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Introduction

Public policy research institutes, often times mefeé to as think-tanks, have
experienced a tremendous growth worldwide in thet gacades. The term ‘think-tank’,
however, remains vague and happens to encompassrya diwergent family of

institutes, ranging from purely independent acaderasearch centers to partisan or

advocacy-oriented institutes whose independentteisschallenged.

The objective of this paper is to trace the rodejelopment and current role of think-
tanks in the two new EU member states — Czech Riepartd Slovakia. To pursue this
task, however, one has to search beyond Czech EwakSthink-tanksper seand
examine their “Founding Fathers”, i.e. the US farerers, to fully understand how they
have been shaped up to now. In US, numerous sthdiesbeen devoted to the subject
and while it is generally ‘US models’ that are apglto a think-tank analysis, this paper
employs a somewhat different approach. It doesattetmpt to simply transfer the US
model to Central and Eastern Europe (CHR)t rather investigates whether one can
speak about the ‘CEE model’ of think-tanks emergang what its characteristics are.
The two models (i.e. the US and CEE) are thus tasecomplementary and what they
have in common rather than what divides them iesses.

The paper employs three hypotheses which it atertptprove. First, the current
generation of think-tanks in the Czech Republic 8halvakia has already become too
diverse to follow the same route, as far as thesdégnce on public sources and other
vested interests is concerned. Although there afewawhich strive to retain their
independence and develop a diverse base of doooashieve this, the majority of
think-tanks turns to public and EU funds as themsaiurces of funding. This may be in
part due to the withdrawal of foreign funds directg Czech and Slovak think-tanks as
these countries no longer represent ‘difficulitegimes nor are labeled ‘transition
economies’. The major US funding is therefore cledechto new ‘targets’ now. Second,
it is assumed that the US model of think-tanks doastravel well into Central and

Eastern Europe and although some aspects miglgdbeable and desired, the political

! For purposes of this paper, Central and Eastemogean countries include the following: Czech
Republic, Slovakia, Hungary, Poland, Slovenia, latiithuania and Estonia, all of which are current
EU member states.

2 By ‘difficult’, a reference is made to countriesheve the political climate is hostile to the free
emergence and operation of independent institwtels as think-tanks.
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and civic culture and tradition in US is far todfelient to allow for a complete model
transfer. And third, there has been an upsurgatefast in building regional and global
networks of think-tanks, primarily because theyeoffinique opportunities to share
expertise, success stories and last but not leastase the think-tanks’ prestige via

global partnerships.

The paper is structured as follows. Chapter 1 thices different connotations that
think-tanks have and distinguishes them from otkpecific groups, though the
boundary tends to remain blurry or almost non-existA special focus is given to the
historical overview of how and when think-tanks egeel, what was lying behind their
gradual proliferation and what were the waves afkthanks prevailing in different
time periods in the course of the"™€entury. It is important to emphasize here that tw
regiond primarily are studied throughout the paper — tH& &hd CEE, with Czech
Republic and Slovakia as the main case studidseofurvey.

Chapter 2 applies the theory of networking ontothiek-tank community and assesses
their ever-growing networks and coalitions worldeidt then takes the perspective of
the American interest in CEE and vice-versa. Initamid the theory of policy transfer

and under what conditions it might lead to failigériefly examined.

In Chapter 3, a questionnaire survey entitled “Khlianks and Their Role in the Civil
Society: Unification or Diversity?” is conductedr fa selected number of both US and
Czech and Slovak think-tanks. Its focus is rest&@ino three main areas: general
assessment of the think-tank industry, such asdhe research areas, staff and funding
decomposition, position of think-tank representdiwn the direction the US and CEE
models of think-tanks are currently taking and toatvextent the two are interrelated,
and finally the networking aspects. It is questbréhether the proliferation of think-
tank networks shapes the industry in that it daltsuniformity rather than diversity and
convergence rather than divergence of the way ttanks carry out their ‘mission’ and
are funded.

Chapter 4 attempts to look on what lies ahead, whalienges are there to be met, and

what risks the current state-of-the affairs impli&se final chapter summarizes the

% According to Wikipedia, a region in Europe is thger of government directly below the nationaldev
The term is especially used in relation to thoggares which have some historical claim to uniqueras
independence, or differ significantly from the resthe country. The broader connotation applietha
paper, however, corresponds more to the US unaelistpof a region, which is a geographical aredsuc
as the US or Europe.
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main points, relates the initial hypotheses tortgilts of the questionnaire and draws

conclusions.

The motivation to undertake this survey has beeofdld. First, there is a lack of
literature on the subject both in the Czech Repudniid Slovakia. Besides a few studies,
the most distinguished of which are Schneider'sss®sent of think-tanks in Visegrad
countrie§ and the publication of the American Informationn@e in Pragu® there
remains a deficit and ambiguity in what think-tardctually are, in what their role is
and should be. The paper thus attempts to remeslyAtkey reference, among others,
is made to the renowned analysts of think-tankddmade, such as McGann, Weaver
and Abelson, who evaluate primarily the origin bink-tanks and how they operate,
and Stone, who highlights the role think-tanks p#nd influence they exert in the
network framework and questions how, and if atah the ‘US model’ be transferred
to the CEE policy environment. A special attentisngiven to the European Union
(EV), both in how relevant the EU-policy agendadsthink-tanks, and the opposite
viewpoint, i.e. how much credit the EU gives tanthtanks. Here, Bouchefshorough

contribution significantly expands the picture.

Second, and here comes my personal incentive, egdamine to what extent do think-
tanks have their say in the countries | am a studed citizen of, how this has evolved
since the fall of communism and what might be ikksrfor these institutes to survive
in the “post-transition” period. Hence | am conedahe subject is worthy of sustained

study and further research.

The study is restricted to think-tanks operatingh@ Czech Republic and Slovakia and
the historical and current linkages that exist witair US “counterparts”. Those think-
tanks that do not meet the selection criteria erlacated outside the regions of focus

are thus neglected.

4 Schneider, J. Think-tanks in Visegrad CountrigsniPolicy Research to Advocacy, Center for Policy
Studies, Central European University, Budapest2200

® Think tanky a jejich spotensky vliv, Sbornik text, Americké informani centrum ji Velvyslanectvi
USA v Praze, 2006.

® Boucher, S. Europe and Its Think-tanks: A Proniisbe Fulfilled, Studies and Research No 35, Notre
Europe, October 2004.



THINK-TANKS AND THEIR ROLE IN THE NEW EU MEMBER STATESCZECH AND SLOVAK EXPERIENCE

1. “Market of Ideas”: The Actors and How They Interact

“We live in turbulent times where the only constanthange, where the unthinkable
has become a dark reality and where the line betwdemestic and international
politics is increasingly blurred. The promise argfipof globalization has transformed
how we view international relations and openedpbkcy-making process to a new set
of actors, agendas, and outconfes.

JAMES MCGANN, Foreign Policy Research Institute

Behind every transformation process or reform psapthere is an idea. But not until
this idea reaches the audience which can trangtaiato action does it have
consequences. The two crucial prerequisites foh sudranslation to occur are the
political climate that allows for a competitionthiose supplying ideas on one hand, and

the demand of the policy-makers for these ideahemther.

Hence the ‘market of ideas’ functions in a similay to any other market, i.e. ideas are
simultaneously supplied and demanded. Moreoves, atglobalized market and policy
transfer has become a common practice worldwide. dynamics with which ideas
develop and spread, coupled with political changigsificantly shape conventional

wisdom.

The ‘actors’ this chapter attempts to draw distored among are think-tanks, non-
governmental organizations (NGOSs), lobbyists anderést-groups. Once the
distinctions are made, it is exclusively think-tanthat are assessed throughout the

remainder of the paper.
1.1 Think-tanks Label: Definitions and distinctions

According to Sourcewatéha think-tank is an organization that claims toveeas a
center for research and/or analysis of importariilipussues. When assessing what
claims to be a think-tank community, however, omad a very broad family of
institutes, ranging from academic centers affilat@ith universities to advocacy-
oriented ones with aggressive marketing techniqlibat said, the boundary between
think-tanks, NGOs, lobbyists and interest groupsiseto get blurry and one seems to be
perplexed about what the term ‘think-tank’ actuatycounts for. Stone (1996) asserts

that this difficulty to define think-tanks has deeal scholars from accounting for the

"McGann, J. Think-tanks and the TransnationaliratibForeign Policy in U.S. Foreign Policy Agenda
(2002).

8 http://www.sourcewatch.org/index.php?title=Thinknka
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role of think-tanks in politics. She further argubat part of why their role in politics
has for long been overlooked might be the myth thiaik-tanks are objective and non-

partisan research institutgs.

Boucher (2004) employs nine criteria to identifyntatanks®, grounded on previous

academic work in the field. According to thesenkhianks:

e are permanent organizations

» specialize in the production of public policy saduis

* have in-house staff dedicated to research

e produce ideas, analysis, and advice

* put emphasis on communicating their research tacyahakers and public (and
therefore have a website)

* are not responsible for government activities

e aim to maintain their research freedom and noetbdholden to any specific interest

» are not degree-granting and training is not themary activity

» seek, explicitly or implicitly, to act in the publinterest

Ideally, a true think-tank is in the business aipding a range of alternatives to policy-
makers, of challenging the prevailing policy franekv and most of all, to offer an
independent analysis of the existing policies tisatong-term and forward-looking.
Funding has a substantial role to play here andpeest think-tanks’ activities more
towards a ‘production of innovative ideas’ than en&mompilation busined$, which

also should not be underestimated. In additiongyaddement of think-tanks’ activities
is to bring together people from different horizossd to stimulate discussion via

seminars, conferences, workshops, public eventstenlike.

Think-tanks should be distinguished from profesaiolobbyists and interest groups
although their activities often overlaphe Handbook of International Affai(@005)*

defines the terms as follows:

° Stone, D. Capturing the Political Imagination: fithiTanks and the Policy Process, London: Frank,Cass
1996 in Boucher, S. Europe and Its Think-tanks:réniise to be Fulfilled, 2004, pp. 7-8.

9 Boucher, S. Europe and Its Think-tanks: A Prortiskee Fulfilled, 2004, pp. 2-3.
% bid, pp. 32.

2 Thomas, C. Lobbying in the United States: An Oiemfor Students, Scholars and Practitioners in
Harris, P., Fleisher, C. Handbook of Public Affaicendon: Sage Publications, 2005, pp. 282-283.
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Interest group is an association of individuals or organizationpublic or private
institution which, on the basis of one or more sdarconcerns, attempts to

influence government policy in its favor.

Lobbyist is a person designated by an interest group tbtéaeiinfluencing public
policy in that interest group’s interest.

Lobbyists either work for a business or organizatmd lobby for their causes or are
hired on a contrachd hocand lobby for various clients. They thus represemhird-
party and not necessarily stances they persondémtify with. On the other hand,
people join interest groups partly out of a serfsyalty or idealisn> They ‘lobby’

(or employ lobbyists to do so for them) for issyefgt they represent and compete for
political power and prestige. Think-tanks represespecial category different from the
two actors described above and even if perceivddldwyists, what they lobby for are

ideas rather than specific interests.

The interactions among think-tanks, interest gro@psl lobbyists as viewed by
Schneider (2003) are presented below (see GraphVhgreas lobbying in US has
evolved into an established and respected activibgs a rather negative connotation in

Europe.

Graph 1: The Relationship between Think-tanks, Loblyists and Interest Groups

Source:http://www.policy.hu/schneider/FRP.html

3 Olson, M. The Logic of Collective Action, Harvatshiversity Press, Cambridge, 1965 in Wilson, G.
Interest Groups in the United States’, Clarendas®rOxford, 1981, pp. 85.
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Most of US think-tanks are 501(c) 3 tax-exempt argations as defined by the Internal
Revenue Code (IRC). This status allows them todpeuaghly 10 per cent or |€8n
lobbying and other advocacy expenditures. Somekfainks, especially those that
crossed the 10 per cent threshold, have affili&@t(c) 4 organizations that actively
engage in lobbying or have taken the so calledti®®e¢d election’, according to which
“a substantial part of their activities consistscafrying on propaganda or otherwise
attempting to influence legislation”. 501(h) allowsnk-tanks to devote up to 20 per
cent of their annual budget to lobbying. Howevkemk-tanks engaged in direct political
action risk violating their nonpartisan and indegiemt reputation. Bast, the president of
the Heartland Institute in US, asserts that “whdlking the Section H doesn’t require
that you lobby, it creates the appearance thatayewr soon will start to lobby This

is but a proof that think-tanks and lobbying orgaiions often overlap.

Non-governmental organizations are perceived byesasha special kind of interest
group although they tend to be labeled as ‘pubditérest groups, which should imply
their pursuit of ‘public interest’. According toghWorld Bank and Duke University in
NC, USA™,

Non-governmental organizations (NGOs)are private organizations that pursue
activities to relieve suffering, promote the intse of the poor, protect the
environment, provide basic social services, or tate community development.
In wider usage, the term NGO can be applied torammyprofit organization which
is independent from government. NGOs are typicadlue-based organizations
which depend, in whole or in part, on charitabl@at@mns and voluntary service.
Although the NGO sector has become increasinglyepsionalized over the last
two decades, principles of altruism and voluntarisemain key defining

characteristics.

The Czech president Vaclav Klaus warns against “NS® as a political behavior,

“an ideology that offers an alternative mechanisindecision-making about public

4 Organizations with 501(c) 3 status may lobby oiflyheir lobbying activities do not make up a
“substantial part” of their activities. As nobodgdws precisely what “substantial” means, 10 pet oen
less is just a rough estimate that is often applied

!5 Bast, J. Think Tanks, Lobbying, and Section H: ®hivVay to Turn? State Policy Network News, Vol.
7, Issue 4, August/September 2006.

18 http://docs.lib.duke.edul/igo/guides/ngo/define.htm
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matters to the standard mechanism of parliamertamngocracy’”. As human liberty
has for long been threatened by a variety of ctllist ‘isms’, ‘NGO-ism’ might well
be one contemporary ‘ism’. NGOs seek to enforce then interests but present them
as ‘public’ instead. Klaus is not criticizing NGQctwities per sebut rather their
ideologies and activist involvement in the policgking with no political mandate.
Titley, on the other hand, points out to the emeecgeof a “blame culture” where the
citizens are risk-averse and obsessed with sdfgce the “precautionary principle”
frequently applied to the decisions of the poléigs and to the positions of NGOs

serves as a justification for their causes.

NGOs make up a civil society which is also a vagelen viewed differently by
different people. For the purposes of this pager,following World Bank definition is
employed:

Civil society refers to the wide array of non-governmental awod-for-profit

organizations that have a presence in publicéipressing the interests and values

of their members or others, based on ethical, @lltpolitical, scientific, religious

or philanthropic considerations. Civil Society Ongaations (CSOs) therefore refer

to a wide of array of organizations: community g®u non-governmental

organizations (NGOs), labor unions, indigenous pgspicharitable organizations,

faith-based organizations, professional associstiand foundations.

The civil society acts as a counterweight to gonent and according to Joch has in its
broadest sense become a synonym for the societighwiespects and guarantees
political, economic and individual freedoms of ¢iizens. He further warns against the
alternative meaning of the term that has been ambdhahy the liberal-Left. This concept
focuses on non-governmental organizations as partwéh political representations
and authorities and encourages to more intenségablinvolvement of the citizens. In
other words, the liberal-Left perception raises ploétical aspect of the society above

social, cultural, moral, religious and economiceasg?®

" Klaus, V. NGO-ismus, nikoli jednotlivé nevladniganizace povaZuji za nebezp@ro nasi svobodu,
November 3, 2005.

'8 Titley, S. The Rise of the NGOs in the EU in HsyP., Fleisher, C. Handbook of Public Affairs,
London: Sage Publications, 2005, pp. 219.

Yhttp://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/TOPICS/C8) contentMDK:20101499~menuPK: 24
4752~pagePK:220503~piPK:220476~theSitePK:2287 1ti0[last assessed 27. 3. 2007]

%0 Joch, R. The Truth about Civil Society, preseried seminar “Political Parties versus Civil Sogiet
November 2001, Prague, Czech Republic.
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Think-tanks also constitute the civil society. Bbag among others, perceives the name
‘think-tank’ not to be reflective enough of thin&riks’ nature. Their dual mission of
both producing and disseminating policy ideas aolity recommendations might be
encompassed more aptly in identifying them as ktand-action-tanks’ or ‘think-and-
do-tanks’. The ‘do’ or ‘action’ part, besides remghout to audiences that have the
power to further implement ideas produced by ttarkks, also encompasses training

and education.

The question how think-tanks will reconcile sciéatirigor with communication
requirements is still alivé’ It should not be an ‘either-or’ dilemma but rathedecision
upon the weight placed on short and topical pobogfings aimed at general public,
media and policy-makers on one hand, and on arethdpolicy research directed at
experts in the field on the other. The more didistor ‘reader-friendly’ policy briefs,
however, risk underestimating or omitting a numbleimportant aspects as quantity is

placed over quality of an in-depth analysis.

Hayek emphasized that the society’s course wilthenged only by a change in ideas.
For such a change to happen, it is crucial to fiesich out to the so call first-hand
dealers in ideas, i.e. scholars, and second-haalrdein ideas, i.e. intellectuals and
journalists. It is them who can do the most impartaork and once they succeed, the
politicians will follow** The current populist nature of politics coupledthwthe
“transformation of the self” implies that politicia follow rather than lead public
opinion. The social change that Titley, among qgthetects in Western societies is that
as a result of increased affluence and educati®@gplp are “pursuing more
individualistic and consumerist goals” and “seeitigeir lives in terms of self-
23

actualization™” Politicians thus adhere to the prevailing publgnmn and find little

incentive to deviate from it and risk a declingoopular support.

Wallace (1998) perceives think-tanks’ relevancésoft power’ which, in comparison
with hard political bargaining, is subtle and hartte trace but sets the terms within

2L Ibid, Foreword by Jacques Delors.
22 Blundell, J. Waging the War of Ideas, Second edjt2003, pp. 21, 31 and 41.

% Titley, S. The Rise of the NGOs in the EU in HsrP., Fleisher, C. Handbook of Public Affairs,
London: Sage Publications, 2005, pp. 219.
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which political bargaining is conducted in modemlitical systems$” The role think-
tanks have to play in the policy-making processls® emphasized by McGann (2000),
who refers to think-tanks as elite institutions wtlaim a voice in the policy-making

process because they have expertise rather thisiotemaking powef>

McGann, Weaver & Wei$8 distinguish four different categories or modelsthifik-

tanks, which are applied at different places is fhaper.

Academic think tanks/universities without students

This model is characterized by close ties or affitins with universities and thus
heavy reliance on academics as researchers. Plivate are the principal funding
source and book-length studies the principal rebeproduct. Think-tanks in this

category seek to preserve their non-partisanship independence and put a
premium on high standards of academic researchéir staff and production.

They examine the entire body of evidence availatié¢,simply what is consistent
with favored policy conclusions. In addition, thdyandle their evidence

systematically, applying methods consistently.

Contract researchers
They are similar to academic think-tanks, but diffeimarily in their sources of
funding, which comes essentially from contractshwgovernment agencies that

also set the research agenda.

Advocacy tanks

They produce ideas and recommendations that centlistadhere to a particular
set of core beliefs or values and tend to viewrtheie in the policy-making
process as winning the war of ideas rather thandisinterested search for the best
policies. They combine the ideological bent witlgragsive marketing techniques

and an effort to influence current policy debates.

Political party think-tanks
They are organized around the issues and platfbarpolitical party and are often

staffed by current or former party officials, piians and party members. The

4 Stone, D., Denham, A., Garnett, M. (eds.) Thinlkhk&aAcross Nations. A Comparative Approach,
Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1998 incBer, S. Europe and Its Think-tanks: A Promise to
be Fulfilled, 2004, pp. 12.

% McGann, JHow Think Tanks Are Coping with the FutufEhe Futurist 2000, pp. 17.

% McGann, J., Weaver, K. Think Tanks and Civil Stieis, Catalysts for Ideas and Action: New
Brunswick: Transaction Publishers, 2000 and Weisdilelping Government Think in Organizations for
Policy Analysis: Helping Government Think, ed. daifeiss, Newbury Park: Sage, 1992 in Boucher, S.
Europe and Its Think-tanks: A Promise to be Fefill2004, pp. 4.
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agenda is frequently heavily influenced by the segfdhe party. The partisan-type
think-tanks are more spread in Europe than in Urevthey attempt to keep apart

from the party influence.

However, very few think-tanks fit neatly into juste of the McGann, Weaver & Weiss

categories and more frequently display charactesisf more than one category.

1.2 United States and Central and Eastern Europe: Two ferent

Stories

According to Stone (2004), the analysis of thinkkigahas fallen into two broad schools.
The first school focuses on explaining why and hbimk-tanks have emerged, what
their organizational forms are and what distingessithem from other actors in the
‘market of ideas”’. The second school views think-tanks as a vehiotebroader

guestions about the policy process and for the sbleleas and expertise in decision-
making. Here, network approaches are employed divead the policy influence and

political impact think-tanks have (see Chapter 2).

This paper applies both approaches to a generasssent of think-tanks operating in
Central and Eastern Europe and links them to th8icounterparts where the origin of
think-tanks can be traced to. A special attent®mgiven to Czech and Slovak think-
tanks which are assessed in even greater detaibendhe main case-studies of the

whole survey.
1.2.1 United States: The Origin of Think-Tanks

Think-tanks in the United States were first recagdiin the early 20 century and
proliferated gradually worldwide. The first refepento the term “think-tank” dates back
to World War Il and describes “a secure room oriramment where defense scientists
and military planners could meet to discuss stggtigAccording to Abelson®

historical classification of generations of thirdaks, four of them are to be recognized.

The first generation can be traced to the early0$98nd encompassed institutes

committed to producing academic policy researctemierging public-policy issues.

2" Weaver (1989), McGann and Weaver (2000) and Sgh@iB1) in Stone (2004).

8 Abelson, D. Think-tanks and U.S. Foreign PolicyHistorical Perspective in The Role of Think-tanks
in U.S. Foreign PolicylU.S. Foreign Policy Agendahe U.S. Department of State, Vol. 7, No. 3, 2002

pp. 10.
# |bid, pp. 9-11.
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There was almost no political or advocacy tilt eit activities and the preservation of
their intellectual and institutional independencaswassigned a high priority. The
primary audience was thus intellectuals and joust&alwhom Hayek had once dubbed
‘second-hand dealers in ideas’, and the publics Tingt wave of think-tanks gave rise
to institutes such as the Carnegie Endowment foeermational Peace (1910), the
Hoover Institution on War, Revolution and Peacel@)9 the Council on Foreign
Relations (1921), the Brookings Institution (192nAd others that followed the suit.

The second generation, set into the period afterdd\&ar I, responded to the demand
of the Washington policy-makers to fill the void the area of the national security
policy. The establishment of the RAND Corporation 1948 confirmed a new role

some of the think-tanks were prepared to take gy became government contractors
and their previous detachment from the politicabgeiss was something they were

willing to sacrifice.

The third generation went even further and emplastestegies to directly influence the
policy-makers. The so called advocacy think-tarilered a lot with interest-groups and
lobbyists and by far crossed the academic resaars$ion that attributed to the first-
generation think-tanks. This transformation made tink-tank industry more

competitive in that more emphasis was given botlthé quality of the research and
marketing techniques in order to win the attenttbthe media and the policy-makers.
This group included, among others, the Center toat&gic and International Studies
(1962), the Heritage Foundation (1973), and the OAfistitute (1977).

The fourth and the most recent generation of thamks Abelson defined gathered
scholars around former presidents to leave a tadegacy on the current policies.
These vanity or legacy-based institutes involve the Carter eint Atlanta (1982) or
the Nixon Center for Peace and Freedom in Washingt€. (1994).

McGann (1992) also identified four generationshamk-tanks, based on major events —
wars of one kind or another — and a think-tankexiVe of each period (see Table 1).
Besides the two World Wars and the related puldiicp research- and military and
defense-type think-tanks, which closely follow Admt’'s categorization, McGann

recognizes two additional events which triggeredkitanks growth and complement

% Abelson., D., Carberry, Ch. Following Suit or Fadl Behind? A Comparative Analysis of Think Tanks
in Canada and the United States, pp. 539.
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and further expand Abelson’s findings. The “WarRoverty” in the 1960s and early
1970s gave rise to domestic policy research thamks addressing social and economic
problems. This affected also military-type think#a of the previous generation, which
witnessed a shift in their research emphasis tosva@mnestic matters. The ongoing
“War of Ideas”, which can be traced to the late@9has been marked by an increased
competition of think-tanks, bigger specializatiomdathe breakup of the liberal
consensus (see the following chapter on the “wadeds”). As McGann put it, “public
policy think-tanks not only specialize by policig or programs; they now specialize
by ideology and political orientatiori* This forth generation corresponds to Abelson’s

category of advocacy think-tanks.

Table 1: Major Events in US Proliferation of Think-tanks

Period Major event Think-tank Date Founded
1900-1929 World War | The Brookings Institutior] 782
1930-1959 World War 1l The Rand Corporation 1948
1960-1975 The War on Poverty  The Urban Institute 6819
1976-present The War of Ideas The Heritage Foumadlati| 1973

®The Institute for Government Research was foundefl%i16 and is often given as the date
Brookings was founded.

Source: McGann, J. Academics to Ideologues: A Bilisfory of the Public Policy Research
Industry, Political Science and Politics, Vol. 2. 4, 1992, pp. 733-734.

This four-generation evolvement demonstrates thar time, US think-tanké have
grown in number and have transformed from acadeesearch centers into entities
influencing the Washington’s political agenda andfiing themselves ideologically.
Part of what made such a massive proliferation iptesss the highly decentralized
nature of the American political system, coupledhva separation of powers between
the executive, legislative and judicial branchesakvparty disciplin€ and the strong
philanthropy sector with an incentive tax systentcemaging foundations to grant

1 McGann, J. Academics to Ideologues: A Brief Higtof the Public Policy Research Industry, Political
Science and Politics, Vol. 25, No. 4, 1992, pp..737

32 ppart from the major US think-tanks addressedubhmut the paper, state-based think-tanks also grew
in number. These are located in US state capitalsf@cus primarily on state and local issues. Magan

J. Academics to Ideologues: A Brief History of thgblic Policy Research Industry, Political Scieaoe
Politics, Vol. 25, No. 4, 1992, pp. 737.

% In US, decision-makers are not bound by any ddfiset of party principles, unlike their European
counterparts. In addition, US political parties éawt established their own policy research arnts an
therefore think-tanks are filling this void.
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support as well as private and individual charitlegradoxically, even when the number
of professional staffers in the executive and lagige branches of government as well
as government think-tanks increased in the 1970s tha demand for independent
public policy research not weakened but continwedrow further* Overall, the US

policy environment is recognized for its support tbe external policy research

community in general and think-tanks in particular.

It has become a common practice for experts ak#fsinks to accept positions in the
federal government and for the departing policy-emakio take up a residence at a
think-tank following their government service. THigvolving door” process reflects
another specific feature of the US political systenere is no strict division between
career government officials and outside anafystad the link between the two is thus
very strong. In addition, think-tank experts ser® advisors during presidential
elections, on presidential and congressional adyiboards — in short, policy-makers
turn to them for policy advice. It is primarily thiactive participation in the policy-
making process and the political environmpet sethat give US think-tanks a unique
role not yet observed in other parts of the wofld.Haas¥ put it, they fill a critical
void between the academic world, on one hand, haddalm of government, on the

other.

Although it is hard to determine how many thinkkarthere are in US, Abelson’s

estimates talk about approximately 2000 of them.

% McGann, J. Academics to Ideologues: A Brief Higtof the Public Policy Research Industry, Political
Science and Politics, Vol. 25, No. 4, 1992, pp..736

% Haass, R. Think Tanks and U.S. Foreign Policy:ofidy-Maker’s Perspective in U.S. Foreign Policy,
U.S. Foreign Policy Agendahe U.S. Department of State, Vol. 7, No. 3, 2042 7.

% |bid, pp. 5
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1.2.2 War of Ideas: Now and Then

When uncovering the ideological lean of US thinkks it is not left without notice that
there has been a huge gap between the number sérgative and liberal think-tanks in
the course of its major proliferation in the lastee decades. The conservative think-
tanks outnumbered the liberal ones significantly &nvas also claimed to be one of the
reasons why the Democrats lost in the presidealggtions of 2004. To remedy for this
discrepancy, the Democrats sought to bolster funttinliberal think-tanks in the wake
of the George W. Bush re-election in 2004. The Demmwoy Alliance, an umbrella
group of donors who seek to coordinate their giviwgs founded as a result of this
initiative in 2005 to help fund a network of thitdkks and advocacy groups that aimed
at counter-balancing the political Right. This ‘eapproach will inevitably come in
part at the expense of the more traditional grosysh as the pro-Democratic “527”
groups’. According to the Alliance’s founder, Rob Steiiheral groups have been
disproportionately dependent on one-year foundajramts for specific projects, while
their conservative counterparts have focused om ttwnors’ long-term commitment
and frequent involvement in the boards of thinkktathey supported. The Alliance is
thus a long-term campaign to revitalize the ‘cetgéit movement and support the
Democratic causes. Is the liberals “mimicing tHes” not but a proof of think-tanks

gaining on credibility, reliability and influencemss the political spectrum?

Rich (2005} talks about the “war of ideas” as a battle betwdiererals and
conservatives, progressives and libertarians, theeappropriate role of government. In
the related research, he highlights the fact tmathigher effectiveness that attributes to
conservative funders — especially foundatidrsand think-tanks they support does not
lie in the quantity of money spent but more in htws money is spent. Three

distinguishing aspects arise.

First, whereas liberal and mainstream foundatioaskbprimarily policy research
relevant to liberals and do relatively little to rket their ideas to non-liberal circles as

well, the conservative ones emphasize the lattpeasof promoting their ideas to

37 For an overview of types of advocacy groups in &% Appendix 1.

¥ Rich, A. War of Ideas: Why Mainstream and Libefaundations and the Think tanks They Support
are Losing in the War of Ideas in American Polit2805.

% The US tax laws prohibit foundations from lobbyiedected officials about legislation or from
engaging in partisan political activity. Hence theynel a growing portion of their spending to pwli
institutes that can make an impact instead.
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broader audiences. This emphasis the conservapiaes on ideas rather than mere
research is further visible in what criteria theéydf important when hiring staff. The
conservatives hire primarily people with consematiideological and political
predilections who are prepared to make a contobuto the “war of ideas”. The
liberals, on the other hand, are more concernetl wgue expertise and academic

credentials and relatively less with the ideolobaréentation?’

Second, liberal and mainstream foundations anditsinks on the left tend to be more

narrowly focused, i.e. organized by issue areay thair conservative counterparts.

And third, liberal and mainstream foundations supppecific, well-defined projects at
the expense of the general organizational operemirp:g)or‘fl, unlike the conservative
ones, which support more think-tanger sethan specific projects they undertake.
According to the data from 2002, conservative faiimhs consistently make funding
policy institutes one of their top three prioriti®ghich is not the case for the liberal and
mainstream foundatioffs Thus the broader, multi-issue focus, coupled witbre
general operating support from foundations and esgive marketing techniques of
conservative think-tanks adds to their comparasiseantage in the ongoing “war of

ideas”.

What comes as surprising in Rich’s research and fweaker confirmed by James
Piereson, the executive director of the conserealishn M. Olin Foundatidf is the
different perception of neutral and unbiased rededhat conservative and liberal
foundations follow. The idea of a ‘disinterestechext®, i.e. the one capable of a
neutral and rigorous research without any ideokldean, has roots in the Progressive
Era and is central to most liberal foundationswéts grounded on a firm belief that
scientific methods, if properly applied, could smlgocial problems and improve the
efficiency of governmefll. Therefore, ‘think-tanks of no identifiable idegid

significantly outnumbered the liberal ones in rece the liberal foundations’ support.

“ORich, A. The War of Ideas, Part Il, Working Pap2005, pp. 3-5.

“! Grants are designated as either general operstipgort or project-specific support depending upon
how all, or the bulk, of the foundation support wasignated. Ibid, pp. 25, footnote 9.

“2 bid, pp. 20.
“31bid, pp. 22, an excerpt from an interview Richdmavith Piereson in 1999.
“ bid, pp. 23.

5 McGann, J. Academics to Ideologues: A Brief Higtof the Public Policy Research Industry, Political
Science and Politics, Vol. 25, No. 4, 1992, pp..734
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Conservative foundations, on the other hand, acledye being ‘conservative’ and
attempting to affect the ideological lean of theiorg which relates to what was said

earlier about how ideas are promoted on the twoladgcal fronts.

Graph 2: Emergence of State Think-tanks by Ideology1970 - 2005
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Source: Rich, A. The War of Ideas, Part I, Workifaper, 2005, pp. 2.

The Graph 2 above demonstrates the pattern by wdtatie-focused US think-tanks
evolved, based on their ideological lean. It confirthe massive upsurge of US think-
tanks in general and conservative ones in particdla the course of 35 years,
conservative think-tanks grew fivefold, whereasdrthiberal and centrist ones or those
with no identifiable ideology more then tripled. &'fate 1980s marked a rapid growth
of conservative institutes which by then laggedim@hn number. This catching-up
coincided with Reagan leaving his presidentialoeffafter his second term, succeeded

by another Republican — George H. W. Bush.

In the first decade of the new millennium, conséweathink-tanks are in charge in US,
both in their quantity and influence. It may be éinfor their liberal and centrist
counterparts to reconsider their mission and gjyate
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1.2.3 Central and Eastern Europe: Post-Transition Phase?

The emergence of think-tanks in Central and Eastewnope was marked by a
watershed event — the fall of communism. Beforessag the post-communist think-
tank community, one should briefly describe mayqets of expert setting that preceded
it. Krastev (2000%° defines three such types, based on a degree efetual and

political freedom that was granted to them: thedaoaa, the ministerial world and the

institutions affiliated to the Communist Party.

» Academies of science and universitiewere producers of theoretical knowledge.
Although distant from the government and havingedasn but limited space for
intellectual freedom, their role in practice wa® ‘legitimize particular decisions
through theoretical reasoning and to safeguard Hbgemony of the Marxist
paradigm”.

» Social science institutes or research units affiltad to the ministrieshad neither
intellectual freedom nor political influence. Althgh ‘officially’ information
suppliers, they merely acted as bureaucratic neingtdepartments in practice.

 Institutes in the political academy of the CommunisParty were in the first place
loyal to the Party and thus guaranteed politicBlence in exchange. Their work
related primarily to broader ideological and pchdiquestions.

Under these circumstances, “the ideological claiat socialist society was the only
‘scientific’ society legitimized academic discourses a power discours€” The
existence of independent policy institutes was timthinkable given the nature of the
expert institutes outlined above and the omnipresemd dominance of the communist
ideology. The notion of a ‘social scientist’ penel as “a neutral figure who provides
arguments for the policy-making process, but is aqtlayer in the power gaiife
evokes similarities to US ‘value-free’ science lod Progressive Era. As Krastev (2000)
expressed it, “the role which the social sciendagga under the old regime ultimately
resulted in the poor quality of their empirical dies, artificially difficult scientific

language, and a lack of critical reflection on itgal*® The emerging post-communist

¢ Krastev, I. The Liberal Estate: Reflections on #alitics of Think Tanks in Central and Eastern
Europe, 2000, pp. 5.

" bid, pp. 5.
“8 bid, pp. 4.
9 Ibid, pp. 5.
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think-tanks had a long and difficult journey ah@admake up for the dubious legacy

that communism left on research.

Getting engaged in the business of independenangseand analysis in the post-
communist era was, however, a risky business: €iiahgonstraints and the uncertainty
to get the target audience hear and further imphite proposed reform changes were
both factors that made the proliferation of thiakks difficult and gradual. It was also
necessary to build credit and recognition for thability to provide an unbiased and
high quality expertise, which does not happen dgéin As Schneidéf aptly put it,
after decades of a systematic propaganda thatsoceahlism’ is a result of a ‘scientific
approach of the Marxism-Leninism’, there is stillgagowing cautiousness towards

applying ‘science in politics’.

Whereas until the 1970s, most think-tanks rarelgused on issues beyond their
national borders, the trend reversed from 1970saotsvand European think-tanks have
become increasingly ‘transnationalized’. Bouch&0@ accounts for two factors which
might account for this development: first, the gmogvimportance of international
policy-making fora and second, the growth of EU powand competencéb.As the
international fora, such as the WTO, UN, G8 orHug grew in importance and started
to shape national policies in many ways, it is ¢dagithat it was where think-tanks
directed part of their activities. This growing & interconnectedness, however,
encompassed not only think-tanks but a rapid grathNlGOs, interest and lobbying
groups operating on the international scene cowdpbrceived. The latter factor,
marked by the deepening of the European integratnmhthe EU supranational powers
that gradually got centralized into Brussels, waetlaer decisive incentive for think-
tanks to leave the merely national locus of agéisibehind. What both of these factors
have in common is the fact that they prove thectima towards centers of decision-

making power that think-tanks have taken in thefias decades.

An in-depth study of examining specifically thirkaks that specialize in European
matters within the enlarged Bts a pioneering assessment of a not yet fully arted
area. Directed by Boucher (2004), it defines thmesgor factors of think-tanks rapid

* Think tanky a jejich spotensky vliv, Sbornik textt Americké informani centrum i Velvyslanectvi
USA v Praze, 2006, pp. 11.

*1 Boucher, S. Europe and Its Think-tanks: A Prortiske Fulfilled, 2004, pp. 9.

*2 The study addresses think-tanks operating in 25rethber states after its enlargement in 2004.
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growth in the post-war period as well as sincerflggme changes in CEE in 1989. First,
it was the emergence of stable democratic govertsnevhich is a prerequisite for
think-tanks to function as they need to express thews freely. Second, the process of
‘contracting-out’ of many state functions duringetfhi980s and 1990s was a natural
consequence of a need for specialist policy knogded balance the state growth. And
third, there has been a growing openness of gowamhmecently, coupled with its
engagement with civil society groups, such as thimks, NGOs and the lik&.

The study further identified 149 think-tanks deglwith European issues in the EU-
25 member states. Out of these, 36 were labeled ‘Bpesific’, i.e. focusing
primarily on European matters. For the remaining, kb called ‘Euro-oriented’ think-
tanks, Europe was a significant area among otlseress When McGann, Weaver &
Weiss four-group categorization was applied (seap@r 1.1), academic-type think-
tanks seemed to dominate. The authors concludeer, that it may well be the case
that the traditional model in continental Europeyét to follow the path the Anglo-
American model did: from academic-type researctituies to more advocacy-oriented
ones. It is nonetheless too early for such judgmémtbe made although the overall

figures indicated that such trend might be on rise.

When the EU-25 member base as of 2004 was decodhpusehe ‘old’ EU-15 and the
‘new’ EU-10 group (see Graph 3 and 4 below) anddfa¢ed mission was compared
between the two, important similarities stick olihere are no major differences one
might expect. Closer examination, however, revedlat was already observed earlier —
that think-tanks in the ‘old’ EU-15 member statathvionger tradition tend to link their
mission more directly towards policy-making, eitb@promote better policy-making or
provide support specifically for policy-makers.ctimes as no surprise that think-tanks
in the ‘new’ EU-10 member states claim their miasio be primarily the involvement
of the citizens and more generally fostering aatjak in an open political environment.
It is important to note here that these figuresyadmpare the declared intentions of
think-tanks; the actual research production mightvigle even more interesting

insights.

3 Boucher, S. Europe and Its Think-tanks: A Prortiske Fulfilled, 2004, pp. 8-9.

* At the time the article was written, the EU decasifion did not include the current 27 EU member
states, i.e. excluded the current two additionahiver states - Romania and Bulgaria.
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Graph 3: Think-tanks stated mission: Former EU-15
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Graph 4: Think-tanks stated mission: New Member Sttes
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Another relevant observation in the study revedésature almost all of the participating
think-tanks have in common: they tend to interaithwational executives rather than
national parliaments. That said, there is a clean [towards the intervention in the
policy-making ‘upstream’ or at the policy initiatiostage and much less activity is
directed at the scrutiny of existing policies. Thisortage of formal involvement in
Parliamentary Committee hearings is compensatadfbymal channels such as policy
meetings with individual MPs, dinners or via theebng material and updates they
send to politicians®> In US, on the contrary, think-tanks participation the

Congressional hearings is a common practice. Thalidations, however, are not

** Boucher, S. Europe and Its Think-tanks: A Prortiske Fulfilled, 2004, pp. 28 and 31.
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straightforward due to the differences in politicallture of the two regions and the
short-lived think-tank tradition even in the ‘0lHU-15 member states in comparison to

their US counterparts.

In addition, one further distinction between théd*and ‘new’ EU member states can
be made with regard to the areas of their reseemolentration. The three prevailing
research areas in the ‘old’ group are: economm@ritial and monetary policy, external
relations and constitutional affairs, whereas the three in the ‘new’ group include
enlargement, national role/interest and econormeantial and monetary policy. Again,
it is assumed that as full EU members, the ‘newhrer think-tanks will transform
into multi-issue institutes although the nationaterest-dimension will most likely
remain strong, given the historical context whée individual freedoms were for long
suppressed. It is important to stress here thastidy and its conclusions only refer to
think-tanks predominantly or exclusively dealinglwEuropean issues. The survey in
Chapter 3 significantly expands the set of thectigle criteria for think-tanks.

Think-tanks have nonetheless played a major rotefasm catalysts and were the ‘idea
brokers’ for many economic and social reforms i@ plost-communist countries, even
though they were small in size and staff. Havingnga this ‘transformational

knowledge’, they possess an asset that can, anddsioe shared. Hence a few direct a

portion of their activities at cooperation on demadization projects abroad.

At the dawn of the new millennium, think-tanks ai even close to reach the position
they can enjoy in US. There is still a low demaoddn independent analysis from the
policy-makers. Moreover, the attention think-tarde® given may change whenever
there is a new government in place, along withitt shpolitical priorities. The degree

of the resulting mismatch between the supply andashel sides of the market explains

why windows of opportunity open or close for thitaaks.

1.2.3.1 Focus: Czech Republic and Slovakia

The experience of Czech and Slovak think-tanksds ghort to talk about waves of
think-tanks or to categorize them in a way US tHmkks are. As limited in number,
size and staff as they are, it is only appropriatieeat the current think-tank community
as one, like a tree trunk with branches yet to grolae geographic, as well as cultural
and linguistic proximity by which Czech and Slowdknk-tanks are bound naturally

leads to similar conclusions as far as the conmutiender which think-tanks operate are
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concerned. In recent years, new think-tanks emergesponding to a demand for
independent research in areas not yet coveredt(liesof Economic and Social Studies
— INESS, ASA Institute, etc.). On the other handewa limited their activities (the

Center for Economic Development - CPHR) or stopiiesin completely (Center for
Democracy and Free Enterprise - CDFE). The latigued that its mission in the fields
of democracy and free enterprise has been complatedow and a solid basis for

democracy and free enterprise has already beetrimtile country [Czech Republity.

Over time, however, the established think-tanks ehaxpanded their activities
tremendously, crossed the sheer scholarly resesyehda and directed their expertise
more towards addressing political, economic andas@sues. Hereby they reached out
to policy-makers and started to get engaged indiraestic and international policy
debates. Such was a major contribution of CE®the debate on the introduction of the
flat tax, of F. A. Hayek Foundatidhon the social security reform or of EUROPERIM
to the Czech stance during the European Convéfitamwell as to a myriad of EU-

related issues both before and after the Czechlifegaecame a member.

A specific way of and rationale behind setting bimk-tanks is to create a platform for
a political party and promote its values and id&ash was the case of CEP, which was
initiated by the current Czech president Vaclavuslavhen he resigned as a Prime

%8 hitp://www.cdfe.cz/cesky/cdfe info.html

" The Center for Economics and Politics - CEP - Bzach think-tank close to The Civic Democratic
Party (ODS). It was founded by its former leaded tive current Czech President V4clav Klaus.
URL: <http://cepin.cz/cze/stranka.php?sekce=50

8 F. A. Hayek Foundation is a Slovak liberal thimk that seeks to enforce economic and social
reforms consistent with the classical liberalism.
URL: <http://www.hayek.skf

* EUROPEUM Institute for Europan Policy is a thirak that undertakes programme, project,
publishing and training activities related to ther@pean integration process.
URL: <http://www.europeum.org/index.php?&lang=en

® The European Convention, also referred to as thevéntion on the Future of Europe, was created by
the European Council in December 2001 as resuhlieofLaeken Declaration”. Its inaugural meeting was
held in February 2002 and its work was concludeduly 2003 after reaching agreement on a proposed
Constitutional Treaty.
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Minister in 1998. The Liberal-Conservative AcadefGEVRCOY) also represents a
political party think-tank in that it provides tréing for right-wing minded citizen’s.

The creation of the Institute of Public Affairs (@) in Slovakia was motivated by the
upcoming parliamentary elections of 1998 and sotmbbunterweight the authoritative
government of Vladimir M&ar, who was in office since 1994. The implicatiohhis
regime was that Slovakia deviated from the pro-deatec trajectory which the
remaining three Visegrdticountries have taken. Established as an indepepdétic
policy analytical center, IVO won recognition agplatform for frequent sociological
opinion polls and policy analysis. Its massive arftlential mobilization campaign to
get the citizens to the polls ended up with 84qeet election turnout and the victory of
the pro-democratic political representatf8iThese are only a few examples of a rising
role of think-tanks, the more so in periods ofical transition. Many more followed the

suit.

Greger, the Director of the Europlatfofinviews the integration of the Czech Republic
into NATO and the Ef as sufficient incentives for further involvemerfttioink-tanks.
To his judgement, however, their impact on the @Gzeceign policy has so far been
marginal and it was primarily the political partigst have taken up this role. Although
the media coverage of think-tanks commenting on ektim and foreign issues has
grown rapidly in recent years, Greger observesgadeficit in the underdevelopment
and almost non-existence of regular debates engapgumiiticians, the academic

sector/think-tanks and the journalist experts, &cfice well-developed in the Western

®> The Liberal-Conservative Academy (CEVRO) is a @eéink-tank founded in 1999 to enhance
lifelong learning and popularize right-wing thingirvia training and education. It is a political fyar
think-tank as it openly claims its affiliation withe Civic Democratic Party (ODS) and has a codjmra
agreement with it.

URL:< http://www.cevro.cz/cs/

®2Kral, D., Spok, R., Bartovic, V. Public Policy Gegs in the Czech Republic, EUROPEUM Institute for
European Policy, 2006, pp. 5.

® The Visegrad Group or Visegrad Four was estaldishd 991 to strengthen mutual cooperation among
four Central European states: Poland, Hungary, ICRspublic and Slovakia (till 1993 Czechoslovakia).

® Think tanky a jejich spotensky vliv, Sbornik text, Americké informani centrum fi Velvyslanectvi
USA v Praze, 2006, pp. 79-86.

8 http://www.europlatform.cz/

% The Czech Republic became the NATO member in EDjoined the EU in 2004. Slovakia joined
them both in 2004.
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Europe and the United States. He concludes tha€C#eeh Republic still has a lot to
catch up in terms of the openness and transpausrthg society.”

In his country reports, Boucher (2004) titled thee€h think-tanks as “a young,

growing and militant community”, with their Slovatounterparts referred to as “a
nascent but determined group of contributors”. €hasef characteristics imply that the
prevailing model in McGann, Weaver & Weiss categmiion is ‘advocacy’ think-

tanks. In addition, Slovak think-tanks were relateds “by far the most politicized in

Central Europe®

The United States Agency for International Develepm(USAID) released the 2005
NGO Sustainability Index for Central and Eastermdpe and Eurasia, an annual study
of the strength and viability of the NGO sector2in countries (plus Montenegro and
Kosovo) in the region. The study is found to beevaht also to the think-tank
community as think-tanks predominantly emerge framd operate within the not-for-
profit and non-governmental sectdrThe Index measures seven dimensions — legal
environment, organizational capacity, financialbifi#y, advocacy, service provision,
infrastructure and public image — and uses a spoért-scale, with 7 indicating a low
or poor level of development and 1 indicating ayvadvanced NGO sector (see
Appendix 1). The scale is further divided into 3apés: consolidation (1-3), mid-

transition (3-5) and early transition (5-7) phase.

To elaborate on the distinctions and/or similasitieat Czech and Slovak NGO sectors
share, their country reports were taken from th#geixnand a comparative analysis
undertaken. Overall, the NGO sustainability for tbeech Republic and Slovakia is

similar and converging (with 2.7 and 2.6 pointsspexctively) although both have

experienced its deterioration in the past five geWhereas the Czech Republic lagged
behind in legal environment, organizational capaaitd infrastructure, it scored better
than Slovakia in the financial viability dimensiofhe remaining three dimensions did

not reflect on any major differences between the twuntries. For purposes of this

87 Think tanky a jejich spotensky vliv, Sbornik textt Americké informani centrum i Velvyslanectvi
USA v Praze, 2006, pp. 20-22.

® Boucher, S. Europe and Its Think-tanks: A Prortiske Fulfilled, 2004, pp. 51-52 and 68-69.

% See the notion of the ‘NGO paradigm’ in Krastev;Think Tanks: Making and Faking Influence.
Southeast European and Black Sea Stydlet 1, No. 2, May 2001, pp. 19-20.
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paper, three dimensions in particular were lookiedirgancial viability, advocacy and

public image.

First, the Czech Republic leads in the financialbility dimension (with 2.8 points
relative to 3.5 for Slovakia). As specified in tmelex, factors that have an impact on
the financial viability of the NGO sector includihé state of the economy, the extent to
which philanthropy and volunteerism are being medu in the local culture,
sophistication and prevalence of fundraising anangt financial management skills, as
well as the extent to which government procurenagt commercial revenue raising
opportunities are being developed.” The study rspdhat foreign funding has
decreased in both countries of focus and that déy@endence on local funding has led
to a decrease in staff and programs, as well asagravork loads for employees, [...]
and NGOs have increased their levels of profesgman response to demands from
the business sector and the struggle for finangability”. In addition, corporate as
well as individual philanthropy remains underdepeld and foundations are not a
significant source of funding either because thssets generally are too small to have
an impact. As Graph 5 below demonstrates, in th@ogeof 2000-2003, financial
sustainability in both countries was kept relatveinchanged; the course changed
significantly with its major deterioration in 2004.

Graph 5: Financial viability of the NGO sector in the Czech Republic and Slovakia

Financial Viability in Slovakia Financial Viability in Czech Republic

98 199% 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

20— 25—¢—280—8 10
30 #20 § 30 § 20 §-30 a0 - 28

50 50

7.0 70

Source: The 2005 NGO Sustainability Index for Canand Easter Europe and Eurasia, the
United States Agency for International Developnf&f8AID), Ninth Edition, May 2006.

Second, the advocacy dimension reflects on “NG@sord in influencing public

policy” in general and “the prevalence of advocatydifferent sectors, at different
levels of government, as well as with the privagetsr” in particular. “The extent to
which coalitions of NGOs have been formed arousdes” is also considered, which
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implies that networks and coalitions are an impurtéactor in strengthening the
advocacy efforts. It is important to note that tegel of NGOs’ engagement with
political parties is not measured. The report stakat “NGOs do not give lobbying
activities high priority, though they do realizeathsuch activities are necessary at
times”. The Graph 6 proves the fact that the adeypdamension is very similar for both
countries in focus (with scores of 2.3 for Slova&rad 2.2 for the Czech Republic) and
except for a slight deterioration in 2004 has reradiat roughly the same levels in the

past five years.

Graph 6: Advocacy of the NGO sector in the Czech Reiblic and Slovakia

Advocacy in Slovakia Advocacy in Czech Republic
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Source: The 2005 NGO Sustainability Index for Canéind Easter Europe and Eurasia, the
United States Agency for International Developnf&f8AID), Ninth Edition, May 2006.

And third, the public image dimension assesses étitent and nature of the media’s
coverage of NGOs, the awareness and willingnesgoeérnment officials to engage
NGOs, as well as the general public’s knowledge thedperception of the sector as a
whole”. As was the case of the advocacy dimendioth) countries reached very similar
public image scores (with 2.5 for the Czech Repuéiid 2.6 for Slovakia). However,
when the time span of the past five years is trdsed Graph 7), one observes steady
levels (except for a slight worsening in 2004)he Czech Republic on one hand, and a
gradual deterioration in Slovakia on the other. @lfe the media provides good

coverage of NGO activities but the general pubtiathy towards the sector persists.
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Graph 7: Public Image of NGO sector in the Czech Rrublic and Slovakia

Public Image in Slovakia Public Image in Czech Republic
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Source: The 2005 NGO Sustainability Index for Canand Easter Europe and Eurasia, the
United States Agency for International Developnf&f8AID), Ninth Edition, May 2006.

Schneidef’ attempts to place Czech think-tanks into a thesges space (private,
public and third sector) and finds out that they mwostly located on the intersections of
the public and private sector on one hand, anghtivate and third sector, on the other.
Very few attribute to one sector only and hardly amuld place itself on or around the
intersection of all three sectors. (For an illustra of the three-sector relationships, see
Graph 8). That proves the difficulty to keep théabhae among the politics, business
and the non-governmental sector. Although mostktbanks strive to keep their
independence and maintain it even with the infugbrthe public funding, the way
think-tanks are governed tends to resemble othersain the ‘market of ideas’ (see
Chapter 1.1). Here again comes the problem of vdoatstitutes a think-tank and
whether it is the unification or the diversity pdtiey should and are willing to take.
(For an overall analysis of think-tanks in the Ge&epublic and Slovakia, see Chapter
3).

O bid, pp. 16.
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Graph 8: Placement of think-tanks in the Czech Rephlic into the three-sector
space
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Source:http://www.policy.hu/schneider/FRP.html

The question hence remains what the role of thamiks in the two countries of focus is
to be, stemming from the character of their pditiculture, their experience up to now
and a very weak philanthropy tradition. Whether pheservation of their independence
status should be maintained or rather a hybrid flbwed is one of the think-tanks’

current challenges.
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2.Networking: Strengthening Ties via Cooperation

“It is increasingly evident that some think-tanks/B become global policy actors or, at
the very least, policy informants. Many think-tan&se building regional and
international networks. While think tank networkie anot new, over the past two
decades the scale and density of exchange withésetmetworks has mounted
significantly and extended from North America angtdpean institutes to include a
more globally diverse range of organizatior(s.”

2.1 Networking: The ‘Why’ and ‘How’

The complex problems of today require the engagemedifferent actors and their
perspectives. These form and engage in formal fornmal regional and international
networks, coalitions and fora and operate increggiacross national borders. Stone
(2000) distinguishes among think-tank networks,abtvity of networking and ‘policy

networks’.

Think-tank networks encompass research instititasdre “organizationally similar in
structure and general objectives, and exclude atierstate actors such as NGOs,
private firms and professional associati6fisThese networks bring together think-
tanks that either share common views on specifiicpoissues or are related

ideologically.

The activity of networking varies from one netwddanother and there exist several

networking styles and techniques. Stone (2000)sdéefour such styles:

« Person-to-person networking,such as individual exchanges via email or “after
hours” discussions at conferences and meetingggerded as a basis for building
relationships or strengthening the already existings. Such occasions are often
fruitful in that they allow think-tank representags to meet both other non-state or
state actors, which can serve as “a means to ditawtian to an institute, to garner
financial and other resources, and to develop atlarof informal influence”.

* ‘Organizational networking’ is a style where there is a ‘headquarter’ orgaiumat
or a medium, such as a webpage, that keeps “meimdigutes” informed about one

another’s work and activities.

"L Stone, D. Think Tanks Transnationalisation and {Roofit Analysis, Advice and Advocacy, ®lobal
Society Vol. 14, No.2, 2000 in Boucher, S. Europe andrhsk-tanks: A Promise to be Fulfilled, 2004,

pp. 15.

2 Stone, D. Think Tanks Across Nations: The New Neks of Knowledge, NIRA Review, pp. 34-39,
Winter 2000, pp. 34.
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» ‘Research network think-tank’ is an operating mode through a dispersed network
of researchers that are contracted to produceaeigolicy studies. Such think-tanks
have moved offshore and have established branabesffin other nation states
instead of maintaining in-house research staff.

* ‘Virtual networks’ are a reflection of advanced information and comation

technologie<?®

‘Policy networks’ are a “conceptual category to aldme coordinated patterns of
interaction to influence policy”. Stone (2003) summarizes four types of such ‘polic

network<®:

Policy communitiesconsist of a tight relationship of policy actorerh inside and

outside government that are highly integrated with policy-making process.
They include politicians, civil servants, interegtoups and non-governmental
representatives as well as recognized experts eathmon views on a specific

policy issue.

Epistemic communitiesare a network of professionals with recognizedeetige
and competence in a particular domain and an atdtiee claim to policy-

relevant knowledge within that domain or issue-area

Advocacy coalitionsconsist of a diverse range of policy actors sighdliticians,
civil servants, researchers and interest groupesgmtatives. They place emphasis

on the belief system rather than the knowledgésadfi

Whereas ‘epistemic communities’, are more knowlelg®ed, ‘advocacy coalitions’
are more policy-focused and value-based in nafitlre.distinction is similar to the one

between ‘academic’ and ‘advocacy’ think-tanks. dididon,

Policy entrepreneurs are individuals who derive their influence not yorfitom
their expertise in a particular policy field butsalfrom access to elite policy

communities’®

" Ibid, pp. 36-37.
™ Ibid, pp. 34.

> ‘Policy networks’ are, broadly speaking, “a modegovernance that incorporates actors from both
inside and outside government to facilitate deaisitaking and implementation.” Stone, D. Denham, A.
and Garnett, M. Think Tanks Across Nations: A Cormatige Approach, Manchester University Press,
1998 in Stone, D., Ullrich, H. Policy Research itusés and Think Tanks in Western Europe:
Development Trends and Perspectives, DiscussiorrRém. 24, Local Government and Public Service
Reform Initiative, Open Society Institute, 2003, .

" Ibid, pp. 36-41.
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An experienced and highly-regarded ‘policy entreprg’ can be a valuable asset to any
think-tank. Or, a think-tankper secan be regarded a ‘policy entrepreneur’ within a

network.

‘Policy networks’ are to be distinguished from ‘kmledge networks’. Whereas ‘policy
networks’ gather rather heterogeneous actors aeguéntly apply negotiation and
mediation, ‘knowledge networks’ are rather homogenavith common interests and

perspective$’ However, even ‘knowledge networks’ can be poliogtfsed.

The negative connotations that networks might hder@ve from their elitist or 'club-
like’ fashion, gate-keeping and domination of certanterests. They are only
accountable to their members and the inclusion uohsnetworks can hence be

conditioned by very subtle criteria and exclude yniaterested potential candidatés.

One further distinction between the network congelgiscribed above that Stone (2002)
encounters is that they operate and can be foundifi@rent policy environments.
“Policy communities tend to evolve in relativelyakle and predictable policy
environments that are to be found in the advancddsirial liberal democracies of the
West. By contrast, epistemic communities and tratignal advocacy networks emerge
in more ambiguous policy environments where neweassor policy problems are

poorly understood or are without political recogpmit”"®

2.2 American Exceptionalism Revisited

The US is often perceived as the global beareh@#alues of individual freedom, civic
responsibility and entrepreneurial spirit whiclséeks to transfer to other regions of the
world, predominantly to those where they are sugg@e or do not exist at all. The first
major departure from its long-sustained isolatibmpslicy occurred when the US
participated in the World War®f. Fauriol describes this shift as follows: “The agwa
strength of the American economic system and thenpial application of its ideals on
a global basis generated a certain sense of migsimfiorced by frustration with

traditional behavior (exemplified by the catastrepf World War 1). But these same

" Stone, D. Think Tanks beyond Nation-states in &t@h, Denham, A. Think Tank Traditions: Policy
Research and the Politics of Ideas. Manchesterddsity Press, 2004, pp. 37.

"8 Stone, D. Introduction: Global Knowledge and Adaog NetworksGlobal Networks 22002, pp. 8.
" Ibid, pp. 5.

8 However, the US interventionist approach was abaed after the World War | and not fully restored
until the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor on Deeeihid941.
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frustrations also underlined a national feeling hdsitation regarding any deep
involvement in global affair8™” This new course of American foreign policy coitei
with the emergence of think-tanks which considerabtpanded their foreign policy
research agendas. (These represented the firstagjeneof think-tanks as outlined by
Abelson and McGann in Chapter 1.2.1).

According to Krastev (2000), what US exports toeotbountries “is not just particular
economic policies or values, but a specific proasfspolicy-making”®? It is without
doubt that the US model of think-tanks is a stgrpoint for scholars studying the topic
and a recognized point of reference for othersrgitang to establish one such think-
tank.

2.3 Central and Eastern Europe: On the Shoulders of Giats?

For transition countries, think-tank networks reygm a concentration of ‘idea
factories’ ready to share their ‘success storiéstansformation and their implications.
This can be very cost-effective, especially forrtstgp think-tanks which can, if

applicable, build on the previously-conducted wankl experience in the field. It is also
a platform for them to create valuable partnershaipd support. As Stiglitz (1999) put

8% i.e. think-tanks should know the

it, it is imperative to “scan globally reinvent kdby
alternative ‘recipes’ to their problems that otheuntries employed, and adapt them to

their local context.

Stone (2002) looks at policy transfer in greataafl@nd recognizes ‘soft’ and ‘hard’
transfer of policy ideas. Whereas academics amik-iainks are effective at the former,
the latter attributes to formal decision-makersaovledge networks’ have a key role to
play in the promotion of policy transfer and in whs considered international ‘best

practice’®

81 Fauriol, G. Think Tanks and U.S. Foreign Policyashington, DC: Georgetown University, Center for
Strategic and International Studies, 1984 pp. IM@Gann, J. Academics to Ideologues: A Brief Higtor
of the Public Policy Research Industry, Politicalédice and Politics, Vol. 25, No. 4, 1992, pp. 734.

8 Krastev, I. The Liberal Estate: Reflections on ®alitics of Think Tanks in Central and Eastern
Europe, 2000, pp. 2.

8 stiglitz, J. Scan Globally, Reinvent Locally: Knieaige Infrastructure and the Localization of
Knowledge, Keynote Address, First Global Developmietwork Conference, 1999 in McGanh,
Report: Scholars, Dollars and Policy Advice. Thirdnks and Civil Societies Program, Foreign Policy
Research Institute, 2004, pp. 20.

8 Stone, D. Introduction: Global Knowledge and Adxog NetworksGlobal Networks 22002, pp. 6.
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Dolowitz & Marsh (2000) remark that policy transiernot an all-or-nothing process
and continue by referring to four different degreég: “copying, which involves direct
and complete transfeemulation, which involves transfer of the ideas behind thkcy

or program;combinations which involve mixtures of several different padis; and
inspiration, where policy in another jurisdiction may inspa@olicy change, but where
the final outcome does not actually draw upon thigimal”.®> The attention paid to the
selection of either of the four degrees of transtesuld not be underestimated. Quick
and often times ‘easy’ options might lead to polfeylure rather than success. As
already argued above, policies that have been ssitdein one country do not
necessarily prove successful in another. The relse@plowitz & Marsh undertook
further suggests that there exist at least thretorfs that have a significant effect on

policy failure:

* uninformed transfer when the ‘borrowing country’ “may have insufficient
information about the policy/institution and how dperates in the country from
which it is transferred”

* incomplete transferwhen “although transfer has occurred, crucial elgsef what
made the policy or institutional structure a susdaghe originating country may not
be transferred, leading to a failure”

* inappropriate transfer when “insufficient attention may be paid to thefeliénces
between the economic, social, political and idelalgcontexts in the transferring

and the borrowing country*®

The second and third type of transfer might be iapple when the ‘US model’ of
think-tanks is transferred to CEE. It implies tlitst transferability can either only be
partial or that the US and CEE contexts are yetdifferent to allow for a success of

such transfer.

% Dolowitz, D., Marsh, D. Learning from Abroad: TRele of Policy Transfer in Contemporary Policy-
Making, Governance: An International Journal of Policy aAdministration Vol. 13, No. 1, January
2000, pp. 13.

% |bid, pp. 17.
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Krastev (2000Y encounters six reasons why CEE think-tanks shaudtivork

regionally:

* to be influential outside their national bordera woncerted efforts

» to create a potential for knowledge-sharing anécgdtansfer

» to leave a legitimacy and promote success stanie€suntries where think-tanks are
not recognized as credible sources of advice yet

 to provide training via joint projects

» to increase utility given think-tanks’ special ongaational capacity (compared with
governments and universities)

» to improve the quality of policy products.

All in all, the network literature helps to explathe role think-tanks play when
interacting with others. Furthermore, being a mandiea renowned network enables
one to reach audiences and disseminate ideasextamt that cannot be achieved by the
institute alone. The growth and potential of netimg would thus deserve more

attention than this paper allows.

8" Krastev, |. Think Tanks: Making and Faking InfleenSoutheast European and Black Sea Stydies
Vol. 1, No. 2, May 2001, pp. 32-34.
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3.Questionnaire: ‘Think-tanks and Their Role in the QGuvil

Society: Unification or Diversity?’
3.1Focus and Methodology

The focus of this survey is to explore the Czecti Slovak think-tank community in
detail, both as a whole and separately, and hilghtlze differences and similarities that
exist between the Czech and Slovak group. The #taink literature on the CEE-region
in general and the Czech Republic and Slovakiaariqular is poor and the rapid
growth of the industry should be paid attentionTtoree areas in particular are studied,
testing the three hypotheses employed in the iothah. First, the diversity path of the
Czech and Slovak think-tanks as a whole is chafldngut it is assumed that the
divergence of their funding and organizational cnees will continue. Second, the
application of the ‘US model’ of think-tanks to Geal and Eastern Europe is examined
but the prospects for the entire transferabilitg aot assumed to be very positive.
Although potentially attractive for CEE think-tankbe conditions for the ‘US model’
are not too favorable given the financial constsasnd weak philanthropic tradition in
the region. And third, the interest for and theorale of networking in the CEE-region
are investigated.

A special chapter on the US perspective of CEEkthamks is added to expand the
picture. The self-assessment of Czech and Slovak-tanks is thus completed with

how they are viewed by their US-counterparts endagé¢he region.

For this purpose, 28 Czech and Slovak and 23 Uskfainks were identified for
inclusion in this survey (see the selection cradoelow). A questionnaire was then
developed and sent to these institutes (see Appéndind Appendix 6). The survey

information was collected between January — Felr2@07.
3.2 Criteria for the Selection of Participating Think-T anks

Think-tanks, as defined in Chapter 1.1, imply a banof connotations that often times
overlap. To undertake a survey that would assdssvaselected aspects of think-tank
community, it is necessary to employ a working wnigbn of a think-tank and select the

participating institutes accordingly.
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For purposes of this survey, think-tanks in the cbz&epublic and Slovakia were
selected according to the following criteria:

 institutes that focus their activities on the asayand research of either of the
following: economics, politics and internationalatns

» academic research centers that are affiliated withersities

* institutes that cover part of their funding frombjia sources or are commercially-
based but claim their mission to be an indepencksgarch and policy analysis

 institutes that have their own webpage

* institutes that were originated in the Czech Reipudid Slovakia and are not branch

offices of other international institutes.

Single-issue institutes and those that have beactive for more than two years are

excluded.

In accordance with these criteria, think-tanks weedected from the following
databases: The National Institute for Research Acment (NIRAJ®, Freedom House
Europé®, PASOS° ATLAS Economic Research Foundaflin The Stockholm
Network’? and two Czech publications: Schneider (2003) &edone published by the
American Information Cent&t The list of Czech and Slovak think-tanks that nike

selection criteria and were asked to participatdénsurvey are in Appendix 3.

The main criterion for the selection of US thinkidta was the focus of their research
agenda on CEE. The two databases used for thisogeiwere NIRA and ATLAS
Economic Research Foundation. The list of US thanks that meet the selection

criteria and were asked to participate in the sprsen Appendix 4.

88 hitp://www.nira.go.jp/ice/nwdtt/2005/index.html

8 hitp://www.freedomhouse.hu/index.php?ttd=1

¥ PASOS Public Policy Centres - A Directory of Thirdaks in Central and Eastern Europe and Central
Asia, 2005 - 2006.

1 hitp://www.atlasusa.org/V2/main/page.php?page id=61

%2 http://www.stockholm-network.org/home.php

% Think tanky a jejich spotensky vliv, 2006.
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3.3Findings and Implications

Out of 15 Czech and 13 Slovak think-tanks that wiereted to participate in the
survey, 23 responded altogether, 8 being of Slavak15 of Czech origin. That implies
a 100 per cent response rate for Czech and 62 guerfor Slovak think-tanks. All
Slovak and almost all Czech (Democracy and Cultsiedies Centre - CDK and
International Institute of Political Science of thMasaryk University are the only two
located in Brno) think-tanks are located in themuwtry’s capital. The participating
think-tanks expressed a general interest to olianings on the whole think-tank
community in their respective countries once thereyis completed and noted that so
far, there have been very few studies exploring shbject. The majority of the

respondents were directors of think-tanks.

A placement of an institute into a think-tank daisd does not guarantee it will identify
itself with such a label. There were a few insgtuamong Czech and Slovak think-
tanks that claimed typically think-tank activities be secondary to them and identified
themselves as ‘outliers’. Despite this, such iost were included in the survey as the
family of participating think-tanks would otherwisee too small and important

institutes would be excluded as a result. It ighgrconfirmed that there is not a general

consensus on when can an institute be countedhaiskatank and when it cannot.
3.3.1 General Assessment of Czech and Slovak Think-tanks

The general characteristics of Czech and Slovailkitank community are summarized
in the assessment of three broad areas: their padicy research topics, composition of

the staff and funding sources.

3.3.1.1 Policy Research Topics

Think-tanks surveyed were asked to determine upree policy areas that are crucial
in their research agenda and dominate over otf@esobjective was to assess whether
there is a tendency for multi-issue institutes rteeege, i.e. to concentrate on three or
more research topics, or whether they specializeme. evolve to single- or two-issue
institutes. Besides very few exceptions, think-gaimkthe Czech Republic and Slovakia
have proved to be multi-issue institutes with aaldr@overage of both domestic and

international issues. Closer elaboration (see Gi@adielow) reveals that EU-affairs
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enjoy the greatest attention, closely followed loynestic economic issues. The third
detected research priority is the social policy.

Graph 9: Main Research Areas of Czech and Slovak Tihk-tanks
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3.3.1.2 Staff

Czech and Slovak think-tanks are too diversifiedize to draw any firm conclusions
on the structure of their staff. The number of aesk fellows varies from 2-40 and
employees hire@ad hocare commonplace. Out of all 23 think-tanks, 8 emlt least

one foreign research fellow and 13 provide inteimsipportunities.

3.3.1.3 Funding

The attempt of this section was to determine whatgrevailing funding sources for
Czech and Slovak think-tanks are. The questiondiaded into domestic and foreign

funding sources.

If one takes the sample of Czech and Slovak thamks as one, the following
conclusions come out. First, the domestic fundiogrees (see Graph 10) are equally
dominated by government grants & contracts anddations (both marked by 52 per
cent of all think-tanks). The third prevailing dostie source of funding is corporations
(which support almost 48 per cent of all think-t&hkrhe foreign funding portfolio (see
Graph 11) comprises primarily of foundations anirinational organizatiofs(for 74

and 70 per cent of all think-tanks, respectively).

However, if one splits up the whole sample into €@zend Slovak think-tanks,
surprising results unveil. Not only is the Czeclmkktank community by far more

dependent on government grants & contracts (witpbetent of Czech and only 13 per

% International organizations here account for titerhational Monetary Fund, World Bank, EU-funds
and the like.
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cent of Slovak think-tanks stating it as a majardung source), but it also relies more
on foreign funding.

Graph 10: Domestic Funding Sources of Czech and $fak think-tanks
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Graph 11: Foreign Funding Sources of Czech and Slak think-tanks
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Nakamura (2005) undertook a survey of Asian, Waskiropean and North American
think-tanks and assessed their funding structurd aow that relates to the
organizational status. One of his conclusions eiévor the current survey was that
governmental giving is basically unaffected by tnganizational type of a think-tank,
be it governmental or private. It means that trepoadents from governmental think-
tanks proved to receive non-governmental funds, asodid private institutes confirm
taking public funds as well. Nakamura further agytieat the proportion of public funds

utilization depends largely on the policy enviromhei.e. the nation’s public
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expenditure and the philanthropic behavior of imtlials and corporations and that the

think-tanks funding structure cannot be simply niledérom other nations’ schem#s.

Nakamura’'s findings seem to be valid also in ouvey sample in that the current
policy environment does not create favorable camft for individual and corporate

philanthropy and the dependence on public fundamgains alarming.

Along with domestic public funding, EU-funds seemlure with growing intensity. In
the 2006 European Union budget, Title 15: “Educatmd Culture”, Chapter 15 06:
“Dialogue with the Citizens”, Article 15 06 01: “Bport for activities and bodies active
at European level in the field of active Europedizenship”, there are two special
budget lines referring to think-tanks: (15 06 0) O3rants to organisations advancing
the idea of Europ® and (15 06 01 05) “European think tafks with committed
appropriations of € 2.96 million and € 400 000 pexgively. These two represent about
14 per cent of the total of € 23.56 million refagito the above mentioned Article 15 06
01%. This confirms the EU commitment to promote thialogue with citizens’ and to
improve its lack of appeal to ordinary citizensteof referred to as the ‘democratic
deficit’. Think-tanks have thus evolved to a redagd entity in Brussels by now and
investment into its activities is seen as an assetvever, what the threats of this EU
active policy of including civil society, in partitar the NGOs, into the decision-

making process might be was demonstrated by Vadiays in Chapter 1.1.

The excessive reliance on public funds calls feerahtive and additional sources, tax
assignation being a potential candidate. In Slavattie history of tax assignation is
rather short-lived. Following the Hungarian exampiee non-profits brought forward a
1 per cent tax assignation for physical person2082, which allowed a taxpayer to

designate 1 per cent of his or her tax liabilityatoNGO. In 2004, it was raised to 2 per

% Nakamura, M. Public Funding and Think Tanks: Asiabl and US Experiences, National Institute for
Research Advancement, 2005, pp.11-12.

% This appropriation is intended to cover expenditan the activities and operation of organisations
actively working for European integration.

" This appropriation is earmarked for committeesxgerts (think-tanks) making a direct contributton
research into European integration policy.

% Final Adoption of the general budget of the Eumnpé&Jnion for the financial year 2006, Official
Journal L 78 of 15/03/2006.

-45-



THINK-TANKS AND THEIR ROLE IN THE NEW EU MEMBER STATESCZECH AND SLOVAK EXPERIENCE

cent and expanded to legal entities,’tod\ttempts to enact such a provision in the
Czech Republic have up to now been unsuccessful.

Overall, tax assignation is found to have littlenorimpact. However, whereas as much
as 87 per cent of Slovak think-tanks confirmed ithpact, merely 20 per cent did the
same in the Czech Republic. These varying peraeptoe not surprising given the fact
that whereas Slovak think-tanks can measure thadmip practice, the Czech ones
could not experience that yet and it is imposdiblestimate the potential results of such
a change. The alternative to tax assignations maytording to some, be a variant of
the US tax deductions of payments to charitableammations and NGOs (see the
description of US 501(c) 3 tax-exempt organization€hapter 1.1).

3.3.2 Characteristics of Czech and Slovak ‘Model’ of Thik-tanks

3.3.2.1 Measuring Influence

There have been attempts to measure the impadt-tdmks have on shaping public
policies and public opinion but it remains a diffictask to pursue. Abels8 mentions
two major methodological barriers to determine thfkience: the difficulty to measure
policy influence and to trace the origin of an idea a particular individual or
organization. To confront the latter barrier is tha purpose here although it is assumed
that ideas very seldom attribute to one persongsoap. As a matter of fact, they rather
undergo a series of modifications and are expasedtacks on various grounds by the
time the original idea reaches the implementatimges However, what this survey
addresses are ways that think-tanks find the nfbstesit to measure their influence.

Prior to proceeding to the results, a brief ovesvgd measuring think-tanks’ influence
in the related literature is provided. The ‘perfamme measurement’ differs from one
think-tank to another. Among the think-tanks sumekyBoucher (2004) identified the

following performance measurement indicators téhigemost frequently cited:

% In Slovakia, the criticism and heated debate adotax assignation came along in 2004 with its
expansion to legal entities (besides physical pejsdt is claimed that as a result, it has beesusgd in
practice as many companies established their on@$N@hom they transferred the 2 per cent to.

190 Abelson, D. Do Think Tanks Matter? Assessing timpdct of Public Policy Institutes. Montreal:
McGill-Queen's University Press, 2002 in Boucher,EBrope and Its Think-tanks: A Promise to be
Fulfilled, 2004, pp. 12.
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* membership trends: “If membership increases, itmaeay work is useful”
» attendance figures for conferences and seminars

e trends in purchases of publications

* visits and downloads on their websites

 media coverage, although very few keep precisedatt

However, as Caldara, the president of the Indeperedinstitute, claims, these are all
‘easy’ measures of performance. His point is “Dan#asure what is easy to measure.
Measure what is important. And what is importanpdditical change **? Even though
such a change or a reversal of political thinkinghthbe a long-term commitment and
not directly measurable, such a success will ogfwveall short-term and ‘easily’
measurable victories. Wagner, the Director of Cimali Relations at the Heritage
Foundation, suggests breaking down the longer-ggrads into more immediate goals,
such as law changes or other ‘easily’ measured .ohleseby think-tanks can
demonstrate impact, build credibility and advancethier to the desired political
change'® This breakdown of long-term goals can also be éookt as using short-term

means to achieve the final end — political change.

Our survey orders the ways of measuring influenoeomling to their efficiency as

viewed by the respondents (see Graph 12). AlmospefOcent marked “demand for
think-tanks analysis by policy-makers” as one of thest indicators of measuring
influence. The second most frequently cited indicatas “media coverage”, which is
used as an influence guideline by 43 per cent lothatk-tanks. This confirms that

Czech and Slovak think-tanks tend to go beyondutidd of academia and reach out to
policy-makers and media to sell their expertise.

When addressing the real policy changes inspiredaftected by think-tanks, the
following policy areas were identified by the resdents. Their domestic influence was
observed in “democratization and political transfation” as well as the broadest set of
economic and social policies. The foreign policgas with apparent think-tanks’
influence were NATO accession and the ongoing Heked debate. One respondent

saw think-tanks’ contribution in the “contextualdemstanding of the country’s [Czech

191 Boucher, S. Europe and Its Think-tanks: A Prortiskee Fulfilled, 2004, pp. 41.

192 caldara, J. Measure Success, Not Just Outputu&vad the Effectiveness of State-based Think-
tanks, State Policy Network News, Vol. 5, IssugVinter 2004.

193 Bridgett, W. A Think Tank’s Bottom Line, State Riyi Network News, Vol. 5, Issue 1, Winter 2004.
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Republic’s] challenges and opportunities”. The hasg enumeration is thus extensive
and overall, there seem to be no policy areas cetelglintact by think-tanks.

Graph 12: Measuring Influence of Think-tanks
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3.3.2.2 European Union: What Impact Has It Made?

For 74 per cent of all the respondents, the Czexh Slovak EU-entry has had an
impact on their agenda, focus and activities algfmoinink-tanks got engaged in the EU-
related debate long before the EU-enlargement 04 2BU-affairs represent one of the
3 main policy research areas for 60 per cent otlRzend 37 per cent of Slovak think-

tanks.

Although the majority of think-tanks deal with EWfars, 11 out of all 23 do not think
to have any direct influence in Brussels. Out & tbmaining ones who can see their
impact there, eurooptimistic and eurosceptic caarpsto be recognized. Whereas the
former actively contribute to a variety of EU iaiives, such as the European
Neighbourhood Policy, Common Foreign and Securilic/European Security and
Defence Policy and the like, the latter criticadlysesses the current state-of-the-affairs
and introduces alternatives. One respondent exgmeas“missing joint eurosceptic
alliance of think-tanks with representation in Brels”. When all of the above is taken
into account, there are good reasons to expectEilm®pean project’ to continue to

employ minds of think-tanks with growing intensity.
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3.3.2.3 Does the ‘American model’ apply to the condition$ the Central and
Eastern Europe?

The potential transferability of US-style think-kanto other regions of the world has for
long been questioned by scholars and policy mak&lithough there have been no
clear-cut conclusions reached, the need and desireplicate the independence and
influence of these institutes is unchalleng®d.

Before raising the question of US model transféitgbio our sample, the origin of
think-tanks was traced and events lying behinakjti@ed (see Graph 13). Over 39 per
cent of participating think-tanks saw their origm the need to gather experts who
would address emerging public issues during thastoamation period and after.
Almost 35 per cent were founded by a particulamévethe fall of communism. The
establishment of the remainder was triggered ‘otitiam the two previous groups, for
instance as a “merger of two institutes”, “by denliaior a particular research area, “to
promote development of free research in politicersce”, etc.

Graph 13: Creation of Czech and Slovak Think-tanks
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The majority of all think-tanks (65 per cent) cae ghe application of the US model to
Central and Eastern Europe, but in the longer nechveith a few limitations. According
to one respondent, the development of think-tamksrioving in that direction but the
crucial legislative and philanthropic prerequisites/e not yet been created”. Another
one can see a more general problem in the “undelal@went of the civil society”.

194 McGann, J. Think Tanks and the TransnationalimatibForeign Policy in U.S. Foreign Policy,S.
Foreign Policy Agendahe U.S. Department of State, Vol. 7, No. 3, 2q217.

-49-



THINK-TANKS AND THEIR ROLE IN THE NEW EU MEMBER STATESCZECH AND SLOVAK EXPERIENCE

When asked to characterize the emerging CEE-moldéhiok-tanks in general and
Czech-and-Slovak in particular, the answers vahge fespondents mostly do not feel
qualified and have the knowledge to assess th&-taimk community in CEE-region as
a whole. However, the Czech-and-Slovak-model, aswedl by think-tank
representatives, has some features shared by mib&tno. Over time, think-tanks have
grown to be more “professional” and “ideologicalf one hand, and more dependent on
public and EU-funds on the other. To compare Czaat Slovak think-tanks, one
respondent notes that “what makes Slovakia a brerspecific is the experience with
the authoritative regime in the second half of1B80s, which was followed by the rule
of the two reform-oriented governments. Both fagtted to a bit more developed
national legislation on NGOs in Slovakia if one gares the Slovak case with the

neighboring Visegrad 4 countries”.

In order to strengthen ties with donors and pronpstganthropy, 43 per cent of the
whole survey sample would welcome organizing joseiminars, conferences and
roundtables for this purpose. The second most petisp approach (supported by 35
per cent of think-tanks) is to attract foreign denand philanthropic foundations. 3
think-tanks are advocates of an individual appro@chexpressed by one, “We are not
interested in any kind of umbrella or communitykBrand would leave it on individual

organizations.” Another respondent can see a gatent“trying to change the general

attitude and convince people that it is an investroa their part and not a gift”.

Despite all these limitations, there is a visiblpieation for a US-type think-tank
development. However, its transferability is cuthgonly partially attainable given the
different legislative conditions, underdevelopedaithropy and only short-lived think-

tank tradition.

3.3.2.4 Partisan and Advocacy Trap: Deviation from Indepesrat Research?

Independence often represents a core value thilkstelaim to preserve. Moreover, it
is what distinguishes them from other actors in‘tharket of ideas’ and grants them
high credibility. Some assert that preserving thedependence might impair their
capacity to exert influence on the policy-makersl @hat getting ‘politicized’, i.e.
endorsing a clear political stance is a necessasjuton. Kimball (2000) maintained
that “think-tanks can sacrifice the preservatiomoiependence and non-profit status for

the sake of their long-term existence. That isep sbwards hybrid organizations that
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comply with a regional cultur€® Others maintain that being partially dependent on
public funding or performing an advocacy-bias doe$ necessarily contradict their

research independence. What matters is retaingigitttellectual independent®®

When asked how they would cope with the lack ofifog, especially the withdrawal of
foreign supporf’, the majority (over 52 per cent) of Czech and Skothink-tank
representatives in the survey affirmed the ‘hybfamm, i.e. interrelating commercial
and non-profit status, to be their solution to financial shortages (see Graph 14). The
second most cited answer was ‘remaining indepehdabsely followed by
‘government contracting’. When the responses ofc@8zand Slovak think-tanks split
up, interesting distinctions stick out. Whereas piheference for the ‘hybrid’ form was
much stronger among Slovak think-tanks (with 75 &fd per cent, respectively),
‘government contracting’ was more supported by Gzbink-tanks (with 40 and 12,5
per cent, respectively). Two respondents statedtlbigawithdrawal of foreign funds is
not an issue for them as they never relied ondorsupport.

Graph 14: Preferred Status of Think-tanks in the Czch Republic and Slovakia
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‘Remaining independent’ was valued equally by Czanod Slovak think-tanks. One
think-tank representative pointed out to the needaf“more intensive fundraising both

at home and abroad”. Another one claimed that Gaigfn we receive money from the

19 Kimball, J. From Dependency to the Market: The éhmin Future for Think Tanks in Central and
Eastern Europe in McGann, J., Weaver, K. Think Baakd Civil Societies, Catalysts for Ideas and
Action: New Brunswick: Transaction Publishers, 20Gp. 271 in Schneider, J. Think-tanky ve
visegradskych zemich: Analyza politiky a obhajobar#, Mezinarodni politologicky Ustav Masarykovy

univerzity v Brrg, 2003, pp. 44.

19 1bid, pp. 37-38.

197n this question, think-tanks could choose moenthne answer as their potential future status.
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government sector, we at the same time strive tmame independent from

governmental and/or ideological influence.” Twopasdents explicitly stated efforts to
direct their attention to EU-funds, which shouldsalserve as a “new basis for
cooperation with foreign partners”. It seems atfgight that independence is not much
of an issue nowadays. A follow-up question, howgwercovers a rather different

conclusion.

It explores the guarantees that think-tanks consglgficient to preserve their
independence. Three types of answers prevail abhers First, think-tanks emphasize
that the choice of research topics is solely theitision and donors thus cannot exert
any influence over what they do or say. This fansaequires having their own ‘ethical
code’ or ‘code of conduct’ explicitly saying wha allowed and what is not. As one
respondent stated, “failing to comply with this eodiins you as a think-tank in the
future”. Second, having a diversified enough pdidfof resources is what matters to
many. And third, profiling intellectually ranks Higamong think-tank representatives.
They highlight the importance of a “strong intetled commitment” and “self-
confidence in our own persuasion”. In addition, tnespondents saw a sufficient
independence guarantee in “staying with the uniy@rsOne further response and a
proposal in one deserves attention: “The crucietiofiain terms of improving conditions
for think-tanks in general, including ours, is &darable national legislation, including
tax assignation, continuing demonopolization oftestanded academic institutions
through development of grant schemes for indepdnesearch and public education;
in other words, forming a ‘research market’, whiegcilitates think-tanks’ access to
public funds and improves their chance to competth state-funded academic
institutions in the respective field of researcBverall, there seems to be a shared
commitment to preserve intellectual independencnénCzech and Slovak think-tank
community. As far as the financial independenaceoiscerned, think-tanks are open to a
broad range of donors on condition they do notriete with their research agenda. The
notion of independence here is thus different ftbmUS one and maintains that public

funding does not necessarily impair think-tanksleapendence.

The survey further reveals that there is no cledrattitude as to whether the current
generation of think-tanks in Central and Eastermope has gone more advocacy-
oriented and/or partisan. Only about 57 per centhofk-tank representatives could

observe this bias, whereas the remainder maintdlmedpposite position. This might
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be in part due to the fact that some survey respasddid not feel qualified to assess
the entire think-tank community in Central and EastEurope or did not find the

question significant.

3.3.2.5 Future prospects

All participating think-tanks have a clear visiohtbeir research direction in the future.
Two most cited incentives for their future researdientions are the coverage of areas
with lack of research and expertise, and the resptmburning public issues of the day.
The focus on domestic rather than internationaldssis evident and confirms the
importance of national interest. This order of prehce might also imply the urge for

further social and economic reforms of the two ¢oas in focus.

Out of the most pressing domestic issues think-taegresentatives mentioned
explicitly, education policy is on the top list frequency of answers, closely followed
by the security and health policies. The desirafoieire international agenda is
dominated by foreign policy issues in general abdafairs in particular.

The question of the potential research expansiahanfuture must be connected with
current threats and challenges observed withirthimk-tank community. Every threat
is a challenge in itself and most of the resporglémtk this into account. The majority
of Slovak think-tanks fear the current governmefdgtsong anti-civil sector mentality”
and its “initiatives to weaken NGOs’ financial sappand position”. According to

some, what is even worse is the think-tanks’ “latkcourage for speaking truth to
power”. They thus “really need to demonstrate ¢jetdneir value by loudly pointing out
flaws in policies and advertising alternatives”. @ather threats shared by both Czech
and Slovak think-tanks were financial constraints @ne hand, and the lack of
“communication of think-tanks with donors, businestor and the public” on the
other. The challenges are the implication of thed¢hmost cited threats mentioned
above: pressure on the pro-civil sector legislat@ranges, diversification of the

financial portfolio and strengthening relationsiwatonors, business sector and public.
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3.3.3 Networking of Czech and Slovak Think-tanks

The focus of this section was to test the initigpbdthesis that there is a growing
tendency among think-tanks to join networks anddioate their activities in a more or
less formalized way. Two other related elements carestioned here. First, whether
there is a willingness to run a forum that wouldn@rtogether think-tanks across
different ideological lines and second, whethenkkianks would be ready to adhere to

uniform ‘codes of conduct’.

3.3.3.1 Interest to Join Networks

Out of 23 patrticipating institutes in the Czech Bar and Slovakia, 7 are members of
4 or more established networks, both domestic atedriational. The way in which they
cooperate ranges from “general networking” thdomg-term and includes exchanging
know-how and information about the upcoming eveantsl publications, organizing
regular joint conferences, conducting joint reskand fostering student exchange, to
ad hoc informal cooperation. One respondent stated thae “prefer bilateral
cooperation and are not part of a formalized netwart we do have a broad net of
cooperating institutions in other countries”. A sipéfocus of concerted efforts is given
to EU-affairs networking, be it eurooptimistic arresceptic.

An interesting aspect in exploring the potentialnetworking is whether cooperation
across ideological lines would be endorsed. Ovep@&0cent of all the respondents
approved of creating a forum of think-tanks regasdlof their ideological background.
The support was much bigger among Slovak than Cieok-tanks (with 88 and 47
per cent, respectively). One think-tank represerdataw a potential risk in that “think-
tanks are value-rooted and cross-ideological cadjoer would deny sense of think-
tanks”. Another one, on the contrary, saw suchaodue feasible. “I can imagine a
cooperation of liberal (libertarian) and consenmtthink-tanks in particular cases in
which they are consistent in a common policy.” $eth cooperation is viewed as
temporary and fairly restricted. “I do not see mugtace for anything else than
temporary opportunistic coalitions on specific pglissues.” All in all, networking
enjoys growing attention and its further deeperging widening is to be expected in the
future.
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3.3.3.2 Unification or Diversity?

There have been efforts to mark out the think-temkmunity as a distinctive category
and distinguish it from other groups. McGann, fostance, is a proponent of creating
uniform standards for think-tanks to improve theiedibility internally. "Think Tank
Code of Conduct” would in his view “strengthen ttegacity of think-tanks and help
ensure their sustainability®® although it is always a hard task to reach a amsein a

group as diverse as is the one of think-tanks.

Most Czech and Slovak think-tanks (almost 66 peit of the whole sample) do not
welcome this idea of ‘unification’ and do not séw thecessity for it. In particular,
forming such a code as a public regulation is tyrimpposed. As one respondent put it,
“I would not have a problem with think-tanks’ adimgr spontaneously to certain rules.
But it would be ill-wised if such codes of condweatre legislated and enforced by the
legal system. This would risk creating a monoliteioucture of think-tanks, jealously
keeping potential competitors out of business.” réfage, were such a code brought
forward, “it would have to be a voluntary agreemeithink-tanks”. Otherwise, ethical

codes for individual think-tanks are preferred.

There is one noteworthy relation between the fortwer elements of networking. Out
of the opponents of a cross-ideological forum,o@pose the introduction of uniform
codes of conduct. This finding is hardly surprisaggthis group links the significance of
its ideological bias with a “market approach” ofnttitanks competing freely without

any rules to follow.

198 McGann,J. Report: Scholars, Dollars and Policy Advice. Thifénks and Civil Societies Program,
Foreign Policy Research Institute, 2004, pp. 23.
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3.3.4 US Perspective on the CEE Think-tanks: Getting a B Picture

This last chapter seeks to get a broader pictutbeofCEE think-tank community and
adds a US perspective on it. The main focus waxpdore the incentives of US think-
tanks to study the CEE-region and cooperate wittkttanks there. 23 US think-tanks
that direct part of their research to Central andt&rn Europe were asked to participate
in the survey (see Appendix 4 for the list of alf Whink-tanks). Out of these, 12

responded.

In comparison with Czech and Slovak think-tankejrtkS counterparts are big multi-
Issue institutes with capacities for interns thiomgt the year. It is interesting to find
out that as much as 42 per cent marked EU-affairsn@ of their three main research
priorities. Their funding structure confirms theostg philanthropic tradition: for all US
think-tanks, foundations were one of the core fugdources, followed by individuals
(for 75 per cent of US think-tanks) and corporagi¢ior 42 per cent of US think-tanks).
Government grants & contracts were an importararianal source for 33 per cent of all
US think-tanks.

Although US think-tanks tend to profile ideologigalsee Chapter 1.2.2 on the “war of
ideas”), the majority (83 per cent) would suppodrass-ideological forum “limited to
specific areas”. As one US think-tank representatepecifies, “we work across
ideological lines when we have a common positiorapnssue — in order to advance a

specific policy position.”

The question of uniform ‘code of conduct’ for thitdnks has its advocates as well as
opponents, both equally represented in the culvsample. The advocates emphasize
the greater transparency and accountability suclod® would bring, along with its
essential role in fundraising activities. The amdde group, on the other hand, follows
an individual approach and raises the fact thatfieedom think-tanks enjoy is unique
and should be protected”. One respondent addsntlbatover, the existing Internal
Revenue Service (IRS) regulations “already dictaee parameters we may operate

within”, i.e. funding and tax provisions.

What is central to the current survey is what maigg US think-tanks in their ‘mission
abroad’. Central and Eastern Europe attracts Utk-iasinks for a variety of reasons. For
some, it is and for long has been “an importantore@f the world”, whereas others

naturally turned to this region after the fall mnemunism to help “spread the concepts
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of freedom and individual liberty”, “promote dematic consolidation and economic
reform” and thus contribute to the “salvation ofrgpe”. One US representative defines
two catalysts for the development of think-tanks. iHaintains that “think-tanks are an
essential part of a vibrant civil society. To getrsed, usually they need the incentive of
a) a ‘sense of crisis’ and b) the conviction thamsthing can be done about it. Both
conditions existed, and in some cases still eri§€lentral and Eastern Europe”.

When asked whether they can see the “American rhodfelthink-tanks being
applicable to Central and Eastern Europe, 58 pet were rather sceptical about it.
There seems to be a consensus between US and @mdcBlovak think-tanks on
reasons why such transferability would not be fdasin the foreseeable future. In
addition, one US respondent notes that “what m#kek-tanks in the US ‘work’ is that
they collectively bring together academia, governitmeorporations, individuals and
philanthropists. This cross-coordination takes titnedevelop, and it is a shift in
mindset from many Europeans, particularly in teohswolving the corporations”. Mr
Chafuen, the President of the ATLAS Economic Reded&foundation, can see the
applicability of the US model “but as a glove, whio some aspects is always the same
and has room for five fingers, to fit properly alpel useful, it [US model] will need to
adapt to each person and the need and particybactasof the culture.” His global

network of think-tanks “helps create, enhance aontilze other think-tanks”.

Despite their interest in Central and Eastern Eeyramly 5 out of 12 US think-tanks
have developed networks with their CEE-counterpaff$hink Tanks and Civil
Societies Program”, for instance, is a global atiie led by McGann that conducts
research on think-tanks around the world and “pit@si@n on-going interdisciplinary
global dialogue among think-tanks, policy-makerd aivil society representatives that
will explore the critical role think-tanks play aivil societies and how these institutions
can be sustained over tifl®. To accomplish the efforts, the program fosters
establishing regional and international networkghafk-tanks.

Since 1989, the CEE-US cooperation has grown botiumber and intensity and has
become “more open”. The threats and challenge®$eespondents see in the region
mostly relate to the EU and how Russia fits inte ficture. Questions like “where

should the EU end”, “does a wider Europe requirénaer-core and outer-core Europe”

109 hitp://www.fpri.org/research/thinktanks/objectivesal
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or “how does enlargement affect the quest for gnexgcurity for all of Europe”
resonate high in their research objectives. Oneréspondent summarized four core
threats he can see in the region to be the “EU imiity and fracturing, NATO
weakening, US withdrawal and Russia’s ascendandy reo-imperialist ambitions”.
These responses demonstrate that the path the €£talken is of a great concern to the
majority of US think-tanks, along with the “Russiaagemonism”, which keeps them

alert, too.
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4. ‘Mission’ of Think-Tanks: What Lies Ahead?

“How do you change the world? Well, there are th®/ious routes, such as seizing
power, being monstrously rich or slogging througk election process. And there are
short-cuts, such as terrorism... or forming a thtakk.”*'°

SteveE WATERS

Over time, think-tanks have gradually evolved imtowell-recognized and credible
category worldwide. Some challenges they have fme owmith emerge as think-tanks
develop, some persist or rise anew. Seven of timepaiticular are of importance here

and are assessed below in greater detail.

First, the respondents of the questionnaire abevea see Czech and Slovak think-
tanks taking the path their US counterparts hahe.viast majority of Czech and Slovak
think-tanks were established after the collapsecafimunism to counterweight the
discredited old-regime institutions and governmeatd to plant seeds for democratic
principles, free market and the “civil society mment”. Hence their initial ‘mission’
was a commitment to advice on the transformatiah armew order’ at its end. They
have further taken up an active role of proposingamtributing to economic and social
reform proposals that significantly shape the maigolitical and economic course.
That said, think-tanks are currently facing a aale of whether to specialize and be
more narrow-focused or remain multi-issue instduteldressing a broad range of

issues.

Second big challenge for Czech and Slovak thinkgdas to secure a stable funding
base and a long-term commitment of their donor® ftite of thumb here is to receive
funding from as broad a range of sources as pesaiid avoid over-dependence on one
source only*. The massive inflow of foreign funds in the tramsfiation period that
sought to export Western-type democratic ‘bluepriston a decline. The US and

foreign foundations have begun moving eastwardsfotmer USSR and non-EU

10waters, S. Dangerous MindEhe GuardianNovember 10, 2004.

1 weaver and McGann point to the existence of thedfing” problem that may emerge if a think-tank
depends overly on foreign funding at the expensaeotloping domestic sources. McGann, J., Weaver,
K. Think Tanks and Civil Societies: Catalysts fdeas and Action, Sommerset, NJ: Transaction Press,
2000 in Stone, D., Ullrich, H. Policy Research itusés and Think Tanks in Western Europe:
Development Trends and Perspectives, DiscussiorrRém. 24, Local Government and Public Service
Reform Initiative, Open Society Institute, 2003, pp.
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countried® This withdrawal of foreign funding raises a qimstof what sources
should the desired diversified funding base be amag@ of. There is no such
philanthropic tradition or tax laws encouragingvpte and corporate philanthropy in
place as is the case in US. As one survey respomugnt, to run a think-tank is a
continuous and daily struggle for a survival. There, high quality research coupled
with stable and forward-looking funding count ab@alefor think-tanks. The crossroads
Czech and Slovak think-tanks are currently at goiota number of possible directions:
to remain independent and thus distant from puflitding, to provide consulting
services commercially or to learn the advocacy gantereach the policy-makers and
political parties. Translated into McGann, Weaven\eiss terminology, think-tanks
confront options of following either of the four whels — academic think-tanks, contract

researchers and advocacy- or political party tharks.

Third, a challenge common to both US and Czech &lodak think-tanks is the
tremendous opportunities advanced communicationntdogies offer. Not having its
own webpage makes the think-tank an outlier andhigaane places it into a competing
cyber world where ideas spread instantly. Howetles almost entirely unregulated
flow of information, as McGann (2000) warns, als@ans that there is no quality
control and it is hard to distinguish relevant amtlable sources from the ones only
trying to resemble theh?. In addition, although online fora and periodibdees might
attract broad audiences and thus be a valuablecesoaf ideas and research
dissemination, they should not be at the expenseflar seminars, conferences and
public events where the actors in the ‘market ehgl can meet and talk in person.

Forth, think-tanks should consider what their targeidiences are and publish
accordingly. To attract and gain access to the anadd intellectuals, i.e. to ‘second-
hand dealers in ideas’, is the first step in thecess of ‘selling’ ideas and in gradually
changing the conventional wisdom. Following thisttern’ implies and requires a
certain style of communication and writing techr@gu These communication
requirements tend to push think-tanks more intoliphing short reports and policy
briefs focusing on the big picture and key poirdather than lengthy and complex

studies. Some think-tanks even have directorieth&f scholars ready for the media,

12 McGann, J., Weaver, K. Think Tanks and Civil Stef Catalysts for Ideas and Action: New
Brunswick: Transaction Publishers, 2000 in Boucl®rEurope and Its Think-tanks: A Promise to be
Fulfilled, 2004, pp. 78.

13 McGann, JHow Think Tanks Are Coping with the FutufEhe Futurist 2000, pp. 18.
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including their areas of expertise. The preferenteeither of the communication
technigues depends on the model think-tanks folldve very core of think-tanks’ asset

—an in-depth and complex analysis- should, howewarbe sacrificed completely.

Fifth, as the world is becoming more globalized amigrconnected, think-tanks are
prone to follow the suit and transnationalize theisearch agendas. Or they remain
focused on national issues. If the latter is theecdcGann (2000) detects the risk of
the so called “tyranny of best practicB8’ which means that sticking to national
approaches to policy problems might discourage dummdnd international agencies like
the International Monetary Fund. Thus another engjé is to reconsider the national
priorities and the proportion of research devoteddtional issues on one hand and to

‘going international’ on the other.

Sixth, think-tanks are increasingly attracted teate networks in order to exchange
ideas on a myriad of international issues and tpecate on finding solutions to global
problems. This networking, as McGann (2004) argeesates synergies, extends the
reach of think-tanks to a broader audience and siélkem more productive® In
addition to think-tank networks, he further proposeeating a forum where think-tanks,
policy-makers, media and donors would engage ionstcuctive dialogue about how to
fund public policy research most effectivéfy.

And seventh, the “war of ideas” is ongoing in th& think-tank community. Liberal
and centrist think-tanks are exposed to attack#hem overtly focus on research rather
than ideas and seem to be losing in this “war”.sTlagt but not least, it should matter to
think-tanks across ideological lines to rethinkithmission and strategy. On the
contrary, Czech and Slovak think-tanks are in nchswar”. They are yet to find and
secure their place in the society. Hence it is nowvsoon to foresee whether such or

similar “war” is to come.

The challenges outlined here are by no means tlyeooles. They were selected as the
most important with respect to the main areas oicem this paper attempts to shed

some light on. Given how rapidly growing the thitaktk community is and how

14 bid, pp. 23.

115 McGann,J. Report: Scholars, Dollars and Policy Advice. Thifénks and Civil Societies Program,
Foreign Policy Research Institute, 2004, pp. 14.

118 1bid, pp. 7.
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diversified the US think-tanks in particular havecbme, a lot more challenges are yet
to be expected.
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Conclusion

The focus of this thesis was to provide an in-degptioly of the Czech and Slovak think-
tank community, expanded by the US perspectivehorkitanks in the CEE-region. To
date, there has been little research done on thieduand this study seeks to correct

this omission.

Three hypotheses were employed and tested in testiqonaire survey. First, it was
assumed that Czech and Slovak think-tanks haventetwoo diverse to follow the same
route. This assumption has proved correct, bottvdmt the Czech and Slovak think-
tank groups and within each of them. Although theerrgroup assessment reveals
similar policy research priorities and staff decasifion, a few critical distinctions
stick out. The Czech think-tank community is by faore dependent on government
grants & contracts on the one hand, and reliesivelg more on foreign funding on the

other.

Although the desire to remain independent is naiddéhe value of independence has
been called into question given the aforementicteeelopments. Although there is a
shared commitment to preserve intellectual indepeod and not to be beholden to any
specific interest, the notion that public fundinged not necessarily lead to the deviation
from this quest is employed and challenged simalttasly. This Czech bias towards
public funds is further intensified by relativelyone support given to ‘government
contracting’ as a potential future source of fuggicompared with Slovak support for a
‘hybrid’ form of think-tanks dominating in the fute i.e. interrelating commercial and

not-for-profit status.

Similar concerns are evoked by the growing EU-fuadsone of the core foreign
funding source for both Czech and Slovak think-tanKhe EU entry and its
implications have naturally dominated the Czech &talak foreign policy research
agenda over the past few years but overall, thaisfoon domestic rather than
international issues can be observed. The impagtattached to the national interest is
thus evident. This comes as hardly surprising gihencommunist past, which implies
strong reservations about the ongoing transfer afional competencies to the
supranational EU-body. It may also imply the need flirther social and economic

reforms.
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The scores of the NGO Sustainability Index 200%pldiged very similar advocacy and
public image scores for Czech and Slovak think-tgrdups. However, whereas Czech
think-tanks performed relatively better in the fie&l viability of the NGO sector, the
Slovak ones led in legal environment, organizafiooapacity and infrastructure

indicators.

The Czech and Slovak think-tanks have proved ttotveard-looking in clearly stating
their future policy research priorities. The thmeest pressing domestic issues shared by
both countries’ think-tank representatives are atian policy, broadest security issues
and health policy (ordered by the frequency of arsyv When evaluating the current
threats Czech and Slovak think-tanks face, twostwaed by both groups: financial
constraints and the lack of communication of thimkks with donors, business sector
and the public. In addition, the Slovak intra-groagsessment reveals a fear of the

current government’s “strong anti-civil sector madity” and its related initiatives.

For US think-tanks, Central and Eastern Europenisngortant region. The detected
threats that seem to be of a great concern to thesily relate to the path the EU has

taken and its implications on the one hand, andRssian hegemonism” on the other.

The second hypothesis assumed the non-transfeyaifihe ‘US model’ of think-tanks
to the current CEE policy setting. Strictly speakithe conclusions arrived at in the
survey reject the indisputable ‘no’ to the ‘US miad&lthough there is indeed a visible
inspiration by and aspiration for a US-type thiakk development, its application can
only be seen in the longer run and yet with a fewitations. There seem to be a
consensus among Czech and Slovak and US think-tankseasons for either an
‘incomplete transfer’ with a few limitations or anappropriate transfer’, i.e. although
desirable, practically only feasible in the distdmture. The crucial legislative and
philanthropic prerequisites that characterize ti&# pblicy environment have not yet
been created in the CEE-region and the civil spaetunderdeveloped relative to the
US standards.

The third hypothesis sought to scrutinize the ratle of creating networks and assumed
that there is a growing interest in and potentialeiworking. This is indeed the case as
think-tanks increasingly engage in regional anerimational networks and employ a
variety of networking styles to reach the broadmsiiences and advance their ideas

more efficiently via such concerted efforts. Thesea shared necessity among Czech
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and Slovak think-tanks to bring together a hetemeges set of actors which would,
besides think-tanks, include the academia, medgyocations, donors and policy-

makers and engage them in a constructive dialogumiming public policy issues.

The intention of a cross-ideological forum of thitaikaks was given more support by
Slovak than Czech think-tanks although such codiperas viewed as temporary and
fairly restricted to only specific policy issueshd majority of Czech and Slovak think-
tanks opposed introducing uniform “codes of contudVere such provisions

established, it would have to be a voluntary agexgnof think-tanks and not a public

regulation, which would lead to a strong opposition

The ongoing ‘war of ideas’ in US has resulted imkkanks profiling ideologically.

The studies on the subject conclude that whereaseceative think-tanks clearly
declare their ideological stance and promote thdianand public outreach function of
their ideas, their mainstream and liberal countespsupport the production of policy

expertise for its sake over deliberate promotioideés.

The development path of CEE think-tanks is essintigferent from that of their US
forerunners. With a short-lived tradition, thinkzks in the region have no history of
generations behind nor are engaged in any ideabgiitle. What they represent is a
counterweight to the communist past and a quespdttical and economic freedom

and liberal-democratic system of governance.

Since 1989, think-tanks in the Czech Republic alala&ia have attained a highly
visible presence and take an active part in treintries’ economic, social and political
debates. Although underfunded and understaffed omparison with their US

counterparts, they have a considerable and unapatedtial and are bound to develop
further in the years to come. That said, this paparcontribution to the study of think-

tanks in the CEE-region and implies a challengdudher research.
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Appendix 1. NGO Sustainability Index 2005 for the @ech
Republic and Slovakia

2005 Scores for Czech Republic

NGO Sustainability
Legal Environment
Organizational Capacity
Financial Viability
Advocacy

Senvice Provision

Infrastructure

Public Image

1.0 3.0 5.0 7.0

Consolidation Mid-Transition Early Transition

2005 Scores for Slovakia

NGO Sustainability
Legal Environment
Organizational Capacity
Financial Viability
Advocacy

Senvice Provision
Infrastructure

Public Image

2.2
2.2
2.6

1.0 3.0 5.0 7.0

Consolidation Mid-Transition Early Transition

Source: The 2005 NGO Sustainability Index for Canand Easter Europe and Eurasia, the
United States Agency for International Developnf&f8AID), Ninth Edition, May 2006.
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Appendix 2: Types of Advocacy Groups

Types of advocacy groups

501(c) Groups

Nonprofit, taxexempt groups organized under section 501(
the Internal Revenue Code that can engage in varying asof
political activity, depending on the type of grolgor examplg
501(c)(3) groups operate for religious, charitaldeientific or
educational purposes. These groups are not suppmsedage i
any political activities, though some voter regifitbn activitieg
are permitted. 501(c)(4) groups are commonly callsdcial
welfare” organizations that may engage in politigetivities, as
long as these activities do not become their pymaurpose
Similar restrictions apply to Section 501(c)(5) laband
agricultural groups, and to Section 501(c)(6) bes#nleague
chambers of commerce, real estate boards and bofktrdsle.

527 Group

A tax-exempt group organized under section 527eflhterna
Revenue Code to raise money for political actisitiacluding
voter mobilization efforts, issue advocacy andlike. Currently,
the FEC only requires a 527 group to file regul@closurg
reports if it is a political party or political aoh committed
(PAC) that engages in either activities expresslyoaating thg
election or defeat of a federal candidate, or iectbneering
communications. Otherwise, it must file either wittihe
government of the state in which it is located loe tnterna
RevenueService. Many 527s run by special interest graapse
unlimited "soft money," which they use for voter loiization
and certain types of issue advocacy, but not fdortsf that
expressly advocate the election or defeat of aréédandidate g
amount to electioneering communications.

Non-Federal
Group

A group set up to raise unlimited contributions lexl “soft
money,” which it spends on voter mobilization effoend sof
called issue ads that often criticize or tout adi@date’s recor
just before an election in a not-sabtle effort to influence th
election’s outcome. 501(c) groups and 527 groupg naiae nont
federal funds.
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Political Action
Committee (PAC)

A political committee that raises and spends lithitdhard"
money contributions for the esgss purpose of electing

defeating candidates. Organizations that raise safhey for
issue advocacy may also set up a PAC. Most PAC®sep]
business, such as the Microsoft PAC; labor, such tres
Teamsters PAC; or ideological interests, such asetMILY’s
List PAC or the National Rifle Association PAC. An
organization’s PAC will collect money from the gpis
employees or members and make contributions indinge of thd
PAC to candidates and political parties. Individuaebntributing
to a PAC may also contribute directly to candidated politica
parties, even those also supported by the PAC. & P#n give
5,000 to a candidate per election (primary, genarapecial) an
up to $15,000 annually to a national political party. PAGay
receive up to $,000 each from individuals, other PACs
party committees per year. A PAC must register \thh Federg
Election Commission within 10 days of its formatigumoviding
the name and address of the PAC, its treasureaand(ffiliated
organizations.

x4

Source http://www.opensecrets.org/527s/types.asp
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Appendix 3: Czech and Slovak Think-Tanks Directory

Think-tanks
Czech Republic Slovakia

1. |Liberalni institut Konzervativny institut
2. |Ob¢ansky institut IVO
3. |CERGE S.P.AC.E
4. |AMO INEKO
5. | Centrum pro demokracii a kulturu M.E.S.A. 10
6. |Gabal Analysis & Consulting Nadacia F.A. Hayeka
7. |CEP INESS

CESES Slo.v.enska spolmog’ pre zahrarinu
8. politiku

Ustav mezinarodnich vztah Centrum_d als_|ehp vzd_elavanla
9. Ekonomickej univerzity
10.| Institut ekonomickych studii Centrum pre eurGpshiitixu
11.| Europeum Institut pre slobodnu spstod’
12.| CEVRO Institut pre dobre spravovanu sgolos’

Program atlantickych iy
13 bezpeénostnich studii PASS Institut ASA

Mezinarodni politologicky Ustav
14.| Masarykovy univerzity

Institut pro socialni a ekonomické
15.| analyzy

-75-




THINK-TANKS AND THEIR ROLE IN THE NEW EU MEMBER STATESCZECH AND SLOVAK EXPERIENCE

Appendix 4: US Think-Tanks Directory

US Think-tanks focusing on Central and Eastern Eurpe

Acton Institute

American Enterprise Institute

ATLAS Economic Research Foundation

Brookings Institution

CATO Institute
Center for International Private Enterprise

Center for Strategic and International Studies

Center for Transatlantic Relations
Council on Foreign Relations

©|0 N 0~ wINE

East-West Institute

[ —
o

.| Ethics and Public Policy Center
Foreign Policy Research Institute
Foundation for Economic Education

[ —
[

=
N

=
w

[EY
NN

.| Heritage Foundation
Hoover Institution
Hudson Institute

=
o

=
o

.| International Republican Institute

[ —
\l

National Center for Policy Analysis
.| The Atlantic Council of the United States
.| The European Institute

[ —
0

=
O

N
o

N
=

.| The National Endowment for Democracy
.| The Peterson Institute for International Economics
Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars

N
N

N
w
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Appendix 5: Questionnaire: ‘Think-Tanks and Their Role in
the Civil Society: Unification or Diversity?” — Czech and
Slovak Experience

GENERAL INFORMATION

1. What have been your institute’s main research iigsrover the past five years?
(Please check maximum three.)

[ ] Domestic economics

[ ] International Economics

[ ] Politics

[] Regional Studiés’ (please specify):

[] Social Policy

[ ] Education Policy

[] International Cooperation and Development
[] European Union Affairs

[_] Other (please specify):

2. How was your think-tank established?

[] It was triggered by a particular event(s)

[ ] It was aimed at gathering experts who would addesserging public issues

[ ] Other
3. Staff (please state in number):

[ ] Administration and support staff

[ ] Research fellows

[ ] Interns

Out of the research fellows, how many work ]Full-time
[ ]JAd hoc

Out of the research fellows, how many are foreigmelative to the origin of your
think-tank?

11" Regional = other than federal and/or state; stimait
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4. Which of the domestic and foreign funding sourcesvail in your think-tank?
(Please mark two for each group)
A) Domestic [ ] Foundation$ | Individuals[_] Government grants & contracts
[ ] Corporationg ] Interest groups

B) Foreign [ ] Foundationd_] Individuals [_] International organizations (i.e.
IMF, WB, EU-funds and the like] | Government grants & contrac{s ]
Corporations ]| Interest groups

YOUR POSITION

5. What would you say is the best way(s) to measueeirtipact/success of think-
tanks?

[ ] Media coverag¢ | Citations in books/publicatiors | Web hits[ ] Demand
for think-tanks analysis by policy-makerg Other

6. In which policy areas would your think-tank like &xpand its research in the
future? Please give your reasons.

7. Would you assume that the ‘American model’ of thiakks with its strong roots
in philanthropy and independent policy researchpplicable in Central and Eastern
Europé!®?

8. Would you regard the current generation of thinkk&in the Central and Eastern
Europe to be more advocacy-oriented and partigan

[ ]Jyes [ ] No
NETWORKING

9. How many think-tank (or other) networks/coalitioa® you part of? Please state
areas in which you cooperate.

10. Would you be an advocate of a forum that would dotivgether think-tanks across
different ideological lines?

11. Would you support uniform ‘codes of conduct’ forirtktanks in order to
distinguish them from pressure groups and/or latibyi Please give your reasons.

118 For purposes of this questionnaire, Central anstéEa European countries include the following:
Czech Republic, Slovakia, Hungary, Poland, Slovdradvia, Lithuania and Estonia.

119 partisan = a political party’s think tank.
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CZECH AND SLOVAK THINK-TANKS

12. How would you strengthen the link between the tktmkk community and donors
in your respective countries?

[ ] Setting up an umbrella philanthropic foundatioattwould link donors and
think-tanks

[] Organizing joint seminars, conferences and rounesa
[_] Attracting foreign donors and philanthropic foutidas

[ ] Other
13. Are you a proponent of a tax assignation for NG@s think-tanks? If yes, please
state what impact (in % of your income) has it métie case of Slovakia) or most
likely would make (the case of the Czech Republic)?
[ ] No impact_] Has an impact
What other alternatives to a tax assignation wguold support?

14. Has the latest EU-enlargement in 2004 made an ingragour agenda, focus and
activities?

[ ]No[ ] Yes

15. In which areas would you say has your think-tankrbénfluential in the EU-
policy-making in Brussels?

16. Think-tanks in Central and Eastern Europe are aotlyrefacing a number of
challenges, one of which being the withdrawal akifgn funding. How would you
cope with this loss of funds?

[_] Hybrid form (interrelating commercial and non-ptrstatus) | Partisan form
[] Government contracts] Lobbying[_| Remain independent

17. What guarantees do you consider sufficient to pvesgour independence status?

18. How would you describe the features of the currdmimk-tank community in
Central and Eastern Europe?

Can you think of any country-specific charactecstof think-tanks operating in
your country (derived from the historical contectirrent political climate and/or

other)?
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19. In what areas and reforms do you think think-tankge been the most influential
in your country?

20. Where can you see the biggest threats and chalfletmehink-tanks in your
country?

Threats

Your proposals how to solve these threats

Challenges

21. Other comments
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Appendix 6: Questionnaire: ‘Think-Tanks and Their Role in
the Civil Society: Unification or Diversity?’ — US Experience

GENERAL INFORMATION

1. What have been your institute’s main research iigsrover the past five years?
(Please check maximum three)

[ ] Domestic economics

[ ] International Economics

[ ] Politics

[] Regional Studigg® (please specify):

[] Social Policy

[ ] Education Policy

[ ] International Cooperation and Development
[ ] European Union Affairs

[ ] Other (please specify):
2. How was your think-tank established?
[] It was triggered by a particular event(s)
[ ] It was aimed at gathering experts who would addesserging public issues
[] Other
3. Staff (please state in number):

[ ] Administration and support staff
[ ] Research fellows
[ ] Interns

Out of the research fellows, how many work ] Full-time
[ ] Ad hoc

Out of the research fellows, how many are foreigmelative to the origin of your
think-tank?

120 Regional = other than federal and/or state; siimait
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4. Which of the domestic and foreign funding sourcesvail in your think-tank?
(Please mark two for each group)
A) Domestic [ ] Foundation$ ] Individuals[_] Government grants & contracts
[ ] Corporationg ] Interest groups

B) Foreign [ ] Foundationd_] Individuals [ ] International organizations (i.e.
IMF, WB, EU-funds and the like] | Government grants & contrac{s ]
Corporations ]| Interest groups

YOUR POSITION

5. What would you say is the best way(s) to measueeirtipact/success of think-
tanks?

[ ] Media coverag¢ | Citations in books/publicatiors | Web hits[ ] Demand
for think-tanks analysis by policy-makédrg Other

6. Would you regard the current generation of thimksain the United States to be
more advocacy-oriented and partisa®

[ ]Yes [ ] No

7. What have been your main incentives to direct péryour research agenda to
Central and Eastern Eurdp®

8. Could you briefly describe how the ways in whichuyamoperate with Central and
Eastern Europe have evolved and changed sinceuf9&9now?

9. Would you assume that the ‘American model’ of thtakks with its strong roots
in philanthropy and independent policy researclgplicable in Central and Eastern
Europe?

10. In which policy areas in Central and Eastern Eunapald your think-tank like to
expand its research in the future? Please give ngasons.

11. Based on your research in Central and Eastern Eunpere can you see the
biggest challenges and threats in Central and EaKtaope?

Challenges

Threats

121 partisan = a political party’s think tank.

122 For purposes of this questionnaire, Central ansteEa European countries include the following:
Czech Republic, Slovakia, Hungary, Poland, Slovdradvia, Lithuania and Estonia.
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NETWORKING

12. How many think-tank (or other) networks/coalitioa® you part of? Please state
areas in which you cooperate.

Are you a member of a network that connects tharis$ operating in Central and
Eastern Europe with those in the United States?

[ ] Yes. Please specify:
[ ] No.

13. Would you be an advocate of a forum that would dtivgether think-tanks across
different ideological lines?

14. Would you support uniform ‘codes of conduct’ forirtktanks in order to
distinguish them from pressure groups and/or lodib9i Please give your reasons.

15. Other comments
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