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ABSTRACT

This article examines the fire and rescue services sector in Sweden in the period 1986-2021, and explains the timing of
bureaucratic reforms using the Multiple Streams Framework (MSF). In this study, we insert institutions in MSF by employing a
two-level analysis; we highlight the interactions among experts acting as policy entrepreneurs over time and during a large

window of opportunity, and we show that in a programmatically complex policy during a large window of opportunity open for

a long period of time, policymakers may become proactive and engage in commissioning.

1 | Introduction

How do policymakers prioritize issues among an array of
pressing and conflicting policy problems? What explains the
timing of the prominence of an idea? These questions have
always been relevant, but perhaps even more so in the con-
temporary political environment, in which increasingly policy-
making takes place in the shadow of one or more crises (Boin
et al. 2017; Petridou et al. 2025). Policymakers attempt to solve
problems that are often intractable and wicked (Rittel and
Webber 1973) fraught with ambiguity (Zahariadis 2003), and
necessitating satisficing decisions made under the pressure of
truncated time horizons (Zahariadis et al. 2023). Theories of the
policy process offer a diverse and complementary array of lenses
to explain policy change or stasis based on different sets of
assumptions, asking different questions regarding the interac-
tions among policy actors, policy events, and the political en-
vironment in which they operate (Weible 2023).

For the past four decades, the Multiple Streams Framework (MSF)
has constituted a versatile framework to answer questions of timing,
serendipity, agenda setting prioritization, and increasingly policy
change and implementation (Fowler 2022; Herweg et al. 2023;
Kingdon 2003; Zahariadis 2007, 2014; Zahariadis et al. 2023). The
MSF privileges agency, providing the space and impetus for the
theorization of the policy entrepreneur (Kingdon 2003;
Mintrom 2000; Petridou and Mintrom 2021). Having said this, a
criticism leveled against MSF concerns the relative lack of attention
the framework pays to institutions (Bolukbasi and Yildinm 2022;
Zohlnhofer et al. 2016). In this article, we join Bolukbasi and Yil-
dirim (2022) and Zohlnhofer et al. (2016) in turning our attention to
the role institutions play in policy change with a case study in the
field of crisis management in Sweden. More specifically, we inves-
tigate the organizational restructuring of the fire and rescue services
at the national level of governance through the introduction of an
organizational idea, labeled system command®, developed and pro-
moted by experts acting as policy entrepreneurs.
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The empirical puzzle guiding our research concerns the timing
of this organizational restructuring: how can we explain the
timing of the idea of system command gaining prominence and
eventually being adopted as a large-scale organizational change
at the national level in Sweden? We answer this question
through a three-prong theoretical approach: First, we insert
institutions in MSF by employing a two-level analysis—at the
institutional and individual levels, while highlighting the in-
teractions between the two levels. Second, we explore the in-
teractions among policy entrepreneurs by testing2 Saurugger
and Terpan's (2015) second hypothesis, stating that “[tJhe more
coherent the interpretation of problems and possible solutions by
a coalition of policy entrepreneurs during the opening of large
windows of opportunity, the higher the probability that radical
policy change occurs” (p. 41). Third, we propose that in pro-
grammatically complex policy processes that span several years
and more than one legislative cycle, policymakers actively seek
solutions that have previously been put forth by policy en-
trepreneurs in a coupling logic that is termed commissioning
(Ackrill and Kay 2011; Herweg 2017; Herweg et al. 2018, 2023).
During a large window of opportunity in the problem stream, in
an institutional context in which legislative work is not dis-
rupted after a change of government following elections (legis-
lative continuity [Weill 2016]), policymakers become proactive
and select a solution that has been previously advocated by a
policy entrepreneur in a commissioning coupling logic.

The remainder of the article is structured as follows: in the next
section, we outline our theoretical departures followed by the
research design of the study. After a description of the Swedish
contextual policy conditions, we present results and analysis of
the data, which we discuss in a concluding section.

2 | MSF, Institutions, Policy Entrepreneurs, and
Experts

MSF conceptualizes three independent streams, the problem,
policy and political streams, The problem stream refers to the
sum of environmental conditions that actors at any given time
define as public problems for which they seek solutions. For a
condition to be regarded as a problem, policy makers must pay
attention to it as a problem. Thus, problems are not objective
facts, but phenomena that are to a certain extent, subjective.
Ideas regarding problem definition and suitable policy solutions
are proposed and discussed in the policy stream, in policy
communities whose members share an interest in a policy field.
The element of agency in the system is articulated in the con-
cept of policy entrepreneurs, who are energetic actors, inside and
around government, driving their preferred policy alternative
(Mintrom 2019a, 2019b). Once solutions are developed, they are
presented to actors in the political stream (Kingdon 2003;
Herweg 2016; Herweg et al. 2018; Zahariadis et al. 2023).

Agenda and policy change take place during propitious
moments in time called policy windows, which may be pre-
dictable, for example preceded by national elections, or
unpredictable, for example preceded by a crisis constituting a
focusing event (Kingdon 2003; Herweg et al. 2023). In this
article, we focus on the latter. A crisis constitutes “a serious
threat to the basic structures or the fundamental values and

norms of a system, which under time pressure and highly
uncertain circumstances necessitates making vital decisions”
(Rosenthal et al. 1989, 10). Based on the 2013 work of Kliiver
(2013), Saurugger and Terpan (2016) theorize that the size of
the window is based on the severity of the crisis, the element of
surprise that it entails, and the conditions of urgency that it
creates as a corollary of a truncated period of time available to
policymakers to make decisions. The more extreme these ele-
ments, the larger the window of opportunity and the higher the
possibility of dynamic change. Further, they hypothesize that
“[tlhe more coherent the interpretation of problems and pos-
sible solutions by a coalition of policy entrepreneurs during the
opening of large windows of opportunity, the higher the prob-
ability that radical policy change occurs” (p. 41). The coherence
of the problem interpretation by the policy entrepreneurs is the
intervening variable, which makes the window more- or less
conducive to successful coupling.

During windows of opportunity, the streams are coupled and
this coupling is “an important element of policy choice”
(Zahariadis 2003, 73). The stream in which the window opens
has consequences for the kind of coupling that it induces.
Zahariadis notes that “opportunities ration attention (2007, 75)
and hypothesizes that if a window opens in the politics stream,
then the likely coupling is doctrinal that is, the solution pre-
cedes the problem in a process that is more ideologically driven
than aimed towards finding a fitting solution to a policy prob-
lem (Zahariadis 2003, 2007). For example, after a national
election, it is common for the new government to implement
its preferred policies framed as solutions to existing problems.
Conversely, if a window opens in the problem stream, the most
likely coupling is consequential that is, the problem precedes
the solution. The idea here is that the crisis exposes a problem
to which policymakers seek to find a solution. A third coupling
logic was introduced by Ackrill and Kay (2011). In what the
authors term commissioning, policymakers become active
seekers of policy solutions at the opening of a policy window.
“Instead of waiting for a policy entrepreneur to sell a solution,
policymakers actively select the solution they deem appropriate
(and thus the policy entrepreneur who advocates it) as a
reaction to changes in the program of political streams (Herweg
et al. 2018, 27).

Formally, policymakers, in seeking to alleviate policy problems
with the solutions they choose, operate within institutions,
which according to Bolukbasi and Yildirim (2022) have not
received adequate attention in MSF. Indeed, politics is institu-
tionally structured in space and time, and across policy sectors.
This means that an analysis of political change in a specific
policy sector within a delineated geographic location at a spe-
cific point in time must address specific contextual conditions.
One way to do this is to conceptualize these conditions in terms
of institutions.

The literature of institutions builds on different understandings,
definitions and aspects of the concept. In his seminal work on
the topic, Scott (2014) makes a distinction between three basic
elements (so-called pillars) of institutions, the regulative, nor-
mative, and cultural-cognitive pillar, respectively. Scholars pri-
marily associated with the regulative pillar, are distinguished by
“the prominence they give to regulatory processes—rule-
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setting, monitoring, and sanctioning activities” (Scott 2014, 59).
This definition is close to or equivalent to the one organiz-
ation scholars reserve for the concept of “organization” (Ahrne
and Brunsson 2011). The normative and cognitive-cultural pil-
lars, on the other hand, belong to the realm of ideas rather than
organizations. We therefore agree with Ahrne and Brunsson
that “there are key differences between behavior based on
beliefs and norms on the one hand and behavior constrained by
formal rules and similar aspects of organization on the other”
(Ahrne and Brunsson 2011, 89).

There are at least two reasons for the tendency to blur the
distinction between the two concepts. First, in the broadest and
most basic sense, institutions are rules. Institutions as rules may
be “hard” (e.g., laws) as well as “soft” (e.g., recommendations
and best practices), they may be formal (e.g., written down) as
well as informal (where rule-breakers may be ostracized in
different ways), and they may or may not be upheld with a
system of formal sanctions. Therefore, rules may take a material
form, as, for example, organizations, or be more symbolic, like
social norms. Second, some of the ideas constituting institutions
are specifically concerned with forms of organizing, When such
ideas become implemented and result in organizational change,
the process is regarded as “materialization of ideas” (Czarniawska
and Joerges 1996), As the MSF literature has broadened,
scholars have paid attention to formal political institutions as
explanatory variables to explain certain outcomes. Formal
political institutions tend to comprise context: “intervening
variables (or structuring variables) through which battles over
ideas and power are fought (Steinmo 2001, quoted in Bolukbasi
and Yildirim 2022, 510). In this article, we show how formal
political institutions, namely the Swedish executive-legislature
relations mediated by commissions of inquiry as well as the rule
of legislative continuity provide the impetus and conduit for
expert knowledge in public policy by being the locus for policy
entrepreneurial action.

Institutions are building blocks of social order, “collectively
enforced expectations with respect to the behavior of specific
categories of actors or to the performance of certain activities”
(Streeck et al. 2005, 9). They have a rule-like quality in the sense
that the actors involved expect institutionalized practices to be
observed and followed (March and Olsen 1989). Whereas MSF
concentrates on mechanisms for the introduction of policy
change, institutionalism studies how institutional patterns
contribute to political stability, in the face of attempts to achieve
change, and in this sense, the theories are complementary. In
this sense, inserting institutional theory into MSF means per-
forming a two-level analysis, by studying how institutional
patterns facilitate or constrain certain actions.

Conversely, policy entrepreneurs provide a fruitful metaphor
for understanding agency in the policy process—a mechanism
through which creativity and innovation are privileged in the
quest for dynamic change (Mintrom 2000, 2019a). Policy en-
trepreneurs are a special kind of political actor (Mintrom 2019b;
Petridou and Mintrom 2021), but they also have other, con-
current identities that inform their actions. Policy en-
trepreneurs may be elected or nonelected officials, members of
civil society or special interest groups, or concerned citizens. In
theorizing policy entrepreneurs, Mintrom (2019a) theorized a

set of attributes, skills, and strategies that policy entrepreneurs
have in common regardless of their other identities. Attributes
are personal traits that may be nurtured, skills are competences
that may be acquired, and strategies constitute what policy
entrepreneurs do based on attributes and skills. Policy en-
trepreneurial  skills include ambition; social acuity
(understanding the political environment); credibility (being
considered to have what it takes to do the job); sociability (the
ability to understand how one's suggestions will be accepted by
others), and tenacity (being persistent). Skills include strategic
thinking; building teams; collecting evidence (to use in suc-
cessful arguments); making arguments; engaging multiple au-
diences; negotiating, and networking. Finally, policy
entrepreneurial strategies include problem framing often
through story telling; using and expanding networks; working
with advocacy coalitions; leading by example and scaling up
change processes.

Traditionally, the scholarship on policy entrepreneurs has fo-
cused on individual agents (see, e.g., Lewis 1980; Loomis 1988;
Mintrom 2019a, 2019b; Schneider et al. 1995); however, policy
entrepreneurs may also be collective actors such as think tanks
(Ohemeng 2024); the European Commission (Copeland and
James 2014; Herweg 2016; Sus 2024); a local utilities company
(Young and Brans 2020); the German national government
(Saurugger and Terpan 2016); NGOs (Hermansen 2015), and
the World Bank (Appel and Orenstein 2013), to name a few.
These studies tend to focus on the institution as the unit of
analysis, without delving in the interactions of the en-
trepreneurs who work together to promote a solution (though
see Saurugger and Terpan 2016). There have been studies that
focus specifically on the collaborative practices on policy
entrepreneurs—after all, politics is not conducive to the success
of lone actors. Indeed, creating and expanding networks is a key
strategy of policy entrepreneurs. Christensen (2015), for ex-
ample, traces the teamwork of a group of policy entrepreneurs
who were successful in the building of a new opera house in
Oslo, whereas Meijerink and Huitema (2010) and Mintrom and
Vergari (1996) show how policy entrepreneurs work to create
advocacy coalitions or work with existing ones. Finally,
Mintrom et al. (2014) and Roberts and King (1991) show how
policy entrepreneurs leverage the knowledge and skills of oth-
ers in their team to promote their preferred policy solution.

Knowledge and expertise are salient in the policymaking pro-
cess. Linder and Peters (1984), writing more than four decades
ago, stated that governments often make public policy decisions
about which they have little knowledge; one may argue that this
is still the case. Policy outputs are always the result of political
processes and often the interface between evidence and policies,
and indeed what is considered evidence is contested. Increas-
ingly, the role of experts is salient when it comes to promoting
policy change relying on expert knowledge and data. Crow
(2010) highlights the importance of expert policy entrepreneurs
in a case study of recreational water rights policy in Colorado;
she finds that while policy entrepreneurs were important in
effecting change, expert policy entrepreneurs were even more
crucial in the process.

There is considerable overlap in the literature regarding what
policy entrepreneurs and experts do and how they contribute to
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policy change. Capano et al. (2025) offer a theorization of func-
tions and patterns of agency that moves away from the individual
actor and focuses instead on different functions of agency
(Capano and Galanti 2018; Merton 1968). Capano et al. (2025)
posit that the main agency function of policy entrepreneurs is
innovation, whereas that of the experts is intelligence. Innovation
involves introducing ideas to the debate; promoting innovative
policy instruments; investing resources for future gains, and
venue shopping, while intelligence entails producing data,
reports, and causal stories: proposing knowledge-based defini-
tions of problems and solutions to these problems, and informing
policymakers. This notion is supported by earlier research, not-
ing the often constraining understanding of policy entrepreneurs
and policy entrepreneurship. Ackrill and Kay (2011), examining
policy entrepreneurs at the European Commission level, “prefer
to understand PE [policy entrepreneurship] as a general label for
a set of behaviors in the policy process, rather than a permanent
characteristic of a particular individual or role” (p.78). The
benefit of viewing entrepreneurship and intelligence as functions
performed by agents is that being entrepreneurial and being an
expert are neither mutually exclusive nor immutable traits of an
individual. Rather, they are functions that may be performed at
one time but not in another, and sometimes by one individual at
the same time (see also Herweg et al. [2015] and Valin and
Huitema [2023] for instances when experts act as policy
entrepreneurs).

In this article, we bring together agency in public policy (experts
acting policy entrepreneurially), and the in which institutions
they are embedded, during a large policy window in the
Swedish crisis management policy sector. First, we test the
hypothesis of Saurugger and Terpan (2016) positively correlat-
ing the cohesion of the interpretation of a problem among
policy entrepreneurs during a large policy window and the
likelihood of dynamic change. Second, we show that in a pro-
grammatically complex sector during a large window of
opportunity in the problem stream, in an institutional context
in which legislative work is not disrupted after a change of
government following elections, policymakers become proactive
and select a solution that has been previously advocated by a
policy entrepreneur in a commissioning coupling logic. Ackrill
and Kay (2011), who coined the term, found that commission-
ing was the result of a policy spillover, but here we observe this
coupling logic as a result of a large window of opportunity open
for a long period of time.

Finally, we offer a two-level analysis by examining the institu-
tional context in which the expert policy entrepreneurs are
embedded in addition to the interactions of the policy en-
trepreneurs themselves.

3 | Research Design

This is a single case study of policy change in crisis manage-
ment in the Swedish context; however, we add within-case
variation by conducting an analysis over a time span between
1986 and 2021. We scrutinize, in detail, a historical episode—
the re-organization of the fire and emergency services in
Sweden—for the purpose of developing an explanation that
may be transferable to other events (George and Bennett 2005)

in a vain similar to the analysis conducted by Herweg (2016)
and Saurugger and Terpan (2016). This is chiefly a hypothesis-
testing case study (Levy 2008). Even though a single case study
does not have the explanatory power to falsify a hypothesis, case
studies like this contribute to the cumulative knowledge pro-
pelling MSF and policy entrepreneurship theory forward.

This study was conducted in the context of an externally funded
project focusing on policy change after extreme events, in this
case three large forest fires (one in 2014 and two in 2018) in
Sweden. The fire in 2014 was the largest forest fire in modern
times in that country and received considerable media atten-
tion. Each fire in 2018, considered individually, was smaller
than the one in 2014, but the large number of simultaneous fires
that broke out (of which we studied two) put Sweden's ability to
manage forest fires to a severe test.

The data for this study consist of a total of 26 semi-structured
interviews with 29 research partners (see Appendix 1). We started
by contacting officials in the fire and rescue services and the
municipal crisis management departments involved in the fires
based on published evaluations and local action plans. We used
snowball sampling in that we asked all interviewees to suggest
other relevant persons to interview, expanding the list of research
partners from local authorities to the regional and national level of
governance as well as to member organizations—farmers and
forest owners. In addition to describing changes at the local level,
several interviewees also highlighted changes at the national level.
Therefore, we conducted five additional interviews with a specific
focus on the national level and with actors who had been part of
the process in various ways, including four as experts and one an
erstwhile Director General of a national public agency.

The interviews followed an interview guide. We started by
asking the interviewees broadly about their role in the forest
fires of 2014 or 2018. Then we asked questions specific to MSF;
relating, for example, to the way the research partners framed
the problem of the forest fires; how they perceived the national
mood to be at that time; the feasibility of possible solutions;
support by elected officials at different levels, and the effect of
the crisis, to name a few. Interviews lasted about an hour each
and were recorded and transcribed.

In addition to the interviews, we collected relevant documents
to follow the process of policy change over time. We mapped
the institutional setting and formal rules and legislation gov-
erning the policy area during the time period under examina-
tion, as well as policy and organizational changes that took
place. We searched through all documents published by the
Swedish Civil Contigencies Agency (MSB) (and its predecessors,
The Swedish Rescue Services Agency (SRSA), [Svenska Radd-
ningsverket] and the Swedish Emergency Management Agency
(KBM), [Krisberedskapsmyndingheten] that addressed the areas
of command and leadership and used the concept system com-
mand or closely related concepts. We also analyzed relevant
legislation and reports issued by national public agencies.

Two members of the author team coded the material deductively
based on MSF and policy entrepreneurships theory. Additionally,
we developed institutional themes from the data. These included:
the relationship between policy entrepreneurs and formal rules; the
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relationship between policy entrepreneurs and informal rules; the
development of the system command as a concept within
the national agency and the university as institutions; the role of
the entrepreneurs/experts in developing the concept; the institu-
tionalization of the concept; the degree of convergence/divergence
of the policy entrepreneurs in interpreting/framing the problem,
and policy entrepreneurial strategies. Relevant quotes were trans-
lated from the Swedish by the authors and interviewees are iden-
tified sequentially by number.

The entire author team convened regularly to discuss the
identification of the policy entrepreneurs. We based our iden-
tification on entrepreneurial attributes that may be observed
(tenacity); skills (collecting evidence; making persuasive argu-
ments, and engaging multiple audiences) and strategies
(problem framing (often by storytelling); using and expanding
networks; leading by example, and scaling up processes).

3.1 | Crisis and Emergency Management as a
Policy Sector and the Swedish Institutional Context

The emergency management policy sector in Sweden is program-
matically, but not politically, complex. Programmatic complexity
concerns intrinsic aspects of the problem, its technical context and
a diffuse causality chain, while political complexity refers to the
number of (competing) interests and the diversity of actors
involved in the process—the larger that number, the higher the
complexity of an issue (Peters 2015). Emergency management as a
rule does not attract attention until an emergency occurs and has
been described as a “policy without a public” (May 1991). For this
reason, there are few incentives for elected officials to prioritize
emergency management in the period in between crises. Conse-
quently, the sector is dominated by specialists, and “elected officials
are quite willing to defer policy formulation to experts who have
the training, experience and apparent mastery of emergency
management” (Henstra 2010, 249).

Further, due to the politically uncomplicated nature of the
sector, policy communities within the policy sector of emer-
gency management are not necessarily characterized by diver-
sity, conflict, and framing contests among the political actors
involved in them. For example, in the case of the 2014 fire, the
response at the local level was largely framed as technical and
organizational puzzles of resources and coordination rather
than in more politically controversial terms of climate change
or forest management. In this case the manager of the fire and
rescue services, a civil servant with expert status, was com-
missioned with the task of working out the details of the
solution (Eriksson et al. 2023; Petridou et al. 2025).

3.2 | Institutional Traits of the Swedish Political
System

Sweden (and to a much lesser extent Finland) exemplifies the
East Nordic administrative tradition, which is characterized by
the absence of ministerial rule (Ahlbick Oberg and
Wockelberg 2016). The responsibility of ministries is limited to
the strategic planning of the broad policy orientation of the
public agencies through an annual strategic document delivered

to the agencies by the government. Constitutionally, however,
ministries may not interfere with the ways public agencies
implement these broad policy guidelines. The operative auton-
omy of the public agencies has increased in the past decades
(Einhorn and Logue 2003; Hall 2016; Petridou 2020). The work
of public agencies goes beyond implementation and in practice,
the primacy of the bureaucratic ethos, the number of agencies
and their specialization means that in many instances they have
the discretion to apply their own ideas to make public policy.

Policy work in many sectors is conducted within few national
public agencies with an oligopoly (or even a monopoly) of
responsibility for that sector. In the case of emergency management,
while at the local level the mandate for the fire and rescue services
rests with the municipalities, at the national level a broader
responsibility for facilitating preparedness for major accidents, crises
and the consequence of war is the responsibility of the Swedish
Civil Contingencies Agency (MSB). MSB's role is to support the
capacity of local authorities to handle different types of extra-
ordinary events effectively, for example, through research and
development projects, guidelines and education activities. During
more serious emergences, MSB may also provide coordination
support.

This in effect means that MSB has a de facto monopoly of policy
work in the policy sector of emergency management, and the
role of experts in promoting policy solutions at the national
level is to a large extent, channeled via MSB. Therefore, in part,
successful policy entrepreneurship depends on the capacity of
experts to act as boundary spanners between MSB and other
groups (see Faling et al. 2018 for a discussion on boundary
spanners and policy entrepreneurs).

When it comes to policymaking and change, preparatory work
often takes place in the context of commissions of inquiry. These
are government-appointed committees, whose purpose is to gather
knowledge and provide a set of recommendations. Their compo-
sitions vary from a single investigator, for an issue that is pro-
grammatically, but not politically, complex, to a large committee of
stakeholders, including politicians, public servants, experts, ad-
visors, consultants, and other key actors, for policy issues that
are more controversial. Such commissions may be seen as
institutional incubators: Commissions of inquiry provide a
well-established organizational context for the creation of
knowledge and ideas.

All relevant stakeholders are invited to provide feedback to the
reports issued by these commissions of inquiry, during the referral
process. The final product of this process is a bill drafted by the
government and submitted to the parliament (Petersson 2016).
The process is geared towards the resolution of any conflict during
the drafting of the commission of inquiry and the referral period
and away from the public eye (Petridou and Sparf 2017). In sum-
mary, this process tends to be linear, problem-solving oriented and
heavily leaning on the input of experts.

At the local level, Swedish municipalities are responsible for
large parts of the welfare sector, as well as other services of
public interest such as education and fire and rescue service
(SFS 2003:778). This is a decentralized political system where
municipalities have considerable self-determination, which
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makes them more powerful than those in many comparable
countries (see Ladner 2017). Municipalities have the authority
to levy taxes and concomitant leeway in distributing resources
and implementing policy. State intervention in municipal self-
determination is therefore a politically sensitive issue; efforts to
impinge on municipal self-determination are traditionally
avoided and do not tend to be sweeping.

3.3 | Results and Analysis

In this section, we present a two-level analysis (meso and
micro), focusing on the one hand on structural features of the
institutional set-up and on the other on actions and interactions
of the participants involved) of the document and interview
data. We delineate three distinct phases in the period under
examination preceding policy change and predicated on (i) the
relative salience (within the broader crisis management policy
sector) of the fire and rescue services in the political agenda; (ii)
the evolution of system command as a theoretical and applied
concept, and (iii) the opening of a large policy window.

These phases are delineated as follows: first, 1986 to 2008, the
phase signaling the creation of a civil (as opposed to the earlier,
military oriented) crisis management system in Sweden, shifting
the competence for crisis preparedness from the military to public
agencies at the national level and municipalities at the local level
(Henriksson 2017; Petridou and Sparf 2017; Sparf 2014). The
Swedish Rescue Services Agency (SRSA), [Rdddningsverket] was
established in 1986 with a specific mandate on fire and rescue
services. The second phase starts with the creation of the Swedish
Civil Contingencies Agency (MSB), which subsumed the Swedish
Emergency Management Agency [Krisberedskapsmyndigheten), the
National Board for Psychological Defense [Styrelsen for psykologiskt
forsvar] and SRSA. As a result, fire and rescue services issues were
incorporated in the broader policy sector of crisis preparedness and
management. Finally, the third phase constitutes a large window of
opportunity, with forest fires of unprecedented (for Sweden)
magnitude in 2014 and 2018, resulting in change in the existing
legislation (SFS 2003:778) and a national mandate for the re-
organization and increased centralization of local fire and rescue
services from 2021. The crisis that increases the size of the window
is relative, of course, but for Sweden these fires were a spectacular
shock to the crisis management system.

Although the concept system command was not new in 2021
and there have been various forms of mergers of fire and rescue
service organizations in the past, the policy change resulting
from the fires in 2014 and 2018 was a radical one. As mentioned
earlier, impinging on the considerable municipal self-
determination is politically sensitive; as several of our infor-
mants pointed out, fire and rescue services did not have a
culture of coordination or collaboration.

During the first half of the 80s, we never crossed the
municipal borders, never. It was not relevant that on the
other side of the border there was a municipality with a
fire station.... I don't know why it was like this. I think it
reflected the societal culture of the time. The fire and
rescue services were a part of the municipalities (8).

What is more, the fire and rescue services, as a formal organi-
zation is characterized by hierarchy and a clear chain of com-
mand. Any collaboration arrangement that threatens the
autonomy of the leadership of the organization is treated with
skepticism.

3.4 | The First Phase: 1986-2008
3.4.1 | Institutional Level

SRSA was established in 1986, at the same time when the
Rescue Services Act (SFS 1986:1102) came into force to replace
the 1974 Fire Act, which enabled development within the policy
stream in that it facilitated the creation of a policy community,
and provided a fertile soil for the development of new ideas.
Concomitantly, some competence for the fire and rescue was
moved from the national government to the municipalities
(Henriksson 2017). During this first phase of institutional
development, focus was placed on strengthening the municipal
fire and rescue services, but also on developing the expert
function of the national level, SRSA. This period saw the
development of ideas at the national level through the initiation
of a number of research projects, educational programs, and
collaborations with universities, all aimed at providing solutions
to the prevalent policy problem at that time: increasingly
complex and large-scale accidents. This necessitated an under-
standing of command and leadership as well as the creation of
viable forms of collaboration among fire and rescue services.
These are organizations that tend to be hierarchical and rigid
and not always amenable to flat networked collaborative
structures. As one interviewee put it:

Then I was for a long time, since 1996, been intermit-
tently seconded to SRSA and MSB, which means that I
have been part of various development projects, having
resulted in models and most recently a unified command
system for the municipal fire and rescue services. (4)

The goal was to achieve some form of national standardization and
homogenization guidelines, and SRSA created recommendations,
handbooks and platforms as a common ground for municipal fire
and rescue services (Henriksson 2017). For three decades following
the 1980s, SRSA published a number of reports and handbooks,
primarily on command and leadership (e.g., Fredholm 1997;
Johansson 2000; Larsson 2005; SRSA 2001; Uhr 2009) but also on
issues like recruitment (Fredholm 1994). Three volumes curated
the school of thought on command and leadership in fire and
rescue services in a complex society (Cedergirdh and Wenn-
strom 1998; Fredholm and Goransson 2006; Svensson et al. 2005).
This theoretical development was largely based on ideas from
general organization theory with applications to crisis manage-
ment. In retrospect, SRSA had high ambitions concerning pro-
ducing actionable knowledge for the development of municipal fire
and rescue services (4).

The Swedish Emergency Management Agency (SEMA) was
created in 2002 and operated in parallel with the SRSA. That
same year, new legislation on Extraordinary Events in Peacetime
in Municipalities and County Councils (SFS 2002:833) came into
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force. This law led to a further shift of mandate for prepared-
ness to municipalities. Additionally, the law also increased the
demand for collaboration among different actors (which
became numerous) during crises. SEMA also had some focus on
command and leadership but mainly in term of large crises. In
summary, the institutional focus of the policy sector on
responses to large-scale events in complex collaboration struc-
tures was pronounced during this phase. Additionally, it was a
time of early development of ideas which allowed for capacity
building and network integration across the newly funded
public agencies. All in all, the expert function of the national
level was considerably strengthened during this period.

3.4.2 | Individual Actors—Experts

This first phase of development in the policy sector was based on
an organizational change largely aimed at building up a civil crisis
management structure, to replace one based on military logic,
structures, and priorities. With the creation of SRSA, the fire and
rescue services became prominent. At the national level especially,
the aim was to develop ways to achieve a degree of standardization.
This became the background for discussions in the policy stream.
In the 1990s, a number of loosely connected individuals worked
with the development of knowledge and routines on command,
leadership and structural arrangements at the system level. Some
actors were well-established within the fire and rescue services
community, working both operationally at different municipal fire
and rescue services and having assignments of strategic character
at the public agency level, most notably at SRSA.

Others were researchers working both for a university and the
SRSA. One such person active during that time was Lars
Fredholm. In a 1994 publication, Fredholm argued that there
was a need within the fire and rescue services for several levels
of management, from command during a specific incident
response, to overall leadership for the successful handling of
long-term decisions (Fredholm 1994; Henriksson 2017).

Cedergardh and Wennstrom (1998) were the authors of an
influential volume (Foundations for Command, in Swedish
Grunder for Ledning) that continued the development of the
concepts of command and leadership. In it, the authors describe
a model for decision-making not merely as a means of re-
sponding to a specific, narrowly defined event, but also as a way
to manage responses at a strategic level, along the same lines as
in Fredholm's erstwhile argument. In 2005, the model was de-
veloped further by Svensson et al. (2005). Finally, a year later,
the developed model was published again by Cedergardh and
Winnberg (2006). This model introduced a way of under-
standing the organization of fire and rescue services in Sweden
that was successfully disseminated among actors within the
policy sector and became associated with the concept of “system
command”. As two of our interviewees posit, this idea was
fundamental in fire and rescue services in general:

[...] we had a model within municipal fire and rescue ser-
vices that was in a book titled Foundations for Command
from 98. And it had all the components in command—
normative, strategic, operative. [...] Everything really was

geared towards creating substantive content for command
and systematize it to create some kind of taxonomy
with degrees of modulation to foster decentralized decision-
making (5).

as well as at the municipal level:

I believe that it [the model] created the foundation within
fire and rescue services for an understanding of what
system command is and how it is different from [other
kinds of command] (23).

Thus, the new organizational structure during this first phase of
institutional development was clearly aiming at the creation of
a civil crisis management system, and activities were performed
accordingly. Experts developed theories, models, and applica-
tions. Issues regarding fire and rescue services, including the
question of system command, were in focus. In addition to
laying the groundwork for a new way of organizing the fire and
rescue services, the experts also contributed to a framing of the
issue that suited the Swedish context.

...they visualized it and put into words a reasoning that
was adapted to the fire and rescue services. This was, as I
said, I think the most evident is from the red book Taktik,
ledning, ledarskap that I believe came in 2002. (23)

However, despite the conceptual development during this first
period, no changes were made in the organization of Swedish
fire and rescue services either at the national or at the munic-
ipal level.

3.5 | The Second Phase: 2009-2013
3.5.1 | Institutional Level

MSB was created in 2009 through the consolidation of three
agencies, including SRSA. The creation of MSB was part of a
larger organizational restructuring at the national level at the
time (Petridou and Sparf 2017). The new public agency would
conduct integrated work in crisis and emergency management
encompassing response to accidents as well as larger crises,
rather than having two agencies, each specializing in these two
perspectives as before (SOU Swedish Government Official
Reports 2007:31). The result was that MSB focused on crisis
management broadly and not specifically on fire and rescue
service issues. Our interviewees report lack of activity in key
issues of fire and rescue services, such as command and lead-
ership, and ineffective communication channels within MSB
among public servants dedicated to crisis management and fire
and rescue (4, 6). Thus, the new organizational structure of the
policy sector did not support conceptual development regarding
fire and rescue services issues. As told by an interviewee, re-
garding issues of fire and rescue services:

To put it bluntly, they were marginalized at MSB, ... in
principle, for ten years MSB did not pay much attention
at all to municipal fire and rescue services. (4)
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An objective of the creation of MSB was to achieve more uni-
formity within the Swedish emergency and crisis management
system. Between 2012 and 2014 a major project titled Shared
Foundations [Gemensamma Grunder], led by MSB, focused on
guidelines to facilitate coordination during crises. Although the fire
and rescue services was an important actor in this study, the focus
was broader and included the entire crisis management system.
The project focused on developing a common language and un-
derstanding of crisis management issues, including a glossary. This
was a challenging project partly because it encompassed many
private and public actors at all levels of governance. In summary,
the institutional focus in this phase was on establishing viable ideas
of forms of collaborative governance regarding the Swedish crisis
management system as a whole, but at that time, the development
of ideas specifically regarding the organization of fire and rescue
services was low on the agenda.

3.5.2 | Individual Actors—Experts

During this period, efforts promoting system command as a policy
solution were anemic. The experts who had previously written
reports were still active to some degree in the discussions of system
command. An example of active engagement with the concept was
a network established in 2011 by MSB, consisting of researchers
and practitioners with the specific aim of spreading knowledge and
experiences, networking, and contributing to the development of
leadership, command, and management, predominantly within the
area of fire and rescue services (Koelega 2011). The concept of
system command remained discussed in abstract, rather theoretical
terms and was not readily understood by those outside the small
group of expert public servants active in the first phase. Therefore,
it appears that experts within this area did not play any major role
in developing ideas influencing existing policies. In MSF terms,
there were not any opportunities for streams to be coupled during
this phase. Having said this,

the conceptual content of system command had
remained the same until about 2014-2015. I don't think
there was much going on to develop the concept and in
practice nobody came up with any significant re-
interpretations (23).

In summary, during this second phase, the organizational
structure of the policy sector of Swedish crisis management did
not particularly facilitate the development of ideas and discus-
sions on issues regarding the fire and rescue services. The topics
prevalent during the previous phase came out of focus, and the
experts interested in these earlier topics now found themselves
largely marginalized. No significant development of the concept
of system command took place during this period.

3.6 | The Third Phase: 2014-2021

The 2014 forest fire in the county of Vistmanland was the
largest forest fire in modern times in Sweden and it opened a
policy window for the fire and rescue services at the local level,
in the municipality primarily affected by the fire resulting in
policy change (Eriksson et al. 2023). Having been marginalized

at the national level, including within MSB, the fire and rescue
services and its capacity to handle larger events were now ele-
vated on the political agenda. However, it was not until after
2018, when large forest fires occurred again after only a
few years that change at the national level took place (Eriksson
et al. 2023). The accumulation of these two focusing events
(both the 2014 and 2018 fires) resulted in a large window of
opportunity based on the severity of the crisis; the element of
surprise, and conditions of urgency (Saurugger and Terpan 2016).
The consensus among our research participants was that the
severity of the crisis was predicated on the inability of the fire and
rescue services to control the fires, which at one point threatened
inhabited areas. Forest fires of that magnitude in a country like
Sweden are far from a common occurrence; even though cogni-
tively fire and rescue officials understand that such fires are bound
to occur with higher frequency due to climate change, their
number and ferocity in 2018 caught them by surprise. Finally, the
element of urgency was palpable, compounded by the struggle to
control the fires four years prior.

3.6.1 | Institutional Level

Two parallel processes in the institutional context are important
for the development of system command after 2014. In the
political stream, the issue of increasing capacity to handle forest
fires became a policy problem and the political process of
commissions of inquiry started. Within the policy stream, MSB
initiated bureaucratic processes to create a more unified system
for fire and rescue services.

Unlike the two previous phases, the third phase was not initiated
with organizational changes. Instead, the forest fire in Véstman-
land 2014, clearly constituted an external shock, a focusing event
(Birkland 1996). As a sign of increased political attention, a com-
mission of inquiry was initiated by the government immediately
after the fire. Until 2014, the concept of system command existed
primarily as a theoretical concept among the actors and public
servants working strategically at the national level within fire and
rescue. The concept of system command was mentioned in the
public inquiry in less theoretical terms than before (Sjokvist 2015).
In the description of the organizational structure of a particular fire
and rescue services organization, the investigator stated that “at all
alarm calls there is a commander present at [the organization's]
command center (system command)” (p. 238). From that point
onwards, system command was used as an applied term signifying
a solution to a problem.

Shortly thereafter, an important event occurred in the political
stream. After the general election in September 2014, with a
new government taking over, the commission of inquiry was
disbanded, and instead, MSB was given the mandate to inves-
tigate, not only measures within the fire and rescue services, but
also further measures to strengthen and improve the Swedish
crisis management system in its entirety. During a relevant
parliamentary debate, the Minister of Internal Affairs justified
assigning the task to the MSB by stating that the large-scale
forest fires required an investigation on climate adaptation
measures and enhanced crisis management capabilities, thereby
making it a broader issue (Parliamentary debate 2014/15: 240).
Thus, the resulting public inquiry included an investigation of
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fire and rescue services, but only as a minor part of a report that
was much wider in scope (MSB 2016). In the report, MSB rec-
ommended that the government further investigate issues re-
garding steering and organizational forms for the fire and
rescue services (MSB 2016). Thus, instead of a narrow focus on
the fire and rescue services in the political stream, the focus
shifted to the entire crisis management system.

In the meantime, in the policy stream, local governments and
fire and rescue services around Sweden started discussing the
need for structural changes. Some fire and rescue services had
already started to join larger entities to increase their capacity.
For example, Sala municipality, the municipality most severely
affected by the fire 2014, voluntarily joined a larger unit of
collaboration, in line with system command, in the aftermath of
the forest fire 2014 (Petridou et al. 2024). This larger unit, the
Fire Services Association of Great Stockholm (SSBF), was based
on an agreement between the member organizations to pool
their operational resources at large-scale events, but the mem-
bers remained independent and were free to choose their
organizational structure.

During that time, with the fire and rescue services back on the
political agenda, several projects were initiated within MSB.
They aimed at achieving increased efficiency, standardization
and uniformity regarding forms of organization, collaboration,
and routines within the municipal fire and rescue services. One
of the larger projects went on for 2 years and resulted in a
handbook for increased uniformity of the municipal fire and
rescue services (MSB 2021). This project was based on a pre-
vious project (MSB 2014), as well as on literature written within
SRSA during the first phase of institutional development of the
policy sector of crisis management.

The government followed the recommendations from MSB
(2016) to further investigate the organization of the fire and
rescue services. A commission of inquiry was initiated, with one
appointed investigator—a person outside the policy sector of
crisis management. The policy problem defined by the gov-
ernment (which commissioned this inquiry) was one of lack of
capacity, particularly among fire and rescue services in smaller
municipalities to handle larger events (SOU Swedish Govern-
ment Official Reports 2018:54). The investigator, Jan-Ake
Bjorklund, though an outsider to the crisis management sec-
tor, was nonetheless a bureaucratic insider, with extensive ex-
perience in public administration having held positions in
various public agencies. He expected this task to turn politically
arduous and believed that he was chosen for his ability to bal-
ance diverse interests and produce results (2).

It turned out that the investigator's task was less controversial
than expected and the investigator encountered little political
resistance. A number of his recommendations aimed at stan-
dardization. His most important proposal was to make it
mandatory for all fire and rescue services to belong to a com-
mand center that is continuously staffed as part of a large and
structured system command. In practice, this would require
some kind of organizational collaboration (SOU Swedish Gov-
ernment Official Reports 2018:54). This commission of inquiry
did not result in political decisions or immediate changes in
policy. The involvement of elected politicians was limited to

non-salient  discussions in the Swedish Parliament

(Parliamentary debate 2014/15: 240).

The fire of 2014 was a single rare event, but it took an aggre-
gation of similar events (O'Donovan 2017; Eriksson et al. 2023)
to result in change during this window of opportunity. It was
not until the summer of 2018, when several large forest fires
broke out across Sweden, that the problem became an issue for
decision-making at the national level. Forcing the fire and
rescue services, which are organizations enjoying autonomy at
the municipal level, to join larger units carried a political risk
due to the strong Swedish norm of local self-governance and the
ability of municipalities to make decisions for the areas in
which they have competence. The idea of system command was
also an issue that the county administrative boards in Sweden
resisted (2, 6). Nonetheless, the significance of this shift is
captured in the quote below:

[The way the fire and rescue service functioned in the
past] is no longer enough, you have to start collaborating.
It takes a long time to change organizational culture, it
takes an awfully long time, this is a generational shift
that's needed (8).

The government appointed the same investigator who had
made the previous public inquiry (SOU Swedish Government
Official Reports 2018:54) to write another report on the forest
fires of 2018. In informal communications, the government
signaled that they wanted the new inquiry to confirm and
strengthen the recommendations in the previous report (17).
Indeed, apart from a description of the 2018 fires, little in terms
of conclusions and recommendations was added. The investi-
gator argued that: “[t]he suggestions [in his previous report]
should be implemented.” (SOU Swedish Government Official
Reports 2019:7, 281). The Swedish parliament agreed, despite
resistance from county administrative boards. At a panel dis-
cussion on a conference on fires in 2019, the Minister of the
Interior stated that there was a need for smaller municipalities
to join larger systems, which he calls system command
(Ivansson 2019).

Concomitantly, MSB (2021) created guidelines in a document
titled Uniform System Command for Municipal Fire and Rescue
Services or ELS. The ELS document refers to the books and
reports that first introduced the concept of system command
during the first phase, but the term had morphed to a more
operational way of structuring the fire and rescue services at a
system level. Experts involved in the theoretical development
also understood that theoretical models may change as they are
developed for implementation by bureaucratic organizations
through an interplay between theory and on-the-ground best
practice (4). To that end, they worked actively with the concept
to translate it and ensure that it can be taken up and used by
practitioners.

Changes in the Civil Protection Act (SFS 2003:778) mandated
the application of system command as an organizational prin-
ciple at the national level, mandating collaboration among fire
and rescue services. The amended law entered into force on
January 1, 2021.
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3.7 | Individual Actors—Experts

In this phase, experts were part of the processes within the policy
stream by participating in the policy debate and in the work within
MSB. They were important for transferring their ideas of system
command into operational solutions for the overall organization of
fire and rescue services in Sweden. Some of the early authors of the
system command idea were also involved in the process of ELS.
One of these actors had held various positions not only in national
agencies, but also at municipal fire and rescue services. The com-
mission of inquiry investigator met the experts who introduced the
concept of system command as well as the municipal fire and
rescue services officers:

“I bounced around ideas all the time with the experts,
and travelled around a lot. I think I met almost all fire
and rescue services, in groups or one at a time” (2).

Experts confirm this: “I had the privilege, then, because of
my MSB engagement, to sit in. I met the investigator, and
the secretary of the inquiry [...] we were three people,
[working together for] a whole day” (4).

They helped to formulate system command in a way that balance
the delicate issue of expanding the fire and rescue services into
larger units without challenging municipal self-governance.

4 | Discussion

The preceding two-level analysis exemplifies concretely how
formal political institutions may be inserted into MSF. The
technocratic character of the policy sector and the linear and
problem-solving oriented policymaking norms permeating the
Swedish context highlight the role of public agencies in pro-
viding the context that shapes the solutions in the policy stream
(Bolukbasi and Yildirim 2022). The fire and rescue-focused
SRSA encouraged research, education, and knowledge dissem-
ination of new ideas regarding management and collaboration
within fire and rescue services through the recruitment of ex-
perts, publication of high-quality literature, and the creation of
networks fostering collaboration and the incubation of new
ideas. The autonomy of the public agencies and the concomi-
tant autonomy of public servants gives potential policy en-
trepreneurs the freedom to be active in their pursuit of
innovative ideas. Conversely, commissions of inquiry are insti-
tutions that promote consensus building in the political stream.
By design, these committees aim at fostering consensus and
ironing out any conflict among divergent interests before a
policy change being introduced to the parliament for vote. They
provide an additional venue, albeit ephemeral because they
disband after they deliver their findings, for experts and policy
entrepreneurs to use their networks and make persuasive
arguments supporting their preferred solution.

In terms of coupling, a large window of opportunity opened in
the third phase as a result of both the fires in 2014 and 2018,
characterized by the policy problem (the successful combating
of large forest fires) being high on the list of priorities of pol-
icymakers with attendant urgency placing time restrictions on

policymakers to act. Our case diverges slightly from Saurugger
and Terpan's (2016) theorization of large windows in that it
took two iterations of the crisis event for the window of
opportunity to enlarge. This perhaps has to do with the nature
of the hazard (severe weather event at the local level of
governance in our case as opposed to a deep financial crisis at
the EU level), but we argue that the recurrence of a crisis may
be as important as the element of surprise and that these two
factors must be theorized further. This window was also
uncharacteristically long, partly because of the legislative con-
tinuity which is a feature of the Swedish political system.

During all three phases of institutional reforms, the development of
system command from a theoretical (during the first phase) to an
applied term (during the third phase), experts were key in
deploying policy entrepreneurial strategies, including building
convincing arguments (mainly through branch-relevant publica-
tions), building and expanding networks (mainly through being
placed in key positions in the public sector as well as the univer-
sity), and leading by example (mainly through informal networks).
They also used storytelling as a strategy to translate and reduce the
level of abstraction of system command to a concept that practi-
tioners would understand and would consider adopting as a way to
structure their work (Morisson and Petridou 2023). However,
during the second phase, the organizational structure did not
facilitate the development of the system command concept. Rather,
it worked as an obstacle, by marginalizing issues and the devel-
opment of ideas of fire and rescue services. Thus, the development
of the term over many years was an interrupted rather than a
continuous one, but by picking up an old concept in a new situ-
ation and giving it a somewhat new meaning it was primed to be
chosen as a policy solution; the low political complexity of the
policy sector and the consensus-oriented Swedish policymaking
system resulted in a convergence among policymakers who
became active in implementing it a solution during the coupling
rationale of commissioning.

Additionally, the field is dominated by experts, both working in
public agencies and at universities. Organizational venues, such
as the public agencies (here MSB) and commissions of inquiry,
not only allow, but they are also premised on, expert input. Ex-
perts who acted collectively and cohesively as policy en-
trepreneurs took advantage of the opportunities institutional
structures provided (publication of gray literature reaching large
audiences of practitioners at all levels of governance when it
comes to public agencies and the institutionalized input of expert
knowledge in commissions of inquiry) to further their policy
preferences. Notably, the policy entrepreneurs here constituted a
coalition of sorts. These entrepreneurs were working together as
a coordinated coalition of experts to further an idea, which they
developed cohesively from a theoretical term to an applied one.
This sheds light in studies of policy entrepreneurs, which tend to
focus on one individual, often disregarding the coalition with
which they are working closely.

5 | Conclusions
In this article, we examined the role of expert policy en-

trepreneurs in the re-organization of the fire and rescue services
in Sweden during the time period spanning between 1986 and
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2021. In doing so, we insert the role of institutions in the study
through a two-level analysis (meso and micro) and we make a
proposition regarding the coupling logic of large windows of
opportunity in the problem stream.

First, a two-level MSF analysis over a large period of time can
shed light on institutional opportunity structures, as well as the
interactions among, and the strategies deployed by, policy en-
trepreneurs, in taking advantage of these opportunities. The
Swedish context, with large, autonomous public agencies and
high administrative capacity provides clear opportunity struc-
tures for actors seeking to act entrepreneurially. This is not
necessarily something new, but being explicit is a means of
bringing institutions in MSF and policy entrepreneurship
analyses. Second, we confirm the Saurugger and Terpan (2016)
hypothesis that the more coherent the interpretation of prob-
lems and possible solutions by a coalition of policy en-
trepreneurs during the opening of large windows of
opportunity, the higher the probability that radical policy
change occurs. We find that iterative crisis events also con-
tribute to the size of the window if it opens in the problem
stream. Finally, we show that in a policy sector with low
political complexity dominated by experts in a political system
with legislative continuity, commissioning by policymakers is
possible in the opening of large window of opportunity. In our
study, the experts were important in translating an abstract idea
to a concrete policy instrument. We concur with Valin and
Huitema (2023) on the potential to understand experts to act
entrepreneurially as actors who actively work to translate ideas
into actionable policies and thus bring about change.

This is a single case study and despite the within-case variation
added by the large time span under examination, it has limi-
tations. A comparative design, especially with a focus on experts
and expert knowledge as a means towards policy en-
trepreneurship would be a fruitful way forward, especially
when experts translate expert knowledge in actionable policy
knowledge (see Valin and Huitema 2023, for an example in
environmental policy). Comparisons could include different
jurisdictions with different levels of autonomy and legitimacy of
expert knowledge. A particularly fruitful design would be to
compare policy sectors with varying degrees of programmatic
and political complexity over time, with or without observed
policy change. Finally, a focus on interactions among policy
entrepreneurs, either on the same side or opposite sides of an
issue, is a meaningful way forward in policy entrepreneurship
research.
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Endnotes

'The terms in Swedish [ledning, ledarskap] come from a literature

tradition that does not correspond to Anglo-American terms. Re-
searchers, mostly from Lund University, translate “ledning” as
“command” and “ledarskap” as “leadership”. Command is a function
that can be performed by actors other than leaders and expresses
what is necessary to reach a goal, such as coordinated action. Lead-
ership is a more developed concept, relational, that involves relations
among people, leaders and followers in the fire and rescue services.
(Frykmer, Tove. (2022). “Command and Leadership from a Lund
perspective”. Presentation in Fire 21 Nordforsk funded project.
Online.

*We are aware, of course, that a single case study cannot confirm or
refute a hypothesis in statistical terms. However, the use of hypoth-
eses to (i) structure the narrative of the study and (ii) contribute to
accumulated knowledge and conceptual development in Theories of
the Policy Process (ToPPs) is practice that is not only standard, but
also desirable. Indicatively, please see (Herweg et al. 2018; Zahariadis
et al. 2023; Zohlnhofer et al. 2016).
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