influence of think tanks on the politics 
of a large portion of the world. Moreover, we argue that phenomena linked to dis-
cursive dominance, as well as competitive and conflictual use of the expertise 
characteristic of democratic societies, are more readily visible in nondemocratic 
contexts, thus providing us with a useful laboratory for studying these processes. 
In other words, what we learn from ‘eccentric’ cases might turn out to be useful for 
developing new trajectories of research for the analysis of conventional cases, thus 
enriching our understanding of the phenomenon of think tanks.

While not definitely resolving the issue of how to treat the notion of think tanks 
out of its native context, the Special Section seeks to highlight and address some 
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aspects of the conceptual transfer from a particular analytical perspective. The 
articles gathered in this Section share a common theoretical approach to think 
tanks as boundary organizations.33 This perspective theorizes think tanks as institu-
tions operating in an interstitial social space, on the verge of other more established 
social fields such as academia, politics, market, media, and civil society. Medvetz 
and others following this tradition34 claim that the interstitial position defines think 
tanks’ specificity. It helps capture the multipositionality35 of think tankers and the 
often contradictory identifications and expectations they face. Think tanks engage 
in boundary work, resorting to resources typical of adjacent fields, in which they 
act as translators or brokers36 while they simultaneously contribute to constituting 
the boundaries.

We argue that through its focus on hybridity and boundary work, this theoretical 
framework is especially apt for studies of non–fully democratic contexts. Although 
this perspective also originates from the Anglo-Saxon world, it provides two impor-
tant advantages over the earlier approaches, promising a more fruitful application 
beyond the West: (1) it allows for analyses of the activities of think tanks beyond the 
narrow sphere of formal politics, enabling research in less institutionalized settings, 
and (2) it admits a variety of concrete shapes and functions that think tanks can take 
at the crossroads of existing fields. Moreover, this perspective drives think tank 
research forward through its focus on the shared characteristics of think tanks, which 
allows bypassing the debates that have dominated the think tank literature for some 
time, namely, the engagement in classifications. As Stone concludes, “Categorizing 
different types of think tanks . . . has become a scholarly fetish that has detracted 
attention from more sophisticated analysis of the sources of power of these organiza-
tions and how they garner and wield societal influence.”37 The focus on think tanks 
as a set of particular functions performed in an interstitial space, with varying con-
stellations of such functions, results in a more flexible framework, thus avoiding the 
risk of context blindness and the temptation to multiply classifications of think tanks.

The inconsistent use of the concept of think tanks and the wide range of typolo-
gies of think tanks available in the literature38 have, from a methodological point of 
view, incentivized inductive approaches. This is a clear symptom of an epistemologi-
cal fragility that can be partly blamed on the elusive and slippery nature of the object 
under scrutiny. Our ambition in this Special Section is to contribute to a move for-
ward in this regard. A shared analytical framework, acknowledging think tanks as 
always peculiar declinations of a unique matrix, provides us with a theoretical start-
ing point while allowing us to retain context sensitivity.

The articles gathered in this Section jointly analyze the conditions of policy advice 
and expertise in the context of limited liberalism of Central and Eastern Europe 
(CEE),39 with contributions on Poland, the Czech Republic, Ukraine, and Belarus.40 
We provide the first collection of this kind, and all of the articles include original 
results. Jointly, we explore how and when think tanks emerged, who they are and 
what they (claim to) do in the empirical context of CEE, as well as how all these 
features differ from the default liberal and Anglo-American context.
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All selected cases share a state-socialist history and a relatively recent experience 
of transition to a new socio-politico-economic system. Nevertheless, they witness 
quite different levels of economic development, liberalization, and democratization. 
In all four countries, think tanks took root and flourished in the early 1990s; however, 
they have developed quite distinctively depending on the political, economic, and 
social transformations and cultural milieu of their hosting countries. While some of 
these countries, especially Poland and the Czech Republic, resemble Western oppor-
tunity structures for policy advice to some extent, those similarities are less evident 
in countries such as Belarus and Ukraine. Even in Central Europe, there are still 
significant differences with respect to the West that deserve further attention, for 
example, the lack of a tradition of philanthropy that directly influences chances for 
“independent” funding, while the seemingly radical differences emerging in Eastern 
Europe actually reveal some similarities with their Western counterparts on closer 
inspection. Our Section thus contributes to the field through a nuanced exploration of 
the think tank phenomenon in a context that most often escapes scholarly attention.

The articles follow three main avenues of research. The first deals with the con-
ditions in each country that favor or hinder the diffusion of think tanks. We acknowl-
edge that history and political, economic, and cultural features are essential elements 
in understanding the nature of think tanks and the role they can play in these con-
texts. At the same time, international actors can have a crucial role in promoting 
local think tank development. All four cases clearly show that initially, think tanks 
“filled the knowledge vacuum” left by the fall of state socialism, becoming “agents 
of policy fashion.”41 The second common theme considers think tanks’ positioning 
in the sociopolitical landscape. How think tanks can influence societies and what 
segments of the decision-making process they are most able to affect is dependent 
on existing opportunity structures. The gamut of think tank positioning stretches 
between the role of opposition to government solutions, serving as a transmission 
belt between society and government, to the function of complacent supporters of 
central power. The third theme the Special Section explores is think tanks’ contribu-
tion to policy development. Although isolating the net contribution of think tanks is 
very difficult, we investigate what form think tanks’ engagement in different policy 
fields takes in both the national and international arenas. The following articles are 
included in the Special Section.

The first article, entitled “Genesis of a Social Space: Think Tanks in Belarus 
1992-1995,” is written by Maria Bigday and examines think tanks through the 
prism of a specific social space whose emergence is ascribable to both transna-
tional processes and local social structures. Four processes are identified as shap-
ing the institutionalization of the first think tanks in Belarus, which were founded 
as tools for the “de-sovietization” of science and the “democratization” of politics 
in the early 1990s: (1) the destabilization of relations between science and politics 
spurred by the Soviet perestroika since 1986, (2) the autonomization of national 
elites and the political field in Belarus following the collapse of the Soviet Union, 
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(3) the transformation of the labor market, including the crisis of state-owned 
research and academia, which ejected a large number of well-educated profession-
als, and (4) the intensification of transnational exchanges and the legitimization of 
references to Western practices. To systematically analyze these processes, a four-
dimensional model is proposed consisting of the following: the configuration of 
relations between science and politics; the position of the think tank space in the 
field of power; the professional logics of career or competition; and the transna-
tional diffusion of resources and their local appropriation.

In their article, “Think Tanks in a Limited Access Order: The Case of Ukraine,” 
Oleksandra Keudel and Olena Carbou argue that think tanks in non–fully democratic 
regimes exhibit distinctive features that are different from the original concept that 
emerged within the US context. Departing from this empirical observation, they 
investigate the sources of organizational power of think tanks in Ukraine as a case of 
a limited access order (LAO), a social order in which privileged individuals maintain 
discretionary access to societal resources, functions, and institutions. Thomas 
Medvetz’s analytical concept of a “boundary organization” allows the authors to 
highlight the hybridity and flexibility of think tanks and leads to a better understand-
ing of the methods think tanks use to gain political access in an LAO. An analysis of 
interviews with senior representatives of nongovernmental think tanks in Ukraine in 
2016–2017 demonstrates that Ukrainian think tanks are resourceful and find indirect 
ways to influence politics. These think tanks publish their reports in the media and 
deliver assessments of Ukraine’s international commitments to the country’s donors, 
thereby indirectly influencing the policy process in the country. They also comply 
with the expectations of a boundary organization, accumulating and converting eco-
nomic, academic, and media capital into political capital using advocacy and net-
working as conversion tools. One important difference between the expectations of 
Medvetz’s framework and the findings presented in this article is that political capital 
seems to be the goal of think tanks’ activity, while the three other types are used 
merely instrumentally.

The third article by Katarzyna Jezierska is a contribution about Polish think tanks. 
“Dangling in a Vacuum: A Presentation of Polish Think Tanks in Political Life” 
explores the image and reputation of think tanks in their reciprocal relation to their 
environment. The aim is to unravel the logic of think tanks’ institutional identity 
formation in the Polish context in the first stage of think tank development in the 
country, that is, between 1989 and 2015. How did Polish think tanks present them-
selves, and how were they (re)presented by others? To answer these questions, the 
Goffmanian microsociological framework and positioning theory are adapted to a 
study of institutions. The analysis of original interview and media data reveals that 
Polish think tanks projected an image and were perceived by the media as weak. The 
author argues that this image of and reputation for weakness should primarily be 
explained by think tanks’ and the media’s perception of the political field, which 
confines the possible identity and positioning of think tanks.
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The final contribution to our Section is “Agents of Europeanization: Think Tanks 
Discussing the Refugee Crisis in the Czech Republic” by Markéta Klásková and 
Ondřej Císař. The article investigates the role of think tanks in the process of the 
Europeanization of national public spheres. To address this question, the article 
explores the performance of think tanks in the immigration debate in the Czech 
Republic. Employing political claims analysis and treating think tanks as boundary 
organizations active in multiple fields, the authors compare levels of Europeanization 
of political claims made by think tanks with those of other actors. The data set includes 
2,374 political claims made through public TV broadcasting in the time period from 
April 2015 to March 2016. According to the quantitative data, Czech think tanks 
chose the discursive strategy of Europeanization more often than any other actor rep-
resented. Thus, think tanks have the potential to support the process of Europeanization 
of national public spheres. However, their representation in media coverage is rela-
tively low. The results also demonstrate that think tanks should be treated as their own 
type of organization since their strategy deviates from that of other civil society orga-
nizations, whose claims-making largely remains at the national level.

In this collection of articles, which study countries that have undergone perva-
sive changes during a relatively limited time since 1989, we point out the most 
sensitive issues think tanks operating in transforming societies might face, includ-
ing problems securing long-term financing without compromising the perception 
of independence from funders (national and international), instability of the politi-
cal system and short-sightedness of political elites, and recognizability and access 
to decision makers and the public sphere. These factors all hamper the chances of 
organizational development of individual think tanks and the construction of a 
vibrant space of think tanks, thereby limiting the role these organizations can play 
in Central and Eastern Europe. The articles clearly demonstrate that while often 
seconded by international actors (NGOs and foundations), the studied think tanks 
are deeply ingrained in the local social and institutional environment. As interme-
diary organizations think tanks’ shapes and chances of impact depend on the 
strength of the fields they mediate between (politics, market, academia, civil soci-
ety), that is, the stability of the political regime.

As discussed above, the original framework of Medvetz attempted to resolve the 
divide between two earlier approaches in the study of think tanks, elitist and pluralist. 
Instead of treating think tanks as part of an integrated power elite or one actor among 
many in a pluralist public sphere, Medvetz put forth a Bourdieusian reading of these 
institutions as constituting an interstitial space between other fields. As such they 
engage in boundary work, translating, bridging and mediating between these fields 
through conversion of capitals central for each of the fields. Think tanks are simulta-
neously immersed in politics, media, and academia, and they mark their difference 
with respect to each of them. By emphasizing think tanks’ intrinsically relational 
character, focus is brought to the specific constellations of these fields in a given 
context. The four contributions to this Special Section prove the usefulness of this 
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theoretical perspective to settings outside the West. Importantly, our articles expand 
the theoretical approach in several ways. First, the case studies underline the impor-
tance of yet another field that was not sufficiently discussed in the original frame-
work. Think tanks in Central and Eastern Europe are also part of and use the specific 
resources and logics of civil society. By appearing as institutions working for the 
public good, at times even engaging in community projects, they benefit from the 
relatively positive reputation of civil society organizations in these contexts. This 
reputation grants them legitimacy, which can be converted to access to policy makers 
and the public sphere. Second, we also contribute by extending the “boundary work” 
perspective by exploring the implications of think tanks’ interstitial position for their 
institutional identity. The conclusion is that the relative fixation or “maturity” of the 
more established fields shapes the possibilities and limitations of think tanks’ ability 
to successfully project a distinct identity and perform their functions. Finally, the 
Special Section stresses the importance of international connections, both for the 
establishment of the think tank space in a context where it did not previously exist 
and for sustaining it. The “think tank” label is itself a form of capital, and transna-
tional linkages (in terms of funding and networks as well as discursive engagement) 
are important assets distinguishing think tanks from other actors they compete with 
in the local power game.
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