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ABSTRACT

In this article, we examine concepts that underpin the theories of the policy process. We exemplify the applicability of these
concepts in the European policy-making contexts through a systematic scoping review of European applications of the policy
entrepreneur. Our findings include that (i) the overwhelming majority of the studies anchored the policy entrepreneur in the

Multiple Streams Framework; (ii) more than half of the studies were contextualized at the EU level and in the UK country

context; (iii) policy entrepreneurs were identified in a wide range of policy sectors, and (iv) policy entrepreneurs were identified

as being individuals as well as organizations but mostly elite actors, often policy-makers. Future avenues for research include

policy entrepreneurship in political parties, exploring the interactions of policy entrepreneurs and the role their other identities

(public servant, elected official, NGO official, etc.) play in how reactive or proactive they are in seeking opportunities.

1 | Introduction

Public policies constitute the operationalization of ideas
that compete for adoption and implementation with a view
to changing economy and society (Peters 2015; Stone 2002).
The complexity, fluidity, and multidimensionality of public
policy-making are points of rare common scholarly agree-
ment (see, e.g., Cairney 2013; Theodoulou and Cahn 1995;
Weible 2023a) and as a result, no single “super” theory ex-
plains everything about public policy-making all the time.
The many theories of the policy process seek to understand
this process by focusing on some questions while paying less
attention to others; identifying salient concepts and
outlining how these concepts are interrelated, including
making causal claims; provide a common vocabulary
for students and scholars of public policy, and accumulate
knowledge, through concerted programs of research,
regarding how policy is made (Nowlin 2011; Petridou 2014;
Weible 2023a).

As a consequence, students of the policy process are left with a
rich theoretical landscape of frameworks, theories, and models
(see Ostrom [2007] for a discussion on these terms), each with
its strengths and weaknesses and the ability to explain some
(but not all) aspects of the highly complex policy process.
Combining the explanatory power of more than one theory to
better explain a phenomenon in the policy process has been
suggested in the literature (Peters 2015; Cairney 2013). To do
this, it is necessary to parse these theories and examine the
consistency of the constituent concepts present in more than
one theory of the policy process (see Cairney 2013, for an ex-
tended discussion).

In this paper, we consider, at minimum, concepts present in
three' or more theories of the policy process outlined in the fifth
edition of the Theories of the Policy Process edited by Chris
Weible (2023b). Building on Cairney and Heikkila
(2014; 2018; 2023), who examine the theories collectively,
identifying the abstract, basic level concepts that underpin
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them, namely actors, institutions, networks, ideas/beliefs, and
policy context, this article identifies a set of secondary, more
concrete concepts that serve as building blocks of the theories of
the policy process. We term these “crosscutting concepts.”
Heeding Peters' (2015) call for increased attention on agency,
we exemplify these concepts through a deep dive into agency,
specifically the concept of the policy entrepreneur. Focusing on
the policy entrepreneur as a crosscutting concept will help us
unlock its comparative explanatory power across different the-
ories as well as gain analytical leverage in different contexts.

Additionally, policy process theorists have been keenly aware
that these theories were conceived and developed by and for the
American political environment. As a result, researchers since
the 90s have consciously expanded the empirical applications of
these theories to national contexts beyond the American one
(see, e.g., Herweg et al. 2015; Nohrstedt et al. 2023;
Sabatier 1998; Zahariadis 1992; Zahariadis and Allen 1995). The
crosscutting concepts that underpin these theories, however,
have not received the same attention. This study seeks to
address this gap, and its contribution is twofold: (i) it delineates
crosscutting concepts in theories of the policy process, thus
complementing the work of Cairney and Heikkila
(2014; 2018; 2023), and (ii) through a systematic scoping liter-
ature review, it scrutinizes one particular crosscutting concept
—that of the policy entrepreneur— across different European
political systems.

More specifically, this study asks the following research
questions:

«+ In the context of theories of the policy process, what is the
landscape of research on policy entrepreneurs in European
political contexts, including policy area, level of govern-
ance, type, and their other identities in the policy-making
process? A policy entrepreneur may be, for example a
public servant, a political appointee, an elected official, a
concerned citizen, or a formal organization.

« How have these studies advanced the state-of-the-art in
European policy process studies?

The remainder of the article is structured as follows: the next
section develops the idea of the crosscutting concept, followed by
a brief overview of the crosscutting concepts found in the 5th
edition of Theories of the Policy Process (Weible 2023b). The
subsequent section delineates the policy entrepreneur as a
crosscutting concept followed by an elaboration of its position
in theories of the policy process. The article continues with a
section on research design and the set-up of the scoping review,
followed by results and analysis. We wrap up the article with
concluding remarks, bringing together the contributions of this
article to theory and European policy studies.

2 | Looking at Theories of the Policy Process
Collectively: Crosscutting Concepts and the
European Contextual Landscape

In this section, we discuss concepts underpinning theories of
the policy process, that is, crosscutting concepts, differentiating

them from "elements” and “key concepts” (Cairney and
Heikkila 2014; 2018; 2023). We identify a set of these concepts
in theories of the policy process and proceed to exemplify them
through the crosscutting concept of the policy entrepreneur.
Finally, we offer an updated account of the function of the
policy entrepreneur in policy process theories.

2.1 | Elements, Key Concepts, and Crosscutting
Concepts of Theories of the Policy Process

If theories of the policy process focus on different aspects of the
policy process, asking different questions so that they may
generate a variety of answers, it is desirable, if not imperative, to
render them comparable. How to do this is not a straightfor-
ward exercise, partly because originally, these theories deve-
loped independently of each other—though new theories may
have their intellectual roots in established theories. For ex-
ample, the Narrative Policy Framework (NPF), which has risen
into prominence in the past decade, leans heavily on the
Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF) for components such as
the concepts of policy beliefs, the devil shift (portraying one's
opponents as evil and exaggerating their power) and the angel
shift (portraying one's opponents as good and exaggerating their
power). The NPF focuses on the systematic examination of
narratives in public policy (Jones and McBeth 2010; Jones
et al. 2023; Shanahan et al. 2011; Shanahan et al. 2018;
Shanahan et al. 2018).

Paul Cairney (2013) identified three ways in which theories of
the policy process may be considered in combination, each with
its own set of philosophical, ontological, methodological, and
practical considerations. The first way is a synthetic approach,
where researchers combine components of different frame-
works, theories, and models to create a new theory. NPF is just
such an example. The second approach does not aim to con-
struct a new theory; rather, this complementary approach seeks
to use the insights of multiple theories and concepts to explain
an empirical problem. Finally, in the third, contradictory
approach, the theories compete for selection, which implies a
concomitant rejection based on their adherence (or not) to
widely accepted scientific principles. In practice, this competi-
tion would result in selecting the best-suited theory for the
research question at hand.

Regardless of how one addresses the theories of the policy
process collectively, the question that emerges concerns what
underpins these theories: their constituent parts. Cairney and
Heikkila (2014; 2018; 2023) identified the following set of ele-
ments common to all theories of the policy process. Actors,
individual or collective, interact with each other at all levels of
governance, and ultimately, they are the ones who make policy
decisions. Institutions shape and are shaped by actors and the
choices they make. They constitute the “shared concepts used
by humans in repetitive situations organized by rules, norms,
and strategies” (Ostrom 2007: 23). Networks or subsystems focus
on the interactions and relationships among actors active in the
policy-making process. Ideas or beliefs represent knowledge
(and what counts as knowledge) as well as the way actors
understand and view the world and shared images as to what
constitutes a policy problem or a policy solution. Policy context
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refers to the broad background in front of which policy-making
unfolds. It includes historical contingencies, the broader polit-
ical and administrative system, and the geography in which
policy-makers operate. Events may be predictable, even peri-
odical, such as elections, or unpredictable, such as crises
stemming from natural or human-induced hazards
(Birkland 1998) or events resulting from scientific break-
throughs and technological change (Weible 2014). Events may
introduce new actors and ideas and precipitate incremental or
dynamic change.

These elements are not independent of each other; interactions
among them result in policy outputs. They are “basic level”
concepts (Goertz 2006), also fitting in Collier and Mahon's
(1993) primary category because they are “cognitively central”
(Goertz 2006: 6) and the concepts to which one may attach a
modifier, for example, political actors; focusing events; policy
networks. Cairney and Heikkila (2014; 2018; 2023) also high-
light the less abstract concepts that are key within each theory,
constituting shared vocabulary within each theory develop-
ment. For example, whereas “streams” is a key concept for the
Multiple Streams Framework (MSF), policy narrative is key to
the NPF.

In this paper, we examine key concepts across theories, which
we define as crosscutting concepts. These are key concepts un-
derpinning each theory individually; what makes them cross-
cutting is that they are shared by at least three of the eight
mainstream theories of the policy process. They are secondary-
level dimensions (Goertz 2006) of the basic level concepts
classified as elements by Cairney and Heikkila
(2014; 2018; 2023) as outlined above. These concepts are
dynamic because the theories evolve. We used the 5th edition of
the Theories of the Policy Process edited volume (Weible 2023b)
as the accepted scholarship for the collection of the most rele-
vant policy process theories. These include the Multiple Streams
Framework (MSF); Punctuated Equilibrium Theory (PET);
Policy Feedback Theory (PFT); Advocacy Coalition Framework
(ACF); Narrative Policy Framework (NPF); Institutional Anal-
ysis and Development Framework (IAD); Policy Diffusion and
Innovation (PDI), and the Ecology of Games Framework (EGF).
We scanned the theories above for shared concepts, excluding
the elements described at the beginning of this section, because
these are at a higher level of abstraction. The scanning process
included a careful reading of the theories and cross-referencing
the index of Sabatier 2007; Sabatier and Weible (2014), Weible
and Sabatier (2018), and Weible (2023b). Concepts mentioned
in fewer than three theories were excluded. Furthermore, some
interpretation was involved in this compilation. For example, a
recent study by Hand et al. (2023) explored the role of narrators
in NPF as policy entrepreneurs, and we understand the setting
concept of the NPF to correspond, though not always, to the
concept of venue. After discussing the identified crosscutting
concepts, we decided to include the following: feedback;
frames; path dependence; time; venues; learning; and policy
entrepreneurs.

Feedback is the notion that policies and politics are inextricably
intertwined in that they shape and are shaped by each other,
while policy frames represent competing understandings and
representations of a policy problem by different actors. Path

dependence reflects incrementalism and foregrounds the
importance of institutions in policy change. Time is an impor-
tant component when considering a policy change, necessitat-
ing the delineation of two temporal points (Tosun and
Workman 2023). Venues constitute settings and jurisdictions
where binding public policy decisions are made.

Finally, learning and policy entrepreneurs are present in most
(five out of eight) policy process theories. Learning has been
examined extensively as part of policy process theories, espe-
cially in the ACF, but has also been theorized as a stand-alone
concept as it relates to environmental politics and beyond
(Gerlak et al. 2018; Gerlak et al. 2020; Goyal and Howlett 2019;
Heikkila and Gerlak 2013; 2019; Zaki and Radaelli 2024).

Similarly, the policy entrepreneur is a core concept of the MSF
(Kingdon 2003; Zahariadis 2007; 2014; Herweg et al. 2023), and
in a rapidly evolving literature over the past four decades, it has
been  established as a  distinct political  actor
(Mintrom 2019a; 2019b; Petridou and Mintrom 2021) who has
long been recognized as an agent of change, introducing inno-
vation in the public policy process (Arnold 2015; 2021; Frisch
Aviram et al. 2020; Mintrom 2000; Roberts and King 1991;
Schneider and Teske 1992; Schneider et al. 1995).

Cairney (2013) notes inconsistencies in the practical meaning of
crosscutting concepts. He briefly refers to the policy en-
trepreneur, who “may be used to explain innovations linked to
exceptional individuals, but we can have little confidence that
different studies are talking about the same thing and building
their studies in common foundations” (p.7). What is more,
while the applicability of the theories of the policy process
outside the United States has been widely discussed, the
applicability of crosscutting concepts, such as the policy en-
trepreneur, has hardly been problematized in terms of the
context in which it is examined.

This is a serious oversight because the political-administrative
context is important for the theoretical understanding of the
policy entrepreneur. First, institutional context influences
the emergence of policy entrepreneurs, though this aspect of
policy entrepreneurship remains under-researched (see
Petridou 2017). On the one hand, the adversarial, pluralistic
American system offers many points of entry to the policy en-
trepreneur based on the expectation of threat (Arnold 2022)
compared to a consensus-oriented system in which open con-
flict and, thus, the open articulation of threat are discouraged.
On the other hand, in a political system in which political
parties as institutions are important, it may be more difficult for
actors outside party politics to exert influence through policy
entrepreneurial action.

Further, in advanced welfare state bureaucracies, powerful
public servants have considerable leeway in making policy in
practice and, thus, the opportunity to act as policy en-
trepreneurs. Additionally, the multi-level-governance system of
the European Union creates opportunity structures, both for
individual and collective policy entrepreneurs. At the supra-
national level of analysis, even entire governments have the
potential to be policy entrepreneurs. Finally, the European
Commission (EC) is a unique supranational bureaucracy and
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constitutes a fertile locus of policy entrepreneurship because of
the right to initiate public policy. The EC has the power of
initiation, that is, to ensure that principles and treaties are
turned into policy. It has the power to implement these policies
and is key in drafting the budget (McCormick and Olsen 2014).

It is reasonable to expect that specificities in the political con-
text influence the emergence and the success of policy en-
trepreneurs. At a minimum, there is theoretical and
epistemological merit in problematizing the application of the
policy entrepreneur as part of theories of the policy process in
European political contexts.

3 | The Policy Entrepreneur as a Crosscutting
Concept

There is scholarly merit in scrutinizing the applicability of both
learning and the policy entrepreneur in European policy con-
texts. Given the scope and space limitations of the current pa-
per, which allows for the detailed examination of only one
concept, we chose to focus on the policy entrepreneur for the
following reasons. First, the policy entrepreneur has been ex-
plicitly articulated as a component of theories of the policy
process (Mintrom and Norman 2009; Mintrom and
Vergari 1996; Petridou and Mintrom 2021; Petridou et al. 2025)
and in literature beyond the editions of the Theories of the Policy
Process edited volume. It also has a theoretical and empirical life
of its own. Second, with few exceptions (see Hammond 2013;
Petridou 2017), the broader political context giving rise to and
influencing the success of policy entrepreneurs has been
neglected. This is partly because the field is dominated by case
studies with limited comparative research (Petridou and
Mintrom 2021). Finally, there is a need for more insights on
agency (Peters 2015), especially efforts to contextualize it in
multiple policy contexts. Two separate yet related issues have
hampered the “policy entrepreneur” evolution in policy process
theories. First, researchers often assign different meanings to
the policy entrepreneur's nature, function, and utility
(Cairney 2013; Frisch Aviram et al. 2020; Petridou 2017). Sec-
ond, there is a tendency in the literature to conflate the different
actors—entrepreneurs, leaders, and brokers, to name three
prominent types of actors—resulting in inaccuracies and a lack
of understanding of the role these actors play in the policy-
making process (Capano and Galanti 2018).

The concept of the policy entrepreneur in theories of the policy
process is a way to conceptualize agency. Policy entrepreneurs
are energetic actors striving to realize dynamic change through
introducing innovation in the policy process. They do this based
on a set of attributes, which may be nurtured, skills that may be
taught, and strategies that constitute the observable actions of
policy entrepreneurs (Mintrom 2019a; 2019b; Frisch Aviram
et al. 2020).

Attributes that policy entrepreneurs possess include ambition;
social acuity; credibility (being trustworthy); sociability (being
able to see things from the viewpoints of others, which is
important when building persuasive arguments), and tenacity
(being persistent). Policy entrepreneurial skills include strategic

thinking; building teams; collecting evidence (scientific or
otherwise); making arguments; engaging multiple audiences;
negotiating; and networking. Policy entrepreneurial strategies
include problem framing; using and expanding networks;
working with advocacy coalitions; leading by example; and
scaling up change processes (see Mintrom 2019b for an ex-
panded discussion).

A distinctive feature of the policy entrepreneur is that—much
like its market counterpart—they are skilled opportunity seek-
ers. This aspect of the entrepreneur is most prominent in the
MSF, where the policy entrepreneur couples streams during
brief, ephemeral, unpredictable windows of opportunity. Recent
scholarship has added nuance to the motives of policy en-
trepreneurs: Petridou (2023), Petridou et al. (2024), and Becker
et al. (2024) draw from the market literature and argue that
entrepreneurial actors in the policy process may be motivated to
act entrepreneurially by a lack of better alternatives or because
of external political pressure rather than by focused intention-
ality resulting in seeking opportunities.

4 | The Policy Entrepreneur in Theories of the
Policy Process

The increased sophistication of the policy entrepreneur schol-
arship notwithstanding, the concept is treated inconsistently in
theories of the policy process, which pay insufficient attention
to its theoretical baggage. Admittedly, this is partly due to the
variety of roles policy entrepreneurs have in theories of the
policy process, which often overlap with those of policy leaders
not only in the agenda-setting phase but also in policy formu-
lation, adoption, as well as implementation (Capano and
Galanti 2018).

4.1 | The Multiple Streams Framework

The policy entrepreneur is a fundamental component of the
MSF; an actor without whom policy problems cannot be linked
to policy solutions. The policy entrepreneur is the policy actor
that takes advantage of windows of opportunity, couples the
otherwise independent streams, and facilitate the ascendance of
the issue on the agenda. Policy entrepreneurs frame policy
problems in such a way that they fit their preferred policy
solutions in conditions of ambiguity. Based on the heuristic
from the market, the MSF offers the most mature treatment of
the policy entrepreneur in theories of the policy process, and
even though a variety of policy actors are identified in the
framework, the entrepreneur is the proxy for agency and the
promotion of innovation in the policy process (Herweg
et al. 2023; Petridou 2023; Zahariadis 2007). The MSF is a
framework offering an agent-based understanding of policy
change; different dimensions of agency, including leadership,
brokerage, and even expert knowledge production, are sub-
sumed within the concept of the policy entrepreneur. The
appeal of the Kingdonian policy entrepreneur rests in providing
an alternative to the implausible, purely rational actor and in
highlighting creativity, innovation, and skill in the policy
process.
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4.2 | The Advocacy Coalition Framework

The ACF seeks to explain policy change as a result of collective
action. It focuses on the subsystem level (between the macro
and micro levels) and accepts that the environment in which
actors are situated affects their beliefs and behaviors while they
also, in turn, shape their own environments. Policy actors are
part of the subsystem, which also includes the policy sector (or
overlapping sectors) and geographical scope (or jurisdictions)
(Nohrstedt et al. 2023). Policy entrepreneurs were introduced in
the framework in the 1990s by Mintrom and Vergari (1996), but
how exactly they fit in it has been underdeveloped (Nohrstedt
et al. 2023). An early understanding of the policy entrepreneur
was that it was an endogenous factor in the change process.
More specifically, the policy entrepreneur was seen as the
transplanter of ideas into policy arenas (Sabatier 1998; see also
Dudley and Richardson 1999). A key strategy of policy en-
trepreneurs is building coalitions, which resonates with the
ACF and its focus on advocacy coalitions. Policy entrepreneurs
have the potential to build and sustain coalitions by providing
ideational support, directing collective action decisions. How-
ever, their relationship to brokers, well-developed policy actors
in ACEF, is still contested despite progress in the literature (see,
e.g., Christopoulos and Ingold 2011; 2015).

4.3 | The Narrative Policy Framework

The Narrative Policy Framework is based on the premise that
policy narratives can be studied using systematic empirical
approaches (Jones et al. 2023; Jones and McBeth 2010;
Shanahan et al. 2018). Policy entrepreneurs were not part of the
original conceptualization of the framework, which focused on
the role of narratives in policy-making. Recent advances in the
literature delineate the scope of agency in NPF, including policy
marketers and narrators as policy entrepreneurs. Policy mar-
keters may be actors that occupy several positions in and
around government and “spend much of their time construct-
ing public policy problems, defining relevant policy beliefs, and
ultimately reducing complex and interrelated societal problems
into simple policy marketing packages” (McBeth and
Shanahan 2004). Petridou and Mintrom (2021) argue for a
direct insertion of the concept of the policy entrepreneur in
conjunction with the concept of the policy marketer as a central
player in the narrative policy framework. Conversely, Hand
et al. (2023) conceptualize the policy narrator as a kind of policy
entrepreneur in that they construct strategic and convincing
narratives aimed at a specific audience. Further exploration of
policy entrepreneurship could contribute to empirical explora-
tions focusing on resources available to entrepreneurial actors
and their importance in policy narratives. In summary, the
potential to develop the concept of the policy entrepreneur in
NFP is twofold: as the creator of narratives, the narrator, or as
the peddler of narratives, the policy marketer.

4.4 | Punctuated Equilibrium Theory

Punctuated Equilibrium Theory proposes that stability and incre-
mentalism, as opposed to dynamic changes, characterize policy

processes. As a policy process theory, it seeks to explain both stasis
and change. The basic premise of PET is that the policy-making
system is characterized by stability punctuated by instances of
dramatic change (Baumgartner et al. 2023). Policy images are cru-
cial in expanding the issue beyond policy specialists, and this is an
area where policy entrepreneurs may be key, especially if these
policy images are conflicting. Policy entrepreneurs may provide
viable alternative policy images, thus undermining the status quo
and consequently introducing change. They may also act strategi-
cally by altering the level of governance or jurisdiction, thus shifting
the decision venue and introducing change.

4.5 | Policy Diffusion and Innovation

Policy Diffusion and Innovation seeks to understand how policies
travel vertically and horizontally across jurisdictions. It necessarily
takes a network perspective in attempting to answer what is dif-
fused, where it diffuses, who has a role in this diffusion, and how
policies get diffused (Porto de Olilveria et al. 2023). Policy en-
trepreneurs have been influential actors taking part in the process of
policy diffusion since the work of Michael Mintrom in 1997, who
proposed that through creating and expanding networks—partly
based on their credibility as individuals—and crafting persuasive
arguments, policy entrepreneurs help diffuse policies across state
lines in the American policy-making context. Policy entrepreneurs
are part of the collection of actors characterized as “transfer agents,”
influencing the diffusion of policy innovation (Porto de Olilveria
et al. 2023).

In summary, the concept of the policy entrepreneur diverges sig-
nificantly across theories of the policy process regarding its role in
each framework qualitatively and in terms of its relative impor-
tance. We must remember that theories of the policy process ask
different questions and focus on different aspects of policymaking.
Policy entrepreneurs are indispensable in the agent-focused MSF,
whereas they are less salient in the more structurally oriented PET.
Policy entrepreneurs are one type of actor among many facilitating
policy diffusion in PDI, a framework that allows for the conceptual
differentiation of different agents based on how they promote policy
diffusion. The role of the policy entrepreneur in the ACF remains
underdeveloped despite its treatment in early scholarship. Finally,
in the NPF, a framework still evolving, the policy entrepreneur finds
its place as a skillful and strategic teller and peddler of stories.

The common thread of the function of the policy entrepreneur
in all these frameworks is that, fundamentally, the policy en-
trepreneur frames policy problems, images, and narratives and
transforms ideas into public policy. Additionally, and impor-
tantly for this paper, the policy entrepreneur as a part of a
theory of the policy process has been used extensively in Eur-
opean empirical applications. However, its applicability in the
European context has not been problematized. The review that
follows proposes to remedy this.

5 | Research Design

We employ a scoping review methodology as outlined by Grant
and Booth (2009) and Munn et al. (2018). The concept of the
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policy entrepreneur has significantly evolved since John Kingdon
popularized the term in 1984 with his seminal work Agendas, Al-
ternatives, and Public Policies (Kingdon 2003), and the literature
reflects this evolution through the addition of various modifiers,
such as bureaucratic, emotional, institutional, managerial, moral,
public, and others (see Petridou 2017, for a comprehensive discus-
sion). Our study focuses exclusively on policy entrepreneurs, given
their critical role in introducing innovation and driving policy
change within policy process theories (Mintrom and Norman 2009;
Petridou and Mintrom 2021).

5.1 | Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria

We used the wildcard search term “policy entrepreneur*” to iden-
tify relevant literature within titles, abstracts, and keywords. We
searched two primary databases, Scopus and Web of Science,
restricting our selection to peer-reviewed articles. In line with Jones
et al. (2016), we excluded Google Scholar to avoid duplicates and
non-peer-reviewed content, such as grey literature and book chap-
ters, which may lack rigorous peer review or be difficult to access.
Consistent with standard practice in systematic reviews in this field
(Frisch Aviram et al. 2020; Jones et al. 2016; Petridou 2014), we
included only articles published in English, the value of academic
work published in other languages notwithstanding.

Our search encompassed publications from 1999, the year the first
edition of Theories of the Policy Process was published, through 2023
(including early-view articles), when the fifth edition came out, and
the last full year before we drafted this study. The review included
articles that considered the policy entrepreneur within the context
of policy process theories solely in European settings. We restricted

Articles identified from:
SCOPUS (n = 965)

our focus to empirical studies set within the European Union (EU),
European Economic Area (EEA), and European Free Trade
Agreement (EFTA) countries, including the United Kingdom,
which was an EU member for most of the review period. We also
included comparative studies featuring at least one EU, EEA, or
EFTA country. We excluded purely conceptual articles without
empirical cases, book reviews, review articles, and editorials to
prevent redundancy and duplication. Additionally, we excluded
studies with a global scope focused on supranational bodies, such as
the United Nations, NATO, or the World Bank, if they lacked
specific empirical references to relevant national contexts.

The initial search yielded 965 records from Scopus and 833 from
Web of Science, totaling 1,798 peer-reviewed articles. After re-
moving duplicates, 1150 articles remained for consideration.
Following the application of our inclusion and exclusion crite-
ria to the abstracts or the full text, in case the abstract did not
contain the necessary information, 1042 articles were excluded,
leaving a final dataset of 108 peer-reviewed articles. We must
note here that in the articles we excluded were 175 studies that
considered policy entrepreneurs as a stand-alone concept, that
is, outside of the theories of the policy process (Figure 1).

5.2 | Data Extraction and Coding

Aiming to delineate entrepreneurs’ context and characteristics
in the reviewed articles, we applied descriptive coding (Booth
et al. 2020), extracting information sorted into nine units with
multiple items in each (see Appendix 1). These were a product
of collaborative coding by the author team. Two members of the
team work in the same physical space, which facilitated an

Duplicates removed be-

Web of Science (n = 833)
(N =1798)*

Applying exclusion criteria**

A 4

fore screening
(n =648)

Articles excluded

(n = 1150)

A 4

Studied included in the review
(n=108)

* Searches
"policy entrepreneur

AN

A 4

(n = 1042)

in article title, abstract or keyword

Delimitations: Publication year from 1999 to 2023; Document type: Article; Language: English

** Exclusion criteria:

Applications not set in (at least one) European Union (EU), European Economic Area (EEA) , or

European Free Trade Area (EFTA) country

Purely conceptual articles
Review articles and editorials
Papers focusing on supranational bodies

Not using the theories of the policy process

FIGURE 1 | Search and selection process.
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iterative process, furthered by frequent discussions with the rest
of the team, ensuring the validity and reliability of the codes.

In the interest of answering the research questions, the coding
scheme consists of three main components, each designed to
capture specific aspects of the studies reviewed:

1. Context: The first four coding units describe the political-
administrative context of each study. We identified studies
focused on single-country applications within the EU and
EEA, as well as those involving multiple countries. EU-
level studies were coded as “supranational.” In the case of
comparative studies, including at least one country within
the EU, EEA, or EFTA and a country or countries outside
these areas, we listed these countries as well.

Policy areas were coded inductively, aiming at reflecting
broad fields rather than narrowly parsed policy sectors (see
Frisch Aviram et al. 2020). For example, “environment”
includes flood risk and food waste, while social policy ranges
from domestic violence policies to modern slavery. The
administrative levels were categorized into supra-
national, central® (to reflect the central level of govern-
ance in both federal and unitary states), regional, and
local.

2. Policy Entrepreneur: The next three coding units per-
tain to the policy entrepreneur. We distinguished whether
the entrepreneur is an individual, an institution, or a
combination of both. Recognizing that some studies do
not disclose, identify, or include a policy entrepreneur, we
included codes for these scenarios. Entrepreneurial iden-
tity was coded based on whether the entrepreneur was an
individual or an institution, with seven distinct identities
for individual entrepreneurs and six for institutional en-
trepreneurs. We also included codes for unidentified,
unnamed, multiple (in the case of studies that identified
more than one entrepreneur), and absent identities. The
entrepreneur's professional or decision-making level was
captured, with citizens and journalists coded as “grass-
root” to differentiate them from street-level bureaucrats.
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3. Theoretical Framework: This coding unit addresses the
theoretical frameworks employed in the studies. As outlined
previously, we coded for the five policy process theories that
involve policy entrepreneurs. We coded instances where more
than one theory of the policy process was used, as well as
instances where a theory of the policy process was used in
combination with a theory outside these five theories. Finally,
we coded articles based on whether they had theoretical or
empirical ambitions; “yes” for those studies that made a
theoretical contribution and ‘no’ for those straightforward
applications aimed at explaining or describing a policy event.

6 | Results and Analysis

Reflecting findings of other systematic reviews on the concept
of the policy entrepreneur (see Frisch Aviram et al. 2020;
Petridou et al. 2025), our findings show an upward trend in the
number of publications per year. European applications of
the policy entrepreneur as part of policy process theories have
increased considerably since 1999, demonstrating both the
utility and theoretical appeal of policy process theories in gen-
eral as a means of explaining policy phenomena in Europe and
of the policy entrepreneur in particular as a way to systematize
and nuance agency in European public policy (Figure 2).

Our paper citation network analysis reveals that the majority of
the articles in our dataset are centered on a core group of
influential works, including Ackrill and Kay (2011), Copeland
and James (2014), Herweg (2016), and Parrish (2022). As shown
in Figure 3, these articles exhibit the highest density of within-
dataset links. Surrounding this central cluster, we also observe a
few peripheral connections or “tentacles” comprising less cen-
tral papers that contribute either theoretically or empirically to
the literature.

This combination of a well-defined core and loosely connected
peripheral papers presents a fertile ground for theoretical ex-
pansion for two key reasons. First, the robust theoretical
foundation provided by the core papers is not isolated; instead,

FIGURE 2 | Number of published articles per year. Three of the included articles were published as ‘early view’ in 2023, even though their final

publication year is 2024.
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Article citation network. Illustration produced with VOSviewer. The clusters illustrate articles directly citing each other. VOSviewer

uses a modularity optimization algorithm to create these clusters, aiming to maximize intra-cluster connections while minimizing intercluster

connections. The resulting clusters reflect closely related works that share a direct intellectual connection, such as articles that build upon or critique

each other's findings.

TABLE1 |

Top-cited articles in the dataset (papers with five links or more within the dataset).

Article

Total number of citations®

Links within the dataset®

Ackrill and Kay (2011)
Copeland and James (2014)
Herweg (2016)

Parrish (2022)

Oborn et al. (2011)

Sus (2024)

Saurugger and Terpan (2016)
Natali (2004)

166
122
40
5
89
6
61
32

20
11

wm wnn N O 0

2Retrieved from SCOPUS on December 8, 2024.

PVOSviewer creates links for direct citations and co-citation, bibliographic coupling, and coauthorship, depending on the analysis type. Each creates a new link between

items, often leading to a larger total count of links.

it has the potential to integrate with diverse theoretical
perspectives. Second, the interplay between central and
peripheral papers suggests opportunities for critique and cross-
disciplinary connections, potentially drawing insights from
other fields. Here we would like to note that the most cited
paper in our dataset is one that does not appear in Figure 3.
Based on the MSF, Olsson et al. (2004) analyze a transformation
towards adaptive co-management in wetland landscape gov-
ernance in Southern Sweden. The paper was published in
Ecology and Society and has been cited 615 times, but not by
policy scholars. Additionally, the work of several other authors
(Olsson, Folke, and Hahn) has mainly been in the fields of
social-ecological systems and resilience. This article is a
reminder that there are instances in which policy research goes
unnoticed by the policy community because it is published in

non-public policy outlets by researchers who belong to other
disciplines.

The most central paper in our dataset, with 20 connected
studies (see Table 1), is the Ackrill and Kay 2011 study of the
2005 sugar reform at the EU level. The authors based their
analysis on the MSF and made several theoretical contributions
to the framework. Of relevance to this current study is the ex-
amination of policy entrepreneurship: the policy entrepreneur
identified in this study is the Trade Commissioner—the indi-
vidual rather than the institution they represented. The authors
also posit that policy entrepreneurs do not merely
present policy-makers with policy options, but they often own
decision-making resources—in other words, they are policy-
makers themselves. This is not an insignificant point because a
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FIGURE 4 | Applications per country and region.

strand of the MSF literature differentiates entrepreneurial
agency based on the other identity of the entrepreneurial actor.
For example, Hogan and Feeney (2012) treat policy-makers as
political entrepreneurs and retain the modifier “policy” for
entrepreneurs who are not policy-makers. Having said this,
Herweg et al. (2023) consider political entrepreneurs to be these
actors who hold leadership (elected) positions and only become
relevant during the decision-making stage by assembling the
necessary majorities for a policy solution to be adopted. Con-
sequently, elected officials may be considered to be policy en-
trepreneurs if they are the ones coupling streams in an effort to
promote a worked-out policy solution.

6.1 | Country Context

Single case studies of policy entrepreneurs were contextualized
in 17 countries. Only eight of the 108 studies were comparative,
five of which involved multiple European countries: two con-
stituted large European country comparisons using Qualitative
Comparative Analysis (QCA) (Bothner et al. 2022; Shephard
et al. 2021), and one was a small-N comparison among Eur-
opean countries (Pesch et al. 2017), Finally, there was a case
study of Germany and Sweden (Spohr 2016), and a study
comparing former communist countries (Appel and
Orenstein (2013).

An additional three papers were small-N comparisons between
European and non-European countries— two comparisons
between the UK and the US (Béland et al. 2023; Bovill
et al. 2021) and one among the Netherlands, Vietnam, and
Bangladesh (Hasan et al. 2022), highlighting the methodological
potential for cross-country comparative studies within and
outside European contexts.

The overwhelming majority of the case studies in a single
country context concerned the UK, with 26 papers (almost

Jany
wv
N
o
N
v
w
o

one-quarter of the papers in the dataset) reporting entrepreneurs at
all levels of governance in that country. This is consistent with
recent MSF reviews (see, e.g., DeLeo et al. 2024; Jones et al. 2016),
which report more MSF studies in the UK context compared to
other European countries. In addition to country-level case studies,
the review revealed 30 applications (about 28 percent) at the EU
level. The UK and EU studies accounted for more than half of the
total articles under consideration, while 13 European countries
were not represented in single case studies in our dataset (Figure 3).
Six out of the seven most central papers in Figure 4 (papers with
five or more papers connected to them) concern policy en-
trepreneurship at the EU level. The seventh (Oborn et al. 2011) is
situated in the UK context.

There are potential theoretical explanations behind the large
number of UK and EU applications. Policy entrepreneurs thrive
in complex public policy settings involving overlapping jur-
isdictions, allowing for venue shopping and contexts with
intrinsic potential for threat, friction, and conflict, incentivizing
political actors to act entrepreneurially (Arnold 2022). When it
comes to the UK context, according to Richardson (2018), the
UK public policy setting has shifted focus from making better
policies to a considerably more politicized process in what he
terms a “frenetic policy style” with an attendant increase of
centralization of policy-making resources, the marginalization
of interest groups and a trend towards a strong government.
From a Lijphart (1999) perspective, the Westminster system is
one that is characterized by a large minority excluded from
power due to the two-party system, and interest group plural-
ism. Because power is concentrated on the majority, interest
politics is competitive and adversarial. In other words, many
different interest groups attempt to exert pressure to policy-
makers locked in competition, which provides a fruitful context
for policy entrepreneurs. These case studies reflect the often,
but not always, successful attempts (see Hawkins and
McCambridge [2020] for an account of a failed attempt) to
realize policy change championed mostly by elite actors at all
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TABLE 2 | Number of applications per policy area.

Banking 1 Forest 1 Regulatory policy 3
Criminal justice 2 Governance 17 Research policy 1
Crisis management 2 Health 17 Security 5
Culture 1 Higher education 1 Signals policy 1
Digital policies 1 Housing 1 Social policy 8
Economy 1 Immigration 1 Spatial planning 3
Education 6 Innovation policy 1 Sports 2
Energy 3 Labor 2 Tax policy 1
Environment 18 Moral policies 1 Transportation 1
Financial 1 Pensions 2
Food 2 Public sector innovation 1

50 a7

40

30 28

20 13 12

10 . 8

: H =
Supranational Central Regional Local Multiple

FIGURE 5 | Level of governance.

levels of governance. When it comes to the predominance of
applications at the EU level, as mentioned earlier in this article,
the EC is the locus of policy initiation in the EU. As such, it also
provides fertile context for policy entrepreneurial action.
Additionally, the complexity of the EU policy-making context
allows for the exploration of policy entrepreneurship, notably
often with the European Commission (or the Commissioner
themselves) as the policy entrepreneur. We recognize here that
from a Lijphart perspective, the EU political system as a whole
is consensus-oriented; however, the EC has considerable power
in directing the policy-making process which can account for its
entrepreneurial action in a variety of policy sectors. Having said
this, the concept of the policy entrepreneur is a versatile one, as
evidenced by the applications in consensus-oriented systems at
the national and subnational levels, as shown in Figure 4.

6.2 | Policy Area

Policy entrepreneurs are active in a wide array of policy areas, of
which the environment, governance, health, and social policy cov-
ered several subareas. In line with Frisch Aviram et al. (2020), the
policy sectors that have traditionally attracted policy entrepreneurs
because of high levels of controversy and relatively open subsystems
(such as health and the environment) exhibited large numbers of
applications in our study as well. However, there emerged appli-
cations in policy areas such as banking, crisis management, and tax
policy—sectors of high technical but low political complexity
(Peters 2015), as well as security and defense policy, which involve a

less open subsystem. Even though the former implies less contro-
versy and friction and the latter more limited access to political
actors and thus less of a fertile ground for policy entrepreneurial
action, the applications show that policy entrepreneurs also feature
in these policy areas in the European contexts, ranging from the
supranational (banking, tax reform, defense, and security) to the
regional and local levels of governance (crisis management)
(Table 2).

6.3 | Level of Governance

Entrepreneurs at the central level of governance dominated the
European applications in our dataset, with 47 of the studies at that
level. Only eight studies involved multiple entrepreneurs situated at
different levels of governance, while the subnational levels (regional
and local) are underrepresented in the dataset (compared to the
supranational and national levels) with a combined 25 studies at
those levels (Figure 5). Though one could interpret this finding as a
lack of scholarly attention on policy entrepreneurs in European
subnational settings, a more plausible explanation rests with the
theories of the policy process. Traditionally, these theories explain
phenomena in the agenda setting or policy formulation stage,
which, depending on the political system, tend to be in the purview
of the central level of governance. However, recent developments in
the policy process theories have expanded the explanatory value of
the theory that is most represented in the dataset, the MSF, in the
implementation stage of the policy process, traditionally involving
the subnational levels of governance (Fowler 2022).
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FIGURE 8 | Other identity of the entrepreneur. (Blue=Institutional; Green=Individual; Red=Other).

6.4 | Type, (Other) Identity, and Level of the
Policy Entrepreneur

The policy entrepreneur was conceptualized by Kingdon (2003) as
an individual actor. More than half of the entrepreneurs reported in
the studies under consideration (58) were individuals. Subsequent
theorization of the concept within and beyond theories of the policy
process (see Mintrom 2000; Mintrom and Norman 2009; Petridou
and Mintrom 2021) has identified institutional policy entrepreneurs,
here meaning organizations acting entrepreneurially—a kind of
collective entrepreneurship at the organization level accounting for
the entrepreneurs active in 30 studies (see Figure 6). The most
prominent institution in the European applications in this dataset is
the European Commission, but researchers have also identified
entire governments as political entrepreneurs (see Wolf 2021 for an
account of entrepreneurial action by the German government in
anticorruption policy) as well as NGOs in as diverse policy areas as
the environment (Hermansen 2015); public health (Piggin and
Hart 2017), and sports policy (Poulton 2020).

Vexing are eight studies not dwelling on the policy en-
trepreneur at all. They leave them unidentified, having assumed

their existence but not providing any evidence that played a role
in the policy process. In contrast, Herweg (2016)* describes
conditions under which policy change happens without the
intervention of policy entrepreneurial action. Notably, 11
studies identify a mix of individuals and organizations as policy
entrepreneurs; among them, a couple of papers have curiously
turned to nonhuman actors: Ornerheim (2016) claims that the
medical profession was one of the policy entrepreneurs credited
with a change in health care policy in Sweden, whereas Cowan
et al. (2018) posit that documents were entrepreneurial in
housing policy reform in the UK (Figure 6).

The policy entrepreneur in the European public policy process
is most likely an elite actor—individual or organization—as
identified in 70 studies (Figure 7). These are actors inside and
around government (Kingdon 2003), energetic actors who work
with others to affect dynamic change (Mintrom 2019a; 2019b;
Petridou and Mintrom 2021). Multiple types of entrepreneurs
were found in 33 studies, with the majority of the identified
entrepreneurs being politicians—elected officials and party
officials (Figure 8). Novotny and Polasek (2016) and Kippin
(2019; 2023) highlight party officials as policy entrepreneurs,
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FIGURE 9 | Theoretical frameworks.

which is a fruitful avenue for research in the European contexts,
given the salience of political parties. This finding also dem-
onstrates that policy entrepreneurs are not solely peddlers of a
policy solution; they often own policy-making resources
(Figure 9).

6.5 | Theories of the Policy Process in European
Applications

The 108 European applications of the policy entrepreneur as
part of a theory of the policy process involved four theories:
ACF, MSF, PDI, and PET. Of these applications, 10 studies used
a theory other than the MSF. Four studies relied on ACF for
analytical leverage (Dudley and Richardson 1999; Neville 2012;
Nohrstedt 2011; Smith et al. 2015) at EU level, the central level
of governance in the UK and Sweden and the EU level,
respectively, and two additional papers are based on PET
(Jennings et al. 2020; Torfs et al. 2023), also at the central level,
in the UK and Belgian context. These studies examine different
policy sectors in varying national contexts, but the policy en-
trepreneurs are all elite actors.

Elite actors (both individual and institutions) were the policy
entrepreneurs in three out of the five studies that explored
policy entrepreneurs based on PDI: two studies were framed as
policy diffusion (Appel and Orestein 2013; Safuta 2021) and
three as policy transfer (Béland et al. 2023; Hasan et al. 2022;
Petridou and Olausson 2017). In one study, the entrepreneurs
remained unidentified (Hasan et al. 2022), while the en-
trepreneur in Petridou and Olausson (2017) was a public ser-
vant at the regional level. None of the PDI studies specifically
cite the relevant chapter in the edited volume of Theories of the
Policy Process. Instead, they are theoretically anchored in the
literature that partly underpins PDI, namely policy diffusion
(Berry and Berry 1990) and policy transfer (Dolowitz and
Marsh 1996). Notably, the articles based on policy diffusion
diverge from the prescriptions of PDI in the sense that they are
qualitative, descriptive case studies.

The vast majority of the articles in our dataset, 88 papers, used
the MSF as the sole theoretical framework. An additional seven
studies use the MSF in conjunction with a theory unrelated to
the theories of the policy process, for example, institutionalism
(Corbett 2011) or network theory (Hoeijmakers et al. 2007;
Reardon 2018). Finally, one study combined MSF and PET
(Carter and Jacobs 2014) to explain the shift in UK climate
change policy between 2006 and 2010 under the Labour gov-
ernment. In total, 95 of the 108 applications involve the MSF.
Just over one-third of the studies in our dataset had theoretical
ambitions—either geared towards the theory of the policy
process or particularly focused on policy entrepreneurs.

7 | Policy Entrepreneurs as a Crosscutting
Concept: Five Themes

We identified five themes advancing the theory on policy en-
trepreneurs as a crosscutting concept of policy process theories
in Europe and beyond. First, traditionally, the case studies of
policy entrepreneurs focus on the actions of one or more actors,
providing an account of how these actors succeed in affecting
change. We know that entrepreneurs work in teams
(Mintrom 2019a; 2019b; Petridou and Mintrom 2021), but they
may also champion different goals (Arnold et al. 2023). These
accounts tend to be individual-centered and, with the exception
of network studies, do not discuss interactions among policy
entrepreneurs. As a result, entrepreneurial action is discussed
in isolation. Saurugger and Terpan (2016) remedy this by ex-
ploring the coherence and heterogeneity of entrepreneurial
coalitions at the EU level during crises, with member states
acting as policy entrepreneurs. The authors unpack two eco-
nomic governance crises, demonstrating the importance of
cooperation between larger and more powerful member states
(such as Germany) and smaller states (such as Finland) in the
resulting policy outcome. Leaning on the MSF, their main
argument is that a larger window of opportunity combined with
a coherent coalition of policy entrepreneurs (here, member
states) results in more legally constraining norms.

Copeland and James (2014) also tackle the relational aspects of
policy entrepreneurship. In a second influential theme in the
European context, the authors provide the roadmap for how a
large bureaucracy, the European Commission, acts as a policy
entrepreneur by constructing strategic narratives and contain-
ing policy spillovers (policy spillback) under conditions of
ambiguity. In this case, the fluidity and dynamism of policy
entrepreneurs rest with alliances between the European Com-
mission and Presidents of the Council of Europe over time.

Third, supranational institutions are salient to the European
political environment; so are political parties. In a third theo-
retical theme, Novotny and Polasek (2016) explore policy en-
trepreneurship in political parties, and in particular among
party chairs. The authors offer a way to understand modern-
ization in political organizations, such as political parties, as the
actions of several actors identified as policy entrepreneurs—
both policy-makers as well as policy advisors. This trajectory
ties in with the findings of Ackrill and Kay (2011) mentioned
earlier in this article, who theorize policy entrepreneurship
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across the spectrum of political actors and the amount of
decision-making resources that they own.

A fourth theme concerns the utility and efficacy of policy en-
trepreneurs. In addition to the rare studies by Hawkins and
McCambridge (2020) and Safuta (2021) mentioned earlier in
this article, explaining the failure to implement minimum unit
pricing for alcohol in England and reforms in Poland, respec-
tively, despite the actions of policy entrepreneurs, Herweg
(2016) outlines the conditions under which change may take
place without entrepreneurial action. She finds that in instances
where there is broad agreement on problem definition and
concomitant political support to address a given policy problem
in conjunction with the availability of policy solutions, change
may occur without policy entrepreneurs.

Finally, two papers tackle the proactive and reactive attitudes of
policy entrepreneurs. De Rynck (2016) shows how a powerful
elite institutional actor, the European Central Bank, can create
opportunities that it later exploits to effect change; Petridou
et al. (2024), conversely, make the case for policy entrepreneurs
at the local level, who much like market entrepreneurs, act
entrepreneurially because it is the best, but not the preferred
choice. Political pressure from above and a particularly focusing
event can create conditions of necessity that result in reactive
policy entrepreneurship.

8 | Conclusions

A long-standing criticism against theories of the policy process is
that they were created in and for the American political context.
Policy process theorists have taken this to heart; currently, most
theories boast applications in diverse political environments. Com-
mon key constituent parts across these theories, which we consider
to be crosscutting concepts, have not enjoyed the same scrutiny.
This could hinder attempts to collectively leverage these theories for
analytical purposes (see Cairney 2013). With this systematic scoping
review, we seek to remedy this by examining one crosscutting
concept in European contexts, the policy entrepreneur. We asked
the following questions: in the context of theories of the policy
process, what is the landscape of research on policy entrepreneurs
in European political contexts, including policy area, level of gov-
ernance, type (such as individual or organization), and their other
identity in the policy-making process (such as, public servant,
political appointee, citizen)? How have these studies advanced the
state-of-the-art in European policy process studies?

We found a dynamic scholarship trending upwards. Even
though the policy entrepreneur is a core concept of five theories
of the policy process (four of which we find in European ap-
plications), in Europe, it is overwhelmingly tied to the MSF. We
found no application focusing on policy entrepreneurs using the
NPF. Many studies use the MSF for analytical leverage to ex-
plain policy phenomena at the EU level, exploring the en-
trepreneurship of the European Commission and other
supranational institutions. This is perhaps not a surprise, given
the complexity of policy-making at the supranational level,
which allows for opportunity structures that policy en-
trepreneurs may take advantage of. Case studies covered a
variety of countries, with the UK being the context for a large

number of them, partly explained by the adversarial politics in
that context. Additionally, the policy entrepreneur in Europe is
most likely an elite actor—individual or institution, in a wide
array of policy areas. Theoretical advancements of the policy
entrepreneur in Europe include the blurred line between actors
who try to influence policy-makers and policy-makers them-
selves as the latter feature as policy entrepreneurs; the en-
trepreneurship of large formal institutions (such as the
European Commission), and policy entrepreneurship in politi-
cal parties.

The diversity and richness of the European political contexts
offer promising avenues for future research. First, more
research is needed to understand the interactions of policy en-
trepreneurs working together (or against each other) at the
same or different levels of multi-level governance. Saurugger
and Terpan (2016) explored this, but more research is necessary
to understand the relational aspects of policy entrepreneurs
when they are working in teams or loosely in the same policy
area. Second, European political contexts include consocial and
corporatist systems privileging cooperation and efforts to build
consensus. What happens when there is broad agreement
among policy-makers about a policy problem and possible
policy solutions? This could be an instance when there are no
entrepreneurs present. Alternatively, Petridou et al. (2024)
posited that a particular focusing event, one dominant frame of
the policy problem, and broad agreement regarding the policy
solution could result in top-down pressure, which in turn
results in the emergence of a reactive entrepreneur. However,
the entrepreneur in their study was a public servant, which may
indicate that the other identity of the policy entrepreneur is
important in whether they are reactive or proactive; more
research is needed to test this in other identities of policy en-
trepreneurs (elected official, politician, citizen) or type
(organizations or individuals as policy entrepreneurs). Finally,
more attention is needed to the scholarship developing the
policy entrepreneur as a stand-alone—rather than a cross-
cutting concept, as evidenced by the 175 articles our study ex-
cluded because they were not anchored in a theory of the policy
process. The theory of policy entrepreneurs and policy en-
trepreneurship have advanced outside the theories of the policy
process, and understanding their theoretical and analytical
potential can help us understand policy change in Europe and
beyond.
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Endnotes

'The lower limit of three theories out of a total of eight (38 percent)
represents an arbitrary, but informed choice, a compromise to feature
and consider the most representative crosscutting concepts.
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2Applications in England, Northern Ireland, Scotland, and Wales were
coded as “regional” (see Cairney et al. 2022).

*Herweg (2016) is coded under“mixed” because she describes a
multiple-stage process including the presence of policy entrepreneurs
as well as their absence.
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