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1.  POLICY ENTREPRENEURS AS AGENTS 
OF CHANGE 
 

1.1  INTRODUCTION 

‘Top seven tips to get what you want!’ ‘Five steps to getting anything you want!’ or when 
you are less fortunate perhaps ‘Nine tricks to get what you want!’ Who is not familiar 
with such promising titles or slogans on the dust jackets of books, magazines and the 
internet? Judging the volumes of such covers in popular bookstores and the dazzling 
number of webpage’s on the subject - the combination ‘getting what you want’ alone 
gives over 34 million Google hits - one could start to believe that the perfect 
relationship, successful career, financial stability, radiant health, or something entirely 
different we want could, in fact, not be that complicated to obtain. Or alternatively, 
judging on the quantity of words that are apparently needed to explain the seemingly 
‘small and simple’ steps, one could also reason that people especially desire a lot, but 
that ‘getting it’ is after all not that easy. Much to my regret the latter guess seems the 
more realistic one, at least where it concerns policy change, the topic of this very thesis. 
Indeed, the vast majority of authors studying the policymaking process suggest that, 
except for marginal or incremental changes, the margins for policy change are rather 
small (see for example Schneider et al. 1995; Ingram and Fraser 2006; Huitema and 
Meijerink 2009).  
 
At the same time in numerous fields the need for policy change is and remains 
unabated. The world is currently facing series of crises and challenges including, but not 
restricted to, the economic and financial crisis, the looming food and energy crises, 
water scarcity, and challenges related to safety and climate change (Hanjra and Qureshi 
2010; EUROSTAT 2011; Johnson and Jacobs 2012; World Economic Forum 2013). And 
even when we narrow our scope drastically and solely focus on a relatively tiny aspect 
of a small prosperous European country, or more specifically, water management in the 
Netherlands, the challenges and need for policy changes are vast. Predicted climate 
change effects, such as increasing river run-off and sea-level rise in combination with 
the continuous subsidence of soil, imply that many changes in Dutch water management 
policy are needed. Many of these changes require not only technical solutions such as 
raising dikes, but also complex spatial solutions, such as reserving land for a floodplain. 
Given the countries’ current pressing demands on space for housing, industry, 
infrastructure, and agriculture, and given the observation that Dutch water 
management is consensus-based and can be characterised as a multilevel governance 
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system with a relatively high degree of decentralisation, these are vast challenges (Roth 
and Warner 2007; Huitema and Meijerink 2009; Kuks 2009; Van Leussen and Lulofs 
2009). Indeed, rather than primarily working alone as they did in the past, Dutch water 
managers now often need support from a wide range of organisations, policy programs, 
and policy domains. They must look beyond their particular program and deal with 
greater levels of coordinated action and strategic play (Van der Brugge et al. 2005). In 
short, both the management of the system and the governing processes have become 
fundamentally more complex, while the need for policy change, a process in itself 
already complex, is undisputed. 
 
To understand why most policy scientists hold that directing policy change is hard to 
achieve, an appreciation of the nature of the activities and interaction processes 
between individuals, groups, and organisations concerning the preparation, instigation 
and implementations of policy innovation, or in short the policymaking process is 
necessary. Although (or perhaps because) policy processes are generally highly 
complex and amorphous, the topic of policy change and stability has attracted 
considerable academic attention. The policy science literature reveals that different 
scholars have provided various explanations which show a relatively great variation in 
orientation and emphasis in their respective conceptualisations (Mintrom 2000). As 
will be elaborated in the next chapter, there are many forces that potentially propel 
change. Interestingly, until relatively recently, the contribution of individual agents in 
promoting policy change is largely neglected and underappreciated in the policy science 
literature. Only in the past decades, more attention is paid to the role of individual 
change agents, and since the early 1980s, various political and policy scientists (for 
example, Cobb and Elder 1983; Kingdon 1984; King and Roberts 1987; Weissert 1991; 
Baumgartner and Jones 1993; Schneider et al. 1995; Mintrom and Vergari 1996, 1998; 
Mintrom 1997, 2000; Huitema and Meijerink 2009, 2010; Taylor et al. 2011) all make 
directly or indirectly the point that, despite the general difficulty to change policy, there 
is room for highly talented individual change agents – which I describe as policy 
entrepreneurs - to help stimulate or redirect debate about policy issues. This thesis 
exclusively focuses on the micro level, that is, on the level of action and (strategic) 
behaviour of precisely these individual policy entrepreneurs. In the next chapter the 
room for these actors is illustrated in several prominent theories of policy change, but 
below first more attention is paid to the development and definition of the concept of 
the policy entrepreneur itself. 
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1.2  POLICY ENTREPRENEURS 

The term entrepreneur is derived from the French word ‘entreprendre’, which means to 
undertake. Accordingly, initially ‘entrepreneur’ meant basically ‘businessman’ and even 
today, conventional wisdom often identifies entrepreneurs with private-sector 
businessmen (deLeon 1996; Zerbinati and Souitaris 2005).1 The French economist 
Jean-Baptiste Say first coined the term in 1803 and defined an entrepreneur as a person 
who "shifts economic resources out of an area of lower and into an area of higher 
productivity and greater yield" (Drucker 1985: 21). After him, various Austrian 
economists have devoted attention to entrepreneurship, the neoclassical economist 
Joseph Schumpeter (1883 - 1950) being the most influential. In his work on the 
dynamics of economic development he placed the entrepreneur in the centre of his 
theory and stressed that they are the one who engage in new activities, that is, make 
‘new combinations’ such as, for instance, new goods, new methods of production, or the 
opening of new markets. Since Schumpeter’s work, the term is mostly identified with 
innovation (Stevenson and Jarillo 1990). Later, various economists started to view 
entrepreneurship more broadly. Hayek (1945) and Kirzner (1973), for example, argue 
the alertness to unexploited profit opportunities is the key characteristic of 
entrepreneurs, whereas Von Mises (1949) stresses that the willingness to bear risks is 
the essence of entrepreneurship. Gradually, scholars have expanded the use of the idea 
of entrepreneurship and adapted the concept from business to the public sector 
(deLeon 1996). John Kingdon (1984) was one of the earliest scholars to apply the term 
entrepreneurs to the public sector; he first coined the term ‘policy entrepreneur’ in his 
work Agendas, Alternatives and Public Policies. He (1984: 129) defines policy 
entrepreneurs as “advocates for proposals or for the prominence of ideas” and argues that 
they play a key role in policymaking processes. According to him, the defining 
characteristic of policy entrepreneurs is their risk taking behaviour and their 
willingness to invest time, energy, reputation, and sometimes money in the hope for 
future return, job security, promotion, and/or pleasure. Others (see for example 
Roberts 1992; Mintrom 2000) reject the claim that risk bearing is the single key 
defining characteristic of the entrepreneur. Based on Schumpeter's work, they stress 
instead that the introduction and development of innovative ideas is the defining 
characteristic of policy entrepreneurs. Mintrom, for example argues: “Policy 
entrepreneurs take risks; so do others in the policymaking process (…) What distinguishes 
policy entrepreneurs from the rest of the crowd is their penchant for introducing 
innovations” (2000: 154).  
 

                                                           
1 For a more detailed information on the (history) of the concept of entrepreneurship I refer to 
the work of Peterson (1980). 
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I define policy entrepreneurs as risk-taking bureaucrats that seek to change policy and 
are involved throughout the policy change process. This definition is, among others, 
grounded in the work of Kingdon (1984) and Mintrom (2000). In my characterisation, 
policy entrepreneurs are, much as in the case of business entrepreneurs, on the alert for 
opportunities; they have an eye for seeing chances to connect policy proposals 
(solutions) to problems and participants (to political momentum). Of course, one could 
argue that everyone involved in policymaking processes now and then sees policy gaps, 
and contributes in some sense to policy change. This does not, however, make them 
policy entrepreneurs. What distinguishes policy entrepreneurs from other participants 
in the policymaking process is, in the first place, their above-average willingness to take 
risks.2 In my conceptualisation it is the combination of keenness to change policy and 
willingness to take risks that makes policy entrepreneurs different from others in the 
policymaking process. This point has been argued for elsewhere, notably by deLeon 
(1996). Building on the work of Drucker (1985), he suggests that entrepreneurs share 
much in common with other managers but nevertheless are sufficiently different: “They 
are risk-takers, but they are not the only businesspersons who take risks (…). They 
innovate, but (…) all managers have the potential to produce innovations (…). What 
distinguishes entrepreneurs (…) is that innovation is much more central to their role, and 
they exhibit a greater-than-average willingness to take risks in pursuit of their project” 
(deLeon 1996: 497). A second distinguishing characteristic of policy entrepreneurs 
reflected in this study’s definition is that they, unlike those who are only engaged in the 
generation of innovative ideas (‘policy intellectuals’) and those who mainly translate 
ideas into proposals (‘policy advocates’), are involved throughout the policy change 
process, that is, from the idea development phase to the phase of implementation. A 
third distinguishing feature is that I restrict the term policy entrepreneurs exclusively 
to those individuals who change the direction of policies while holding bureaucratic 
positions. Those individuals who seek elective office to pursue their vision of change I 
call ‘political entrepreneurs’, and those not holding any formal position in government 
(such as, members of interest groups, academics, consultants, media, and the mass 
public) ‘public entrepreneurs’ (cf. Roberts 1992). Building on Kingdon’s (1984) and 
Mintrom’s (1997) idea that policy entrepreneurs are primarily identifiable by the 
actions they take rather than by the positions they hold, the exact position within 
bureaucratic organisations from which they operate is, however, considered 
unimportant. 
 
Entrepreneurial behaviour in the public sector, is that not a paradox? Given that the 
public sector is often perceived to be synonymous with bureaucratisation, routine 

                                                           
2 Drawing from Larson and Ehrenworth (1993), I hold that entrepreneurs not so much seek risks, 
but rather accept, bear, or what I call take risks involved with the opportunities they seek.  
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behaviours, lack of initiative, and risk avoidance, for many it is (Bernier and Hafsi 
2007).3 Besides the fact that entrepreneurial behaviour in the public sector is seen as 
atypical, it may also be viewed as undesirable. Indeed, the definition of the proper role 
and power of the bureaucrat in democratic societies has long been defined very 
differently (Fry and Nigro 1996; Peters 1999; Zerbinati and Souitaris 2005). Typically, 
the public administration literature addresses this issue in the context of the policy-
administration dichotomy and involves questions such as: ‘Should bureaucrats be 
disinterested in policy matters or act as advocates of public policy?’ and ‘Should 
bureaucrats be active in the political process or divorced from political considerations?’ 
According to various theoreticians of bureaucracy (see for example Bozeman 1987), the 
government system works best when the objectives are clear and bureaucrats limit 
themselves to applying the established rules faithfully. In his work on the ideal-type of 
bureaucracy, the German sociologist Max Weber (1864-1920) distinguishes sharply 
between the role of the politician and the role of the bureaucrat. According to him, to 
take a stand, give direction – to be passionate – is the function of the ideal-type 
politician. In his view the role of the ideal-type bureaucrat in democratic societies is 
different; the bureaucrat is not to engage in politics but only in the impartial 
administration of their offices. Weber specified that the administrator should be 
removed from politics, and should serve as neutral servants of their political elected 
masters (Weber 1999). The honour of the bureaucrats, Weber says, is vested in their 
ability to execute conscientiously the lawful orders of superior authorities, even when it 
concerns, in their view, an improper order. In other words, in performing their tasks, a 
sense of duty is more important than personal opinion.  
 
Weber’s definition of the ideal-type bureaucrat is, however, not shared by all scholars, 
and has been widely contested (Parsons 1995; Fry and Nigro 1996). Friedrich (1940), 
for example, maintains that when bureaucrats not only execute orders, but are indeed 
also involved in political processes, professionalism could become the standard as the 
political system can take advantage of the information and knowledge of those most 
familiar with the programs they administer.4 In line with this, Fry and Nigro (1996: 43) 
argue that in such case “democratic responsibility would be realised, not through the 

                                                           
3 One thinks, for example, of the stereotypes in the classic BBC series Yes, Minister, in which all 
Minister Jim Hacker’s innocent attempts for innovations are opposed by Sir Humphrey Appleby, 
his wily Permanent Secretary, and the rest of the British Civil Service Department. 
4 Without going into details, it is interesting to refer in this respect to the so-called Finer-Friedrich 
debate which took place in the later 1930s and early 1940s. Friedrich argued that the span and 
complexity of activities limit political supervision, and accordingly, made a case to stimulate 
bureaucrats to act responsibly and professional. Finer regards this view anti-democratic, and 
considers it essential that politicians supervise bureaucrats in detail as to make them subservient 
to the elected assembly (Jackson 2009). 
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operation of overhead democracy as in the neutral competence model, but through the 
rational construction of programmes and policies responsive to the needs of the public, 
whether the public recognises those needs or not”. Besides normatively, the dichotomy 
was adjudged inadequate descriptively in view of the fact that research simply reports 
regularly entrepreneurial behaviour in the public sector. Table 1 provides an overview 
of the most prominent discriminating characteristics of policy entrepreneurs in relation 
to other entrepreneurs and the bureaucrat in the classical or Weberian view, or what I 
call the traditional bureaucrat.  
 

 Policy 
intellectual
/ policy 
advocate 

Political 
entrepreneur 

Public 
entrepreneur 

Policy 
entrepreneur 

Traditional 
bureaucrat 

Position In and 
outside 
the 
governme
nt 

Elected 
position 

No formal 
position in 
government 

Hold a 
bureaucratic 
position 

Hold 
bureaucra
tic 
position 

Engagement Involved 
in the 
creation, 
developm
ent phase 
only 

Variable Variable Involved 
throughout 
the policy 
change 
process 

Variable 

Innovative: 
seek policy 
change 

Yes 
 

Yes Yes Yes Neutral 
servant: 
sense of 
duty more 
important 
than 
personal 
opinion 

Prepared to 
take risks 
 

Variable Yes Yes Yes Only when 
asked to 
do so - 
focus on 
regulation
s and 
hierarchy 

Table 1: Policy entrepreneurs versus other actors in policymaking processes 
 
Given that the policy science literature has various names closely related to policy 
entrepreneurs, the above table could in theory easily be doubled or tripled lengthwise. 
Other concepts close to policy entrepreneurs include, among others, policy champions 
(Roberts 1992), project champions (Taylor 2008; Taylor et al. 2011), policy advocates 
(Snare 1995), boundary spanners (Williams 2002), and policy brokers (Sabatier 1988). 
Where in the following chapters the associated theories are discussed, some of these 
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terms will be elaborated upon in relation to my conceptualisation of the policy 
entrepreneur. Listing these concepts at this point, however, merely serves to exemplify 
the variety of terms in use to describe individual change agents and to further typify the 
type of actors this study deals with, and not to provide an exhaustive overview of all 
conceptual differences and overlaps between these and other terms close to policy 
entrepreneurs. 
 
As a final point, it is worth considering whether my conceptualisation of policy 
entrepreneurs as special gifted change-seeking bureaucrats implies that in this 
connection I want to make the suggestion that these actors simply are able to control 
complete policy change process. The short answer is no, I do not. Yet, to develop a more 
satisfactory answer on this question, I consider it useful to first take one step backward, 
and to acknowledge that there are many forces that may propel change besides the 
actions of policy entrepreneurs. Many different social science theories exist to better 
comprehend these forces and processes of change. Except for the key policy science 
theories on the policy process that are discussed extensively in this study, it is outside 
the scope of the present study to present an overview of all these different theories. Yet, 
in relation to the question of the capability of policy entrepreneurs to control change 
processes, I regard a more general reflection on some of these theories meaningful. 
Schneider et al. (1995) hold that there are two dimensions that are associated with 
these theories. The first dimension relates to the supposed structuredness; some 
theories assume that change processes develop fully unstructured and that change is 
caused by random forces. The ‘garbage can model’ of Cohen et al. (1972) is perhaps the 
best known theory which postulates that policy change occurs essentially random. In 
contrast, game theory - mainly used in economics, political science, and psychology - 
seeks to identify the underlying structure of interactions between individuals, and has 
developed approaches, such as cooperative and non-cooperative games, to analyse how 
change takes place in complex systems. Applying both assumptions in extremis would 
leave no strategic room for policy entrepreneurs (Koffijberg 2005). When change 
processes would develop fully unstructured and random, there would be no place for 
calculating strategies of actors; attempts to manipulate the process could only be 
successful by chance. In the other extreme, the policymaking process is fully 
determined; also in this case strategic playing of actors would be of no use. Therefore, 
after scholars such as Mintrom (2000) and Keeley and Scoones (2003), this study 
postulates that policy change processes are to some extent structured processes, and 
thus neither fully determined nor simply chaotic coming down to just chance elements. 
This means that it is assumed that individuals can exhibit agency when they are 
engaged in purposive action with the goal of changing policy, despite the recognition 
that policy change processes are often constrained, and to some extent, guided by the 
structure or context. The second dimension of theories of change that Schneider et al. 
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(1995) identify relates to the matter whether the forces for change are seen as 
exogenous or endogenous to the system. In this respect they suggest that economic 
theories often point to exogenous factors - such as technological developments, 
demographic transition and changes in relative prices - as being the critical forces of 
change, whereas political theories of change tend to mix exogenous factors with 
endogenous factors, such as the effects of actors within policy communities. Here too I 
take a mixed view of change, meaning that I take both exogenous and endogenous 
factors into account, although I assume that exogenous circumstances are especially of 
relevance when they are perceived as such, after all actions of people are steered by 
their perception (Axelrod and Keohane 1985; Scharpf 1997).5 This brings me to the last 
element I consider important related to the issue of controllability, namely, that I do not 
consider policy entrepreneurs as hundred percent rational actors that, on the basis of 
accurate observation and an adequate information processing capacity, are perfectly 
able to respond to the risks and opportunities inherent in a given context by selecting 
the strategies that will maximise their expected total utility. Instead, building on the 
work of Simon (2000) and in line with scholars such as Scharpf (1997), Axelrod and 
Keohane (1985), and Pralle (2003), I consider policy entrepreneurs as bounded rational 
individuals that act on the basis of perceived reality.6 
 

1.3  FROM WHAT TO WHY TO HOW 

Policy science, the academic discipline on which the theoretical framework of this study 
is largely based (further elaborated on in the next chapter), is not the only discipline 
concerned with entrepreneurs; various social science disciplines, including economics, 
business administration, public administration, political science, sociology, and 
psychology, all have contributed to the study of entrepreneurship (Schneider et al. 
1995). The wide range of studies on entrepreneurship can roughly be divided in three 
main categories: (1) studies that focus on what happens when entrepreneurs act; (2) 
studies that concentrate on why they act; and (3) studies that primarily aim to 
understand how they act (Stevenson and Jarillo 1990). Economists can normally be 
placed in the first category; they are generally not so much concerned with the 
entrepreneur himself neither with his or her actions per se, but mostly focus on the 

                                                           
5 Perceptions are definitions or images of reality on the basis of which actors interpret and 
evaluate their own actions, and those of other actors (Weick 1979). 
6 Pralle (2003), for example, proved that advocacy groups often use the venue shopping strategy 
lacking full knowledge of the opportunities and constraints that are present within the different 
venues, and often experiment to understand which venue is best to achieve change. A fully 
rational behaving actor, instead, would first make a careful assessment of the entire environment 
and only hereafter select the venue most responsive to its policy ideas. 
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results of the actions of the entrepreneur, the so-called ‘what’ question. Studies in the 
field of psychology and sociology have contributed to the understanding of the why of 
entrepreneurship, and primarily focussed on the entrepreneurs’ driving forces and 
characteristics. Finally, in the third category, the ‘how’ question is the centre of 
attention. In this category, scholars are focused on entrepreneurial behaviour, and 
analyse how they act, and thus how they are able to achieve their goals, that is, how they 
foster change (Stevenson and Jarillo 1990). 
 
As explained above, where the role of individuals in policy change processes used to be 
commonly undervalued, over the two past decades policy entrepreneurs have become 
increasingly recognised as important actors in processes of policy change. Indeed, 
increasing evidence has established that policy entrepreneurs can and do make 
significant contributions to policy change (see for example Roberts 1992; Schiller 1995; 
Schneider et al. 1995; Mintrom 1997, 2000; and Zhu 2008). That is of course different 
from the question whether with this also a proper and satisfactory answer is provided 
on the ‘how’ question. Given the various challenges and desired policy changes ahead of 
us, I consider comprehension of this ‘how’ question highly important. It is one thing to 
be on the alert for policy gaps or to have a skilled eye in seeing policy change 
opportunities; making changes actually happen requires more. In fact, to operate 
successfully and to gain attention for ideas and to mobilise people to help secure 
approval of preferred policy, it would seem that policy entrepreneurs must be willing to 
engage in a set of activities or manoeuvres, which I describe here as strategies (Roberts 
and King 1991; Mintrom and Vergari 1998). Certainly, important progress towards a 
better understanding has been made. Where previously this field was dominated by ad 
hoc case studies and biographies (see for example Kanter 1983 and Doig and Hargrove 
1987), throughout the past decades more larger scale research has been carried out to 
understand how policy entrepreneurs pursue their goals (see for example Schneider et 
al. 1995; Mintrom 1997, 2000; Huitema and Meijerink 2009, 2010; Taylor et al. 2011). 
Nonetheless, there remain important gaps in our knowledge on how policy 
entrepreneurs act to achieve their goals. Despite the fact that more and more studies 
focussing on policy change either discuss the role of policy entrepreneurs or (as will be 
demonstrated in the next chapter) provide space for them, only a small number of them 
specifically concentrate on the strategies of entrepreneurs. Indeed, apart from studies 
by Roberts and King (1991), Mintrom (1997, 2000), Taylor (2008), Taylor et al. (2011), 
and Huitema and Meijerink (2009), studies systematically specifying the actions of 
policy entrepreneurs to facilitate policy changes remain rather few. And when focusing 
on related questions, such as the policy entrepreneurs’ underlying selection process, or 
the (contextual) effectiveness of the various strategies, the current policy science 
literate is even more restricted. If at all, most studies refer to the selection and 
effectiveness of strategies only in very general terms. In sum, the strategic operating of 
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policy entrepreneurs to facilitate policy change remains in many respects a puzzle. In 
this research, as explained in the next section, the centre of attention is on the ‘how’ 
question, the question of how individual policy entrepreneurs behave to achieve their 
aims, irrespective of the personal motivations to pursue those aims. This rather 
descriptive question, however, leads to several related explanatory questions to better 
understand why policy entrepreneurs act the way the act.  
 

1.4  RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

The key aim of this study is to better understand how individual policy entrepreneurs 
act in pursuing policy change. More precisely, the purpose of this study is to deepen our 
understanding of the strategies that policy entrepreneurs employ in their efforts to 
change policy, as well as to examine when certain strategies are combined with what 
effect.7 I do not attempt to address the policy change process in its entirety nor to 
provide a general theoretical explanation of how policy is created, implemented and 
changed. At the same time, however, I concur with McCown (2004) and think that a 
better comprehension and conceptualisation of the actions of policy entrepreneurs can 
deepen our understanding of the way in which change can be directed, and thus can, to 
some degree, also help solving the more general puzzle of policy change. The choice to 
use a micro lens, and to focus exclusively on the role and modus operandi of individual 
change agents, does not mean that I do not recognise the fact that there are many forces 
besides the actions of entrepreneurs that propel change. On the contrary, and this goes 
back to the earlier discussion on agency and structure, I acknowledge that policy change 
can arise from a variety of causes, and is often constrained by the structure, in short, 
that many actors and factors play a role. Likewise, I recognise that policy change may 
involve various actors (Taylor et al. 2011) or may be the product of a collective 
(Huitema and Meijerink 2009). Yet, for the reason that the strategic operating of policy 
entrepreneurs is still surrounded with many questions while their role is deemed 
important, I consider a specific research light on the behaviour of these individual 
actors not only legitimised but also desired. To elucidate the modus operandi of policy 
entrepreneurs in pursuing policy change the following four research questions are 
formulated: 
 

1. How many policy entrepreneurs are there in local water management in the 
Netherlands and what are their profiles? 

                                                           
7 This study exclusively focuses on the actions of policy entrepreneurs, in other words, on the 
proponents for change. The actions of individual opponents or saboteurs who act to block and 
divert are not taken into consideration. For more insights in their strategies I refer to the work of 
Werners et al. (2010). 
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2.  What strategies do policy entrepreneurs employ in their efforts to change policy? 
3. Which conditions affect the policy entrepreneur’s selection of strategies? 
4. Under what conditions and circumstances are which entrepreneurial policy 

change strategies most effective? 
 
Below I elaborate on each of these four research questions in turn.  
 
How many policy entrepreneurs are there in local water management in the Netherlands 
and what are their profiles?? 

This first research question deals with the existence of policy entrepreneurs. The 
former dominance of case studies and biographies on entrepreneurs suggest that such 
actors are rather exceptional figures that are only found sporadically. In contrast to this 
idea is the work of Mintrom (2000) who carried out a study on school choice policy 
entrepreneurs; he suggests that change is and can be propelled by actors other than a 
small number of heroic figures. Which of the two ideas comes most close to the context 
of this study is an open question, no research has ever been carried out to map seriously 
the number of policy entrepreneurs in the context of Dutch water management. This 
first research question addresses exactly that, and is meant to understand who the 
water policy entrepreneurs in the Netherlands are, and how many of them are actually 
present. This question is not only formulated because I am interested in the total 
number of water policy entrepreneurs, but also because I aim to get a better 
understanding of their profiles. For instance, I want to investigate where most policy 
entrepreneurs work and what functions they have, that is, I want to find out whether 
policy entrepreneurs mostly work as, for instance, project leaders, departments heads, 
or as ‘normal’ policy advisors. In addition, I seek to learn more about the individual 
characteristics of policy entrepreneurs and, among other things, to examine whether 
there are differences in age, gender and educational background.  
 
What strategies do policy entrepreneurs employ in their efforts to change policy? 

The second research question is meant to understand what strategies policy 
entrepreneurs are employing in their efforts to change policy, and has, similar to the 
first question, a descriptive character. The entrepreneurial policy change strategies are 
at the heart of this study and key in formulating an answer to the earlier introduced 
‘how’ question. Policy entrepreneurs will mostly know many strategies that can 
advance their efforts, and I expect that in their efforts to direct policy change, policy 
entrepreneurs do not solely use one single or a small number of strategies at a time, but 
rather use a combination of different strategies, resulting in a unique mix or 
constellation of strategies. Unlike the previous research question, and as will be 
explained below also dissimilar to the other research questions, this field is not as 
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unexplored as the others. Instead, as will be elaborated on in the next chapter, some 
(potential) strategies can be derived from both general strategies on policy change, and 
even more from studies that specifically focus on policy entrepreneurship. For this 
reason, the approach to this question is deductive and based on previous literature. The 
subsequent chapter is largely devoted to the theoretical exploration of this research 
question.  
  
Which conditions affect the policy entrepreneur’s selection of strategies? 

This third research question is essentially meant to get an answer to the question why 
policy entrepreneurs are selecting the strategies that they are selecting. More precisely, 
the aim of this question is twofold: firstly, I aim to understand the factors associated 
with, and potentially influencing, the selection of strategies, and secondly, I aim to 
better understand how these conditions affect the policy entrepreneurs’ selection of 
strategies. As explained in relation to the previous research question, it can be expected 
that there are various strategies that policy entrepreneurs employ to advance their 
efforts. A lot less is known about the conditions influencing the policy entrepreneurs’ 
selection of strategies, the underlying selection process. In the last section of the 
subsequent chapter, I elaborate on what the current policy science literature can and 
cannot tell us about this matter, and establish that the provided pointers and 
indications are insufficient to determine what conditions influence the policy 
entrepreneurs’ selection of strategies. Therefore, answering this question requires a 
largely inductive approach.  
 
Under what conditions and circumstances are which entrepreneurial policy change 
strategies most effective? 

This work on the strategic behaviour of policy entrepreneurs does not stop with a 
categorisation of the different entrepreneurial strategies and tries to also understand 
the selection process as explained in the previous question, and more importantly, the 
effectiveness of the various entrepreneurial strategies. Effectiveness refers to the extent 
to which the tool, in this study the policy change strategies, is likely to achieve its goals 
(Birkland 2001), whereby, as will be discussed in greater detail below, this study 
primarily focusses on substantive and relational objectives. Clearly, full knowledge on 
the effectiveness of each distinct strategy would be highly valuable. Yet, for the reason 
that in practice strategies interfere with each other, and especially because several 
scholars (including, for example, Fisher et al. 1983; Scharpf 1997; Mintrom 2000; and 
Taylor et al. 2011) suggest that the effectiveness of strategies is context-dependent, I 
believe that, particularly in a non-experimental setting, it is very difficult to exactly 
predetermine the effectiveness of each single strategy. This, however, does not mean 
that one should give up the endeavour of acquiring a better understanding on the 
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effectiveness. This fourth research question is precisely intended to understand better 
how the context influences the effectiveness on the different entrepreneurial strategies. 
Given that the current literature on entrepreneurial strategies hardly systematically 
addresses which strategies are effective under which condition, also for this fourth 
research question desires a largely inductive approach. This study assumes that by 
analysing the policy entrepreneurs’ strategic preferences, who by comparison with 
their colleagues, are the most successful managers of change, and know relatively best 
which actions are most fitting in each unique situation, much can be learned about the 
contextual effectiveness of the different entrepreneurial strategies. The fact that most 
works on strategies did not systematically examine the issue of effectiveness does again 
not mean that the theory does not provide important insights on the subject. Therefore, 
Chapters 6-9 each start with a discussion in which these insights are explored as to 
provide, as far as possible, a theoretical answer to this research question on 
effectiveness. 
 

1.5  METHODOLOGY 

In the framework of this chapter, the current section is primarily meant as an 
introduction to the remainder of the thesis, and where it concerns the specific 
methodological steps almost as a preview (for example, all research steps in this 
section, as well as the selection of entrepreneurs, are discussed in greater detail in 
Chapter 4). As explained, in this study, the focus and attention is directed to the micro-
level and the actions of the individual policy entrepreneur. The environment informing 
this analysis is the water management system in the Netherlands. As explained in 
Chapter 3, Dutch water management is consensus-based, complex, and fragmented. It 
can be defined as a multilevel governance system with a relatively high degree of 
decentralisation. Decision making is based on close collaboration between the central 
government and authorities at the regional (provinces and water boards) and local level 
(municipalities) (Kuks 2009; Van Leussen and Lulofs 2009). The Netherlands is a highly 
interesting place to study the role and actions of policy entrepreneurs because of its 
rich and diverse institutional context in local and regional water management. 
Furthermore, the Netherlands is a highly instructive place to study the modus operandi 
of policy entrepreneurs as the country’s water management system represents an 
excellent case of a system in which many policy changes are needed (among other 
things, due to the need to anticipate on – expected - climate change effects), and 
wherein both the management of the system, and the governing processes has become 
fundamentally more complex (Van der Brugge et al. 2005; Roth and Warner 2007; Van 
Leussen and Lulofs 2009). 
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Unlike various previous studies on policy entrepreneurs (such as, for instance Mintrom 
2000 and Huitema and Meijerink 2010) who primarily focused on policy transitions at 
the national level, in this study the research spotlight is directed towards the 
subnational level where policy change and innovation is shaped around the 
preparation, instigation and implementations of practical projects. In fact, the 
subnational level is the level where most practical projects are carried out and become 
visible. Given the relatively delineated and tangible character of projects, I believe that 
this focus provides an excellent opportunity to generate more in-depth knowledge on 
the strategic behaviour of policy entrepreneurs.  
 
Drawing on Howlett and Cashore (2009), the main criterion in this study is the 
‘direction’ of policy change and its relation to the status quo, and not so much whether a 
particular change may be called ‘incremental’ or ‘paradigmatic’. Incremental change is 
associated with marginal changes in policy means and ends, and does not affect the 
heart of a policy program or the fundamental interests of actors in power. Paradigmatic 
change on the other hand – also referred to as transitions or as major, fundamental, 
radical, or deep policy change - entails fundamental reorientations of policy means and 
ends, and has been treated as relatively atypical (Sabatier 1988; Hall 1993; 
Baumgartner and Jones 1991, 2002; Mintrom and Norman 2009). Even though this 
apparent clear black-white division between incremental and paradigmatic change is 
attractive, and unlike many scholars after the work of Lindblom (1959) actually make 
this differentiation, it is also argued that the reality is often rather grey. For example, 
Huitema and Meijerink (2007) suggest that fundamental policy change can very well be 
the result of processes of continuous small or incremental policy changes, and is by no 
means always the outcome of a sudden shift. Indeed, also Howlett and Cashore (2009) 
maintain that the boundaries between incremental and paradigmatic change can be 
difficult established, and for this reason argue that the ‘direction’ of policy change and 
the relation to the status quo is a better criteria. Based on their work, the deviation from 
the status quo - in other words, the newness or innovativeness of an idea or policy 
proposal - is in this study defined by the unique context and perspective of the policy 
entrepreneur, or rather, to the extent that they and other relevant actors in their 
network perceive it as deviating, innovative or new. This point of view is in line with 
what Lett (1990) defines as the emic perspective, the perspective where the conceptual 
schemes and categories are only regarded meaningful and appropriate when they are 
defined as such by the members of the culture being studied. It means that the question 
whether in a certain context something is innovative, is different to asking the origin of 
the concerned idea or policy proposal. Even if the latter question is interesting and 
important, only the answer to the former defines whether a particular idea is innovative 
or not. This is different from most other policy science studies that work with 
predefined conceptual schemes, or what Lett (1990) would call the etic perspective.  
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At this point, the focus of this study is nearly fully portrayed. Yet, given that in this study 
not even the innovative projects are the central unit of analysis, even more precision on 
the level of analysis of this study is needed, and here lies perhaps biggest difference 
between this study and most former studies on policy entrepreneurship. Whereas most 
studies primarily seek to explain certain changes in policy or transitions, and look at the 
role of individuals in them, in this study the actual unit of analysis is the individual 
policy entrepreneur himself.  
 
To develop systematic ideas on the role and possible strategies of policy entrepreneurs, 
I first and foremost engaged with the policy science literature. Also for the theoretical 
elaboration of the research questions on the selection and effectiveness of strategies, I 
draw heavily on the policy sciences. Yet, given the relative limited insight these theories 
could provide on both questions, I did not limit myself to the policy science literature, 
but instead also considered associated literature, including literature on project 
management, political sciences, and public management. I believe that such approach is 
valuable as it broadens the base of available knowledge and provides a greater 
variability. When and why I studied precisely which literature is explained throughout 
this study. At this point, it is important to discuss the design of the empirical part of this 
study. After all, to investigate who the policy entrepreneurs are, to understand the 
variation of entrepreneurial strategies, and to learn about the underlying selection 
process and contextual effectiveness, I conducted a highly comprehensive empirical 
study. Aiming to provide an as rich as possible understanding of the strategic acting of 
policy entrepreneurs, the methodological approach of this empirical study combines 
quantitative and qualitative methods. By combining different research methods, a 
principle known as methodological triangulation, the reduction of reality can be 
compensated as much as possible (Yin 1994; Hart et al. 1998; Berg 2001; Druckman 
2005).  
 
The first phase of this empirical research was conducted with a qualitative research 
approach (see section 4.2). The purpose of this first phase of the empirical exploration 
was to gain a more complete understanding of the strategies used by policy 
entrepreneurs, as well as to elicit their thoughts, opinions, and experiences concerning 
strategic choices and dilemmas. In other words, my goal was to go ‘in depth’. To this 
end, I first conducted 10 semi-standardised in-depth interviews with policy 
entrepreneurs (selected by stratified sampling) in two rounds. To provide more 
profundity and detail on some of the topics discussed in the interviews, I subsequently 
organised a focus group in which all but two of the interviewed policy entrepreneurs 
participated. The interview and the focus group methods were chosen because these 
techniques make it possible to focus directly on the topic, and because they can provide 
insight on the policy entrepreneurs’ perceptions (Yin 1994). The middle phase of this 
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research had a quantitative character and builds on the data derived from the 
interviews and the focus group (see section 4.3). In this phase, it was not so much my 
purpose to go in-depth, but rather to go ‘in breadth’. Therefore, I conducted a large-
scale survey. The survey is the most commonly used social research method for 
collecting data from individuals in a population of interest. Unique for this study is that I 
carried out a so-called census, meaning that every member of the population is 
included, in this case all water policy entrepreneurs at local governmental bodies in the 
Netherlands (Argyrous 2005). Towards this end, first all policy entrepreneurs had to be 
identified. In this procedure, which is discussed in greater detail in Chapter 4, all 491 
Dutch local governmental bodies working with water where contacted (response rate: 
95.3%). The survey (which itself had a response rate of 70.5%) asked for general 
background information, contained an extra control questions on the selection 
procedure, and comprised of statements and questions to elicit information about the 
strategic orientation and modus operandi of the policy entrepreneurs. The last phase of 
this empirical research had again an ‘in-depth’ and qualitative character and 
encompassed additional individual telephone interviews with 50 randomly selected 
entrepreneurs who filled out the questionnaire and indicated to be willing to participate 
in a follow-up interview on the topic of entrepreneurial strategies (see section 4.4). Goal 
of this phase was to gain a deeper understanding of the survey results, and to acquire 
additional knowledge of the contextual effectiveness of the different entrepreneurial 
strategies. Unlike the interviews in the first phase, the telephone interviews were 
conducted in a standardised manner with open questions. 
 

1.6  OUTLINE 

After this first chapter ‘Policy entrepreneurs as agents of change’ that serves as an 
introduction of the thesis, Chapter 2 ‘Explanations of policy change and the role of 
policy entrepreneurs’ first and foremost discusses the policymaking process in more 
detail. To this end, I review the most influential explanations of policy change that have 
been presented by policy scientists over the past few decades. Even when these studies 
suggest that policy change is generally difficult to steer, I show that most scholars 
nevertheless make directly or indirectly the point that there is room for policy 
entrepreneurs to help stimulate or redirect debate about policy issues. Chapter 2 also 
offers an overview of the entrepreneurial policy change strategies that are provided for 
in the key studies on the subject, and presents a typology of ten logical and mutually 
distinguishable change strategies derived from this literature. Furthermore, this 
chapter provides a first theoretically driven answer to the research question related to 
the policy entrepreneur’s selection of strategies. 
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In Chapter 3 ‘Dutch water management’ I elaborate on the environment informing this 
study, the Dutch water management system. The Netherlands is a country with a 
diverse institutional context, and is known for its expertise in water management. By 
presenting a concise history and discussion on the current organisation of Dutch water 
management, I explain in this chapter the current water management challenges, and 
why the Netherlands is a highly interesting place to study policy change processes in 
water management, and the role of policy entrepreneurs within these processes. 
 
In Chapter 4 ‘Methodology’ I discuss the research strategy of this study. Unlike most 
previous empirical work, in this study policy changes in a particular field – in my case 
Dutch water management - only represents the case through which to examine the 
actual unit of analysis: the individual policy entrepreneur. And unlike those few studies 
that explicitly focused on the individual, in this study I do not focus on just one or a 
small number of cases, but instead included all Dutch water management policy 
entrepreneurs working within local governmental bodies concerned with water 
management. After a description of how I located the water management policy 
entrepreneurs, Chapter 4 explains how I generated the empirical evidence of this thesis. 
Evidence which is based on a four-year study, entailing more than 60 in-depth 
interviews, a focus group, and an extensive mail survey. 
 
In Chapter 5 ‘Policy entrepreneurs in Dutch water management’ I confront the first 
research question of this study, which addresses the incidence and profiles of policy 
entrepreneurs in Dutch management. Unlike what is suggested in most literature, and 
despite the fact that entrepreneurship in government is often perceived as a paradox, 
my results suggest that entrepreneurship is surprisingly common in local water 
government in the Netherlands. After a discussion on the profiles of policy 
entrepreneurs, I then present an overview of the kind of projects policy entrepreneurs 
are involved with, and highlight the specific role and contribution of policy 
entrepreneurs within these trajectories. 

 
The structure of the next four chapters of this thesis, Chapter 6, 7, 8, and 9, is identical. 
In these chapters I demonstrate that in their efforts to affect policy change, policy 
entrepreneurs in Dutch water management employ a wealth of strategies which can be 
grouped into four logical categories: attention- and support-seeking strategies, linking 
strategies, relational management strategies, and arena strategies. I devote to each 
category one separate chapter, and where applicable highlight the differences and 
similarities between the strategies both within and between these chapters. My purpose 
in these chapters is to assess what strategies policy entrepreneurs use and to better 
understand the underlying selection process, that is, to find an empirically based 
answer on respectively the second and the third research question. In addition, I aim to 
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deepen our understanding of the contextual effectiveness of the different strategies 
related to the fourth research question. Towards this end, I start each chapter with a 
theoretical discussion on the contextual effectiveness of the strategy concerned. After 
this theoretical discussion, I present in each chapter the results of the in-depth 
interviews, the focus group, along with the results of my extensive mail survey. All four 
strategy chapters end with a concise summary of the empirical findings and a 
discussion on the points of convergence and divergence between my results and the 
theoretical works discussed at the start of each chapter. 
  
In Chapter 6 ‘Attention- and support seeking strategies’ I take a closer look at the ways 
in which policy entrepreneurs demonstrate the significance of the problem they aim to 
solve, and their attempts to convince a wide range of participants about their preferred 
policy. I discuss the use of indicators, pilot projects, and the way policy entrepreneurs 
exploit focusing events as to get attention for the problem they aim to solve and build 
support for their ‘solutions’ or policy proposals. In this chapter I also explain how policy 
entrepreneurs use rhetorical persuasion to promote policy change. My results suggest 
that policy entrepreneurs do not stop with ‘simply’ asking attention for a problem, and 
demonstrating his or her idea.8 Instead, I show that they constantly work very hard to 
present their ideas as solutions to particular identified problems, and vice versa.  

 
In Chapter 7 ‘Linking strategies’ I explore how policy entrepreneurs create links to 
realise their promoted policy change. It is clear that policy change can hardly be 
realised individually. Not surprisingly, then, policy entrepreneurs must find ways to 
collaborate and link with other parties in coalitions. My results suggest that policy 
entrepreneurs are very good at making appraisals as to when to involve which actors. 
At times, policy entrepreneurs advocate for broad coalitions, other times they 
consciously avoid them, often because they fear complication and stagnation. Besides 
the notion coalition building, in this chapter I also discuss the related strategy of issue 
linking and game linking. I observed that policy entrepreneurs in Dutch water 
management by no means focus on only one single transition, but instead are constantly 
on the alert for future policy change opportunities.  

 
In Chapter 8 ‘Relational management strategies’ I examine how policy entrepreneurs 
manage the relational factor in policy change trajectories, and demonstrate that this is 
an essential aspect within these processes. Policy entrepreneurs spend much time and 
resources on networking and, even more importantly, constantly seek to build 
relationships of trust. Networking matters because it helps policy entrepreneurs 
discover opportunities, makes them understand the preferences of the other 

                                                           
8 For readability, in the remainder of this script the ‘he’ pronoun is used to refer to both sexes. 
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participants, and accordingly helps them to understand how to determine which 
arguments will persuade others to support their policy ideas. My evidence suggests that 
relational management is not merely an external concern. Instead, I demonstrate that 
the game ‘back home’ is at as least as important as the game with external partners. 
 
In the final strategy chapter of this thesis, Chapter 9, ‘Arena strategies’ I examine how 
policy entrepreneurs can benefit from shifting the place (venue) and time wherein 
decisions are made. I discuss the use of the venue shopping strategy, and show that 
policy entrepreneurs primarily ‘shop’ for the creation of all sorts of new venues, 
including project-based organisations, task forces, advisory committees, feedback 
groups and sounding boards. Furthermore, my results suggest that, at the level of the 
current analysis, the policy entrepreneurs’ search for alternative venues in practice is 
very limited. Also in this chapter I show the importance of time and the timing strategy 
in policymaking processes, and explain how policy entrepreneurs play for time by both 
slowing down and speeding up.  
 
In the final chapter of this thesis, ‘Conclusions and recommendations’, I return to my 
principal argument that the ‘how’ question – related to the strategic modus operandi of 
policy entrepreneurs - is poorly understood, now in the light of the empirical work 
presented in the preceding chapters. After an analysis and summary of the most 
important findings regarding the use and effectiveness of the individual strategies, I go 
on to discuss what my results mean, and how they relate to the main theories of change, 
detailed in Chapter 2. My aim in this final chapter is to show that, depending on the 
specific context, policy entrepreneurs are able to effectively place emphasis on 
particular combinations of attention- and support-seeking strategies, linking strategies, 
relational management strategies, and arena strategies. I argue that, unlike what is 
suggested in most theories on policy change, by operating in this strategic manner, 
individual agents are, to a degree, able to affect and steer policy change. I conclude this 
thesis by reflecting on possible policy implications and by drawing practical lessons 
about policy entrepreneurship and the strategic actions of policy entrepreneurs, which 
should be of interest to both policy makers and practitioners that aim to bring policy 
changes in water management. 
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2.  EXPLANATIONS OF POLICY CHANGE 
AND THE ROLE OF POLICY 
ENTREPRENEURS 
 

2.1  INTRODUCTION 

Sabatier (2007) calls the complexity of the policy process ‘staggering’, Mintrom (2000) 
holds that the nature of such processes is ‘amorphous and complex’, and Henry (1993: 
102) calls policy processes “inherently messy, ambiguous, unpredictable and conflict-
provoking”. I could easily continue over a number of pages to give even more examples 
of how scholars describe the complexity policy processes. Given this complexity, 
Sabatier argues that in making efforts to understand policy processes, scholars have 
little choice than to simplify, after all, they “simply cannot look for, and see, everything” 
(2007: 4). Indeed, he suggests that the only viable alternative for scholars is to look at 
the world through a lens consisting of a set of simplifying presuppositions, which - 
when specifying relations between variables so as to explain and predict phenomena – 
are termed theories (Kerlinger 1986). Mintrom and Vergari (1996) use the metaphor of 
designing maps for explaining essentially the same idea. They argue that maps, for 
instance, designed for giving an overview of an area will most likely identify only 
features such as major rivers, cities, and highways. Other maps – including within this 
study - are instead designed for showing relationships between specific streets; 
obviously, these maps will be much more detailed. Both maps will show many 
simplifications and ignore many details, yet are both valuable for their specific use 
(Mintrom and Vergari 1996). Sabatier (2007) argues alike that it is no problem that 
when analysts look through different lenses they are likely to see different things. 
Insight in the conditions of when to best use which lens or map is more important.  
 
The lenses or maps applied in this study are primarily products of the policy sciences. 
Policy science is firmly grounded in the study of politics, and is often defined as a 
subdiscipline of mainstream political science (John 1998; Birkland 2001). The study of 
politics and its efforts to explain the various ways in which power can, and is, exercised 
and used to allocate resources, benefits, costs and burdens started hundreds of years 
ago, judging also that the modern era of political theory dates back to Machiavelli’s 
famous work Il Principe (The prince) published in 1513. Policy sciences on the other 
hand is only founded in the twentieth century (Birkland 2001), and is directed to 
“comprehend the totality of public decision making” and “investigate[s] the complex links 
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between inchoate public demands and the detailed implementation of policy choices” 
(John 1998: 3). By now, the policy sciences offers various theories to understand why 
and when policy changes, remains stable, varies from sector to sector, and differs in 
their consequences for the publics that consume and appraise them (John 2003). This is 
not to say that the designing of maps or the polishing of lenses is completed. In fact, up 
to this very day the development and modification of logical, empirically supported 
theories of the policy process remains an important enterprise.  
 
Some of the most influential theories that have been presented by policy scientists 
throughout the past few decades are discussed in the subsequent section of this 
chapter. Despite their suggestion that policy change is generally difficult to achieve and 
steer, I show in section 2.2 that most scholars make the point, directly or indirectly, that 
there is room for policy entrepreneurs to help stimulate or redirect debate about policy 
issues. Next, in section 2.3, I will build on these brief summaries and explicitly focus on 
the insights that can be drawn from these contrasting explanations of policy change in 
terms of entrepreneurial policy change strategies. Furthermore, I will analyse several 
key studies specifically directed to the actions of policy entrepreneurs. As such, this 
section provides the theoretical answer of my second research question meant to 
understand what strategies policy entrepreneurs are employing in their efforts to 
change policy. Finally, in section 2.4, an attempt is made to formulate the theoretical 
answer to the third research question, meant to understand the conditions that affect 
the policy entrepreneur’s selection of strategies. 
 

2.2  THE POLICY PROCESS 

I start this section on the policy process by citing the work of Bennett and Howlett 
(1992) who elaborate on the variety of ways in which policy changes. They (1992: 275) 
state: “Policies change in a variety of different ways (…) some policies are new and 
innovative, while others are merely incremental refinements of earlier policies”. Despite 
this suggested variety, most policy science theories argue that under ‘normal’ 
circumstances policies are rather stable and are nearly impossible to manage (Meijerink 
and Huitema 2009). Indeed, the policy science literature reveals many ways of 
explaining policy stability. Important to this understanding is, among other things, a 
phenomenon known as path dependency. Path dependency implies that the set of 
decisions one faces for any given circumstance is limited by the decisions one has made 
in the past, even though these past circumstances may no longer be relevant (Pierson 
2004). Howlett (2009: 248) argues in this vein: “While a random sequence implies that 
any event has an equal probability of following from any other, in a contingent path 
dependent sequence the turning point renders the occurrence of the each subsequent point 
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more likely until, finally, ‘lock in’ occurs”. An important factor explaining policy stability 
is the fact that processes of policy change often generate resistance and call for strategic 
manoeuvring. Resistance towards policy change may, among other things, follow from: 
(1) the relatively simple wish to be left in peace for a certain moment; (2) the desire to 
defend vested interests (for example, careers may depend on specific policy programs); 
(3) the importance of predictable government behaviour and (4) the wish to protect an 
ideology and/or convictions that might be at stake. Therefore Huitema and Meijerink 
(2009) maintain that actors in power may issue legislation reflecting and supporting 
their policy ideas, formulate decision making rules that are favourable to them, 
manipulate the various forums where decision making takes place, and/or possess 
other means and resources to resist major policy change. As explained below, 
Baumgartner and Jones’ punctured equilibrium theory posits that policy change is, 
among other things, difficult for the reason that institutionalised policy monopolies 
tend to ‘dampen pressures for change’ (Baumgartner and Jones 1991, 1993; True et al. 
1999). The advocacy coalition framework (based on Sabatier 1988) suggests too that 
policy change is almost unattainable without external shock events. Despite this 
dominant idea in the policy science literature that policy change is generally difficult 
and hardly impossible to direct or steer, both Mintrom (2000) and Huitema and 
Meijerink (2010) suggest that individual policy entrepreneurs can and do make a 
difference, and so do I. In the following sections I illustrate the room for policy 
entrepreneurs in the multiple-stream model of Kingdon (1984), the punctuated 
equilibrium theory of Baumgartner and Jones (1993), the advocacy coalition framework 
of Sabatier (1988), and the network management approach (for example, of De Bruijn 
and Ten Heuvelhof 1995, 2000, 2008). While these four theories certainly do not 
present an exhaustive overview of all conceptual approaches of the policy process, this 
study focuses upon them because they represent relatively well-developed theoretical 
frameworks, and in connection with this, because they are widely considered the most 
influential theories of the policy process (Parsons 1995; John 1998; Sabatier 2007).9 
  

2.2.1  Process streams and windows of opportunity 

Kingdon (1984) is not only one of the first scholars to apply the term ‘entrepreneurs’ to 
the public sector, he is also the founder of the multiple-stream model, one of the most 
influential theories of the policy process. His interest in the policymaking process is 
primarily directed towards the issue of how particular policy problems and solutions 
                                                           
9 To be precise, Parsons (1995) considers exactly these four approaches the four most 
comprehensive theories to explain the policy process. John (1998) includes the multiple-stream 
model, the punctuated equilibrium theory, and the advocacy coalition framework in his list of 
‘synthetic theories’. Finally, Sabatier (2007) considers all these four approaches to his top eight of 
most promising theories of the policy process. 
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achieve prominence at certain times. His multiple-stream model, similar to the garbage 
can model of Cohen et al. (1972) on which this theory is based, contrast strongly with 
the rational models of policy change. One could even maintain that with his argument 
that policy processes are fluid and non-linear Kingdon (1984) almost turns the rational 
model of problem solving upside down. This is of no surprise knowing that Kingdon 
(1984: 82) maintains that rational choice theories do “not very accurately describe 
reality”.10 Consistent with Cohen et al. (1972), Kingdon’s (1984) key argument is that 
policy change is the result of development in relatively independent streams.11 Kingdon 
(1984) starts with the identification of the problem stream which comprises evidence of 
the nature of the problem drawn from crises, feedback effects, and indicators. 
Furthermore he recognises the policy stream, comprising of proposals, strategies, and 
initiatives to tackle the problem. Finally, Kingdon (1984) pays explicit attention to 
political developments, such as changes in administration, action of pressure groups, 
and creates also for these developments separate stream: the political stream. 
According to Kingdon (1984), policy does not come about without the coupling of the 
problem stream, the policy stream, and the political stream. 
 
Important element in Kingdon’s model is the understanding that the streams are largely 
independent of one another and develop according to their own dynamics and rules. 
Hence, in contrast to the ideas of the rational models, the problem formulation and 
solution stream are believed to develop independently from one another. In other 
words, an important element in his model is the understanding that problems are not 
only looking for solutions, but that solutions might also float around searching for 
problems to which they can be coupled. Participants might also debate and search for 
problems and/or solutions because they have some self-interest in doing so (e.g., 
keeping their job). It is the coupling of the streams that allows, at a given time and in a 
given context, for a particular issue to be turned into a policy. Kingdon (1984: 93) puts 
it like this: “The key to understanding agenda and policy change is their coupling. The 
separate streams come together at critical times. A problem is recognised, a solution is 

                                                           
10 Rational choice theory is one of the theories that have informed policy sciences, and is based on 
the idea that all action is fundamentally rational and that people calculate the (to be expected) 
costs and benefits of any action prior to they choose what to do (John 1998; Scott 2000). 
11 Although the logical structure of Cohen et al.’s (1972) garbage can model and Kingdon’s (1984) 
model are largely identical, there are some important differences too. Whereas the garbage can 
model is primarily focused on policymaking decisions in organisations, such as faculties or 
hospitals, in Kingdon’s model agenda setting and decision making processes within certain policy 
terrains are paramount. What is more, Kingdon (1984) distinguishes different streams as Cohen 
et al. (1972). The latter underline the existence of four distinct, but complementary, processes, or 
streams: the problem stream, the solution stream, the participation, and the choice opportunity 
stream, whereas the former seeks the dynamic of policy change in the development of the 
problem, policy, and the political stream. 
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available, the political climate makes the time right for change, and the constraints do not 
prohibit action”. Kingdon (1984) holds that the coupling of the streams develops rather 
randomly and unpredictably, and that only when time is ‘ready’ coupling opportunities 
come along. Kingdon refers to this chance for action as the opening of a policy 
window.12 The opening of a window is dependent on the development of all three 
streams – that is, the development, recognition, and the acknowledgment of alternate 
problems; the discussion about the continuously changing policy plans; and political 
developments - and does not open when a coupling is created between two streams 
only. Given that such windows open infrequently, and that when they do so, maintain 
open for a short time only, the chance for action is only temporary; couplings possible at 
one moment might be impossible a little later.13 This means that these chances have to 
be exploited quickly, and here the key role of policy entrepreneurs in the policymaking 
process becomes apparent. Indeed, Kingdon (1984) argues that these “advocates for 
proposals or for the prominence of ideas” are needed to get build acceptance for solutions 
and to take advantage of these chances and to create couplings between the streams. It 
should, however, be noted that ‘taking advantage of’ is fundamentally different from 
‘steering or directing’, after all, Kingdon contends that policy change processes are 
rather random and thus practically impossible to steer. 
 
To take advantage of these windows, Kingdon argues that policy entrepreneurs must be 
alert to windows of opportunity through which to push their proposals, develop their 
ideas and proposals well in advance, and wait for problems to come along to which they 
can attach their solutions, or for a development in the political stream that makes their 
proposals more likely to be adopted. He further maintains that policy entrepreneurs are 
characterised by their risk taking behaviour and their willingness to invest their time, 
energy, reputation, and sometimes money in the hope for future return, job security, 
                                                           
12 Kingdon uses the terminology of space exploration missions to underline that such windows 
open infrequently, and that when it does so, it maintains open for a short time only. For a satellite 
to reach its target planets, a specific constellation of heavenly bodies is required, a constellation 
which occurs during a very short period only. He explains: “In space shots, the window presents the 
opportunity for a launch. The target planets are in proper alignment, but will not stay that way for 
long. Thus the launch must take place when the window is open, lest the opportunity slip away. Once 
lost, the opportunity may recur, but in the interim, astronauts and space engineers must wait until 
the window reopens” (Kingdon 1984: 174). 
13 Kingdon (1984) distinguishes between ‘problem windows’, which open in response to a 
pressing problem, and ‘political windows’, which open in response to political events, such as a 
change of government. Furthermore, it should be noted that it cannot be derived from objective 
data whether or not the policy window is open or not. In this regard the participants’ perceptions 
are important which, naturally, will not always be the same. Accordingly, misperceiving and 
disagreements whether a window is open or not are very well possible. Finally it should be noted 
that the window closes for a variety of reasons, including the short duration of a crisis, or the 
feeling among participants that they addressed the problem (Kingdon 1984). 
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promotion, and/or pleasure. He holds that they are not necessary superhumanly clever 
but always have three kind of qualities: they have some claim to hearing, for example as 
a result of their expertise; they are skilled negotiators or have political connections; and 
finally Kingdon (1984) holds that policy entrepreneurs are persistent. 
 
The strength of Kingdon’s model is that it considers problems, solutions, and political 
developments as streams with their own dynamics. By doing so, it provides a 
conceptual framework by which complex policy processes, and in particular agenda 
setting, can be analysed and understood. Accordingly, Kingdon’s model is generally 
regarded as a significant theoretical breakthrough in the field of public policy (John 
2003). A limitation of the model is, however, that it solely focuses on the early stages of 
the policymaking process such as agenda setting and policy adoption. These steps are 
certainly very important in policy change processes, yet it would be good to also 
research other steps and the role of policy entrepreneurs therein. 
 

2.2.2  Policy images and policy venues 

Similarly to the multiple-stream model, Baumgartner and Jones (1991, 1993) add 
greatly to our knowledge of policy change and stability. With their so-called ‘punctuated 
equilibrium theory’ they too questioned various established models on the policy 
process, not in the last place those on incrementalism such as put forward by Lindblom 
(1959). The predominant metaphors of Baumgartner and Jones’ inquiry are drawn from 
debates in evolutionary biology in the 1970s. They write: “Policy diffusion, with its S-
shaped curve, is remarkable like a punctuated equilibrium model in which the system 
shifts rapidly from one stable point to another” (1993: 17). Their theory reconciles the 
discrepancy between incrementalist accounts of policy change and those that discuss 
instances of dramatic policy shifts. They hold that incrementalism and sudden shift 
coexist: “Rapid change in public policy outcomes often occurs, but most theories of 
pluralism emphasise only incrementalism. Yet from a historical view, it can easily be seen 
that many policies go through long periods of stability and short periods of dramatic 
reversals” (Baumgartner et al. 1991: 1044). Indeed, their theory provides an 
explanation of why policies can be relatively stable over long periods of time, but then 
can also change radically. Originally, the model of punctuated equilibrium was 
exclusively applied to policy subsystems in the U.S. (cf. Baumgartner and Jones 1991, 
1993), only in later work it is suggested that punctuations also occur throughout the 
national governance as a whole (Jones et al. 1998) and not only in the U.S., but also in 
different political regimes (Baumgartner et al. 2009). The fundamental logic is one of 
system-delimited homeostasis, wherein various forms of ‘negative feedback’ processes, 
such as institutional rule adaptation and actor behaviour, allow the policy systems to 
continually (re)adjust to changing circumstances (Howlett 2009). Therefore, they 
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maintain that most policy systems are characterised by long periods of stability wherein 
only incremental change exist. In their account Baumgartner and Jones primarily focus 
on the early stages of the policymaking process, and place herein most emphasis on the 
broad dynamics that drive policy stability and policy change. They consider possibilities 
for directing change limited and hold that if change occurs, it is in the first place due to 
external events. For all that, I argue that in their theory there is room for individual 
change agents. 
 
To explain the room for policy entrepreneurs in the punctuated equilibrium theory 
more precisely, first a better insight on how Baumgartner and Jones (1993) account for 
policy stability is needed. In the first place they maintain that an important element is 
that during periods of stability large measures of agreement exists on how problems are 
defined. Stability is further explained by the limited ability of legislators to process 
information, and consequently, to deal with more than a few issues at a time, as well as 
by the existence of institutionalised policy monopolies that are inclined to diminish 
attempts for change (True et al. 1999). Policy monopolies contain two elements: (1) a 
definable institutional structure responsible for policymaking that limits access to the 
policy process, and (2) a powerful supporting idea associated with the institution. In 
this perspective, such a monopoly is thus supported by a powerful idea or policy image, 
and controlled by people who go to considerable lengths to promote positive images of 
current policy settings and deflect calls for change. Nonetheless, Baumgartner and Jones 
(1993) state that such equilibrium is only possible for a particular period, that is, they 
argue that it is only a matter of time and circumstance before this equilibrium is 
‘punctuated’, and followed by a brief period of radical policy change. After the change, 
when a new policy image attracts supporters and becomes widely accepted, they 
suggest that the system generally moves towards a new equilibrium, marking the 
beginning of another lengthy period of policy stability. The question remains, however, 
when such punctuations occur. Baumgartner and Jones (1993) argue that this 
punctuated equilibrium is driven by two interacting forces: (1) new policy images, i.e. 
how a policy is understood and discussed, and (2) the institutional context of issues; 
policy venues. In terms of opportunities for policy entrepreneurs in their quest to affect 
policy change, precisely these two interacting forces for policy change - policy images 
and policy venues – are the primary mechanisms available. 
 
Concerning policy images, Baumgartner and Jones (1993) argue that every so often - 
mostly as a result of an external event - a certain idea gets attention, expands rapidly, 
and once that happens becomes unstoppable. In other words, in their account, change in 
the first place comes about from external events that puncture the equilibrium. But at 
the same time, for change to occur more is needed, and here we find a first important 
role for policy entrepreneurs (Mintrom 2000; Mintrom and Norman 2009). Policy 
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entrepreneurs may play a critical role in the manipulation of policy images, i.e. the 
fashioning of new perceptions or frames of the issues at stake. Besides the manipulation 
of policy images, room for individual actors is also suggested on the topic of policy 
venues, referring to the institutions or groups in society that have the authority to make 
decisions concerning an issue, including different levels of government, regulatory 
agencies, legislative bodies, and the media.14 Baumgartner and Jones (1993) note that 
particularly in federal systems of government it is possible for policy changes to occur 
in multiple venues, and more importantly, that venue change can lead to spectacular 
changes in policy outcomes. Indeed, besides that policy entrepreneurs may strive to put 
new interpretation on various activities and events, they may move the discussion and 
shop for institutional venues that are generally present in a policy domain to tear apart 
old equilibria (Schneider et al. 1995), or to use Baumgartner and Jones’ (1991: 1045) 
own words, as to “try to alter the roster of participants who are involved in the issue by 
seeking out the most favourable venue for the consideration of their issues”. These venues 
can be at the same jurisdictional level (horizontal venue shopping) or at another level 
(vertical venue shopping). When policy change appears blocked at one level – say the 
local – it might be effective for policy entrepreneurs to search actively for venues where 
chances for getting support for their newly fashioned policy image are the highest – say, 
for instance, at the national level (Mintrom and Norman 2009). 
 

2.2.3  The advocacy coalition framework 

I now turn to the ‘advocacy coalition framework’ of Sabatier (1988) and its ongoing 
refinements in conjunction with a number of co-authors (see, for example, Sabatier and 
Jenkins-Smith 1993; Sabatier et al. 2005; Sabatier and Weible 2007; Weible et al. 2011). 
The advocacy coalition framework is again different than the theories discussed above, 
but offers just as well a valuable addition to our thinking on policymaking. The 
approach provides a grounded way of understanding the importance of belief 
structures and discourse in policymaking and policy change. More precisely, the 
advocacy coalition framework provides valuable insights about how belief structures 
arise, adjust over time, and bring stability to a policy subsystem (Timmermans and 
Bleiklie 1999; Mintrom 2000; John 2003). In this section I will explain that, unlike the 
stream model and the punctuated equilibrium theory, the advocacy coalition 
framework primarily provides room for policy entrepreneurs not so much by what it 
says as by what it does not say. In other words, it is in the gaps and absences of this 
framework that the room for policy entrepreneurs can be read. 
                                                           
14 Political systems with multiple venues are not by all scholars seen as an advantage for policy 
change. In fact, a number of scholars (including Lindblom 1968) are rather pessimistic and 
maintain that such systems, in fact, provide not only opportunities, but also present obstacles by 
the numerous sites where reforms can be blocked or reversed. 
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The approach leaves behind the idea that policy sectors are composed of single 
integrated networks. Instead, policy sectors are conceptualised as a political terrain 
“through which different collations fight it out” (John 2003: 490). Indeed, the advocacy 
coalition framework views policy processes as a competition between two to four 
coalitions of actors. An important artefact of the advocacy coalition framework is that it 
recognises multiple actors participating in policy subsystems. Sabatier (1998) 
conceptualises a policy subsystem as a system composed of all those who play part in 
the generation, dissemination, and evaluation of policy ideas, that is to say, all who are 
actively concerned with the maintenance and development of policy in a particular area. 
It is a network of individuals from a variety of organisations, including interest groups, 
bureaucrats, elected politicians, and possibly also members of think-tanks, researchers, 
and journalists. The actors within a policy subsystem are grouped into so-called 
advocacy coalitions, which Sabatier (1988: 139) defines as: “people from a variety of 
positions (…) who share a particular belief system – that is, a set of basic values, causal 
assumptions, and problem perceptions – and who show a non-trivial degree of 
coordinated activity over time”. The shared belief system that defines such an advocacy 
coalition exists at three levels. At the highest level, the deep core, we find the most 
fundamental and normative axioms that represent actors. At the next level we find the 
glue that holds an advocacy coalition together - or keeps them separate of course, 
depending on the degree of consensus - its members shared policy core beliefs. These 
policy core beliefs include ideas about causation and value in public policy and serve as 
so-called ‘perceptual filters’ through which information passes, and therefore stabilises 
preferences. Finally, the secondary aspects comprise beliefs concerning, for example, the 
seriousness of a problem, policy preferences, and the design of specific institutions. The 
shared beliefs over core policy matters typically results in one dominant coalition and 
one or two minor coalitions. Once coalitions are formed, Sabatier (1998) maintains that 
their members act based on their belief system in concert to manipulate the rules of 
various governmental institutions to achieve shared goals in areas such as 
environmental management, education, and health. Individuals or organisations within 
any given subsystem not part of any coalition will, over the long term, either leave, or be 
incorporated into one of them. 
 
The framework suggests that the lineup of allies and opponents within a subsystem will 
remain stable over periods of a decade or more as the policy core beliefs - the policy 
core of an advocacy coalition - are quite resistant to changes over time. This is, however, 
not to say that the framework excludes change completely. Policy learning is identified 
as a potential source of incremental policy adjustment. Learning can arise when the 
introduction of new ideas alters the beliefs of the coalition participants, i.e. when a 
change in the secondary aspect takes place. Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith (1993: 42) 
define policy oriented learning as a process involving “relatively enduring alternations of 
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thought or behavioral intentions that result from experience and which are concerned 
with the attainment or revision of the precepts of the belief system of individuals or 
collectivities such as advocacy coalitions”. Radical policy change is conceived from events 
outside the policy subsystem. Such perturbations, or shocks external to the policy 
subsystem, can include changes in socio-economic conditions, changes in systemic 
governing coalitions or policy decisions, and impacts from other subsystems (Sabatier 
and Weible 2007). If such events take place, opposing coalitions may manage to 
successfully challenge dominant policy beliefs. In one of the most recent iterations of 
the advocacy coalition framework, Sabatier and Weible (2007) incorporate two 
additional paths towards major policy change. First, building on the focusing event 
literature, they add – and this path further developed by Albright (2011) – an ‘internal 
shock path’, referring to shocks, such as disasters, that occur within policy subsystems 
(floods, for instance, could result in changes in the water management policy 
subsystem). Moreover, Sabatier and Weible (2007) incorporate a ‘negotiated agreement 
path’, that is, they suggests that major policy change is not by definition accompanied by 
a change of coalition, and maintain that, in some cases, policy change may also be based 
on negotiated agreements among previously opposing coalitions. 
 
The main value of Sabatier’s advocacy coalition framework is that it helps us to 
understand policy stability and the nature of the broader policy context within which 
policy change can occur. It directs our attention to the ways that belief structures arise, 
adjust over time, and bring stability to a policy subsystem. In addition, the framework 
recognises that policy change can occur through the interaction between external 
changes, ideas in coalitions, and shifts in advocacy coalitions. Nevertheless, it is still 
largely unable to explain upon the precise conditions under which these factors will 
actually lead to policy change (Albright 2011). After all, not all external shocks or all 
instances of policy learning translate into processes of policy change. In other words, 
the framework does not provide explanations for those situations in which nothing 
happened, except for the argumentation that apparently the policy visions remained 
stable (Mintrom 2000). Thus we need to better understand why particular policy 
changes materialise and others not. This limitation is confirmed by a rather recent 
review of the advocacy framework, notably Weible et al. (2009). In this review it is 
acknowledged that external perturbations are a necessary but not sufficient cause of 
change in policy core attributes, and concluded that “there is much to learn about the 
intervening steps between an external perturbation and policy change” (Weible et al. 
2009: 128). In line with Mintrom and Vergari (1996), Dudley and Richardson (1999) 
and Nohrstedt (2011), I believe that this gap provides room for incorporating the 
discussion of policy entrepreneurship. After all, to have effect, the endogenous and 
exogenous shocks - that the framework identifies as potential sources of core policy 
change - need to be framed, interpreted or translated; activities typically belonging to 
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the competences of policy entrepreneurs. Building on this, one could maintain that 
policy entrepreneurs can play an important role in processes of formation and 
maintenance of advocacy coalitions. By defining problems in a particular manner, policy 
entrepreneurs can play an important role in maximising opportunities for bringing on 
board coalition partners, and by doing so set into motion policy change. Besides the 
work of Mintrom and Vergari (1996), numerous other studies - including, Litfin (2000) 
and Meijerink (2005) - have indicated not only the room, but also the value of 
incorporating the discussion of policy entrepreneurship within the advocacy coalition 
framework. 
 

2.2.4  The network approach 

The last explanation of policy change I elaborate on is the so-called network theory or 
network approach. The main value of this approach lies in its perspective to see the 
participants in policy processes primarily as interlinked and mutually interdependent 
actors (Adam and Kriesi 2007). Thinking in terms of networks leads to a relativation of 
the idea that one single actor is capable of steering other actors and allows shining light 
on the entire interaction processes, including the behaviour of opponents. Yet I want to 
argue that even in the network approach room for policy entrepreneurs is present, 
despite the fact that the focus on either a specific individual or the network seems, at 
least at first sight, completely opposite to one another. After all, coming back to the 
earlier discussion on different lenses, one specific lens (such as one focused on the 
entire network) does not mean that another lens (such as one focused on individual 
actors) is less valid. Important lessons to overcome this apparent contradiction can be 
found in the work of O'Toole (2010) who holds that “individuals as actors can be seen 
simultaneously as occupants of positions within a public administrative organisation and 
also as one component of a multi-organisational web of action built in one way or another 
around a function or public problem [network]”. Further he argues that “Networks 
typically do not replace bureaucratic organisation; but they add a layer of sometimes not-
so-visible structural complexity”. Based on this work and the idea of multiple identity I 
claim that a focus on one identity of the policy entrepreneur does mean that his other 
identities are less true, in other words, I argue that the individual policy entrepreneur 
can at the same time very well be part of multiple intra- and inter-organisational 
networks, be part of the hierarchical structure of his organisation, and still maintain his 
identity as an individual.15  
 
                                                           
15 Although my focus is first and foremost directed to the individual policy entrepreneur, I am also 
sensitive for the consequences of his engagement in different networks. Especially in Chapter 7 
and Chapter 8 the position of policy entrepreneurs within networks, and the impact hereof on his 
strategic behaviour is clarified. 
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Thinking in terms of networks has several roots in political sciences, where the concept 
of policy network developed in the study on interest groups, policy implementation and 
agenda setting, as well as in interorganizational theory (McGuire 2003; Adam and Kriesi 
2007). Today there is a large literature which takes networks as a point of departure. In 
this account I do not seek to provide a complete overview of this literature. Instead, I 
aim to give a general idea of this influential line of thinking by focusing primarily on the 
work of De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof (1991, 1995, 2000, 2008) as they specifically 
centre on strategies actors may use when they seek to change policy within networks. 
 
The term network is referred to in various ways, but major element common to these 
descriptions is that networks concern structures of interdependence involving multiple 
parties.16 De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof (2008: 1) define a network as: “a number of 
actors with different goals and interests and different resources, who depend on each 
other for the realisation of their goals”. Furthermore, De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof 
(2000, 2008) hold that the actors in networks tend to be characterised by closedness, 
meaning that networks function to some extent as autopoietic systems, and suggest that 
networks are characterised by pluriformity or variety. Finally, De Bruijn and Ten 
Heuvelhof (2000, 2008) hold that networks are commonly composed of many different 
actors - varying among other things, by their interests, perceptions and means of power 
– and are characterised by their dynamic, entailing that the mutual dependencies 
between the actors, the extent of closedness of actors, and the variety in a network may 
change. 
 
Network scholars not only focus on conventional or non-governmental organisations, 
also governments have been under their research spotlight. Many scholars, including De 
Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof (2000, 2008), hold that in today’s society most governments 
are no longer placed above society, and accordingly can no longer impose policies 
unilaterally. Instead, they claim that governments increasingly lack sufficient authority, 
resources, and knowledge to implement its policies, that is, are increasingly reliant 
upon other parties, who are in their turn also dependent upon one another for the 
accomplishment of their objectives. The term governance is used to describe the idea 
that governments no longer only steer others, but are just as well also steered by other 
parties, including other governments, actors in the private sector, and non-profit 
agencies (Williams 2002, Wondolleck and Yaffee 2000, De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof 
2000, Imperial 2005). Whereas the term government merely refers to the formal 
institutions of the state, governance is a more inclusive term. Central element of 
                                                           
16 It is important to also make a distinction between the various uses of the term network. The 
biggest difference lies in the difference between the network in which someone is, and the 
network someone has (De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof 2008). In this chapter the ‘in which’ meaning 
of a network is central whereas Chapter 8 largely deals with the ‘to have’ meaning of a network. 
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governance is its focus on the means for attaining direction, control, and coordination of 
diverse actors (individuals and/or organisations) with different degrees of autonomy 
(Stoker 1998; Milward and Provan 2000; Imperial 2005).17 To make things even more 
complicated, and this is both valid for private and public organisations, networks can be 
both intra- and inter-organisational. This means that it is not unlikely that within one 
and the same organisation interdependent actors with conflicting goals, interests, and 
different resources are present, in addition to the fact that this organisation may also be 
dependent on the support of external parties for the effectiveness of its functioning (De 
Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof 2008). 
 
Due to the dependence on others, realising change in networks is neither natural nor 
automatic. Indeed, the “extent and speed of change is clearly influenced by the network’s 
capacity to mediate, and often minimise, the effect of such change” (Marsh and Smith 
2000: 8). Nevertheless, De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof (1995, 2000, 2008) suggest 
opportunities for decision making and change on the operational, tactic, and mainly the 
strategic level. They call the steering on the strategic level ‘network management’, 
which they define as “changing interdependencies, autonomy and diversity in network 
and altering the substantive and temporal whimsicality in order to create governing 
options for a governing actor” (1995: 30). The later work of De Bruijn and Ten 
Heuvelhof (2008) places even more attention to the question of how mutual dependent 
actors in networks can nonetheless realise their goals.18 As mentioned, De Bruijn and 
Ten Heuvelhof (1995) maintain that all actors within networks attempt to influence 
each other, meaning that they both steer and are steered at the same time, nevertheless 
they argue that, to some degree, management within such networks is possible. In fact, 
as will be explained in section 2.3.1, they present in their work a wealth of strategies 
that actors in networks may use for the realisation of their goals. By doing so, the 
network approach contributes importantly to our knowledge on the playing field and 
actions of policy entrepreneurs, although these individual actors are, as a result of their 
perspective, not explicitly recognised. 
 

                                                           
17 Milward and Provan (2000) use the poignant metaphor ‘hollow state’ to describe the growing 
dependence of the public sector on both the private sector and non-profit agencies for the 
delivery of goods and services. Other scholars, such as Peters and Pierre (1998), Pierre and Peters 
(2000) and Karkkainen (2004), instead argue that governments still possess important resources, 
and hence - even if they must learn to co-exist alongside multiple actors - will continue to play an 
important role in public decision processes. 
18 It is important to be constantly aware that when De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof (2008) refer to 
an actor in a network, they refer to both individuals and conglomerates of individuals (corporate 
actors), who by definition, are unable to unilaterally impose their will on others. 
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2.2.5  Room for policy entrepreneurs 

The four above presented theories of policy change clearly conceptualise the policy 
process in different manners, and in doing so, all contribute important pieces to the 
policy process puzzle. The theories differ, among other things, in terms of scope, focus, 
and timeframe. For example, unlike the other theories, the advocacy coalition 
framework takes an all-embracing view of policymaking and tends to guide us to 
analyse subsystem politics over a span of a decade of more. In contrast, the stream 
model of Kingdon primary emphasis on events that occur during relatively brief 
episodes. For that reason, one could maintain that the advocacy coalition framework is 
particularly useful to analyse the long-term factors creating policy stability and change, 
whereas the multiple-stream model is more helpful in guiding us to look at short-term 
the details of policy change processes. An important strength of the network approach 
is that it guides us to get a better understanding of the interdependent relations of 
actors within processes of change. Furthermore, Kingdon’s model differs from the other 
frameworks as it focuses on policy change only, whereas others also, or perhaps 
primarily, look at policy stability. What is more, whereas Kingdon argues that the 
problem stream, policy stream, and political stream develop relatively independently 
from each other, Sabatier is of the opinion that problems and solutions are instead 
strongly related, and holds that actors within advocacy coalitions share problem 
perceptions and policy preferences. In addition, we find that several processes that 
according to Kingdon take place in the problem, policy, and political streams (such as 
the recognition and framing of problems, a change of national mood, and interest group 
activity) are strongly related to activities employed by advocacy coalitions and 
epistemic communities. Furthermore, we learn that Sabatier’s external shock events 
and the punctuations in Baumgartner and Jones’ (1993) theory are to some degree 
similar to the main causes for the opening of Kingdon’s problem windows. Then again, 
the network approach claims that to understand changes and stability one must not 
primarily look at external events, but rather consider network characteristics. 
 
In spite of these differences in orientation and emphases, the works reviewed here 
present a reasonable coherent depiction of the policymaking process, or at least have 
many overlaps. One lesson is that they all have the basic assumption that policy change 
is difficult to realise. Another lesson is that knowledge and ideas challenging the status 
quo, thus entailing a different value orientation, new problems, and/or new policy 
preferences, are considered in most of theories as a potential major source of policy 
change; Sabatier Jenkins-Smith (1993) conceptualise such ideas as new policy core 
beliefs, whereas Baumgartner and Jones (2002) speak of new policy images. More 
important, it appears that for these ideas to be able to change the course of a policy, 
agents are needed to articulate them into the political debate. In other words, these 
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events can function as an important variable in policy change only when exploited. The 
same argument can be made regarding external system events, internal shock events, or 
changes in government. This brings me to the for this study most important lesson: all 
scholars make directly or indirectly the point that there is room for policy 
entrepreneurs to help stimulate or redirect debate about policy issues.  
 
Kingdon (1984) is one of the scholars that has gone the furthest on this point. In his 
multiple-stream framework the exploitation of windows of opportunity is the key to 
understanding policy change. According to him, policy entrepreneurs are constantly 
alert for such windows of opportunity and can play an essential role in policymaking 
processes as they are responsible for coupling solutions to problems and for coupling 
both problems and solutions to politics. Also Baumgartner and Jones (1993) suggest in 
their punctuated equilibrium theory that there is room for individual actors to take 
advantage of mobilisations and that policy change is often the result of the actions of 
policy entrepreneurs. In their account we find an important role for policy 
entrepreneurs in terms of manipulating policy images, shopping for institutional venues 
to tear apart old equilibria, and in exploiting the multiple venues that are generally 
present in a policy domain. Also in the advocacy coalition framework there is room for 
policy entrepreneurs. As was said earlier, they may be important in terms of framing 
endogenous shocks and the formation and maintenance of advocacy coalitions. Finally, 
despite the fact that the focus on either a specific individual or the network seems 
opposing, I argue above that even in the network approach room for policy 
entrepreneurs is present. In sum, I conclude that there is room for policy entrepreneurs 
in each of these four contrasting explanations of policy change.  
 
In the following section I build on these explanations and show that these four theories 
on policy change not only give insight in policy change processes and suggest room for 
policy entrepreneurs, but also contain some important indications about the strategies 
that policy entrepreneurs can use to instigate their desired policy change. 
 

2.3  ENTREPRENEURIAL STRATEGIES 

This section builds on the insight that all foregoing key theories on policy change, in one 
way or another, provide room for individual change actors, and delves deeper into the 
question of how policy entrepreneurs operate and thus what strategies they employ. 
The word strategy derives from the Greek word strategos, strictly meaning a general in 
command of an army. In the classic military idea, a leader is a strategist, tactician, 
communicator, and controller at the same time. He not only determines the target, he 
also decides the particular way of how to reach these targets (Koffijberg 2005). The 
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common view would define the former as the strategy, answering the ‘what for’ 
question, and the latter as the tactic, answering the ‘how’ question (Goldratt et al. 2002). 
In this line of reasoning, strategies essentially lay out the targets or goals that need to be 
achieved, whereas tactics are the ‘doing’ aspects that follow. Strategies can thus 
comprise numerous tactics. In modern usage, strategy evidently no longer only refers to 
warfare; the concept has been developed in a number of fields, particularly in the fields 
of business management, government, and transformation research (Evered 1983).19 
Various authors within these fields (see for example Koffijberg 2005 and Mintzberg 
1994), however, are sceptical about the division between strategy and tactic. They state 
that only in retrospect, when the consequences of a decision are clear, it is possible to 
tell whether a decision was strategic or tactical. Following their suggestions, also in this 
study no sharp division is made between strategies and tactics. In line with the modern 
discourse on the behaviour of policy entrepreneurs, this study uses the concept of 
strategies that, as they are considered from a practical point of view, are simply 
considered as “the courses of action (or sequences of moves) available to a player” 
(Scharpf 1997: 7). Furthermore, unlike many scholars, this study does not differentiate 
between so-called deliberate and emergent strategies. Emergent strategies are 
regarded as strategies that gradually form in practice, perhaps even unintentionally, 
whereas deliberate strategies refer to the type of strategies that are explicit, worked out 
deliberately and purposefully, and developed prior to the specific decisions at which 
they are directed (Mintzberg 1978). The position taken in this research is that all 
courses of action available to a player will be referred to as a strategy, irrespective 
whether they are formulated through a deliberate process or (unintentionally) formed 
in practice. 
 
Notwithstanding the dominant assumption in the multiple-stream model of Kingdon, 
the punctuated equilibrium theory of Baumgartner and Jones, Sabatier’s advocacy 
coalition framework, and the network approach of De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof that the 
possibilities for directing change are very limited, and even though not all these 
theories focus on the role of individual actors, the next section shows that they all 
contain important insights on the strategic behaviour of policy entrepreneurs. In 
section 2.3.2 I turn to some of the most prominent works on policy entrepreneurship to 
acquire an even better understanding of the richness and abundance of the policy 
entrepreneurs' strategies present in the policy science literature, and ultimately I 
provide in section 2.3.2 a theoretical answer to the second research question of this 

                                                           
19 The common view about strategy in these contexts is that of setting the overall objectives of an 
organisation dictating the direction of all activities, whereas tactics are the required activities to 
realise the objectives, i.e. to implement the strategy (Goldratt et al. 2002). 
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study: ‘What strategies do policy entrepreneurs employ in their efforts to change 
policy?’. 
 

2.3.1  The four explanations revisited 

Given that Kingdon (1984) explicitly focuses on the role and figure of the policy 
entrepreneur, it practically speaks for itself that his work contains some interesting 
insights on their strategic behaviour as well. Indeed, he maintains that policy 
entrepreneurs commonly display two types of activities: advocacy and brokerage. He 
(1984: 192) states: "Entrepreneurs advocate their proposals, as in the softening up 
process in the policy stream, but they also act as brokers, negotiating among people to 
make the critical couplings". He claims that entrepreneurs in an advocacy role may 
employ several strategies, yet places most attention on the so-called softening up 
strategy. This strategy refers to all kinds of activities policy entrepreneurs may employ 
in their effort to get people used to new ideas and to build acceptance for their 
preferred proposals as to make sure that when opportunities arise the way has been 
paved and key actors are prepared or ‘softened up’. Activities for softening-up can be 
directed towards policy communities and the larger public and include, among other 
things, speeches, studies, reports, and trial balloons. Kingdon regards the strategy of 
softening up vital because windows of opportunities are likely to close fast, and policy 
communities tend to be resistant to major change. In addition to their role as advocates, 
Kingdon posits that policy entrepreneurs are engaged in the activity of brokerage. In 
this role they negotiate among actors and coalitions to make critical couplings. In 
addition to these two explicit strategies Kingdon (1984) emphasises in his multiple-
stream model at least two additional strategic activities of policy entrepreneurs, with 
the identification and exploitation of windows of opportunity being the most salient. He 
(1984: 190) explains: “Entrepreneurs (…) lie and wait for a window to open. They must 
develop their ideas, expertise, and proposals well in advance of the time the window opens. 
Without that earlier consideration and softening up, they cannot take advantage of the 
window when in opens”. Given the importance of these windows, and also given the clear 
associated courses of action, I consider the identification and exploitations of windows 
as an additional strategy. The second additional strategy that, to my reading, can be 
derived from Kingdon’s work is the strategy of incrementalism, not to be mistaken with 
incrementalism as a way to describe the course of policy processes.20 He suggests that, 
for the reason that people commonly are reluctant to take big steps, actors find it 
sometimes more effective to “push for one small step at a time in order to move in their 
                                                           
20 Indeed, the fact that Kingdon (1984) considers incrementalism (under some circumstances) a 
good strategy does not mean that he also supports the idea that incrementalism characterizes 
agenda change well. On the contrary, he suggests that agenda change appears quite discontinuous 
and non-incremental. 
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preferred direction” instead of advocating for one sudden major change (Kingdon 1984: 
84). To sum up, I derive four entrepreneurial strategies from Kingdon's work: the 
strategy of softening-up, incrementalism, brokering, and the identification and 
exploitation of policy windows. 
 
Two different entrepreneurial strategies can be read in the punctuated equilibrium 
theory. Indeed, Baumgartner and Jones (1993) explicitly distinguish two related 
strategies that policy entrepreneurs may use in their quest to affect policy change, both 
discussed in the previous section. The first strategy they recognise concerns efforts to 
put new interpretations on various activities and events, or in short, the manipulation 
of policy images. Baumgartner and Jones (1991: 1047) state, “Because images have 
implications for which actors in society will be attracted to a given debate, policymakers 
have the incentives to attempt to manipulate them”. They illustrate their claim by 
referring to the debate on nuclear power and argue that as long as this issue is 
portrayed as a technical issue, experts are most likely to dominate the decision making 
process. When the very same issue would instead be constructed as a social or ethical 
concern, a much broader range of participants would become involved, likely resulting 
in different interpretations, and, eventually, the adoption of distinct solutions. The other 
strategy in Baumgartner and Jones’ account is the strategy of venue shopping, referring 
to moving discussions to alternative places where one can try and effect change. By 
employing this strategy policy entrepreneurs: “try to alter the roster of participants who 
are involved in the issue by seeking out the most favourable venue for the consideration of 
their issues” (Baumgartner and Jones 1991: 1045). 
 
In addition to my earlier explained observation that the advocacy coalition framework 
of Sabatier only indirectly provides room for policy entrepreneurs, I want to make the 
claim that this work also contains several valuable insights on entrepreneurial 
strategies. If there is one single element that clearly stands out in Sabatier’s work, it is 
the importance of coalitions. As explained above, the framework concentrates on 
coalitions formed around certain policy issues on the basis of shared policy beliefs, and 
on how policy change is effected by the competition between different advocacy 
coalitions. The first entrepreneurial strategy that I derive from the advocacy coalition 
framework is related to this, and concerns the building and maintenance of coalitions, 
whereby coalitions represent not so much an end, but rather a means to an end (read: 
policy change) as put forward by both Albright (2011) and Nohrstedt (2011). Besides 
this strategy, I believe the advocacy coalition framework (e.g. Sabatier et al. 2005; 
Sabatier and Weible 2007) contains, at least, one more lesson on strategic behaviour. 
This second strategy relates to his claim that, in some cases, fundamental policy change 
is not accompanied by a change of coalition, but may instead also be based on 
negotiated agreement. For that reason, I derive a second entrepreneurial strategy from 
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Sabatier’s work: the strategy of negotiation, referring to an exchange of concessions 
between parties in order to reach a mutually accepted agreement. 
 
I now turn to the last discussed policy change theory; the network approach of De 
Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof (1991, 1995, 2000, 2008). Since their work was selected to 
inform the analyses about the network approach, I have not included the hierarchical 
command and control strategies discussed in their work, and exclusively focused on 
their explicit and well defined network strategies. Consistent with the aim of this 
section to identify strategies, I also did not include the wealth of tricks and advices they 
provide.21 Nonetheless, their remain many interesting strategies in their work to 
discuss. In the first place, De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof (2000, 2008) dwell on the power 
of language and argue in this respect for what they call ‘naming and framing’. They hold 
that the framing of a goal may have a large influence on the question whether or not this 
goal is supported by others. Further, drawing from the work of Kingdon (1984), De 
Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof (2008) point out that it may be strategic to create a context in 
which parties are sensitive to particular problem perceptions; they refer to the 
associated strategy as ‘priming’. Also when they refer to the importance of ‘waiting the 
window of opportunity’ they borrow and build on the work of Kingdon (1984). 
Interesting is that they not only emphasise the importance of timing regarding 
windows, but also in relation to other strategic activities, including the moment actors 
get involved or new information is introduced. In addition, they point out the 
importance of time in relation to the overall length of a project and argue in this vein 
that, every now and then, it is effective to either delay or accelerate such processes (De 
Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof 2000, 2008). In addition, they call for multi-issue decision 
making which they suggest may result in better outcomes or what they call 
‘enrichment’. De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof (2008: 52) explain: “Enrichment by 
negotiating means that parties not only exchange issues, but that they also use the large 
amounts of couplings available to make a deal in which synergy between the issues is 
created”. Furthermore, they hold that it is often strategic to define problems broadly, or 
to provide room for involved parties to disagree, change, broaden, or add goals to the 
initial goal; the related strategy they refer to as ‘goal stretching’ (De Bruijn and Ten 
Heuvelhof 2000, 2008). Strongly related to this strategy is the strategy of ‘raising 
complexity’, referring the addition of problems and solutions to the decision making 
process. They (2008: 63) state: “The more problems and solutions that feature in a 
decision making process, the easier it is to couple and decouple them”. Furthermore, De 
Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof advance our knowledge on strategic behaviour through their 
reflections on the issue of whom to involve in processes of decision making and the 

                                                           
21 Where those tricks contain lessons on the contextual effectiveness of strategies, they will be 
discussed in Chapters 6-9. 
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associated strategy of selective activation. Another important element in their approach 
is the emphasis on relationship management. De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof (1995, 2000, 
2008) call in this respect for the building and maintenance of redundant relations, and 
thus to look after strong, weak, functional, and extra-functional types of relations, and 
not only to invest in relations with actors directly needed. In addition, they suggest that 
relationship management may, among other things, come about through framing losses 
as a joint losses, keeping relations with losers open, showing cooperative behaviour, 
giving winners sufficient prospect of gain, and last but not least, by compensating in 
other places. To my reading, this last element of relational management clearly stands 
out; after all, unlike the addition of problems and solutions to one and the same decision 
making process, ‘compensation in other places’ goes beyond one such supposedly 
isolated process. For this reason I consider compensation in other places as a separate 
strategy. In actual fact, De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof make several suggestions that 
strategic games are not played in isolation. On the contrary, they suggest that various 
games influence each other. In this respect they refer, for example, to the work of 
Axelrod (1984) and his ideas on ‘enlarging the shadow of the future’, entailing that as 
long as there remain chances of continued interaction, cooperative attitudes are 
promoted. Finally, De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof (2000, 2008) pay a great deal of 
attention to the importance of trust in networks. They posit that trust is a crucial aspect 
of the overall strategic game and state: “if trust in, and the reliability of, an actor has been 
harmed, his interaction with others will be hampered severely” (2008: 91). De Bruijn and 
Ten Heuvelhof (2008) give various guidelines on how to build trust and suggest that 
mutual trust primarily depends upon the extent to which actors obey certain rules. 
Some of these rules are concerned with the position of actors (such as respecting the 
principle or reciprocity, and acting proportionately), others instead with the process 
(including, for example, rules as to respect procedures as to avoid halfway change of 
procedural agreements, and rules to complete the process properly). For all this, I 
consider trust building as the last strategy resulting from their work, even if they 
themselves do not explicitly do so. Table 2 provides an overview of the entrepreneurial 
strategies derived from the foregoing literature on policy change. 
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Multiple-stream 
model 

Punctuated 
equilibrium 
theory 

Advocacy 
coalition 
framework 

Network approach 

• Softening-up 
• Brokerage 
• The recognition 

and exploitation 
of policy 
windows 

• Incrementalism 

• Manipulation of 
policy images 

• Venue shopping 

• Coalition 
building 

• Negotiation  

• Selective activation/ 
coalition building 

• Relational management 
• Compensation in other 

places 
• Multi-issue decision 

making 
• Goal stretching 
• Raising complexity 
• Naming and framing 
• Priming 
• Waiting for windows of 

opportunity 
• Delaying and 

accelerating 
• Trust building 

Table 2: An overview of entrepreneurial strategies based on Kingdon (1984), Baumgartner and 
Jones (1991, 1993), Sabatier (1988, 1998), Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith (1993), Sabatier et al. 
(2005), Sabatier and Weible (2007), and De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof (1995, 2000, 2008). 
 

The above overview of strategies clearly depicts that, what I consider the most 
influential and relevant theories of policy change, all contain important insights on the 
strategic behaviour of policy entrepreneurs, albeit that the differences are considerable. 
Perhaps the most evident difference is the variation in number of potential 
entrepreneurial strategies, varying from only two implicit strategies in the advocacy 
coalition framework to the wealth of strategies in De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof’s 
network approach. As will be discussed in section 2.3.4 - in relation to, and with the 
purpose of establishing my own typology of entrepreneurial policy change strategies - 
some of the strategies are complementary and others are (partly) overlapping. The 
strategy of coalition building, for example, is both cited in the network approach and the 
advocacy coalition framework. Likewise, the recognition and exploitation of windows of 
opportunities is stressed in both the multiple-stream model and the network approach. 
In fact, in both these theories the importance of time is stressed in relation to several 
strategic concerns. Both Kingdon’s softening-up strategy and the priming strategy of De 
Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof emphasise the importance of the timing and preparations in 
advance of the launch of new ideas. Furthermore, both theories are concerned with the 
strategic meaning of the overall length of time of a project or planning. Yet, despite 
these few overlaps, most strategies I derive from the above theories are only discussed 
in one specific theory and disregarded in the other explanations of policy change, 
including, for example, the strategy of venue shopping, relational management, and goal 
stretching. This detracts nothing from the merits of above theories per se, but strongly 
suggests that none of them exhaustively covers the full range of entrepreneurial 
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strategies. From the four discussed explanations of policy change, the work of De Bruijn 
and Ten Heuvelhof is the only theory with an explicit focus on strategic behaviour; 
unlike the other theories they provide in their work a wealth of strategies, tricks, and 
advices. By doing so they, on the one hand, provide a wealth of highly valuable insights, 
but on the other hand, make the conceptual puzzle hardly less puzzling, especially since 
a clear frame is lacking. Another limitation of their work is that it does not provide an 
empirical justification. Add to this that their work departs from a different theoretical 
angle, the network approach. As a result of the corresponding lens it can be expected 
that De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof may well have a good picture on the strategies that 
relate to interaction and dependency, yet at the same time, it is not unlikely that this 
work has less thought for the strategic considerations of individual actors. Altogether, 
for the purpose of this research where the individual is central, I believe there are 
serious limits to the treatment of strategic behaviour in all four key works on policy 
change, and reasonable grounds for taking a rather sceptical view concerning their 
completeness and significance for policy entrepreneurs.  
 
To overcome these limitations, I believe more research is needed. To this end I first of 
all broadened my theoretical exploration, and examined several key studies specifically 
directed on the actions of policy entrepreneurs. These studies primarily include the 
work of Roberts and King (1991), Mintrom (e.g. 1997, 2000), Huitema and Meijerink 
(2009, 2010), and finally the work of Taylor et al. (2011). These authors published what 
I consider the most prominent works on policy entrepreneurship, and constitute as 
such, important building blocks for this current study. These, what I would define as 
mid-level theories, are selected because they all seek to explain the ‘how’ question by 
synthesising, and elaborating on, the more general (policy science) theories upon which 
they depend. In other words, these works are selected because they all primarily aim to 
take the more general theories further by systematically focusing on the role and 
strategic behaviour of policy entrepreneurs in realising change. Studies on policy 
entrepreneurs that instead start by noticing a policy change and then trace backwards 
to find and discuss the role of the policy entrepreneur (see for example Schiller 1995; 
Weissert 1991, Zhu 2008) are consequently not included. In the next section I provide a 
short analysis of the entrepreneurial strategies in each of these four key works. 
 

2.3.2  Key studies on entrepreneurship 

 
Roberts and King 

The first study I analyse for strategies is the work of Roberts and King (1991) who 
extensively studied the strategic behaviour of policy entrepreneurs calling for a 
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restructuring of the U.S. educational system in the early to mid-1980s. This study is one 
of the earliest studies systematically examining the strategies of policy entrepreneurs. 
For that reason alone, I could consider this work as an indispensable element in this 
analysis, even if their focus is directed on entrepreneurs operating from outside the 
formal positions of government. But their research goal provides even more reason to 
regard Roberts and King’s (1991) work as one of key building blocks of this actual 
study. They (1991: 149) formulate this goal as follows: “The goal in this paper is to build 
on this [public-sector] literature in order to develop a more elaborate description of policy 
entrepreneurs' activities. What specifically do policy entrepreneurs do and how do they do 
it? (…)What strategies and tactics do they employ?” Indeed, Roberts and King’s (1991) 
study, carried out more than thirty year ago, was delving into a subject closely related to 
the second research questions of this study.  
 
Based on their theoretical and empirical research, Roberts and King (1991) conclude 
that in order to operate effectively, policy entrepreneurs are involved in various 
entrepreneurial activities, which they grouped into four categories.22 The first strategy 
they distinguish is the generation of ideas, even if they at the same time maintain that in 
practice this often comes down to the brokering of other’s ideas. Furthermore, they 
argue that entrepreneurs work hard to persuade and sell their ideas through efforts of 
lobbying and attracting media attention. For the very same reason Roberts and King 
(1991) maintain that policy entrepreneurs are also engaged in activities of problem 
framing and problem definition. They state: “In order to convince policymakers that their 
ideas represented sound policy, the policy entrepreneurs needed to establish a clear link 
between the identified educational problems and their proposed and preferred solutions” 
(1991: 159). Furthermore, with the aim of spreading their idea, they conclude that 
policy entrepreneurs are involved in dissemination activities. They suggest that policy 
entrepreneurs to this end, among other things, write reports, position papers, and 
articles for newspapers, participate in radio and television discussions, make phone 
calls, and establish personal contacts. They also argue that policy entrepreneurs are 
engaged in strategic activities, including “long-term strategies to guide their overall 
efforts and short-term tactics to cope with the changing political realities on a day-to-day 
basis” (Roberts and King 1991: 161). How these activities diverge from the other 
strategies is not is made explicit, but to my reading this activity is merely identified as a 
separate activity as to emphasise that entrepreneurial behaviour is intentional. 
Moreover, to prove that their ideas are solutions to the problems, they hold that policy 
entrepreneurs are involved in the organisation of demonstration projects. Additionally, 
Roberts and King (1991) suggest that entrepreneurs are involved in activities of 

                                                           
22 For the reason that, to my reading, Roberts and King’s (1991) elaboration on this grouping is 
rather limited, this account exclusively discusses the individual strategies in their work. 
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fostering (or as they call it, ‘cultivating’) bureaucratic insiders, high-profile elite groups, 
and elected officials. The last entrepreneurial activity they distinguish concerns 
administrative and evaluative activities, that is, actions “essential in preventing the 
program [policy innovation] from being gutted” (1991: 167). In sum, by providing this 
systematic analysis and rich set of strategies, Roberts and King (1991) contributed 
importantly to the literature on policy entrepreneurship. 
 
School choice policy entrepreneurs 

This section discusses the work of Mintrom who offered an important theoretical 
foundation of policy entrepreneurs. One of the key elements in Mintrom’s work is the 
parallel he draws between the role of entrepreneurs in the marketplace and 
entrepreneurs in policymaking. For him, policy entrepreneurs are to policymaking what 
economic entrepreneurs are to the marketplace. Mintrom’s first work related to policy 
entrepreneurs was written in collaboration with Teske and Schneider, and laid the 
foundation of what he calls the policy entrepreneurship model (see Schneider et al. 
1995). Thereafter, Mintrom compared this model to the advocacy coalition framework 
(Mintrom and Vergari 1996), examined how the actions of policy entrepreneurs 
influence rates of policy innovation and diffusion (Mintrom 1997), further expanded his 
theory by incorporating his work on policy entrepreneurs with the notion of policy 
networks (Mintrom and Vergari 1998), and provided a more general review on the 
concept of policy entrepreneurship and its use in explaining policy change (Mintrom 
and Norman 2009). His most complete and thorough work on policy entrepreneurs, 
entitled Policy Entrepreneurs and School Choice, was published in 2000. In this work he 
describes how school choice entrepreneurs organise their activities in shaping the fate 
of choice-based school reform in the U.S. during the late 1980s and early 1990s and 
presents six ‘key’ characteristics of policy entrepreneurs. It is along the lines of these six 
characteristics that I discuss all strategies in this and his earlier work. 
 
The first ability Mintrom maintains an entrepreneur should have is to be creative and 
insightful, and skilled to appreciate how their desired policy change may alter the 
course of policy change processes. He suggests that creativity and insightfulness is 
important for policy entrepreneur to frame issues in such a manner that their preferred 
policy innovation is perceived as a proper solution to a given problem. He (2000: 230) 
explains: “In seeking support for their ideas policy entrepreneurs often engage in efforts to 
frame problems in particular ways (…) [involving] both the careful choice of language and 
the careful selection of the aspects of a problem to highlight”. Mintrom (1997) suggests 
that the art of framing is to discover ways of speaking to people that take into account 
their worries, interests, and expectations.  
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The second quality Mintrom (2000) suggests that policy entrepreneurs should possess 
is the ability to see problems and issues from a range of perspectives. He maintains this 
quality is important because it enables policy entrepreneurs to put forward policy 
changes that ‘hold broad appeal’. Even if being socially perceptive as such does not 
directly involve a strategy, I think it strongly relates to the strategy of networking and 
framing. Indeed, Mintrom (2000: 271) posits: “probably the only sound way to develop 
social perceptiveness is to actually spend a lot of time talking with and listening to people 
from a range of backgrounds”. The importance of networking is also emphasised in 
Mintrom’s earlier work. Through efforts of networking, policy entrepreneurs can gather 
the preferences of others (Mintrom 2000), discover opportunities (Schneider et al. 
1995), and establish relationships of trust (Mintrom 1997, 2000). In other words, he 
suggests that policy entrepreneurs by efforts of networking can learn the ‘world views’ 
of the relevant actors in policy change processes, and establish contacts that can help 
them build credibility. This helps entrepreneurs enormously in determining what 
arguments will persuade potential coalition members to support their policy ideas, and 
thus how to frame their message (Mintrom and Vergari 1996; Mintrom 1997). 
 
According to Mintrom (2000), the third and the fourth key characteristic of policy 
entrepreneurs is that they respectively are able to mix in a variety of social and political 
settings, and to argue persuasively. Mintrom (2000: 153) suggests that the ability of 
mixing a variety of social and political settings enables them to “readily acquire valuable 
information and use their contacts to advantage in pursuit of policy change”, in my view, 
once more a quality that relates to both the strategy of framing and networking. 
Mintrom considers this fourth quality 'key' because it improves their capability to argue 
in a manner that is appealing to a broad range or interested parties. Again, to my 
reading, framing is the related strategy, or more broadly, rhetorical persuasion. In fact, 
already Schneider et al. (1995) revealed that entrepreneurs use rhetoric to change 
public opinion preferences. Besides, persuasiveness relates to the demonstration of 
facts and figures about the condition or problem to which the policy idea relates, as well 
as to drawing attention to actual working examples and the establishing of 
demonstration projects as to show that policy solutions are available (Mintrom 2000). 
 
The fifth quality Mintrom holds policy entrepreneurs should possess is strategic team 
building. This skill helps them to determine what kind of coalition can best support 
their efforts to realise policy change. The related strategy is the assembling and 
maintaining of coalitions to support specific policy innovations (Mintrom and Vergari 
1996; Mintrom 2000). In this respect, Mintrom and Vergari (1996) suggest that the task 
of an entrepreneur does not stop once a coalition is formed, instead, they must work 
hard to ensure that it remains strong in the future. Mintrom (2000) holds that, provided 
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that the coalition partners are selected with care, strategic coalitions can prove valuable 
political resources. 
 
As a final point, Mintrom argues that policy entrepreneurs must be ‘prepared to lead by 
example’. In other words, he stresses that entrepreneurs have to show that “their visions 
of the future are believable” (2000: 275). Although not explicitly mentioned in this 
connection, I regard trust as one of the elements important in this respect. In fact, 
throughout his work Mintrom repeatedly argues the importance of trust. For example, 
in his work in collaboration with Teske and Schneider it is observed that: “Developing 
trust in relationships and support networks is vital to the pursuit of their [the policy 
entrepreneurs’] goals” (Schneider et al. 1995: 59). In summary, I derive various 
strategies of the work of Mintrom: notably, framing, networking, and the assembling 
and maintaining of coalitions, the demonstration of facts and figures, drawing attention 
to actual working examples, and the setting up of demonstration projects. Finally, based 
on his work I consider trust building - emphasised throughout his work - as an 
additional strategy entrepreneurs potentially use. 
 
Water policy entrepreneurs 

I now turn to the work of Huitema and Meijerink (2009, 2010) who focus on the role of 
policy entrepreneurs in creating successful substantive and governance water policy 
transitions in 15 countries around the globe. Unlike this study, they do not reserve the 
term policy entrepreneurship exclusively for change agents working in bureaucratic 
positions, but instead also looked at entrepreneurs working within, for instance, 
political parties, NGOs, and expert communities. An additional difference is that they 
not only focus on individual policy entrepreneurs, but also review the role that groups 
of individuals (collective policy entrepreneurship) play in processes of policy change. 
Despite these and other differences there are many similarities between their research 
and this current work on policy entrepreneurs – among other things, in terms of 
theoretical framework, research question, and research context. For that reason I 
consider Huitema and Meijerink’s (2009, 2010) work as an important inspiration and as 
one of the key building blocks of this current study. Similar to Roberts and King (1991), 
they start their work on policy entrepreneurship with a critical review of the policy 
science literature. They argue that, in spite of the dominant assumption in this body of 
literature that the possibilities for directing change are very limited, several important 
indications concerning strategies that policy entrepreneurs may use to instigate policy 
change are present. Based on this theoretical study, they developed a typology of 
strategies that policy entrepreneurs can potentially use to realise transitions.  
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Huitema and Meijerink’s (2009) typology consist of five strategies, not necessarily 
employed in chronological order. The single exception to this rule is perhaps their first 
strategy, ‘the development of new ideas’. They maintain that the development of new 
ideas that challenge the existing paradigm is a prerequisite for radical policy change or 
transitions. In addition to the development of new ideas, they posit that policy 
entrepreneurs ‘build coalitions and sell ideas’. After all, they argue that, although the 
extent to which collaboration is required varies, very few actors can manage policy 
change without the support of others. Based on their empirical data they suggest that 
policy entrepreneurs build three types of coalitions: those based on shared worldviews 
or meanings; those shaped around shared interests to realise a particular sort of policy 
change; and those formed around resource dependencies. Concerning the second 
element of this strategy – the selling of ideas – they suggest that policy entrepreneurs, 
among other things, use narratives to frame issues strategically and small-scale pilot 
projects.23 The third strategy in their work is directly linked to Kingdon’s (1984) work 
on windows of opportunity. Indeed, Meijerink and Huitema (2009) define the 
recognition and exploitation of such windows of opportunity as their third strategy and 
as a key challenge for policy entrepreneurs. The fourth strategy of their typology is 
inspired by the venue shopping strategy of Baumgartner and Jones (1991) and is named 
‘the recognition, exploitation, creation, and/or manipulation of the multiple venues in 
modern societies’. They explain: “policy entrepreneurs should look for appropriate venues 
to air their ideas before various audiences and to undermine the substance, procedures 
and organisations that work from the ‘old’ paradigm” (Meijerink and Huitema 2009: 34). 
They hold that in addition to recognition and exploitation, policy entrepreneurs can also 
manipulate the composition of venues as to have their own coalition members 
represented, or even create their own venues. Again they emphasise the use of use of 
narratives to frame issues in this respect. The last strategy in their typology is the 
‘orchestration and managing of networks’ strategy. They maintain that networks 
encompass a much broader set of actors compared to coalitions and do not necessarily 
share any policy idea or objective, yet are important for policy change. Based on their 
rich empirical data they claim that networking with (former) politicians and high-
ranked bureaucrats is especially important to the pursuit of policy entrepreneurs’ goals. 
 
Project champions 

The last work I discuss in this section is the work of Taylor et al. (2011). Despites the 
fact that they depart from a different theoretical angle (the leadership literature instead 
of the policy science literature) there are many similarities between their research and 

                                                           
23 Besides the suggestion that pilot projects are used to sell, and thus to demonstrate the 
feasibility and benefits of the policy entrepreneurs’ preferred ideas, Meijerink and Huitema 
(2009: 385) claim pilots only sometimes “have an experimental and testing element”. 
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this current work on policy entrepreneurs. Central element in their work is the claim 
that leadership processes evolve through three distinct phases (notably, the initiation, 
endorsement, and implementation phase), each characterised by different forms of 
leadership. Taylor et al. (2011) distinguish six leadership roles, mostly played by 
different persons. They suggest that so-called project champions play the most central 
role in effecting transformations; and hold that these emergent leaders act on a daily 
basis as agents of change. Unlike policy entrepreneurs, Taylor et al. (2011) hold that 
project champions are generally not involved in the entire policy change trajectory but 
‘only’ early in the process and to some extent during the endorsement phase.24 Yet, it 
should be stressed at this point that, unlike ‘regular’ project champions, Taylor et al. 
(2011) claim that the most effective project champions are involved in all three phases. 
In effect, this brings their idea of the ‘most effective project champions’ very close to my 
conceptualisation of policy entrepreneurs.  
 
Based on their theoretical and empirical study conducted within the Australian water 
industry where they suggest champions are playing an important role in promoting 
sustainable urban water management practices, Taylor et al. (2011) identified multiple 
strategies that project champions frequently use during leadership processes. They 
emphasise that the context plays an important role in the effectiveness of strategies; in 
fact, they maintain that all three phases come with a different set of behaviour.25 In the 
initiation phase Taylor et al. (2011) identify several strategies of project champions: 
undertaking scanning behaviour; questioning the status quo; generating new ideas; 
developing and communicating visions for initiatives; promoting new ideas; and lastly 
demonstrating attributes that relate to transformational leadership, such as the 
frequent displaying of enthusiasm, energy, vision, confidence, persistence and 
optimism. All but the second and the last strategy of project champions I regard as 
potential strategies for policy entrepreneurs; questioning the status quo and 
demonstration of transformational leadership attributes, however, I consider instead 
personal traits. Regarding traits such as ‘displaying enthusiasm or vision’ as strategies 
could, to my reading, result in tautological reasoning. Studying the strategic behaviour 
                                                           
24 In the endorsement phase, project champion often work together with what Taylor et al. (2011) 
call executive champions, actors known for their high levels of strategic and relational knowledge, 
position power, and strategic networks. Finally, other than project and executive champions, they 
identify four additional leadership roles, namely the role of technical innovator, project manager, 
maintainer/implementer, and team member. 
25 In connection with this Taylor et al. (2011) maintain that different theoretical models of 
leadership become relevant in different phases. During the initiation phase, for example, they 
suggest that project champions demonstrate typical transformational leadership behaviours, 
whereas appearances of distributed leadership generally occur during the phases of endorsement 
and implementation. The enabling leadership component of complexity leadership, regularly 
undertaken by executive champions, is regarded important to the overall process. 
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of actors with particular traits (say actors with vision) could then lead to the ‘surprising’ 
conclusion that these actors employ the strategic behaviour of displaying vision. 
 
In the subsequent, so-called endorsement phase, Taylor et al. (2011) maintain that 
project-champions again employ numerous strategies. These include: using social 
networks to build coalitions of support; building and using relationships with 
executives and politicians to gain their support; working in tandem with executive 
champions to use windows of opportunity; and building cases for initiatives. 
Furthermore, Taylor et al. (2011) consider ‘learning from mentors and executive 
champions’ as a key strategy in the endorsement phase. Although I certainly do not 
exclude the possibility that policy entrepreneurs learn from others, for similar reasons 
as in the case of the demonstration of leadership attributes, I consider all but this last 
behaviour as potential entrepreneurial strategies. Finally, in the implementation phase, 
Taylor et al. (2011) indentify no fewer than eight project-champion strategies including: 
building and using operational, personal and strategic social networks; getting the right 
people involved at the right time; forming and managing cross-boundary, multi-
disciplinary teams; establishing pilot projects to trial innovations, learn, minimise risks, 
educate stakeholders and build coalitions; fostering trust amongst team members, as a 
prerequisite for high levels of collaboration; and coordinating leadership activities 
across organisational boundaries and managerial levels to ensure collaborators share 
common visions. In addition, once more for the reason that I rather consider these 
behaviours as personal traits, two of Taylor et al.’s (2011) additional key behaviours I 
do not recognise as strategies: the demonstrating strong inter-personal skills and being 
collaborative and taking enjoyment from working with others. 
 
Table 3 below provides an overview of all strategies I derive from the work of Taylor et 
al. (2011) alongside the strategies I derived from the other three above discussed works 
on the strategies of policy entrepreneurs. 
 

Roberts and King Mintrom  Huitema and 
Meijerink 

Taylor 

 
• Idea generation 

activities 
• Lobbying activities 
• Activities 

attracting media 
attention and 
support 

• Problem framing 
activities 

• Dissemination 
activities 

 
• Framing/ 

rhetorical 
persuasion 

• Networking 
• The 

demonstration of 
facts and figures 

• Drawing attention 
to actual working 
examples 

• Setting up of 

 
• The development 

of new ideas 
• Build coalitions 

and sell ideas 
• Recognise and 

exploit windows 
of opportunity 

• Recognise, exploit, 
create, and/or 
manipulate the 
multiple venues in 

 
• Undertaking 

scanning behaviours 
• Generating new 

ideas 
• Developing and 

communicating 
visions for 
initiatives 

• Promoting new 
ideas 

• Using social 
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• Demonstration 
project activities 

• Activities fostering 
bureaucratic 
insiders and 
advocates 

• Collaborative 
activities with 
high-profile elite 
groups 

• Activities enlisting 
support from 
elected officials 

• Administrative and 
evaluative 
activities 

demonstration 
projects 

• Assembling and 
maintaining 
coalitions 

• Trust building 
 

modern societies 
• Orchestrate or 

manage networks 

networks to build 
coalitions of support 

• Building and using 
relationships with 
executives and 
politicians 

• Using windows of 
opportunity 

• Building cases for 
initiatives 

• Building and using 
networks 

• Getting the right 
people involved  

• Forming and 
managing teams 

• Establishing pilot 
projects 

• Fostering trust 
• Coordinating 

leadership activities 
Table 3: An overview of entrepreneurial strategies derived from Roberts and King (1991); 
Schneider et al. (1995); Mintrom and Vergari (1996, 1998); Mintrom (1997, 2000); Huitema and 
Meijerink (2009, 2010); and Taylor et al. (2011). 
 
The substantial overlaps and differences between above discussed works on policy 
entrepreneurship are displayed and discussed in the following two sections, both in 
relation to the insights from the four general policy process theories, and especially so 
with the purpose of establishing my own typology of entrepreneurial strategies. 
 

2.3.3  Room for improvement 

Based on the foregoing discussion, I infer that the four key works on policy 
entrepreneurship by Roberts and King (1991), Mintrom (e.g. 1997, 2000), Huitema and 
Meijerink (2009, 2010) and Taylor et al. (2011) show a richness and wide range of 
entrepreneurial strategies. Another obvious conclusion is that there are various 
overlaps but also dissimilarities between the derived strategies from these works, albeit 
that the differences are much smaller compared to the diversity on strategies derived 
from the four general theories of policy change, as discussed in the first part of this 
section. For instance, there are numerous substantial differences, including the fact that 
trust building is only mentioned in the works of Mintrom (e.g. 1997, 2000) and Taylor 
et al. (2011); coalition building is discussed in all works but the study of Roberts and 
King (1991); and venue shopping is only explicitly recognised as a strategy in the work 
of Huitema and Meijerink (2009, 2010). Then again, all four works indicate that 
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language and framing, as well as activities of networking, play an important role in 
processes of policy change.  
 
The observation that several strategies distinguished by Roberts and King (1991), 
Mintrom (e.g. 1997, 2000), and Huitema and Meijerink (2009, 2010) overlap with each 
other is in the line of expectation; after all, they are all grounded on the policy science 
literature. Perhaps more surprising is that also many strategies derived from the work 
of Taylor et al. (2011), who departed from a different theoretical angle (the leadership 
literature), corresponds surprisingly well with the collection of strategies derived from 
the policy science literature. These similarities and the richness of insight from the 
works combined, however, do not provide an argument to disregard the limitations of 
the individual works. For example, for the purposes of the present study, there is 
reasonable ground for taking a somewhat sceptical view towards the significance of 
Roberts and King’s (1991) study as they do not differentiate between actors operating 
within and outside formal positions of government. Also Huitema and Meijerink (2009, 
2010) use a rather broad definition of policy entrepreneurs and focus on actors 
working within and outside formal positions of government, including bureaucratic 
organisations, political parties, NGOs, and expert communities. Further, in my view, a 
limitation in Huitema and Meijerink’s work (2009, 2010) is that they do not provide an 
explicit amendment or elaboration of their overall typology, even if, to my reading, their 
own critical reflection on the individual strategies of their typology point towards a call 
for such amendments. For example, in their concluding chapter, they no longer treat the 
selling or ‘dissemination’ of ideas with coalition building, but instead with the 
development of new ideas. In addition, they emphasise in their conclusions the 
importance of framing and the use of pilots. In neither case, however, are these 
variations explicitly incorporated into their original overall typology of five strategies. 
Therefore, I believe that work remains to be done towards elucidating the full range of 
entrepreneurial strategies. Unfortunately, this clarity is not provided by Taylor et al. 
(2011), even if I consider this work a valuable contribution to our understanding of 
variety of entrepreneurial strategies. To my reading, for the purpose of the present 
study, Taylor et al.’s (2011) most important shortcoming is the lack of unambiguous 
definitions and delimitations between the multiple strategies they distinguish. One 
consequence of this limitation is that it is difficult to value the various individual 
strategies. A second consequence is that it may create the impression of overlap and/or 
overload. Finally, there are also limits to the work of Mintrom where it concerns the 
issue of strategies. Even if he provides a rich a mine of information on the strategic 
behaviour of policy entrepreneurs, it should be acknowledged that in none of his 
studies the research focus was explicitly on the strategic repertoire of policy 
entrepreneurs. For that reason, one could also question whether his set of strategies is 
fully complete. In sum, both the four above presented key works on policy change by 
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Kingdon (1984), Baumgartner and Jones (1991, 1993), Sabatier (1988, 1998), Sabatier 
and Jenkins-Smith (1993), Sabatier et al. (2005), Sabatier and Weible (2007), and De 
Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof (1995, 2000, 2008), as well as the four key works on policy 
entrepreneurship, proved to be very helpful in understanding the variety of strategies 
that policy entrepreneurs may use in their efforts to change policy. At the same time, I 
believe these current works have some limitations and weaknesses in their discussion 
of strategies, which leaves room for improvement. In the next section I offer a first 
attempt in this respect, and present a clear set of ten entrepreneurial policy change 
strategies I derived from the above presented works. 
 

2.3.4  Towards a new typology 

The previous section described and categorised the richness and abundance of policy 
change strategies present in the main works on policy change and policy 
entrepreneurship. In this section, aiming to advance our understanding of the dynamics 
of policy, I present a typology of ten entrepreneurial policy change strategies derived 
from this literature. This means that I claim and will illustrate that many of the 
strategies depicted in Table 2 and Table 3 (which together contain over 50 strategies) 
are strongly overlapping. Unlike Roberts and King (1991), Huitema and Meijerink 
(2009), and Taylor et al. (2011), I do not start this typology with the idea that the 
generation or development of new ideas is the first entrepreneurial strategy. Certainly, I 
do acknowledge that the ultimate goal of policy entrepreneurs is to achieve policy 
change and that, as Huitema and Meijerink (2010) hold, an alternative idea or approach 
is thus a prerequisite. And of course, I also do recognise that it is very well possible that 
policy entrepreneurs can be involved in developing new ideas as to achieve policy 
change. After all, they surely encounter a constant flow of ideas, suggestions, requests, 
ideas, advices, and brainstorms from phone calls, formal and informal meetings, emails, 
reports, journals, newspaper articles, websites, TV, radio, and more. Yet, given that most 
of the time people reformulate (old) ideas - coming from a plethora of different sources 
- and combine them with others (Kingdon 1984, Mintrom 2000), I am, where it 
concerns their strategic behaviour, primarily interested in the process of what happens 
after a policy entrepreneur sees an opportunity for change, and tries to ‘carry the ball 
further’ and ‘sell’ their preferred idea. If not the generation of new ideas, what 
strategies are distinguished? In defining and distinguishing these strategies, one has to 
balance between detail and conciseness; my primary goal at all times was to maximise 
the level of clarity and insight in the inevitably highly complex strategic games policy 
entrepreneurs are involved with. Towards this end, and upon thorough analysis, I 
conclude and demonstrate below, that the multiplicity of strategies of the previously 
discussed literature can be condensed to ten mutually distinguishable strategies which 
can be grouped into four logical categories that capture the range of strategies in a more 



- 52 - 

 

general manner: (1) attention- and support-seeking strategies, to demonstrate the 
significance of a problem and to convince a wide range of participants about their 
preferred policy, including three strategies, namely: the demonstration strategy; 
rhetorical persuasion; and the exploitation of focusing events strategy; (2) linking 
strategies, to link with other parties in coalitions, projects, ideas, and policy games, 
again including three strategies, namely: coalition building; issue linking; and game 
linking; (3) relational management strategies, to manage the relational factor in policy 
change trajectories, including the strategies of trust building and networking; and, 
finally, (4) arena strategies, to influence the time and place in which policy 
entrepreneurs act, including the strategies of venue shopping and timing. Table 4 below 
summarises this set of strategies as well as the sources: 
 

Category Strategy Sources 

 
 
 
Attention- 
and support-
seeking 
strategies 

Demonstration • Softening-up (Kingdon) 
• Demonstration project activities (Roberts and King) 
• Administrative and evaluative activities (Roberts and 

King) 
• The demonstration of facts and figures (Mintrom) 
• Drawing attention to actual working examples 

(Mintrom) 
• Setting up of demonstration projects (Mintrom) 
• Establishing pilot projects (Taylor) 

Rhetorical 
persuasion 

• Manipulation of policy images (Baumgartner and 
Jones) 

• Naming and framing (De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof) 
• Problem framing activities (Roberts and King) 
• Dissemination activities (Roberts and King) 
• Framing/ rhetorical persuasion (Mintrom) 
• Building cases for initiatives (Taylor) 

The 
exploitation of 
focusing events 

• Birkland (1998) based on the work of (Kingdon; 
Baumgartner and Jones; and Sabatier) 

 
 
 
 
 
Linking 
strategies 

Coalition 
building  

• Coalition building (Sabatier) 
• Selective activation/ coalition building (De Bruijn and 

Ten Heuvelhof) 
• Assembling and maintaining coalitions (Mintrom) 
• Build coalitions and sell ideas (Huitema and Meijerink) 
• Using social networks to build coalitions of support 

(Taylor) 
• Forming and managing teams (Taylor) 
• Coordinating leadership activities (Taylor) 
• Getting the right people involved (Taylor) 

Issue linking • Brokerage (Kingdon) 
• Negotiation (Sabatier) 
• Multi-issue decision making (De Bruijn and Ten 

Heuvelhof) 
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• Goal stretching (De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof) 
• Raising complexity (De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof) 

Game linking • Brokerage (Kingdon) 
• Negotiation (Sabatier) 
• Compensation in other places (De Bruijn and Ten 

Heuvelhof) 
 
 
 
Relational 
management 
strategies 

Networking • Relational management (De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof) 
• Activities fostering bureaucratic insiders and 

advocates (Roberts and King) 
• Collaborative activities with high-profile elite groups 

(Roberts and King) 
• Activities enlisting support from elected officials 

(Roberts and King) 
• Networking (Mintrom) 
• Orchestrate or manage networks (Huitema and 

Meijerink) 
• Building and using networks (Taylor) 
• Building and using relationships with executives and 

politicians (Taylor) 
• Undertaking scanning behaviours (Taylor) 

Trust building • Trust building (De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof) 
• Developing trust (Mintrom) 
• Fostering trust (Taylor) 

 
 
Arena 
strategies 

Venue 
shopping 

• Venue shopping (Baumgartner and Jones) 
• Recognise, exploit, create, and/or manipulate the 

multiple venues in modern societies (Huitema and 
Meijerink) 

Timing • The recognition and exploitation of policy windows 
(Kingdon) 

• Incrementalism (Kingdon) 
• Waiting for the window of opportunity (De Bruijn and 

Ten Heuvelhof) 
• Priming (De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof)  
• Delaying and accelerating (De Bruijn and Ten 

Heuvelhof) 
• Recognise and exploit windows of opportunity 

(Huitema and Meijerink) 
• Using windows of opportunity (Taylor) 

Table 4: An overview of how the ten ‘new’ entrepreneurial policy change strategies relate to the 
literature (notably, Kingdon 1984; Baumgartner and Jones 1991, 1993; Roberts and King 1991; 
De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof 1995, 2000, 2008; Schneider et al. 1995; Mintrom and Vergari 1996, 
1998; Mintrom 1997, 2000; Birkland 1998; Sabatier et al. 2005; Sabatier and Weible 2007; Taylor 
2008; Huitema and Meijerink 2009; and Taylor et al. 2011) and fall within the four categories. 
This overview contains all strategies listed both in Table 2 and Table 3, except for the strategies 
related to the generation of new ideas for reasons explained above, and except for Roberts and 
King’s (1991) strategies of ‘lobbying’ and ‘attracting media attention and support’ and the 
behaviours of ‘promoting new ideas’ and ‘developing and communicating visions for initiatives’ 
by Taylor et al. (2011). As discussed below, these four strategies are difficult to classify into one of 
the individual strategies, yet in one way or another, all fit in the general category of attention- and 
support seeking strategies. 
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Below I describe all strategies in more detail and explain how they are derived from, 
and relate to, the above discussed theoretical works. This discussion of strategies does 
not follow an absolute chronology, nor should the strategies be seen as a matter of 
‘either – or’. Instead, I assume that the following entrepreneurial policy change 
strategies may be repeated over time, employed concurrently, and enhance each other 
 
Attention- and support-seeking strategies 
In the above typology of ten entrepreneurial policy change strategies I found several 
strategies principally aiming to demonstrate the significance of a problem or meant to 
convince a wide range of individuals, groups and organisations about preferred 
solutions. In other words, I found several strategies policy entrepreneurs may use to ‘to 
build acceptance of’ (Kingdon 1984), ‘sell’ (Huitema and Meijerink 2010), or ‘promote’ 
(Taylor et al. 2011) their policy change ideas. The range of strategies that policy 
entrepreneurs may employ aiming to obtain attention for specific problems or support 
for their preferred ideas I call attention- and support-seeking strategies. Three of the 
ten above distinguished strategies I consider part of this attention- and support-seeking 
strategies category: the demonstration strategy, the strategy of rhetorical persuasion, 
and the strategy of the exploitation of focusing events.  
 
Demonstration 
To start with, it seems evident that to win support for or ‘sell’ ideas, policy 
entrepreneurs must work hard to develop and communicate convincing arguments. To 
my reading, the collection and demonstration of facts and figures is important in this 
respect. Mintrom (2000), in particular, emphasises that it makes sense for policy 
entrepreneurs to buttress their claims by demonstrating hard data. For example, he 
suggests that policy entrepreneurs collect and demonstrate indicators and additional 
facts about the condition or problem to which their policy idea relates. Likewise, he 
argues that they work hard to collect facts and figures as to show that policy solutions 
are available, or better, to demonstrate how good their preferred policy ideas are. To 
the same end, it is suggested that policy entrepreneurs also draw attention to concrete 
working examples or pilots (Mintrom 2000; Meijerink and Huitema 2010). When such 
examples are unavailable or nonexistent, Roberts and King (1991), Mintrom (2000) and 
Taylor et al. (2011) argue that policy entrepreneurs can even be involved in establishing 
demonstration projects. Also Kingdon (1984) suggests that policy entrepreneurs have 
to build acceptance for their preferred proposals by activities of softening-up. Finally, 
albeit that this activity is more directed towards the continuation rather than towards 
the setting-up of new policies, I also consider Roberts and King’s (1991) strategy of 
administrative and evaluative activities as part of this, what I call, demonstration 
strategy. After all, also this activity is about the demonstration of facts and figures as to 
acquire support for their preferred policy. Roberts and King (1991: 167) explain: “They 
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[the policy entrepreneurs] also coordinated pro-testimony in the legislative hearings, 
which by all accounts provided the compelling evidence that the program was worth 
continuing”.  
 
Rhetorical persuasion 
Although high quality information and facts are considered very important in policy 
advice and processes of policymaking, several of the foregoing scholars also maintain 
that it is the interpretation of data that really can transform conditions into problems. 
In fact, several works on policy change and policy entrepreneurship stress the central 
importance of rhetorical persuasion for policy entrepreneurs to ‘sell’ or ‘promote’ their 
ideas. Baumgartner and Jones (1991) stress the importance of rhetoric in particular 
related to ‘the manipulation of policy images’ which they, as explained, consider one of 
the key driving forces in policy stability and change. They argue that both those trying 
to control a prevailing policy image, and those trying to modify it, will do so primarily 
through the use of rhetoric. Also De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof (2000, 2008) cite the 
power of language in relation to support seeking, and refer in this respect to what they 
call the strategy of naming and framing. Roberts and King (1991) too maintain that 
policy entrepreneurs are engaged in problem framing and problem definition, and so 
does Mintrom (1997, 2000). He considers language to be an important key to open up 
new policy opportunities and maintains that in making their arguments, it makes sense 
for the policy entrepreneur to pack or frame issues depending on the positions and 
preoccupations of the different participants. In other words, he holds that in the policy 
entrepreneurs’ attempts to convince others, he can frame the same issue in different 
ways for distinct audiences (Mintrom 2000). Finally, also Huitema and Meijerink (2009, 
2010) and Taylor et al. (2011) refer to the importance of rhetorical persuasion, the 
former in relation to their strategies on the exploitation of windows of opportunity and 
selling ideas, and the later, albeit in different words, in relation with their strategy of 
‘building compelling cases for initiatives’. To sum up, the literature on policy change and 
policy entrepreneurship provides plenty of reason to expect that policy entrepreneurs 
use rhetoric to persuade others about their preferred problem definition and new ideas. 
By using the comprehensive name of rhetorical persuasion I wish to assign various 
overlapping words relating to argumentation under the same denominator. By 
exercising rhetorical persuasion, policy entrepreneurs do not try to get their preferred 
policy innovations to be adopted by changing the alternatives. Instead, they try to 
change preferences through argumentation within the existing dimensions of current 
policy discussions (Schneider et al. 1995). This strategy thus relates to much more than 
demonstrating the importance and meaning of focusing events or displaying the success 
of a pilot project. In fact, based on the work of Roberts and King (1991), I assume that 
rhetorical persuasion plays an important role in all kinds of communication activities, 
ranging from participation in the media to informal face-to-face contacts. 
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The exploitation of focusing events 
The third attention- and support-seeking strategy I derived from the foregoing key 
works on policy change and entrepreneurship primarily relates to efforts of getting 
attention for specific problems, and by that support for preferred solutions. Yet unlike 
the demonstration strategy, which involves relatively deliberate and rather long-
winded activities, this third strategy relates to the utilisation of relatively short-lived, 
mostly sudden and unexpected events. In one way or another, Kingdon (1984), 
Baumgartner and Jones (1993), and Sabatier and Weible (2007) all cite the importance 
of unexpected, relatively rare external shocks to policy systems in moving issues on the 
agenda, and as potential triggers for policy change; the related strategy I name the 
exploitation of focusing events strategy. In this connection, I also draw upon the work of 
Birkland (1998) who describes focusing events as sudden, relatively uncommon events 
that are immediately harmful or expose the risk of potentially greater future harms. I 
consider this small leap to Birkland’s work permitted, and above all functional, for the 
very reason that he primarily builds on the same key works explaining policy change as 
this study, including Kingdon (1984), Baumgartner and Jones (1993), and Sabatier and 
Jenkins-Smith (1993). In fact, Kingdon (1984) himself already explicitly cites the 
importance of focusing events in relation to the opening of problem windows. He (1984: 
99) states: “Problems are often not self-evident by the indicators. They need a little push to 
get the attention of people in and around government. That push is sometimes provided by 
a focusing event like a crisis or a disaster that comes along”. Also Baumgartner and Jones 
(1993), Sabatier and Weible (2007) and (Albright 2011) refer to the importance of 
unplanned external events, albeit in different ways. In the punctuated equilibrium 
theory Baumgartner and Jones (1993) maintain that external events can lead to 
increased attention to a certain problem, which may thereupon lead to an intensified 
search for solutions and therefore to greater chances of policy change. Also in the 
advocacy coalition framework, shock events are considered important factors for policy 
change (Sabatier and Weible 2007; Weible et al. 2009). However, and that is the reason 
why the exploitation of shock events is not subsumed under the strategies derived from 
the advocacy coalition framework, this theory it is still largely unable to explain upon 
the precise conditions under which these factors will actually lead to policy change, that 
is, fails to appreciate the exploitation part (Albright 2011). A key contribution of 
Birkland (1998) is that he not only acknowledges that external events do not display 
one-to-one relationship with policy change, but also suggests that such events are more 
likely to be focal when they are exploited, and thus when individuals or groups take 
advantage of them. It is interesting to note that Mintrom and Vergari (1996) stress this 
very same point and explicitly suggest that policy entrepreneurs may play an important 
role in exploiting such events.  
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Linking strategies 
In theory, policy entrepreneurs pursuing policy change have the choice to realise their 
plans and ideas on their own or in collaboration with others. In practice, however, the 
foregoing scholars make clear that policy change in isolation hardly takes place. In fact, 
the opposite seems closer to reality. Related to this, three of the above listed 
entrepreneurial policy change strategies are, in one way or another, all concerned with 
linking: coalition building, issue linking and game linking. 
 
Coalition building 
Despite the special, and I believe crucial, role of the individual policy entrepreneur, the 
above theories suggest that policy change can hardly be realised individually, and that 
(as a result) policy entrepreneurs will frequently experience dependency upon the 
actions and/or resources of others. Not surprisingly, therefore, some of the key works 
on policy change (notably Sabatier’s advocacy coalition framework and De Bruijn and 
Ten Heuvelhof’s network approach) and all but one of the discussed studies of policy 
entrepreneurs (namely, Roberts and King 1991), emphasise the importance of finding 
ways to collaborate, and to link with other parties in coalitions so as to realise their 
specific policy change. De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof (2000: 33) in this respect state: 
“When a decision making process occurs in a network, various actors are always involved. 
They have different interests and are mutually dependent. Actors need to cooperate in 
order to achieve their own goals”. Also Mintrom (2000) found that policy entrepreneurs 
frequently seek to assemble and maintain coalitions to support specific policy 
innovations. Huitema and Meijerink (2010) argue that the degree to which 
collaboration is needed is based on various factors and will differ from situation to 
situation, yet they state: “At the very basis, however, collaboration appears to be 
necessary in any situation, and by implication, drives the building of coalitions”.26 Finally, 
also in the work of Taylor et al. (2011) several strategies are discussed which, I think, 
essentially refer to coalition building. Both the strategy of ‘forming and managing 
teams’ and ‘coordinating leadership activities to ensure that collaborators share 
common visions’ come down to collaboration and the building of coalitions, and so do 
the strategies of ‘using social networks to build coalitions of support’ and ‘getting the 
right people involved at the right time’. In actual fact, Taylor et al. (2011) are not the 
only scholars that point out that the selection of potential coalition partners is an 

                                                           
26 Huitema and Meijerink (2010) refer in their typology to the strategy of ‘building coalitions and 
sell ideas’. In this study I consider the building of coalitions and the selling of ideas as two 
separate strategies as they are both accompanied with their own related questions and dynamics. 
An additional reason as to why I think coalition building and the selling of ideas should be seen as 
two separate strategies is that policy entrepreneurs not only sell their ideas to potential coalition 
partners, but to a much wider group of stakeholders, including their internal organisation and, at 
times, the general public. 
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important element of coalition building. De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof (2000, 2008), in 
this respect, even distinguished the ‘distinct’ strategy of selective activation which, in 
this study, is considered part of the coalition building strategy. After all, choices about 
whom to involve, by definition, includes choices about whom not to include. Indeed, 
also Mintrom (2000: 141) emphasised this point: “Given the limited time and resources, 
policy entrepreneurs must think carefully about what kind of partnerships make strategic 
sense before building their rapport with various individuals and groups”. In sum, I think it 
is more than reasonable to assume that coalition building is an important strategy for 
policy entrepreneurs in trying to get others to collaborate and to realise their desired 
ideas for policy change. 
 
Issue linking 
The next linking strategy I derived from the above literature on policy change and 
entrepreneurship is connected to coalition building, yet at the same time fundamentally 
different. As explained above, coalition building describes the policy entrepreneurs' 
efforts for getting others to collaborate in helping to realise policy change. By employing 
what I call the issue linking strategy, policy entrepreneurs act from a different angle and 
not only push for acceptation of their own problem definition or preferred solution, but 
primarily consider whether or not they should adapt their policy proposal and link it 
with other issues, for both strategic and/or substantial reasons. When issue linking is 
employed for strategic reasons, as to be able to build a coalition and to acquire 
necessary resources, the strategy comes primarily down to the taking into account of 
different problem perceptions and interests as to develop or negotiate a solution which 
is satisfying for all relevant coalition partners. This very same point is reflected in the 
work of Huitema and Meijerink (2009, 2010) and their distinguishing between three 
types of coalitions. However, key difference is that issue linking is not always used as a 
means as to build a coalitions, the strategy is also used as an end, for example, as to 
create richer outcomes. In these cases, issue linking is primarily used for substantial 
reasons, and are issues first and foremost linked for the sake of enrichment (De Bruijn 
and Ten Heuvelhof 2000, 2008). The issue linking strategy is partly based on Kingdon’s 
(1984) brokering strategy, which not only relates to the building of coalitions but also 
includes elements of adaptation and finding compromises or mutual agreements, and 
on the work of Sabatier et al. (2005) and Sabatier and Weible (2007), whose work too 
suggests that negotiation belongs to the strategic repertoire of change agents. In 
addition, this issue linking strategy is partly based on Mintrom (2000) who argues that 
policy entrepreneurs cannot always simply push for acceptation of their own problem 
definition or preferred solution, but also must be “prepared to make adjustments to their 
policy proposals that take account of the interests and expectations of others” (2000: 58). 
De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof distinguish no fewer than three strategies related to issue 
linking, namely the strategy of multi-issue decision making, goal stretching, and raising 
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complexity. All of these strategies come down to the addition of issues to the problem 
and the addition of goals to the initial goal as to ease decision making processes and to 
create enrichment. The key element of goal stretching, for example, is that parties may 
broaden, or add goals to the initial goal, whereas the related strategy of ‘raising 
complexity’ refers to the addition of problems or solutions to the decision making 
process (De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof 2008). All three of these strategies referring to 
the addition of dimensions to a problem, as well as the combination of solutions with 
other solutions, I wish to assign to the denominator of issue linking.  
 
Game linking 
The third and final linking strategy I derived from above works I name the game linking 
strategy. This strategy entails the linking of two or more parallel or future policy games 
to open up possibilities as to find mutually acceptable concession packages. Again, this 
strategy is partly derived from Sabatier’s negotiation and Kingdon’s brokering strategy, 
but is especially inspired by the work of De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof (2000, 2008). On 
the one hand, De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof emphasise the importance of cooperative 
behaviour, whereas on the other hand, they maintain that negotiations not always 
result in winners only. Related to this, they stress the importance of compensation in 
other places. In this connection, De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof (2000, 2008) suggest that 
not only problems and solutions are linked, but that entire games can be strategically 
linked as well. This idea of game linking gets reinforced by the recurrent references De 
Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof (2000, 2008) make to the work of Axelrod (1984). Indeed, 
when making one small leap aside and looking more closely at the work of Axelrod 
(1984) and Axelrod and Keohane (1985), one can find even more indications that 
different games involving different but overlapping sets of actors influence each other. 
Given that the strategy of game linking is closely related to, and often is prerequisite for 
both coalition building and issue linking, it is best to elaborate on the deeper meaning of 
this strategy in relation to these two other linking strategies. In contrast to coalition 
building, game linking, as such, involves no joint activity, whereas coalition building by 
itself does not involve the making of concessions to other projects and is in principle 
only about acquiring necessary support and working in collaboration for the realisation 
of one specific project. For issue linking, the key question is whether a policy 
entrepreneur should adapt his policy proposal and link with other issues. Whether 
issue linking is employed for substantial or for strategic reasons, by definition it results 
in substantial changes of current proposals. In contrast, by employing the game linking 
strategy, policy entrepreneurs push for acceptation of their own problem definitions or 
preferred solutions by making concessions to parallel or future projects. Besides, unlike 
issue linking - which is sometimes used as a means, for example, to be able to build a 
coalition, and other times used as an end, for example, as to create richer outcomes - the 
strategy of game linking serves as a means only.  
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Relational management strategies 
The third entrepreneurial policy change strategy category I distinguish concerns 
strategies focused on the relational aspect of policymaking processes. The designation 
relational management is primarily derived from the work of De Bruijn and Ten 
Heuvelhof (2008); they suggests that, notwithstanding the substantial or strategic 
appearance of policy change processes, human relations are a vital aspect of all policy 
games. Therefore, it seems important for policy entrepreneurs to act in ways that create 
or foster future good relations. I consider two of the above listed strategies typical 
relational management strategies: networking and trust building.  
 
Networking 
The networking strategy entails the building and orchestration of, and above all, 
operating within networks, which in practice largely comes down to spending time 
talking with and listening to a broad set of actors engaged in a certain domain. 
Networking may help entrepreneurs to appreciate how their actions will affect others, 
and at least as important, how these actions are, or will be perceived by others. This 
knowledge may help them to determine which arguments will persuade others to 
support their policy idea, or more generally, to understand how to present their 
messages (Schneider et al. 1995; Mintrom 1997, 2000). In addition, networking 
supposedly helps policy entrepreneurs to gather reliable information in a relatively 
easy and efficient manner and enables them to understand what participants are 
looking for and are concerned about. Through efforts of networking, policy 
entrepreneurs can develop social perceptiveness that makes it easier for them to 
discover opportunities to achieve their goals (Schneider et al. 1995; Mintrom 2000). 
Taylor et al. (2011) emphasise the strategy of building and using networks, and speak in 
this respect about ‘undertaking scanning behaviour’ as to “identify issues and events of 
relevance to an organisation” (Taylor 2008: 59). Also the strategies of fostering 
bureaucratic insiders, high-profile elite groups, and elected officials as defined by 
Roberts and King (1991) I assign under the broader strategy of networking. The bigger 
and more mixed the network, the more opportunity policy entrepreneurs have to 
acquire valuable information; this implies that it makes sense for them to talk and listen 
to a broad set of actors. In other words, it is best for policy entrepreneurs to mix in a 
variety of social and political backgrounds (Mintrom 2000). De Bruijn and Ten 
Heuvelhof (2000) argue in this respect that it makes sense to maintain a redundant 
relation network. In other words, they suggest to not only build relations with parties 
that are directly necessary in order to reach certain goals, but also with those not 
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directly needed.27 Finally, also Huitema and Meijerink (2010) emphasise the 
importance of network settings, and refer in this respect to what they call the 
‘orchestration or managing of networks’. 
 
Trust building 
The next strategy that I derived from the above explained key studies on policy change 
and entrepreneurship is trust building. The importance of trust is reinforced in the 
work of several of the foregoing authors. For example, Schneider et al. (1995) hold that 
developing trust is vital to the pursuit of policy entrepreneurs’ goals. Also De Bruijn and 
Ten Heuvelhof (2000, 2008) spend a great deal of attention to the importance of trust 
and rules of the game in networks, and warn in this respect for overly strategic playing 
which might result in distrust. They explain: “If trust in, and the reliability of, an actor 
have been harmed, his interaction with others will be hampered severely – Who wants to 
cooperate with an unreliable actor? - which may cause these actors to lose their 
effectiveness” (De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof 2008: 91). Despite the fact that these 
scholars emphasise the importance of trust, the work of Taylor et al. (2011) is the only 
study that explicitly defines fostering trust as a strategy. I consider trust building as a 
separate strategy too; a strategy both vital in relation to the other strategies and to the 
overall process of policy change. Based on the work of De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof 
(2008), this study defines the trust-building strategy as the purposive behaviours of 
policy entrepreneurs to foster and maintain mutual confidence between partners. A 
high level of trust implies that actors believe that other actors will refrain from 
opportunistic behaviour, albeit that by definition always a certain level of uncertainly 
remains. In addition, drawing from the work of Schneider et al. (1995) and Mintrom and 
Vergari (1998), I assume that trust is not only important for the success of the various 
linking strategies, but also for the success of the various strategies to obtain attention 
and gain support. After all, it is much easier to influence and persuade participants who 
have trust in you. Mintrom (2000) argues that under conditions of time constraints 
when comprehensive evaluations are unlikely to take place, relationships of trust 
become even more important.  
 
Arena strategies 
Other than attention- and support-seeking strategies, linking strategies, and relational 
management strategies, it seems that policy entrepreneurs play strategically with the 
time and place wherein policy processes take place. In fact, based on the work of the 
                                                           
27 As elaborated on in the previous section, De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof (1995) understand by 
networking - or by what they sometimes call strategic network steering - efforts to change the 
characteristics of a network such as its closeness, pluriformity, interdependencies, and dynamics. 
My conceptualisation of the network strategy is different, and does not go further than the 
building and orchestration of, and operating within networks. 
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foregoing scholars it is reasonable to assume that policy entrepreneurs can strategically 
play with the policy arena, that is, the locus in which their policy game is placed and 
wherein problem definitions and policy ideas are turned into policy decisions 
(Timmermans and Bleiklie 1999). For those strategies that involve the strategic game 
with time and place I created a separate category: the arena strategy category. In my 
conceptualisation, two of the above listed strategies belong to this arena strategy 
category: venue shopping and timing.  
 
Venue shopping 
The first arena strategy is the strategy of venue shopping, a strategy directly based on 
the work of Baumgartner and Jones (1991) who defined venue shopping as one of the 
key strategies driving change. As explained above, venue shopping is associated with 
the choice between the various possible places where one can possibly affect change. By 
employing this strategy policy entrepreneurs try to change the composition of 
participants by searching for the most promising venue “for the consideration of their 
issues” (Baumgartner and Jones 1991: 1045). This strategy is supposedly attractive as 
policy entrepreneurs sometimes may prefer to act in accordance with regular and 
established procedures, while at other moments, or even in parallel, may prefer to act in 
a venue without the usual or prescribed procedures. Venue shopping might result in a 
new set of participants involved in a particular policy issue. For that reason, action of 
this sort has the potential to disarm opponents and strengthen the position of 
supporters of a particular policy change. Especially in surroundings that provide little 
or no support for policy change, venue shopping can improve the policy entrepreneurs’ 
chances for success and therefore lead to dramatic reversals in policy outcomes 
(Baumgartner and Jones 1991. For this reason, and in accordance with Huitema and 
Meijerink (2010) who build up the work of Baumgartner and Jones, I expect that venue 
shopping is an important entrepreneurial strategy. 
 
Timing 
The second arena strategy I distinguish is the strategy of timing. In a variety of ways, the 
importance of time and timing in policymaking is cited in the work of most above 
mentioned scholars. Even if the factor time cannot be managed fully, these works 
suggest several manners how policy entrepreneurs can actually play with it. Kingdon 
(1984) notes that policy entrepreneurs should be alert to the right moments, and refers 
to this chance for action as the opening of a policy window. As explained, due to the 
short opening moments of windows, Kingdon argues that it is crucial for policy 
entrepreneurs to recognise and exploit those moments appropriately, and so do De 
Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof (2000, 2008), Huitema and Meijerink (2010), and Taylor et al. 
(2011). Various scholars suggest, however, that timing is more than waiting for the 
right moments and alertness alone, and argue that change agents can also use time 
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strategically in their efforts to realise policy change. In the conceptualisation of this 
study the strategy of timing is about affecting the time-pressure in policymaking 
processes and about making deliberate efforts to both speed up and slow down 
policymaking processes as to anticipate opportunities for change. This definition of the 
timing strategy is derived from various of the foregoing key works on policy change and 
entrepreneurship. For instance, Kingdon (1984) notes that policy entrepreneurs 
advocating major change in environments reluctant to big steps can move further in 
their preferred direction by pushing for small part at a time, a strategy referred to as 
incrementalism. In connection with this De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof (2000, 2008) 
argue that in some cases it may be strategic to delay the overall processes, for example 
when pending policy windows or as to acquire the right support or attention. Alike, they 
argue that it is sometimes strategic to accelerate a process, for example by establishing 
deadlines.  
 
In sum, in my effort to improve our understanding of the dynamics of policy change and 
the strategic behaviour of policy entrepreneurs in particular, I derived from the above 
presented theoretical analysis a clear set of ten logical and mutual distinguishable 
entrepreneurial policy change strategies, which can be grouped into four logical 
categories. As elaborated in this section, all strategies distinguished by previous studies 
can be classified under one of the ten strategies in my typology. However, four 
strategies distinguished by these previous studies – namely the strategy of lobbying and 
the strategy of attracting media attention and support (distinguished by Roberts and 
King 1991) and the strategies of promoting new ideas and developing and 
communicating visions for initiatives (put forward by Taylor et al. 2011) – are difficult 
to classify under only one of the ten strategies in my typology. To my reading, these 
strategies instead relate to all three, yet not to one single specific attention-or support-
seeking strategy. For example, one may expect that when policy entrepreneurs exploit 
focusing events or aim to demonstrate additional facts, they may attract media attention 
in both cases. Likewise, it can be expected that when policy entrepreneurs promote 
their ideas they will use rhetoric, demonstrate facts and figures, and if possible, exploit 
focusing events. Table 5 presents an overview of the four categories and the ten 
subsumed entrepreneurial policy change strategies.  
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Attention- and 

support-seeking 

strategies 

Linking strategies 

 

Relational 

management 

strategies 

Arena strategies 

1) Demonstration 
2) Rhetorical 

persuasion  
3) The exploitation 

of focusing 
events  

4) Coalition 
building  

5) Issue linking 
6) Game linking 

7) Trust building  
8) Networking 

9) Venue 
shopping 

10) Timing 
 

Table 5: An overview of four categories and ten entrepreneurial policy change strategies 
 
The above depicted entrepreneurial strategies and categorisation I consider a first 
important step to better understand the strategic behaviour of policy entrepreneurs 
and to answer of the second research question of this study on the strategies that policy 
entrepreneurs employ in their efforts to change policy. Clearly, thorough empirical 
research will have to be undertaken to reveal whether this typology holds or whether 
adaptations and/or additions will have to be made. Throughout the remainder of this 
thesis I will therefore question the meaning of this typology and examine whether it is 
complete, stringent and robust, until then the use of all ten strategies as depicted in 
Table 5 should be considered as hypotheses. To each of the four categories one separate 
chapter is devoted. In each of these chapters I will not only discuss new in-depth 
empirical data, but also delve deeper into existing literature related to each of the 
entrepreneurial policy change strategies as to provide a theoretical answer on my last 
research question on the effectiveness of the various strategies. This, however, is part of 
Chapters 6-9. In the next section, first another research question is central, notably the 
third question reading: ‘Which conditions affect the policy entrepreneur’s selection of 
strategies?’. 
 

2.4  SELECTION OF STRATEGIES: POINTERS EXPLORED 

This section first and foremost discusses what the policy science literature teaches us 
about the conditions that affect the policy entrepreneurs’ selection of strategies. I 
started the search for answers by first revisiting the four above discussed key works on 
policy change and the four key works on policy entrepreneurship. However, a thorough 
analysis shows that this body of literature offers relatively little clarity on the selection 
process of policy entrepreneurs, that is, apart from a few pointers, and a relative strong 
emphasis on the importance of the context (see for example Mintrom 2000, Huitema 
and Meijerink 2009, and Taylor et al. 2011). Given that none of these works provides a 
clear framework on the conditions that affect the policy entrepreneurs’ selection of 
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strategies, I broadened my search by also studying other works of the policy sciences 
that more explicitly focused on strategy selection, and accordingly came across the 
work of, among others, Roberts (1992), Scharpf (1997), Koppenjan and Klijn (2004) 
and McCown (2004). As demonstrated below, this literature provides various (partly 
overlapping) pointers and clues on conditions that may indeed affect the policy 
entrepreneurs’ selection of strategies, but is all in all insufficient to provide an adequate 
theoretical answer and to allow a fully deductive approach. 
 
Drawing from the literature, I suggest that one of the conditions affecting the policy 
entrepreneurs’ selection of strategies is the specific policy proposal or project. Roberts 
(1992), for example, suggests that the level of ambition, the originality and radicalness, 
and time constraints are important features of particular policy ideas that contribute to 
the selection of strategies. McCown (2004) in this respect suggests that both the 
salience of the policy, and its current status, may affect the policy entrepreneur’s 
strategy selection.  
 
An additional condition that may affects the policy entrepreneurs’ strategy selection is 
the network environment within which policy entrepreneurs operate. Indeed, the policy 
science literature contains several pointers in this direction and, among other things, 
stresses the importance of the level of trust in the relevant network (Scharpf 1997), the 
characteristics of fellow actors (Fisher et al. 1983), equally importantly, the strategic 
actions and position of fellow actors, ranging from supporting the policy proposal to 
trying to prevent it (McCown 2004).28 In addition, authors suggest that relevant 
elements are the level of network complexity and the extent of interdependencies 
between actors (Roberts 1992; De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof 2000), and related to that 
the change agents’ relative power base (Fisher et al. 1983; Roberts 1992; Stokman 
1999) and the (foreseeable future/simultaneous) interaction (Milward and Provan 
2000). In this light, and in line with this study’s view on effectiveness, it is relevant to 
note that Koppenjan and Klijn (2004) suggest that policy processes not only have 
substantive outcomes - established in relation to the degree to which the policy change 
is achieved in terms of policy measures or policy products - but also relational 

                                                           
28 It should be noted that various authors (including Teisman 1992; Klijn et al. 1995; and 
Koppenjan and Klijn 2004), suggest that the network environment is highly dynamic and 
surrounded with uncertainty. This uncertainty occurs not only because unexpected events may 
occur, but for example also because policy games are influenced by other games, and because the 
strategic behaviour of other parties may change along. 
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outcomes.29 This relational outcome, or what Koppenjan and Klijn (2004) term the 
outcome at process level, stands for the way the policy change trajectory has influenced 
the relations within the policy arena. Drawing from this work, it can be expected that 
policy entrepreneurs in their strategy selection consider both outcomes. A related 
difficulty is, however, that particular strategies may be relatively helpful in substantive 
sense, but being negative for the relations, and vice versa (Bovens et al. 2001). What is 
more, the desired outcomes in the short term (substantive outcome) might differ from 
the desired outcomes in the long term (relational outcome). For this reason, Van Eeten 
et al. (2000) suggest that the use of strategies frequently involves dilemmas on 
prioritisation of the different outcomes.  
 
Furthermore, and this links back to the earlier discussion on agency and structure (see 
section 1.2), the policy science literature provides few pointers suggesting that also the 
policy entrepreneurs’ organisation affects the policy entrepreneurs’ strategy selection. 
For example, Sullivan and Skelcher (2002) suggest that the capacity of individuals to act 
is partially informed by the organisation within which they operate. Snare (1995) 
argues in this respect that first and foremost the stance and characteristics of the 
relevant policymakers (politicians) within the home organisation is important, whereas 
Mintrom (2000) suggests that limits to what policy entrepreneurs are able to do emerge 
from, among other things, from the organisational (financial) resources, and more 
importantly, the type and culture of the organisation wherein they operate. Also Currie 
et al. (2008) suggest that the strategic behaviour of change agents is constrained by 
organisational structures, routines and accountability procedures.  
 
Last but not least, the literature also provides few pointers in the direction that also the 
perception and strategic preference or orientation of the individual policy entrepreneur 
himself, or what I call the individual strategic inclination, affects their selection of 
strategies. As explained above, drawing from Scharpf (1997), Axelrod and Keohane 
(1985), and Pralle (2003), I consider policy entrepreneurs as bounded rational 

                                                           
29 In addition to substantial and relational outcomes, Koppenjan and Klijn (2004) suggest that 
policy games also result in institutional outcomes, mutual orientations and shared language. 
Given that the focus of this study is directed towards the strategic behaviour of policy 
entrepreneurs during relatively brief episodes, these outcomes are outside the scope of this 
present study. This does not mean that I do not acknowledge that policy entrepreneurs may also 
be able to direct their efforts on modifying the prevailing rules or environment in which they 
operate. Drawing from Giddens (1984), I believe that structure not only provides norms and 
constraints on the action of agents, but that when actors interpretate and operate the rules that 
structure their behaviour, they change and modify the structure at the same time. Interesting 
studies that take such strategies into account are Axelrod and Keohane (1985) and Koppenjan 
(1993). In these works various cases are demonstrated in which actors deliberately tried to 
change the very structure of the environment in which they were acting. 
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individuals that act on the basis of perceived reality. Or, to use the words of Mintrom 
(2000: 91), I believe that “what a man sees depends both upon what he looks at and also 
upon what his previous visual-conceptual experience has taught him to see”. This means 
that the influence of the network environment, as well as from the policy entrepreneurs 
organisation, is always mediated by the policy entrepreneurs’ perception. Scharpf 
(1997), in this respect, suggests that the selection of strategies depends upon the 
preferences and perceptions of the individual decision maker. Conner (2005), instead, 
emphasises the importance of the previous experiences with the same recipient in 
earlier cases, and suggests that when actors are required to make quick decisions in 
highly complex and dynamic situations, they are likely to use so-called mental maps 
derived from their own background experience. Also Granovetter (1985) argues that 
strategic individuals primarily rely on their experience with past relations, and much 
less on general reputations. Finally, both Scharpf (1997) and Pralle (2003), suggest that 
personal preferences – stemming from ideological or cultural norms - play important 
roles in the strategic game of change agents.  
 
To sum up, the policy science literature provides some important insight of conditions 
potentially affecting the policy entrepreneurs’ strategy selections. In fact, drawing from 
this literature it seems likely that four conditions in particular are important, namely 
the policy proposal, the network environment, the policy entrepreneurs’ organisation, 
and the individual strategic inclination of the policy entrepreneur himself. However, 
despite these important pointers, I regard the current literature insufficient to provide a 
satisfactory theoretical answer to the research question on strategy selection. 
Therefore, I believe this question on the conditions that affect the policy entrepreneurs’ 
selection of strategies requires more exploration and a largely inductive approach. 
Empirical findings towards this end are presented in Chapters 6-9, the subsequent 
chapter first discusses the environment informing this study. 
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3. DUTCH WATER MANAGEMENT 
 

3.1  INTRODUCTION 

The Netherlands is internationally well-known for its knowledge in water management 
and its capabilities to control coastal and inland waters (Van der Brugge et al. 2005; 
Wiering and Immink 2006; Reinhard and Folmer 2009; Van Rijswick 2009). When 
bearing in mind that large parts of the country have to be protected from inundation, 
and that without the continuous operating and/or maintenance of numerous sea- and 
river dikes, dunes, locks, pumping stations, flood barriers, canals and ditches, the safety 
of more than nine million Dutch would be in danger (Borger and Ligtendag 1998; 
Havekes et al. 2004), one understands that this expertise is no luxury. Indeed, for its 
very existence the country simply was, and is, dependent on effective water 
management. New needs to adapt to climate change, and in relation to this, increasing 
river run-off and sea-level rise, indicate that this will not be different in the future. This, 
together with the country’s rich and diverse institutional context in water management, 
makes the Netherlands a highly interesting place to study policy change processes, and 
the role of water policy entrepreneurs herein. This chapter starts with a concise history 
of Dutch water management wherein it is explained that the way in which water is 
managed has changed considerably over time. Next, one section is devoted to the 
current organisation of Dutch water management, followed by a section in which new 
challenges are discussed.  
 

3.2  WATER MANAGEMENT IN THE DUTCH DELTA 

The Netherlands is a small and extremely densely populated country located in the 
delta of various important European rivers. The Scheldt and the Meuse rivers - 
delivering huge amounts of water from catchment areas in Belgium and France - enter 
the Netherlands from the South, and the Rhine river – delivering huge amounts of water 
from catchments areas in Germany, as well as smaller areas in France and Switzerland - 
enters the country in the East. The fourth major European river that dominates the 
country is the Ems which discharges into the Wadden Sea. To give an idea of the large 
amounts of European water that move through the Netherlands to the sea: the mean 
discharge of the Rhine at the border is 2200 m3/sec with a seasonal peak in winter 
(highest 12500 m3/sec), whereas the mean discharge of the Meuse is 230 m3/sec, with a 
high peak flow in winter (highest 3100 m3/sec). An additional water management 
challenge is the fact that almost one fourth of the country is situated below sea level - 
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the lowest part can be found just north of Rotterdam at 6.7 metres below sea level - and 
that about 65% of the country would be inundated if there were no dunes and dams to 
protect against storms at sea and high water in the rivers (Van de Ven 2003; Pilarczyk 
2007). 
 
Without going in-depth, it is worth noting that water played an important role in the 
development of both the shape and society of the Netherlands. For a long time, the 
rivers and sea were the main elements in creating the Dutch landscape, and even when 
man took over this central role, water remained key (Borger and Ligtendag 1998). The 
history of the Dutch man-made flood control system dates back some 2000 years ago 
when the first dike-like structures to protect lands from water appeared (Van Steen and 
Pellenbarg 2004). In the following centuries, dike construction along the sea, rivers, and 
around lakes was an ongoing process of success and defeat. The gradual rising sea level 
is an important explanation for the recurrent dike breaks and floodings, but human 
behaviour itself is suggested to be an at least as important cause (Van Steen and 
Pellenbarg 2004). Indeed, after 800 A.C., the Dutch actively started changing and 
exploiting their land, which did not remain without consequences (Van de Ven 2003). 
For instance, due to the installation of artificial drainages in the Western and Northern 
parts of the country, the natural process of peat formation stopped. Accordingly, this 
area became increasingly vulnerable to flooding as the land started to descend. The 
numbers are impressive: in the past eight centuries, the Netherlands has lost about 
570,000 ha of land to the sea (Van Duin et al. 1985; Van Steen and Pellenbarg 2004). 
Improved dike construction and drainage techniques - and later the introduction of 
steam power, diesel, and electric pumping - gradually allowed a more offensive attitude 
towards water and, in connection with this, land reclamation. Motivated by a rising fear 
for new floodings, a growing demand for productive agricultural land, and the 
entrepreneurial spirit of Amsterdam merchants, relatively large areas of water were 
reconquered and transformed into polders that, as a result of an ever more precise 
groundwater level control, became more and more suitable for agriculture (Van Steen 
and Pellenbarg 2004). These land reclamations activities took place both inland – by 
means of the drainage of lakes – and along the coastline where shallow lands were 
diked. As a result, the Dutch reclaimed as much as 520,000 ha of land, resulting in about 
5000 polders nowadays (most of them situated below sea level), and on a larger scale, a 
net loss of 50,000 ha compared to the situation in 1200 A.C. (Van Duin et al. 1985; Van 
Steen and Pellenbarg 2004). 
 
When zooming in on the past century, the water management ‘victories’ are rather 
impressive (Van Steen and Pellenbarg 2004). At the same time, however, it should be 
noted that these victories all are strongly correlated with the occurrence of floods that - 
to use the terminology of Birkland (1997) - served as focussing events (Olsthoorn et al. 
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2008). For instance, the 1916 major floodings in the province of North Holland, which 
even threatened the city of Amsterdam, paved the way to close off the former tidal 
estuary then known as the Zuiderzee from the North Sea by means of a 32 kilometre 
long enclosure dam. This causeway between the provinces of North Holland and 
Friesland, called the Afsluitdijk, was finished in 1932 and replaced 250 kilometres of 
locally maintained dikes (Disco 2002; Van Steen and Pellenbarg 2004; De Jonge 2009; 
Kielen 2009). A second important project – the ‘Delta Works’, meant to prevent the 
South-western part of the Netherlands both from flooding, and to a lesser degree from 
the negative impacts of salt water - was realised after a disastrous storm surge in 
February 1953 whereby the dikes were breached in more than hundred places, and 
1,836 people lost their lives. This disaster, which prompted the implementation of the 
so-called Delta Act, took place after many decades of plan development and research. In 
actual fact, more than ten years earlier (in the year 1940), a commission already 
concluded that the quality of the dikes in large parts of the province of Zeeland was 
alarming (Van Steen and Pellenbarg 2004; Olsthoorn et al. 2008). This large-scale ‘Delta 
Works’ project consisting of a series of dams, sluices and dike reinforcement was 
finished in 1997 with the completion of the movable Maeslant storm surge barrier in 
the mouth of the New Waterway (Van Steen and Pellenbarg 2004; De Jonge 2009). 
Although during the 1960s this project was widely celebrated as a manifestation of 
Dutch national vitality and civil engineering expertise, later on a part of this project (to 
be precise, the decision to close off the Eastern Scheldt Estuary) resulted in serious 
protests which, as elaborated below, were inextricably bound up with the rise in the 
value of ecology and nature (Disco 2002; Van der Brugge et al. 2005). 
  
A third large water management project was labelled ‘Main Rivers Delta Plan’ which 
implementation was prompted (again plans were ready and waiting to be activated) 
after a series of floods and near-floods along the major rivers entering the Netherlands 
from Belgium and Germany in the late 1993 and early 1995, whereby hundreds of 
thousands of people were evacuated (Van Steen and Pellenbarg 2004; Wiering and 
Immink 2006). Although eventually no serious flooding took place, these extreme river 
discharges - or this shock event – called, in the short term, for the traditional strategy of 
raising dikes. Only in the second instance these near-floods, in combination with the 
ever louder debates about expected climate change impacts on the flood vulnerability of 
the Netherlands, resulted in an alternative approach for river management (Van der 
Brugge et al. 2005). In fact, policymakers became increasingly aware that too much land 
had been taken from the river and other water systems, and that to prevent future 
floodings, the natural water system had to be a guiding principle in physical and spatial 
planning (Meijerink 2005; Toonen et al. 2006). This rethinking led to a new policy 
document titled ‘Room for Water’ (presented in 1995) and a new policy (directive) 
named ‘Room for the River’ (approved in 2007), involving measures such as dike 
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setbacks, widening and lowering the floodplain, restoring natural catchment areas, and 
creating more natural river banks with less steep gradients. These products reflect a 
growing awareness that, in the long term, the fight against water requires more than 
higher dikes and better technical infrastructure (Meijerink 2005; Roth and Warner 
2007; Kuks 2009; Werners et al. 2010) and fit within the idea that a transition is 
underway to more ‘soft path’ managerial and governance solutions to ecological 
problems, complementing the previously favoured ‘hard path’ physical infrastructure 
(Gleick 2003).  
 
Indeed, the ‘Room for the River’ discourse and programme is interrelated to a change in 
Dutch water management from a rather technocratic scientific ‘battle against water’ 
style towards a more integral and participatory ‘accommodating water’ style (Van der 
Brugge et al. 2005; Wiering and Immink 2006). Whereas a technocratic water 
management focuses on physical processes within the water system, integrated water 
management considers the water system as a whole, and incorporates not only physical 
components, but also its social and ecological components (Van der Brugge et al. 2005). 
In the Netherlands, the first steps towards integrated water management were made at 
the end of the 1960s with the adoption of the First National Policy Memorandum on 
Water Management in 1968 (even if this document still strongly concentrated on 
quantitative water management, navigation channels, and the interests of agriculture), 
and the adoption of the Surface Water Pollution Act in 1969 (De Jonge 2009; Kuks 
2009). The 1989 Third National Policy Memorandum on Water Management, however, 
is considered the first truly policy document based on the ideas of integrated water 
management (De Jonge 2009).30 Whereas up until the last half of the 20th century flood 
safety measures included the large-scale reclamation of land, today such measures may 
even include a certain loss of land (Olsthoorn et al. 2008). In fact, water boards are 
nowadays executing various projects to return streams – the very same streams that 
after WWII were canalised in order to fully exploit the agricultural fields as to increase 
the food production - to their former, meandering course (Havekes et al. 2004). 
Furthermore, water is more and more postulated as a guiding principle in spatial 
planning (Van der Brugge et al. 2005).31 Even if the emergence of this more integral and 
accommodating water style may sound logically, Van der Brugge et al. (2005) argue that 

                                                           
30 In Dutch, these policies are respectively referred to as the Eerste Nota Waterhuishouding, the 
Wet verontreiniging oppervlaktewateren, and the Derde Nota Waterhuishouding. 
31 A significant product of this new ‘accommodating water’ discourse is the introduction of the 
‘water assessment test' (In Dutch, Watertoets) in 2003. This instrument can be considered as a 
water impact assessment for spatial plans, and considers both water quantity and water quality 
effects of spatial planning decisions. The aim of this process instrument is to prevent negative 
effects on the water system, or as they arise, to guarantee compensation elsewhere (Wiering and 
Imming 2006; Voogd and Woltjer 2009). 
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it should not be thought of as a logical or smooth development, but instead as a rather 
whimsical and irregular process, and as the result of various highly complex 
developments, including the earlier mentioned 1993 and 1995 floods, increased 
practical knowledge, macro-level developments such as climate change, and gradually 
changing perceptions of the value of ecology and nature. In fact, since the 1970s, 
environmental aspects have increasingly become influential in water management 
policies (Toonen et al. 2006). This rise of the environmental movement, together with 
general processes of democratisation in Dutch society has led to pressure on the 
Directorate-General for Public Works and Water Management (Rijkswaterstaat, 
hereinafter RWS) and policy disputes on the traditional, predominant civil engineering, 
approach to water management, whereby water issues were usually framed as technical 
problems (Huitema and Meijerink 2009).32 Although RWS, for a long time, had a very 
good reputation, in the 1970s the heroes of the Delta Works “were quickly demoted to 
the status of shortsighted engineers, authoritarian specialists, asphalt freaks, 
environmental polluters, and landscape destroyers” (Lintsen 2002: 566). Needless to say, 
these developments and ecological rise did not remain without consequences for Dutch 
water management. 
  
Exemplary for this new thinking and the consideration of potential ecological impacts of 
coastal defence has been the decision not to close off the Eastern Scheldt Estuary, part 
of the Delta Works deemed necessary after the 1953 flood disaster. Contrary to the 
previous Delta Works projects whereby the protection of the environment was simply 
disregarded, the closure of the Eastern Scheldt had been controversial from the very 
beginning (Disco 2002; Meijerink 2005; Olsthoorn et al. 2008; Huitema and Meijerink 
2009). The drastic change in the original construction plan of the Eastern Scheldt storm 
surge barrier did not occur without striking a blow. Only when local protests 
transformed into a national debate and a political drama, the construction plan changed 
in 1974 to a storm surge barrier with moveable panels instead of a closed dam so as to 
preserve the natural tidal variation (Disco 2002; Van der Brugge et al. 2005).33 
According to Disco (2002: 211), it was this “ingenious compromise” and “innovative 
design for a semi-permeable dam [that] saved the day”. Van der Brugge et al. (2005) and 
Van der Brugge and Rotmans (2007) argue that the water transition (which they 

                                                           
32 RWS is the executive arm of the Dutch Ministry of Infrastructure and the Environment. In the 
year that this study’s policy entrepreneurs selection was carried out (2008), the agency was 
divided in 10 regional, 6 specialist-, and 2 special services. As each regional service is responsible 
for the maintenance, management and construction of roads and waterways in its area, these ten 
regional services constituted the backbone of RWS. 
33 Another notable milestone in this respect is the 1974 decision not to close off and reclaim 
(parts) of the Wadden Sea, whereby environmental arguments - the value of the sea as a natural 
area - were decisive (De Jonge 2009). 
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consider now to be near the acceleration stage) towards a more integral and 
participatory accommodating water style started during this very period.  
 
The environmental and economic opposition, and ultimately the ecological turnaround 
on this storm surge barrier, made that the hydraulic engineers - who had been in 
control until then - had no choice but to share power. In retrospect, one can conclude 
that this episode paved the way for biologists, chemists, and ecologists to enter first into 
RWS (during the construction of the dam the relevant environment department grew 
quickly to over one hundred biologists), and ultimately within the overall field of Dutch 
water management (Disco 2002; Van der Brugge et al. 2005). Another impetus towards 
the integration of ecological considerations and water management that must be 
pointed out was provided by the award-winning plan called ‘Plan Stork’ (In Dutch, Plan 
Ooievaar) of the 1986 Eo Wijers competition together with the 1992 WWF-plan ‘Living 
Rivers’. Both plans questioned the (traditional) influence of agriculture on water 
management, and proposed the removal of the agricultural exploitation of the river 
floodplains and the creation of its original meandering riverbanks (Van der Brugge et al. 
2005; Van der Brugge and Rotmans 2007). Before explaining that the battle between 
water and land – or more appropriate, between water and man - is far from over, the 
following section first elaborates on the organisation of Dutch water management 
today.  

 

3.2.1  Formal structure of water management in the Netherlands 

Currently, water management in the Netherlands is highly complex and fragmented, 
and can be defined as a multilevel governance system with a relatively high degree of 
decentralisation. Decision making is based on close collaboration between the central 
government and authorities at the regional level (provinces and water boards), local 
level (municipalities) and, impossible to forget, stakeholders (Havekes et al. 2004; Kuks 
2004a, 2009; Van Leussen and Lulofs 2009). In fact, the country’s long tradition of 
government consultation with various groups in society, the ‘polder model’, is 
considered a typical Dutch feature (Kuks 2009; Van Leussen and Lulofs 2009; Van 
Rijswick 2009). Given that the central government, as well as the provincial and the 
municipal authorities are relative familiar bodies, this section places most attention on 
the less known, and (historically) rather unique, institutional arrangement of water 
boards (Toonen et al. 2006). For a better comprehension of their current role, this 
section first dwells upon their historical development. 
 
Historically, in the Netherlands the control and management of water was organised 
locally. Ordinary people, and not their lords, took initiatives for the construction and 
maintenance of dikes, canals, and sluices as to protect their lands and hamlets (Borger 
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and Ligtendag 1998). Already in the 12th century – although mostly on an ad-hoc basis, 
mostly following a flood - local, loosely organised organisations were established. These 
organisations developed in the 13th century to the present-day waterboards, the first 
democratic authorities in the Netherlands (Van Steen and Pellenbarg 2004). The joint 
responsibility in these Dutch waterboards is often referred to as the basis for the deeply 
embedded tendency of close societal cooperation in Dutch society (Toonen et al. 2006). 
Water boards have kept their special position in Dutch water management, even if the 
Dutch system of public administration was greatly centralised during the French 
occupation in the 19th century and the foundation of RWS in 1798 (Tol and Langen 
2000; Kuks 2004b; Olsthoorn et al. 2008). Of course much has changed over time. 
Reinforced by the broadening of the waterboards’ historical task of flood control with 
new tasks closely related to and integrated with land use planning, nature conservation 
and environmental protection (in other words, the transition towards all-in water 
authorities), small water boards merged into larger ones, leading to a decrease in 
number from 3500 in 1850 to 24 in 2013 (Lazaroms and Poos 2004; Toonen et al. 2006; 
Kuks 2009, UVW 2013). Related to this enlargement of scale, and inextricably bound up 
with the shift in thinking on water management described above, water boards, since 
the 1970s, have faced what Toonen et al. (2006) call an ‘environmentalization’. Indeed, 
the predominant focus of water boards – prior often labelled ‘farmer republics’ - on 
drainage to develop agricultural land, moved towards a more integral water 
management approach, whereby groundwater, surface water, and quantity and quality 
issues are viewed in their mutual interrelationships, and whereby ecological 
considerations are more and more appreciated (Disco 2002; Kuks 2009).  
 
Nowadays, water boards are decentralised functional authorities that are largely 
responsible for the essential aspects of regional water management. Unlike provinces 
and municipalities, water boards have limited legally defined task, including flood 
protection, water quantity management (including drainage and irrigation as to ensure 
that water is kept at the appropriate levels), water quality management (improving the 
quality of the surface water), the treatment of urban wastewater, and (sometimes) 
management of inland waterways and rural roads (Havekes et al. 2004; Van Steen and 
Pellenbarg 2004). Dutch water boards have their own financing structure and are, again 
unlike provinces and municipalities, nearly fully self-supporting. They raise both the 
water system tax (for flood protection and dry feet) and the water pollution levy (for 
wastewater treatment and water quality management) (Havekes et al. 2004; Van Steen 
and Pellenbarg 2004). Total expenditures by water boards amounted to circa 2.75 
billion euro in 2011, which is about 41% of all expenditures made in the Netherlands 
for public water management expenditure (Ministerie van Infrastructuur en Milieu 
2012).  
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The governing bodies of water boards are a general assembly, an executive assembly - 
responsible for managing the daily matters of the water board - and a chairperson, 
sometimes called a dike reeve, who - on the same hierarchical level as a mayor - 
represents the board. Through a rather complicated and fast evolving combined system 
of direct and indirect elections, and in accordance with the interest-pay-say triplet, the 
water board assembly consist of representatives of the so-called general task interests 
(the residents) as well as of representatives of the so-called specific task interests 
(farmers, companies, and managers of forests and nature reserves) who bear a 
substantial part of the costs (Havekes et al. 2004; Lazaroms and Poos 2004).34 The 
discussion on water boards would not be complete without mentioning that the raison 
d’être of waterboards has been questioned by a Dutch policymakers and public sector 
experts since the second half of the last century until this very day - caused by deep-
rooted distrust of functional authorities (Havekes et al. 2004; Toonen et al. 2006; 
Wiering and Immink 2006: UVW 2012).35 
 
Even if, formally speaking, the new Water Act besides water boards only acknowledges 
the national government as water authority, in practice, water boards operate in a 
complex arena of national, regional, and local entities, including various departments of 
RWS, the twelve provinces and the 400+ municipalities.36 The national government is 
responsible for the management and flood protection of the so-called ‘main water 
systems’ (the big rivers, the IJsselmeer, the Amsterdam-Rijnkanaal, the Noordzeekanaal, 
the Wadden Sea, the Eems–Dollard estuary, the Delta waters and the territorial part of 
the North Sea), whereas – as mentioned above - water boards control most regional and 

                                                           
34 Recall the suggestion in Chapter 2 that it is not unlikely that also within one and the same 
organisation conflicting goals and resource dependencies may be present. Due to the unique 
composition of the water board assembly, I regard water boards excellent examples of 
organisations with a high probability of internal conflicting interests, for instance, between 
nature and agricultural goals. 
35 Ironically, at the same time of this discussion, the Dutch model of water boards is ‘exported’ 
abroad. For example, with funding of, among others, the Partners for Water programme 
(commissioned by the Dutch Ministries of Economic Affairs, Agriculture & Innovation, 
Infrastructure & Environment, and Foreign Affairs), the first Indonesian water board was 
established in 2010 (NWP 2010). 
36 The new Water Act – which came into force 22 December 2009 - integrates eight prior water 
management statutes, including the Water Management Act, the Surface Waters Pollution Act, the 
Marine Waters Pollution Act, and the Flood Defences Act. The Water Act does not regulate water 
management in every detail. The details of some subjects will be regulated in secondary 
legislation: the Water Decree (an administrative order), Regulations governing Water (a 
ministerial regulation) or regulations issued by water authorities and provinces (Ministry of 
Transport, Public Works and Water Management 2009). 
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local water bodies (Havekes et al. 2004).37 The provinces (as an intermediate level) are 
the competent authority for groundwater abstraction and infiltration, and also play an 
important indirect role in Dutch water management, among other things, because they 
are responsible to set up, discontinue, and control the water boards. In addition, 
provinces have a key role in spatial planning and lay down the number of seats by 
which the various categories are represented in the water board assembly (Havekes et 
al. 2004). Municipalities on their turn control the sewer systems (albeit that they yet 
have the obligation to involve water boards in the preparation of their sewer system 
plans) and have the duty to provide for the collection and drainage of rainwater and 
groundwater, even if strictly speaking, this sewage care responsibility does not fall 
under water governance (Havekes et al. 2004; Ministry of Transport, Public Works and 
Water Management, Directorate-General Water 2009). Last but not least, even if this 
responsibility too does not belong to water governance, it is important to note that the 
supply, extraction, production, distribution of drinking water lies in the hands of 
drinking water companies (Havekes et al. 2004; Van Steen and Pellenbarg 2004). The 
position of the different governmental bodies concerned with water can be depicted as 
follows: 
 

 
Figure 1: Hierarchical structure Dutch water management 
(Adopted from Havekes et al. 2004). 

 
In short, Dutch water management takes place at various levels of authority, and is the 
care of the national government, provinces, municipalities and water boards. 
Additionally, a broad variety of non-governmental organisations (including farmers, 
companies, managers of nature reserves, drinking water companies) want to be 

                                                           
37 Since 2010, the ministry of Housing, Spatial Planning and the Environment has merged with the 
Ministry of Transport, Public Works and Water Management to form the Ministry of 
Infrastructure and the Environment. 
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involved and participate in decision making. Since water management is so closely 
interrelated with other policy sectors (such as nature conservation and particularly 
spatial planning), water managers - apart that various legal regulations call for co-
operation - often need resources and support from a wide range of organisations, policy 
programs, and policy domains. Indeed various scholars (including Bressers et al. 1994; 
Kuks 2009; Van Leussen and Lulofs 2009; Van Rijswick 2009) suggest that Dutch water 
management is ever more complex, and that in order to realise policy goals, water 
managers now have to consult and cooperate more intensively with stakeholders and 
governmental bodies (at local, regional, national and European level), and with a 
greater than ever before variety of relevant policy fields (including, spatial planning, 
agriculture, nature conservation, and industries). In effect, water management is no 
more a matter of working in a closed realm of engineering within the relatively 
autonomous policy domain of water management; nowadays water managers are 
required to look beyond their particular program and have to deal with greater levels of 
coordinated action and strategic playing (Wiering and Immink 2006).38 In short, in the 
Netherlands the management of water governing processes has become fundamentally 
more complex while, as will be discussed in the next section, also the nature and 
magnitude of the problems facing Dutch water managers are far from straightforward.  
 

 3.2.2  Current water management challenges 

Due to (expected) climate change effects, such as the rising sea level and changing 
seasonal precipitation levels (likely causing a rise in the winter levels and a drop in the 
summer levels of the major rivers, especially in the peatlands of the coastal zones), and 
the continuous subsidence of soil, the battle between water and man is far from over 
(Van Steen and Pellenbarg 2004; Van der Brugge et al. 2005; Reinhard and Folmer 
2009). In fact, it is suggested that as a consequence of this change of the nature and 
magnitude of water-related problems, many policy changes are needed to prevent 
severe water-related problems that require not only technical solutions (e.g. raising 
dikes), but also spatial solutions, such as reserving land for a floodplain (Roth and 
Warner 2007). Given that in the Netherlands space is very scarce, spatial claims 
between water management, and for instance, housing, industry, infrastructure, and 
agriculture, can be conflicting (Van der Brugge et al. 2005). Though not earlier 
mentioned in this study, also the implementation of European water policies and laws 
belongs to the key water management tasks of the coming years. The most influential 
piece of European water legislation is Directive 2000/60/EC - the Water Framework 
                                                           
38 This picture of the water managers’ increased need for collaboration (with actors of various 
levels of government, the private sector, and with non-profit agencies), fits within the larger 
development of an increase in number of mutual dependencies that can be observed in almost 
every society which, as explained in Chapter 2, is often referred to as governance. 
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Directive (WFD) - which gives guidelines for reaching good water quality (Kaika 2003; 
Page 2003). Its implementation is highly demanding since climate change, most 
probably, will not only effect water quantity, but also water quality by causing chemical, 
biological and hydro-morphological changes (EEA 2009).39 Furthermore, its 
implementation is challenging since it comes with strict binding rules and obligations, 
and thus deviates the country’s long tradition of cooperation, search for compromises, 
and poldering without legally binding obligations (Van Rijswick 2009). Last but not 
least, although this discussion takes place on a higher abstraction level, an additional 
important task of current Dutch water managers is to position themselves to, and to 
deal with, evolving paradigms in water management. Indeed, even if the idea of 
integrated water resources management has not yet fully operationalized, a growing 
awareness of the complexities and uncertainties has promoted more flexible and 
adaptive strategies, and the associated emergent paradigm of adaptive water 
management (Pahl-Wostl et al. 2006b; Engle et al. 2011). The overall goal of adaptive 
management is less about maintaining an optimal condition of a resource and more 
about building up management capacity to cope with change and unpredictability. To 
achieve that, managers should view their actions and policies as experiments and 
involve and collaborate with stakeholders, as this allows the system to react and its 
managers to respond to changing conditions (Walters and Holling 1990; Johnson 1999).  
 
In short, both the management of the system and the governing processes has become 
fundamentally more complex, while the need for policy change is undisputed. This is no 
reason despair; recall that this chapter started by saying that the Netherlands is 
internationally well-known for its knowledge in water management and its capabilities 
to control coastal and inland waters (Van der Brugge et al. 2005; Wiering and Immink 
2006; Reinhard and Folmer 2009; Van Rijswick 2009). It is, however, a reason why this 
specific country is a highly interesting place to analyse the strategic behaviour of policy 
entrepreneurs. Before this study discusses their strategic repertoire in greater detail, 
the next chapter first dwells upon the research design of this study. 
 

                                                           
39 Indeed, despite various uncertainties and difficulties, there is nowadays widespread agreement 
on the importance of the mainstreaming of climate change into the (implementation of the) WFD 
(Brouwer et al. 2013). 
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4. METHODOLOGY 
 

4.1  INTRODUCTION 

This study aims to develop systematic ideas on the strategic behaviour of policy 
entrepreneurs. To this end, both a theoretical exploration and an empirical study was 
conducted. This chapter accounts for the research design and methodology of the 
empirical study. As described in the first chapter, determined by the research questions 
and the goal to improve our ability to understand how policy entrepreneurs pursue 
policy change, this study directs attention to the micro level and focuses on the 
individual policy entrepreneur. An important assumption in this study is that the 
bureaucrats identified as policy entrepreneurs, in comparison with their colleagues, are 
the most successful managers of change in Dutch local water management and know 
relatively best when which strategy is effective. Another assumption is that by analysing 
the policy entrepreneurs’ modus operandi, one can - in the absence of a direct measure 
or sign – not only learn about the pallet of strategies policy entrepreneurs use, but also 
gain knowledge on their strategy selection, and even more importantly, on the 
(contextual effectiveness) of the different entrepreneurial policy change strategies.40  
 
By means of the combination of different research techniques, a principle known as 
methodological triangulation, this study aims to compensate for the weaknesses 
inherent to each individual method of data collection. Given that, as a result of 
employing overlapping methods, more aspects from a research field become noticeable, 
triangulation enables a richer understanding and enhances the internal validity (Yin 
1994; Hart et al. 1998; Berg 2001; Druckman 2005). Berg (2001: 4) puts it this way: “by 
combining several lines of sight, researchers obtain a better, more substantive picture of 
reality”. As depicted in Figure 2, the methodological approach of this research combines 
quantitative and qualitative methods and comprises roughly three different phases. The 
first phase of this study is conducted with a qualitative research approach (allowing to 
go in-depth) by means of face-to-face marathon interviews and a focus group. The 
middle phase of this research was aimed to go in breadth, and encompasses a large-
scale survey. The last phase of this study – meant to gain a deeper understanding of the 

                                                           
40 Being a successful manager of change is different from the question whether their desired 
policy changes are ‘good’ or ‘bad’. In the policy entrepreneurs identification process key 
informants were asked to assess their subordinates/fellow workers’ capacity to change policy, 
and thus to separate this from their valuation of the goodness or badness of their innovations. 
This study, however, has no way to verify to what extent key informants were able to separate 
these two aspects. 
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survey results – has again a rather narrow and qualitative character, and encompasses a 
large set of in-depth individual telephone interviews. 
 

 
 

Figure 2: Different research phases 
 
To enhance the reliability of the present study all research steps are well documented. 
Accordingly, this chapter describes the (rationale behind the) research design of this 
empirical study in great detail. This description proceeds chronologically, starting with 
an elaborate discussion on the research design of the interviews and focus group (phase 
I). The research design of the large-scale survey, the quantitative part of this study 
(phase II), is explained in great detail in the second section of this chapter. Next, this 
chapter devotes one separate section to the research design of the telephone interviews 
(phase III). Given the central importance of the selection of policy entrepreneurs (after 
all, in this study the individual policy entrepreneur is the actual unit of analysis), and 
given the important associated reliability question (that is, are the individuals selected 
in the study really policy entrepreneurs?) the policy entrepreneurs selection procedure 
is wherever applicable described in great detail. 
 

4.2  INTERVIEWS AND FOCUS GROUP 

This section discusses respectively the marathon interviews and the focus group. Both 
techniques primarily examine the reasons behind various aspects of behaviour, that is, 
are part of the qualitative research tradition (Denzin and Norman 1998). Qualitative 
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techniques allow researchers to be open to the reality of others, to share in their 
understanding and perceptions, and to explore how people structure and give meaning 
to phenomena (Krueger 1998; Berg 2001; Druckman 2005). 

 

4.2.1  Policy entrepreneurs selection: marathon interviews and focus group 

The interviewees of the marathon interviews, and thus the first policy entrepreneurs 
involved in this study, were selected by stratified sampling. This particular sample 
strategy is used when researchers need to ensure that a certain segment of the 
identified population under examination is represented (Berg 2001). My purpose was 
to select five prominent policy entrepreneurs working within the water boards spread 
over the Netherlands. To guarantee the regional spread, I first divided all Dutch water 
boards in five subgroups (strata): north, east, west, south, and delta. Every stratum 
comprised between the 3 and 7 water boards (see Appendix I for a graphical 
representation of the strata). In each stratum, I (by drawing lots) randomly selected one 
water board. To identify the most prominent policy entrepreneur working for the 
selected water boards, I contacted the head of the section ‘Water Systems’, or a key 
informant in a similar position. All key informants were approached in a uniform and 
consistent manner (the original Dutch telephone script is presented in Appendix II) and 
asked whether they, within their own bureaucratic organisation, could identify an 
individual known for his or her involvement throughout the policy change processes, 
and more importantly, known for his or her innovative ideas and drive to change water 
policy; someone characterised by his or her ability to think creatively and critically, and 
willingness to bear and take risks, and courage to fail every now and then. I hereby 
explicitly stated that the specific function was irrelevant, i.e. that in the 
conceptualisation of this study, a policy entrepreneur could be as good a project leader, 
director, or staff member. Above description of policy entrepreneurs forced the key 
informants to think carefully about their selection, and about why it was reasonable for 
them to identify certain individuals as policy entrepreneurs. Without exception, in this 
phase all key informants could identify a policy entrepreneur within their organisation 
as well as explain their choice by providing specific information about the actions and 
characteristics of these individuals, hereinafter named policy entrepreneurs. In this 
phase, all identified policy entrepreneurs agreed to actually participate in the study.  
 

4.2.2  Marathon interviews: rationale and design 

The purpose of the first empirical exploration of this study was to learn about the actual 
strategic actions employed by policy entrepreneurs, as well as to elicit their thoughts, 
opinions, and experiences concerning possible related strategic choices and dilemmas. 
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Interviews make it possible to focus directly on the topic, and to provide insight on the, 
in this case policy entrepreneurs’ perceptions (Yin 1994). This deeper understanding is 
an important surplus value of this study. Within a period of two months, I conducted ten 
semi-standardised interviews in two rounds.41 Each interview lasted for about two 
hours (that is why they are referred to as marathon interviews) and was carried out in a 
semi-standardised manner. The semi-standardised interview is positioned between the 
extremes of completely standardised and completely unstandardised interviewing 
(Berg 2001). In semi-standardised interviews, questions are asked in a systematic and 
consistent order, while at the same time the interviewer is allowed to ask additional 
questions to stimulate the interviewee’s endeavours to answer. In this manner the 
interviewer has the possibility to go further into his inquiry, while responses to the 
questions remain highly comparable (Emans 1985; Berg 2001). 
 
The interview outline for the first round of interviews was based on the literature 
review discussed in foregoing chapters and structured around two primary topics: (1) 
the entrepreneurs' background, ambition, and work context, and (2) descriptions of 
individual projects. The initial questions were framed in such a way as to elicit 
information about how the entrepreneurs’ background might have influenced their 
actions and strategies to pursue policy change and project implementation. In the 
second part of the first interview round, aiming to see if the theoretically distinguished 
strategies as presented in Chapter 2 showed up in actual policy entrepreneurs’ 
accounts, policy entrepreneurs were asked to describe step-by-step project processes 
and their strategic behaviour within these processes. Furthermore, by asking them to 
assess if their strategic behaviour worked out successfully or not, and to explain what 
kind of strategic dilemmas they possibly encountered, some firsts insights were gained 
on the effectiveness and especially the policy entrepreneurs’ strategic considerations. In 
contrast to the open nature of the first round of interviews, the questions in the second 
round contained 20 statements on strategies and strategic dilemmas based on the 
results of the first interview round (see Appendix III). Given the semi-standardised 
interview structure, in both interview rounds there was sufficient opportunity for the 
policy entrepreneurs to suggest additional strategies, add nuance to the theoretically 
distinguished strategies, and offer additional details.  
 

4.2.3  Focus group: rationale and design 

Following the individual interviews, a focus group was conducted aiming to provide 
depth and detail on some of the topics discussed. Focus groups are basically group talks 

                                                           
41 A sample of the interview questions is included in Appendix III, the full interview questions (in 
Dutch) are reproduced in Appendix IV. 



- 83 - 

 

on topics supplied by the researcher (Morgan 1997, 1998). The unique property of 
focus groups is that participants not only respond to the researcher’s questions, but also 
react to and on each other: they provide agreement and disagreement, ask questions 
and give answers, and so forth. This process of sharing and comparing ideas and 
experiences among participants often produces data and insights that would be less 
accessible without the interaction found in a group (Morgan 1997). In a focus group, the 
researcher typically takes the role of a moderator; poses the questions, keeps the 
discussion flowing, and enables the participants to participate fully. So unlike in the 
traditional group interview, the moderator does not ask questions to each participant in 
turn, but rather facilitates the group discussion (Wilkinson 2004). Focus groups have an 
advantage for topics that are either habit-ridden or not thought out in detail (Morgan 
1997). For that reason, a discussion on strategic behaviour is perfectly suitable for a 
focus group discussion. After all, as will be discussed later in more detail, during the 
course of the highly open and explorative marathon interviews, I frequently observed 
that policy entrepreneurs, at least at first sight, are little aware of the many actions and 
strategic choices they actually continuously employ in the course of the highly complex 
policy change processes in which they are involved. 
 
Typically, focus groups have six to eight participants per group who come from similar 
backgrounds with something in common that is relevant to the topic of study, yet the 
ideal number depends on the specific topic (Krueger 1998; Morgan 1998). Small groups 
work best when the participants are interested in the topic, or when the researcher 
desires a clear sense of each participant’s reaction (Morgen 1997). When the 
participants have instead a low level of involvement with the topic, or when the topic is 
very sensitive to the dynamics among the individual participants, it may be difficult to 
maintain an active discussion in a smaller group (Morgen 1997). In this study the same 
policy entrepreneurs who participated in the marathon interviews were invited for the 
focus group; except for two policy entrepreneurs who, for personal reasons could not 
be present, they all participated. The focus group in this study was meant to explore the 
policy entrepreneurs’ strategic choices in more depth, and to this end, structured 
around respectively three strategic dilemmas, two questions, and six statements on 
strategic behaviour.42 Given that strategies are so central to their work, all participants 
were very passionate on the topic and highly interested to hear the other perspectives. 
This resulted in a focus group with a very active and fruitful discussion in which each 
participant had sufficient time to talk. 

                                                           
42 A sample of the focus group outline is included in Appendix III; the full Dutch focus group 
outline is reproduced in Appendix IV. 
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4.2.4  The marathon interviews and focus group analysis  

Interviews and focus groups are distinctive for the method of data collection rather 
than for the method of data analysis; both are analysed using conventional techniques 
for qualitative data (Wilkinson 2004). Patton (1999) argues that qualitative analysis 
basically is a creative process, and foremost depends on pattern recognition. At the 
same time, he suggests that beyond the analysts’ creative and analytical insight, there is 
also a technical side to analysis. In this respect he states: “The qualitative researcher has 
an obligation to be methodical in reporting sufficient details of data collection and the 
processes of analysis to permit others to judge the quality of the resulting product” 
(Patton 1999: 1191). In this study, after the interviewees’ permission was asked, both 
the focus group and all marathon interviews were recorded. The advantage of recording 
is that none of the conversation is lost and that the interviewer or moderator does not 
lose time by making notes and thus can devote all of his attention to the conversation. 
Moreover, recording enhances the reliability as it enables the researcher, or colleagues, 
to revert to the answers anytime (Emans 1985; Morgan 1998). Afterwards, all 
marathon interviews and the focus group were transcribed and sent back to the 
interviewees for review. This so-called transcript based analysis is the most time-
consuming option for analysis, but produces the most depth and detail (Morgan 1998). 
These transcriptions then served as the basis for analysis. For what Krueger (1998) 
calls the heart of analysis - finding patterns, making comparisons, and contrasting one 
set of data with another – no special software to code and then retrieve information was 
used, instead all divisions in sub-themes and respondents were made manually. In this 
manner all information became systematic and available for reporting and for drawing 
conclusions. Given that these systematic steps are applied to both the analyses of the 
interviews and the focus group, I am confident that the analysis of the qualitative part of 
this study provides a highly accurate reflection of the policy entrepreneurs’ views. 
 

4.3  CENSUS SURVEY 

Unlike the underlying motivation of the techniques discussed in the previous section, in 
the middle phase of this study, the purpose was not so much to go ‘in-depth’ with a 
relative small number of policy entrepreneurs, but rather to go ‘in breadth’. To this end, 
a large-scale survey was conducted, including, as explained below, all local Dutch water 
management policy entrepreneurs. The survey, which typically contains close-ended 
questions with limited response choices, is the most commonly used social research 
method for collecting data from individuals in a population of interest, and belongs to 
the quantitative research tradition wherein the systematic measuring of phenomena in 
terms of quantity, intensity, amount, or frequency is emphasised (Krueger 1998; Berg 
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2001; Czaja and Blair 2005; Druckman 2005). In the following sections the design and 
use of this survey technique is extensively discussed. 
 

4.3.1  Policy entrepreneurs selection: census survey 

Whether data are obtained separately from a number of individuals, social units, or 
social artefacts, the researcher (in theory) always has the choice of either taking the 
whole population or selecting a sample from the population. In order to save time and 
money, it is a common practice in social science research to use some type of sampling 
and to obtain information only from a subset of a population. However, there is a price 
to pay when samples are used: (1) it is not possible to be absolutely confident that what 
a sample shows also exists in the population; and (2) in line with this, it adds 
considerable complication to the analysis (Blaikie 2003). The quantitative part of the 
present study, instead, is a so-called census, meaning that every member of the 
population (all policy entrepreneurs at Dutch local governmental bodies concerned 
with water governance) is included (Argyrous 2005). More precisely, in this study, all 
water policy entrepreneurs working within municipalities, provinces, and water boards, 
as well as the regional services of RWS are included. 
 
In my efforts to identify all policy entrepreneurs in Dutch local water management, I 
contacted all 491 Dutch local governmental bodies working with water: 443 
municipalities; 12 provinces; 26 water boards; and 10 regional services of RWS.43 In all 
these organisation I identified a key informant who could help best with the 
identification of policy entrepreneurs within their organisation. As depicted in Table 6, 
depending on the type and size of the organisation, this key informant was the city 
manager in relative small municipalities, or the head of a department concerned with 
water management, such as the department of ‘Water’, ‘Planning’, or the department of 
‘Housing, Spatial Planning and the Environment’ (Volkshuisvesting, Ruimtelijke Ordening 
en Milieubeheer, hereinafter VROM). 
 

                                                           
43 Waterboard Blija Buitendijks (as it is very small and does not have inhabitants) is not included 
in this study. More important, please recall that the survey was carried out at the end of 2008 and 
the beginning of 2009. Since that time, due to a number of mergers, the number of water boards 
has decreased to 24 (waterschap Zeeuwse Eilanden and waterschap Zeeuws-Vlaanderen merged 
to one water board named Scheldestromen in 2011, and waterschap Vallei & Eem and 
waterschap Veluwe merged to one water board named Vallei en Veluwe in 2013). The number of 
municipalities decreased from 443 in 2008 to 408 in 2013. 
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Organisation Key informant 

Municipality (≤ 20,000 inhabitants) City Manager 
Municipality (> 20,000 inhabitants) Head of department VROM (or a similar 

function). 
Province Head of department Water (or a similar 

function) 

Water Board Head of department Project Planning (or a 
similar function) 

RWS Head of department Water (or a similar 
function) 

Table 6: Position of key informants 

 
After the identification of the key informants, I subsequently contacted by phone all 491 
local governmental bodies.44 As I always intended to talk to the identified key informant 
personally, and given the fact that the average number of attempts needed before 
actually reaching them was more than five, this identification process was an extensive 
exercise. In certain exceptional cases where more than ten unsuccessful attempts were 
made, I selected an alternative informant.45 As depicted in Table 7, in a time span of 
eight weeks 95.3% of all key informants were successfully contacted. 
 

Organisation Number Non-response Response rate 

Municipality 443 22 95% 
Province 12 0 100% 
Water Board 26 1 96.2% 
RWS 10 0 100% 
Total 491 23 95.3% 

Table 7: Response rate of the key informants  

 
All key informants were approached in a uniform and consistent manner (the 
procedure followed is identical to the above described procedure in relation to the 
selection of policy entrepreneurs for the marathon interviews).46 All key informants 
were asked whether or not in their own organisation they could identify one or more 
                                                           
44 Because of the time burden, in this phase of the study, a few interviewers were hired. All 
interviewers were trained and supervised to collect information in a uniform and consistent 
manner; it was ensured that each interviewer was reading the introduction and questions 
verbatim, coding the responses accurately, and not biasing the survey in any way. 
45 Depending on the type and size of the organisation this alternative key informant was the head 
of a department (in the smaller municipalities), or the acting head or team manager (in all other 
organisations). 
46 The original (Dutch) telephone script is reproduced in Appendix II.  
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individuals known for their innovative ideas and their drive to change water policy and 
involvement throughout policy change processes; individuals characterised by their 
ability to think creatively and critically and willingness to bear and take risks, and 
courage to also fail every now and then. Onc e more,  I hereby stated explicitly that the 
specific function was irrelevant, i.e. that in the conceptualisation of this study, a policy 
entrepreneur could be just as good a project leader, director or staff member. As the 
definition of policy entrepreneurs might convey positive qualities, key respondents 
might over report the frequency of the existence of policy entrepreneurs in their 
organisation so as to shine a positive light on their organisation. To counteract this 
potential bias in this selection procedure I took several measures and told the key 
informants that it could very well be possible that no such a person in their organisation 
could be present. In addition, I explicitly assured confidentiality and promised the 
respondents that the possible (non-) existence of policy entrepreneurs within their 
individual organisation would never be published.47 Except for a small number of cases 
wherein the key informants requested to send the question again by mail, key 
informants were able to immediately answer whether or not they could identify one or 
more individual(s) who they considered matched my criteria of a policy entrepreneur, 
and if positive, provide me with the relevant contact details. The next chapter 
elaborates on the findings of this procedure, and discusses in great detail the 
background of the identified policy entrepreneurs.  
 
To enhance the reliability of the identification process, the questionnaire included five 
statements related to the characteristics on which the key informant selected them, 
functioning as a last check to assess whether the people identified by the key 
informants really proved to be policy entrepreneurs. These statements were related to: 
(1) being innovative, (2) having the drive to introduce new water policies, (3) 
willingness to bear and take risks, and (4) having the ability to think critically about the 
existing water policy. Respondents expressed their opinions on each statement using a 
five-point Likert item ranging from 1 (completely agree) to 5 (completely disagree).48 In 
this study, respondents are considered policy entrepreneur unless: 
 

- The occurrence of a 5, that is, when one completely disagrees with one or more of 
the statements 
- A sum bigger or higher than 15; 

                                                           
47 As to comply with the confidentiality agreements made with key informants in the selection 
procedure, in this study interviewees cannot be named individually. An additional reason why in 
this study the quotes from interviewees are not attributed is that (in order to encourage honest 
and candid responses) all policy entrepreneurs were promised anonymity (this is valid for the 
interviews, the focus group, and the survey). 
48 The full survey questionnaire (in Dutch) is presented in Appendix V. 
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- A sum bigger than 10, combined with the occurrence of a 4; 
- The occurrence of three 3s; 
- A sum bigger or equal than 8 on the statements concerning innovation, risk taking 
and the ability to think critically 
  

Based on these control questions, 33 (or 13.8%) of the identified policy entrepreneurs 
did not stand this additional reliability test. In other words, in 13.8% of the cases a key 
informant considered one of his staff members a policy entrepreneur which, on the 
basis of this extra control process, did not ‘define’ themselves as such. Needless to say, 
this group is not included in the further analysis. 
 

4.3.2  Questionnaire design 

Surveys can make a strong claim for reliability because of the relatively large number of 
cases in a typical survey (Druckman 2005). But reliable evidence alone is insufficient; 
the survey results also must be valid. Validity critically depends on the design of the 
questions that are asked (Floyed and Fowler 1995). Designing questions in a manner 
that all respondents understand them in a consistent way, and in a way that is 
consistent with what the researcher expected it to mean, in other words, making sure 
that the questions mean the same thing to the respondents as they do to the researcher, 
is one of the most important, and at the same time most difficult standards to reach 
(Floyed and Fowler 1995; Morgan 1997). In the current research, the process of 
questionnaire development was in the first place dictated by the research questions and 
the theoretical considerations as presented in previous chapters. Moreover, it was 
importantly facilitated by the results of the first round of qualitative research. Indeed, 
both the individual interview- and the focus group results were used to formulate and 
specify the survey questions. By using such qualitative methods prior to actually writing 
survey questions, Morgan (1997) and Campanelli (2008) suggest that the researcher 
may gain a complete as possible picture of participants’ thinking. Although the 
marathon interviews and the focus group certainly were much more than ‘just’ 
preparatory and background work, one could consider this first research phase as the 
first stage on the road from theoretical concepts to a finalised questionnaire. After this 
developmental stage, both the individual survey questions and the flow of the 
questionnaire as a whole was tested extensively, both informally with colleagues (5), 
with experts in the field of survey design (4), as well as with experts in the field of water 
policy (3). Finally, in the third, so-called dress rehearsal stage, the questionnaire as a 
whole was tested under real survey conditions with the policy entrepreneurs who were 
earlier involved in the marathon interviews. After the draft questionnaire was 
pretested, several small modifications (refinement of wording, improvement of the flow 
of the questionnaire) were carried out.  
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The final instrument was a questionnaire consisting of six sections (the complete Dutch 
survey questionnaire is reproduced in Appendix V).49 The first section of the 
questionnaire asked for general background information. The second section contained 
statements and questions on policy entrepreneurship characteristics meant as an extra 
control on the selection procedure (as elaborated above). Section 3 till 5 contained 
questions about respectively attention- and support-seeking strategies, linking 
strategies, relational management strategies, and arena strategies. The last section 
comprised of statements and questions to elicit information about the more general 
strategic orientation of Dutch policy entrepreneurs in local water management. The full 
questionnaire contained 47 questions, 92 counting sub-questions. Based on the specific 
route, which in turn was based on the respondent's answers (sometimes one could skip 
certain questions), each respondent was asked 82 questions on average. The 
questionnaire contained mostly close-ended questions with limited response choices, 
such as two multiple choice questions with four to five answers, or statements using a 
1- 6 rating scale from ‘not important at all’ to ‘very important’. Attempting to create a 
balanced mix, and in addition to the closed questions, I also included several open 
questions. The disadvantage of the open-ended questions in a survey is that they 
impose a considerable burden on respondents as they require substantial time and 
cognitive effort. In addition, the diversity of answers is a burden for the researchers 
because it requires time to categorise and code. Then again, the open-ended approach 
has several advantages too: (1) there is opportunity to learn the unexpected, (2) open-
ended questions can have better validity than close-ended questions as the danger is 
avoided that the proper response options are not included. Finally, (3) an important 
reason as to why include open ended questions is that respondents like to answer some 
questions in their own words (Floyed and Fowler 1995; Druckman 2005). According to 
the latter, asking some questions to be answered in narrative form may be justified for 
that reason alone.  
 

4.3.3  Response rate 

In my efforts to achieve a high response rate, I used several techniques drawing on 
Dillman (2007). Apart from my attempts to design a respondent-friendly questionnaire, 
most important element is that I had multiple contacts with the questionnaire recipient. 
The key informant informed in most cases the recipient that they had been selected as 
policy entrepreneur and that a survey would arrive in a few weeks. All identified policy 
entrepreneurs received further information about the questionnaire via e-mail. In the 
first invitation email, I embedded the URL that took the respondent to a website to 

                                                           
49 To maximize the flow of the questionnaire as a whole, the questions belonging to one section 
were not asked in a sequential order, but instead spread over the questionnaire. 
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complete the questionnaire. Besides the instructions for accessing the web-survey, I 
included explanation about the nature of the request, the importance of the 
questionnaire, the guarantee that the answers would be treated confidentially, and 
information on why a high response is important. More importantly, all 339 invitation 
e-mails were personalised, and included their names in the opening, as well as the name 
of the key informant who identified them as a policy entrepreneur. As reflected in 
Figure 3, after this first invitation, policy entrepreneurs received up to two reminders. 
 

 
Figure 3: Response rate survey in time 
Notes: The first reminder was send in week 50, the second reminder in week 3. Due to 
the holidays, the result of week 52 (the last week of 2008) is depicted together with 
the result of the first two weeks of 2009. 

 
The first reminder, send about two weeks after the invitation e-mail to all recipients, 
was in the form of a so-called thank you e-mail. This mail expressed appreciation for 
responding and asked for a quick response in case the questionnaire was not 
completed. Once more it contained a message of how important each recipient was to 
the success of the study, as well as the login information and the URL. A few weeks after 
the ‘thank you mailing’, a personalised replacement questionnaire was sent to all non-
respondents (including those that started the questionnaire but did not finish it 
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completely). As a means of encouraging response, it conveyed the message that many 
others had responded and that the usefulness of the study was also dependent on the 
return of their questionnaire. As depicted in Table 8, the efforts to achieve a high 
response rate have resulted in a response rate of 70.5%. If we break this figure down to 
the different organisations we see that the response rate is the highest for the provinces 
(90.48%) and the lowest for the municipalities (65.95%). 
 

Organisation Number of policy 

entrepreneurs 

Response (count) Response rate (%) 

Water Board 62 49 70.03 
Municipality50 232 153 65.95 
Province 21 19 90.48 
RWS51 27 21 77.78 
Valid Total52 339 239 70.50 

Table 8: Response rate 

 
Averagely, it took respondents 40 minutes to fill out the entire questionnaire. With 239 
respondents, this 40 minute survey represents the equivalent of four weeks full-time 
work. 
 

4.3.4  Data collection 

In this research, the survey data were collected on-line. Application of a computer-
assisted data collection, in this study Sawtooth Software, has some important 
advantages. In the first place, the computer program takes control of the interviewing 
process and determines which question is to be asked next and displays that question 
on the screen. In other words, it takes care of the correct route through the 
questionnaire. This enables the researcher to create different routes through the 
questionnaire based on the respondent's answers without the risk of route errors. Also 
this study allowed respondents to skip certain questions based on the respondent's 
answers. A second advantage of the computer program is that it improves the quality of 
the collected data as it checks the answers to the questions which are entered. If an 

                                                           
50 Two selected municipal policy entrepreneurs are not included as they work as freelancers.  
51 Two identified RWS policy entrepreneurs are not included; one because he was based at RWS 
Civil Engineering Division (In Dutch, Bouwdienst), the other because he was based at the RWS 
Research and Advisory Body (In Dutch, Waterdienst). 
52 The total number of entrepreneurs (339) does not equal the sum of the number of 
entrepreneurs per organisation (342). This difference can be explained by the fact that three 
policy entrepreneurs work for both a municipality and a water board. In the further analysis 
these policy entrepreneurs are considered water board entrepreneurs. 
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error is detected, the program gives immediately a warning and will not proceed to the 
next question until all detected errors in the answers have been modified or corrected. 
A third benefit over the traditional paper based survey is that the responses can be 
presented in different orders for different respondents. This is of great use in multiple 
answers as it eliminates the bias of respondents marking the first or last item in your 
list. Also in this study, all possible answers on the multiple choice questions were 
randomised to prevent a possible bias. Finally, an important advantage of computer-
assisted data collection is that it results in a clean record. Consequently, no more 
subsequent data entry or data editing is necessary (Czaja and Blair 2005). Except for the 
open questions that I afterwards interpreted and coded, all the survey data were 
directly inserted in a SPSS file for statistical analysis. 
 

4.3.5  Survey analysis 

Given the characteristics of a census survey, numerical techniques (inferential analysis) 
for drawing conclusions about a population on the information obtained from a sample 
(by using tests of significance) are unneeded; the data analysis of a census ends with the 
calculation of the descriptive measures (Blaikie 2003; Argyrous 2005). In this study, the 
data analysis started with an examination of simple frequency tables (using univariate 
statistics) followed by contingency tables to investigate possible relationships between 
variables (bivariate statistics). To the latter end, the data were entered into the SPSS 
cross tabulation analysis program. The empirical chapters of this thesis present 
numerous of these contingency tables, for instance as to show whether and how the 
entrepreneurs’ strategic behaviour is related to their gender, and organisational 
background. Next, various tables, graphs, and figures were developed, not only to 
display the findings, but also to further interpretate these data and to assess possible 
patterns. In situations where relatively few respondents selected specific response 
categories, the data were combined or collapsed down to fewer categories by using the 
SPSS Recode command (Babbie 2008). Except for the few open questions whereby the 
answer allowed more than 250 characters, all answers on the open-ended questions 
were coded in such a manner that every answer fitted into one category, that is, the 
generated code categories were both exhaustive and mutually exclusive (Babbie 2008). 
The answers with more than 250 characters were analysed qualitatively, similar to the 
interview and focus group transcripts.  
 

4.4  TELEPHONE INTERVIEWS 

The last phase of this study has again an in-depth and qualitative character, and 
encompasses a large set of individual interviews. The purpose of this last research 
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phase was to gain a deeper understanding of the survey results, and more importantly, 
to acquire a deeper knowledge of the contextual effectiveness of the different 
entrepreneurial policy change strategies. As explained above, the qualitative interview 
technique allows researchers to be open to the reality of others, to share in their 
understanding and perceptions, and to explore how people structure and give meaning 
to phenomena (Yin 1994; Krueger 1998; Berg 2001; Druckman 2005). 
 

4.4.1  Respondent selection: telephone interviews 

Given that all Dutch local water policy entrepreneurs were already identified for the 
purpose of the survey, the selection of the interviewees for the last interview phase was 
relatively easy. The interviewees were selected in a manner known as opportunistic 
sampling (Druckman 2005). More precisely, in the questionnaire all policy 
entrepreneurs were asked whether they would be willing to collaborate for further 
research. One hundred thirty-three policy entrepreneurs (= 55.6% of the survey 
respondents) answered positively on this question and filled out their contact details. 
From within this assembled pool of entrepreneurs, I then randomly selected 50 
individuals using Microsoft Excel's RAND function.53 All (100%) contacted 
entrepreneurs were willing to collaborate.  
 

4.4.2  Telephone interviews: rationale and design 

This study’s last phase encompassed 50 follow-up individual telephone interviews. 
Different from the first phase of this study, in this final phase I had rather solid ideas 
about the issues I aimed to find out, therefore the interviews were conducted in a 
standardised manner with open questions. The interviewer conducting a standardised 
interview uses a formally structured schedule in which the formulation and order of 
questions remains the same (Emans 1985; Berg 2001). Given this structure, but 
especially given practical constraints (in terms of time and money), it was decided to 
conduct telephone instead of face-to-face interviews (Babbie 2008).  
 
The telephone interview consisted of four sections, and contained 11 questions, 57 
when also counting the sub-questions.54 The first section of the interview asked for the 
description of two ambitious projects in which the entrepreneur was involved. 
Throughout the entire interview these projects functioned as a steppingstone, and as a 

                                                           
53 By the time this third interview phase took place (summer 2010), six selected policy 
entrepreneurs (temporary) had left the organisation corresponding with their contact details, for 
this reason six more contacts were randomly selected. 
54 A sample of the interview questions is included in Appendix III, the full interview questions (in 
Dutch)are reproduced in Appendix IV. 
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manner to prevent that the use of strategies was exclusively discussed at a very high 
abstraction level. The second section of the interview was focused around several 
strategic dilemmas. The interviewees where confronted with their original survey 
answer and asked to reflect and explain on this, and to consider under what 
circumstances, if at all, they would depart from their intrinsic strategic inclination. The 
third section contained several questions seeking to gain a deeper understanding on the 
reasons behind the most striking and important survey results. The last section of the 
interview comprised statements and questions on and about the policy entrepreneurs’ 
organisation.  
 
For above explained reasons, in this study (after the interviewees’ permission was 
asked) all telephone interviews were recorded. Afterwards, abridged transcripts of the 
most relevant discussions were made. These transcriptions then served as the basis for 
analysis. These transcriptions are analysed using conventional techniques for 
qualitative data (Wilkinson 2004), similar to the analysis of the marathon interviews 
and focus group as discussed above, and therefore requires no repetition here. The 
results and extracted lessons of both the qualitative and quantitative analysis are 
presented in the four empirical chapters of this thesis, Chapters 6-9. The next chapter, 
however, first provides an elaborate portrayal of the policy entrepreneurs in Dutch 
water management. 
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5.  POLICY ENTREPRENEURS IN DUTCH 
WATER MANAGEMENT 
 

5.1  INTRODUCTION 

This chapter presents the first empirical data of this study, and seeks to open the black 
box of the hitherto rather abstract figure of the policy entrepreneur. As elaborated in 
the previous chapter, this research included all water policy entrepreneurs working 
within local governmental bodies concerned with water management in the 
Netherlands. To identify all these policy entrepreneurs, key informants within all water 
boards, municipalities, provinces, and local directions of RWS (as explained in the 
previous chapter, together nearly five hundred organisations) were contacted and 
asked if they could identify one or more policy entrepreneurs within their organisation. 
Before elaborating on the actual findings of this selection exercise in section 5.3 and 5.4, 
this chapter first presents some more general findings related to the presence of policy 
entrepreneurs in the section below. 
 

5.2  THE DESIRABILITY OF POLICY ENTREPRENEURS 

Despite the fact that the key informants were not informed beforehand of this study, 
and thus could not anticipate on the selection question, and despite the fact that most 
key informants were unfamiliar with the concept policy entrepreneur, for almost all of 
them the actual selection of policy entrepreneurs within their organisation turned out 
to be a relatively easy.55 That is, in most cases the key informant was able to answer 
immediately whether or not they could identify one or more individual(s) who they 
considered matched my criteria of policy entrepreneurs. This is a first suggestion, and 
more will follow, that policy entrepreneurs, if present, outshine their fellow bureaucrats 
and hold a somewhat exceptional position.56 What is more, not a single key informant 
signalled that it was impossible to follow the research call to only identify individuals, 

                                                           
55 The observation that the actual selection of policy entrepreneurs turned out to be relatively 
easy is not to say that the selection criteria were set too low. In fact, 44% of the key informants 
answered that, on the basis of this study’s criteria, they could not identify one singular water 
entrepreneur within their organisation. 
56 This observation, however, should not be interpreted as an indication that policy entrepreneurs 
push oneself to the fore. In fact, the next chapters suggest that policy entrepreneurs mostly 
operate in the shadow, and primarily pull the wires backstage. 



- 96 - 

 

instead of, for example, groups or even entire departments. To my reading, this is a 
second important indication that, although processes of change can never be realised in 
isolation, some individuals clearly stand out.  
 
Furthermore, during this selection exercise it appeared that some key informants 
perceived the idea of entrepreneurship within the public sector as paradoxical, indeed 
just as maintained by Bernier and Hafsi (2007). One key informant for example stated: 
“Innovative and risk taking persons generally don’t work in the government”.57 In other 
words, this key informant, and he was certainly not the only one, perceived the public 
sector to be synonymous with bureaucratisation, routine behaviours, risk avoidance, 
and lack of initiative, and thus contradictory to the idea of entrepreneurship. All the 
same, during the entire policy entrepreneurs selection procedure, I did not find any 
indication that policy entrepreneurship is considered undesirable. In fact, within the 
organisations where no policy entrepreneur was present, I frequently encountered the 
wish to recruit such persons. One key informant for instance noted: “I would love to have 
such a person, yet they are very hard to find.” Another key informant reacted along the 
same lines and stated: “When you select such a person, tell him that I can make him a 
great job offer”. This study found, however, that the desire for policy entrepreneurs is 
not infinite. Several key informants emphasised that they consider two or three policy 
entrepreneurs per organisation the maximum. It is notable that also various policy 
entrepreneurs themselves argued that, in their perception, no more than a few policy 
entrepreneurs should be active within one and the same organisation from the 
perspective of effectiveness. One of these policy entrepreneurs for example argued: “I 
believe you should give some, but certainly not all people within one and the same 
organisation freedom. These people [policy entrepreneurs] should also be valued for their 
innovations. However, you do not want an organisation in which everyone is working on 
innovation; after all, there are also many regular tasks to do”. The subsequent section 
elaborates on the question how many policy entrepreneurs are actually present in local 
Dutch water management. 
 

5.3  A SMALL NUMBER OF HEROIC FIGURES? 

Judging from, on the one hand, the biographies and case studies that highlight the 
importance of one single or, at most, a small number of heroic individual 
entrepreneur(s) (see for example Kanter 1983 and Doig and Hargrove 1987), and on 
the other hand, the work of Weber (1999) and Bozeman (1987) in which the core 

                                                           
57 As all interviews were conducted in Dutch, all quotes from the interviewees are translated by 
the author. 
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function of the bureaucracy is difficult to reconcile with entrepreneurship, one would 
expect to find only a small number of water policy entrepreneurs in this study. Then 
again, the opposite hypothesis can be induced from the work of Schneider et al. (1995), 
who in their U.S. study, found that entrepreneurship is relatively common. The actual 
data of this study show that in as much as 56% of all local water governmental bodies in 
the Netherlands at least one water management policy entrepreneur could be 
identified. As depicted in Figure 4, in absolute numbers this study identified 339 policy 
entrepreneurs within the 491 Dutch local governmental bodies: 232 in municipalities, 
21 in provinces, 62 in water boards, and 27 in the regional services of RWS.58 In other 
words, this study established that entrepreneurship is relatively common in local water 
management in the Netherlands, and accordingly provides support for the hypothesis 
based on the work of Schneider et al. (1995).  
 

 
Figure 4: Total number of policy entrepreneurs 
Note: Due to the reason that 3 policy entrepreneurs work for both a water board 
and a municipality, the total number of entrepreneurs (339) does not equal the 
sum of the number of entrepreneurs per organisation (342). 

 
When zooming in on these findings, we find that the occurrence of policy 
entrepreneurship is not equally distributed, and that considerable differences between 
different types of governmental organisations can be observed. In a small majority 
(52%) of all municipalities, no single water policy entrepreneur could be identified. 
Within a large majority (85.1%) of municipalities with one or more policy 
entrepreneurs, no more than one single policy entrepreneur was found, in 13.4% of 

                                                           
58 The data of this section are the result of the policy entrepreneur selection exercise by phone 
which took place prior to the survey, and therefore, prior to the additional control questions. 
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these organisations two, and only in 1.5% of these Dutch municipalities three water 
management policy entrepreneurs could be identified. In absolute numbers, this 
research established that by the time of this research 232 water policy entrepreneurs 
were working at 202 different municipalities (out of 442 in total). The picture at the 
provincial level is considerably different, in the first place because, except for one, they 
all have at least one policy entrepreneur in the field of water management. They also 
differ on the number of policy entrepreneurs per organisation: this study identified one 
policy entrepreneur at 41.7% of the provinces, two at 16.7%, and as much as three 
policy entrepreneurs at 33.3% of the provinces. In absolute numbers, this study 
identified 21 policy entrepreneurs working within 11 out of the 12 Dutch provinces. As 
depicted in Figure 5 below, this study identified in all water boards as well as in every 
single regional service of RWS at least one policy entrepreneur. More precisely, in 20% 
of all water boards this study identified one policy entrepreneur, in 40% two, in 28% 
three, and in 8% four. Only in 12% of the water boards this study identified more than 4 
policy entrepreneurs. Focusing at the regional services of RWS, this study identified - 
except for one regional service – always more than one policy entrepreneurs per 
service. In 40% of the regional services two policy entrepreneurs were identified, in 
30% three, and in 10% of the regional services of RWS this study identified four or five 
policy entrepreneurs. In absolute numbers this study identified 62 policy entrepreneurs 
within the water boards and 29 within the regional services of RWS.  
 

 
Figure 5: Policy entrepreneurs per organisation 
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Although the present study does not aim to find explanations for the occurrence of 
policy entrepreneurs, the data suggest that this not only depends on the specific type of 
organisation, but also relates to the size of the organisation.59 In fact, as can be seen 
from Figure 6 below, policy entrepreneurship is much more likely in large organisations 
compared to small organisations; in 73.9% of the largest municipalities (>100,000 
inhabitants) this study identified at least one policy entrepreneur. This same figure is 
only 40.4% in municipalities with fewer than 10,000 inhabitants.  
 

 
 Figure 6: Occurrence of policy entrepreneurs within municipalities 
 
Aiming to get a deeper understanding on the culture of the policy entrepreneurs’ 
organisations, this research also tried to associate some organisational characteristics 
with the occurrence of policy entrepreneurship. To this end, in the third phase of this 
research (telephone interviews), policy entrepreneurs were asked to state their opinion 
on a set of statements regarding formality (reading: ‘my organisation is highly 
structured and tightly managed; formal processes generally determine what its staff 
does’), dynamics (reading: ‘my organisation is highly dynamic and the staff is willing to 
take risks’), appreciation (reading: ‘my organisation focuses on the creation of new 
opportunities; experimenting and searching for new opportunities is appreciated’), and 

                                                           
59 The underlying assumption of this reasoning is that the size of the municipal organisation is 
related to the number of inhabitants, i.e. that municipalities with more inhabitants have bigger 
municipal organisations. 
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trust (reading: ‘my organisation is characterised by trust and openness’).60 The policy 
entrepreneurs’ responses on these statements were measured on a 10-point scale 
ranging from strongly disagree (1), to strongly agree (10) and presented in Table 9 
below.61 
 

 Strongly 

disagree 

1-4 

 

 

5 

 

 

6 

 

 

7 

 

 

8 

Stronly 

agree 

9-10 

Formality 22% 14% 20% 26% 18% - 
Dynamics 14% 10% 14% 42% 16% 4% 
Appreciati

on 

8% 6% 16% 35% 29% 6% 

Trust 8% 6% 14% 37% 29% 6% 
Table 9: The policy entrepreneurs’ organisations 

 
Even if on the basis of the data presented in Table 9 the causal relation between these 
organisational characteristics and the occurrence of policy entrepreneurship largely 
remains speculation, the data do suggest that especially trust and appreciation are 
important characteristics or preconditions for policy entrepreneurship to occur. There 
seems instead no relation between the organisations’ degree of formality and the 
occurrence of policy entrepreneurship, and also the overall dynamics of the 
organisation does not seem decisive for entrepreneurs. Throughout the remainder of 
this thesis several more indications are presented that provide support for this 
tentative conclusion on the importance of trust and appreciation, Chapter 8 even 
explicitly elaborates on the relation between trust and entrepreneurship. 
 

5.4  PROFILES OF POLICY ENTREPRENEURS 

Up to this point of this thesis, the figure of the policy entrepreneur remained rather 
abstract. This section seeks to describe and clarify the policy entrepreneurs’ 
background. Not so much to delve into the psychological make-up of policy 
entrepreneurs, nor to associate their characteristics with their occurrence, but simply 

                                                           
60 The original question (in Dutch) is reproduced in Appendix IV (telephone interview question 
#11). 
61 Needless to say, these data give no more than a first impression, and can by no means do justice 
to the complexity of organisational culture (encompassing shared values, beliefs and behaviour 
expected of members of an organisation). For more elaborate studies on this subject I refer to 
Schein (1985) or Tennekes (1995).  
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to give them a face. This section successively describes their gender, age, educational 
background, official position, and projects. 
 
Gender and age 
This study established that the overwhelming majority (88.7%) of all Dutch water 
policy entrepreneurs are male; 212 male and 27 female policy entrepreneurs were 
included in the census. At the provincial level the percentage of female policy 
entrepreneurs is the lowest (only 5.3%), followed by the municipalities (10%) and the 
water boards (12.2%), whereas at RWS almost a quarter (23.8%) of all policy 
entrepreneurs is female. When contrasting these percentages with the total percentage 
of women in the total workforce (see Figure 7 below) it becomes apparent that these 
figures are not only absolutely, but also relatively low.62  
 

 
 Figure 7: Percentage of female policy entrepreneurs PEs 

 
Furthermore, this study found that relatively most Dutch water policy entrepreneurs 
are between 46-55 years (34.7%) or between 36-45 years old (32.6%). Only a small 

                                                           
62 For the municipalities, provinces, and water boards the figures relating to the total workforce 
are based on the number of staff with a salary starting at 3,000 Euros in 2007 (kosmos 
kennisbank, see http://www.kosmos-kennisbank.nl). The RWS figure is based on the number of 
staff with a salary starting at 3,000 Euros in 2009 (BW gegevens voor HR-spiegel, May 2009). 

http://www.kosmos-kennisbank.nl/
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percentage (15.1%) are younger than 36 or older than 56 (17.6%).63 Hypothetically, 
this may be explained by the idea that policy entrepreneurs only reveal oneself after 
they have actually built up a network and a repertoire of experiences that can help them 
to handle and interpret new information (Schön 1983; Koffijberg 2005). Additional 
research is needed to find out whether this explanation is valid, or whether there is an 
alternative reason. When looking at the work experience of policy entrepreneurs, we 
find that close to one third (31.4%) of them work five years or less within their current 
organisation, about the same percentage between the six and ten years, and 36.8% 
between 11 and 20 years, and 21.3% over 21 years. More significant is the finding that 
most policy entrepreneurs have acquired work experience in another organisation. 
About half (47.7%) of the policy entrepreneurs with previous work experience come 
from the public sector: 8.8% within (another) water board; 23.8% within (another) 
municipality; 5.9% within (another) province, and 9.2% within the national 
government. In addition, about one third (35.1%) have work experience within a 
consultancy agency.  
 
Educational profiles 
This study found that 45.6% of the policy entrepreneurs have an university degree, and 
51.5% have completed higher vocational education.64 In terms of disciplinary 
background, this study established that most policy entrepreneurs studied engineering 
(52.9%), agricultural engineering (21.8%), hydrology or physical geography (10.9%). In 
other words, a large majority (85.6%) of the water policy entrepreneurs derive from 
the more traditional engineering or hydrology camp who, as explained above, had been 
in control in Dutch water management until the beginning of the 1970s (Disco 2002; 
Van der Brugge et al. 2005). But still, also in this study the entry of other disciplines in 
Dutch water management is evident: 11.5% of the policy entrepreneurs have a 
background in environmental science or biology, and 2.9% have a background in public 
administration.65  
 
Official position 
When asked to describe their official job position, this study found that relatively most 
policy entrepreneurs (47%) are active in the field of public works, including sewage, 
followed by the field of (integrated) water management (35.8%). About one out of ten 

                                                           
63 Female policy entrepreneurs are relatively younger compared to their male counterparts; 
29.6% of the female policy entrepreneurs is younger than 36 (compared to 13.2% of the male 
policy entrepreneurs). Appendix III presents a figure in which the age of the policy entrepreneurs 
is displayed per organisation. 
64 In Dutch, Hoger Beroeps Onderwijs (HBO) 
65 Appendix VI shows the differences in the policy entrepreneurs’ level of education and 
disciplinary background between the different organisations. 
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(9.7%) of the policy entrepreneurs describe their function not in terms of either public 
works or water management, but first and foremost as a job in engineering. The 
smallest percentage (7.5%) of entrepreneurs are active in the field of spatial planning. 
These figures, which are presented in Figure 8, reflect the move towards integrated 
water management (Van der Brugge et al. 2005; De Jonge 2009; Kuks 2009) and the 
further integration of water management with spatial planning (Van der Brugge et al. 
2005). In the view of these developments, it will be interesting to see how these figures 
will change in the coming years and decades.  
 

 
  Figure 8: Profiles of policy entrepreneurs: policy field 

 
Not only their field, but also the formal position of policy entrepreneurs within the 
different bureaucratic organisations varies strongly. Indeed, the results from this 
research show that policy entrepreneurs hold a wide range of positions. As depicted in  
Figure 9, the highest percentage of policy entrepreneurs are policy officer (44.2%) or 
senior policy officer (13.1%). In addition, about one fifth of the policy entrepreneurs are 
project leader (18%) or senior project leader (1.9%). One fifth (20%) of all policy 
entrepreneurs are department head.66 These data are in accordance with Kingdon 
(1984) and Mintrom (1997) who maintain that policy entrepreneurs can be found in 
any location, and clearly illustrate the idea that policy entrepreneurs are primarily 

                                                           
66 In a small number of cases (5,6%) the key informant identified him- or herself as being a policy 
entrepreneur (16 municipal, 1 water board, and 2 RWS key informants identified themselves as 
policy entrepreneur).  
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identifiable by the actions they take, rather than by the positions they hold.67 In line 
with this, and despite the fact that the formal roles of policy entrepreneurs show 
considerable differences, their accounts on the actual role they play displays a much 
more coherent picture. In accordance with the selection criteria, policy entrepreneurs 
described themselves, among other things, as a “spider in the web”, an “initiator”, a 
“pusher”, a “pioneer”, a “lobbyist”, a “broker” or a “catalyst”.  
 

 
 Figure 9: Profiles of policy entrepreneurs: official position 

 
Policy entrepreneurial projects in a nutshell 
For the reason that an important aim of this study is to open the black box of policy 
entrepreneurs, this last section provides a brief overview of the range of projects policy 
entrepreneurs are involved with.68 Given the observed differences between policy 
entrepreneurs, it may be no surprise that they are involved in a great variation of 
projects. For example, this research established that many policy entrepreneurs are 
involved with projects that concern water quantity issues. Policy entrepreneurs 
reported on many dike improvement, dike raising, and dike relocation projects, all 
primarily meant to prevent floods. Other projects instead are first and foremost meant 
to counteract droughts and to prevent future water shortages (such as the construction 
of reservoirs and local rain water harvesting projects). Furthermore, various policy 

                                                           
67 Recall that, unlike Kingdon (1984), in the present study the use of the term policy 
entrepreneurs is exclusively reserved for those individuals who seek to change the direction of 
policies while holding bureaucratic positions. 
68 This section is based on the results of marathon interview question #6 (reproduced in 
Appendix IV), survey question #12-extra (Appendix V), and telephone interview question #1 
(Appendix IV). 
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entrepreneurs are concerned with projects to improve the ecological quality of water 
courses. Examples of such projects include, among other things, a project in which they 
composed a mixture of plants within a coconut matting, and another project aiming to 
recycle materials of heavily contaminated sediments. Other examples of projects 
wherein policy entrepreneurs indirectly deal with water quality include a project which 
aims to cope to with salinization (for instance, by the introduction of salt-tolerant 
crops), and a project wherein innovative manners to dredge a highly polluted harbour 
are developed. In line with the transition towards integrated water management (Van 
der Brugge et al. 2005; De Jonge 2009; Kuks 2009), this study shows that most policy 
entrepreneurs, however, are involved with projects that deal with both water quality 
and quantity in an integrative approach. Many entrepreneurs, for example, are involved 
with projects that include the reconstruction of the original meandering of riverbanks, 
and projects on the broadening and deepening of rivers as to both enhance the water 
quality and to create more ‘room for water’.69 
 
Furthermore, there are several policy entrepreneurs that deal with projects concerned 
with the generation of energy, including projects to obtain clean energy from mixing 
river water with seawater, a project to convert sewage water into green energy, and a 
project aiming to generate energy from reed. Furthermore, this research established 
that various policy entrepreneurs pursue appealing projects such as projects on the 
construction of green roofs; the construction of floating buildings; the construction of 
water plazas to provide for additional water storage; and a project to promote heat and 
cold storage. Given that many water policy entrepreneurs work for municipalities, it is 
no surprise that numerous projects directly or indirectly relate to sewage systems. 
Examples of such projects include, among other things, the construction of (overflow-
proof) storage settling pipes cleaned with wastewater; the construction of natural 
water purification systems; decoupling and infiltration projects; projects to uncouple 
rain water from the sewer system; and projects to create biological purification of 
ferriferous sediments. Finally, and in addition to the many ‘technically’ innovative 
projects, a number of policy entrepreneurs are involved with projects which first and 
foremost are innovative for their approach. Examples of such projects include projects 
with innovative manners of cooperation, and bottom-up projects whereby all 
participants are involved right from the start. 
 
In sum, this research established that policy entrepreneurs can be found within all the 
different organisations, among all ranks, in all age categories, and in all kind of 
                                                           
69 The observation that many policy entrepreneurs are involved with projects aiming to provide 
room for water, including various brook recovering projects (that all bear a strong resemblance) 
provides a good example of the adopted emic approach, that is, in this study projects are regarded 
innovative when the relevant actors perceive them as deviating, innovative or new.  
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functions, yet the ‘typical’ entrepreneur is male, works as a senior policy officer in the 
sector of (integrated) water management, has a degree in engineering, and is between 
36 and 55 years old.70 The ‘typical’ project of this ‘typical’ policy entrepreneur, 
however, does not exist; this study found that policy entrepreneurs pursue a wide range 
of different projects. How policy entrepreneurs realise these projects, or at least, what 
strategies they use to this end, is central subject of the next four chapters, starting with 
a chapter on the various attention- and support-seeking strategies. 

                                                           
70 Although this issue is outside the scope of the present study, it would be interesting for future 
research to relate these results to ideas of closed systems, elite theory, and old boys networks. 
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6.  ATTENTION- AND SUPPORT-SEEKING 
STRATEGIES 

 
6.1  INTRODUCTION 

This chapter on attention- and support-seeking strategies is the first of four chapters at 
the heart of this thesis that builds on the typology of entrepreneurial policy change 
strategies developed in Chapter 2. Similar to the following three chapters, it discusses 
additional literature related to each of the strategies and, even more importantly, 
presents new in-depth empirical data based on this extensive study, which as explained 
in Chapter 4, entails more than 60 in-depth interviews, a focus group, and an extensive 
mail survey. The chapter is written on the assumption that problems and solutions are 
strongly related to each other, and that in their efforts to direct change, policy 
entrepreneurs not only have to gain attention and support for their preferred ideas or 
solutions but also for the problems that these solutions are supposed to be addressing 
(Kingdon 1984; Koppenjan 1993; Mintrom 2000). Cohen et al. (1972) already suggested 
in the early 1970s that problems are not only looking for solutions, but that solutions 
may also be in search for problems to which they can be coupled, in other words, that it 
is very well possible that a proposal is somebody's product, an answer actively looking 
for a question. Kingdon (1984) - who, as elaborated in Chapter 2 and later reflected on 
in this chapter - for that matter sharply distinguishes between a problem and policy 
stream, assumes too that proposed ideas are not necessary a solution to a particular 
problem and accordingly that problem solving is the only reason as to why solutions are 
implemented. In line with this, in his study on the development of the ‘emission trading’ 
instrument, Voß (2007) suggests that successful innovations not necessarily develop 
and break through because they offer solutions to new problems, but also as a result of 
contingent context conditions, the power of constituencies, and the in Chapter 2 
discussed path dependencies.71 Building upon the idea that solutions may also be in 
search for problems to which they can be coupled, Mintrom (2000) contends that policy 
entrepreneurs will have to find problems to which they can attach their preferred idea 
as a solution. He (2000: 131) notes: “in presenting an idea to others, it makes sense for a 
policy entrepreneur to carefully explain the nature of the problem as he or she sees it and, 

                                                           
71 Other than the wish to solve problems, it is suggested that solutions may, among other things, 
be desired because politicians wish to make their mark (with the prospect of elections), because 
bureaucrats want to keep their job and/or increase their power and influence, or because policy 
makers simply believe in their additional societal value (Kingdon 1984; Koppenjan 1993). 



- 108 - 

 

having done this, suggest the kind of innovation that might address the problem”. In other 
words, Mintrom (2000) suggests that policy entrepreneurs must couple problems and 
solutions, and thus portray their policy idea as the right and most appropriate 
solution.72 Whether or not a policy change proposal is (truly meant as) a solution or 
(rather meant as) an answer to be recognised as a solution, it is suggested that attention 
and support of policy makers and (necessary) coalition partners for both the ‘problem’ 
and the ‘solution’ is essential (Kingdon 1984; Koppenjan 1993; Mintrom 2000). 
 
For a better comprehension of the policy entrepreneurs’ task of searching for attention 
and support, I wish to point out that this study assumes that problems do not exist 
independently from people. This idea is rooted in a long tradition and put forward by 
many scholars (see, for example, Hoogerwerf 1978 and Schön 1979). Also Kingdon 
(1984) contends that conditions only become defined as problems when they are 
regarded as problematic, that is, when people perceive that something should be done 
about them. He (1984: 16) defines problems as “a mismatch between the observed 
conditions and one's conception of an ideal state”. In other words, he suggests that a 
problem is a perceived gap: a social construction and not simply an external event or 
objective circumstance out there, waiting to be discovered and resolved by policy 
makers. If one acknowledges that problems are ‘in the eye of the beholder’, one also 
recognises that different parties may have their unique notion of conditions, either 
because they are multi interpretable and/or inconsistent, or due to the fact that people 
hold opposing assumptions about human nature, government, and – on a more practical 
level - opportunities for policy change (Dunn 2004). A certain condition might thus for 
some be a problem while for others not (Primm and Clark 1996).73 Therefore - once 
more demonstrating the strong relation between problems and solutions - in their 
efforts to realise policy change, an assumingly important task for policy entrepreneurs 
is to first and foremost define conditions as problems (Mintrom 2000) and 
subsequently, or simultaneously, convince others of the seriousness of that problem 
(Koppenjan 1993; De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof 2000). 
 

                                                           
72 For actually getting support for policy proposals much more is needed than a skilled 
rhetorician only. Among other things, it is suggested that policy proposals are more likely to be 
considered when they are perceived as useful, feasible, workable, affordable, and compatible with 
the dominant values of policymakers (Van Gestel 1996; Mintrom 2000). Furthermore, it is argued 
that organisations are more willing to accept new problems when they experience lack of policy 
projects, or when the possible solutions contribute to the position of the organisation or certain 
powerful individuals within these organisations (Koppenjan 1993). 
73 It should be noted that this does not imply that problem situations are indefinite. Koppenjan 
(1993), for instance, suggests that problems are often pre-structured by previous policymaking 
processes. 
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For getting problem definitions accepted, several scholars suggest that it makes sense 
for policy change advocates to not only demonstrate the problem’s significance, but also 
to show the availability of a solution. Stone (1989: 281), for example, states that there 
“is an old saw in political science that difficult conditions become problems only when 
people come to see them as amenable to human action”. In their respective stream 
models, also Cohen et al. (1972) and Kingdon (1984) emphasise the importance of 
solutions for problems to be recognised. Kingdon (1984: 15), for instance, states: 
“People might worry about a particular problem without having a solution to it (…) but 
normally, before a subject can attain a solid position on a decision agenda, a viable 
alternative is available (...). It is not enough that there is a problem, even quite a pressing 
problem. There also is generally a solution ready to go”. Van Eeten et al. (2000) account 
for this very same principle and suggest that, given that politicians generally wish to 
excel with a solution, problems often only appear on the agenda when a solution is 
available. By reversing this logic, one can assume that the recognition of problems 
figures largely in efforts to acquire attention and support for a policy idea. This is not to 
say that the demonstration of a problem alone is sufficient. In fact, given that there are 
always countless solutions and ideas around competing for attention, an important task 
of the policy entrepreneur is also to convince a wide range of individuals, groups and 
organisations of their preferred solution. In other words, it is very likely that to create 
constituency (Voß 2007) policy entrepreneurs have ‘to build acceptance for’ (Kingdon 
1984), ‘to sell’ (Mintrom and Vergari 1998; Dutton et al. 2001; Huitema and Meijerink 
2010) or ‘to promote’ (Taylor et al. 2011) their policy change ideas. In this study the 
range of strategies that policy entrepreneurs employ aiming to obtain attention and to 
demonstrate the significance of specific problems, as well as to acquire attention and 
support for their preferred ideas, are labelled attention- and support-seeking strategies. 
 
As elaborated in Chapter 2, on the basis of the key works on policy change and 
entrepreneurship (Kingdon 1984; Baumgartner and Jones 1991, 1993; Roberts and 
King 1991; De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof 1995, 2000, 2008; Schneider et al. 1995; 
Mintrom and Vergari 1996, 1998; Mintrom 1997, 2000; Birkland 1998; Sabatier et al. 
2005; Sabatier and Weible 2007; Taylor 2008; Huitema and Meijerink 2009; and Taylor 
et al. 2011) this study distinguishes three different attention- and support-seeking 
strategies: the demonstration strategy, the strategy of rhetorical persuasion, and the 
related strategy of the exploitation of focusing events. To each of these strategies this 
chapter devotes one separate section, all starting with a theoretical discussion. In these 
discussions I will not limit myself to the policy science literature, but instead broaden 
my horizon by also considering associated literature, including the project management 
literature, political science literature, collaborative management literature, and the 
network management literature. By doing so, I do not aspire to be exhaustive, but hope 
to offer some insights researchers in these various fields have collected in relation to 
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the effectiveness to each of the entrepreneurial strategies. The studies included have 
been selected with a view towards their relevance to the demonstration strategy, the 
strategy of rhetorical persuasion, and/or the exploitation of focusing events strategy, 
and their ability to offer a more comprehensive insight on their use, value, and 
effectiveness. After this theoretical discussion, the results of the empirical research on 
policy entrepreneurs in Dutch water management are presented and discussed. The 
purpose of this empirical discussion is to add nuance to the existing literature, and to 
assess whether the theoretically derived strategies showed up in actual policy 
entrepreneurs’ descriptions of policymaking processes, and if so, how and under which 
conditions. In addition, data are presented to gain a deeper insight on the policy 
entrepreneurs’ underlying strategy selection process and the contextual effectiveness of 
the different strategies. This chapter ends with a summary of the empirical findings and 
a reflection on what these results mean for answering the central research questions of 
this study. 
 

6.2  DEMONSTRATION STRATEGY 

 

6.2.1  Introduction 

In this study, the demonstration strategy is considered one of the three attention- and 
support-seeking strategies policy entrepreneurs assumingly use in their efforts to ‘sell’ 
their policy ideas. This idea goes beyond Baumgartner and Jones’ (1993) suggestion 
that more attention to a problem may lead to more negative assessments of current 
policy and therefore to a more active search for solutions, and ultimately to an 
increased likelihood of policy change. In fact, this section shows that, among other 
things, the demonstration strategy is used to show the significance of problems and 
above all, to make the value of solutions evident. In addition, it proves that facts and 
data feature largely in processes of policymaking, and accordingly in the work of policy 
entrepreneurs. The idea to consider problems as social constructions instead of 
objective circumstances out there, does not alter that observation, neither does the idea 
that factual knowledge about conditions does not drive policymaking in a linear and 
unproblematic manner. Mintrom (2000), for instance, suggests that policy 
entrepreneurs ‘persuade through testimony’ and work hard to collect and show facts 
and indicators as to demonstrate the significance of the problem they want to tackle. 
Also Kingdon (1984) maintains that the technical feasibility of policy proposals (in his 
conceptualisation part of the policy stream) is one of the crucial criteria for their 
survival. In the problem stream instead, he emphasises the importance of indicators for 
the recognition of a problem (an idea directly related to his suggestion that policy 
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makers consider a change in an indicator suggestive of a problem). Yet at the same time, 
as will be discussed in section 6.3, Kingdon (1984) claims (and he is certainly not alone 
in this) that indicators and data alone are insufficient, and that to bring about notable 
effects, interpretation of these data is indispensable. In addition, he suggests that to get 
the necessary attention, problems mostly still need a little push provided by, for 
instance, the occurrence of a focusing event, a subject to which this chapter returns in 
the third section (section 6.4). At this point, however, it is important to indicate that the 
usefulness and importance of demonstrating facts and figures is not only emphasised by 
Kingdon (1984) and Mintrom (2000). Dutton and Ashford (1993), for example, assert 
too that facts are important in the claim for a problem’s significance; Richardson (2000) 
maintains that knowledge is a powerful ‘change agent’; and Sabatier (1998) argues that 
indicators and expert testimony can, albeit via a political process in which competing 
parties may claim ownership of truth, function as major ‘perturbations’ which can lead 
to, or facilitate policy change. 
 
From the work of Mintrom (2000) it can be derived that the demonstration strategy 
presumably is not only important as to buttress claims on problems, but also to get 
attention, gain support, and above all, to demonstrate the value of the solutions they are 
promoting. In this vein, Mintrom (2000) further argues that policy entrepreneurs work 
hard to provide high quality information and to collect facts and figures so as to 
demonstrate that policy solutions are available, or better, to demonstrate the suitability 
and value of the policy innovations they seek to promote. To the same end, various 
scholars (Roberts and King 1991; Mintrom 2000; Meijerink and Huitema 2010; Taylor 
et al. 2011) suggest that policy entrepreneurs establish and draw attention to actual 
working examples or the more experimental pilot projects. Overall, on the basis of the 
literature this study expects that the demonstration strategy is used to get attention and 
exhibit the significance of problems, as well as to gain support for preferred solutions 
by making their value evident. Various scholars, including Soeterbroek (1998), De 
Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof (2000) and Dutton et al. (2001), suggest that not only the 
content but also the moment of the message counts. As described in Chapter 2, Kingdon 
(1984) too maintains that so as to prevent resistance, policy entrepreneurs may in early 
stages attempt to ‘soften up’ both policy communities and the larger publics as to 
educate them on the merits of the proposals they are promoting. Apart from this 
suggestion, questions on effectiveness, such as when is it effective to demonstrate 
through indicators, expert testimony, or small-scale pilot projects remain, however, 
largely unanswered in the work of above presented scholars. 
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6.2.2  Attention and support through demonstrating: empirical evidence 

Both the qualitative and quantitative data of this study suggest that policy 
entrepreneurs indeed use the demonstration strategy. In fact, as shown in Figure 10, it 
was found that more than two thirds (70.8%) of Dutch water policy entrepreneurs 
consider the provision of facts and figures very (42.2%) or extremely (28.6%) 
important as to get attention for, or to demonstrate the significance of, particular 
problems. Also, the policy entrepreneurs’ accounts were replete with references to the 
importance of facts and figures so as to convince superiors and potential coalition 
partners of the significance of problems.74 As one water board policy entrepreneur 
remarked: “High-quality reports with high-quality appendices are needed, no blah blah 
stories”. Another RWS policy entrepreneur noted: "Only by carrying out independent 
research we could create confidence, and so we collected figures and facts (...) One should 
never downplay the problem, and always explain the foundations”. Above findings on the 
importance of facts and figures are consistent with Dutton and Ashford’s (1993) and 
Mintrom's (2000) assertion that to demonstrate the magnitude of a problem, 
supporting facts, indicators, and evidence are important. The goal, however, to which 
data are gathered and demonstrated has to be qualified. The policy entrepreneurs’ 
accounts reveal that facts and figures are indeed often, but not exclusively gathered as 
to understand better or to demonstrate the significance of a problem, but for instance 
also to delay policymaking processes (this subject is further discussed in Chapter 9). 
One water board policy entrepreneur conveyed this insight in this way: "I often observe 
that we rather pay consultants than making choices ourselves. For this project we have 
already been studying five years. Not to get new insights, these guys really do not write so 
much news, but only to facilitate the political process”. 
 
Furthermore, analysis of the research data shows that another even more important 
means to demonstrate the significance of a problem (or rather, means to get a condition 
recognised as a problem) is showing the availability of a suitable solution. In fact, as 
depicted in Figure 10, no less than 79.6% of the policy entrepreneurs consider this even 
very or extremely important as to get attention and support for a particular problem. 
When zooming in on this number we find that, to this end, more than one-third (35.9%) 
of all entrepreneurs even consider it extremely important to show the availability of a 
solution. This finding is in accordance with Cohen et al. (1972) and Kingdon (1984) 
who, as explained above, suggest that solutions are a prerequisite for the recognition of 
problems.  
 

                                                           
74 It goes without saying that facts and figures not only serve to demonstrate the significance 
and/or seriousness of a problem, but also to design better solutions. 
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Figure 10: Means to demonstrate the significance of problems75 

 
As expected, analysis of the study results proves that demonstrating is not only an 
important strategy to show the significance of problems; it emerges that policy 
entrepreneurs also use this strategy in their efforts to acquire attention and support for 
solutions by demonstrating the value of their preferred policy ideas. Indeed, to this end, 
policy entrepreneurs draw attention to actual working examples and pilot-projects. As 
depicted in Figure 11, to demonstrate the value of their preferred solutions, about 
three-quarters (75.7%) of the policy entrepreneurs consider the provision of actual 
working examples very or extremely important. This finding is consistent with the work 
of Roberts and King (1991), Mintrom (2000), Meijerink and Huitema (2010), and Taylor 
et al. (2011). The policy entrepreneurs’ accounts reveal that as to deliver proof of 
principle (Voß 2007), that is, to demonstrate the feasibility and value of their solutions 
(Kingdon 1984), policy entrepreneurs either draw attention to actual working 

                                                           
75 Figure 10 is based on the responses of policy entrepreneurs to the question ‘When you try to 
bring attention to a particular problem, how important do you consider the following activities?’, 
including ‘showing the availability of a suitable solution’ and ‘substantiating the significance of 
the problem with facts and figures’ (survey question #14, the full Dutch survey is reproduced in 
Appendix V). 
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examples, or alternatively, start with the implementation of relative small sub-projects 
related to much bigger projects. Especially when trust is fragile, or when support for 
such large projects is relatively low, policy entrepreneurs consider it effective to focus 
on relatively easy-to-tackle sub-projects. When such sub-projects prove successful, 
policy entrepreneurs argue that these can be used to build support and create trust for 
the overall project. As one municipal policy entrepreneur, for example, observed: "We 
have to show success within a few months. Now that they are looking at us we have put up 
a good performance. (...) When we score a success with these two sub-projects, the entire 
project might get a good reputation”. As will be discussed in greater detail in Chapter 8, 
this comes close to Imperial’s (2005) suggestion that it make sense for policy agents to 
first and foremost focus on problems that are manageable so they can build on these 
successes and, at the same time, establish relationships of trust.  
 

 
Figure 11: Means to demonstrate the value of preferred ideas 
for policy change76 

                                                           
76 Figure 11 is based on the responses of policy entrepreneurs to the question ‘When you try to 
obtain support for a particular project, how important do you consider the following activities?’, 
including ‘the provision of actual examples’ and ‘showing that the idea is the right solution to a 
pressing problem’ (survey question #13, the full Dutch survey is reproduced in Appendix V). 
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The data presented in Figure 11 furthermore suggest that to demonstrate the feasibility 
and value of their solutions policy entrepreneurs not only draw attention to actual 
working examples and pilot-projects, but also make efforts to demonstrate that their 
preferred policy idea offers the right solution to a pressing problem. In fact, this study 
suggests that this is the most important means to demonstrate the value of policy ideas: 
as much as 87.4% of the policy entrepreneurs consider it very (32.5%) or even 
extremely (54.9%) important to show that their preferred policy idea is the right 
solution to one or more pressing problems. The finding is especially interesting given 
that - as depicted in Figure 10 – the most effective means to obtain attention and 
support for a problem is demonstrating that a solution is available. These findings 
combined suggest that it is highly effective to seek attention and support for solutions 
and problems in unison, that is, to simultaneously demonstrate a problem (by showing 
that a solution is available), and the value of the idea they are promoting (by showing 
that this idea for policy change is the right solution for that very same problem). In 
other words, these findings suggest that in their efforts to pursue policy change it is 
most effective for policy entrepreneurs to, so to say, ‘correlate’ problems and solutions. 
As established below, to this end, policy entrepreneurs not only use the demonstration 
strategy but (as to give meaning and the opportune emphasis to data) also the strategy 
of rhetorical persuasion. This correlation of problems and solutions may sound 
straightforward, yet is, apart from Mintrom (2000) and Brouwer and Biermann (2011), 
so far mostly neglected or at least underexposed in the literature. In addition, and 
opposed to Kingdon (1984: 210) who suggest that, except for the rare moments of 
coupling, the problem and the policy stream (and the political stream) “have lives on 
their own” and develop according to their dynamics, above observations suggest (and 
the same picture emerged throughout the remainder of this study) that the 
development of problems and solutions, at least partially, is related. Not only is the 
demonstration strategy – just as, as shown in the next section, the strategy of rhetorical 
persuasion - used to both influence problems and solutions, the data presented in this 
chapter also suggest that the development of solutions may, to some degree, be 
influenced by the development of the problem (definition). 
 
As a final point, and in agreement with the work of Soeterbroek (1998), De Bruijn and 
Ten Heuvelhof (2000) and Dutton et al. (2001), Dutch water management policy 
entrepreneurs emphasised the importance of timing in relation to the demonstration 
strategy, and in particular to the introduction of new ideas (solutions) or data about 
problems and/or solutions. In fact, this research shows that 78.2% of them consider the 
timing of information very (47.6%) or extremely (30.6%) important. These quantitative 
data are also supported by a number of qualitative observations. One water board 
entrepreneur, for example, observed: “The moment at which you introduce new ideas is 
very important, as is the question of what is, or is not organised previous to the moment of 
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announcement”. Policy entrepreneurs maintain that it is generally most effective to 
launch new ideas in an early phase, if only, to use Kingdon’s (1984: 134) words, as to 
‘soften-up’ both the policy community and the larger public, especially when it concerns 
relative radical proposals for policy change. As one municipal policy entrepreneur 
noted: "Some projects need time, and have to be brought up in preliminary talks so one 
can get used to them. This is especially so for more radical projects (…) When you move 
too fast with such projects you are likely to fail”. Another (water board) entrepreneur 
observed: “We constantly launch ideas in preliminary talks as to soften up our 
environment. For this reason it is important to have an idea, a direction where you want to 
go and what you aim to reach. Others will have to share that goal, at least to some degree, 
and to understand the underlying motivation”. Getting the policy community and the 
larger public used to new ideas, let alone, building acceptance and support for new 
proposals may take years. The subsequent section shows that rhetorical persuasion, 
among other things, is an important element in efforts of softening up. In fact, it shows 
that the use of the demonstrating strategy overall goes hand in hand with the strategy 
of rhetorical persuasion. 
 

6.3  RHETORICAL PERSUASION 

 

6.3.1  Introduction 

Although high quality information and facts are considered very important in policy 
advice and processes of policymaking, scholars such as Kingdon (1984) maintain that it 
is the interpretation of data or events that really can transform conditions into 
problems. In fact, as established in Chapter 2, several works on policy change and policy 
entrepreneurship stress the central importance of rhetorical persuasion for policy 
entrepreneurs to ‘sell’ or ‘promote’ their preferred problem definition and/or new idea 
(see, for example, Roberts and King 1991; Huitema and Meijerink 2009, 2010; and 
Taylor et al. 2011). By exercising rhetorical persuasion, policy entrepreneurs try to get 
their preferred policy innovation to be adopted by affecting others’ attention and 
changing preferences through argumentation (Schneider et al. 1995). As explained, in 
this study the comprehensive name of rhetorical persuasion is used to assign various 
overlapping words relating to argumentation, such as packaging, framing, or presenting, 
under the same denominator. 
 
This section demonstrates that above scholars are not alone in their view that the 
specific wording can be an important key to open up new policy opportunities. Even 
though, as elaborated in Chapter 2, the role of individual agents is, for instance, in 
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Baumgartner and Jones’ (1991) conceptualisation rather limited, it is interesting that 
they stress the importance of rhetoric in relation to ‘the manipulation of policy images’ 
and suggest that those trying to maintain a prevailing policy image, as well as those 
trying to modify it, will do so primarily through the use of rhetoric.77 In their study on 
issue-selling, also Dutton et al. (2001) ascribe an important role to language and 
persuasion, especially in processes wherein individuals try to affect others’ attention to, 
and understanding of, events and developments. Furthermore, elaborating on the idea 
that policy problems are socially constructed, several authors emphasise the power of 
rhetoric in policymaking processes. Stone (1997), for instance, holds that the struggle 
over ideas and the representation of issues is of crucial importance in policy processes, 
and considers the representation of the cause of problems specifically important. 
Essentially the same point is suggested by Dutton and Ashford (1993), Koppenjan 
(1993), Wondolleck and Yaffee (2000) and Koppenjan and Klijn (2004); also these 
scholars maintain that language is a powerful means to influence both problems and 
solutions, and thus suggest that rhetorical persuasion may have a large influence on the 
actual development and outcome of policymaking processes. For the reason that they 
assume that the problem definition, in one way or another, always determines which 
solutions are and are not considered, they regard especially the presentation of 
problems essential. Accordingly, it can be assumed that policy entrepreneurs will try to 
formulate their problems in such a manner that they attract attention and lead to their 
preferred solutions. Because of the great political stakes involved, Koppenjan and Klijn 
(2004) suggest that problem definitions may become subject of conflict as actors will 
try to impose their definitions on others. De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof (2000, 2008) 
claim that it is particularly important to formulate problems in such a manner that 
relevant actors feel that they ‘own’ the problem. The same point is put forward by 
Wondolleck and Yaffee (2000: 146) who suggest that normally “people take care of what 
is theirs” and therefore that it makes sense to frame problems in such a manner that 
shared problem ownership is promoted.  
 
Kingdon (1984) observed that in processes wherein actors try to convince others of the 
seriousness of problems and the value of ideas, issues frequently ‘get packaged 
differently’ while they are essentially the same. Several scholars, including Dutton and 
Ashford (1993), Mintrom (1997, 2000) and Dutton et al. (2001), build on this idea and 
maintain that actors have choices in what element of the problem or policy idea they 
want to emphasise or deemphasise. More specifically, they suggest that in seeking 
support for ideas, it may be effective to pack, frame or present the same issue in 

                                                           
77 Baumgartner and Jones’ (1991) contention on the importance of rhetorical persuasion relates 
to their idea that even though images are based on facts, public attention mostly concentrates on 
one set of facts at a time. 
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different ways for distinct audiences, to adapt manners of speaking, and to decide which 
aspects of the problem or solution, depending on the positions and preoccupations of 
the different actors, to highlight or instead to downplay.78 To frame effectively, Mintrom 
(2000) suggests that it is effective for policy entrepreneurs to be aware and to 
understand the relevant actors’ positions and preoccupations, and thus to spend time 
networking with them (Chapter 8 returns to this point). At the same time, it is 
underlined that it can be very difficult to make different arguments to different actors. 
Mintrom (1997, 2000), for example, maintains that as the overall story must always 
remain consistent, rhetorical persuasion has to be done very carefully. He (1997: 740) 
states: “arguments in support of the policy innovation will sometimes have to be crafted in 
different ways for different audiences. Doing this successfully while maintaining an image 
of integrity is clearly a task for the politically savvy”. Whether or not this difficulty, and 
preceding this question, whether or not the importance of rhetorical persuasion is in 
practice recognised by policy entrepreneurs in Dutch water management is subject of 
the next section. 
 

6.3.2  Attention and support through rhetorical persuasion: empirical evidence 

This section demonstrates that the importance of rhetorical persuasion is well 
supported by evidence from this study. In the first place, building on the previous 
section, this study shows that rhetorical persuasion is used to portray the desired policy 
change as a necessary and appropriate solution to a pressing problem. In fact, the policy 
entrepreneurs’ accounts revealed that apart from the demonstration strategy also 
rhetorical persuasion is an indispensable element in their efforts to correlate problems 
and solutions. Furthermore, and in line with De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof (2000, 2008) 
and Wondolleck and Yaffee (2000), this study found that in their efforts to seek 
attention for problems, Dutch policy entrepreneurs consider it very important to frame 
problems in such a manner that shared problem ownership is promoted. As one water 
board policy entrepreneur put it: “I try to explain that our [water board’s] wishes or 
problems are in effect similar to the municipalities’ problems or wishes (…) Neither of us 
wants a residential area to be flooded”. As can be seen in Figure 12, fostering a shared 
sense of problem ownership through rhetorical persuasion (sharing) is considered a 
highly effective means to get problems recognised: 72.8% of Dutch water policy 
entrepreneur consider this even very or extremely important. 
 

                                                           
78 It should be noted that it is not suggested that the freedom to frame issues is unlimited. Dutton 
and Ashford (1993), for instance, maintain that one is constrained by common experiences, 
language, and accepted logics. 
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Furthermore, in their efforts to get support for policy change, policy entrepreneurs in 
Dutch water management argue that rhetorical persuasion can greatly affect support 
when ideas are depicted as solutions not only favourable to their own organisations, but 
also for (potential) coalition partners. As depicted in Figure 12, more than four out of 
five entrepreneurs (82.5%) consider this sharing through rhetorical persuasion very or 
extremely important. This idea was reconfirmed in the interviews. One RWS policy 
entrepreneur, for example, noted: "If we want the collaboration of the province, it is 
useful to keep with their terminology and to emphasise how well our plan complements 
with their wishes”. Another (water board) policy entrepreneur explained: “When I aim to 
acquire a European subsidy, I emphasise the social, economic, and ecological problems in 
the area. But when I try to acquire a provincial subsidy for the very same project, I tell 
them how well the project complements with their wishes and programmes”. In practice, 
policy entrepreneurs ‘share’ their solution in multiple ways as to keep with the 
receiving actor. The next quote, for example, is taken from a RWS policy entrepreneur 
that in his efforts to acquire support was even willing to present or ‘share’ his solution 
in such a manner that it seemed someone else’s solution. He explained: "When I am 
dependent on the cooperation of the province, and a member of the Provincial Executive 
wants his mark on the project or inaugurate it, let him have his mark, I am happy as long 
if I can realise my goal”. In sum, besides the above mentioned importance of problem 
sharing (De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof 2000, 2008; Wondolleck and Yaffee 2000), this 
study found that in their efforts to seek support for their desired policy change 
proposals, policy entrepreneurs also make deliberate efforts to share their solutions.  



- 120 - 

 

 

 
Figure 12: Importance of rhetorical persuasion. Notes: The first and the third bar show the 
result for rhetorical persuasion in terms of problems; the second and fourth bar in terms of 
solutions.79 
 

Besides efforts of rhetorical persuasion in terms of sharing, the empirical data of this 
study suggest that in their efforts to acquire attention for problems, policy 
entrepreneurs consider it important to adapt their language – as well as to highlight and 
downplay specific elements of the problem - to specific audiences; about two-thirds 
(68.4%) of the water policy entrepreneurs consider this very or extremely important. 
Also the interviews were rich with examples showing that policy entrepreneurs often 
pack their message differently and adapt their way of speaking depending on the 
positions and preoccupations of different participants. As one water board 
entrepreneur noted: “The story is always the same, but the emphasis is always different. 
For instance, you must keep with the knowledge level of each actor; each group requires 

                                                           
79 Figure 12 is based on the responses of policy entrepreneurs to the question ‘When you try to 
obtain support for a particular project, how important do you consider the following activities?’ 
(including customizing your language; highlighting specific elements of the project; and 
substantiating that your idea provides also a solution for the actor whose support you try to 
obtain) and to the question ‘When you try to bring attention to a particular problem, how 
important do you consider the following activities?’ (including customizing your language; 
highlighting specific elements of the problem; and substantiating that the problem is also a 
problem for the actor whose support you try to obtain) (survey question #13 and #14). The full 
Dutch survey is reproduced in Appendix V. 
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its own approach”. As can be seen in the Figure 12, policy entrepreneurs not only 
customise their language to different groups in relation to problems, but also in relation 
to ideas or solutions. In fact, similar to what has been observed for problems, this 
research demonstrates that also in their efforts to obtain attention and support for their 
preferred ideas, policy entrepreneurs consider it very important to adapt their language 
to each and every actor: 72.3% of them consider this even very or extremely important. 
Also the qualitative data were rich with examples showing that policy entrepreneurs 
adapt their language and highlight or downplay certain elements of the policy idea, 
depending on the actor in question as to acquire support. For instance, policy 
entrepreneurs many times explained that they presented their ideas as if they were 
highly innovative. One municipal policy entrepreneur conveyed this move in this way: 
“In order to get this subsidy we presented the issue as highly innovative, even if - to be 
quite frankly - it isn't really that innovative.” Another (municipal) entrepreneur 
explained along the same lines his choice to especially highlight the innovative elements 
of his project: "The province has a fund for innovative projects. So if you want them on 
board, of course you present your project to them with an extra emphasis on the 
innovative elements of the project”. The finding that policy entrepreneurs adapt their 
language and highlight issues differently depending on the unique positions and 
preoccupations of the different actors provides support for the work of Kingdon (1984), 
Dutton and Ashford (1993), and Mintrom (2000). Opposed to Dutton et al.’s (2001) 
observations, however, the interviewees’ accounts did not include examples that to get 
their ideas accepted policy entrepreneurs present their policy ideas as only being 
incrementally different, while in reality they are not (that is, in this study, policy 
entrepreneurs did not provide examples of rather radical projects framed as being only 
incremental).  
 
In sum, this study shows that policy entrepreneurs consider the use of rhetorical 
persuasion very valuable. In particular they emphasised the importance of sharing and 
highlighting/downplaying, and in relation to this, the importance of understanding 
recipients. This finding underscores Mintrom’s (2000) argument that to frame 
effectively, awareness of the relevant actors’ positions and preoccupations is crucial. 
Accordingly, it can be assumed that in their persuasive efforts, a key challenge for policy 
entrepreneurs is to better understand the mind of the relevant actors and to accurately 
analyse their wishes and preoccupations. To this end, as demonstrated in Chapter 8, the 
strategy of networking is considered vital. 
 
Before turning to the last attention- and support-seeking strategy, one last remark 
concerning rhetorical persuasion. It may be clear that by using rhetorical persuasion, 
policy entrepreneurs aim to wield influence in decision making. It is important to note 
that this study suggests that policy entrepreneurs not only use this strategy when they 
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aim to persuade actors outside their organisation, but also when they try to influence 
colleagues and decision makers (politicians) within their own organisation. After all, the 
observation that it is the interpretation of facts and figures that turns policy ideas into 
solutions, and conditions into pressing problems, is just as valid for external actors as it 
is for internal actors, including board members. One may question whether this can be 
done in an impartial manner, and thus whether this is consonant with the idea of the 
ideal-type bureaucrat. Recall that, in this view, bureaucrats should only provide factual 
information in an impartial manner with the objective of supporting their elected 
masters in exercising their democratic tasks (Weber 1999). My purpose is not to take a 
position in this debate, but most likely, the answer is no. Then again, it should be clear 
that I, by no means, wish to equate the use of the rhetorical persuasion strategy with 
manipulation or deceit. Of course, there always lurks the possibility of manipulation, 
but the policy entrepreneurs’ accounts suggest that the opposite comes closer to the 
truth. Indeed, as elaborated in Chapter 8, this study clearly suggests that policy 
entrepreneurs consider trust and credibility of vital importance. In line with Mintrom 
(1997, 2000), policy entrepreneurs argue that rhetorical persuasion has to be done very 
carefully, and in such a manner the recipient not only understands, but also buys the 
argument. Indeed, rhetorical persuasion can only be effective when the entrepreneur is 
at least considered credible. 
 
The next section discusses the strategy of the exploitation of focusing events. For the 
reason that language, packaging, and interpretations are also central in this strategy, 
one could possibly consider this strategy as a special aspect of rhetorical persuasion. In 
my view, however, it deviates so markedly from the more general strategy of rhetorical 
persuasion, that I consider it useful to define it as a separate strategy. Indeed, unlike 
rhetorical persuasion, the strategy of the exploitation of focusing events primarily 
relates to efforts of getting attention for specific problems, and unlike the rhetorical 
persuasion strategy, only indirectly to gain support for preferred solutions. In addition, 
the strategy of the exploitation of focusing events does not involve relatively deliberate 
and rather long-winded activities, but instead relates to the utilisation of relatively 
short-lived, mostly sudden and unexpected events. 
 

6.4  THE EXPLOITATION OF FOCUSING EVENTS 

 

6.4.1  Introduction 

Focusing events are described as sudden, relatively uncommon events that are 
immediately harmful or expose the risk of potentially greater future harms (Birkland 
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1998). Various scholars, including Kingdon (1984), Baumgartner and Jones (1993), 
Sabatier (1988), Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith (1993) and Albright (2011), have cited the 
importance of such unexpected, relatively rare external events as important potential 
triggers for policy change. For example, Kingdon (1984: 99) states that when data alone 
are insufficient, and problems not self-evident by indicators “they need a little push to 
get the attention of people in and around government. That push is sometimes provided by 
a focusing event like a crisis or a disaster”. As explained in Chapter 2, the exploitation of 
focusing events is the third attention- and support-seeking strategy I derived from the 
key works on policy change and entrepreneurship.  
 
Kingdon (1984), Baumgartner and Jones (1993), Birkland (1997, 1998) and Sabatier 
(1988) are not the only scholars that stress the importance of such events. In fact, the 
importance of the exploitation of focusing events has been widely quoted and 
demonstrated in the literature. Ingram and Fraser (2006: 11), for instance, observed 
that many U.S. water projects often remain as plans “until some event or crisis produces 
the perceived problem for which the project is dusted off and presented as the solution”. In 
the same line, Lebel et al. (2009) suggest that the 2005 floods in Chiang Mai, Thailand, 
functioned as focusing events and led to policy change there. Wondolleck and Yaffee 
(2000), based on their work on natural resources management, suggest that also 
threats may be highly mobilising and can create a sense of urgency allowing initiative-
takers to obtain necessary commitment and resources. Huitema and Meijerink (2009) 
note on their part that the sea flooding of 1953 and extreme discharges from the Rhine 
and Meuse in 1993 and 1995 clearly functioned as focusing events in Dutch water 
policy and impacted policymaking. At the same time, however, they observe that the 
connection between these events and fundamental policy change is not at all 
straightforward. Recall that, as explained in Chapter 3, Van der Brugge et al. (2005) 
regard the 1993 and 1995 floods in the Netherlands also as only one of the various 
explanations for the emergence of a more integral and ‘accommodating water’ style. 
Birkland (1997, 1998) suggests that focusing events may provide an incentive for policy 
change only when actors are available to exploit the event in their search for policy 
change. That is, he maintains that shocks do not display one-to-one relationships with 
policy change, but instead that such events are more likely to be important when 
individuals or groups take advantage of them (if not, they will probably get no more 
than passing attention). Birkland (1998: 67) states: “Focusing events are much more 
likely to be important where the policy community that reacts to the event is relatively 
well organised and is able to use focusing events to dramatise the need for improved 
policy.” Furthermore, he (1997, 1998) maintains that focusing events only have effect 
when they are exploited quickly (for the reason that the sense of urgency does not 
continue indefinitely) and when the desired policy change is prepared beforehand. In 
coherence with the previous discussion on rhetorical persuasion, Birkland (1998) 
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suggests that it is ultimately the interpretation of a crisis that can really transform 
focusing events into stimuli for policy change. Mintrom and Vergari (1996) stress the 
very same point, and in addition, explicitly emphasise that policy entrepreneurs may 
play an important role in exploiting such events. 
 

6.4.2  Attention and support through the exploitation of focusing events: 
empirical evidence 

Every actor in Dutch water management is familiar with the saying ‘Father, give us this 
day our daily bread and from time to time a flood’ or a variation on it. Given that policy 
entrepreneurs quote so often the saying in which the Father is invoked for the creation 
of floods, and assuming that Birkland (1997, 1998) is right in his idea that focusing 
events such as floods only have effect when they are exploited, it seems reasonable to 
expect that policy entrepreneurs regularly use the exploitation of focusing events 
strategy in their efforts to pursue policy change. And in fact, in support of Kingdon 
(1984), Birkland (1998), Ingram and Fraser (2006), the empirical data of this study 
provide evidence that policy entrepreneurs in Dutch local water management – when 
applicable - draw attention to, and exploit focusing events such as crises or disasters. In 
addition, and in coherence with the work of various scholars – including, Kingdon 
(1984), Roberts and King (1991), Dutton and Ashford (1993) and Mintrom (1997, 
2000) – this study found that rhetorical persuasion is considered essential to give 
meaning to focusing events. Indeed, in the interviews policy entrepreneurs reported 
various examples in which the actual use of this strategy proved effective. One 
municipal entrepreneur for example commented: “After we had high water in our region, 
we [as a result of our interpretation] managed to get all kind of things through very easily. 
Caused by [our interpretation of] the calamity everyone appreciated the need”. Another 
water board policy entrepreneur put it like this: “For [measures to prevent] floodings 
calamities haven been crucial, and they still are”. Some policy entrepreneurs even 
consider disasters and calamities as the main potential trigger for policy change in 
Dutch water management. One provincial policy entrepreneur, for instance, explains: "I 
strongly believe that water management disasters are the main reasons for action. 
Regularly, I pray for a mini disaster. (…) A small disaster in potential [that is, when 
exploited] is more effective than years of talking”. However, for a variety of reasons 
which will be considered below, the actual importance of the exploitation of focusing 
events strategy is perceived as relatively low: as depicted in Figure 13, only 14.6% 
consider this strategy very important, and only a mere handful of policy entrepreneurs 
(4.4%) consider this strategy extremely important in their efforts to pursue policy 
change. These data are considerably lower in comparison to similar data related to the 
other strategies (recall, for example, that in relation to the demonstration strategy, 
35.9% of all policy entrepreneurs consider it extremely important to show the 
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availability of a solution, and in relation to the rhetorical persuasion strategy that, for 
instance, 43.2% find it extremely important to share a solution). Also in comparison 
with the data presented in the next chapters, these numbers are very low. In fact, from 
all ten policy change strategies, the exploitation of focusing events is considered the 
least important. 
 

 
 Figure 13: Perceived importance of focusing events80 

 
Aiming to get a better understanding of the use of the strategy of exploiting focusing 
events, and to see if actual policy entrepreneurs’ descriptions of its use allow adding 
nuance to this somewhat surprising finding on its apparent relative unimportance, this 
strategy was extensively discussed in the follow-up interviews conducted in the third 
phase of this study (after the survey).  
 
A first important explanation for the relatively low importance of the exploitation of 
focusing events strategy relates to the fact that – at least in the perception of Dutch 
water policy entrepreneurs - relative little unexpected crises or calamities take place in 
their region. Indeed, many entrepreneurs explained that they strongly believe in the 
potential effectiveness of this strategy as such, yet hardly use it for the very simple 

                                                           
80 Figure 13 is based on the responses of policy entrepreneurs to the question ‘When you try to 
bring attention to a particular problem, how important do you consider the following activities?’, 
including ‘fixing attention to incidents/disasters’ (survey question #14, the full Dutch survey is 
reproduced in Appendix V). 
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reason that no relevant exploitable disasters or calamities occur. As one water board 
entrepreneur observed: “I am convinced that this strategy may prove effective. Yet, for 
the reason that I have never experienced an actual disaster, so far I have never used it”. 
One could reason that also scenarios or warnings may function as focusing events, and 
indeed, few entrepreneurs feel that also potential disasters may be exploited as focusing 
events. As one water board entrepreneur explained: "I try to create a sense of urgency by 
working with scenarios (...) Current models provide great opportunities to simulate 
disasters. I try to make it illustrative what will happen when the system fails. How many 
houses will be flooded, how many cows will drown”. Yet, this research shows – opposing 
Wondolleck and Yaffee’s (2000) suggestion that also threats may be highly mobilising - 
that most policy entrepreneurs only consider the strategy effective when something 
actually happens. As one water board entrepreneur observed: “When a small disaster 
should happen, I would certainly exploit it (…) Only threatening with them makes you 
vulnerable. If nothing happens, you will lose your credibility”. Another provincial policy 
entrepreneur went one step further and observed: “Only when something actually takes 
place it can give a stimulus, I consider presenting doom scenarios counter-productive”. 
 
In addition, the policy entrepreneurs’ accounts revealed that some of them consider the 
strategy of exploiting focusing events an admission of weakness, and for that reason 
consider it only moderately effective, and accordingly of relative little importance. As 
one of these (municipal) policy entrepreneur observed: “I believe that the use of that 
strategy [the exploitation of focusing events] is an admission of weakness. As an expert you 
should be capable to find sufficient arguments to convince the members of the executive 
assembly. You shouldn’t need incidents to that end”. Other entrepreneurs, instead, argued 
for the opposite. This finding hints at the idea that the selection of strategies is, at least 
partly, the outcome of the policy entrepreneurs’ individual strategic inclination (such 
as, as explained in Chapter 2, suggested by Scharpf 1997 and Pralle 2003). Furthermore, 
the policy entrepreneurs’ accounts provided substantial evidence for the idea that – 
next to the conditionality of the occurrence of events and individual preference – also 
the policy proposal itself affects the policy entrepreneur’s selection of strategies. In fact, 
almost all interviewees mentioned this feature and emphasised that they consider the 
exploitation of focusing events strategy primarily effective in relation to water safety 
projects. One RWS policy entrepreneur, for instance, observed: "I certainly exploit 
(imminent) calamities where it concerns flood policy”. Other entrepreneurs not only 
talked about floodings, but about water safety more generally, referring to both water 
quantity and water quality issues. One RWS policy entrepreneur, for example, noted: 
"This strategy is especially effective when you're talking about water safety. History has 
shown that disasters places water safety on the agenda”. Another municipal 
entrepreneur explained it like this: “This strategy only works for projects related to water 
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safety; no one is going to lose sleep over the ecological restoration of a river bank”.81 
Above quoted policy entrepreneurs are not alone in their observation that the use of the 
exploitation of focusing events strategy is especially effective in relation to water safety 
projects. In fact, there was no single interview in which it was suggested that the use of 
this strategy is effective in projects others than those related to safety.82 The 
observation that, apart from the individual preference, also the policy proposal itself is 
affecting the policy entrepreneurs’ strategy selection is in line with Roberts (1992). 
Finally, analyses of the interviews made clear that also the policy entrepreneurs’ 
organisation partly determines whether or not this strategy is considered effective (and 
accordingly used). As depicted in Figure 14, policy entrepreneurs working within the 
four types of governmental bodies, namely water boards, municipalities, provinces, and 
local directions of RWS, show considerable differences in their strategic consideration 
of the exploitation of focusing events strategy. 
 

                                                           
81 Please note that above quoted policy entrepreneur was referring to the restoration of 
ecological river banks for the sake of nature conservation and not, such as discussed by Dworak 
and Görlach (2005), as a flood protection measure. 
82 Even though policy entrepreneurs in this study mainly referred to water safety in terms of 
floods/ water quantity (which, given the geographical situation and history of the Netherlands is 
well understandable), Birkland and Lawrence (2002) demonstrate with the Exxon Valdez oil spill 
case that the exploitation of focusing events can be just as powerful when the safety of water 
quality is at stake. 
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Figure 14: Importance of the exploitation of focusing events 
strategy by organisation 

 
Policy entrepreneurs working within water boards, municipalities, and provinces 
appear relatively most reserved towards the strategy of the exploitation of focusing 
events: the percentage of policy entrepreneurs within these organisations that consider 
this strategy very or extremely important lies between the 17% and 21%, whereas 
when we focus on RWS entrepreneurs, the same figure is as much as 41.2%. Although 
the data of the present study do not allow to actually asses how well the different policy 
entrepreneurs’ organisation were organised, I have no reason to believe that above 
figures relate to large differences in terms of organisational capacity, such as suggested 
by Birkland (1998), but rather with differences in task and position between the 
different organisations (as explained in Chapter 3). For instance, the relative low figure 
of both municipal and provincial policy entrepreneurs may be explained by the fact that 
these organisations have a relative minor role in flood-protection (Havekes et al. 2004). 
The observed difference between water board and RWS entrepreneurs is more difficult 
to explain; flood protection is a key task for both RWS and the water boards. 
Speculatively, however, this difference may relate to the current discussion on the 
raison d’être of waterboards (Havekes et al. 2004; Toonen et al. 2006; Wiering and 
Immink 2006; UVW 2012). This discussion (which does not take place in relation to 
RWS) may contribute to the rather reserved use of this exploitation of focusing events 
strategy by water board entrepreneurs. As one of the water board policy entrepreneur 
explained: “When water boards do their work well and no incidents happen, one questions 
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why we need those boards? But when something goes wrong everybody immediately says 
that water boards do not work properly, and can better be suppressed”. This citation is 
not the only example in which the idea was put forward that for water boards, whose 
continued existence is subject of discussion, attracting attention to focusing events is 
not without risks, which, in turn, may make the exploitation of focusing events strategy 
less effective for water board entrepreneurs. To what extent, if at all, the observed 
differences in the perceived importance of the strategy truly can be explained by this 
discussion or the organisations’ tasks, resources, and legal status deserves further 
empirical study. Significant to this research, and in support of Mintrom (2000), 
however, is the finding that also the policy entrepreneurs’ organisations evidently plays 
a part in the policy entrepreneurs’ selection of strategies. 
 
Notwithstanding the observed differences in the perceived importance of this strategy, 
policy entrepreneurs unanimously emphasised the importance of time and timing in 
relation to the effectiveness of the exploitation of focusing events strategy. Indeed, this 
study suggests that policy entrepreneurs only consider the strategy effective when the 
event can be exploited immediately, or at least soon after the event. Time after time, 
policy entrepreneurs noted that to be effective, focusing events have to be exploited 
soon after such events actually take place. Accordingly, catch phrases such as "strike 
when the iron is hot” or “catch the wave” popped up many times. The same idea was, of 
course, also expressed in well-turned phrases. A water board entrepreneur for instance 
explained: "If one aims to implement a water storage project, one certainly can take 
advantage of a calamity for about two years, but one shouldn’t wait much longer”. 
Furthermore, this study found that policy entrepreneurs feel that to actually exploit 
focusing events, the desired policy change has to be prepared in advance. Accordingly, 
the research data fit well with Mintrom and Vergari’s (1996) and Birkland’s (1997, 
1998) ideas about the effectiveness of this strategy. One water board entrepreneur, for 
instance, observed: “At times we hope for a small calamity as to get political support for 
our plan. But you have to make such plans ahead, if not, you are too late”. Another RWS 
policy entrepreneur framed essentially the same idea in this manner: 
 

Professionally, we are convinced that when you turn the Meuse from a 
navigation river into a recreation river the economic benefits are higher. This 
means we have to wait for the right moment, for instance when emergency 
happens, such as accident whereby a ship bumps up against a weir, and this 
weir is three year out of order (...) When such an emergency happens, the plans 
have to be there; all information needed to make a potential decision should be 
available. Everything should be prepared and be ready at the right moment. 
That takes a lot of energy, and means you have to invest in your relationships 
(...) Eventually, both your boss and your environment should be enthusiastic. 
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Above citation is not only interesting for what it tells about the necessity for the right 
preparation, but also because it gives insight about what such preparations may imply. 
It turns out that the right preparation is not only about substantive plans, but also about 
preparing relevant networks, which comes close to Kingdon’s (1984) ideas on the 
importance of softening-up both the policy community and the larger public. This and 
other concluding remarks are presented in the next and concluding section of this 
chapter. 
 

6.5  SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

This chapter on attention- and support-seeking strategies generated more in-depth 
knowledge on the overall strategic behaviour of policy entrepreneurs trying to pursue 
policy change, and especially contributed to the understanding of the policy 
entrepreneurs’ strategic behaviour as to acquire attention and support for both the 
problems they aim to solve and for the solutions they try to implement. First and 
foremost, the extensive empirical data presented in this chapter reveal that in their 
efforts to direct policy change, Dutch water policy entrepreneurs indeed frequently 
demonstrate facts and figures, use rhetorical persuasion, and exploit focusing events.  
 
On a more detailed level, the results of this study suggest that in their efforts to pursue 
change, policy entrepreneurs must first and foremost work carefully to define 
conditions as problems. In doing so, and to show the magnitude of these problems, 
policy entrepreneurs use facts and figures that support their arguments, highlight 
particular elements of the problem according to the preoccupations of actors, show that 
solutions are available, and at times, draw attention to focusing events. In seeking 
attention and winning support for ideas, this study shows that policy entrepreneurs 
make efforts to demonstrate the value of their ideas by showing demonstration 
projects, developing convincing arguments, highlighting and downplaying specific 
elements of the plan, and sharing (how exactly dependents on the prevailing network 
environment, here the position and preoccupations of the audience). This chapter 
established, however, that the most effective manner to acquire support for a policy 
idea is demonstrating that the idea one seeks to implement offers the right solution to 
an important and pressing problem. This is interesting since the most effective means to 
get attention and recognition for problems turns out to be demonstrating the 
availability of a solution. Accordingly, an important conclusion of this chapter is that 
policy entrepreneurs work very hard to ‘correlate’ their ideas to identified problems. 
This study established that both the demonstration strategy and the strategy of 
rhetorical persuasion are used to correlate, and thus to portray the desired policy 
change as a necessary and appropriate solution to a particular significant problem. Also 
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in other manners, including for instance when facts and figures are presented as to 
buttress certain claims, this chapter demonstrates that policy entrepreneurs often use 
the three attention- and support-seeking strategies in combination with each other.  
 
Furthermore, this chapter demonstrates the importance of timing and alertness to the 
right moments in relation to all three strategies. This importance is most clearly 
demonstrated with regard to the exploitation of focusing events strategy; since the 
sense of urgency and willingness to change perceptions will not continue indefinitely, 
focusing events can only create opportunities when exploited immediately, or at least 
soon after such event actually takes place. In addition, the data presented in this chapter 
make a contribution towards a deeper understanding on the use and rationale for 
employing these three strategies. For instance, it demonstrates that for the introduction 
of policy change, problems are at least as important as ideas. Furthermore, based on an 
analysis on the strategy of the exploitation of focusing events, this chapter identified 
some first data associated with the policy entrepreneurs’ selection of strategies. These 
data suggest that this selection relates, at least to a very great extent, to a combination 
of the unique policy proposal (recall the importance of water quantity projects), the 
policy entrepreneurs’ organisation, and the policy entrepreneurs’ individual strategic 
inclination. All these three conditions, together with yet another condition – the 
network environment - will be further elaborated in the next chapters of this thesis. 
 
A final conclusion of this chapter is the relative unimportance of the strategy of the 
exploitation of focusing events; indeed, in comparison with the other attention- and 
support-seeking strategies, this strategy is less central to the strategic behaviour of 
entrepreneurs, and considered hardly effective in relation to projects other than those 
related to water safety. Upon a closer look, this study shows that this relative low 
importance of this strategy is more related to the fact that few water safety calamities 
occur, than to the effectiveness of the strategy in itself. On a more abstract level – and 
this idea will only be substantiated throughout the remainder of this thesis - one could 
conclude that the effectiveness of the strategy of the exploitation of focusing events is 
even more dependent on the prevailing context than most other policy change 
strategies. The key lessons on the use and effectiveness of the three attention- and 
support-seeking strategies are presented in Table 10. 
 

 Demonstrating Rhetorical 
persuasion 

The exploitation of 
focusing events 

What is 
the core? 

Demonstrating the 
value of a policy idea 
(i.e. through working 
examples) and the 

Trying to get policy 
innovations to be 
adopted through 
argumentation. 

Taking advantage of 
sudden, relatively 
uncommon events that 
are immediately 
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significance of a 
problem (i.e., through 
facts and figures).  

harmful or expose the 
risk of potentially 
greater future harms. 

What is 
the key? 

Demonstrating that the 
desired policy change 
is a necessary and 
appropriate solution to 
an (already 
demonstrated) 
pressing and significant 
problem. 

Feeling for the 
positions and 
preoccupations of 
different actors as to 
present the desired 
policy change as the 
appropriate solution to 
an important problem. 

Feeling for the right 
timing, fast response 
and a proper 
preparation. 

When 
effective? 

Particularly, but not 
exclusively, effective 
when ideas ought to be 
sold. 

Particularly, but not 
exclusively, effective 
when ideas ought to be 
sold and coalitions 
need to be built. 

Immediately after 
(water safety) disasters 
or calamities actually 
take place. 

When to 
avoid? 

Not applicable, at worst 
less needed after the 
formal start of projects, 
that is, after the stage 
wherein ideas ought to 
be sold. 

Not applicable, at worst 
less needed after the 
take-off phase of a 
project, that is, after 
the stage wherein ideas 
ought to be sold and 
coalitions need to be 
built. 

When it takes the form 
of threatening or 
simulating a crises or 
calamity, and when it 
concerns events not 
related to (water) 
safety. 

Pitfalls? Demonstrating without 
interpretation and 
giving meaning, i.e., 
without rhetorical 
persuasion. 

Loosing an overall 
consistent story, and as 
a consequence, loosing 
trust. 

A too late response; the 
strategy is effective 
only when exploited 
quickly after an actual 
crisis. 

Table 10: Attention- and support-seeking strategies: lessons learned 
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7.  Linking strategies 
 

7.1  INTRODUCTION 

Policy entrepreneurs pursuing change, at least in theory, always have the choice to 
realise their plans and ideas alone or in collaboration with others. Due to the fact that in 
this research the spotlights are directed towards the individual policy entrepreneur, the 
impression could be created that these agents generally realise policy change in 
isolation and by themselves. This chapter demonstrates that the opposite picture comes 
closer to reality. Successively three strategies are discussed: coalition building, issue 
linking, and game linking. In one way or another, all these strategies are concerned with 
linking. In coalition building, the emphasis is on the linking of actors pursuing, by and 
large, convergent purposes. The use of this strategy stems from the fact that 
entrepreneurs often are unable to realise policy change in a satisfactory manner 
without others. In the issue linking strategy the main emphasis is on the linking of two 
or more issues. This can entail both the addition of dimensions to a problem and the 
combination of solutions with other solutions, for substantive and/or strategic reasons. 
The third linking strategy – the game linking strategy – is primarily concerned with the 
linking of games. This strategy entails the linking of two or more parallel or future 
policy games as to open up possibilities to find mutually acceptable concession 
packages. As will be demonstrated throughout this chapter, in their efforts to pursue 
policy change, policy entrepreneurs often use more than one linking strategy. 
Sometimes because it is inevitable (for instance, when a necessary coalition is simply 
impossible to build without compensation in another game), other times because it 
creates a desired added value (for example, when a substantive desired link between 
two solutions results in a bigger coalition). 
 
This chapter demonstrates evidence that both the strategy of coalition building and the 
strategy of issue linking are not only exceptionally crucial strategies in the policy 
entrepreneurs’ strategic game (as explained below, for both strategies it is observed 
that the effectiveness question is not so much whether or not to use them, but rather as 
to what extent), but also both particularly complex strategies. Therefore, these two 
strategies are discussed in greater detail than the other entrepreneurial policy change 
strategies discussed in this study. Although this chapter is more extensive than the 
other empirical chapters, its structure is identical to the previous and next empirical 
chapters. I devote to each of the three linking strategies one separate section. Each of 
these sections starts with a theoretical discussion, essentially meant to delve deeper 
into existing literature related to each strategy. Like the theoretical discussions on the 
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various attention- and support seeking strategies, I will not limit myself to the policy 
science literature, but instead also consider associated literature, including the project 
management literature, political sciences literature, collaborative management 
literature, and the network management literature. After this theoretical discussion, 
this chapter devotes to each strategy two to four additional sections in which the results 
of the empirical research on policy entrepreneurs in the Netherlands are presented and 
discussed. The purpose in these sections is to assess whether the theoretically derived 
strategies are also used in practice, and if so, on what grounds and under which 
conditions. In addition, new in-depth empirical data concerning the underlying 
selection process is presented. In connection with this, several strategic dilemmas and 
necessary differentiations will be discussed. Where applicable, this description is 
augmented with intermezzos containing practical applications. Finally, by providing a 
thorough analysis of the policy entrepreneurs’ strategic behaviour, data are presented 
aiming to deepen our understanding of the contextual effectiveness of the different 
linking strategies. This chapter ends with a summary of the empirical findings and a 
reflection on what these results mean for answering the research questions. 

 
7.2  COALITION BUILDING 

 

7.2.1  Introduction 

In this research, as explained in Chapter 2, the strategy of coalition building is regarded 
as one of the three linking strategies policy entrepreneurs employ in their efforts to 
realise policy change. The strategy is derived from Sabatier et al.’s (2005) advocacy 
coalition framework, De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof’s (2000, 2008) network approach, 
and three of the four specific studies on policy entrepreneurship, namely Mintrom 
(2000), Huitema and Meijerink (2009, 2010), and Taylor et al. (2011). The main reason 
why above scholars suggest that coalition building is important is their understanding 
that policy change can hardly be realised individually, if only as a result of the 
dependency upon the actions and resources of others. This section explains that these 
scholars are not alone in their view; in fact, there are various fellow scholars (including 
Wondolleck and Yaffee 2000; Williams 2002; Imperial 2005; and Klijn et al. 2010) that 
emphasise too the importance of finding ways to collaborate and to link with other 



- 135 - 

 

parties in coalitions.83 They all provide support for the suggestion that (due to resource 
dependencies) actors to reach their goals frequently simply have no other way than to 
build coalitions, also described as partnerships (e.g. Wondolleck and Yaffee 2000), 
strategic alliances (e.g. Murray and Mahon 1993), or collaborative organisations (e.g. 
Imperial 2005). 
 
In terms of effectiveness and usefulness, various authors (such as Koppenjan 1993; 
Booher and Innes 2002; Koppenjan and Klijn 2004; and Imperial 2005) suggest that 
coalition building is almost inevitable when decision making power is not in one hand. 
Furthermore, and in connection with this, they suggest that coalition building is needed 
in contexts wherein the necessary resources to accomplish policy change, such as 
physical resources, juridical resources, money, knowledge, and support are divided 
over different individuals, groups, and organisations involved in the specific policy 
issue. To make the puzzle of effectiveness even more challenging, several scholars 
suggest that it may be effective to build coalitions not only in situations in which it is 
nearly impossible to accomplish a task alone (the situation above scholars refer to), but 
also as to create ‘extra value’. Imperial (2005), for example, holds that policy actors may 
choose to collaborate when greater public value can be generated through collaboration 
than can be achieved by working alone. Essentially the same argument is advanced by 
Klijn et al. (2010), who suggest that coalitions are not only built by necessity, but also 
when collaboration is believed to generate extra value. In this respect it is suggested 
that more ‘eyes’ to signal problems and more ‘hands’ to realise solutions can lead to 
better (informed) decisions that are more probable to be implemented, and accordingly 
more likely to solve problems (see among others, Fisher et al. 1983; Soeterbroek 1998; 
De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof 2000; Wondolleck and Yaffee 2000). In addition, it is 
suggested that an enlargement of the number of actors involved within a certain policy 
might lead to more social and political support for a certain policy proposal. After all, in 
coalitions, different individuals, groups, and/or organisations become co-responsible 
for the decisions made and the actions to be taken (Kickert et al. 1997). Finally, extra 
value may lie in a renewed problem definition or policy change proposal, resulting from 
the linking of two or more solutions. As explained above, in this study these linkages are 
considered part of the issue linking strategy. Advantages of issue linking, including 

                                                           
83 Bailey and Koney (2000) distinguish between different levels of collaboration and developed a 
four-level continuum, moving from cooperation to coadunation. They describe cooperation as 
involving fully autonomous entities sharing information to support each other’s organisational 
activities, coordination as having common tasks and compatible goals, collaboration as having a 
collective purpose and working through common strategies, and coadunation as involving an 
integrated structure and combined cultures. After Gamble and Weil (2000), in this study 
collaboration is regarded as the best way to depict the nature of most coalitions. 
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those stemming from the need to build a necessary coalition, are discussed in section 
7.3. 
 
Some scholars, especially those informed by the collaborative governance literature, are 
firmly convinced of the added value of collaboration, and accordingly advocate for 
broad coalitions. Innes and Booher (2010), for example, offer such an optimistic 
perspective and argue for ‘collaborative decision making’. They clearly depart from the 
idea that collaboration results in positive outcomes, and are convinced that the 
inclusion is required of all agents who have pertinent knowledge and a stake in the 
issue.84 Then again, despite the potential advantages, and regardless of the positive 
connotation of collaboration in terms of cooperation and resolving problems 
collectively, several authors also point towards the costs and difficulties connected with 
collaboration and the building of coalitions.85 The network theorists Koppenjan and 
Klijn (2004) make a division between two types of collaboration costs. In the first place, 
they suggest that collaboration involves decision making costs in terms of money, time, 
and energy. In addition, they maintain that joint action implies political costs, that is, the 
compromises that will have to be accepted. Their first suggestion is consistent with that 
of, among others, Wondolleck and Yaffee (2000), who note that in all their studies study 
on natural resources management respondents cited resource problems (lack of time, 
money and personnel) as major constraints to collaboration. Their latter suggestion – 
which will be discussed in greater detail in the next section – is coherent with the work 
of, for instance, Mintrom (2000) who maintains that to get others involved, it cannot 
always be expected that all (potential) coalition partners agree with each other 
sufficiently strongly on a single issue to actually form a coalition.86 Since the joining of 
forces generally entails sensitive issues, including differences in policy objectives and 
power asymmetries, and since participants are most likely to defend their own 
interests, coalition building, among other things, is described as delicate (Huitema and 
Meijerink 2009), particularly challenging (Wondolleck and Yaffee 2000), and difficult to 
achieve (Schlager and Blomquist 1996).  
 

                                                           
84 An important premise in the work of Innes and Booher (2010), who draw on the insights from 
the field of complexity science, is the idea that more and more problems are so-called ‘wicked 
problems’, problems which are difficult or impossible to solve as a result of their imperfect, 
conflicting, and changing requirements that are often hard to understand. 
85 It is interesting to note that psychologists such as Bazerman (1983) suggest that, due to a bias 
in human judgement, the ability to collaborate is negatively influenced. He describes this bias as 
‘the myth of the fixed pie’, that is, the belief that anything good for the one side must be bad for 
the other. 
86 In the next section it is shown that in the practice of water management in the Netherlands, 
issue linking is often prerequisite for coalition building. 
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For these reasons, various network theorists suggest that coalition building may bring 
advantages, but is certainly not always the most appropriate strategy. For instance, De 
Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof (2000, 2008) advocate representative coalitions wherein at 
least all the interests that play a part are represented, yet at the same time recognise 
that the involvement of extra coalition partners also comes with costs. Also Koppenjan 
and Klijn (2004) acknowledge that increasing the number of coalition partners comes 
with the increased risk of difficult interaction and higher costs, and speak in this respect 
about a trade-off between the size of the coalition and the added value that can be 
achieved. Also Mintzberg et al. (1996: 69) suggest that more participants means more 
complexity and more complicated negotiations; for this reason they even state that 
collaboration can be ‘a pain in the ass’ and advise to minimise the number of 
participants. The project management scholar Soeterbroek (1998) is hardly more 
optimistic, and maintains too that expanding the number of parties, who by definition 
all want to benefit, may result in increased complexity. 
 
In light of the foregoing, it seems reasonable to suggest that the most challenging 
question regarding the effectiveness of coalition building is not so much connected with 
the question whether or not to collaborate, in other words whether or not to build a 
coalition, but rather with the question as to what size or composition of coalition is 
when most effective. In this respect Mintrom (2000), De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof 
(2000, 2008), Huitema and Meijerink (2010), and Taylor et al. (2011) argue that only 
few actors can realise policy change individually, but that the degree to which 
collaboration is needed, and accordingly the size and the composition of the coalition, 
varies. These scholars are not alone in their view that the exact composition of the 
coalition will make certain outcomes more probably, and thus that the selection of 
coalition partners is an important element of coalition building. In fact, the very same 
position is taken by various scholars, including Fisher et al. (1983), Wondolleck and 
Yaffee (2000), Koppenjan and Klijn (2004), and Pahl-Wostl et al. (2006a), who suggest 
too that the question of whom to involve is an important strategic consideration. De 
Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof (2000) and Dutton et al. (2001) maintain that also the 
moment in which participants get involved plays an important role. More specifically, 
they suggest that to prevent resistance it is better to involve participants in an early 
stage, certainly in relation to the more radical proposals. Taylor et al. (2011) also refer 
to the importance of opportune timing in relation to the involvement of participants; 
the addition ‘at the right time’ when they speak about ‘getting the right people involved’ 
is telling. Given that each single actor has particular interests, competencies, 
perceptions, resources, and relationships of (dis)trust, above scholars hold that even 
small changes in the composition of coalitions can result in major shifts in the course of 
policy change trajectories. For this reason, it can be expected that policy entrepreneurs 
think carefully about both the size of coalitions and about the question which actors 
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make at a given moment most strategic sense and whether to involve them. Of course, 
inviting an actor to join a coalition is no guarantee that this actor also accepts to join.87 
Even more important for this discussion is the fact that a decision on whom to include, 
at the same time implies a decisions on non-inclusion or exclusion of specific actors in 
(particular stages) of the policymaking process. Questions such as when it is effective to 
select or to exclude what kind of actors - or under what conditions what degree of 
collaboration or size of the coalition is most effective - remain, however, largely 
unanswered the work of above mentioned scholars. In other words, apart from 
situations in which it is necessary to collaborate (due to the lack of necessary resources 
or support), the contextual effectiveness of coalition building largely remains a puzzle. 
 

7.2.2  Liking through coalitions: empirical evidence 

In the present study it became clear that policy change in Dutch water management can 
hardly be realised individually. Policy entrepreneurs reported that the necessary 
resources are mostly divided over different organisations. For this reason, policy 
entrepreneurs in Dutch water management frequently cited to be practically unable to 
accomplish their objectives alone, and thus are almost compelled to build coalitions as 
to join forces together. One provincial policy entrepreneur, for instance, observed: 
"Involving partners is almost like a law. Often, it is actually mandatory. There simply is no 
escape from it. New water policy often implies that municipalities and water boards have 
to take all sort of measures, so of course you involve them”. In fact, even for relatively 
simple and isolated projects, policy entrepreneurs note that it is mostly impossible, or 
at least not done, to not involve other parties. One water board entrepreneur, for 
instance, noted: “Even for our own water retention projects it is impossible to say ‘we can 
plan, organise and implement our ideas ourselves’, that’s not the way it works”. 
Accordingly, this research supports the widely held view that coalition building is an 
important strategy (see for example De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof 2000, 2008; Mintrom 
2000; Sabatier et al. 2005; Huitema and Meijerink 2009, 2010; Taylor et al. 2011). 
 
As shown in Figure 15 below, policy entrepreneurs in Dutch water management 
appreciate various advantages of coalition building. The most frequently, but not 
exclusively, cited advantage of coalition building is extra support; almost half (45.6%) of 
the policy entrepreneurs maintain that support is the prime reason for them to opt for 
broad coalitions. This percentage would be even higher if financial support would not 
have been depicted separately. After all, another 11% of the policy entrepreneurs 
                                                           
87 Recall the earlier discussion on the costs of cooperation and, in this view, Klijn et al.’s (2010) 
suggestion that it is very well feasible that invited or selected actors do not wish to join a 
particular coalition, for example for the reason that they are unwilling or unable to invest their 
time and resources in a process. 
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consider additional financial resources the biggest advantage of broad coalitions. 
Besides additional support, this research shows that also increased legitimacy is an 
important reason as to why policy entrepreneurs involve others in policy change 
trajectories. As one water board policy entrepreneur noted: “You work for a public 
organisation (…) so you shouldn’t act as if you are in an ivory tower”. About one fifth 
(21.4%) of the policy entrepreneurs consider increased legitimacy the most important 
advantage of coalition building. Finally, this study shows that an important additional 
motivation for coalition building is the generation of knowledge, that is, the idea that an 
enlargement of the number of actors involved within a certain policy leads to better 
(informed), and more likely to be implemented decisions. As one water board policy 
entrepreneur, for example, observed: “Next year we are going to implement a fish stock 
policy, and so we involved the angler groups. They do not have any money, but they have 
knowledge”. Another RWS entrepreneur noted: “In complex projects it is very hard, if not 
impossible, to predict the precise effect of certain decisions, so assumptions may be needed. 
Certainly, it is much easier and faster to make such assumptions in a small group. Yet I 
think the involvement of many partners leads to better ones”. For about one fifth (20.9%) 
of the policy entrepreneurs the substance is the most important reason to seek 
collaboration. Above results underscore the findings of scholars such as Fisher et al. 
(1983), Soeterbroek (1998), De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof (2000), Wondolleck and 
Yaffee (2000), Imperial (2005) and Klijn et al. (2010) that coalitions are built for both 
strategic and substantive reasons, and add to previous research in showing that also 
legitimacy is a very important strategic motivation in this respect.  
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Figure 15: Perceived advantages of coalition building88 

 
Despite the finding that policy entrepreneurs recognise many advantages of coalition 
building, policy entrepreneurs – hereby providing support for the work of Koppenjan 
and Klijn (2004) and Wondolleck and Yaffee (2000) - emphasise that processes of 
cooperation may not only result in additional resources and support, but also takes 
resources, including money and staff. The results of this study suggest that the 
availability, or rather lack of, these resources may indeed influence decisions on 
coalition building. As one water board policy entrepreneur, for instance, explained: “At 
times I keep the coalition narrow for the sake of the available money or time”. Dutch 
water policy entrepreneurs are also well aware of the potential pitfalls of coalition 
building. This finding is in accordance with the earlier discussed works of Soeterbroek 
(1998) and Koppenjan and Klijn (2004), suggesting that coalition building may result in 
uncontrollable complexity. Policy entrepreneurs especially fear the risk of long and 
complex processes in which it is difficult to find mutually acceptable agreements. After 
all, actors are not only characterised by power (above discussed in terms of resources) 
and information (above discussed in terms of knowledge), but also by their objectives 
(Bressers and Kuks 2003). The latter characteristic is potentially the most difficult one 
to handle. In fact, almost all policy entrepreneurs (93.2%) perceive the risk of long and 
complex processes (as a result of not easily reconcilable objectives) the key 
disadvantage of coalition building. As one provincial policy entrepreneur observed: 

                                                           
88 Figure 15 is based on the responses of policy entrepreneurs to the question ‘In your view, what 
are the main advantages of broad coalitions?’ (survey question #21, the full Dutch survey is 
reproduced in Appendix V). 
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“The danger of very broad coalitions is that is becomes very difficult to reach consensus”. 
Nevertheless, as depicted in Figure 16, a large majority (65.5%) of Dutch water policy 
entrepreneurs see more advantages than disadvantages in broad coalitions. Only 4.4% 
of the entrepreneurs think that the disadvantages of broad coalitions outweigh the 
advantages.  
 

 
Figure 16: Coalition building89 
 
Despite the finding that most policy entrepreneurs in itself are convinced of the 
advantages of broad coalitions, above results should be interpreted with care. Indeed, 
the perhaps most straightforward conclusion that policy entrepreneurs thus always aim 
for broad coalitions would be faulty. The results of this study suggest instead that for 
each individual project, policy entrepreneurs very carefully weigh the pros and cons, 
and always search for the right balance or optimum. As one municipal policy 
entrepreneur observed: “More parties generally means longer negotiation processes (…) 
On the other hand, with a broader coalition you have more support. It’s all about 
searching for the optimum”. In fact, this study provides evidence that in their efforts to 
realise policy change, policy entrepreneurs think deeply about the question which 
specific parties to involve. As one municipal policy entrepreneur put it: "You have to 
make sure to only involve parties in the coalition with some weight, parties that provide 
added value for the project [the policy entrepreneur is referring to parties’ value in terms 
of physical- or juridical resources, money, knowledge, and/or support]. Actors only 
frustrating the process shouldn’t be taken along”. Moreover, this study suggests that 
policy entrepreneurs, if possible, not only think about the question which organisations 
to involve, but are also actively concerned with the selection of individual members 
from within these organisations. As one water board policy entrepreneur observed: “It 
is very important to look for the right people within organisations (…) Not all bureaucrats 

                                                           
89 Figure 16 is based on the responses of policy entrepreneurs to the question ‘Which of the 
following statements (the advantages outweigh the disadvantages; the advantages and 
disadvantages are equal; the disadvantages outweigh the advantages) comes closest to your 
opinion? (survey question #23, the full Dutch survey is reproduced in Appendix V). 
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are equal, and also members of the executive assembly differ from each other (…) I believe 
active steering on the individual level is an important factor for success”. Another water 
board entrepreneur reasoned along the same line and noted: “In my experience, policy 
change trajectories are especially dependent on the individuals involved, and not so much 
on the parties involved”. Accordingly, policy entrepreneurs suggest that the success of a 
coalition largely depends on the involvement of the right actors at the right time.  
 
In this respect, policy entrepreneurs emphasise that it is important to make a sharp 
division between parties and individuals that have an interest, and parties that take an 
interest in an issue. In contradiction to the idea of collaborative governance (Innes and 
Booher 2010), policy entrepreneurs argue that only parties and individuals that have an 
interest are really important to involve. Furthermore, it is important in this regard to 
make a distinction between the notion of a broad coalition and broad support, and to 
recognise that actors both within and outside a coalition can support a certain policy 
(proposal). This explains why policy entrepreneurs can opt for a narrow coalition while 
at the same time making efforts to maximise support. As one municipal policy 
entrepreneur, for instance, noted: “Public support for a proposal is crucial, the more the 
better (…) yet, it is important to minimise the number of actors on whom you are 
dependent, meaning that you have to keep the coalition narrow”. In addition, providing 
support to the work of Klijn et al. (2010), policy entrepreneurs suggest that actors are 
not always waiting or keen to join a coalition. In order to avoid that essential partners 
are unwilling to join the coalition, or in connection with this, leave along the process, 
policy entrepreneurs are carefully not to disappoint or overcharge such actors. One 
water board policy entrepreneur, for example, explained his way of involving an 
essential but rather unwilling partner to join a coalition like this: “I attempt to make it as 
easy as possible, and ensured that they could join the coalition and the process with 
minimal effort”. Another water board policy entrepreneur observed: “Not all actors are 
always waiting to get involved, so I think that you will have to make sure that the process 
remains interesting for them, if not, you run the risk that they will lose attention and 
interests in the entire project”.  
 
Decisions on whom to involve in a coalition are not only about inclusion. Naturally, the 
very same decision of whom to include in a coalition involves choices on non-
involvement and exclusion too, the latter referring to the non-involvement of actors that 
would like to be involved. This research shows that policy entrepreneurs generally are 
very careful with the exclusion of actors. As shown in Figure 17, when asked whether in 
policy change trajectories they consider the exclusion of parties a good idea, 42.2% of 
the Dutch water policy entrepreneurs answered ‘no’, very few (5.3%) ‘yes’, and the 
majority (52.4%) answered ‘sometimes’. In short, most policy entrepreneurs consider 
exclusion only effective under certain circumstances, once more a clear signal that the 
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effectiveness of strategic behaviour is dependent on the context. Especially in situations 
in which actors hamper or otherwise frustrate the process, exclusion is considered 
effective, provided that their presence is not strictly necessary. As one municipal policy 
entrepreneur noted: “I am eager to collaborate with parties that demonstrate willingness 
and are ready to take the same steps. Yet, on the condition that I am not entirely 
dependent on them, I am also eager to exclude parties that hamper the progress of the 
project”. As will be explained later in this section, there is one major exception to the 
rule that policy entrepreneurs are careful and show restraint towards exclusion: 
situations of urgency. Indeed, in situations where speed is of paramount importance, 
the exclusion of partners - that normally would have been involved - is unanimously 
seen as legitimate. 
 

 
Figure 17: Exclusion90 
 
All policy entrepreneurs that stated to not consider excluding a good idea (recall this 
are 42.2% of the Dutch water policy entrepreneurs) were asked to motivate their 
underlying reasoning. The most important reason - mentioned by 35% of these policy 
entrepreneurs - is the idea that exclusion may create resistance (either in the present or 
in the future). Other closely related reasons are the idea that exclusion possibly lowers 
legitimacy (mentioned by 1.3% of the entrepreneurs); support (mentioned by 30%); 
and/or leads to relational damage (mentioned by 15%). Finally, about one fifth of the 
policy entrepreneurs (18.8%) are foremost concerned about the content. This pattern 
and these concerns, all depicted in Figure 18, were reconfirmed in the qualitative data 
of this study. As the following quote from a water board entrepreneur illustrates, policy 
entrepreneurs often are concerned about the relation: “Saying no to a partner might be 
very inconvenient for the future. Every time you consider the pros and cons of involvement, 
you not only have to look at the current project, but also have to think about the future”. 
Given that most policy entrepreneurs in Dutch water management work at the same 
time at various projects taking place now and in the future, they are reluctant to exclude 
                                                           
90 Figure 17 is based on the responses of policy entrepreneurs to the question ‘Do consider the 
exclusion of parties a good idea?’ (survey question #25, the full Dutch survey is reproduced in 
Appendix V). 
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actors on whom they may be dependent in the future. This issue will be expanded in the 
section on game linking in this very same chapter (section 7.4).  
 

 
Figure 18: Perceived disadvantages of excluding91 

 

Intermezzo 7.1: How to exclude? 
To get a better understanding on the most effective manner of excluding, all policy 
entrepreneurs that consider excluding in principle a good idea were asked their 
opinion about the best manner to do so. As depicted in Figure 19, some policy 
entrepreneurs (10.8%) consider it most effective to simply neglect the not-to-
involve actor. This move is most effective when these actors are of little 
importance in the future. About one third of the policy entrepreneurs (36%) 
consider the opposite approach, that is, open and direct communication the best 
way for exclusion. This ‘open approach’, which implies open communication on 
why parties/actors are not involved, is considered especially effective in situations 
of urgency and in situations characterised by a high level of trust. As one municipal 
policy entrepreneur noted: “You can keep the coalition narrow when they [the not 
involved actor] trust you (…) If so, they are more confident that their interests are 
taken into account, and that direct involvement isn’t strictly necessary”. For all other 
situations (for instance, in situations in which there is no sense of urgency, 

                                                           
91 Figure 18 is based on the responses of policy entrepreneurs to the question ‘In your view, what 
is the main reason why the exclusion of parties is not a good idea?’ (survey question #27, the full 
Dutch survey is reproduced in Appendix V). 
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relationships of high trust are absent, or the to-be-excluded actors are likely to be 
important in the future) policy entrepreneurs feel a less straightforward manner 
of exclusion is most effective. Approximately one-third of the policy entrepreneurs 
(32.4%) prefer to exclude in a more indirect manner, and to organise or frame the 
project in such a way that actors lose interest and, so to say, ‘exclude themselves’. 
The interviews were rich with examples of the use of this manner of exclusion. As 
one water board policy entrepreneur, for example, put it: “You foster 
disadvantageous conditions, you do not exclude”. Finally, I found that a small group 
of policy entrepreneurs (3.6%) that consider it most effective to exclude actors by 
‘creating a fake sense of involvement’. Also this approach of excluding is motivated 
in the interviews, one water board entrepreneur for instance noted: “Generally, it is 
not effective to explicitly exclude parties. (…) I believe it is more efficient to make 
sure that their actual influence is minimised”. 

 

 
                                 Figure 19: Best way to exclude92 

 
7.2.3  Factors determining the most effective coalition 

With the foregoing results in mind it is interesting to reconsider the suggestion of 
Imperial (2005), reading that policy entrepreneurs choose to collaborate and build 

                                                           
92 Figure 19 is based on the responses of policy entrepreneurs to the question ‘When you seek to 
exclude one or more parties, in your opinion what is the best way to do so?’ (survey question #28, 
the full Dutch survey is reproduced in Appendix V). 
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coalitions when (1) it is difficult or impossible to accomplish a task without joint action 
and/or (2) when greater public value can be generated through collaboration than can 
be achieved by working alone. As already indicated, the data of this study suggest that 
policy entrepreneurs in practice can hardly ever accomplish a task without joint action, 
and as a result almost always ‘choose’ to build coalitions. The real choice policy 
entrepreneurs face turns out to be not so much whether or not to collaborate, but 
whether a narrow or a broad coalition is most effective. Hence, for policy entrepreneurs 
the challenge is to find the most effective size of the coalition. The difficulty is that both 
a too narrow and a too broad coalition can cause delays, and thus frustrate the process. 
As one provincial policy entrepreneur noted: “Where it concerns small and relatively 
simple projects, a large coalition would make it unnecessarily complicated (…) On the 
other hand, when you try to solve a complex issue with narrow coalition, you still end up 
by the Council of State. That simply doesn’t work either”. Inspired by Imperial’s (2005) 
propositions, and based on the results of this study, one could conclude that the two 
relevant questions are (1) what is the minimum required size of the coalition to 
accomplish the task, and more importantly (2) what is the optimal, most effective, 
composition of the coalition to the generate the greatest value. Even if Marsh and 
McConnel (2008) call it clear that determining a minimum required or sufficiently 
powerful coalition is not an exact science, this study delves deeper into these questions. 
Below it is explained that answering them, however, is indeed complex and dependent 
on various variables, including the policy proposal, the network environment, the policy 
entrepreneurs’ organisation, and the policy entrepreneurs’ individual strategic 
inclination. 
 

7.2.3.1  Policy proposal 

This study suggests that whether a broad or a narrow coalition is effective in the first 
place depends on the policy proposal or project itself and, in support of Roberts (1992), 
relates to the project’s radicalness and its related time constraints. As explained below, 
this study, however, inductively established that various other characteristics, such as 
its scope and required confidentiality, are important too. 
 
Scope and interconnectedness 
As explained above, policy entrepreneurs in Dutch water management are mostly 
unable to reach their goals alone. This study suggests that resource dependency, and 
thus the most effective coalition, importantly relates to the (desired) scope and 
interconnectedness or integratedness of a policy proposal or project. Indeed, the data 
analysed suggest that the wider the (desired) scope or interconnectedness of a project, 
the more effective it is to build relatively broad coalitions. As one municipal policy 
entrepreneur noted: “Most of the time, large or extensive projects require broad 
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coalitions”. Another municipal policy entrepreneur explained his motivation to opt for a 
broad coalition for a particular project in this manner: “The coalition was broad because 
the land was owned by a number of actors, because the ground contained explosives, and 
also because it was an area with a high ecological value”. A third water board policy 
entrepreneur observed: “When you are dependent on certain stakeholders, there's no 
getting away, you will have to involve them”. This reasoning can also be reversed, thus 
when projects have a relatively limited scope and its success is relatively independent 
on others’ resources, it can be effective to keep the coalition narrow. One municipal 
policy entrepreneur, for instance, explained: “When do I opt for a narrow coalition? Only 
when there is sufficient knowledge within the group to reach our goal”. Also when 
projects come with relative little conflicts of interests (such as in situations of routine 
work), narrow coalitions are generally most effective. As one water board policy 
entrepreneur noted: “For routine work with little conflicts of interest do not start with a 
big circus, but keep it [the coalition] narrow”. Above quote is not only interesting for 
what it tells about the contextual effectiveness, but also because it indicates that not all 
projects in Dutch water management are complex by definition. This despite the fact 
that Dutch water managers are operating in an environment considered highly complex.  
 
Confidentiality 
Besides scope and interconnectedness, this study suggests that the most effective 
coalition also relates to the issue of confidentiality. Indeed, in projects involving 
confidential information, policy entrepreneurs consider it wise to keep coalitions 
narrow. One municipal policy entrepreneur, for example, noted: "When it concerns 
confidential issues (…) you better work in a small group”. More generally, policy 
entrepreneurs argue that in situations where confidentiality is key, working in narrow 
coalitions is most effective. In view of this insights it is important to note that projects 
may be sensitive for a variety of reasons. One municipal policy entrepreneur, for 
example, observed: “When lots of money is involved confidentiality is essential, so you 
benefit most with a narrow coalition”. Finally, also projects whereby univocal 
communication is required call for narrow coalitions. As one water board policy 
entrepreneur explained: "When dealing with sensitive issues and when univocal 
communication is necessary, I feel it is best to keep the coalition narrow”.  
 
Radicalness 
It should not come as a surprise that policy entrepreneurs hold that radical innovation 
projects, different from the more moderate innovative projects, often meet with 
resistance. What this means for the effectiveness of the coalition is perhaps more 
interesting. This study found that in situations in which radical innovation projects 
(potentially) encounter severe resistance, it is most effective to keep coalitions narrow, 
certainly in the beginning. As one municipal policy entrepreneur noted: “Processes of 
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radical innovation are often processes in which you meet a lot of opposition. In such cases 
it is important to build narrow but tight coalitions”. The finding that the radicalness of 
policy proposals relates to the most effective size of coalitions is interesting since 
Roberts (1992) earlier suggested that the radicalness of policy ideas may contribute to 
the selection of strategies. Furthermore, provided that the required knowledge is 
available, policy entrepreneurs also cite that it is important to keep the coalition narrow 
when projects are technically highly complex. As one water board policy entrepreneur 
observed: “When a project is technically just very complex, one should keep the group 
small. In these cases I feel a better strategy is to build confidence that you are the expert”. 
 
Time pressure 
As discussed above, almost all water policy entrepreneurs in the Netherlands perceive 
the risk of long and difficult processes to be the biggest disadvantage of coalition 
building. Not only because substantive and financial compromises need to be found, but 
also for the reason that it takes time to get to know each other, let alone to build 
relationships of trust. Accordingly, policy entrepreneurs declared with one voice that in 
situations in which it is important to act swiftly, (broad) coalitions should be avoided. 
As one of the water board policy entrepreneurs, for instance, stated: “The greater the 
pressure to which you are subjected, the more crucial it becomes to only involve strictly 
essential partners". In fact, time and time again policy entrepreneurs underlined that 
when they need or want to realise a project within a short time period, it is effective to 
keep the coalition as narrow as possible. Especially in acute situations, such as the 
restoration of a dike, it is clear to all that speed is called for. As one water board policy 
entrepreneur observed: “When you deal with acute problems, broad coalitions are 
irrelevant”. In cases of urgency, exclusion is by not a single policy entrepreneur seen as 
harmful for relationships.  
 
There are, however, numerous reasons other than acute situations why (at certain 
points) speed may be called for, including strategic, financial and/or political reasons. 
For example, many local governments work with subsidies that come with deadlines, 
and as a result policy entrepreneurs are often ‘forced’ to rush. As one water board 
policy entrepreneur noted: “It is also very well possible that you opt for a narrow 
coalition at someone else’s expense when you work under time pressure as a consequence 
of political or financial stress”. Other times, when a certain project is seen as political 
priority, and thus has to be realised within a short time-frame (for instance, prior to 
new elections) the coalition may be kept narrow too. As one water board policy 
entrepreneur observed: “It is very well possible that I go for a narrow coalition when a 
certain project has political priority, if necessary even at the expense of fellow parties”. In 
these situations strategic playing and balancing is even more crucial. As one water 
board policy entrepreneur observed: “Exclusions seems easy and a rather tempting thing 
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to do. But believe me, unless in situations where it concerns urgency, you simply shouldn’t 
want to. It certainly gets back in by the backdoor!” The finding that the available time 
pressure affects the policy entrepreneurs’ appraisal about the desired size of the 
coalition supports the argument of Roberts (1992) that time constraints is an important 
feature contributing to the selection of strategies. 
 

7.2.3.2  Network environment 

In addition to the policy proposal or project itself, and in agreement with various 
scholars such as De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof (2000) and McCown (2004), this research 
suggests that also the network environment contains important variables that 
determine the policy entrepreneurs’ assessment on the most effective coalition. Again, 
this relates to the above mentioned importance of resource-dependency. Especially the 
expected resistance and blocking power of actors turns out to be relevant (Fisher et al. 
1983; Roberts 1992; Stokman 1999). Indeed, besides positive decisions to involve 
partners, at times, policy entrepreneurs in Dutch water management also involve actors 
on the basis of what I call negative decisions, decisions made out of fear that the non-
involvement of certain actors would imply negative consequences. As one water board 
policy entrepreneur explained: “It depends on the obstruction power of parties (…) For 
example, when we do not involve LTO we can simply shake it (…) when we don’t involve 
them at the start of a project, they will use their power along the lines of the executive 
assembly”.93 Policy entrepreneurs emphasised the fear for notices of objection. One 
municipal policy entrepreneur, for example, described his motivation as to why to 
involve certain interest groups in a particular project by referring to these notices of 
objection in this manner: “We opted for a broad coalition because we knew that if we did 
not involve certain interest groups, numerous objections would be the result, and this 
could have resulted in a tremendous delay”. Hence, even when (financial) support is not 
directly necessary, policy entrepreneurs may seek collaboration. The non-involvement 
of actors with much blocking power is believed to result in high risks for extra costs and 
delays. Indeed, these are exactly the same reasons as to why entrepreneurs opt for 
narrow coalitions and thus do have to exclude. Once again, this illustrates the balancing 
game in which policy entrepreneurs are constantly involved. 
 

Intermezzo 7.2: How to assess the network environment? 
The empirical data of this study suggest that at the start of each new project most 
policy entrepreneurs make an assessment of all potential relevant parties and 
stakeholders by carrying out a - what policy entrepreneurs call - force field or network 

                                                           
93 LTO stands for the Dutch Federation of Agriculture and Horticulture (In Dutch, Land- en 
Tuinbouw Organisatie) 
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context analysis. In this assessment they primarily focus on issues of power, support, 
and opposition. As one municipal policy entrepreneur noted: “Before the start of a new 
project I always make an analysis of the context (…) I make a scan which parties have 
most influence and interests”. I observed that many policy entrepreneurs perform such 
an analysis in a fairly similar manner: they start broadly and gradually narrow down. 
This approach, for instance, is illustrated by the following municipal policy 
entrepreneur: “You will have to work from wide to narrow. First you list all interested 
parties, all stakeholders. Next you decide with whom you want to proceed (…) A coalition 
with thirty parties is not effective”. Along the same line another (water board) policy 
entrepreneur explained: “Before the start of a new project I always start with an 
informal analysis to know where the wind blows. Next I asses who my stakeholders are, 
and which of them are essential. I do this as broad as possible. In a later stage it is always 
possible to restrict the number of actors”. This quote not only reconfirms the notion 
‘from wide to narrow’ but also signals that such an analysis is mostly performed in an 
informal manner. As will be elaborated on in the next chapter, networking is of crucial 
importance in this respect.  

 

7.2.3.3  Policy entrepreneurs’ organisation 

The results of this study suggest that besides the specific project and network 
environment, also the policy entrepreneurs’ organisation influences, to some extent, the 
desired size and composition of the coalition. For instance, this study shows that policy 
entrepreneurs working within the four types of governmental bodies show 
considerable differences in their strategic consideration of the coalition building 
strategy. Policy entrepreneurs working within municipalities are compared to other 
entrepreneurs rather sceptical towards broad coalitions: only 58.5% of them feel that 
the advantages of broad coalitions outweigh the disadvantages, whereas when we focus 
on policy entrepreneurs working within RWS, the same number is 100%. Policy 
entrepreneurs working within water boards and the provinces score between those 
two extremes; respectively 70.2% and 78.9% of them feel that the advantages of broad 
coalitions outweigh the disadvantages.94 To what extent these differences are the result 
of, or are related to the organisations’ tasks, resources, dependencies, and legal status is 
outside the scope of this research.  
 
Another important factor in this respect is the constitution of the executive assembly. 
After all, policy entrepreneurs are bureaucrats, and accordingly ultimately dependent 
on political decisions. As one municipal policy entrepreneur observed: “The size of the 
coalition we advocate depends on the preference of our executive assembly (…). Our 

                                                           
94 See Table 19: Coalition building by organisation in Appendix VII. 
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current executive assembly doesn’t necessarily promote broad coalitions”. Even when 
executive assemblies not explicitly take position about the size of coalitions, this 
research shows that policy entrepreneurs constantly make efforts to understand their 
preferences on the size, as well as their preferences on what specific actors they 
consider important. One water board policy entrepreneur, for example, explained his 
choice as to why involve a specific NGO within the coalition of a particular project, 
where this was – in his view - on the basis of the project itself not strictly necessary: 
“These days, environmental NGOs are important, especially since Water Natuurlijk is in 
our current executive assembly”.95 Above results provides support for the work of Snare 
(1995) who holds that to have an impact it is important to tailor strategic behaviour to 
the stance and personality of the relevant policymakers (politicians).  
 
The fact that policy entrepreneurs tune the coalition with the wishes of their executive 
assembly is an interesting insight. Perhaps more important, however, is that these 
results demonstrate that coalition building is by no means solely an external concern. In 
fact, the data associated with coalition building provide, once more, a clear indication –
and more will follow throughout this thesis - that policy entrepreneurs not only play an 
external game as to find support for their policy ideas, but also have to behave 
strategically internally. If fact, this study found that policy entrepreneurs consider this 
game ‘back home’ as to acquire support of the internal political board and bureaucratic 
organisation at least as important as the external game. One water board policy 
entrepreneur, for instance, remarked: “When you negotiate with partners about a 
project, the negotiation process back home is perhaps most important”. Another RWS 
entrepreneur stated: “It is best to create political and managerial commitment by 
building strategic coalitions. In the first place internally, and thereafter you have to see 
which external partners have decisive authority”. As demonstrated throughout this 
thesis, this game goes beyond tuning the coalitions to the wishes of the executive 
assembly, and involves many of the strategies that are also used externally. In much 
literature on coalition building the crucial importance of the internal game is not or 
hardly recognised. That, however, does not mean that this idea is completely neglected 
(see, for example, Soeterbroek 1998 and Westley 2002). 
 

7.2.3.4  Policy entrepreneurs’ individual strategic inclination 

Just as all other bureaucrats, policy entrepreneurs are to a large extent dependent on 
the position of their colleagues, superiors and, last but not least, their executive 
assembly. It is, however, important to emphasise that policy entrepreneurs would not 
be policy entrepreneurs if they would always acquiesce in their superior’s ideas or the 

                                                           
95 The party ‘Water Natuurlijk’ (Natural water) is a ‘green’ water-board association/ party. 
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wishes of their executive assembly. In fact, this research suggests that policy 
entrepreneurs may also steer (political) decisions. For example, in situations in which 
policy entrepreneurs consider it is effective to widen the coalition not so much to meet 
the wishes of the executive assembly, but rather as a manner to impose their own ideas, 
were often mentioned in the interviews. As one municipal policy entrepreneur, for 
example, noted: “When more political support is required, it might be clever to involve 
more parties than strictly necessary”. Accordingly, there is, once again, reason to believe 
that also the preferences of the individual policy entrepreneurs are important. In fact, 
this research suggest that however much the project, the environment, and the 
organisation matters, the choice to opt for either a narrow or a broad coalition is to 
some degree also the result of the entrepreneurs’ individual strategic inclination. This 
finding provides support for the work of Scharpf (1997) and Pralle (2003), both 
suggesting that individual preferences play an important role in the strategic game of 
policy entrepreneurs (as explained in Chapter 2). As described at the beginning of this 
section, some policy entrepreneurs generally prefer narrow coalitions whereas others 
maintain more or less the opposite idea, and as a general rule seek to build broad 
coalitions. The results of the large-scale survey in this study show that the difference 
between the sexes is quite remarkable in this respect. Female policy entrepreneurs are 
more in favour of broad coalitions compared to their male colleagues: respectively 
85.7% versus 64.3% feel that the advantages of a broad coalition outweigh the 
disadvantages. This study shows that gender is only one of many factors relating to the 
policy entrepreneurs’ individual strategic inclination. In the following chapters, among 
other things, also age and personal experiences are discussed in this regard. The precise 
influence of these and other variables, however, deserves further empirical study. In my 
view it would be interesting if such future research would also focus on the role of 
intuition. Policy entrepreneurs, after all, frequently emphasised that intuition plays an 
important role in their strategic game.96 As one water board policy entrepreneur, for 
instance, remarked: “At times it is better to involve that specific party, other times its not. 
It’s a matter of intuition, I cannot give directions”. 
 

7.2.4  Coalition building: the importance of time 

In accordance with the suggestion of De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof (2000), Dutton et al. 
(2001) and Taylor et al. (2011), policy entrepreneurs indicate that the moment in which 
participants get involved plays an important role and may have a profound influence on 
                                                           
96 Although feelings are intangible, social psychological research indicates that these factors 
certainly should be kept very seriously. Dijksterhuis and Nordgren (2006), for instance, suggest 
that conscious thought leads people to put disproportionate weight on attributes that are 
accessible, plausible, and easy to verbalize, and too little weight on attributes such as gut feelings 
and intuition.  
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the degree of support and resistance. In fact, on the survey question about the perceived 
importance of the moment in which (potential) coalition partners get involved, about 
three quarters (75.8%) of Dutch water policy entrepreneurs answered to consider this 
very (44.2%) or extremely (31.6%) important. It clearly turns out that for policy 
entrepreneurs the art is to involve (potential) coalitions at the right time, i.e. to balance 
between a too early and a too late involvement. When, however, asked what policy 
entrepreneurs consider ‘the right timing’, most initial answers offered relatively little to 
those who seek to better understand the contextual effectiveness of strategies, and that 
because most answers ran in this vein: “it depends”, “it is made to measure” or “it 
depends on type of project”. Systematic analysis of the research data, however, shows 
that some directions on the opportune timing can nevertheless be given. Figure 20, for 
example, depicts that Dutch water policy entrepreneurs are fairly united in the idea that 
the opportune moment to involve (potential) coalition partners is in a relatively early 
stage of the trajectory, certainly before the moment that the exact outlines of a plan are 
clear. As much as 94.7% consider such relative early involvement generally most 
effective. On the question how early, however, a dichotomy is clearly visible: slightly 
less than half (45.6% ) of all Dutch water policy entrepreneurs consider it most effective 
to involve (potential) coalition parties ‘as soon as it is apparent something is going to 
happen’, the other half (49%) waits slightly longer and involves ‘once the outlines of a 
plan are clear’.  
 

 
Figure 20: The opportune timing of the involvement of (potential) coalition partners97 
 
When zooming in on these strategic considerations, we find that policy entrepreneurs 
who involve ‘as soon as it is apparent something is going to happen’ in the first place do 
so as they believe that this leads to better outcomes. One municipal policy entrepreneur, 
for example, explained: “In order not to miss any chances or opportunities, the 

                                                           
97 Figure 20 is based on the responses of policy entrepreneurs to the question ‘In general, at what 
moment do you involve other parties in a project?’ (survey question #31a, the full Dutch survey is 
reproduced in Appendix V). 
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involvement of parties in the process needs to be done as early as possible.” Another 
(water board) policy entrepreneur framed it like this: “Once you know you want 
something, it is effective to start exploring and involving; it sharpens your own ideas, and 
the others still have actual influence which contributes to a better quality and more 
support”. Often policy entrepreneurs refer to, and this is consistent with the results 
presented in Chapter 6, the importance of early involvement as to foster shared 
problem ownership. As one water board entrepreneur noted: “It is effective to involve 
coalition partners right from the start as this normally generates a shared problem and a 
commonly desired solution; you ‘force’ them, so to say, to think along and to contribute 
ideas.” Besides those policy entrepreneurs that primarily involve early because they 
believe it results in better solutions, this research shows that there is a group of 
entrepreneurs that involve in an early stage primarily because they see no other option, 
or because they fear the negative consequences of not doing so. As one of these (water 
board) entrepreneurs stated: “It simply doesn’t work to first make a very detailed project 
plan, and only then enter the area.” Time and time again, policy entrepreneurs 
emphasised that when partners are involved too late – or better, when actors have the 
idea that they are involved too late - it is more difficult to acquire support. As one water 
board policy entrepreneur for example noted: “I believe it essential to involve as early as 
possible; when you wait until the outlines of a plan are clear, partners will consider it as a 
fait accompli and will have more difficulty with the solutions. This means that it is much 
harder to obtain support.” Another (municipal) policy entrepreneur explained the 
importance of timing in this manner: “When you involve too late or too narrow, you 
encounter lots of resistance and lack of understanding. It creates the impression that 
everything is already decided, and with that, you create a lot of resistance”. Policy 
entrepreneurs that involve ‘as soon as it is apparent something is going to happen’ 
believe that involvement in a later stage (prompted by the wish to avoid lengthy 
processes and/or otherwise) comes with a high risk of delays as the actors concerned 
may feel by-passed. As one municipal policy entrepreneur stated: “Looking back, we 
involved the water board too late in this project. We did not involve them in the 
preparation as phase to make fast progress. Yet, the final result is opposite. We lose so 
much time now with explaining the decisions made, and particularly, with efforts of 
regaining trust”. Another municipal policy entrepreneur stated: “It is tempting to first 
think of all kinds of solutions alone. However, when you ultimately involve partners you 
always have to return to the problem, and for this reason you save time by involving them 
as soon as possible.” In addition, the effects of a late involvement are believed to be 
relatively big and long-lasting. As one municipal policy entrepreneur stated: “It is 
important to involve partners as early as possible. A feeling of being involved too late may 
remain for a long time and may crop up throughout the entire process”. In short, the 
policy entrepreneurs that involve ‘as soon as it is apparent something is going to 
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happen’ do so for primarily two reasons: better plans and avoiding delays in later 
stages. 
 
In light of the foregoing explanations one may wonder what explains that, as depicted in 
Figure 20, close to half (49%) of the policy entrepreneurs consider it more effective to 
wait slightly longer, and to involve (potential) coalition partners at the moment when 
the outlines of a plan are clear. This study shows that the fear for delays, once more, is 
central in their underlying rationale. One municipal entrepreneur explained his 
rationale to wait a little longer in this manner: “Too early involvement delays the process 
as it raises all kind of questions to which no answer is yet to be given. This makes parties 
uncertain. Than again, too late involvement is bad for support, the content and possible 
funding.” Another (municipal) entrepreneur noted: “I involve as early as possible, but 
wait for the moment that a sensible conversation can be held. (...) Involvement in a very 
early stage leads to non-directed discussions that can fly in all directions.” A third policy 
entrepreneur observed: “Too early involvement of actors has counterproductive effects 
[leads to delays]. If you can only say ‘there is something we want, but we do not know what 
and when’, you only foster fantasies, ghosts, and stirs up trouble.” In sum, these policy 
entrepreneurs report that too early involvement can result in frustration and 
unnecessary delays. In addition, the policy entrepreneurs that consider it more effective 
to involve (potential) coalition partners when the outlines of a plan are clear believe 
that actors may actually drop-out when they are involved too early. As one municipal 
policy entrepreneur, for instance, argued: “Actors that are primarily focused on 
implementation might find it very tedious to be involved in a highly abstract initiation 
phase. If you involve these parties too early, you run the risk that they actually drop out”. 
Above quote is not only interesting for what it tells about the risk of drop-outs, but also 
because it suggests that the involvement of actors is a highly nuanced process, among 
other things, relating to the type of actor. 
 
Indeed, if there is one aspect that cannot be emphasised enough, it is the fact that 
coalition building is not a matter of either broad or narrow. The results of this study 
clearly show that coalition building is above all a highly subtle process. A crucial aspect 
turns out to be the type of partner and the phase of the project. As one municipal policy 
entrepreneur observed: “Some parties are particularly important at the start of the 
process, others at the end. Generally it is better not to involve them all at the same time. 
This could result in an impossible situation”. This research shows that policy 
entrepreneurs generally consider it most effective to first involve governmental 
agencies, and only in a later stage private partners and citizens. As one municipal 
entrepreneur noted: “I think that as long as you do not agree about the precise goals of 
projects, you shouldn’t involve private partners. I think it’s important that first public 
parties agree with each other”. Another (municipal) policy entrepreneur reasoned along 
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the same line: “We try to involve governmental agencies as early as possible, certainly the 
water board (…). Other parties, such as citizens, are usually involved in a later stage.” In 
line with this, another (municipal) policy entrepreneur noted that exclusion too is very 
well possible only for particular stages within a process: “If a particular party or person 
is making difficulties, I believe exclusion is most effective. Yet, I would try to keep informal 
contact and, if possible, include them via the backdoor in a later stage”. Furthermore, 
policy entrepreneurs emphasise that particularly in the preparation phase it most 
effective to keep the coalition narrow. As one RWS policy entrepreneur noted: “When I 
have a new idea (…) I mostly begin with a brainstorm session in a very small group. Only 
when I meet enthusiasm and support in this group, I involve more parties.” After this 
preparatory stage, policy entrepreneurs generally widen the coalition. The turning 
point lies somewhere between the stage of the development of an idea and the 
production of detailed plans. And then in the course of the process, especially towards 
the implementation phase, policy entrepreneurs often feel it is effective to work in - and 
thus often (re)turn into - narrow coalitions. As one municipal policy entrepreneur 
noted: “I believe that at the start of the implementation phase it is time to make a clean 
sweep”. This does not mean, however, that actors necessarily are excluded towards the 
implementation phase. Rather, and this issue is further elaborated in Chapter 9 ‘Arena 
strategies’, this study suggests that policy entrepreneurs play with the nature of actors’ 
involvement (their centrality) within the coalition, and thus with their potential 
influence. As one water board policy entrepreneur noted: “Especially when you move to 
the implementation phase, I think smaller or face-to-face meetings are more effective, so I 
believe it is effective to divide [between different roles within the coalition] and to ask the 
question when is what for whom of interest?”. Another (municipal) policy entrepreneur 
noted: “In broad coalitions you run the risk that parties are too different from each other. 
To avoid situations in which parties have to listen to issues of no relevance to them, it’s 
better to split”. In short, this research shows that in practice the question of whom to 
involve in a certain coalition is only a first question, and a question that is followed by 
many more, including in what manner should actors be involved, and at what moment 
in the process. 
 

7.3  ISSUE LINKING 

 

7.3.1  Introduction 

The second linking strategy discussed in this chapter is the strategy of issue linking, 
entailing both the linking of dimensions to a problem, and the combination of two or 
more solutions. By employing the issue linking strategy, policy entrepreneurs not only 
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push for acceptance of their own problem definition and preferred solution (as is the 
case for coalition building), but primarily consider whether or not they should adapt 
their policy proposal and link it with other issues. Different from Dutton et al. (2001) 
who consider the linking of issues primarily as a rhetorical persuasion technique, this 
study understands issue linking as a strategy related to actual substantial links. Partly, 
the need for the issue linking strategy is shown in the previous section where it was 
demonstrated that to actually build (minimum required) coalitions to accomplish tasks, 
policy entrepreneurs often have to be prepared to adjust their ideas to the interests and 
expectations of others. Indeed, when issues are linked as to build coalitions, the strategy 
primarily comes down to taking into account different problem perceptions and 
interests as to develop or negotiate a solution which is satisfying for all relevant 
partners. Yet, and this is what makes it important to distinguish the two strategies, issue 
linking is not only used as a means – and thus not only used as to enable the building of 
coalitions - policy entrepreneurs may also look for issue linking for primarily 
substantive reasons, as to create richer outcomes. For issue linking, the point of 
departure is the linking of problems and solutions (with the linking of actors and 
parties as a possible effect), whereas for coalition building point of departure is the 
linking of actors (with as a possible effect the linking of projects and policies). 
 
As elaborated in Chapter 2, the strategy of issue linking is, among other things, derived 
from the work of Kingdon (1984), Sabatier et al. (2005), and Sabatier and Weible 
(2007) who, in one way or another, all emphasise the importance of negotiation, finding 
compromises, and mutual agreement. In addition, the issue linking strategy is based on 
De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof’s (2000, 2008) work on multi-issue decision making, goal 
stretching, and raising complexity, which essentially all come down to the addition of 
issues to the problem and to the addition of goals to the initial aim as to make 
policymaking processes more attractive and smooth, as well as to create enrichment. 
Kingdon (1984), Sabatier et al. (2005), Sabatier and Weible (2007), and De Bruijn and 
Ten Heuvelhof (2000, 2008) are, however, not the only scholars who have emphasised 
the importance of issue linking for the realisation of policy change (see for example 
Fisher et al. 1983; Soeterbroek 1998; Koppenjan and Klijn 2004; Fischhendler and 
Zilberman 2005). Also these authors suggest that, provided that linkages with 
controversial issues are avoided, issue linking may lead to more social and political 
support for policy proposals. To a large extent Van Eeten et al. (2000) suggest the same: 
they maintain that when a certain decision making results in losers, it may be effective 
to compensate the latter by linking issues.98 In addition, based on their work on 
international water resource decision making processes, Fischhendler (2004) and 

                                                           
98 As will be discussed in section 7.4 ‘Game linking’, Van Eeten et al. (2000) suggest that besides 
issue linking also game linking may be an effective manner to compensate. 
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Fischhendler and Zilberman (2005) suggest that issue linking may also be effective in 
situations in which one aims to break or prevent certain undesirable coalitions. 
Furthermore, consistent with the argument advanced by De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof 
(2000, 2008), several authors (including Teisman 1990; Fisher et al. 1983; Soeterbroek 
1998; and Koppenjan and Klijn 2004) suggest that issue linking may also lead to 
substantive advantages. In this respect, Fisher et al. (1983) and Soeterbroek (1998) 
speak of the enrichment of problem definitions and the enrichment of solution 
possibilities. They hold that linking may not only result in larger probabilities that 
partners agree, but also may lead to bigger likelihoods for better solutions. Along the 
same lines Teisman (1990) argues in favour of decision making processes in which the 
interests and opinions of all relevant stakeholders are taken into account, and in which 
the initial aim only represents the starting point for interaction. Finally, Koppenjan and 
Klijn (2004) speak of enlarging the scope of a problem and ‘goal intertwinement’ which, 
to a large extent, amounts to the same thing; developing, and ultimately selecting, better 
solutions by doing justice to different perceptions and interests. 
 
Despite above suggestions that the strategy of issue linking may greatly improve policy 
outcomes, various authors at the same time note that (similar to what has been 
observed for coalition building) the use of this strategy by no means always pays off. In 
their own way, Fischhendler (2004), Meijerink (2008), and Koppenjan and Klijn (2004) 
all stress the risk of complexity that may not only cause delays, but also result in 
conflicts, rigidity or even stagnation. The latter authors suggest that particularly in 
cases wherein issue linking brings about an expanding group of coalition partners 
whose contribution to the solution is unclear, the risk of stagnation is substantial. 
Therefore, they argue that in some cases the opposite, that is, the reduction of scope 
(de-linking) is more effective. As explained in Chapter 2, the same point is suggested in 
the work of De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof (2000). Given the potential advantages of 
issue linking in terms of more support and richer outcomes on the one hand, and on the 
other hand the substantial risk of complexity, Van Eeten et al. (2000) suggest that water 
managers sometimes face a so-called single-multi issue dilemma, i.e. a dilemma on 
whether or not to link. Despite this, and despite the general recognition that issue 
linking involves both advantages and disadvantages, the literature gives relatively few 
indications about when to use or not use this strategy, and does not provide clear 
directions on the contextual effectiveness of linking, that is, apart from situations in 
which linking is prerequisite for a minimum required coalition. 
 

7.3.2  Issue linking in Dutch water management: empirical evidence 

The previous section on coalition building established that policy entrepreneurs in 
Dutch water management can hardly ever realise policy change individually, and 
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therefore typically seek collaboration and build coalitions to join forces. This section 
shows that issue linking is even more important to the work of policy entrepreneurs. In 
actual fact, the empirical data of this study suggest that as much as 92.7% of all policy 
entrepreneurs regard issue linking a crucial strategy; after internal political support 
this strategy is even considered the most important success factor for policy change. In 
other words, almost all Dutch water policy entrepreneurs consider the strategy of issue 
linking essential for the realisation of policy change. Given that issue linking can be 
employed for both strategic and substantive reasons, it is no surprise that both 
‘support’ and ‘substance’ appear important rationales for the use of this strategy. As 
shown in Figure 21 below, 42% of Dutch water policy entrepreneurs consider 
‘acquiring support’ the most important rationale for issue linking. As one of these 
(water board) policy entrepreneur observed: “If you only try to reach your own goal… at 
a certain point you run up against so many objections from other parties that you cannot 
make progress anymore”. Another water board entrepreneur noted: “When you keep 
your project small (…) it may be very difficult to find partners and sufficient support. 
Therefore, I consider it important to broaden a project to such an extent that sufficient 
people support it (…). When a project serves two or more interests [when you link issues] it 
is way easier to reach your goal. Although the difference is small, this strategic rationale 
‘acquiring support’ is not the main reason why entrepreneurs add dimensions to a 
problem or combine solutions with solutions. In fact, this research shows that 43.9% of 
the policy entrepreneurs in Dutch water management first and foremost employ the 
issue linking strategy because they believe it leads to better results. This finding 
provides support for the suggestion of Fisher et al. (1983), Soeterbroek (1998), 
Koppenjan and Klijn (2004), and De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof (2000, 2008) that issue 
linking may indeed lead to substantive advantages. As, for instance, illustrated in the 
following quote from a water board entrepreneur, the idea of enrichment related to 
issue linking was confirmed in the interviews: “If you realise with a number of parties 
multiple goals on the same plot (…) for the same or perhaps less money, you can have a 
better plan”. Interestingly, this quote not only illustrates the substantive advantages of 
issue linking, but also demonstrates that issue linking and coalition building often go 
hand in hand. In fact, this chapter illustrates that when issue linking is used for 
substantive reasons, a bigger coalition may be a prerequisite (indeed, this is the reverse 
of what has been observed before, a situation wherein issue liking was prerequisite for 
coalition building). Returning to the rationale for issue linking, this research established 
that there is a small group of policy entrepreneurs (8.3%) that link issues first and 
foremost to save time. Finally, this research shows that a small group of policy 
entrepreneurs (5.7%) link issues principally out of financial reasons, for instance, when 
it opens up possibilities for subsidies. As one water board policy entrepreneur, for 
instance, observed: 
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This, what we now call water storage project, originally was a nature project in 
combination with recreation. In a later phase, the problem was widened [i.e. 
they linked their plan to another issue] and water storage was added to it. 
Since this linking resulted in extra financial capacity, this meant that the 
problem solving capacity increased considerably. 

 

 
 Figure 21: Rationale for issue linking99 

 

Policy entrepreneurs are well aware that when used sensibly, issue linking may provide 
many benefits and can function as is a highly effective strategy. At the same time, they 
caution to use this strategy wisely as it also carries potential pitfalls and disadvantages. 
In fact, and in support of Fischhendler’s (2004), Meijerink’s (2008), and Koppenjan and 
Klijn’s (2004) argument, many policy entrepreneurs suggest that issue linking may 
work out unfavourable and come with serious risks in terms of delay, conflict, and 
stagnation. To gain a deeper understanding of the contextual effectiveness of the 
strategy, all policy entrepreneurs generally in favour of issue linking (recall, this 
percentage is 92.7%) were asked in what contexts they feel it is more strategic to 
refrain from issue linking. As depicted in Figure 22 below, the most important rationale 
for refraining from issue linking is the factor time. More precisely, for about one fifth 
(20.9%) of all policy entrepreneurs, the most important reason for not using the 
strategy of issue linking is the fear for complication and stagnation in urgent situations. 
This is interesting, since as explained above, there is also a small group of policy 
                                                           
99 Figure 21 is based on the responses of policy entrepreneurs to the question ‘In your opinion, 
what is the most important rationale for linking problems?’ (survey question #16, the full Dutch 
survey is reproduced in Appendix V). 
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entrepreneurs (8.3%) that primarily link issues to save time (I will return to this 
seemingly contradictory result below). In addition, about one-fifth (18.2%) of Dutch 
water policy entrepreneurs mainly refrain from issue linking in situations in which 
linking may lead to such a degree of complexity (often, but not exclusively, due to 
diverging decision making procedures) that entrepreneurs are no longer able to exploit 
the additional complexity, and processes may become difficult to manage or even 
stagnate. Other policy entrepreneurs avoid the combination of solutions or the linking 
of problems primarily when worse substantive outcomes are feared (16.6%), in 
contexts characterised by poor relations (8%), or in projects with highly diverging 
interests (10.7%). Finally, this research shows that 6.4% of Dutch water management 
policy entrepreneurs consider issue linking effective under practically all 
circumstances. 
 

 
 Figure 22: Circumstances in which to avoid issue linking100 

                                                           
100 Figure 22 is based on the responses of policy entrepreneurs to the open question ‘Under what 
circumstances do you consider problem linking not a good idea?’ (survey question #17, the full 
Dutch survey is reproduced in Appendix V). 
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All but one of the above reasons and circumstances in which to avoid issue linking are 
rather straightforward and essentially come down to complexity. And, as pursued 
below, it is precisely complexity that turns out to be the crux of issue linking. As one 
water board policy entrepreneur, for instance, observed: “Occasionally when you have to 
realise a relatively simple project, an opportunity to link with a much bigger project of a 
third party presents itself. Even if it appears that you gain by linking, you have to be aware 
that this bigger project can be so complex that your own project may go to pieces”. 
Generally, policy entrepreneurs not so much fear technical or substantive complexity, 
nor do they particularly fear complexity resulting from additional participants; this 
study suggests that policy entrepreneurs are especially concerned about the complexity 
that may result from the unfortunate linking of two or more projects with specific and 
complicated decision making procedures. As one provincial policy entrepreneur, for 
example, noted: “When there was the idea to link the Delta Programme with the issue of 
water quality and all related programmes, I was dead set against it (…). After all, this 
would imply the linking of highly divergent decision making trajectories, so you know a 
priori that such a project is doomed to fail”.101 For this reason, water policy 
entrepreneurs in the Netherlands hold that linking should be avoided when this implies 
that decision making processes become unpredictable and can no longer be controlled. 
As one RWS policy entrepreneur, for instance, noted: “I think linking can be effective 
until the point that you become dependent on decision making procedures outside your 
arena (…) which you can insufficiently influence.”  
 

Intermezzo 7.3: How to keep complexity under control? 
Given that complexity is such a key element in the discussion of issue linking, it is 
useful to reflect on the question how complexity may be reduced or at least be kept 
under control. In this respect, policy entrepreneurs first and foremost argue that it is 
important to see through complexity by studying the actors’ underlying wishes. As 
one provincial policy entrepreneur noted: “What actors want is often largely the 
same. (…) You need to be careful not to see all this as big contradictions. I think it is 
important to focus on the common goals, to go back to the original question, and 
thereafter to peel back the layers of the partner's request”. Furthermore, 
entrepreneurs hold that it is crucial to: (1) keep the project’s goals and constraints 
clearly in view; and (2) to clearly communicate about them. As one provincial policy 
entrepreneur noted: “I often observe a fear for complexity. I believe the complexity can 
be reduced by being very clear from the start”. A possible alternative to avoid 
complexity, or rather to make it manageable, is to link only partially. As one water 
board policy entrepreneur explained: “Cases in which you [as a result of issue linking] 

                                                           
101 The Delta Programme encompasses provisions to guarantee water safety and a sufficient 
supply of fresh water in the Netherlands. 
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make yourself dependent on the planning of others should be avoided. I think it is more 
effective to ensure that the different activities are geared to one another, to 
communicate as whole, yet to keep the decision making procedures separated”.  

 
To make this discussion on the issue linking balancing act even more complicated, the 
data collected in this research suggest that the related risk is not only needless added 
complexity, but also the non-recognition of actual complexity. Policy entrepreneurs 
repeatedly cautioned for too little linking resulting in ostensible simplicity, yet 
ineffective outcomes. As one water board policy entrepreneur explained: 
 

Every so often I observe projects where too many processes are kept separate 
while in reality they simply are linked (…) In my view, such cases are even 
more problematic, kept too simple, and are doomed to fail. When there is a link 
in practice, you will have to face that link; you cannot run away from it. Of 
course, you can argue that it becomes complex, but that is a completely false 
impression of things. It simply is complex. And when something is complex, you 
have to recognise it to the full extent.  

 
In sum, this extensive study among policy entrepreneurs in Dutch water management 
suggests that the real issue is not so much whether or not to link. Recall in this respect 
that, as demonstrated above, almost all policy entrepreneurs (92.7%) consider issue 
linking essential for the realisation of policy change. Little or no support is found for 
Van Eeten’s et al. (2000) suggestion that water managers often face a single-multi issue 
dilemma, that is, when we take ‘single’ literally. In truth, similar to the findings on 
coalition building, the real challenge is to find the optimal level of issue linking. Indeed, 
this study demonstrates that the art of issue linking is a balancing act between realising 
maximal benefits while avoiding uncontrollable complexity. As one RWS policy 
entrepreneur observed: “Up to a certain point you benefit from linking, after that point it 
only gets frustrating.” Another (municipal) policy entrepreneur noted: “To obtain the 
necessary subsidy we had to link issues. Looking back I have to acknowledge that we made 
too many couplings; it became too complex”. In fact, there was no single interview where 
the existence of such an optimum was not mentioned. In this chapter, however, I restrict 
myself to giving only one more example in which a water board policy entrepreneur 
explained his for search the optimum by using a rather homely metaphor: “Decorating a 
Christmas tree makes the tree more beautiful, but when the decorations become too heavy 
it will fall over”.  
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7.3.3  Factors determining the optimal level of linking 

Policy entrepreneurs unanimously declared that the optimal level of issue linking is 
different in each and every situation, and is heavily dependent on the context. As one 
policy entrepreneur observed: “At times, it is hard to say what is best. Linking generates 
projects with a lot of added value, at the same time it may also cause more complexity, 
delays and less mandate.” Another municipal policy entrepreneur observed: "It is 
precision work; it is like a custom-made suit”. Similar to what has been observed for 
coalition building, answering the question ‘what level of issue linking is optimal in 
which context’ is complex and dependent on many different variables. This study has 
uncovered several important factors that are associated with this appraisal, al of them 
discussed below.  
 

7.3.3.1  Policy proposal 

Similar to what has been observed in relation to coalition building, this study found that 
the desired policy outcome, in particular the scope of the policy proposal, is the first key 
factor associated with the contextual effectiveness of linking.  
 
Scope and interconnectedness 
This study inductively established that the optimal linking point, among other things, 
relates to the (desired) scope and interconnectedness of the associated policy proposal 
or project. Policy entrepreneurs in Dutch water management argue that the wider the 
(desired) scope or interconnectedness of a project, the more linking is required. As one 
water board policy entrepreneur, for example, observed: "When you plan to technically 
improve a flood-control dam, there is little need to link. When instead you aspire to 
reinstate a natural river course with natural banks and meanders, linking is desired and 
likely to create added value”. Indeed, it appears that often dimensions to the problem are 
added, or solutions combined, as a result of overlapping functions and projects 
(functional spillover), for instance when water projects have spatial consequences (as 
they often do). As one water board policy entrepreneur noted: “Everything what we are 
doing has spatial consequences; you influence all kind of other aspects. We use water as 
momentum to take those other aspects along”. Furthermore, and in relation to the 
foregoing, this study suggests that the need for issue linking is determined by the wish 
for integrated solutions. In line with the in Chapter 3 described change in Dutch water 
management towards a more integral and participatory ‘accommodating water’ style 
(Van der Brugge et al. 2005; Wiering and Immink 2006), policy entrepreneurs argue 
that they observe, and often promote, a growing search for integrated solutions, not 
only where it is prerequisite (for instance, because the space is subject to multiple 
claims), but also because it is believed that such integrated projects may result in better 
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outcomes. As one municipal policy entrepreneur argued: “I don’t say it is easy to work in 
an integral approach. But when you succeed with such an approach, I think you have a 
much better project”. Yet, to return to the earlier discussion, policy entrepreneurs at the 
same time caution that the scope of a project may also become too broad. When this is 
the case, or when the desired interconnectedness is overdone, entrepreneurs fear the 
danger of dilution. As one municipal entrepreneur, for example, observed: “In my view it 
is important to make sure that you do not link to such an extent that your own project is 
not clear anymore (…) The danger of linking is that the original goal of the project gets 
overlooked”. 
 
Time pressure 
As noted above, urgency, or more generally, time constraints are for 20.9% of Dutch 
water policy entrepreneurs the most important reason for not using the issue linking 
strategy. In fact, many policy entrepreneurs maintain that this strategy may result in 
longer processes or, as some say, terrible delays. As one municipal policy entrepreneur, 
for instance, noted: “We linked our project with this dike improvement project. This now 
turns out to delay the entire project as we have to wait for new state regulations 
concerning the height and the width of dikes which might take another year”. Accordingly, 
when time is tight and projects need to be dealt with fast – particularly in situations of 
urgency – issue linking is perceived unwise and highly ineffective. As one municipal 
policy entrepreneur observed: “The extent of optimal linking depends on your timeframe, 
it depends on whether or not you have to reach certain targets within a short period of 
time. In urgent situations, linking should be minimised at all times”. Recall that also in the 
previous section on coalition building it was explained that in situations in which it is 
important to act swiftly, linking was considered ineffective. Policy entrepreneurs 
maintain that this lesson is even more valid where it concerns issue linking. After all, 
hereby delay may not only be caused by difficult processes of collaboration within the 
coalition, but also result from complicated decision making structures. One RWS policy 
entrepreneur, for example, observed: “Linking is difficult when there is a high time 
pressure. It is not only time-consuming to look for collaboration, but even more 
unproductive to be dependent on the decision making structures of the other projects to 
which you link.” The finding that the optimal linking point relates to the available time 
pressure supports, similar to the results on coalition building, Roberts’s (1992) 
suggestion that time constraints is one of the key features contributing to the selection 
of strategies. 
 

7.3.3.2  Network environment 

Apart from the project characteristics, this study indicates that also the prevailing 
network environment is an important factor associated with the policy entrepreneurs’ 
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appraisal of the optimal level of issue linking. This means that the optimal level of issue 
linking may be different for a project with one and the same goal, to be implemented in 
two diverse political and/or institutional network environments. This study 
demonstrates that at least in the Netherlands, where space is often scarce and subject to 
multiple claims, issue linking mostly is a prerequisite for success. As one provincial 
policy entrepreneur explained:  
 

Most of the time you face a situation in which many claims in the area overlap 
(…) In this project, for example, we have to deal with ‘Natura 2000’, a water 
scarcity plan, the constructions of a regional development plan, and the 
completion of a land development plan (…) This is absolutely no exception or 
exaggerated, it is just the way the Netherlands is. There are many activities, 
and many of these activities somewhat overlap. Of course, this makes things 
complicated (…) but it is simply almost impossible to avoid linking.  

 
Furthermore, this study found that especially the position of (potential) coalition 
partners is an important factor determining the optimal level of linking. This finding is 
in support of various studies, including Fisher et al. (1983), Roberts (1992), Stokman 
(1999), De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof (2000), and McCown (2004). In the first place, 
given that issue linking not seldom is a prerequisite for coalition building, the position 
of current coalition partners is often important. It is therefore of no surprise that policy 
entrepreneurs often motivate their choice for a particular link by referring to the wish 
of partners deemed vital for the coalition. One water board policy entrepreneur, for 
instance, explained: “It may be no part of the project, but one of the partners wanted to 
link with that problem. In fact, (….) it is the very reason they collaborate in the project”. 
 
In the second place, this study suggests that not only actual coalition partners are 
important, but also potential coalition partners. Recall that when issues are linked for 
substantive reasons, this often entails extra coalition partners. Whether or not policy 
entrepreneurs will actually pursue such links, strongly depends on the attitude and 
interests of the partners involved. In the following quote a water board policy 
entrepreneur explains the importance of assessing the position of potential coalition 
partners prior to actually linking: “It is very important to get a sense of the energy, 
enthusiasm, and intentions of the relevant party in advance of linking. (…) When this spirit 
and energy is absent, you should not link, this will only create problems and delays”. Policy 
entrepreneurs maintain that issue linking is ineffective, and thus should be avoided, 
when this implies collaboration with partners whose interests are too diverging. For 
that reason, they generally consider issue linking involving private sector partners 
more risky. As one municipal policy entrepreneur, for instance, noted: “In my view you 
should work as much as possible in an integral approach. Only when you observe large 
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differences in interests, linking should be avoided (…) I believe this happens especially 
between private sector parties and governmental agencies.”  
 
Finally, and in support of Milward and Provan (2000) who suggest that both 
simultaneous and foreseeable future interaction affect strategic behaviour, this study 
uncovered that the choice whether or not to link, or the choice on the extent of linking, 
also depends on the (dependency) relation towards potential future coalition-partners. 
As one RWS policy entrepreneur noted: “Yet another important factor is the effect of a 
linking decision in the future (…) If I make all provincial people angry because I keep 
pushing for this highway, I am sure I will have to pay a high future price (…) and that I will 
meet them again is guaranteed.” The next section on game linking returns to these long 
term considerations of strategic behaviour; the issue of maintaining good relations in 
the context of linking is pursued in Chapter 8. 
 

7.3.3.3  Policy entrepreneurs’ organisation 

Similar to what has been observed for coalition building, also the policy entrepreneurs’ 
organisation characteristics determine to some extent the desired level of linking. In the 
first place, and in alignment with Snare (1995), I found that the orientation of the 
executive assembly is important. This links back to the earlier point about the 
importance of the internal game policy entrepreneurs have to play. In this regard, one 
municipal policy entrepreneur observed: “We are currently working with a rather 
progressive executive assembly, their focus is much more directed towards linking and 
integral projects. This is very different from our previous executive assembly which was 
more conservative”. Apart from the executive assemblies’ orientation, policy 
entrepreneurs hold that also the organisational culture is important (Mintrom 2000; 
Currie et al. 2008). Some organisations are traditionally more directed towards linking, 
and others less. One municipal entrepreneur observed for example: “In our organisation 
we are used to look at what happens in and around the area where a project is planned. 
We always look which of these issues are of interests and what the best manner is to link 
them together”. To what extent this cultural orientation towards linking is the result of, 
or is related to the organisations’ tasks, resources, and legal status is outside the scope 
of this research. But I did find, although the differences are small, that policy 
entrepreneurs working within the four types of local governmental bodies concerned 
with water governance show differences in their strategic consideration of the issue 
linking strategy. For example, this study shows that water board entrepreneurs are 
relatively most, and municipal entrepreneurs least pro-issue linking (respectively 
97.9% versus 90.2% find issue linking, in principle, a good idea).102 The differences 

                                                           
102 See Table 20: Issue linking by organisation in Appendix VII. 
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between policy entrepreneurs working within the different organisations are bigger 
when we zoom in on the rationale for using issue linking. Water board entrepreneurs 
relatively often link to acquire support (for 43.5% of them this is the most important 
rationale; the same number for municipal entrepreneurs is, for instance, only 30.6%), 
whereas provincial entrepreneurs relatively often link to get a better solution (for 50% 
of the provincial entrepreneurs this is the prime reason for linking; the same number 
for RWS entrepreneurs is, for instance, only 18.8%).103 Presumably, these differences 
can partly be explained by the different competences, dependency relations, and roles 
of the organisations as discussed in Chapter 3. For instance, the finding that for water 
boards support is an important rationale may be explained by the fact that these 
organisations, among other things given their narrow mandate, are more often 
dependent on the support of others than the other organisations. To what extent, if at 
all, these rationales and ideas related to issue linking are shifting deserves further 
study. However, as elaborated in the intermezzo below, policy entrepreneurs certainly 
hint at such changes, especially concerning water boards, organisations traditionally 
strongly focused on their own specific task. 
 

Intermezzo 7.4: Issue linking in relation to the discussion on the future of water 
boards 
This research shows that many policy entrepreneurs believe that the water boards’ 
traditional rather mono disciplinary view is changing rapidly and that linking plays an 
ever bigger role. As one water board policy entrepreneur observed: “More and more 
we are (…) working on integrated projects in which water, cultural history, recreation, 
and nature are linked”. Policy entrepreneurs, however, disagree on the question what 
issue linking implies for the organisation of the water boards as such, not an 
unimportant concern given the current discussion in Dutch politics – earlier touched 
on in Chapter 3 - on the possible abolition of water boards as independent authorities 
(Havekes et al. 2004; Toonen et al. 2006; Wiering and Immink 2006; UVW 2012). 
Various policy entrepreneurs argue, from a strategic point of view, that the widening 
of goals should come to a halt as they feel this devalues the organisations’ raison 
d’être. They hold that even if linking may be helpful for achieving short term 
objectives, water boards should not try to expand their mission, and only support 
linkages that are essential for the realisation of the nuclear responsibilities of the 
organisation. As one water board policy entrepreneur explained: “Water boards are 
functional democracies and stand for water management (…) As soon as they take up all 
kind of things around that task, it is only logical that their right to exist gets under 
discussion and that one would say, isn’t better to leave this task to a general democracy?” 
Others, instead, see opportunities to strengthen the position of water boards by more 

                                                           
103 See Table 21: Rationale for issue linking by organisation in Appendix VII. 
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issue linking. As one water board policy entrepreneur noted: “More and more I witness 
that municipalities pull back to urban areas (…) whereas the countryside finds itself 
more and more in a political vacuum. We [the water board] step into that vacuum; it is 
not even necessary to claim that role, we just take the opportunity which is out there”. 

 

7.3.3.4  Policy entrepreneurs’ individual strategic inclination 

Similar to what has been observed for the choice to either opt for a narrow or a broad 
coalition, this study suggests that the personal preference of policy entrepreneurs also 
play a role in their strategic decisions related to issue linking. I consider this influence of 
individual policy entrepreneurs important, if only for the reason that this research has 
demonstrated that they hold various opinions on the desirability of (the degree of) 
linking. Even if almost all (92.7%) policy entrepreneurs consider issue linking generally 
important, a small group is more sceptical or negative towards issue linking. One such 
(municipal) policy entrepreneur, for instance, noted: “Especially the soft sector [that is, 
the non-technical sector] often calls for linkages. The tough guys, the technicians mostly 
do not have this need, and know how to make clear divisions. Unfortunately, more and 
more people get hired to foster integrality. As a result projects may become 
uncontrollable.” In addition, and again similar to what has been observed in the coalition 
building section, I regard the policy entrepreneurs’ individual strategic inclination also 
important given that it is not unlikely that decisions on linking, to some degree, are 
taken intuitively. As one water board policy entrepreneur remarked: “Intuition plays a 
big role. Not everything can be reasoned out. Intuitively you constantly look for 
opportunities and explore both possibilities and pitfalls”. Furthermore, in their efforts to 
pursue their desired change, policy entrepreneurs try to steer the - in their eyes - 
optimal level of linking, which may be different from the dominant idea in the executive 
assembly. As the following example illustrates, at times entrepreneurs try to convince 
their executive assembly not to make certain linkages. In his efforts to convince his 
executive assembly to make an – in his view highly undesirable – link, this water board 
policy entrepreneur warned them for potential difficulties in the process, even though 
he did not actually fear for the process. He explained: “They want to link with other 
issues. To persuade them to change their idea, I warned them for the risk of highly 
complicated processes that could result from their desired broadening of the problem”. 
The finding that the policy entrepreneurs’ individual strategic inclination, to some 
degree, determines their strategic behaviour is in support of Scharpf (1997) and Pralle 
(2003). As elaborated in Chapter 2, they both suggest that personal preferences play an 
important role in the strategic game of policy entrepreneurs. Also when we zoom in on 
the question whether policy entrepreneurs consider it more effective to wait for other 
plans to which they can link their idea, or instead to take the lead with own initiative 
and only thereafter search for/be open towards others to link, we find individual 
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differences. This study found that only a small minority (14.2%) of policy entrepreneurs 
consider this ‘wait for others’ mode the best way to realise policy change. One of the 
water board entrepreneurs that does consider this ‘wait for others’ mode most effective 
explained his motivation in the following manner: “In this region all parties are so 
incredibly busy with projects that you shouldn’t bother them with your own projects. The 
only way is to try to link your ideas and ambitions with their projects”. All other policy 
entrepreneurs either prefer to take the lead (42.2%) or are neutral (43.5%). More 
important for this discussion, however, is the finding that all policy entrepreneurs (both 
those inclined towards waiting and those inclined towards the initiative mode) 
maintain that depending on the policy proposal, their organisation, or the unique 
environment, they can depart from their intrinsic strategic inclination.  
 

7.3.4  Issue linking: the importance of time 

In addition to the policy proposal, network environment, organisational characteristics, 
and the policy entrepreneurs’ individual strategic inclination, the findings of this 
research suggest that the effectiveness of linking efforts also greatly depend on the 
moment in the process. As one municipal policy entrepreneur, for example, noted: “At 
the start everything is possible while towards the end you become more and more 
realistic; at a certain point you have to narrow down, and to carefully assess what is 
possible, desirable and realistic”. Also other entrepreneurs hold that at a certain point – 
in which mostly many possibilities for potential linkages already have been discussed – 
one has to narrow down and to decide on the level of linking. One water board policy 
entrepreneur, for instance, observed: “When you come close the implementation phase, 
you are not open anymore for new issues to link with. In that stage you don’t want issues 
to pop up that may turn your project planning upside-down”. The policy entrepreneurs’ 
accounts provide evidence that roughly three different phases relevant for issue linking 
can be distinguished, moving from closed (the first idea development phase), to open 
(with many issue linking possibilities identified), to closed again (with only desired and 
realised issue linking possibilities left over). As one municipal policy entrepreneur 
observed: “After a relatively narrow focus in the initial stage you broaden your view (…) 
yet, at certain point you will have to narrow down again”. The next section on the third 
linking strategy shows that timing, although less evidently, also plays an important role 
in relation to game linking. 
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7.4  GAME LINKING 

 

7.4.1  Introduction 

Policy games do not take place in a vacuum, but are mostly placed in an arena with 
many ongoing policy games with partly overlapping issues and participants 
(Wondolleck and Yaffee 2000; Koppenjan and Klijn 2004). In this connection, 
Wondolleck and Yaffee (2000: 65) state: “Activities ‘away from the table’ affect the 
interests and strategies of participants”. It is exactly this phenomenon that is used 
advantageously in the third and final linking strategy: the game linking strategy. The 
game linking strategy entails the linking of two or more parallel or future policy games 
as to open up possibilities for finding mutually acceptable concession packages. In 
others words, by employing the game linking strategy, policy entrepreneurs make 
concessions to parallel or future projects as to acquire necessary support. For that 
reason, similar to issue linking, game linking may be a prerequisite for coalition 
building. Indirectly, the linking of two or more parallel or future games may also open 
up possibilities for the realisation of certain substantively desirable links, for example, 
between two or more problems or combination of solutions. After all, to be able to build 
a required coalition for the realisation of a substantive motivated link, compensation in 
another project may be prerequisite. As already mentioned in the previous section, Van 
Eeten et al. (2000) refer to the idea of game linking in their suggestion that losers in a 
certain decision making process – provided that they make clear they experience a loss 
- may obtain ‘rights’ for compensation in another game. Furthermore, they suggest that 
losers should be proactive in the consideration of alternatives and their desired form 
and content of compensation. For issue linking, the key question is whether or not to 
adapt one specific policy proposal and link with other issues. For game linking instead, 
the key question is whether a policy entrepreneur should make concessions to other 
projects, meaning that also games may be linked that are considerably different from a 
substantive point of view. 
 
As elaborated in Chapter 2, the game linking strategy is partly derived from Sabatier et 
al.’s (2005) and Sabatier and Weible’s (2007) work on negotiation and Kingdon’s 
(1984) brokering strategy, but is especially inspired by the work of De Bruijn and Ten 
Heuvelhof (2000, 2008). The latter authors maintain that different games involving 
different but overlapping sets of actors may influence each other. Proceeding from that 
idea, they not only suggest that the existence of more than one game may create 
difficulties and complications, but also that a strategic move at one game-table might 
facilitate decision making processes and coalitions at a second table. For this reason, 
they argue that the existence of multiple games may make it easier to attain 
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cooperation, and therefore may generate new strategic opportunities. According 
Axelrod (1984) and Axelrod and Keohane (1985) (to whom De Bruijn and Ten 
Heuvelhof often refer), this is especially so in situations in which the same set of 
participants frequently need each other. More precisely, Axelrod (1984) and Axelrod 
and Keohane (1985) suggest that when actors expect to interact repeatedly in the 
foreseeable future, it becomes less rational to behave in an opportunistic fashion, and 
more likely that cooperation is possible.104 In line with this, they argue that mutual 
collaboration can be promoted by making reciprocal interaction collectively stable. 
Axelrod (1984: 126) calls this strategy ‘enlarging the shadow of the future’ which 
entails “making the future more important relative to the present”. He suggests that 
enlarging the shadow of the future is either possible by increasing the frequency of 
interaction or by increasing its duration. At this point the relation with game linking 
becomes manifest. After all, by using the game linking strategy participants can affect 
the outcome of a particular bargaining process by placing a given bargain within the 
context of a more important long-term relationship (Axelrod and Keohane 1985).  
 
The principle of the game linking is also reflected in the work of several network 
theorists. Koppenjan and Klijn (2004), for example, suggest too that a loss in one game 
can be compensated by a gain in another, and vice versa. Finally, it is worth noting that 
the idea behind game linking and the notion that activities away from the table may 
affect the participants’ strategies is also cited in the project management literature. 
Soeterbroek (1998), for example, suggests that more actors than actually sitting at the 
table may influence the concerned process and outcomes. In fact, he argues that actors 
use this knowledge strategically, look for allies away from the table, and operate 
indirectly by what he calls playing simultaneously on different chessboards. 
 

7.4.2  Game linking in Dutch water management: empirical evidence 

The empirical data of this study suggest that policy entrepreneurs not only recognise 
that their efforts to change policy are inevitably influenced by other games taking place 
at the same time or even in the future, but, more important, also show that they, in their 
efforts to pursue policy change, make strategically use of this principle by deliberately 

                                                           
104 With models such as the prisoners’ dilemma, Axelrod and Keohane (1985) and other political 
theorists of the rational choice school modelled tit-for-tat simulations to understand the ways in 
which cooperation emerges. Based on this research, they suggest that repeated interaction results 
in a higher probability of an iterated prisoner's dilemma game among participants. Such an 
iterated game is believed to decrease the rewards of defection for the reason that the same group 
of participants repeatedly has to interact with one another. In other words, they started to 
discover that, under certain circumstances, interests can be better achieved through collective 
action (Axelrod and Keohane 1985). 
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linking different games. In explaining his decision to support a certain plan one water 
board policy entrepreneur, for instance, stated: “For the water board this plan is only 
negative, there is no advantage, in fact we only pay (….) but still we support it”. On first 
sight a curious choice. Only when we are aware of the notion that strategic moves at one 
game might influence parallel or future policy games, and only when we understand 
Koppenjan and Klijn’s (2004) suggestion that a loss in one game can be compensated by 
a gain in another game, we can appreciate the above quoted decision, and recognise it 
as a strategic game linking decision. And indeed, it is exactly this mechanism which 
explains why the quoted policy entrepreneur was prepared to take the loss. In fact, this 
'curious choice' policy entrepreneur continued his explanation in this manner: “We [the 
water board] supported this plan because we hope that they will support our projects in 
the future”. This quote illustrates that policy entrepreneurs indeed act in the knowledge 
that strategic moves at one game might facilitate or obstruct other games. This finding 
is consistent with the work of Axelrod (1984), Axelrod and Keohane (1985), 
Soeterbroek (1998), and Van Eeten et al. (2000), and explains why policy entrepreneurs 
are sometimes prepared to take a loss. Furthermore, in this connection it is worthwhile 
remarking that policy entrepreneurs experience the existence of, what I would call, 
implicit or hidden profit-and-loss accounts or balance sheets, showing the status of 
actors’ losses and gains resulting from previous game linking activities. Given that in the 
practice of water management in the Netherlands the same partners often meet each 
other over and over again, policy entrepreneurs maintain that losses in one game can be 
compensated by other games, and vice versa. As one water board policy entrepreneur 
noted: “it might be more intelligent to take one’s losses at one point. Not because of the 
loss, but because of expected future profit maximisation”. An important feature of these 
hidden profit-and-loss accounts is discretion, and unlike what could be derived from 
Van Eeten et al. (2000), this balance is, at most, mentioned ‘casually’. 
 
Unlike issue linking, the strategy of game linking is generally not an end in itself but 
only used as a means. At times merely to minimise the chances of uncooperative 
behaviour, mostly as to find mutually acceptable concession packages in order to 
acquire the necessary support for a coalition. But as the following quote from a RWS 
policy entrepreneur demonstrates, it would do no justice to look upon these two 
strategies as two opposites: 

 
After that [support finding for own ideas] I always try to find support by 
appreciating the parties’ ideas about the problem and solutions (…) Sometimes 
this works well to eventually commit actors, other times it does not, especially 
when organisations have highly diverse interests. (…) At these points, the 
substance is no longer the basic principle. And yet you have to find a solution. 



- 174 - 

 

What you do instead is link the project with other ongoing games. In some 
games you may have to make sacrifices, in others you may gain. 

 
This quote illustrates the idea that policy entrepreneurs generally first try to find 
support and coalition-partners without substantially compromising the problem 
definition and preferred solution. Mostly, however, they have to do more: either by 
adapting their policy proposal and link it with other issues (issue linking), or by looking 
for possible concessions to parallel or future projects (game linking).  
 
In terms of contextual effectiveness, one could conclude that game linking is effective in 
situations in which coalitions cannot be built without some form of compensation, and 
issue linking is unrealistic or undesirable (for instance, when the project, for one reason 
or another, needs to be kept small). But there is more to it than that. Indeed, this study 
inductively proposes that it is possible to make a distinction between two different 
types of game linking: parallel game linking and game linking in time. Parallel game 
linking happens when one actor makes sacrifices on some issue in project A, in order to 
gain more on project B taking place at the same moment. Game linking in time is in 
essence the same strategy, with the only difference that one gives ‘something’ away in 
project A, aiming to get ‘something’ back in project B which takes place in the future. 
Given that trust plays an even bigger role in game linking in time, it is of no surprise that 
policy entrepreneurs are somewhat more reserved to use this type of game linking, and 
only consider it effective when - to use the terminology of Axelrod (1984) - the shadow 
of the future is sufficiently long, and when future interaction with the partners involved 
is as good as guaranteed. In practice this means that game linking in time primarily 
takes place with fellow governmental bodies, and only with those with whom a 
relationship of trust has been established. 
 
The quantitative data of this study confirm the idea that policy entrepreneurs employ 
both game linking modes. I found that about two-thirds (67.9%) of Dutch water policy 
entrepreneurs use parallel game linking, of which 36.9% frequently and 9.7% very 
frequently. Looking at the same numbers concerning game linking in time (which 
involves more risks) I found that policy entrepreneurs are indeed more restrictive in its 
use. About half (54.3%) of the policy entrepreneurs use this strategy, of which 31.6% 
frequently and 5.3% very frequently. These data are presented in Figure 23. 
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Figure 23: Use of the game linking strategy105 

 

7.4.3  Near-term versus future 

In connection with the game linking strategy, this study found that policy entrepreneurs 
frequently face a dilemma between remaining firmly committed to a certain position 
versus giving it away with the aim to receive better bargain (compensation) in another 
(future) game. The first choice implies the maximisation of near-term interests by 
holding on to a certain position. The latter implies making concessions in the short 
term, aiming to ‘gain’ more in the future. As shown in Figure 24, about one third 
(29.6%) of Dutch water policy entrepreneurs have a general inclination towards 
making concessions at present aiming to receive better outcomes in the future (I refer 

                                                           
105 Figure 23 is based on the responses of policy entrepreneurs to the statements ‘When I am 
simultaneously negotiating with one partner on multiple projects, I sometimes give something 
away aiming to obtain compensation in another project’ and ‘When I anticipate to cooperate with 
the same party in the future, I sometimes give something away aiming to obtain compensation in 
the future’ (survey question #29, the full Dutch survey is reproduced in Appendix V). 



- 176 - 

 

to them as compensators). A smaller part (21.8%) of the policy entrepreneurs generally 
feel it is more effective to remain unyielding (I refer to them as diehards). Finally, about 
half (48.5%) of the Dutch water management policy entrepreneurs have no general 
inclination towards either of the two choices. 
 

 
Figure 24: Future compensation versus remaining unyielding106 
 
Above data are not only of interest because they, once more, show that individual policy 
entrepreneurs demonstrate a personal inclination for how to strategically act, but also 
because they can be used to illustrate that such a individual strategic inclination 
influences the policy entrepreneurs’ selection of strategies. As shown in Figure 23 
above, about one third (31.6%) of all policy entrepreneurs frequently use the game 
linking in time strategy. In addition, a small group (5.3%) of them use this strategy even 
very frequently. Now, when looking to the frequency to which the compensators and 
the diehards use this strategy, we find a clear indication that the individual strategic 
inclination of policy entrepreneurs indeed influences their selection of strategies. 
Compensators (the policy entrepreneurs that are inclined to take a loss aiming to get 
future compensation) use game linking in time more often than the ‘average’ policy 
entrepreneur; respectively 16.4% versus 5.3% uses this strategy very frequently, and 
44.3% versus 31.6% frequently. When focusing on the diehards the picture is reversed, 
respectively 2.2% versus 5.3% uses the strategy very frequently, and 28.9% versus 
31.6% frequently. These data are presented in Figure 25. 
 

                                                           
106 Figure 24 is based on the responses of policy entrepreneurs to the question ‘In general, what 
do you consider the best way to achieve your goals (remaining unyielding or making concessions 
at present aiming to receive better outcomes in the future)?’ (survey question #37, the full Dutch 
survey is reproduced in Appendix V). 
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 Figure 25: Game linking in time 

 

7.4.4  Substantive debate versus trading 

A second dilemma policy entrepreneurs face in relation to the use of the game linking 
strategy concerns the choice between keeping the substance as a starting point or 
rather taking trading as point of departure. In fact, this dilemma does not only emerge 
in relation to the game linking strategy, although probably most pronounced, but also in 
relation to the other two linking strategies. In this connection, it is worth noting the 
work of De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof (2000, 2008) who make a sharp distinction 
between what they call a project-managerial approach and a process-managerial 
approach. In the former approach (which they argue holds little explanatory power) the 
accent is placed on the content of decision making, that is, the substance is kept as 
premise. In the latter approach (which is used in network theory), the focus is not so 
much directed towards the content of the problem, but rather on the actors whose 
support is needed. To my reading, this approach is close to taking trading as point of 
departure, all the more since De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof (2000, 2008) themselves 
argue that only when actors act from this approach, multi-issue decision making is 
employed and processes are seen in terms of losses and gains. 
 
In reference to these two approaches, it is worth noting that most policy entrepreneurs 
show a general inclination towards working by primary focusing on the substance. 
More precisely, as depicted in Figure 26, about half (48%) of the Dutch water policy 
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entrepreneurs have a general inclination towards strategic behaviour in which the 
accent is on the substance of decision making. As one such (municipal) entrepreneur 
noted: “I believe you achieve most by substantive debate. That is my style of working”. 
Another (municipal) entrepreneur explained his inclination as follows: “I'm a 
bureaucrat, substantive debate is my nature”. A smaller group of policy entrepreneurs, 
about one fifth (19.5%), instead have a general inclination towards the process, i.e. the 
give-and-take approach. As one RWS policy entrepreneur, for example, observed: “It is 
my personal style to think and to act along the lines of interests. It’s about giving and 
taking, and about assessing how much one is prepared to give”. 

 

 
Figure 26: Entrepreneurial approach107 
 

More interesting, however, is that this study established that policy entrepreneurs do 
not at all times hold on to their personal inclination. In fact, I found that policy 
entrepreneurs often reason both from a project- and a process approach, even if they 
show a general inclination towards only one of the two approaches. In other words, the 
results of this study suggests that in the context of Dutch water management the sharp 
distinction between a project- and a process approach as put forward by De Bruijn and 
Ten Heuvelhof (2000, 2008) is little meaningful; without exception, all policy 
entrepreneurs maintain that in every policy change trajectory both substantive debate 
and trading plays a role. As one municipal policy entrepreneur, for instance, observed: 
“You always start with a substantive discussion. Based on the content you try to convince 
each other with solid arguments. However, when all arguments are passed in review, you 
should avoid getting into trenches, and have to look for a compromise, you will have to 
negotiate, to give and take”. Indeed, I found that all policy entrepreneurs with a general 
inclination towards substantive debate, at times, also act from a process approach and 
view processes in terms of losses and gains, and vice versa. As one water board 
entrepreneur inclined to substantive debate noted: “If you cannot find a mutual 
acceptable agreement based in the substance and you have to go on, you reach a point in 
which negotiation becomes unavoidable.” 

                                                           
107 Figure 26 is based on the responses of policy entrepreneurs to the question ‘In general, what 
do you consider more important for building consensus (substantive debate or negotiation)?’ 
(survey question #33, the full Dutch survey is reproduced in Appendix V). 
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Whether entrepreneurs primarily work from the content or the give-and-take approach, 
among other things, depends on the specific project (proposal). As one water board 
entrepreneur observed: "It depends on the project; as long as there are great differences 
of opinion, a substantive discussion is simply irrelevant (...) In such cases you will have to 
negotiate on interests." Another water board policy entrepreneur illustrates that also 
the reverse takes place:  

 
Suppose an actor wants to realise a 25 meter wide bypass, and the other a 75 
meter bypass, a 50 meter bypass could be the compromise. But what if a 50 
meter wide bypass would be ineffective for drainage? You will still need those 
75 meters. In such projects there is no room for negotiation; the only option is 
to compromise on other issues. 
 

At least as important as the type of project is the prevailing network environment 
wherein the policy entrepreneur is working, especially the type of partners one is 
dealing with. Policy entrepreneurs maintain that substantive debate primarily takes 
place with equal partners, that is, fellow governmental bodies. With private actors 
instead, processes generally take place in the sphere of negotiation. As one water board 
entrepreneur observed: “When you work with fellow governments you are in a different 
position than when you have to deal with a real estate developer (...) With fellow 
governments the content is more central, with private actors negotiation is central from 
the start”. Another (municipal) entrepreneur explained the same principle like this: 
"With fellow governments you talk differently than that you talk to private actors. Private 
actors aim to earn money, with them you are more in a negotiating position”. But more 
than anything else, I found that the phase of the process determines which approach 
policy entrepreneurs follow. Generally, in the first phase the content is more central, 
whereupon towards the implementation phase ‘giving and taking’ becomes more and 
more important. As one water board policy entrepreneur noted: "It depends on the 
phase of the project. Substantive debates take place especially in the initial stage (...) and 
when you move towards the financing stage, negotiation becomes more and more 
important”. In short, the results of this study suggest that - despite personal inclinations 
and differences in projects and partners - in each and every project both the content 
and the process are important. 
 

7.5  SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

This chapter on linking strategies generated more in-depth knowledge on the strategic 
behaviour of policy entrepreneurs overall, and contributed especially to the ins and 
outs of the linking strategies. In the first place, this chapter provided empirical evidence 
that in their efforts to direct policy change, entrepreneurs in Dutch water management 
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frequently build coalitions, link issues and, at times, link entire games. Besides, the 
empirical insights presented in this chapter contributed importantly to a deeper 
understanding on the use and rationale of these three linking strategies. In their quest 
for policy change, entrepreneurs can hardly ever realise their plans and desired policy 
on their own, and thus frequently seek collaboration and link with individuals and 
groups in coalitions. In practice, this study found that the policy entrepreneurs’ choice is 
not so much whether or not to build a coalition, but rather what size of coalition to 
build. Also the importance of the issue linking strategy is supported by evidence from 
this study. Policy entrepreneurs not only link with individuals and groups, but 
frequently also link problems and solutions. At times, this strategy is primarily used as 
to develop and select solutions that are satisfying for all relevant coalition partners. 
Other times, this study shows that issues are first and foremost linked as to realise 
better solutions, i.e. is used primarily for a substantive reasons. How different is the 
third linking strategy, here the substance only comes in the second place. After all, the 
game linking strategy principally deals with giving and taking (much more than 
coalition building and issue linking do). Furthermore, this study demonstrates that in 
their efforts to pursue change, policy entrepreneurs often use more than one linking 
strategy simultaneously. At times they do so because it is inevitable (for instance, when 
an essential coalition is simply impossible to build without compensation in another 
game), other times because it creates a desired added value (for example, when a 
substantive desired link results in a bigger coalition). 
 
Also in terms of effectiveness this chapter provided new insights. For instance, it turns 
out that broad coalitions are certainly not always effective. This despite the fact that 
Dutch water policy entrepreneurs operate in a highly complex environment, and 
despite the earlier presented finding that their choice is not so much whether to build a 
coalition, but rather about what size of coalition to build. This study suggests that 
narrow coalitions are most effective when problems are relatively simple and when 
relatively few interests are at stake. But even when in the view of complexity broad 
coalitions would seem beneficial, policy entrepreneurs - at times - still opt for narrow 
coalitions, for instance when actors are unwilling or unable to co-operate, or when the 
risk for complication and stagnation is considered too big. In short, this study teaches us 
that it is dependent on the unique contextual circumstances what size and composition 
of the coalition is most effective. To a large degree, the same is valid for the issue linking 
strategy. Also here entrepreneurs always look for the optimal degree, this time by 
searching answers on questions as ‘What is the project about and what is the time-
frame?’ and ‘Where does it take place?’ This research suggests that only at the very start 
and end of policymaking processes, and in situations in which projects need to be 
realised fast, it is not effective to link issues. Hence, most of the time some sort of issue 
linking is indeed effective. In fact, in comparison to the other two linking strategies, 
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issue linking is considered the most effective linking strategy. Important explanation for 
this result is the fact that this strategy is used for obtaining sufficient support as well as 
for the enrichment of projects. The challenge for policy entrepreneurs is thus to identify 
opportunities for issue linking that create optimal added value while simultaneously 
minimising delay, complexity, and costs. The game linking strategy is only effective 
when coalitions cannot be built without some form of compensation, and issue linking is 
unrealistic or undesirable. Furthermore, an important prerequisite of this strategy is 
that the partners involved are equal and trusted. This is even more valid when it 
concerns game linking in time. The key lessons on the use and effectiveness of the 
linking strategies are shown in Table 11. 
 

 Coalition building Issue linking Game linking 
What is the 
core? 

Obtaining support for 
the realisation of 
policy objectives. 

Linking of two or more 
issues, for substantive 
and/or strategic 
reasons. 

Linking of two or more 
parallel or future 
policy games as to find 
mutually acceptable 
concession packages. 

What is the 
key? 

Feeling for the optimal 
level of collaboration 
while simultaneously 
minimising delay and 
complexity. 

Feeling for the optimal 
linking point; the point 
where added value 
turns into 
uncontrollable 
complexity. 

Feeling for 
opportunities for 
giving and taking and a 
readiness to 
compromise. 

When 
effective? 

Nearly always, but the 
width of the most 
effective coalition 
depends on the 
context. 

Nearly always, 
especially when it is a 
prerequisite to build 
coalitions or when 
substantive added 
value may be created. 
Most effective degree 
of linking depends on 
the context. 

When coalitions 
cannot be built 
without some form of 
compensation and 
issue linking is 
unrealistic or 
undesirable. 

When to 
avoid? 

To avoid or minimise 
when it concerns a 
radical policy idea, 
when confidentiality is 
required, and when 
there is little time. 

To avoid or minimise 
when linking implies 
collaboration with 
partners whose 
interests are too 
diverging, at the very 
beginning of the idea 
development phase or 
at the very end of 
projects, and when 
there is little time. 

To avoid when future 
interaction with 
partners involved is 
uncertain, and/or 
when one deals with 
partners with a weak 
relation of trust. 
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Pitfalls? Too broad coalitions, 
resulting in 
unmanageable 
complexity and delays. 

Too much linking, 
resulting in 
unnecessary 
complexity; too little 
linking and the non-
recognition of actual 
complexity which may 
also lead to ineffective 
outcomes. 

Opportunism and 
unreliable trade 
partners. 

Table 11: Linking strategies: lessons learned 

 
Finally, this study identified several important factors associated with the policy 
entrepreneurs’ selection of strategies. First, the results of this study suggest that the 
selection of strategies relates to the policy proposal or project itself. For instance, this 
study demonstrates that the optimal coalition largely relates to the extent to which the 
project’s success relies on the resources, support, and regulatory capacity of others. In 
addition, also confidentiality, radicalness and the time pressure are important variables. 
Furthermore, in relation to issue linking, this study found that especially the scope and 
(desired) interconnectedness of a policy proposal is important. In addition, once more 
the available time pressure turned out to be very important. In fact, this chapter clearly 
demonstrates that time overall plays an important role in the strategic use of all linking 
strategies, most evidently in relation to coalition building and issue linking. For 
instance, this study suggests that both the optimal coalition size and the most effective 
level of issue linking, strongly depend on the phase of the process. Also the importance 
of timing in relation to game linking should not be underestimated. Game linking can 
only be successful when entrepreneurs select the opportune timing for presenting the 
idea for game linking, and when the actors involved are willing to search for mutually 
acceptable concession packages at the same time. 
 
Second important factor associated with the policy entrepreneurs’ selection of 
strategies is the network environment, even if the influence of the project and the 
environment are not always easy to separate. With regard to coalition building, this 
study shows that especially the expected resistance and blocking power of actors is 
important. For issue- and game linking, not only the position of current coalition 
partners is important, but also the stance of potential coalition partners and even 
potential future coalition-partners. Besides, especially in the light of the issue linking 
strategy, this research observed that the physical context of projects is important; in the 
Netherlands, where space is scarce and often subject to multiple claims, issue linking 
frequently is simply a prerequisite for success.  
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Third factor that determines the selection of strategies is the policy entrepreneurs’ 
organisation. This reminds us of the fact that policy entrepreneurs, despite being rather 
outstanding and talented, remain at the end of the day also public servants, and hence 
dependent on the support of their bureaucratic organisation, an especially their internal 
political board. In this light, this study suggests that policy entrepreneurs not only play 
an external game as to find support for their policy ideas, but also play a game ‘back 
home’. This internal game is considered at least as crucial as the external game.  
 
Fourth and finally, the presented results on the linking strategies suggest that also the 
policy entrepreneurs’ individual strategic inclination is an important factor. Not only 
because intuition seems to play a role in their selection, or because they show 
determined efforts to steer political decisions, but especially so because policy 
entrepreneurs demonstrate different preferences for the various linking strategies. 
Then again, although more research is required to understand the precise relation and 
the weight of each of these factors, this study suggests that in comparison to the 
influence of the project, environment and organisation, the weight of the personal 
preference should not be overestimated. After all, if there is one thing that policy 
entrepreneurs know, it is that the context and unique circumstances are of crucial 
importance. This understanding is demonstrated in various ways, for example by the 
fact that this study established that policy entrepreneurs, depending on the unique 
contextual circumstances, are capable to deviate from their natural or inclined strategic 
approach, independent whether this inclination concerns reasoning from a project- or 
process- approach, waiting versus taking initiative, or the desired level of linking. 
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8.  RELATIONAL MANAGEMENT 
STRATEGIES 
 

8.1  INTRODUCTION 

The success or failure of both attention- and support-seeking strategies and linking 
strategies, as discussed in the previous two empirical chapters, greatly depends on 
relations. For instance, this research established that policy entrepreneurs find it easier 
to convince partners of certain problems and desired solutions in an environment of 
trust and where relationships are good. For all three linking strategies, coalition 
building and issue linking in particular, the dependence on good relations is even 
stronger; policy entrepreneurs generally believe that when such relations are absent, 
linking can hardly be successful. Even so, where the two previous chapters touched on 
the role of relations in strategic entrepreneurial acting, the focus mainly was on efforts 
to influence the composition of the in the network involved participants. This chapter is 
different in that it explicitly concentrates on strategies directed towards the relation 
between participants and in that it demonstrates, notwithstanding the substantial or 
strategic appearance of policy change processes, that relations are a vital aspect of all 
policy games. As elaborated in Chapter 2, the designation ‘relational management’ is 
primarily derived from the work of De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof (2008). Besides a 
discussion of their work, this chapter outlines the views of various scholars (including 
Fisher et al. 1983; Soeterbroek 1998; and Mintrom 2000) who argue too that the 
relational aspect greatly matters in policy change trajectories. Indeed, they maintain 
that, on the one hand, it can help enormously when relations are characterised by 
mutual trust and respect, while on the other hand, negotiations can be very difficult 
when people – for instance - feel angry, offended, annoyed, or betrayed. Given the fact 
that most policy games take place within frameworks of existing relationships, Fisher et 
al. (1983) argue that it makes sense for change agents to act in such a way that relations 
are fostered, or at least do not deteriorate. Soeterbroek (1998) claims that policy actors 
will have to invest in their relations by demonstrating empathy, efforts of trust building, 
and by being aware that one never deals with abstract representatives from ‘the other 
side’ but with human beings with emotions, values, and ideas. In line with this, he 
emphasises that to be effective, strategic behaviour should always be tactful and 
combined with a sense of touch and empathy. Wondolleck and Yaffee (2000) agree, 
however, claim that the practical implication of this insight may not be common; in fact, 
they contend that stereotyped ‘us-them’ images are one of the most important barriers 
for collaboration. 
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This chapter discusses two relational management strategies: networking and trust 
building. The networking strategy entails the building and orchestration of, and above 
all, operating within networks, which in practice largely comes down to spending time 
talking with and listening to a broad set of actors engaged in a certain domain. The use 
of the networking strategy stems from the importance of establishing good relations, 
and the policy entrepreneurs’ need to know and understand their (potential) partners. 
In fact, this study shows that networking is important in the policy entrepreneurs’ 
search for (linking) opportunities, as well as for acquiring knowledge, among other 
things, as to better appreciate the aims and worries of their partners, and as to better 
understand how their actions may affect others. The second relational management 
strategy, trust building, goes one step further and entails the effortful behaviour of 
policy entrepreneurs to foster and maintain confidence between partners. As will be 
demonstrated throughout this chapter, policy entrepreneurs do not either invest in 
networking or in the building of trust, but, as to establish and maintain good relations, 
use both strategies hand in hand. 
 
The structure of this chapter is identical to that of the previous chapters. It devotes one 
separate section to both the strategy of networking and the strategy of trust building, 
each starting with a theoretical discussion so as to provide a more comprehensive 
insight on the use, value, and effectiveness of both strategies. Similar to the two 
previous chapters, this theoretical discussion is not limited to the policy science 
literature, where useful this discussion is complemented with associated literature. 
After this theoretical discussion, this chapter presents and discusses for each strategy 
new in-depth empirical data. The purpose in of this chapter is to assess whether the 
theoretically derived strategies are used in practice, and if so, why and under which 
conditions. In addition, data are presented aiming to deepen our understanding of the 
contextual effectiveness of the both strategies. Besides, similar to what has been 
observed before, the description of this chapter is at times alternated with ‘practice 
relevant’ intermezzos. The chapter concludes with a summary of the empirical findings 
and a discussion on what these results mean for answering the research questions. 
 

8.2  NETWORKING 

 

8.2.1  Introduction 

Whether or not to link with a certain issue, whether or not to involve a particular actor 
in a coalition, or determining the opportune timing for introducing a new idea: all 
relatively small decisions that may, however, lead to major consequences in processes 
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of policy change. This chapter demonstrates that knowledge – conscious processed or 
otherwise, this discussion is outside the scope of this research - on the intentions, goals, 
and norms of others is indisputable in this respect. And exactly here the importance of 
the first relational management strategy comes in: the strategy of networking. As 
elaborated, the strategy of networking is primarily derived from the work of Roberts 
and King (1991), De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof (2000), Mintrom (2000), Huitema and 
Meijerink (2010) and Taylor et al. (2011), and entails the building and orchestration of, 
and above all, operating within networks, which in practice largely comes down to 
spending time talking with and listening to a broad set of actors engaged in a certain 
domain.  
 
Networks are by definition broader than coalitions, and refer to the whole of relations 
that an entrepreneur maintains. Several scholars (including Kingdon 1984 and Mintrom 
2000) suggest that relations greatly matter and that policy entrepreneurs, like their 
private sector counterparts, make repeated use of the contacts they have established 
over the course of both their professional and private life. Both De Bruijn and Ten 
Heuvelhof (2000, 2008) and Mintrom (2000) suggest that it is effective for policy 
makers to talk and listen to a broad set of actors. This follows from their notion that the 
bigger and more diverse the network, the more opportunity the networker has to 
acquire valuable (strategic) information. De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof (2000) even 
argue that policy makers should maintain ‘redundant’ relations, and thus not only 
invest in networking with actors directly needed, but instead with a much broader 
group of actors, even when efficiency reasons would seem to argue against it.108 Other 
scholars (including Schneider et al. 1995 and Meier and O’Toole 2003), however, argue 
that one should also be aware that networking takes considerable time and efforts, and 
thus suggest that actors should make deliberate choices about how much time and 
energy is effective to devote to networking, as well as should think carefully about with 
whom to network. 
 
Various scholars suggest that networking comes with valuable advantages. Stevenson 
and Jarillo (1990), for instance, maintain that networking may lower transaction costs 
and smoothen the exchange of resources, and thus increase efficiency. Schneider et al. 
(1995) and Mintrom (1997, 2000) suggest that networking makes it easier for policy 
entrepreneurs to see problems and issues from a range of perspectives which, in turn, 
may help them to better understand what actors are looking for, are concerned about, 
and accordingly enables them to better appreciate how their actions are perceived by 
                                                           
108 De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof (2000) not only suggest that redundant relation networks result 
in more information; they also emphasize that redundant relations decrease the predictability of 
the actor's behaviour, enable dual sourcing, and thus make change agents less depend upon one 
singe actor. 
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others, and at least as important, will affect others in the network.109 Besides the idea 
that networking may help to establish good relations, an important crux in their 
argumentation is the notion that networking makes it easier for policy entrepreneurs to 
efficiently collect all sorts of knowledge. In this connection it is worthwhile to refer to 
Dutton et al. (2001) who, in their work on issue-selling, distinguish between three types 
of what they call contextual knowledge, namely strategic, relational, and normative 
knowledge. Strategic knowledge refers to the knowledge that provides a better 
understanding of the organisation’ goals, plans, and priorities (Dutton et al. 2001). 
Following Baumard (1999), they define relational knowledge as the knowledge that 
actors have of each other’s intentions, stakes, private goals, and territories. Normative 
knowledge, finally, entails the knowledge on the accepted or appropriate behaviour 
patterns in organisational settings that, among other things, helps to determine when to 
persist and when to involve others. In this study, I not only assume that networking 
enables policy entrepreneurs to gather strategic, relational, and normative knowledge, 
but also that this knowledge helps policy entrepreneurs in their entire strategic game. 
The latter assumption is, among others, based on the work of Mintrom (2000) - who 
suggests that the knowledge that policy entrepreneurs gather through activities of 
networking may help them to detect opportunities, build coalitions, and link issues - 
and the work of Sullivan and Skelcher (2002), who propose that networking enables 
actors to link with others and, more generally, to play a better strategic game. 
 

8.2.2  Relational management through networking: empirical evidence 

The results of the empirical analysis indicate that policy entrepreneurs in Dutch water 
management are well aware of the importance of relational management. Indeed, this 
study clearly established that policy entrepreneurs, besides the substantial outcome, 
regard the relational outcome a very important element in the evaluation whether a 
certain project is considered successful or not. On the interview question what they 
consider a successful project, the relational element (besides the substantial element) 
was mentioned by almost all entrepreneurs.110 Consider, for instance, the following 
responses on the question what they consider a successful project: “A project supported 
by all parties” (taken from an interview with a provincial entrepreneur) or “When the 
different parties feel that their interests are protected, and not one of them feels that he 
has lost” (taken from an interview with a water board entrepreneur). Another water 
board entrepreneur answered the question in this manner: “When you reach your 
desired goals (…) especially when you realise an added value, you can be very satisfied. 
                                                           
109 Both Fisher et al. (1983) and Sullivan and Skelcher (2002) regard the capability to see 
situations through the eyes of the other a crucial skill in negotiations. 
110 In addition to the substantial and relational outcome, a number of policy entrepreneurs 
emphasized to also look at the original budget and time schedule for evaluating success.  
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When different parties are involved [which is almost always the case] also the relational 
component is important”. In line with this, the policy entrepreneurs’ accounts reveal that 
they spend much time and energy in relational management. This section shows that to 
this end, policy entrepreneurs consider the strategy of networking crucial. Not only for 
processes of policy change, and certainly not only to realise desired relational 
outcomes, but also to make progress throughout projects, equally importantly, to get 
projects going in the first place. One water board entrepreneur, for example, explained: 
“I try to attend every relevant meeting in this area, irrespective whether it is from the 
farmers union or a nature interest group. (…) Moreover, I keep up with what happens in 
the municipal councils, also on my evenings off”. Another water board policy 
entrepreneur put it like this: “We very explicitly follow the developments within 
municipalities to search for opportunities before actual developments take place (...) we 
visit them on a regularly basis as to better appreciate what issues are important to them”. 

Before discussing the underlying value of networking, this section first demonstrates 
that policy entrepreneurs make strategic choices with whom how much to network. 
Figure 27 shows that there are clear differences between the perceived importance of 
networking with various types of actors. 
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Figure 27: Importance of networking 
Notes: Percentage of policy entrepreneurs that for the realisation of a desired policy change 
consider networking very or extremely important with bureaucrats (BCs), executives (ECs) and 
external parties, including interest groups, private partners and scientists.111  
 

The data presented in Figure 27, in the first place, provide additional evidence for the 
strategic importance of the networking strategy, and with this support the work of 
various scholars (including Roberts and King 1991; De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof 2000; 
Mintrom 2000; Huitema and Meijerink 2010 and Taylor et al. 2011). Furthermore, these 
data clearly show that policy entrepreneurs attach importance to networking with a 
relatively broad set of actors. On the basis of the current data, however, no definite 
answers can be given on the question to what extent, if at all, policy entrepreneurs 
maintain redundant network relations (cf. De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof 2000). The 
above data do show considerable differences in the perceived importance between 
networking with different groups, which as demonstrated below, can be interpreted as 
an indication that policy entrepreneurs do make deliberate choices about their available 
time and resources and, consistent with the suggestion of Schneider et al. (1995) and 

                                                           
111 Similar to all other figures in this section on networking, Figure 28 is based on the responses 
of policy entrepreneurs to the question ‘To realise desired policy change, how important do you 
consider frequently talking to…?’ (survey question #20, the full Dutch survey is reproduced in 
Appendix V). 
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Meier and O’Toole (2003), think carefully about the question how much, when, with 
whom to network. 
 
The data presented in Figure 27, once again, confirm that relational management is by 
no means solely an external concern. In fact, the figure clearly demonstrates that policy 
entrepreneurs consider internal networking activities more important than networking 
with any other external actor. To be more precise, almost all entrepreneurs (89.8%) 
regard networking with their internal executives either very (18.9%) or extremely 
(70.9%) important. Also networking with bureaucratic colleagues ‘back home’ is 
considered very important. About one third (35.4%) of all policy entrepreneurs 
consider this very important, more than half (56.8%) of all entrepreneurs even 
extremely important. Furthermore, the data presented in Figure 27 clearly show that 
networking with water boards is considered very important: four out of five (80.6%) 
policy entrepreneurs consider networking with bureaucrats from (fellow) water boards 
very (33%) or even extremely important (47.6%). Networking with municipal 
bureaucrats is considered somewhat less important, but still as much as 71.3% of all 
policy entrepreneurs consider this very or extremely important. Talking and listening to 
(fellow) provincial bureaucrats, when compared to foregoing figures, is however 
considered fairly less important: ‘only’ 58.3% of the policy entrepreneurs consider this 
as very or extremely important. Then again, when we compare this figure with the 
perceived importance of networking with national bureaucrats - merely 38.8% consider 
this very (25.7%) or extremely (13.1%) important – this is still a relatively high figure. 
 
On a more general level, the data presented in Figure 27 demonstrate that policy 
entrepreneurs consider networking with bureaucrats more important than networking 
with politicians, although in relation to the latter the differences between the local, 
regional, and national level are significant. As much as 60.7% of all policy entrepreneurs 
consider networking with members of the water board executive assembly very or 
extremely important, followed by municipal executives (58.2%), provincial executives 
(46.2%), and national politicians (21.9%). Furthermore, despite the multiple claims on 
shifts towards governance (Williams 2002; Wondolleck and Yaffee 2000; De Bruijn and 
Ten Heuvelhof 2000; and Imperial 2005) or even a ‘hollow state’ (Milward and Provan 
2000), the data in Figure 27 suggest that governmental actors are still highly important 
in the way water is managed in the Netherlands. Indeed, perhaps with the exception of 
interest groups – with whom networking is still considered relatively important (58.2% 
of Dutch water management policy entrepreneurs consider it very or extremely 
important) – the importance that policy entrepreneurs attach to networking with 
private partners and scientists is considerably low (respectively 44.1% and 31.6% 
consider this very or extremely important).  
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Given the importance of networking, and given the fact that the water management 
policy entrepreneurs in the Netherlands are unevenly distributed among the different 
governmental organisations (see Chapter 5), it is worth further examining above results 
by zooming in on the variation in networking priorities between water board, 
municipal, provincial, and RWS policy entrepreneurs. Only by doing so a better 
understanding of the related effectiveness question can be obtained. As elaborated 
below, the data in this section show considerable differences between the strategic 
consideration of policy entrepreneurs from different organisations, and accordingly 
provide support for Mintrom (2000), Sullivan and Skelcher (2002), and Currie et al. 
(2008) who suggest that the strategic behaviour of entrepreneurs is partially informed 
by the organisation in which they operate. 
 

8.2.2.1  Networking with bureaucrats 

Figure 28 below depicts the results of the network relationships among bureaucrats. 
The most prominent finding is the importance of the network relationship between: (1) 
water boards and municipalities, and (2) between water boards and provinces (the 
latter who, as reconfirmed in this figure, play a key role in linking different levels of 
government.). Indeed, the data suggest that for both municipal and provincial policy 
entrepreneurs, water board bureaucrats are the most important partners to network 
with. In addition, over two-thirds (68.4%) of all provincial policy entrepreneurs hold 
that networking with bureaucrats at the national level is very or extremely important, 
considerably more than the importance water board (34.1%) and municipal (29.2%) 
policy entrepreneurs attach to it. In fact, the network relationship between municipal 
and national level bureaucrats in this figure is the least important network relationship. 
 
Evidently, policy entrepreneurs not only network with bureaucrats from other types of 
governmental organisations, but network with bureaucrats from fellow organisations 
as well. Municipal policy entrepreneurs in particular consider it highly important to 
network with their colleagues at fellow municipalities: 71.5% of them regard this even 
very or extremely important. A somewhat similar figure is found concerning water 
board policy entrepreneurs. Only provincial policy entrepreneurs give relatively little 
weight to networking with their equals at other provinces. Presumably, this variation 
can be explained by responsibilities and dependencies of these three types of 
governmental organisations as explained in Chapter 3. Whereas water boards, and 
especially municipalities (despite processes of merging) are relatively small and (also 
due to their tasks) often have to collaborate with each other, Figure 28 shows that 
provincial policy entrepreneurs collaborate relatively more with national and local 
partners, and less with fellow provinces. 
  



- 192 - 

 

 
Figure 28: Networking with bureaucrats 
Notes: The size of the arrows in the figure correspond with the percentage of policy 
entrepreneurs who answered ‘very or extremely important’ on the survey question ‘to realise 
desired policy change, how important do you consider frequently talking with bureaucrats from 
respectively water boards, provinces, municipalities, and the national level’. 
 

8.2.2.2  Networking with executives 

Policy entrepreneurs not only greatly invest in networking with bureaucrats, they 
certainly also do so with political leaders. As presented in Figure 29, provincial policy 
entrepreneurs in particular consider it important to talk and listen to both the members 
of the water board and the municipal executive assembly. In fact, although the 
difference is small, provincial entrepreneurs consider it even more important to 
network with members of the water board executive assembly than to network with 
water board bureaucrats (respectively 84.2% compared to 79% maintain this is very or 
extremely important). Except for this example, Figure 29 largely depicts the same 
pattern as shown in Figure 28 above. Again, the mutual network relationship between: 
(1) water boards and municipalities, and (2) between water boards and provinces are 
perceived very important. What is more, similar to the patterns above, I find that 
networking with national politicians is considered relatively unimportant. There are, 
however, interesting differences between entrepreneurs identified at the different 
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organisation; whereas only 14.9% of the water board policy entrepreneurs and 17.1% 
of the municipal policy entrepreneurs feel networking with national politicians is very 
or extremely important, for the provincial policy entrepreneurs this number is 42.2%. 
These findings are in line with what one would expect given the different tasks and 
responsibilities of the different organisations together with the growing need for more 
collaboration in water management, and the (hierarchical) position of the different 
governmental organisations (mutual dependencies) as explained in Chapter 3. 
 

 
Figure 29: Networking with executives 
Notes: The size of the arrows in the figure correspond with the percentage of policy 
entrepreneurs who answered ‘very or extremely important’ on the question ‘to realise desired 
policy change, how important do you consider frequently talking with executives/politicians from 
respectively water boards, provinces, municipalities, and the national level’. 
 
Future research might concern the question how much, if at all, policy entrepreneurs 
are different from ‘regular’ bureaucrats in this regard. Based on the policy 
entrepreneurs’ accounts, however, I expect that non-entrepreneurs would consider 
networking with executives of other governmental bodies considerably less important. 
In fact, to my reading, the data depicted in Figure 29 hint at a fairly special, perhaps 
rather political, position policy entrepreneurs hold in processes of policy change. The 
finding that for the realisation of change policy entrepreneurs consider networking with 
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politicians evidently so important (and not only with politicians of the internal 
organisation, which also could be interpreted as efforts to solely understand their 
positions) strongly deviates from the ideal Weberian bureaucrat serving far removed 
from politics (Weber 1999). 
 

8.2.2.3  Networking with external partners 

When turning back to Figure 27, we find that policy entrepreneurs consider networking 
with non-governmental actors only moderately important. Figure 30 zooms in to this 
aspect of networking, and shows that, in comparison to their colleagues, municipal 
policy entrepreneurs consider networking with interest groups relatively unimportant. 
‘Only’ – that is, in comparison to other entrepreneurs - half of them (49.6%) consider 
this network relationship very or extremely important. Water board policy 
entrepreneurs are, instead, most in favour of networking with interest groups, here the 
corresponding figure is 76.6%. This relatively high figure is hardly surprising given the 
water boards’ traditional focus on farmers and, growingly openness towards 
environmental organisations (Disco 2002; Kuks 2009). Except for RWS policy 
entrepreneurs, I find that networking with private partners, such as constructors and 
property developers, is considered even less important. Municipal entrepreneurs again 
consider this networking relationship relatively least important. Finally, Figure 30 
shows that, except for provincial entrepreneurs, networking with scientists is 
considered relatively unimportant (only 29% of the policy entrepreneurs consider this 
very or extremely important).112 
 

                                                           
112 This is, however, not to say that scientific research itself is considered unimportant. When 
asked ‘how valuable do you consider scientific research in your work’ most policy entrepreneurs 
(64.1%) answered valuable, and about one-fifth (19.4%) even very valuable. 
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 Figure 30: Networking with external partners 

 

8.2.2.4  Networking within the organisation 

This deeper analysis of the networking data would not be complete without also 
zooming in on the importance of internal networking. After all, the data presented in 
Figure 27 show that policy entrepreneurs consider networking with the ‘home’ 
organisation the most important network relationship. Figure 31 shows that in this 
respect the differences between policy entrepreneurs working within the different 
governmental organisations are marginal. Notable is, however, the importance that 
both water board and provincial entrepreneurs give to networking with internal 
executives: literally all of them (100%) consider this network relationship very or 
extremely important.  
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Figure 31: Importance of internal networking,  
Notes: the first bar associated with each organisation represents the importance of networking 
with fellow bureaucrats from the home organisation, the second with internal executives. 
 
Also on a more general level, the data of this study confirm the importance of internal 
relations. Indeed, Figure 32 demonstrates that as much as 87.4% of all policy 
entrepreneurs consider internal relational management very (38.8%) or extremely 
(48.5%) important for reaching policy change; for external relations the same figures 
are respectively 35.4% and 49.5%. 
 

 
Figure 32: Relational Management113 

                                                           
113 Figure 32 is based on the responses of policy entrepreneurs to the question ‘For the successful 
realisation of a policy change trajectory/project, how important do you consider establishing and 
maintaining respectively good external and good internal relations?’ (survey question #24, the 
full Dutch survey is reproduced in Appendix V). 
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Above presented findings on the importance of internal networking fit very well with 
the idea that the policy entrepreneurs’ strategic game to reach policy change is played 
at multiple boards (Soeterbroek 1998). In fact, as for example illustrated by the 
following quote from a municipal policy entrepreneur, the interviewees’ accounts 
reveal that they mostly play several interlinked and partly overlapping games at the 
same time, both within and outside the internal organisation. He stated: “You 
continuously play on several boards at the same time, and certainly not only in the outside 
world”. Policy entrepreneurs emphasise that, whereas in the external game they most of 
the time have to deal with relatively few actors per organisation, back home mostly a lot 
more persons are involved, and yet to be convinced. Given the multi-disciplinary 
character of most governmental organisation, and because of the double layer of 
bureaucrats and politicians, policy entrepreneurs generally regard this internal game as 
rather ‘challenging’. One provincial policy entrepreneur, for example, noted: “Getting 
everyone to support you is very hard within such a large governmental organisation (…) 
there are always departments that have different ideas or may want to frustrate your 
project”. Another (provincial) entrepreneur put it like this: “Resistance may be much 
stronger internally than externally. It is easier to play the external game. The only way to 
avoid such problems is having excellent relations - knowing which persons are where and 
how to pull the strings”. Another (provincial) entrepreneur noted: “It is not easy to get 
everybody, both internally and externally, along in a project (…) internally you have to 
deal with both bureaucrats and administrators. It certainly isn’t the easiest part of my job, 
but it is essential”. The established importance of the internal game is consistent with 
the work of Mintzberg et al. (1996), Soeterbroek (1998), and Westley (2002). 
  
Despite the importance of internal networking, the policy entrepreneurs’ accounts 
reveal that they effectively spent much time and energy networking externally. In fact, 
and as a result, policy entrepreneurs are sometimes even seen as part of ‘the other side’, 
both externally and internally. This is often difficult, but as the following quote from a 
water board entrepreneur illustrates, sometimes also considered advantageous: “I try to 
attend as many meeting as possible (...) In effect, they [members of the local farmer’s 
organisation] almost consider me as one of them, which I of course try to exploit”. When, 
however, policy entrepreneurs are seen as part of the other side back home, the internal 
game becomes even more difficult. As one water board entrepreneur stated: "At the 
municipality they keep seeing me as a member of the water board, negotiating for their 
interests. And within my water board itself I am considered a detached post that lends his 
ear too much to the municipality”. This finding is consistent with the work of Westley 
(2002) who refers to this internal game as ‘managing in’ and her argument that an 
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overly strong external focus may result in less internal support.114 The very reason that 
policy entrepreneurs often ‘operate at the margins’ of their organisation, and 
accordingly have to make extra efforts to explain and reconfirm their loyalty to the 
goals of the organisation, only underscores the importance of networking within the 
internal organisation. 
 

8.2.3  The value of networking 

Having discussed importance of networking, this chapter now turns to the underlying 
rationale of policy entrepreneurs for actually using this strategy. In the first place, the 
policy entrepreneurs’ accounts revealed that they consider networking an important 
element in their efforts for building and maintaining good relations and - as will be 
discussed in greater detail later – among other things, as a step towards establishing 
relationships of trust. One water board entrepreneur, for instance, explained: "I find it 
incredibly important to invest in good relations. This means that I regularly call or meet 
important actors in my network to listen to their stories and to tell what we are doing (...) 
I think it is extremely important to know each other". Another water board entrepreneur 
framed essentially the same message like this: “Good relationships are crucial at both the 
administrative and professional level. This means that you have to visit each other (...) We 
actually spent several days in each others offices to get better answers on question such as 
‘how does it work here?’ and ‘how does one think here?”. A third (municipal) 
entrepreneur noted: “For the realisation of a project, a good network is invaluable. It is 
not so much about the organisation or the party, but it is about individuals with whom you 
have established a relationship”. In fact, the results of the empirical analysis indicate that 
policy entrepreneurs in Dutch water management are very sensitive to good 
relationships; relations are considered absolutely crucial for processes of policy change. 
One RWS entrepreneur, for example noted: “Everything stands or falls with good 
relations, both internally and externally”. The policy entrepreneurs’ accounts reveal that 
projects are condemned to fail when human relations are upset. For example, a 
municipal policy entrepreneur noted: "Good relations are essential to achieve objectives. 
If they aren’t good, you are fighting a losing battle”. Another (municipal) policy 
entrepreneur commented: "When you start a project you have certain ideas about the 
quality, the timeline and budget you want to stick to. All three elements, however, are 
dependent on good relationships with the others involved”. A third (RWS) policy 

                                                           
114 Besides ‘managing in’ Westley (2002) identifies three other forms of managing: (1) ‘managing 
through’, referring to a form of management in which interventions are seen as experiments 
instead of solutions to be implemented; (2) ‘managing out’, referring to the involvements of 
stakeholders and external groups in the process and decisions; and (3) ‘managing up’, referring to 
the importance to consider the larger political context as to avoid surprises. She maintains that 
the effective manager has to juggle these four ‘balls’ continuously. 
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entrepreneur noted: “Make sure you know people. It’s about live and let live, about give 
and take, and this largely relies on personal relationships. People won’t say it, but that is 
the way it works”. This last quote is interesting not only in pointing out the importance 
of personal relations, but also because it suggests that one generally does not talk about, 
or admit, this importance. In fact, this point was raised many times and statements such 
as: “Everyone would deny it, but when you like someone you are more inclined to say yes, 
more willing to collaborate" (taken from a municipal entrepreneur) are typical. It is very 
well possible and understandable that this importance of personal relations is generally 
not discussed in the course of policymaking trajectories, in this study however, policy 
entrepreneurs talked very frankly and in great detail about this principle. In fact, there 
was no single interview in which the importance of personal relations was not 
emphasised. Apart that networking is considered important for building and 
maintaining good relations, policy entrepreneurs emphasise its importance in relation 
to the exchange of ideas and the gathering of knowledge. In analysing the data, I 
established that policy entrepreneurs talked about three types of contextual knowledge 
that, as discussed, Dutton et al. (2001) refer to as strategic, relational, and normative 
knowledge.  
 
In the first place, policy entrepreneurs emphasise that networking provides them, 
among other things, exactly the type knowledge that Dutton et al. (2001) refer to as 
strategic knowledge. In fact, the policy entrepreneurs’ accounts reveal that networking 
provides them a better understanding of the organisation’ goals, plans, and priorities 
which, in turn, helps them discovering opportunities for initiating proposals, building 
coalitions, linking issues and games. As one RWS entrepreneur, for example, noted: 
“Visiting one another and other network activities are very important, they make it much 
easier to value what issues are important for the different organisations and to 
understand better whether or not there are opportunities to collaborate”. Another 
(provincial) entrepreneur stated: “The development of a good network is important as to 
become acquainted with matters still in development, to get ideas related to the 
realisation of various projects, to brainstorm, to better comprehend the playing field, to 
better understand partners, and to form alliances”. Policy entrepreneurs emphasise that 
internal strategic knowledge is at least as important as external strategic knowledge. As 
one water board entrepreneur noted: “It is crucial to talk and listen to people of your 
own organisation, to maintain good relationships with both your colleagues and 
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executives, to know what is going on. The devil is in the detail, so make sure you 
understand the details.115 
 
Furthermore, the policy entrepreneurs’ accounts implied that networking provides 
them with what Dutton et al. (2001) define as relational knowledge, the knowledge that 
actors have of each other. Policy entrepreneurs suggest relational knowledge helps 
them to understand better the intentions, experiences, and stakes of the other 
participants; knowledge that helps them to use the various attention- and support 
seeking strategies more effectively. As one policy entrepreneur, for instance, remarked: 
“I  th ink it  is  imp orta nt  to see which way the wind blows by a wide range of people 
(…) it is crucial to get a feeling about people’s ideas”. In line with the previous results, 
policy entrepreneurs emphasise that certainly not only relational knowledge of external 
partners is important. Given that without internal political approval policy change 
cannot take place, entrepreneurs consider it for the realisation of their goals of great 
importance to well understand the strategic position of the members of their own 
organisation. As one municipal entrepreneur observed: “Internal support is essential for 
reaching any goal, and accordingly internal communication is vital”. Another municipal 
policy entrepreneur observed: “If you design policy, you permanently have to maintain 
contact with your internal executives as to understand whether or not it is a feasible idea. 
(...) You have to feel when you can do something and when you cannot”. In fact, in this 
research policy entrepreneurs unanimously report that networking helps them to 
better understand the resources relevant participants have at their command, and 
provides them with knowledge on their intentions and underlying ideas. Knowledge 
that helps them to decide whom to involve and how to do so, for example, by 
determining which arguments will persuade them to support their policy ideas.  
 
Finally, policy entrepreneurs maintain that through efforts of networking they also 
obtain what Dutton et al. (2001) call normative knowledge, entailing knowledge on the 
accepted or appropriate behaviour patterns in organisational setting that, among other 
things, helps to determine when to persist, when to involve others, and how to play the 
overall game. The policy entrepreneurs’ accounts suggest that especially normative 
knowledge obtained through internal networking is indispensable as it helps to 
understand their room for manoeuvre. This room differs over time and greatly depends 
on the position of the current director and executive. As one water board entrepreneur, 

                                                           
115 Given the importance of networks, it has been suggested that organisations can consider 
someone’s network in recruitment processes. One water board policy entrepreneur, for example, 
noted: “At our water board, a few people work who previously worked at the municipality. You have 
to take advantage of this, these people are familiar with the field, they know the people at the 
municipality well; they have a network”. 
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for example, observed: “You have to feel what you can and cannot do”. Another water 
board policy entrepreneur noted: 
 

The rules of the game are, to a large degree, depending on the type of executive 
(…) In this project I deal with two executives, both very different. One is rather 
traditional, wants to understand everything and to be involved in every step. 
Accordingly, with this executive I have to be careful not to run too much ahead 
of things (…) The dike reeve is very different, and only says what he wants to 
get organised. He doesn’t interfere with the how question, in other words, he 
gives the preconditions, and for the rest total freedom. He even expects his 
bureaucrats to act if they were executives. 

 
Apart from knowledge on the room for manoeuvre, normative knowledge helps policy 
entrepreneurs determine when to operate formally or informally. Policy entrepreneurs 
emphasise that especially knowledge on the use of informal channels is crucial. Indeed, 
time and time again, policy entrepreneurs revealed that policy change processes largely 
take place in informal settings. As one water board policy entrepreneur noted: “The 
games takes place in a circuit in which everybody knows each other, so I always try to fix 
as many things possible in an informal way. Lobbying or meetings are not seldom 
accompanied with some beers”. Policy entrepreneurs maintain that informal working is 
especially, but not exclusively, important in the preparation phase of policy change 
trajectories. As one RWS entrepreneur observed: “When I have a new idea I always start 
with a small informal brainstorm session. In fact, the start-up phase is almost always 
informal.” Another RWS entrepreneur stated: “Often you are dependent on your informal 
contacts to know if there is something in the pipeline. If you wait for the official circuits 
you are often too late as most decisions will be made by then”. Of course, policy 
entrepreneurs do not deny that decisions ultimately will have to be confirmed formally, 
yet what they argue is that these formal steps generally are more successful when 
prepared in an informal manner. As one water board policy entrepreneur, for example, 
observed: “It is important to work in an informal manner as to make sure that when you 
have to do something in a formal manner it fits within the existing rituals. Contacts that 
are exclusively formal are highly ineffective”.116 
 
Recapitulating, this section clearly established the significance of the networking 
strategy. It shows that networking enables policy entrepreneurs to build up relations 
                                                           
116 The importance of informal working is confirmed by the quantitative data of this study. About 
two-thirds (67.4%) of all Dutch water management policy entrepreneurs hold that informal 
working is very (51.9%) or even extremely (15.5%) important. When we compare these data 
with the findings on the perceived importance of formal working, the significance of the informal 
game only becomes more evident: 12.1% of the policy entrepreneurs consider formal working 
very important and no more than 1% extremely important. 
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with a broad group of actors, and to better understand their perspectives (Fisher et al. 
1983; Schneider et al. 1995; Mintrom 1997, 2000). Moreover, this study established 
that the strategy of networking can provide policy entrepreneurs with all three kinds of 
contextual knowledge distinguished by Dutton et al. (2001). Furthermore, it shows that 
policy entrepreneurs perceive networking very important as it helps them to better 
understand their context, and to be more sensitive what actors are looking for. In 
support of Mintrom (2000) and Sullivan and Skelcher (2002), this research shows that 
such contextual knowledge not only helps policy entrepreneurs to tailor rhetorical 
persuasion efforts to what best fits a particular individual within a particular 
organisation (Dutton et al. 2001), but in fact, helps them to play a better overall 
strategic game. Among other things, this study observed that this knowledge is 
important for policy entrepreneurs to see policy spaces opening up, to make the right 
links, and to actually determine the opportune timing for their entire strategic 
behaviour. In addition, and this was not anticipated by Dutton et al. (2001), this study 
shows that contextual knowledge is important also beyond the initial phase, and more 
importantly, not only in relation to the internal organisation. 
 

8.3  TRUST BUILDING 

 

8.3.1  Introduction 

The second relational management strategy is trust building which, together with the 
strategy of networking, forms the essence of relational management. Schneider et al. 
(1995: 59) literally call the establishment and maintaining of good relations and the 
building of trust ‘vital’ to the pursuit of policy entrepreneurs’ goals. As explained in 
Chapter 2, various key studies on policy change and entrepreneurship (see for example 
Schneider et al. 1995; De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof 2000, 2008; Taylor et al. 2011) refer 
to the importance of trust building. Sullivan and Skelcher (2002) define trust as a vital 
attribute of successful collaboration, whereas both Schneider et al. (1995) and Mintrom 
and Vergari (1998) contend that trust is not only important in terms of cooperation, and 
thus for the success of the building of coalitions and other linking efforts, but also for 
the success of strategies that in this study are referred to as attention- and support-
seeking strategies. 
 
As elaborated in Chapter 2, and based on the work of De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof 
(2008), this study defines trust-building as the purposive behaviours of policy 
entrepreneurs to foster and maintain mutual confidence between partners. Trust is 
regarded as a situation where actors believe in the good intentions of other actors, that 
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is, as a state where actors believe that the other will respect their interests as ‘trusting’ 
actor’, also when the opportunity for opportunistic behaviour arises (Koppenjan and 
Klijn 2004). Various scholars (see, for example, Smets et al. 1999 and Quinn 2000) 
principally consider trust as a result of cooperation and maintain that actors can 
establish relationships of trust through repeated interactions of reciprocal, preferential, 
and mutually supportive actions. De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof (2008) also regard trust 
as a result, namely as a result of respecting a variety of rules relating to both the 
position of actors, including for example, using power in a reserved way and respecting 
the principle or reciprocity. Other scholars (see, for example, Williams 2002) consider 
trust instead as a precondition for cooperation and maintain that collaborative 
behaviour is hardly possible when trust attitudes are absent. Finally, there are scholars 
(including Scharpf 1997 and Hardin 2001) suggesting that trust can be both a 
precondition and a result of/for cooperation. Scharpf (1997), for example, holds that 
trust is not a binary variable and makes a division between relationships of weak trust 
(information communicated about options and preferences will be truthful and 
commitments explicitly entered will be honoured, that is, as long as the circumstances 
under which they were entered do not change significantly) and those of strong trust 
(strategy options attractive to oneself but hurting the others are avoided and in case of 
need help can be counted on). Also Hardin (2001) suggests that trust is both a result 
and a precondition for cooperation and points towards a possible feedback mechanism 
between trust and its further development. He (2001: 23) explains: “I corporate with 
you, you discover trustworthiness, and therefore cooperate even more or on even more 
important matters with you”. In line with this, Vangen and Huxham (2003) regard trust 
building a cyclical process. They contend that every time when actors work together 
whereby its outcome meets the expectations, trusting attitudes are reinforced. 
According to them, this in turn, increases the possibility that actors will have positive 
expectations about each other, and thus in future collaboration. Vangen and Huxham 
(2003) furthermore suggest that this trust building loop aligns itself with an approach 
of small wins whereby trust can be built and developed over time by starting with low-
risk initiatives (with a high probability of successful implementation) after which 
partners are more trusting and more willing to take greater risks. In his work on 
collaboration, Imperial (2005: 310) advises something similar: “They [public managers] 
should be strategic, focus on problems that are manageable, look for opportunities where 
there is strong political support, and focus their efforts where the likelihood of success is 
high. This provides public managers with the requisite time needed to build relationships 
and trust (…). They can then build on these successes”. In other words, also Imperial 
(2005) suggests that trust develops over time, for instance, by starting with small 
projects, building on these successes, and so on. 
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In contrast to the lack of agreement on whether or not trust is a necessary precondition 
for cooperation, there is no difference in thought about the idea that trust, at least, 
makes it easier to cooperate. Granovetter (1985), for example, suggests that information 
from trusted individuals is generally considered more reliable, and Koppenjan and Klijn 
(2004) maintain that trust reduces uncertainties about the behaviour of fellow actors, 
making the need for detailed contracts a lot smaller. The latter, in addition, suggest that 
when partners trust each other, they are more likely to share information. Furthermore, 
various authors (including Dutton and Ashford 1993; Schneider et al. 1995; Mintrom 
and Vergari 1998; De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof 2000; Folke et al. 2005) suggest that it 
is easier to influence or persuade partners with whom a relationship of trust has been 
established. Mintrom (2000) in this light suggests that under conditions of time 
constraints relationships of trust only become more important since in such 
circumstances comprehensive evaluations are often impossible or unlikely to take 
place. 
 
It is interesting to note that trust is often considered as a reputational issue. For 
example, Mintrom and Vergari (1998) stress the importance of a reputation as a trust-
worthy one. They (1998: 131) state: “Just as consumers can be put off from purchasing 
high-quality merchandise simply because of the way they are treated by store staff, 
politicians can respond negatively to policy ideas due to the actions and reputations of the 
policy entrepreneurs who are pushing them”. In other words, they suggest that policy 
entrepreneurs have to invest in the reputation for trustworthiness. It should be noted 
that in the course of the policymaking processes, both the reputation and relationships 
of trust may not always develop in a positive direction. In fact, several scholars maintain 
that although trust tends to foster slowly over time, it may quickly disappear. As 
elaborated in Chapter 2, De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof (2000, 2008) warn in this respect 
for what they call ‘overly strategic playing’. Also Soeterbroek (1998) warns for the risk 
of losing a reputation of trustworthiness as a result of strategic actions or reneging. 
When trust eventually turns into distrust Koppenjan and Klijn (2004) suggest that 
collaboration may become highly uncertain. Finally, in light of the focus of this study, it 
is interesting to note that Granovetter (1985) argues that it is not so much the other’s 
organisations general reputation of trustworthiness that counts, but first and foremost 
the trustworthiness of individuals. 
 

8.3.2  Relational management through trust building: empirical evidence 

The theoretical notion of the importance of relational management and trust is well 
supported by the empirical findings of this study. In fact, policy entrepreneurs in Dutch 
water management emphasised the importance of working towards good relations – 
and ultimately relationships of trust – almost more than any other strategy. This 
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research established that as much as nine out of ten policy entrepreneurs (91.8%) 
consider trust building very (34.5%) or even extremely (57.3%) important.117 Also 
during the interviews policy entrepreneurs unanimously emphasised the critical 
importance of trust for the realisation of policy change, within the internal organisation 
as well as between coalition partners. The bottom line is that without trust policy 
change trajectories are simply believed to be very difficult, if not impossible. As one 
water board policy entrepreneur, for example, noted: “This project is entirely based on 
trust, and so do many of our projects”. 
 
Policy entrepreneurs in Dutch water management not only emphasise the importance 
of trust, they also stress how difficult and time-consuming it is to establish such 
relations. Besides the necessary step to first invest in networking, policy entrepreneurs, 
to this end, maintain that it is essential be reliable, to demonstrate an open attitude, and 
to communicate transparently. As one municipal policy entrepreneur noted: “It starts 
with an open attitude in the process and being transparent, by doing so one will better 
understand the decisions you take. Furthermore, the relationship of trust can grow when 
one keep one's promises”. Another water board entrepreneur reasoned along the same 
lines and emphasised, as did many other policy entrepreneurs, the importance of 
transparency. He noted: “The secret is open communication”. Clear and transparent 
communication is not only considered important as to build trust, but in situations 
where trust is put to test, also as to minimise damage to existing relationships of trust. 
One water board entrepreneur, for instance, noted: “Suppose you have received tens of 
millions in subsidies, of course you better stick to the subsidy deadlines, even when that is 
frustrating for a good relationship. Clear and transparent communication can limit the 
damage to the relationship of trust". This study suggests that predictability and stability 
also are important elements for establishing and maintaining trust. One RWS 
entrepreneur, for instance, observed: “Our relation used to be characterised by distrust, 
especially as a result of constantly changing policy. Now that we have chosen a more 
steady course, distrust turned into trust”. Finally, and this links back to the findings of 
Chapter 6, also problem sharing may bring parties closer together and foster 
relationships of trust. One water board entrepreneur observed: “We established a 
relationship of trust by inviting national bureaucrats and, at times literally, sit together 
behind the computer to let them experience what their ministry asks us to do. This brings 
you further as it creates a shared problem”. Above examples provide support for Smets et 
al.’s (1999), Quinn’s (2000) and De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof’s (2008) ideas that trust 
may be fostered as a result of cooperation.  
                                                           
117 For comparison, the same numbers for the provision of facts and figures respectively are 
42.2% and 28.6%, and for rhetorical persuasion (or more specific, adapting language to get 
attention and support for preferred ideas) respectively 39.8% and 32.5%. Only for internal 
networking the same numbers are higher, respectively 18.9% and 70.9%. 
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Furthermore, and in accordance with the work of Vangen and Huxham (2003) and 
Imperial (2005), policy entrepreneurs frequently suggest that trust can be fostered by 
the successful realisation of small (sub) projects, or as they sometimes call it, quick 
wins. One municipal entrepreneur, for example, noted: “As a result of this project trust 
has grown, early on the level of trust was zero. (...) The breakthrough in this deadlock was 
(…) that we managed to realise some pieces. This allows people to see it concretely, this 
consequently resulted in support and trust”. Another (RWS) policy entrepreneur noted: 
“What you will have to do to establish trust, is to show that it [the realisation of the 
project] is possible. Words alone are insufficient”. Another (municipal) policy 
entrepreneur answered on the question ‘what to do to create trust’ in this manner: 
“Realise small (sub)projects with a high visibility”. At the same time, however, there are 
also policy entrepreneurs that, in support of Williams (2002), consider trust first and 
foremost a precondition for cooperation. Statements such as “at the start of the project 
there was sufficient trust to at least talk about cooperation" and “when there is no trust 
between partners on whom you are dependent, it is very, very difficult to go ahead” (both 
quotes are taken from interviews with water board policy entrepreneurs) are typical 
and indicate that the existence of some basic level of trust between parties is not only 
considered an important success factor, but also a precondition for cooperation. Overall, 
this study provides most support for those scholars (including Scharpf 1997; Hardin 
2001) suggesting that trust can be both a precondition and a result of/for cooperation. 
After all, the findings of this study suggest that some level of trust is needed prior to 
cooperation, whereas at the same time, this level can grow (or decline) as a result of this 
cooperation. One water board policy entrepreneur aptly put this lesson like this: “Given 
that the foundation for trust has already been established [as a result of cooperation in a 
prior project] we could [in the current project] go one step further and do even more”. In 
sum, and consistent with Scharpf (1997), this study established that trust can grow, 
decline, and exist in varying degrees. 
 
Consistent with the results presented in Chapter 7 on linking strategies, and in line with 
Granovetter (1985), policy entrepreneurs repeatedly reported that in relation to trust, 
the individual experience is far more important than the organisational reputation. One 
municipal policy entrepreneur, for example, observed: “Occasionally project leaders 
change. Sometimes this is refreshing, most of the time, however, this is difficult given that 
you lose knowledge and the trust established”. Another (water board) entrepreneur 
noted: "Trust in organisations doesn’t exist, it depends on individuals". 
 

Intermezzo 8.1: Are good relations equal to friendship? 
Although the strategic behaviour of policy entrepreneurs in many ways relates to 
relational management, and although policy entrepreneurs generally wish to establish 
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and maintain good relations, this study shows that they do not consider it effective to 
work both sides of the street, if only for the reason that they regard it impossible and 
undesirable to meet the wishes of all stakeholders. As one RWS policy entrepreneur 
noted: “In the field of water management there are numerous interests and functions to 
serve (...). I believe it is useful to consider all interests and wishes, but you have to make 
choices”. Another (water board) policy entrepreneur explained how in a particular 
project his endeavour to meet everyone’s wishes through efforts of issue linking 
moved beyond the optimal linking point, and eventually resulted in failure: “We 
attempted to take all wishes of all parties into account (…). So when the province asked 
us to take in the widening of the provincial road we agreed (…) However, this meant that 
we lost support from the environmentalists; they objected officially to the entire plan”. 
The quantitative data of this study reconfirmed this notion that relational 
management is not the same as fostering friendships. Less than a quarter (23.8%) of 
all policy entrepreneurs consider friendship very or extremely important, in 
comparison with the importance of networking and trust-building a very marginal 
number. Although the current study did not investigate the underlying reason, this 
finding is in line with Soeterbroek (1998) and Mintzberg et al. (1996). They suggest 
that actors in their professional arena should not search for friendship as this may 
prevent them from professional negotiating, and accordingly limit their room to 
manoeuvre. 

 
Policy entrepreneurs in Dutch water management not only maintain that trust is hard 
to build, they also claim that it is rather fragile and relatively easy to lose or to destroy. 
As one water board policy entrepreneur noted: “As often, the level of trust has fallen in 
the course of time. At the start of the project all intentions are all wonderful (…) but as the 
project proceeds you often see that organisational interests’ come to the fore at the 
expense of the collective goal”. In this respect, policy entrepreneurs repeatedly note that 
negative experiences have stronger effects on the level of trust than positive ones. As 
one entrepreneur, for instance, explained: “When at a certain point you can show that 
you keep your promises, you become a serious partner (…) at the same time it is 
devastating if you make an agreement and cannot honour it (…). It only has to happen 
once and you have absolute distrust”. With regard to the importance and vulnerability of 
trust, this study shows that policy entrepreneurs generally are careful to compromise 
their relations. As one municipal policy entrepreneur, for instance, noted: "When at a 
certain point you have to play hardball, and in the past this happened several times, you 
always find that this has a profound impact on your relationship. It impacts your relations 
for years. It creates distrust, implying that decisions can no longer be based on trust, which 
in turns makes healthy collaboration almost impossible”. Interesting in this connection is 
the suggestion of De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof (2000) that an overly strategic approach 
may result in distrust. The findings of the present study suggest that policy 



- 208 - 

 

entrepreneurs are well aware of this principle and operate carefully not to cultivate a 
reputation of strategic players. In fact, when I initially approached them with my 
research question on entrepreneurial policy change strategies, I found that the concepts 
‘strategies’ and ‘strategic playing’ carry a very negative connotation; even policy 
entrepreneurs, masters of strategic playing par excellence, at first sight often connect 
strategies with ruse, guile, and nasty tricks, and not with the effective realisation of 
policy change.118  
 
In terms of effectiveness, the policy entrepreneurs’ accounts reveal that trust and trust 
building are important for the successful implementation of all types of projects, 
regardless of the context. Furthermore, the findings of this study suggest that trust is 
important throughout the entire policymaking process. For example, as elaborated on 
above, the policy entrepreneurs’ accounts revealed that it is easier to acquire attention 
and support for problem definitions and policy ideas when relationships of trust are 
established. The importance of trust for successful linking is, if possible, even bigger. 
One water board policy entrepreneur, for example, noted: “When the level of trust is low, 
I think coalitions are hardly successful”. These findings are consistent with the idea that 
it is easier to influence and pursue actors with whom a relationship of trust has been 
built (Dutton and Ashford 1993; Schneider et al. 1995; Mintrom and Vergari 1998; De 
Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof 2000). Perhaps more surprising, this study also shows that 
the importance of trust does not end after the project implementation. In fact, for the 
reason that in Dutch water management most negotiations take place in an 
environment where the same participants frequently need each other in parallel and/or 
future policy games, policy entrepreneurs state, consistent with Fisher et al. (1983), 
that it is important to display cooperative behaviour and to play in such a manner that 
relationships of trust are afterwards (at least) not deteriorated. As one policy 
entrepreneur, for example, noted: “When you reach your goal at the expense of your 
relationship, you will have to be very sure that you won’t need that relation in the future. If 
you will need that relation in the future, you are certainly lost.” Another water board 
policy entrepreneur noted: “The exclusion of parties is never a smart idea. You will 
always come across them again, and this can frustrate your interests tremendously”. 
Indeed, many of the entrepreneurs noted that poor relationships often hamper the 
progress of projects. As one entrepreneur, for instance, noted: “Poor relationships can 
result in terrible delays, they make it very hard to reach your goals quickly.” In sum, and in 
accordance with what has been observed in the section on game linking in the previous 
chapter (section 7.4), this study shows that policy entrepreneurs not only are 

                                                           
118 In fact, I frequently observed that only in the course of the highly open and explorative 
interviews policy entrepreneurs became aware of the many actions and strategic choices they 
continuously make in the policy change processes in which they are involved. 
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concerned about the substantial outcome of policymaking processes, but also about the 
relational outcome. This issue is further explored in Chapter 9 ‘Arena strategies’. The 
next section first takes a closer look at the importance of internal trust and discusses 
how this relates to the policy entrepreneurs’ position, and especially, to their external 
game. 
 

Intermezzo 8.2: Trust: crucial for entrepreneurship  
This research suggests that entrepreneurship is strongly connected with trust. On the 
question ‘In your opinion, what is your level of discretion?’ (referring to the power to 
decide and act according to one's own judgment), one (municipal) entrepreneur, for 
example, answered: “Because I had a good relationship with the executive, my level of 
discretion was quite great”. Another municipal entrepreneur reasoned along the same 
lines: “[My level of discretion is] great because my manager trusts me. Also various other 
entrepreneurs explained their level of discretion by referring to their internal 
relationships, including for instance this municipal entrepreneur who stated: “My level 
of discretion is relatively great, the communication lines with the assembly are short (…) 
Especially during complex projects it is important that you are able to align matters with 
assembly members quickly, so they eventually can discuss it, formally or informally, 
within the board. In that manner you uphold support. Good relations with the board are 
crucial”. Another municipal entrepreneur noted: “It is very important that people 
internally trust you (…) it provides relatively a lot of room for you to manoeuvre”. The 
policy entrepreneurs’ accounts demonstrate that trust is important throughout the 
organisation, and not only at the top level. Consider, for instance, the following RWS 
policy entrepreneur emphasising the importance of trust at the middle management 
level: “It [level of discretion] greatly depends on the middle management, on the question 
whether or not they trust you”. In line with these answers, this study established that 
policy entrepreneurs, besides appreciation, especially consider trust a key ingredient 
for further stimulating entrepreneurship within their organisation. One water board 
policy entrepreneur holding a managing position, for example, stated: “You have to be 
clear with them [professionals] about what is expected from them. How, when, and by 
what means they reach that target should be within the discretion of the employee. Room 
must be given without detailed procedures. This requires trust”. Another (RWS) 
entrepreneur reasoned along the same lines: "Trust is the basis. Another issue is to 
balance the task, power, and responsibilities. (...) When I give a project manager 
responsibilities and tasks without power, stress is the result. It obstructs 
entrepreneurship and you constantly hear the question: is this allowed? It is better to 
accept that sometimes things happen differently from what you wanted or expected, but 
in the end, the result is much better". Also the following provincial entrepreneur noted 
the importance of trust when asked what he considers most important in further 
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stimulating entrepreneurship within his organisation: “More trust in what employees 
do and stand for; less rigid control on outlined policy; no fear that things go wrong”. This 
entrepreneur touches here on an important issue, that is, the fact that such discretion, 
at times, can also result in situations where things go differently than anticipated, or 
worse, go wrong. This goes to the heart of entrepreneurship; time and again, policy 
entrepreneurs emphasised that they consider a control culture fatal for 
entrepreneurship and room for making mistakes precondition number one. One water 
board entrepreneur explained this point in this manner: “I consider trust essential (…) 
When you experiment you make mistakes, so when you aim to stimulate 
entrepreneurship, you will have to accept each others’ mistakes”. Another (RWS) 
entrepreneur noted: “People are restrained [from being entrepreneurial] by the fear to 
fail. Room for mistakes, without immediate punishment, is very important”. A third 
municipal entrepreneur summarised essentially the same message in this manner: "If 
you wish to be innovative and decisive, trust, short lines, networks, and courage are 
necessary, whereas a command and control culture is disastrous”. With this, I do not 
want to imply that by giving discretion and trust all public servants will all act as 
entrepreneurs. This, however, does not alter the conclusion that trust is a crucial 
element for entrepreneurship. In the conclusion chapter (section 10.7) more 
reflections and lessons are presented on stimulating entrepreneurship within 
organisations. 

 

8.3.3  Internal trust 

As demonstrated above, this study established that internal relations are considered 
crucial for policy entrepreneurs. This observation, in the first place, relates to the fact 
that without ultimate internal political approval, policy change will not take place. In the 
second place, this observation relates to the finding that internal relational 
management is crucial for policy entrepreneurs in their external game. In fact, the 
policy entrepreneurs’ accounts reveal that when internal relationships of trust are 
absent or when policy entrepreneurs have little internal knowledge about the different 
internal positions, they seriously run the risk of becoming a weak external player, 
especially when negotiations in which they are involved change in unanticipated 
manners. As one (provincial) entrepreneur, for example, observed: “Knowing the rules 
of the game and investing in a strong internal network are indispensable (…) you have to 
know where and which persons can provide you with the right information (…) reneging 
should be avoided at all times; with this you loose your position as a serious partner." 
Another (water board) entrepreneur stated: “You never can fully predict the negotiation 
strategy of the opposite party, but it is killing for your position when you constantly have 
to return to your own organisation to hear their view”. The in this study established 
importance of internal trust can be regarded as a further elaboration and specification 
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of the work of Mintzberg et al. (1996), Westley (2002), and Soeterbroek (1998), all 
suggesting the importance of the internal game.  
 
Even if policy entrepreneurs generally aim to reach internal agreement prior to the 
start of external negotiations, they indicate that this is not always possible, especially 
when there is a lack of time or when negotiations develop in an unanticipated direction. 
Hence, in their efforts to make advancement, policy entrepreneurs may be confronted 
with a dilemma that clearly puts their internal trust to the test: weaken their external 
bargaining position by only speaking with all proper reserve (as to avoid internal 
difficulties), or take up a position of a serious negotiator, hence taking the risk of both 
internal and external problems. The risk of such behaviour is illustrated by the 
following example in which, for the sake of the project, a water board policy 
entrepreneur took the risk of making a promise externally without clear internal 
mandate. A promise which, turned out later, was not accepted internally. In short, the 
policy entrepreneur had to renege on earlier promises (as said, by policy entrepreneurs 
generally seen as the worst-case scenario). He explained: “We did not realise how 
persistent our executive assembly was on this matter (…) and had to adapt the plan and go 
back on certain promises. Our external partners reacted furiously and absolute distrust 
was the result”. 
 
The empirical data of this study suggest that a small number of entrepreneurs are not 
willing to take such risks and only act on the basis of a clear mandate. One such (RWS) 
entrepreneur, for example, stated: “When you get internal problems afterwards, I think 
you made a mistake. I believe that when you negotiate with external partners, you always 
have to make sure to have internal backing”. Another (municipal) entrepreneur 
reasoned in the same direction, this time by referring to his role as a bureaucrat: “No, 
you cannot take such risks as bureaucrats”. Nevertheless, and despite the obvious 
friction between acting without (clear) mandate and the role of the bureaucrat, the 
empirical data of the present study suggest that when stakes are high, most policy 
entrepreneurs are willing to purposefully take risks, meaning that they are prepared to 
(further) negotiate even without clear authority. As one provincial entrepreneur 
observed:  

 
Every now and then I know I cross a line. For the sake of the process I am ready 
to take that risk and act as if I have authority, even when I don’t. In such 
circumstances I, so to say, misuse the lack of clarity. It is a matter of balancing 
and experience, knowing how far I can go. But if you cannot promise anything 
in negotiations and need feedback for every step, you are simply not viewed a 
serious negotiation partner.  
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Another water board policy entrepreneur noted: “Generally I act carefully, but when the 
stakes are high, I am willing to take risks and try to sell certain promises internally 
afterwards”. Policy entrepreneurs provided numerous examples in which they took this 
risk, the common denominator in these accounts is that they appear willing to take such 
risks only when the stakes are high, and when opportunities have to be exploited 
quickly. As one municipal policy entrepreneur observed: “Of course I always try to act 
decently, yet in high rewards situations I am willing to take risks not to lose the 
momentum”. Another (provincial) policy entrepreneur argued along the same lines: 
“There are moments of opportunity, moments that you feel you can achieve a 
breakthrough; at such moments I am certainly prepared to take risks and to explain and 
defend my choices afterwards”. In this view, the present study suggests that investing in 
internal networking and relationships of trust are absolute prerequisites for policy 
entrepreneurs to engage in such strategic action. After all, the above described risks 
policy entrepreneurs take, have little to do with blind courage. As one water board 
entrepreneur observed: “To be completely honest, I knew beforehand that I would meet 
internal resistance (…) but it was a calculated risk”. To make such calculated risks policy 
entrepreneurs, as explained in section 8.2, first and foremost need internal normative 
knowledge as to judge how far they can go (Dutton et al. 2001). One water board 
entrepreneur, for instance, noted: “In every game there is a black, a white, and a grey 
area. The black area is the no-go area, the grey area, however, is the area you have to 
claim completely. Therefore, it is crucial to know the rules, to know the participants, the 
executives, and to understand their positions”. Furthermore, policy entrepreneurs hold 
that such risk-taking behaviour is only sound when relationships of trust are strong. As 
one municipal entrepreneur observed: “When unexpected developments occur and you 
have to act swiftly, trust is a crucial element. The people back home have to trust in what 
you are doing”. Another (water board) policy entrepreneur noted: “At times, when I 
attempt to put a project on a higher plan I am willing to operate on the edge. With this 
project [an ambitious project to enhance the water quality and to reduce flood risks] I 
know I am operating on the edge, or even cross the line. I take more space then given. You 
can only permit to do this when you have excellent internal relations”. In sum, trust turns 
out not only to be a precondition for cooperation such as, for example, suggested by 
Williams (2002), this study also established that risk-taking behaviour is advised 
against when (internal) trust is absent, in other words, that trust also is a prerequisite 
for strategic behaviour and entrepreneurship more generally. 
 

8.3.4  Factors determining the importance of relational management 

This chapter clearly demonstrates that relational management is an essential element in 
the policy entrepreneurs’ quest for policy change. More precisely, this chapter 
established that good relations generally are very important for reaching objectives and 
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for the overall progress of projects. Given this crucial importance of relations, one may 
ask whether the conclusion would be justified that it is most effective to always aim for 
good relations. The policy entrepreneurs’ accounts clearly suggest that their strategic 
game is more complex than that, and that even relational management is not always 
straightforward and unproblematic. This is especially so because of the time burden of 
establishing and maintaining good relations (Schneider et al. 1995). Time that, 
particularly in the short term, is not always available. This study found that for this 
reason, policy entrepreneurs during any single policy change attempt, can be torn 
between the desire to reach their goals as fast as possible and the wish to maintain or 
bolster their relations. This resonates with the findings of Bovens et al. (2001) that 
particular desired outcomes in the short term (for instance, the heightening of a dike) 
may differ from desired outcomes in the long term (for instance, a good relationship 
with the partners involved).  
 
As shown in Figure 33, this study established that a majority (51.5%) of policy 
entrepreneurs show what this study calls an intrinsic inclination towards good relations 
(that is, generally prioritise good relations over fast goal achievement), whereas only a 
minority (16.5%) show an intrinsic inclination towards fast goal achievement (and to 
this end are prepared to possibly worsen their relations). About one third (32%) of the 
policy entrepreneurs consider fast goal achievement and keeping good relations equally 
important. 
 

 
Figure 33: Good relations versus fast goal achievement119 
 
Given this study’s overall goal of making a contribution towards a deeper 
understanding of the effectiveness and rationale for employing strategies, an important 
finding is that, under certain contextual conditions, policy entrepreneurs depart from 
their intrinsic orientation (meaning, for instance, that entrepreneurs generally 

                                                           
119 Figure 33 is based on the responses of policy entrepreneurs to the question ‘In general, what 
do you consider more important (good relationships with involved partners or fast goal 
achievement)?’ (survey question #35, the full Dutch survey is reproduced in Appendix V). 
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prioritising relations may, under certain conditions, also prioritise fast progress, and 
the other way around). This study inductively established that these contextual 
conditions relate to the policy proposal, the network environment, and the policy 
entrepreneurs’ organisation. All three factors (indeed, the same as associated with the 
appraisal of desired coalitions and levels of issue linking) are discussed below. 
 

8.3.4.1  Policy proposal 

Similar to what has been observed for coalition building and the strategy of issue 
linking, this study established that the policy proposal, in particular its scope and 
prevailing time pressure, is a key factor associated with the deemed importance 
relational management. 
 
Scope and interconnectedness 
As observed before, policy entrepreneurs in Dutch water management are currently 
mostly unable to reach their goals alone. In line with the findings of Chapter 7, the data 
related to the above explained ‘good relations versus fast goal achievement dilemma’ 
suggest that the strategic behaviour of policy entrepreneurs, among other things, 
depends on the question to what extent the project’s success is dependent on the 
resources, support, and regulatory capacity of others, which, as explained above, 
importantly relates to the (desired) scope and interconnectedness or integratedness of 
the policy proposal or project. Policy entrepreneurs argue that the wider the (desired) 
scope or interconnectedness of a project, the more effective it is to invest in good 
relations. As one municipal entrepreneur noted: “When you aim to work in an integrated 
manner, you will have to tempt other parties, you cannot force them (...) I believe in such 
instances there are few alternatives but to maintain good relationships”. Another 
municipal entrepreneur, for instance, observed: "For most projects we are dependent on 
others, and thus have to maintain our good relations. As a water board, we often work on 
the land of third parties. Before they permit you to do so, good relations are prerequisite. 
You cannot force collaboration". Another entrepreneur framed essentially the same 
message like this: "It depends, of course, on the project. For some projects certain actors 
are so important to the goal, that you have no choice but to go for good relationships, 
otherwise you'll never reach your goal (...) it depends on your dependency position”. Also 
entrepreneurs intrinsically oriented towards fast goal achievement acknowledge that 
good relations are very important in light of the realisation of integrated and complex 
long-term projects. As one such water board policy entrepreneur, for instance, 
observed: “I tend to give priority to the goals. Then again, you never reach your goals 
without a good relationship with partners, especially when you deal with complex 
projects". Furthermore, and in relation to the foregoing, the policy entrepreneurs’ 
narratives exhibited that their strategic decisions to either prioritise relations or fast 
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goal achievement also depend on the length of the project, which in turn, often relates 
to their scope and interconnectedness. One municipal entrepreneur, for instance, noted: 
"Especially in long-term projects you will have to promote goodwill (...) you will have to 
make sure that you reach the finishing post together. For this reason having good 
relationships is a precondition”. 
 
Time pressure 
As observed before, in situations in which it is important to act swiftly, there is no time 
to lose – no time for building coalitions, no time for linking issues, and as this section 
demonstrates, also no time for relational management. Indeed, for all policy 
entrepreneurs, independent from their intrinsic orientation, it is clear that for 
emergency projects quick goal achievement comes in the first place. As one RWS 
entrepreneur observed: "In case of emergency it’s not about relationships, it’s about 
performing”. Consider also some of the answers of entrepreneurs intrinsically oriented 
towards good relations when asked whether there are circumstances wherein they 
would nevertheless prioritise fast goal achievement. One of these (municipal) 
entrepreneurs, for example, answered: “Yes, in case of an emergency. If tomorrow a dike 
breaks, there is no time for consultation or relations; you just have to make sure the dike 
gets closed. In all other situations you can consult". Another (water board) entrepreneur 
answered along the same lines: "Yes, I am willing to sacrifice relationships, but only when 
safety is at risk”. Also when the time pressure is high for other than emergency 
situations, for example when a certain project is seen as political priority, policy 
entrepreneurs may depart from their intrinsic orientation and prioritise fast goal 
achievement. As one water board policy entrepreneur observed: “When there is urgency, 
a subsidy deadline, or when there is a risk that political heads will roll, time is more 
important than relationships". However, and also this is in line with the findings 
presented in Chapter 7, this study suggests that in all situations (other than emergency 
situations) wherein relations have to be compromised, strategic playing and balancing 
are even more crucial than normally would be the case. In fact, this study suggests that 
most policy entrepreneurs generally try to avoid these situations. As one municipal 
entrepreneur observed: "When deadlines need to be met you cannot always uphold good 
relations. In one way or another you have to move forward, so you cannot only be 
concerned about the relation. Then again, I always try to avoid such situations". The 
finding that the available time pressure affects the policy entrepreneurs’ appraisal 
about the desirability of good relations supports Roberts’ (1992) suggestion that time 
constraints is an important feature contributing to the selection of strategies. 
 



- 216 - 

 

8.3.4.2  Network environment 

As established in Chapter 7, most policymaking games in Dutch water management take 
place in an environment wherein the same partners meet each other over and over 
again. The policy entrepreneurs’ accounts reveal that when this is indeed the case, good 
relations become more important. As one RWS entrepreneur, for instance, noted: 
"Certainly, you may reach short term successes [by compromising good relations], but in 
the long term you will need your partners to reach your objectives”. In fact, most policy 
entrepreneurs argue that given this background, they always have to balance between 
long-term and short-term considerations. One water board entrepreneur for example 
noted: “Perhaps you may achieve short term success by pushing certain issues, but in the 
long term, this will always damage your relation. Given that you will always meet the 
same parties, and given that I believe that you can only reach your goals when relations 
are good, I think that you always have to look beyond short term interests”. When games 
are instead played against backgrounds where such long term (relational outcomes) are 
considered less important, we find that more emphasis is placed on fast goal 
achievement. As one municipal entrepreneur observed: “You always have to assess the 
possible consequences of a potentially deteriorating relationship. When these relations are 
influential and of great interest you should not risk your relation to only gain some time. 
When instead a particular relationship has little impact, I believe you can take that risk”. 
The importance of long-term prospects, and thus the importance of relations, 
importantly relates to the partners involved. Consistent with the research findings 
presented in section 8.2 on networking, entrepreneurs generally are very carefully to 
preserve relations with fellow governments and consider good relations with non-
governmental actors less important. When, for instance, a (RWS) policy entrepreneur 
was asked when, if at all, he was willing to compromise good relations to achieve fast 
goal achievement, he answered like this: “Yes, and especially so with parties with whom 
the past has shown that collaboration was unproductive, and even more so when such a 
party is an interest group. With fellow governments it’s a different story. When you 
surpass their interests you usually pay a very high price in the future”. Another (water 
board) entrepreneur noted in the same vein: “My game with a private developer is 
different, is tougher, from how I deal with a municipality or another fellow governmental 
body. These latter relations are more important as you meet each other again and again 
in other policy games (…) a private developer instead builds something, and is gone”. The 
observation that the policy entrepreneurs’ strategic behaviour is partly determined by 
future expectations supports Milward and Provan’s (2000) suggestion that both 
simultaneous and foreseeable future interaction affects strategic behaviour. 
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8.3.4.3  Policy entrepreneurs’ organisation 

The results of this study suggest that besides the specific project and environment, also 
the policy entrepreneurs’ organisation influences, to some extent, the policy 
entrepreneurs’ choice whether to prevail good relations or fast goal achievement. Yet, 
unlike suggested by Mintrom (2000), Sullivan and Skelcher (2002), and Currie et al. 
(2008), and different from what has been observed in the previous chapter (especially 
in relation with coalition building and issue linking), this study established that policy 
entrepreneurs working within the four types of governmental bodies show very little 
differences in their strategic consideration of good relations versus fast goal 
achievement.120 In line with Snare (1995) this study, however, suggests that the specific 
preference of the executive assembly does play a role in this regard. One municipal 
entrepreneur, for example, observed: "To meet the requirements of the WFD, [the 
acquisition of] land of third parties is often prerequisite. When this is not obtainable, 
expropriation is a possibility. So far, however, in our organisation there is no political 
support for this. This means, at least, substantial delays”. Another (provincial) policy 
noted: "In this province we like to talk. That is clearly different from other provinces. We 
strongly believe in the idea that when someone has a problem, he or she should come and 
talk about it, so we can search for a solution together".  

 
8.3.4.4  Policy entrepreneurs’ individual strategic inclination 

Finally, however much the project, the environment, and the organisation matters, the 
results of this study suggest that the strategic behaviour of policy entrepreneurs is, to 
some degree, also the result of their individual strategic inclination. Recall that, as 
depicted in Figure 33 above, this study established that 51.5% of Dutch water policy 
entrepreneurs have an intrinsic inclination towards good relations and 16.5% towards 
fast goal achievement. In line with what has been demonstrated in the previous chapter, 
the data related to this dilemma suggest that these different orientations lead to 
different appraisals of the importance of both relational management strategies. For 
example, 94% of the entrepreneurs with an intrinsic orientation towards good relations 
consider trust very (38.7%) or even extremely important (55.7%), whereas the same 
figures for entrepreneurs that prioritise fast goal achievement respectively are 32.4% 
and 52.9%. Perhaps even more interesting is that the results of this study also suggest 
that this intrinsic orientation influences the overall strategic behaviour of policy 
entrepreneurs. For example, in comparison with entrepreneurs that prioritise fast goal 
achievement, this study established that entrepreneurs with an intrinsic orientation 

                                                           
120 See Table 22: Dilemma good relations versus fast goal achievement by organisation in Appendix 
VII. 
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towards relations are more in favour of coalitions (74.5% versus 50% consider the 
advantages of broad coalitions bigger than the disadvantages), more fond of issue 
linking (95.3% versus 82.4% consider linking generally a good idea), and more sceptical 
towards excluding (51.9% versus 38.2% consider excluding even never effective). 
Similarly, this study found that entrepreneurs generally prioritising fast goal 
achievement show a preference for various attention- and support seeking strategies. 
They consider, for instance, the strategy of the exploitation of focusing events more 
important (26.4% versus 15.1% consider this strategy very or extremely important), as 
well as various ways of rhetorical persuasion (including the highlighting/downplaying 
of specific elements of the problems, respectively 70.6% versus 52.8% consider this 
very or extremely important; and the highlighting/downplaying of elements of the 
solution, respectively 61.7% versus 29.2% consider this very or extremely important). 
The finding that the policy entrepreneurs’ individual intrinsic orientations, to some 
extent, influence their strategic behaviour is consistent with Scharpf’s (1997) and 
Pralle’s (2003) suggestion that personal preferences play an important role in the 
strategic game of individual actors. In sum, when above results are jointly analysed they 
show that: (1) policy entrepreneurs demonstrate a individual inclination for how to 
strategically act; and (2) that they may depart from their intrinsic orientation 
depending on the context in which the game is played. This and other lessons of this 
chapter are summarised in the next section. 
 

8.4  SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

This chapter on relational management strategies generated more in-depth knowledge 
on the overall strategic behaviour of policy entrepreneurs trying to pursue policy 
change, and especially contributed to a better understanding of the policy 
entrepreneurs’ strategic behaviour as to foster relations. The chapter shows that in 
policy change trajectories the relational aspect greatly matters, and that policy 
entrepreneurs consider good relationships crucial for processes of policy change. It 
demonstrates that to this end, Dutch water policy entrepreneurs indeed frequently 
network and make considerable efforts to build trust, both mostly taking place in 
informal settings. 
 
Furthermore, the results of the empirical analysis indicate that policy entrepreneurs’ 
networks are important resources that they draw upon when selling their policy ideas. 
Networking helps them to foster good relations and to obtain three kinds of contextual 
knowledge: strategic knowledge, relational knowledge, and normative knowledge. 
Knowledge that, among other things, helps them to better understand the preferences, 
plans, resources, and worries of other participants, which in turn helps them greatly in 
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discovering new ideas and their overall strategic game. Also the importance of trust is 
strongly supported by the empirical findings of this study; without trust policy change 
trajectories are believed to be very difficult if not impossible. In fact, policy 
entrepreneurs in Dutch water management emphasise the importance of trust building 
- although difficult and time-consuming to establish and easy to loose – almost more 
than any other strategy. Finally, this chapter has demonstrated that policy 
entrepreneurs do not either network or build trust, but instead, aiming to establish or 
maintain good relations, use both strategies hand in hand.  
 
Also in terms of effectiveness this chapter has provided several new insights. For 
instance, data are provided showing that the effectiveness of networking depends on 
the specific actor. Despite the multiple claims on transitions towards governance 
(Williams 2002; Wondolleck and Yaffee 2000; De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof 2000; 
Imperial 2005), this chapter shows that in the realm of Dutch water management, 
governmental actors (especially water board bureaucrats) rather than non-
governmental actors are important to network with. Furthermore, even if policy 
entrepreneurs generally consider it more effective to network with bureaucrats than to 
network with executives, this chapter suggests that policy entrepreneurs not only act as 
advisors and servants of their own politicians, but also actively interact with executives 
of other governmental bodies. Besides, this study found that both relational 
management strategies are effective throughout the entire policy change process: in 
advance of a project (as to acquire attention and support, and because some level of 
trust is a precondition for cooperation), throughout the process (because without trust 
and communication projects are likely to fail); and after the project. In fact, an 
important finding of this study is that policy entrepreneur are not only concerned about 
the substantive outcome of policymaking trajectories but also about the relational 
outcome. Good relations, accordingly, not only function as an independent variable 
fostering collaboration, but can at the same time be regarded as a dependent variable. 
Perhaps most important finding of this chapter is the established importance of the 
internal game. Indeed, this chapter has demonstrated that internal relational 
management - that is, trust building and networking with internal executives and 
bureaucratic colleagues – is considered even more important as the external game. Last 
but not least, the data presented in this chapter make a contribution towards a deeper 
understanding on the use and rationale for employing strategies. Based on the analysis 
of a dilemma associated with good relations, this chapter, once more, established that 
individual policy entrepreneurs show intrinsic inclinations for how to strategically act, 
yet are also able to depart from their intrinsic position when they consider this in light 
of the policy proposal, the environment, or their organisation more effective. The key 
lessons on the use and effectiveness of the relational management strategies are 
enlisted in Table 12. 
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 Networking Trust building 

What is the 
core? 

The building and orchestration of, 
and above all, operating within 
networks, which in practice largely 
comes down to spending time 
talking with and listening to a 
broad set of actors engaged in a 
certain domain. 

Purposive behaviours of policy 
entrepreneurs to respect the rules 
of the game as to foster and 
maintain mutual confidence 
between partners. 

What is the 
key? 

Feeling for the right moment to talk 
and listen to the right actor as to 
obtain as much as possible relevant 
contextual knowledge. 

Being reliable, stable, and 
predictable; demonstrating an 
open attitude, and communicating 
transparently.  

When 
effective? 

Effectiveness of networking 
primarily relates to ‘with whom’ 
rather than the ‘when’ question. 
Networking is particularly effective 
with bureaucrats and executives of 
the own organisation and with 
members of water boards. 

In advance of a project (as to 
acquire attention and support, and 
to make collaboration possible), 
throughout the project (without 
trust progress is hardly possible), 
and after a project (the relational 
outcome is important for parallel 
and future games). 

When to 
avoid? 

Not applicable, however, 
networking with national 
bureaucrats, national politicians, 
and non-governmental 
organisations is relatively less 
effective. 

Not applicable.  

Pitfalls? Internally loosing one’s image of 
loyalty due to considerable 
external networking activities. 

Trust is difficult and time-
consuming to establish and 
relatively easy to loose. Especially 
reneging is killing for reputations 
of trustworthiness.  

Table 12: Relational management strategies: lessons learned 



- 221 - 

 

9.  ARENA STRATEGIES 
 

9.1  INTRODUCTION 

This final empirical chapter assesses whether policy entrepreneurs, besides the use of 
the various attention- and support-seeking strategies, linking strategies, and relational 
management strategies, also strategically play with the arena wherein policymaking 
processes take place. In the conceptualisation of this study, the arena refers to both the 
locus and time wherein policymaking processes take place. Accordingly, different from 
various other studies (Pralle 2003), in this research the concept of arena is not used 
interchangeably with the concept of ‘institutional venue’, even if, as will be considered 
below, both concepts are closely related to each other. In this study arena strategies, 
correspondingly, are strategies meant to influence the time and/or place in which policy 
entrepreneurs act and decisions are made.  
 
This chapter successively discusses two arena strategies: venue shopping and timing. 
The first arena strategy is associated with the choice between the various loci where 
policy entrepreneurs can affect policy change. By searching for - or alternatively by 
creating - the most promising venue, policy entrepreneurs primarily try to change 
current policy images, the composition of participants, and decision making rules. The 
second area strategy, that of timing, is about affecting the time-pressure in 
policymaking processes and about making deliberate efforts to either slow down or 
speed up policymaking processes as to anticipate opportunities for change. 
 
The structure of this chapter (which is shorter, but not less important) follows the same 
logic as the three previous empirical strategy chapters. Each strategy is discussed in a 
separate section, both starting with a theoretical discussion, essentially intended to 
delve deeper into the existing literature related to each arena strategy. These 
theoretical discussions are followed by a section in which the results of the empirical 
research on policy entrepreneurs in the Netherlands are presented and discussed. The 
purpose of these empirical sections is to assess whether these two theoretically derived 
strategies are indeed used in practice, and if so, why and under which conditions. What 
is more, by providing a thorough analysis of the policy entrepreneurs’ strategic 
behaviour, data are presented aiming to deepen our understanding of the contextual 
effectiveness of both arena strategies. Similar to the previous chapters, this chapter 
ends with a summary of the empirical findings and a reflection on what these results 
mean for answering this study’s research questions. 
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9.2  VENUE SHOPPING 

 

9.2.1  Introduction 

The first arena strategy, that of venue shopping, is associated with the choice between 
the various possible places that have authority to make decisions and where one can try 
to effect change. By employing this strategy, which is directly based on the work of 
Baumgartner and Jones (1991: 1045), policy actors “try to alter the roster of participants 
who are involved in the issue by seeking out the most favorable venue for the 
consideration of their issues”. They assert that the policymakers' search for favourable 
venues is often a process of trial and error rather than rational search. Potential 
advantageous venues may be found at the same jurisdictional level (horizontal venue 
shopping) or at another level (vertical venue shopping). When policy change appears 
blocked at one level – say the local – it might be effective for policy entrepreneurs to 
actively search for venues where chances for getting support for their policy proposal 
are the highest – say at the national level (Mintrom and Norman 2009).  
 
Baumgartner and Jones (1991) claim that the venue shopping strategy can lead to 
dramatic reversals in policy outcomes, and suggest that the use of this strategy can be 
attractive as it has the potential to disarm opponents and strengthen the position of 
supporters of a particular policy change. In their account, the strategy of venue-
shopping is closely related to their ideas on policy images. In fact, they do not only 
suggest that a change in venue may be attractive as it can lead to the promotion of a 
new policy image or understanding of an issue, they also argue that when an image of a 
policy changes, a venue change becomes more likely. This latter suggestion is important 
because it points towards a manner of how policy actors can actually pursue this 
strategy. Except for this suggestion, they (1991: 1045) state that both institutional 
structures and “individual strategies of policy entrepreneurs” play an important role in 
this process. The strategy of venue shopping is suggested to be especially attractive in 
surroundings that provide little or no support for policy change and/or when one 
prefers not to act in accordance with regular or established procedures but instead, or 
even in parallel, favours a venue without the usual or prescribed procedures 
(Baumgartner and Jones 1991). In line with this, they argue that especially ‘losers in a 
policy debate’ or ‘those not currently involved’ have reason to be engaged in venue 
shopping. Richardson (2000) builds on this idea, and suggests that losers in a policy 
debate can either accept the current loss, hoping for future gains that can balance this 
current loss (indeed, the very principle which, as explained in section 7.4, this study 
considers part of the game linking strategy) or (when it appears that game linking does 
not result in satisfactory gains over time) seek alternative venues where one can try to 
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affect policymaking. Also Pralle (2003) claims that alternative venues may give 
policymakers and advocacy groups ‘on the losing side’ opportunities to go over the 
heads of, or by-pass, their opponents. She (2003: 236) states: “Alternative venues give 
policymakers and advocacy groups who are on the losing side of policy an opportunity to 
go over the heads of, or around, a policy elite intent on maintaining the status quo. If 
successful, the policy conflict moves into a venue where these challengers compete more 
equally with their opponents, or to an arena where their opponents are not yet mobilised”. 
Finally, an important contribution to the idea of the venue shopping strategy comes 
from Huitema and Meijerink (2009, 2010). In their work on the role of policy 
entrepreneurs in creating successful policy transitions, they present a somewhat 
broader understanding of the venue shopping strategy and claim that policy 
entrepreneurs not only exploit current venues, but can also manipulate the composition 
of venues, and even create new venues. The section below examines whether policy 
entrepreneurs in Dutch water management indeed shop for alternative venues, and if 
so, whether they do so by searching for existing venues and/or by creating new ones. In 
addition, similar to the discussions on the various attention- and support-seeking 
strategies, the linking strategies, and the relational management strategies, the 
effectiveness question is considered throughout. 
 

9.2.2  Searching for opportune arenas through venue shopping: empirical 
evidence 

In this study I found that most policy entrepreneurs in Dutch water management are 
convinced of the value of the strategy of venue shopping. In line with Baumgartner and 
Jones (1991), they appreciate venue shopping for its potential to disarm opponents and 
strengthen the position of supporters of a particular policy change. More generally, they 
believe that a search for new sets of involved participants through shifting the debate to 
different institutional venues can contribute to new solutions and opportunities. For 
example, on the question (which does not exhaust the totality of venue-shopping) ‘For 
the successful realisation of a policy change trajectory/project, how important do you 
consider a careful selection of the most favourable level of government (local, regional, 
national or European) with whom, in collaboration, a problem can be solved’, a 
relatively small group (20.4%) of policy entrepreneurs answered ‘moderately 
important’, close to half of them (51.5%) ‘very important’, and about a quarter (25.7%) 
of the policy entrepreneurs answered even ‘extremely important’.121 These figures are 
depicted in Figure 34 below. 

 

                                                           
121 Survey question #24, the full Dutch survey is reproduced in Appendix V. 
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  Figure 34: Importance of venue shopping 

 
Above figures are somewhat lower than the results obtained for the various attention- 
and support-seeking strategies (recall, for instance, that 43.7% of the policy 
entrepreneurs consider the demonstration of a solution as to get attention and support 
for a particular problem very important; 35.9% extremely important) and deviate even 
more strongly from similar data obtained for the relational management strategies 
(recall, for instance, that 38.8% of all policy entrepreneurs consider internal relational 
management very important, and as much as 48.5% even extremely important). 
Analysis of the follow-up interviews suggests that these quantitative data on venue 
shopping need some differentiation. Indeed, these data suggests that water policy 
entrepreneurs in the Netherlands consider venue shopping especially effective when 
used as to create alternative venues, whereas, contrary to my expectations, alternating 
between existing venues is considered far less effective. Presumably, part of the 
explanation for this finding is the research strategy of the current study. As explained, 
this study exclusively focuses at entrepreneurs working within and thus bound to 
specific local governmental agencies where concrete projects need to be realised, 
notably water boards, provinces, municipalities, and the local directions of RWS. 
Accordingly, and different from change agents that are not bound to specific 
organisations, the first participating actor is always set: the policy entrepreneurs’ home 
organisation. In theory, this does not necessarily have to exclude the search for 
alternative venues, the actual practice however, is different. In the first place, as the 
following example taken from an interview with a RWS entrepreneur illustrates, this 
relates to the observation that policy entrepreneurs generally want to respect the 
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established procedures of their home organisation, and do wish not by-pass their 
decision-authority. This, in turn, limits their freedom to shop for alternative venues: 
 

A bureaucrat highly concerned for the environment may be opposed to a certain 
license which will turn out negative for the local fish stock. Of course, he will first 
try to convince his manager to withdraw that license, but if that doesn’t work, he 
could also leak information to the fishing club so they could go to court [and 
enforce a decision in a different venue]. In practice, however, he may do this only 
once. People that do not agree with the basic philosophy, or do not obey the 
decision-authority of their own organisation, mostly cannot persist and leave. 

 
A possible additional explanation for the finding that the search for existing venues is 
considered less effective than the creation of new venues, is the fact in the practice of 
Dutch water management the geographical possibilities for project realisation are 
limited, and restricted to the administrative boundaries of the policy entrepreneurs’ 
organisations. A third reason, closely connected with the former, is that in local Dutch 
water management the partners with whom local projects have to be realised are 
mostly predetermined due to dependency constraints. As explained in both Chapter 3 
and Chapter 8, in Dutch water management governmental parties generally have long-
lasting (interdependency) relationships and will always need each other again in the 
future. Although not set in stone, this often means that not only the home organisation 
is involved by definition, but also various long-lasting partners. Indeed, from the 
interviews it appeared that when a unilateral search for the most favourable venue 
means that some of these partners are put out of action, policy entrepreneurs generally 
do not consider venue shopping very effective. As one water board entrepreneur, for 
example, noted: “We [a water board] have a long-term vision. Given that we are almost 
always dependent on others for the realisation of our goals, and always deal with the same 
parties, we know that specific behaviour in one project has implications for future projects 
as well. That is why we cannot by-pass certain parties". And because policy 
entrepreneurs generally consider it little effective to go over the heads of local 
opponents, the number of effective alternative venues where they can move to, and try 
to affect change, is at the subnational level considered relatively limited.122 Among 
other things, this observation is illustrated by the use (or rather non-use) of the water 
ordinance and the related legal venue.123 The interviewees’ accounts reveal that policy 
                                                           
122 Another form of shopping, in this study explicitly not conceptualized as part of the venue-
shopping strategy, is shopping for subsidies. This study shows that for the realisation of desired 
policy change projects, more than half of all policy entrepreneurs in Dutch water management 
(56.8%) consider this form of shopping very or extremely important. 
123 The water ordinance (In Dutch, de Keur) belongs to the legal armamentarium of water boards 
and contains obligations and prohibitions for what can, and cannot, be done in and around 
watercourses. 
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entrepreneurs generally avoid the use of legal instruments and the search for the 
alternative venue of going to court, especially in the eye of their long-term 
considerations. As one water board entrepreneur noted: “We only act on a voluntary 
base, also when DLG is getting nervous and starts to move into the direction of 
expropriation.124 We [the water board] are strongly opposed as we fear that we ultimately 
will pay a high price for expropriating”. Another water board entrepreneur framed it like 
this: “According the water ordinance, exemption needs to be granted when you start 
digging or filling up watercourses. If parties do not comply we could go to court [that is, 
an alternative venue that has the authority to make a decision]. However, that is a very 
unpleasant manner to acquire a position within a project, and never our first approach”. 
In fact, this study not only suggests that policy entrepreneurs try to avoid legal venues, 
but almost always try to keep decision making in venues within their own sphere of 
influence. This point is illustrated, for instance, in the following example, in which a 
RWS policy entrepreneur at first sight reports on issue linking, but essentially tells 
much more about venue shopping: 

 
I consider linking effective until the point that you become dependent on 
decision making procedures outside your own reach, when the distance between 
yourself and the decision-maker becomes so large that you can insufficiently 
influence them. In our case, the Assistant Secretary of the Ministry of Transport, 
Public Works and Water Management had to make a decision on the subsidy 
scheme. Because there is a large distance between our department and him, this 
meant that the proposal entered a surrounding [venue] which we could not 
influence anymore. This implies a big risk that at a certain point someone shoots 
the whole proposal down.125 

 
This research suggests that the policy entrepreneurs’ critical attitude towards the 
search for alternative venues does not only imply that they search relatively little for 
existing venues themselves, but also that they try to prevent venue shopping efforts of 
their opponents. Indeed, policy entrepreneurs in Dutch water management are well 
aware that also opponents of change may be involved in seeking out most favourable 
venues that offers the best prospects for reaching their goals. In fact, they suggest that it 
may very well be possible that the opponents’ venue shopping opportunities are bigger 
than their own room for searching alternative venues. The following example 
exemplifies the appraisal a particular water board had to make after an environmental 
group lodged an objection with them against one of their projects. The water boards’ 
                                                           
124 DLG (In Dutch, Dienst Landelijk Gebied) stands for Government Service for Land and Water 
Management. 
125 The Ministry of Transport, Public Works and Water Management (In Dutch, Ministerie van 
Verkeer en Waterstaat) is since 2010 part of the new Ministry of Infrastructure and the 
Environment (In Dutch, Ministerie van Infrastructuur en Milieu). 
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choice was to either stop all implementation activities, to compromise, or to persist and 
risk activities of venue shopping by the opposition, namely, them going to court and/or 
involving the media. The water board policy entrepreneur concerned explained: “We 
faced a dilemma related to this objection: to persist or not. On the one hand we could just 
precede and start with the implementation. On the one hand, by doing so you run the risk 
that they go to court (…) and to end up in a public discussion in which the newspapers and 
public opinion may turn against you”. In this case, and in line with the foregoing 
discussion, the water board decided to stop all implementation activities and to look for 
a solution by mutual agreement at a bilateral negotiation table. 
 
There is, however, one important exception to the observation that policy 
entrepreneurs do not search for alternative venues. In situations in which one has 
reached a deadlock within current venues, the above-mentioned relational objections 
are perceived less important, and the search for alternative venues considered highly 
effective. In sum, thereby providing support for the work of Richardson (2000) and 
Pralle (2003), the interview results suggest that the search for alternative venues is 
generally seen as a last resort. Accordingly, one may ask whether the conclusion would 
be justified that, except for in situations in which one has reached a deadlock within 
current venues, the overall strategy of venue shopping is irrelevant in the context of 
local Dutch water management. The answer is no: even if in practice policy 
entrepreneurs rarely use the strategy in the traditional sense – that is, shopping for 
existing venues – this study suggest that they are rather active in the creation of new 
venues, hereby providing support for Huitema and Meijerink (2009, 2010).  
 
The current study shows that in their quest for change, policy entrepreneurs in Dutch 
water management create all sorts of new venues. As elaborated in Chapter 7 on linking 
strategies, policy entrepreneurs, especially towards the implementation phase, often 
consider it effective to play with the nature of actors’ involvement within the coalition 
as to facilitate decision making, while at the same time, keeping all partners onboard. 
The policy entrepreneurs’ accounts reveal that to this end, they often split the coalition, 
and create all sorts of new venues that differ in respect to their involvement and 
decision making authority. Policy entrepreneurs regularly establish work groups, task 
forces, advisory committees, feedback groups, sounding boards, and other formal or 
informal groups. As one municipal policy entrepreneur explained: “We worked with a 
core group, a steering committee, and various professional work groups. (…) Only once in 
a while we organised broad consultations”.126 Especially when policy entrepreneurs are 

                                                           
126 The steering committee (In Dutch, stuurgroep) typically controls the progress of projects and 
takes decisions on the main features, and consists of administrators or representatives from the 
participating partners. 
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involved in large-scale projects with relatively broad coalitions, a common occurrence 
is the establishment of project-based organisations. As one municipal entrepreneur, for 
instance, noted: “For this project – in which we collaborate with the province, three 
municipalities and several big private real estate developers - we created a temporary 
structure [that is, created a new venue] as to facilitate the decision making process”. 
Another municipal policy entrepreneur noted: 

 
It is not productive to always involve all parties. Where it concerns large-scale 
projects, I increasingly make a division between a large project group, which is 
informed every few weeks, and a core group that does the actual work. As long as 
you communicate this approach at the start of the project, this approach is 
effective and actors of both groups will remain involved in the project.127 

 
Below further discussion will follow on the risks of ‘fake’ venues, that is, venues 
whereby participants are misled into thinking that their decisions will be influential, 
while in practice they are ignored or merely considered; for now it is important to note 
that above examples of the creation of new venues, such core groups or temporary 
project groups, are anything but an exception. Indeed, time and again, policy 
entrepreneur reported the importance of the creation of such new (temporary) venues 
to facilitate decision making in broad coalitions. In fact, the creation of, and division 
between several venues (with varying levels of centrality) is often regarded as an 
important success factor for the realisation of policy change. As one municipal 
entrepreneur, for example, noted: “We owe our success of this project especially to the 
fact that we established this advisory committee which gathered only monthly. This 
advisory committee consisted of colleagues of the municipality, the water board, 
inhabitants, and agricultural organisations”. Another (RWS) entrepreneur framed the 
perceived effectiveness of the creation of new venues like this: “The secret of success is 
the establishment of project-based organisations”. 
 
As mentioned, a related issue to the creation of such new venues is fake participation, 
that is, participation whereby the participants are misled into thinking that their 
decisions will be implemented, while in practice they are ignored or merely considered. 
This, an sich, is a well-know phenomenon in the literature (see, for example, Irvin and 
Stansbury 2004; Cammaerts 2005; Conrad et al. 2011), but not associated before with 
venue-shopping, or more precisely, the creation of new venues. For a small group of 
policy entrepreneurs the creation of venues with fake participation, at least at first 
sight, seems attractive, especially when participation is expected to result in resistance. 
After all, as the following quote from a municipal policy entrepreneur illustrates, some 
                                                           
127 The core group (In Dutch, kerngroep) is, under the leadership of a project leader, typically 
charged with the day-to-day running of projects. 
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actors may fear for true participation. This entrepreneur noted: “Do not create a real 
possibility for participation when resistance can be expected”. At the same time, policy 
entrepreneurs are aware that the creation of venues that later turn out to be, or at least 
are perceived as fake venues, may be tricky and not without risks. One water board 
policy entrepreneur, for instance, stated: 
 

We started with consultation in the region. For us this was a relatively new 
approach as we were used to make our own plans, provide an opportunity to 
comment, and wait for possible notices of objection. This time, however, we 
initiated a sounding board which was also involved with vision development (….) 
The vision developed, however, was rather conservative, while our executive 
assembly demanded more, and accordingly enforced a different plan (…). When 
this was passed back to the region, they were very upset. 

 
In other words, this study suggests that when the creation of news venues, such as a 
sounding board in the above example, turn out to be venues without actual decision 
making authority, the desired support and involvement may go from bad to worse. This 
study’s findings related to the risks of the creation of fake venues are consistent with 
Irvin and Stansbury’s (2004) observation that if participants are misled into thinking 
their decisions will be implemented, while in practice they are ignored or merely 
considered, resentment will accrue. The next section focuses on the second arena 
strategy, and shows that policy entrepreneurs not only influence the  locus wherein 
policymaking processes take place, but also play with time. 
 

9.3  TIMING 

 

9.3.1  Introduction 

As elaborated in Chapter 2, in a variety of ways, the importance of time and timing in 
policymaking processes is cited in the main works on policy change and policy 
entrepreneurship (including, Kingdon 1984; Birkland 1997, 1998; De Bruijn and Ten 
Heuvelhof 2000, 2008; Huitema and Meijerink 2010; and Taylor et al. 2011). In the 
same chapter, Keeley and Scoones (2003) postulate that policy change processes, to 
some extent, are structured processes instead of simply chaotic developments coming 
down to just chance elements. Also Kingdon (1984), although he acknowledges that 
time can never be fully controlled or predicted, holds that timing is more than waiting 
for the right moments, and suggests that some chances and potential policy 
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opportunities may be foreseeable, and therefore, offer possibilities for anticipation.128 
The same idea is put forward by various scholars, including Pinfield (1986) and 
Koppenjan (1993). In fact, given that political cycles often involve new executives and 
different political aspirations, the latter scholar claims that these cycles potentially offer 
possibilities for adaptations of the design process. Pinfield (1986), who focussed on 
changes in participation, classified potential opportunities from unexpected (e.g., 
withdrawal), to likely (e.g., as a result of regularities in the length of assignments) to 
very predictable (e.g., retirement). In this line of reasoning, policy entrepreneurs not 
only should be alert for the right moments, but must also be able to see policy spaces 
opening up. 
 
Various scholars suggest that timing is more than waiting for the right moments and 
alertness alone, and argue that in their efforts to realise change, policy entrepreneurs 
can also use time strategically. In the conceptualisation of this study, the second arena 
strategy, that of timing, is about affecting the time-pressure in policymaking processes 
and about making deliberate efforts to either speed up or slow down policymaking 
processes as to anticipate opportunities for change. This definition is, among others, 
grounded in the work of Koppenjan (1993), Soeterbroek (1998), and De Bruijn and Ten 
Heuvelhof (2000, 2008). For instance, Koppenjan (1993) and De Bruijn and Ten 
Heuvelhof (2000, 2008) suggest that in anticipating policy windows, policy actors can 
try to speed up or slow down policymaking processes. Also Soeterbroek (1998) 
suggests that efforts to speed up or slow down can result in better (negotiation) 
outcomes. He suggests that processes may, among other things, be slowed down by 
requesting additional research or time-outs. Although indirectly, also Kingdon (1984) 
suggests that efforts to slow down can be effective; he contends that in environments 
reluctant to big steps, policy entrepreneurs advocating major changes can move further 
in their preferred direction not by pushing for changes in one time step, but instead by 
slowing down and pushing for small parts at a time, or what he calls incrementalism.  
 
Where requesting additional research and incrementalism can both be used to slow 
down processes, the setting of deadlines is instead suggested effective to speed up 
processes (De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof 2000; Koppenjan and Klijn 2004). It this 
regard, however, it should be noted that the same scholars (including, for example, De 
Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof 2000; Koppenjan and Klijn 2004) claim that the effects of 
setting deadlines are not straightforward and that strict planning in time may also work 
counter-productive. For instance, they suggest that the negotiation position of parties 
                                                           
128 Already in Chapter 2 and Chapter 6 it was discussed that Kingdon (1984) acknowledges that 
the order and timing of activities can have a profound influence on the degree of support and 
resistance, and by that, on policymaking outcomes. Recall, for instance, his suggestion that it is 
very important to ‘soften up’ both policy communities and the larger publics in an early stage. 
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setting deadlines may also weaken, as one makes oneself vulnerable to delaying tactics 
of actors disagreeing with the direction of policy change. Then again, it is suggested that 
(as a result of organisational changes, as well as changes in participation and technique) 
also processes enduring for long periods of time can make policy change trajectories 
vulnerable, and accordingly deadlines necessary (Koppenjan 1993; Soeterbroek 1998). 
Whether or not these suggestions, and the importance of timing in general, are 
supported by the current study is discussed in the section below. 
 

9.3.2  Searching for opportune arenas through timing: empirical evidence 

Already in the previous three empirical discussions of this study it became clear that 
selecting the best moments for strategic action is considered to be of critical importance 
for the effectiveness of the various change strategies. Policy entrepreneurs in particular 
emphasised the importance of opportune timing in terms of sharing information and 
involving coalition-partners. This section looks at timing as an actual independent 
strategy which, as elaborated on above, is about affecting the available time-pressure in 
policymaking processes and about making deliberate efforts to either speed up or slow 
down policymaking processes as to anticipate opportunities for change. Before we delve 
into this study’s evidence supporting the importance of this timing strategy, it is 
important to first emphasise that, in line with Kingdon (1984), the policy 
entrepreneurs’ accounts reveal that they are always on the lookout for policy windows. 
In fact, again and again, policy entrepreneurs emphasised the importance of being 
sensitive and alert to these opportunities for change. One water board entrepreneur, for 
example, noted: “It is crucial to recognise windows of opportunity, they often occur at 
random moments in the process. The art is to both recognise and exploit these moments”. 
Another (RWS) policy entrepreneur framed the importance of being sensitive to policy 
opportunities, and of reacting adequately upon these moments, in this manner: “The key 
is to persist, to wait for the right moment, to wait for the right opportunity, the right 
executive, money from The Hague, or - such as in this project - an EU subsidy (…) This 
requires a lot of energy and creativity. In addition, one needs to know how to exploit such 
moments”. The importance of these moments is underlined by the fact that various 
policy entrepreneurs emphasised that, if possible, their organisations are generally 
willing to rearrange their agenda and original project planning as not to loose them. One 
water board entrepreneur for example stated: “It is key to use such moments, even when 
this means that we have to postpone other projects. Given that we are a small 
organisation with a limited capacity, this is actually mostly the case. Still we are willing to 
do so”. 
 
In the theoretical section above, it is explained that various scholars (including, 
Koppenjan 1993; Soeterbroek 1998; De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof 2000, 2008) argue 
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that timing is more than waiting for the right moments and alertness alone, and suggest 
that policy entrepreneurs can also use time strategically in their efforts to realise policy 
change. This study confirmed the idea that time and timing is of strategic importance. 
Indeed, the use and importance of the timing strategy is well supported by evidence 
from the current study. The way in which policy entrepreneurs play with time differ in 
their magnitude; this study not only provides evidence for the idea that policy 
entrepreneurs are constantly on the lookout for policy windows and opportunities for 
change, it also established that in their efforts to realise policy change, they use time 
strategically and, in anticipating opportunities, make deliberate efforts to both slow 
down and speed up policymaking processes. The finding that policy entrepreneurs 
indeed play with time by speeding up and slowing down policymaking processes 
provides support for the idea that some chances and potential policy opportunities are 
foreseeable and therefore offer possibilities for anticipation (Pinfield 1986; Koppenjan 
1993; Keeley and Scoones 2003). As the following quote from a water policy 
entrepreneur illustrates, policy entrepreneurs, for example, may accelerate processes in 
advance of new elections:  

 
When this decision on a big pumping-station had to be taken, the tenders were 
somewhat disappointing. However, for the reason that it was just at the end of 
a term I did not want to wait for the new executives, and accordingly decided to 
hurry up and to proceed anyhow. Underlying motivation: the old executives 
where pro draining, whereas the new executives would probably immediately 
start complaining about the lack of control. 

 
In accordance with Soeterbroek (1998), the current study suggests that deadlines are 
an important means to speed up processes. In fact, when asked, ‘which of the following 
four statements about the setting of deadlines best describes your opinion?’ most policy 
entrepreneurs answered ‘setting deadlines is effective as it can speed up processes’ 
(60.3%).129 Only very few policy entrepreneurs answered ‘setting deadlines is effective 
as it makes your negotiation position stronger’ (8.8%); ‘setting deadlines is ineffective 
as it weakens your negotiation position’ (4.2%); or ‘setting deadlines is ineffective as it 
harms your relations’ (3.3%).130 Also during the follow-up interviews policy 
entrepreneurs emphasised that the setting of deadlines can be useful when speeding up 
is necessary as not to miss opportunities (such as a subsidy), yet stressed at the same 
time that they not always are unequivocally effective. In fact, policy entrepreneurs 
reported several examples wherein they acted strategically with deadlines initiated, not 
by themselves, but by others. For example, one policy entrepreneur explained his 

                                                           
129 Survey question #32, the full Dutch survey is reproduced in Appendix V. 
130 For reasons of completeness, it should be noted that about one quarter (23.4%) of the policy 
entrepreneurs did not select any of the four propositions. 
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reaction on a deadline set by a negotiating partner in this way: “Since I am not in a hurry, 
setting a deadline [as was done by his negotiating partner] was really stupid. Whereas the 
other party feels the pressure, we won't negotiate until very close to the deadline … this 
makes our position much stronger.” Above answers suggest that policy entrepreneurs 
certainly recognise the potential advantage of setting deadlines, yet at the same time are 
aware that deadlines can also be counterproductive and have uncertain effects on the 
negotiation position, hereby providing support for the work of De Bruijn and Ten 
Heuvelhof (2000) and Koppenjan and Klijn (2004).  
 
In addition to the setting of deadlines, this study established that policy entrepreneurs 
preferably use another manner to speed up processes. Indeed, following the discussion 
in Chapter 8, this study suggests that policy entrepreneurs consider especially relational 
management crucial for a quick progress in policy change trajectories. One 
entrepreneur, for example, stated: “In my experience you reach goals much faster when 
relationships are good. When instead you focus exclusively on your goals you create 
resistance, resulting in long procedures and little achievement”. Given that this issue is 
already extensively discussed in the previous chapter, this needs no repetition here.  
 
Besides efforts to speed up processes, this study demonstrates that in their quest to 
anticipate or exploit opportunities, policy entrepreneurs sometimes play for time by 
slowing down. As observed in relation to the demonstration strategy and the strategy of 
trust building (respectively in Chapter 6 and 8), policy entrepreneurs advocating major 
change often consider it most effective to move further in their preferred direction by 
pushing for small parts at a time. Especially when trust is fragile, or when support for 
large projects is relatively low, Dutch water policy entrepreneurs consider it effective to 
slow down processes and to first focus on relatively easy-to-tackle sub-projects. This is 
in support of Kingdon’s (1984) ideas on incrementalism. Very little evidence, however, 
was found for Soeterbroek’s (1998) idea that policy entrepreneurs slow-down by 
requesting time-outs or by asking for more research. In fact, this study suggests that 
when policy entrepreneurs aim to slow down, they primarily do so by simply delaying, 
postponing and/or waiting. Although it is plausible that policy entrepreneurs often 
delay processes in accordance with their executives’ wishes, in this study almost all 
examples that came forward related to waiting, referred to situations where the 
opposite was the case. For example, this study suggests that when policy entrepreneurs 
are determined to introduce certain ideas, and their current executives do not support 
these, they often simply slow down processes and wait for new elections and 
executives. As one RWS entrepreneur, for example, noted: “If the organisation says no, it 
is no. You shouldn’t overplay your hand. You better wait another four years. This is far 
more effective”. It needs no further explanation that this behaviour is at odds with 
Weber’s (1999) ideal-type bureaucrat serving their elected masters in exercising their 
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democratic tasks in an impartial and ‘far removed from politics’ manner (this issue is 
further discussed in the next – concluding - chapter).  
 

9.4  SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

This chapter on arena strategies generated more in-depth knowledge on the strategic 
behaviour of policy entrepreneurs to influence the arena in which problem definitions 
and policy ideas are turned into policy decisions. As explained, the arena refers to both 
the time and locus in which policy games are taking place. The empirical data presented 
in this chapter reveal that in their efforts to direct policy change, water policy 
entrepreneurs in the Netherlands indeed search for favourable venues and play for 
time. Moreover, this chapter contributes towards a deeper understanding on the use 
and rationale for employing these strategies. 

 
On a more detailed level, the results of this study show that policy entrepreneurs indeed 
believe that venue shopping potentially can disarm opponents, or strengthen the 
position of others. Yet, contrary to my expectation, this study demonstrates that the 
policy entrepreneurs’ search for alternative venues in practice is very limited; it has 
been established that policy entrepreneurs operating within local governmental 
organisations generally respect the established procedures and experience very little 
freedom in the choice of possible venues where they can move to, and try to affect 
change. In fact, the current study demonstrates that if policy entrepreneurs search for 
alternative venues at all, they generally do so as a last resort. Then again, the data 
obtained in this study suggest that policy entrepreneurs are active in the creation of all 
sorts of new venues, including project-based organisations, task forces, advisory 
committees, feedback groups, and sounding boards. The creation of such new venues is 
considered especially effective in relation to relatively large-scale projects that involve 
relatively broad coalitions. 

 
Besides venue shopping, this chapter also provides evidence for the idea that policy 
entrepreneurs are constantly on the lookout for policy windows. But timing proved to 
be more than waiting for the right moments and being alert. In fact, this chapter shows 
that policy entrepreneurs use time strategically in their efforts to realise policy change, 
and in anticipating opportunities, make deliberate efforts to both slow down and speed 
up policymaking processes. This study confirms that time is not only the outcome of 
policy change processes, but also has an independent influence on such processes. The 
way in which policy entrepreneurs play with time differ in their magnitude. This 
chapter shows that policy entrepreneurs slow down processes by pushing for small 
parts at a time (incrementalism), but even more so by delaying, postponing, and/or 
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waiting. Deadlines, on the other hand, are used to speed up processes. The setting of 
deadlines is, however, not always unequivocally effective and can be misused by 
negotiating partners and opponents. Given this observation, it is not surprising that, if 
possible, policy entrepreneurs prefer to speed up processes through the cultivation of 
good relations. The key lessons on the use and effectiveness of the two arena strategies 
are shown in Table 13 below: 
 

 Venue shopping Timing 
What is the 
core? 

Searching for, or alternatively, 
creating the most promising venue 
to affect policy change. 

Affecting the time-pressure in 
policymaking processes, both by 
slowing down and/or speeding up. 

What is the 
key? 

Feeling for the most promising 
venue as to ‘select’ an optimal 
composition of participants and 
decision making rules, while 
simultaneously minimising 
relational damage. 

Feeling and constant alertness for 
opportunities, as well as awareness 
about how the length of 
policymaking processes can be 
influenced without worsening 
strategic positions. 

When 
effective? 

The shopping for alternative 
venues can be effective in 
surroundings that provide little or 
no support for policy change; policy 
entrepreneurs consider the 
creation of new venues particularly 
effective to facilitate decision 
making in broad coalitions. 

Affecting the time-pressure is 
particularly effective when 
anticipating policy opportunities, 
new elections and the arrival of 
new executives. 

When to 
avoid? 

When the selection of alternative 
venues damages important 
relations (as a result of by-passing). 

Not applicable. 

Pitfalls? Relational damage along with the 
creation of venues without actual 
participation and decision making 
authority (fake venues). 

Overlooking the possible 
disadvantages of the setting of 
deadlines that may worsen 
strategic positions. 

Table 13: Arena strategies: lessons learned 
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10.  CONCLUSIONS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

10.1  INTRODUCTION 

In light of the theoretical and empirical work presented in the preceding chapters, this 
final chapter returns to the central research questions of this study and its principal 
argument that the strategic modus operandi of policy entrepreneurs is hitherto rather 
poorly understood. The goal of this study is, using the metaphor of Mintrom and Vergari 
(1996), not to draw a large-scale map encompassing the entire policymaking process, 
but instead to design a highly detailed inset map of the role of individual policy 
entrepreneurs and their, little noticed and less understood strategic behaviour within 
processes of policy change. Given that this study reconfirms the ideas that: (1) there are 
many forces besides the actions of entrepreneurs that propel change; and (2), in 
support of for instance Huitema and Meijerink (2009) and Taylor et al. (2011), that 
processes of change can almost never be realised in isolation (recall, for instance, the 
importance of coalition building), one may ask the question whether it is legitimate and 
desirable to attribute such an importance to individual change agents, as this study 
does. For two reasons, one theoretical, and one empirical, I maintain that this is 
emphatically the case. As discussed in the first chapter, the current literature around 
the strategic behaviour of policy entrepreneurs still fails to answer important questions, 
even if their role is deemed important and much progress towards this end has been 
made (see, for example, Cobb and Elder 1983; Kingdon 1984; King and Roberts 1987; 
Weissert 1991; Baumgartner and Jones 1993; Schneider et al. 1995; Mintrom and 
Vergari 1996, 1998; Mintrom 1997, 2000; Huitema and Meijerink 2009, 2010; Taylor et 
al. 2011). The empirical argument draws on the results of this study’s policy 
entrepreneur identification exercise, detailed in Chapter 4. Recall that key informants, 
all holding important managerial positions, in more than 450 organisations were asked 
to identify one or more outstanding individual(s) within their organization matching 
my criteria for policy entrepreneurs. Not a single key informant replied by saying that 
an answer was impossible because in their view policy change is always the product of 
a collective (making it practically impossible to distinguish one or more outstanding 
individual key figures as policy entrepreneurs). For these reasons, and not because I 
believe that any individual can carry the load alone, I contend that this study’s choice to 
shine a specific research light on the behaviour of these individual actors is both 
legitimate and desirable. 
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This chapter shows that the present study, by using this microlens, certainly filled some 
of the research gaps delineated in Chapter 1, and as such provides important insights 
into the puzzle of policy change. More importantly, this chapter explains that, 
depending on the specific context, policy entrepreneurs are able to emphasise 
effectively particular combinations of attention- and support-seeking strategies, linking 
strategies, relational management strategies, and arena strategies, and that by doing so, 
to a degree, are able to affect and steer policy change. Before this overall conclusion is 
explained in greater detail, this chapter first answers systematically the central 
research questions presented in the first chapter. The chapter starts with a section on 
policy entrepreneurs themselves, followed by three sections in which I present an 
analysis and summary of the most important findings regarding the use, selection, and 
effectiveness, respectively, of all entrepreneurial policy change strategies. After this 
reflection on the four research questions individually, I go on to discuss what these 
results mean, and how they relate to the main theories of change, detailed in Chapter 2. 
I conclude the thesis by reflecting on possible policy implications and drawing practical 
lessons about policy entrepreneurship and the strategic actions of policy entrepreneurs, 
which should be of interest to both policy makers and practitioners aiming to bring 
about policy change. Yet before elaborating on the findings of this study, this section 
first explicitly reflects on its caveats and limitations. In connection with these 
limitations, I consider the study’s external validity, i.e. the extent to which the research 
results can be generalised (Patton 1999) and, equally importantly, point to further 
research needs and avenues. 
 
The first limitation of this study is that it relies primarily upon retrospective and survey 
accounts, which can be inaccurate. Policy entrepreneurs showed no discernible 
difficulty remembering or recounting their strategic behaviour, but the study has no 
way to verify the accuracy of their accounts. Although this study made efforts to 
minimize this limitation by means of triangulation, further research on strategic 
behaviour should address this difficulty, possibly with participatory or action research. 
In addition, it would be valuable to complement future studies on entrepreneurship 
with external assessments of the specific changes that policy entrepreneurs bring about. 
There may also be important differences between the strategies of policy entrepreneurs 
who operate at the subnational level, where policy change and innovation is shaped 
around the preparation, instigation and implementations of practical projects, such as 
those in this study, and policy entrepreneurs operating at a national or international 
level. Particularly from the perspective of effectiveness, it would also be fruitful to 
explore to what extent, if at all, the strategies of policy entrepreneurs diverge from 
other actors trying to effect policy change not included in this study, including 
traditional bureaucrats and politicians. Furthermore, so as to ensure that 
generalizations about the strategic behaviour of policy entrepreneurs are not unduly 
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based on the idiosyncrasies of one policy field, it would be beneficial to examine any 
differences between the strategies of policy entrepreneurs in other policy fields, such as 
health care or housing. For this reason, I take the view that future research should 
encompass new policy fields. 
 
The most important limitation of this study is, however, that it is conducted in one 
single country, the Netherlands, a small country marked by a dense and notably 
consensus-based policy network in which largely the same group of people meets over 
and over again (Havekes et al. 2004; Kuks 2004a, 2009; Van Leussen and Lulofs 2009). 
Even though this specific country is exceptionally fruitful for analysing the strategic 
behaviour of policy entrepreneurs – the challenges it currently faces are vast, it has a 
rich water management history, faces current challenges, and draws on enviable 
expertise – the fact remains that this study is unable to determine to what extent this 
particular context may have influenced the results. For instance, it is not inconceivable 
that in a context with more diffuse networks, both relational management strategies 
might be less relevant. Likewise, it is not possible to rule out the possibility that the 
strategy of game linking may be more important in a more decentralised context. 
Speculations about the possibility that dissimilar contexts require a different way of 
strategic acting are reinforced by the work of Te Boekhorst et al. (2010) and Zhu 
(2008), who have shown that in centralised countries such as China, policy 
entrepreneurs have a considerably different role and position. For this reason, future 
research needs to draw on an extended research design that includes international 
comparison. The practices that this study analysed are, however, very likely to be 
generalizable to other Western democratic societies, not only as descriptions of what 
other policy entrepreneurs actually do, but also as proposals for what policy 
entrepreneurs could do to pursue policy change effectively. Whereas the present study, 
and accordingly this concluding chapter, mostly focuses on the strategic behaviour of 
policy entrepreneurs, the next section discusses who these change agents are. 
 

10.2  POLICY ENTREPRENEURS 

This study seeks to provide a clearer picture of the hitherto abstract figure of the policy 
entrepreneur by making efforts to find an answer to the question ‘How many policy 
entrepreneurs are there in local water management in the Netherlands and what are 
their profiles?’. As discussed in the first chapter, no research has ever been carried out 
to map seriously the number of policy entrepreneurs in the context of Dutch water 
management, and the literature does not provide reliable data to formulate hypotheses 
in this area. In addition to revealing their number, this question was intended to open 
the black box of the hitherto rather abstract figure of the policy entrepreneur. I consider 
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answering this first research question an essential step towards recognising the 
important role of the individual policy entrepreneur, whose work is often behind the 
scenes and little noticed by the larger public.131 
 
Different from what one would expect judging the biographies and case studies that 
highlight the importance of some exceptional heroic individual entrepreneurs (see for 
example Kanter 1983 and Doig and Hargrove 1987), this study clearly shows that 
entrepreneurship is relatively common in local water management in the Netherlands 
(see section 5.3). In fact, in more than half of all its local water governmental bodies, at 
least one water management policy entrepreneur was identified. This finding is in 
support of Mintrom (2000) who suggests that change is propelled by actors other than 
a small number of heroic figures. In absolute numbers, this study identified 339 policy 
entrepreneurs within the 491 Dutch local governmental bodies. Furthermore, although 
the occurrence of policy entrepreneurship is not equally distributed among the 
different types of governmental organisations, this study established that policy 
entrepreneurs can be found amongst all governmental organisations. Relatively most 
entrepreneurs, however, were identified in relatively large and high-level 
organisations.132 
 
Within the different organisations, policy entrepreneurs were identified among all 
ranks, amongst both genders, and in all age categories. To be more precise, this study 
established that the formal position of policy entrepreneurs within the different 
bureaucratic organisations varies from policy officer, project leader, to department 
head, and that they are active in various fields, ranging from (integrated) water 
management to sewage, and to spatial planning (see section 5.4). In other words, this 
study established that policy entrepreneurs can be found in any location, as suggested 
by Kingdon (1984). Then again, the policy entrepreneurs’ actual role (opposite to their 
formal role) displays a rather coherent picture: policy entrepreneurs described 
themselves, among other things, as a “spider in the web”, an “initiator”, a “pusher”, a 
“pioneer”, a “lobbyist”, a “broker” and a “catalyst”. Furthermore, this research 
established that the overwhelming majority (88.7%) of policy entrepreneurs are male 
and between 36 and 55 years old. In terms of disciplinary background, this study 
established that most policy entrepreneurs (74.7%) studied (agricultural) engineering, 
almost all of them have a university degree or a complete higher vocational education. 

                                                           
131 It should be noted that inside the world of Dutch water management itself, policy 
entrepreneurs are everything but unknown; on the contrary, they generally stand out clearly. 
Recall, for instance, the fact that their identification was a relatively easy process (see section 
4.2.1 and section 4.3.1). 
132 This statement is based on the assumption that municipalities with more inhabitants have 
bigger municipal organisations. 
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Finally, this study shows that most policy entrepreneurs, before landing at their current 
posts, have acquired work experience in another organisation, and more importantly, 
have actually built up a network and a repertoire of experiences that can help them to 
handle and interpret information. Accordingly, it can be concluded that the ‘typical’ 
entrepreneur is male, works as a senior policy officer in the sector of (integrated) water 
management, has a degree in engineering, and is between 36 and 55 years old. The 
‘typical’ project of the ‘typical’ policy entrepreneur, however, does not exist. In fact, and 
in line with the observed differences in professional background, this study established 
that policy entrepreneurs are involved in a great variety of innovative projects (see 
section 5.4). Table 14 provides an overview of the key findings related to the fist 
research question and its associated hypotheses. 
 

Research 
question 

Related hypotheses Findings Cross-
reference 

 
#1: How many 
policy 
entrepreneurs 
are there in 
local water 
management 
in the 
Netherlands 
and what are 
their profiles? 

Two opposite hypotheses: 
- There are only a small 
number of heroic policy 
entrepreneurs. 
- Entrepreneurship is 
relatively common. 

Entrepreneurship is 
relatively common in local 
water management in the 
Netherlands (in 56% of all 
local water governmental 
bodies at least one PE was 
identified; in absolute 
numbers this study 
identified 339 PEs). 

Section 
5.3 

No hypotheses have been 
formulated about the 
characteristics of PEs (at 
this point, this study 
followed an inductive 
approach). 

Policy entrepreneurs were 
identified among all ranks, 
amongst both genders, and 
in all age categories. The 
‘typical’ entrepreneur, 
however, is male, works as 
a senior policy officer in 
the sector of (integrated) 
water management, has a 
degree in engineering, and 
is between 36 and 55 years 
old. 

Section 
5.3 

Table 14: An overview of the fist research question, the main related hypotheses, and the 
associated key findings. The hypotheses on entrepreneurship and policy entrepreneurs (PEs) are 
respectively based on: (1) Bozeman (1987), Weber (1999), and various ad hoc case studies and 
biographies that highlight the importance of one single or, at most, a small number of heroic 
individual entrepreneur(s) (e.g. Kanter 1983 and Doig and Hargrove 1987); and (2) Schneider et 
al. (1995) (see section 1.3 and section 5.3). 
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Based on these empirical data, and hence opposed to Bozeman (1987), the idea that 
there is no place for entrepreneurs within bureaucratic organisations can be rejected. 
Following the reasoning of deLeon (1996), who suggests that bureaucracy is designed 
for routine problems, and that entrepreneurship is necessary as soon as the 
government faces problems which are more complicated than that, this finding could be 
considered both logical (after all, many of the current water management problems are 
more than routine problems) and encouraging (traditional bureaucrats would, in 
deLeon’s view, not be able to face these non-routine problems). Fact is that the policy 
entrepreneurs selection exercise showed that almost all key informants consider policy 
entrepreneurs within the public sector desirable, even if some of them perceive the idea 
of entrepreneurship within the public sector as a paradox. The concluding section of 
this chapter dwells upon the question how entrepreneurship may be stimulated, the 
next section, however, first elaborates on the second research question of this study, 
and discusses the strategies that policy entrepreneurs employ in their efforts to change 
policy. 
 

10.3  ENTREPRENEURIAL POLICY CHANGE STRATEGIES 

As elaborated in Chapter 2, this micro-level research on policy entrepreneurs working 
in regional project settings is not the first study that searches for a deeper 
understanding of the strategic behaviour of policy entrepreneurs. In fact, as 
demonstrated throughout, this study recognises and builds on the knowledge and 
insights that various foregoing key theories on policy change and policy 
entrepreneurship have provided hitherto (notably, Kingdon 1984; Baumgartner and 
Jones 1991, 1993; Roberts and King 1991; De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof 1995, 2000, 
2008; Schneider et al. 1995; Mintrom and Vergari 1996, 1998; Mintrom 1997, 2000; 
Birkland 1998; Sabatier et al. 2005; Sabatier and Weible 2007; Taylor 2008; Huitema 
and Meijerink 2009; and Taylor et al. 2011). At the same time, as a result of its unique 
focus and research strategy, this study also generated new in-depth knowledge on the 
variety and diversity of strategies that policy entrepreneurs employ. In fact, as 
summarised in Table 15, this comprehensive study of Dutch policy entrepreneurs in the 
water management sector proves that the in Chapter 2 presented theoretically derived 
typology of strategies, whereby the use of each individual strategy could be considered 
as a hypothesis, is complete and robust. 
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Research 
question 

Related hypotheses Findings Cross-
reference 

 
#2: What 
strategies do 
policy 
entrepreneurs 
employ in 
their efforts to 
change policy? 

Policy entrepreneurs use: 
- The demonstration 
strategy 
- The strategy of rhetorical 
persuasion 
- The exploitation of 
focusing events strategy 

All 3 hypotheses related to 
the use of the attention- 
and support-seeking 
strategies could not be 
falsified. 

Section 
6.2.2; 
6.3.2; 6.4.2 

Policy entrepreneurs 
employ: 
- The coalition building 
strategy 
- The strategy of issue 
linking 
- The game linking strategy 

All 3 hypotheses related to 
the use of the linking 
strategies could not be 
falsified. 

Section 
7.7.2; 
7.3.2; 7.4.2 

Policy entrepreneurs 
employ: 
- The networking strategy 
- The trust building 
strategy 

Both hypotheses related to 
the use of the relational 
management strategies 
could not be falsified. 

Section 
8.2.2; 8.3.2 

Policy entrepreneurs 
employ: 
- The venue shopping 
strategy 
- The strategy of timing 

Both hypotheses related to 
the use of the arena 
strategies could not be 
falsified. Note: Timing 
functions both as an 
independent and meta-
strategy. 

Section 
9.2.2; 9.3.2 

Table 15: An overview of the second research question, the main related hypotheses, and the 
associated key findings. The hypotheses on the various strategies are (as explained in section 
2.3.4) based on Kingdon 1984; Baumgartner and Jones 1991, 1993; Roberts and King 1991; De 
Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof 1995, 2000, 2008; Schneider et al. 1995; Mintrom and Vergari 1996, 
1998; Mintrom 1997, 2000; Birkland 1998; Sabatier et al. 2005; Sabatier and Weible 2007; Taylor 
2008; Huitema and Meijerink 2009; and Taylor et al. 2011. 
 
In short, this study established that in their efforts to affect policy change, policy 
entrepreneurs in Dutch water management employ a range of strategies which can be 
grouped into four logical categories: (1) attention- and support-seeking strategies, as to 
demonstrate the significance of a problem and to convince a wide range of participants 
about preferred policies; (2) linking strategies, as to link with other parties in coalitions, 
projects, ideas, and/or policy games; (3) relational management strategies, as to 
manage the relational factor in policy change trajectories; and finally, (4) arena 
strategies, as to influence the time and the place in which policy entrepreneurs act. 
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These four categories are composed of ten logical and mutually distinguishable 
strategies: (1) the demonstration strategy; (2) rhetorical persuasion; (3) the 
exploitation focusing events; (4); coalition building; (5) issue linking; (6) game linking; 
(7) trust building; (8) networking; (9) venue shopping; and (10) timing. Before 
explaining how much this typology diverts from its predecessors, the section below first 
briefly elaborates on the findings related to each individual strategy. 
 

10.3.1  A robust and complete typology 

On a more detailed level, this study distinguishes three different attention- and support-
seeking strategies: the demonstration strategy, the strategy of rhetorical persuasion, 
and the related strategy of the exploitation of focusing events, all in their unique way 
allowing policy entrepreneurs to demonstrate the significance of specific problems, and 
ultimately to acquire support of policy makers and (necessary) coalition partners for 
their preferred policy change ideas. Indeed, this study established in Chapter 6 that in 
their efforts to direct change, policy entrepreneurs not only must gain attention and 
support for their preferred ideas and solutions, but also have to ‘sell’ the problems that 
these solutions are supposed to be addressing. The demonstration strategy is used to 
obtain attention and to exhibit the significance of problems, as well as to gain support 
for solutions by making their value evident. This study suggests that policy 
entrepreneurs work hard to buttress claims on problems and simultaneously, convince 
others of the value of their idea for policy change by showing that it offers an 
appropriate or even necessary solution. In this regard, this study found that policy 
entrepreneurs use facts and figures, share, draw attention to concrete working 
examples or pilots, and more importantly, actively ‘correlate’ problems and solutions. 
To the latter end, policy entrepreneurs not only use the demonstration strategy but also 
the strategy of rhetorical persuasion, the second attention- and support-seeking 
strategy. By exercising rhetorical persuasion, policy entrepreneurs try to get their 
preferred policy innovation to be adopted by affecting others’ attention, by persuading 
others about their preferred problem definition, and by changing preferences through 
argumentation. This study reconfirmed that language is a powerful means to emphasise 
or downplay specific elements of both problems and policy ideas. In fact, it shows that 
policy entrepreneurs often pack or frame issues differently, depending on the positions 
and preoccupations of the specific audience. The third attention- and support-seeking 
strategy that policy entrepreneurs use is the strategy of the exploitation of focusing 
events, a strategy closely related and mostly jointly used with the strategy of rhetorical 
persuasion. This strategy primarily relates to efforts of getting attention for specific 
problems and to the utilisation of relatively short-lived, mostly sudden and unexpected 
events that are immediately harmful or expose the risk of potentially greater future 
harms. Even if, as a result of a ‘lack of disasters’ in the practice of Dutch water 
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management the strategy of the exploitation of focusing events is not often used, this 
study shows that its potential is certainly recognised. This finding is explained in 
greater detail in section 10.5 of this chapter, which explicitly focuses on the 
effectiveness of the different strategies. 
 
Besides these three attention- and support-seeking strategies, this study demonstrates 
that policy entrepreneurs use various linking strategies. In line with the work of various 
authors (see, for instance, Mintrom 2000; Huitema and Meijerink 2009, 2010; and 
Taylor et al. 2011), this study in Chapter 7 concludes that policy entrepreneurs 
frequently experience dependency upon the actions and/or resources of others, and 
thus can hardly accomplish their objectives in isolation. Therefore, it is no surprise that 
this study shows that policy entrepreneurs mostly realise their plans and ideas in 
collaboration with others and link with other parties in coalitions. The strategic 
challenge turns out to be not so much deciding whether or not to build a coalition, but 
rather determining the most effective size and composition of the coalition. Apart from 
the findings related to the strategy of coalition building, this study provided conclusive 
empirical evidence that in their efforts to direct change, policy entrepreneurs make use 
of an additional linking strategy: the issue linking strategy. By employing this strategy, 
entailing both the linking of dimensions to a problem and the combination of two or 
more solutions, policy entrepreneurs not only push for acceptance of their own problem 
definition and preferred solution, but primarily consider whether or not they should 
adapt their policy proposal and link it with other issues. At times, this strategy is 
primarily used as to develop and select solutions that are satisfying for all relevant 
coalition partners. Other times, and this links back to the discussion of why this study 
considers it important to treat it as a separate strategy, issues are not so much linked 
for strategic reasons, but first and foremost as to realise better solutions, that is, are 
primarily linked for substantive reasons. The third linking strategy that policy 
entrepreneurs use, the strategy of game linking, principally deals with giving and taking 
by making concessions to parallel or future projects, whereby the substance only comes 
in the second place. Therefore, the use of this strategy - even more clearly than is the 
case for the other strategies – is generally not an end in itself, but rather a means: at 
times to minimise the chances of uncooperative behaviour, mostly as to find mutually 
acceptable concession packages in order to acquire the necessary support for a 
coalition. This study inductively established that it is possible to differentiate between 
two different types of game linking: ‘parallel game linking’, when an actor makes 
sacrifices on some issues in project A, in order to gain more on project B taking place at 
the same time, and ‘game linking in time’ when one gives ‘something’ away in project A, 
aiming to get ‘something’ back in project B taking place in the future. 
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Furthermore, this research established that the success or failure of the attention- and 
support-seeking strategies and linking-strategies, and more importantly, the overall 
success of policy change trajectories, greatly depends on the relational aspect. This 
explains why policy entrepreneurs make substantial efforts in creating and fostering 
good relations, primarily by the use of two relational management strategies: the 
strategy of networking and the strategy of trust building. The use of the networking 
strategy - which primarily is about investing time talking with, and listening to a broad 
set of actors - stems from the policy entrepreneurs’ need for building and maintaining 
good relations, and for obtaining knowledge that, among other things, helps them to 
better understand the preferences, plans, resources, and worries of the other 
participants. This, in turn, helps them greatly in discovering new ideas and linking 
opportunities, and to the progress of their overall strategic game. For instance, this 
research established that through activities of networking, policy entrepreneurs are 
better able to understand the positions and preoccupations of different actors, and 
accordingly to figure out more convincing ways of speaking to them. Hence, it can be no 
surprise that policy entrepreneurs consider the networking strategy crucial for 
processes of policy change (see section 8.2.3). The same is valid for the strategy of trust 
building, entailing the effortful behaviour to foster and maintain mutual confidence 
between partners. Indeed, this study shows that without trust, policy change 
trajectories are believed to be very difficult, if not impossible (see section 8.3.2). This 
does not only hold for external partners, but certainly also for actors within the policy 
entrepreneurs’ internal organisation. In fact, anticipating on the discussion on 
effectiveness (section 10.5), an important finding of this study is that policy 
entrepreneurs not only have to convince, persuade, network, and build relationships of 
trust with external partners, but certainly also with their colleagues ‘back home’. 
 
Last but not least, this study established that policy entrepreneurs also strategically 
play with the arena wherein policymaking processes take place, referring to both the 
locus and time. This study shows that policy entrepreneurs use two arena strategies: 
the strategy of venue shopping and the strategy of timing. The strategy of venue 
shopping is associated with the search for the most promising venue or  locus where 
policy entrepreneurs can affect policy change. Although the use of this strategy has the 
potential to disarm opponents and strengthen the position of supporters within 
particular policy change trajectories, this study demonstrates that the local Dutch water 
policy entrepreneurs’ search for alternative existing venues is limited as they generally 
do not wish to by-pass the decision-authority of their home-organisation, nor wish to 
put their external relations at risk. Then again, this study established that policy 
entrepreneurs are active in the creation of all sorts of new venues, including project-
based organisations, task forces, advisory committees, feedback groups, and sounding 
boards (see section 9.2.2). This result was not foreseen, but may retrospectively be 
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explained by the current study’s research strategy as it exclusively focuses at (1) change 
agents working within and thus bound to specific governmental agencies, and (2) 
exclusively focuses at the subnational level of Dutch water management, where 
concrete projects needs to be realised and parties generally have long-lasting 
(dependency) relationships. The second arena strategy, that of timing, is about affecting 
the time-pressure in policymaking processes. This study confirmed the idea that time is 
not only related to the outcome of policy change processes, but also has an independent 
influence on such processes. Indeed, the use and importance of the timing strategy is 
well supported. This study provides evidence for the idea that policy entrepreneurs are 
very sensitive to opportunities for change and are constantly on the lookout for policy 
windows. Moreover, it established that in anticipating such opportunities, policy 
entrepreneurs make deliberate efforts to both slow down and speed up policymaking 
processes (see section 9.3.2). When, however, taking a wider view, and upon the basis 
of a more comprehensive study-wide analysis, it can be established that the importance 
of timing is not only discussed in Chapter 9, but in fact emphasised throughout this 
entire study. This observation calls for a deeper examination and possible 
reconsideration of the scope of the timing strategy. In actual fact, as elaborated in the 
next section, when thinking about timing as selecting the best moments for strategic 
action in order to achieve desired outcomes, this study established that timing plays a 
critical role in the overall strategic process, and does not only function as an 
independent strategy, that is, does not only function in terms of affecting the time-
pressure, such as suggested hitherto. 
 

10.3.2  Timing: both an independent and meta-strategy  

When leaving behind the conceptualisation of the timing strategy as an independent 
strategy (essentially concerned with affecting the time-pressure in policymaking 
processes), but instead proceeding from a wider conceptualisation whereby timing is 
thought of as a strategy that also involves the selection of the best moments for 
strategic action, this study established that timing, in one way or another, is important 
for all entrepreneurial policy change strategies, as well as for the overall strategic 
process.  
 
More specifically, this study established that alertness to the right moment is an 
important element in the policy entrepreneurs’ quest for acquiring attention and 
support for policy problems and ideas for policy change, and demonstrates the 
importance of timing in relation to all three attention- and support-seeking strategies. 
For instance, Dutch policy entrepreneurs emphasised the significance of timing in 
relation to rhetorical persuasion, the demonstration of new data, and especially in 
relation to the introduction of new ideas for policy change. The importance of the right 
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timing is, however, most clearly demonstrated in relation to the strategy of the 
exploitation of focusing events; since the sense of urgency and willingness to change 
perceptions does not continue indefinitely, focusing events can only create 
opportunities when exploited immediately, or at least soon after such events actually 
take place (see section 6.4.2). What is more, in Chapter 7 this study established that 
timing is also crucial in relation to the various linking strategies. As regards to coalition 
building, this study for example, suggests that the moment in which participants get 
involved may have a profound influence on the degree of support and resistance. An 
important conclusion in this connection is that the art of coalition building entails 
involving (potential) partners at the right time, that is, to balance between both a too 
early and a too late involvement, as both come with an increased risk of resistance and 
stagnation. The right time not only depends on the type of actor - policy entrepreneurs 
generally consider it most effective to first involve governmental agencies and only in a 
later stage private partners and citizens - but also on the stage of the process. About half 
of the policy entrepreneurs consider it most effective to involve (potential) coalition 
parties ‘as soon as it is apparent something is going to happen’, the other half waits 
slightly longer and involves ‘once the outlines of a plan are clear’. In addition, this 
research shows that timing, and more specifically the phase of the process - moving 
from closed (the first idea), to open (with many issue linking possibilities identified), to 
closed again (with only desired and realised issue linking possibilities left over) – is also 
strongly related to the strategy of issue linking, especially in terms of its effectiveness. 
Finally, although less evident compared to the two other linking strategies, this study 
established the importance of timing in relation to (the effectiveness) of game linking. 
Not only because policy entrepreneurs should select the opportune timing for 
presenting the idea for game linking, but especially so because the use of this strategy is 
only feasible when actors are willing to search for mutually acceptable concession 
packages at the same time. Furthermore, this study found that timing plays a significant 
role in relation to the two relational management strategies. For example, this research 
suggests that in order to see policy spaces opening up, and to actually determine the 
opportune timing for all other entrepreneurial strategies, it is essential for policy 
entrepreneurs to establish the right relationships of trust and to participate in the right 
networks at the right time. In this connection it should also be mentioned that it has 
been proposed that the length of policymaking processes strongly depends on relational 
management, and trust in particular.133 Last but not least, this study suggests that 
timing also proves important for venue-shopping, for instance in terms of finding the 
opportune timing for splitting coalitions as to create new venues. This leads me to the 

                                                           
133 Support for this conclusion in provided both in Chapter 8 and in section 9.3.2 in relation to the 
discussion on the setting of deadlines, which this study shows comes with both advantages and 
disadvantages. 
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conclusion that timing, in one way or another, is actually important for all 
entrepreneurial policy change strategies. In other words, when conceptualising the 
strategy of timing in terms of selecting the best moments for strategic action, this study 
provides evidence that timing not only functions as an independent strategy, but also as 
an overarching strategy or as a meta-strategy. Even though the importance of time and 
timing is cited in various works on policy change and emphasised in various key works 
on entrepreneurial strategies (including Roberts and King 1991; Schneider et al. 1995; 
Mintrom and Vergari 1996, 1998; Mintrom 1997, 2000; Huitema and Meijerink 2009, 
2010; Taylor 2008; and Taylor et al. 2011), the recognition and demonstration that 
timing functions both as independent and as an overarching strategy or as a meta-
strategy is new. Although important, this conclusion nonetheless does not call for an 
amendment of the theoretically derived typology of strategies as presented in Chapter 
2. This leads to the conclusion that the typology of strategies as depicted in Table 16 is 
both complete and robust. 
 

Attention and 
support-seeking 
strategies 

Linking strategies 
 

Relational 
management 
strategies 

Arena strategies 

• Demonstration 
• Rhetorical 

persuasion 
• The 

exploitation of 
focusing events 

• Coalition 
building  

• Issue linking 
• Game linking 

• Networking 
• Trust building 

 

• Venue 
shopping 

• Timing 
 

Table 16: Strategies of policy entrepreneurs 

 

10.3.3  Theoretical reflection on the typology 

Now that the completeness and robustness of this study’s typology of strategies is 
empirically established, it is interesting to examine however much this typology diverts 
from its predecessors. It needs no special mention that the typology of strategies 
presented in this study is more extensive and complete than the strategies that could 
been derived from the multiple-stream model (Kingdon 1984), the punctuated 
equilibrium theory (Baumgartner and Jones 1991, 1993; Jones et al. 1998; Baumgartner 
et al. 2009), the advocacy coalition framework (Sabatier 1988, 1998; Sabatier and 
Jenkins-Smith 1993; Sabatier et al. 2005; Sabatier and Weible 2007), and the network 
approach (De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof 1995, 2000, 2008). Where applicable, overlaps 
and dissimilarities on individual strategies with these key works on policy change are 
demonstrated within the previous chapters, and need no repetition here (note that 
section 10.6 does dwell on these theories, be it in relation to the overall lessons of this 
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study, and not specifically in relation to the typology of strategies, which is central topic 
of this section). This is different for the overlaps and dissimilarities related to the most 
prominent works on policy entrepreneurship, namely, Roberts and King (1991), 
Schneider et al. (1995), Mintrom and Vergari (1996, 1998), Mintrom (1997, 2000), 
Huitema and Meijerink (2009, 2010), Taylor (2008), and Taylor et al. (2011). For that 
reason, unlike Chapter 2 (in which it was analysed which strategies were derived from 
which theory), this section analyses the differences and similarities between the entire 
typology of this study and the typologies of its predecessors.  
 
To start with, the typology of this study depicts similarities as well as relatively large 
differences with the work of Roberts and King (1991). Except for the generation of 
policy ideas (which, as explained in Chapter 2, this study does not conceptualise as a 
separate strategy), all strategies distinguished in their theoretical and empirical 
research are, in one way or another, reflected in the current study. For instance, their 
suggestion that policy entrepreneurs work hard to sell their ideas through the 
organisation of demonstration-projects and framing is clearly reconfirmed in the 
current study (see, respectively, section 6.2.2 and section 6.3.2). At the same time, 
however, this study found that entrepreneurs use a richer repertoire of strategies than 
suggested in their work. To put it differently, this study reveals various blind spots in 
the work of Roberts and King (1991). Some of these gaps, such as the finding that they 
do not acknowledge the game linking strategy, may be explained by the fact that they 
directed their research focus on entrepreneurs operating from outside the formal 
positions of government. This explanation, however, seems less valid for the fact that 
they also do not recognise the use and importance of the exploitation of focusing events, 
the strategy of coalition building, issue linking, trust building, venue shopping, and 
timing. 
 
To a large extent, the present study also supports and complements the work of 
Mintrom on school choice entrepreneurs (Schneider et al. 1995; Mintrom and Vergari 
1996, 1998; Mintrom 1997, 2000). For instance, the empirical data of this study provide 
support for his research findings regarding the importance of framing, the 
demonstration of facts and figures, drawing attention to actual working examples, and 
the setting up of demonstration projects (in the present study all summed under either 
the demonstration strategy or the strategy of rhetorical persuasion). Furthermore, this 
study supports Mintrom’s suggestion on the use and importance of the coalition 
building strategy and both relational management strategies, i.e. trust-building and 
networking. For example, when singling out the strategy of networking, the results of 
this study not only support his suggested importance of this strategy, but also its value 
(see section 8.2.3), including the generation of knowledge on the preferences of others 
(Mintrom 2000), the discovering of opportunities (Schneider et al. 1995), and the 
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establishments of relationships of trust (Mintrom 1997, 2000). Then again, the present 
study also established additional explanations for the use of networking not recognised 
in the work of Mintrom (recall, for instance, policy entrepreneurs in section 8.2.3 
suggests that networking not only helps to foster good relations, but also to obtain 
strategic knowledge, relational knowledge, and normative knowledge). More 
importantly, the current study shows that entrepreneurs use more strategies than the 
ones that could be derived from Mintrom’s works on policy entrepreneurship, such as, 
the strategy of the exploitation of focusing events, the strategy of issue linking, game 
linking, and both arena strategies.  
 
Next, the findings of this study, to a large extent, also support Huitema and Meijerink’s 
(2009, 2010) typology of strategies, once more, except for the development of new 
ideas which this study did not conceptualise as a separate strategy. In fact, this study 
demonstrates that also at the subnational level policy entrepreneurs build coalitions 
and sell ideas, orchestrate and manage networks, and recognise and exploit windows of 
opportunity. Furthermore, this study provides substantial support for their suggestion 
that policy entrepreneurs not only search, but also create new venues. Finally, and 
similar to the two prior discussed typologies, this study established the use and 
importance of some strategies which are not (explicitly) recognised in their typology, 
including various attention- and support-seeking strategies, timing, issue- and game 
linking. 
 
Finally, this study also complements the multiple strategies that Taylor et al. (2011) 
suggest project champions use during leadership processes. For the reason that they 
distinguish strategies within all four strategy categories of this study, one could, on a 
meso-level, conclude that the strategies of the present study and that of Taylor et al. 
(2011) strongly overlap. Especially regarding the importance of both relational 
management strategies, this study provides nothing but support for their work. Indeed, 
as noticed earlier, the work of Taylor et al. (2011) is the only study that explicitly 
defines trust building as a strategy, and if anything, this study provided extensive 
evidence for the importance of precisely this strategy. Then again, despite the 
abundance of key behaviours they identify in their study – which, as mentioned earlier, 
in my view, rather gives the impression of overlap and/or overload than blind spots – 
this study nonetheless established the use and importance of various strategies not 
distinguished by Taylor et al. (2011), including issue- and game linking, venue-
shopping, and the exploitation of focusing events.  
 
In conclusion, this study wherein the actions of policy entrepreneurs are systematically 
analysed and grouped, contributes - as revealed by its novel typology of strategies - to 
new insights on the variety of strategies that policy entrepreneurs use in their efforts to 
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change policy. As a result of this study’s thorough theoretical exploration and empirical 
research (entailing more than 60 in-depth interviews and an extensive mail survey of 
over 450 local governmental bodies concerned with water governance), I contend that, 
in comparison with its predecessors, the typology presented in this study is more 
comprehensive, and thus explains better the strategic behaviour of policy 
entrepreneurs. The next section demonstrates that the contribution of this study 
towards a better understanding of the selection of strategies is perhaps even bigger. 
 

10.4  STRATEGY SELECTION 

Before this concluding chapter turns to the issue of effectiveness, this section first seeks 
to answer the third research question on the identifiable conditions affecting the policy 
entrepreneur’s selection of strategies. The most evident conclusion from reviewing the 
discussions on this topic in the preceding chapters of this thesis is the finding that the 
policy entrepreneurs’ selection of strategies importantly relates to the context, that is, 
the set of circumstances and facts that surround policymaking processes. This finding is, 
in itself, not very surprising and has been put forward before in various earlier studies 
on policy entrepreneurship (including Mintrom 2000; Huitema and Meijerink 2009; and 
Taylor et al. 2011). Unlike most other studies, however, this study does not stop with 
this rather generic observation. In fact, it has been established that three contextual 
conditions in particular relate to the policy entrepreneurs’ selection of strategies: the 
policy proposal, the network environment, and the policy entrepreneurs’ organisation. 
In addition to these three contextual conditions, the empirical data of this study reveal 
that also the policy entrepreneurs’ individual strategic inclination influences their 
strategy selection. All four variables are discussed below. 
 
Policy proposal 
First, the results of this study suggest that the selection of strategies depends on the 
unique policy proposal or project itself. For instance, as explained in section 6.4.2, the 
policy entrepreneurs’ accounts provided substantial evidence that the strategy of the 
exploitation of focusing events is primarily effective in relation to water safety projects. 
In addition, and in support of Roberts (1992), this study shows that the radicalness of 
proposal affects the policy entrepreneurs’ selection of strategies, as does the desired 
confidentiality (see, respectively, section 6.2.2 and section 7.2.3.1). More significantly, 
however, is that this study inductively established that the selection of various 
strategies, including the strategy of coalition building and both relational management 
strategies, importantly relates to the scope and interconnectedness of policy proposals 
(and by that, as explained in Chapter 7, to the extent to which the project success is 
dependent on the resources, support, and regulatory capacity of others). For instance, 
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this study shows that the wider the (desired) scope or interconnectedness of a project, 
the greater the importance of good relations. Also the optimal linking point - the point 
where added value turns into uncontrollable complexity - relates, to a considerable 
extent, to the (desired) scope and interconnectedness of a policy proposal or project. 
Last but not least, this study established that also the available time to implement 
particular policy proposals or projects affects the policy entrepreneurs’ selection of 
strategies. For instance, in Chapter 7 this research suggests that in situations in which, 
for one reason or another, it is important to act swiftly, policy entrepreneurs adapt their 
strategic behaviour and avoid (broad) coalitions. Moreover, when time is tight and 
projects need to be dealt with fast – particularly in situations of urgency – the linking of 
issues is avoided and relational management is put on hold. The present study found no 
evidence that the salience of the policy and its current status affects the policy 
entrepreneur’s strategy selection, such as suggested by McCown (2004). 
 
Network environment 
In addition to the policy proposal, this research suggests that also the network 
environment within which policy games take place, is an important factor associated 
with the policy entrepreneurs’ selection of strategies. Indeed, as policy games often are 
played in environments in which other issues are being dealt with simultaneously by 
the same participants, and especially because policy games are frequently played in 
environments in which actors largely depend on each other, the position of, and relation 
between, actors turns out to be of particular importance in the policy entrepreneurs’ 
strategic game. This finding is in support of various studies, including Fisher et al. 
(1983), Roberts (1992), Stokman (1999), De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof (2000), and 
McCown (2004). This study shows that especially the expected resistance and blocking 
power, as well as the level of trust between actors, is important in relation to the policy 
entrepreneurs’ strategic behaviour. For example, this study established that when the 
level of trust is low, policy entrepreneurs consider it especially effective to focus on 
relatively easy-to-tackle sub-projects (Chapter 6), to exclude actors in an indirect 
manner (preferably by organising or framing the project in such a manner that actors 
lose interest and ‘exclude themselves’), and avoid game linking in time (Chapter 7). It 
needs no special stressing that network environments, almost by definition, are highly 
unstable and surrounded by uncertainties, if only because information about 
perceptions, goals, and the strategic behaviour of other parties is often unpredictable 
(Klijn et al. 1995; and Koppenjan and Klijn 2004). Furthermore, and this is fairly unique, 
this study established and explicitly acknowledges that not only the position of current 
coalition partners is important, but that also the stance of potential future coalition 
partners explains, to some degree, the strategic behaviour of policy entrepreneurs (see 
section 7.3.3.2). In line with this, the present research found that the strategic 
behaviour of policy entrepreneurs, and thus their strategy selection, is not only 
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determined by substantial elements of the desired outcome (the policy proposal), but 
that desired relational outcomes are at least as important (Koppenjan and Klijn 2004). 
Especially when policymaking games are played in environments wherein the same 
partners will meet each other again and again, such as is often the case in the practice of 
Dutch water management, good relations are crucial (see section 8.3.4.2). Indeed, as 
explained above, this study suggests that policy entrepreneurs in Dutch water 
management by no means only focus on one single project, but instead are constantly 
on the alert for future policy change opportunities, hereby supporting Milward and 
Provan’s (2000) suggestion that both simultaneous and foreseeable future interaction 
affects strategic behaviour. 
 
Policy entrepreneurs’ organisation 
Recall that according to Mintrom (2000), Sullivan and Skelcher (2002), and Currie et al. 
(2008), the strategic behaviour of entrepreneurs is, among other things, constrained by 
organisational structures, routines, and accountability procedures. And indeed, in 
various manners, this research established that a third contextual factor determining 
the selection of strategies is the policy entrepreneurs’ home organisation. Especially the 
political constitution and position of the executive assembly in power proves important 
in this respect. For instance, and in support of Snare (1995), this research established 
that the policy entrepreneurs’ choice whether to prioritise good relations or instead fast 
goal achievement, strongly relates to the preference of their executive assembly (see 
section 8.3.4.3). This reminds us of the fact that policy entrepreneurs, despite their 
talent and outstanding role, remain at the end of the day also public servants who, just 
like all their colleagues, are dependent on the support of their bureaucratic 
organisation, and especially on the decisions of their political masters. Apart from the 
policy entrepreneurs executive assemblies’ orientation, this study shows that the 
selection of strategies can also relate to the organisational purpose and background 
(Mintrom 2000). For instance, this study established that policy entrepreneurs working 
within the four types of governmental bodies show considerable differences in their 
strategic consideration of, for instance, the coalition building strategy (see section 
7.2.3.3). The policy entrepreneurs’ organisation, however, does not affect the use of all 
strategies in a noticeable manner.134 What remains unclear too, is to what extent, if at 
all, the policy entrepreneurs’ position, or rather their level of discretion within their 
organisation, affects their strategy selection. On repeated occasions policy 
entrepreneurs suggested such influence, however, more research is needed to truly 

                                                           
134 For example, recall that policy entrepreneurs working within the four types of governmental 
bodies show very little differences in their strategic consideration of good relations versus fast 
goal achievement (see section 8.3.4.3 and Appendix VII). 
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determine what effect this level of freedom or power to decide and act according to 
one's own judgment actually has.  
 
Individual strategic inclination 
Even though this study assumes that policy entrepreneurs know better than anyone 
else when which strategies are effective, or rather, when what strategy mix works best, 
entrepreneurs cannot be considered fully rational actors that, on the basis of accurate 
observation and a perfect information processing capacity, are perfectly able to always 
respond to all risks and opportunities by selecting the strategies that will maximise 
their expected total utility. Instead, this study acknowledges that policy entrepreneurs 
act on the basis of perceived reality and determine their strategies based on an 
intended, but bounded rationality (Axelrod and Keohane 1985; Scharpf 1997; Mintrom 
2000; Pralle 2003). Indeed, this study indicates that the selection of strategies is more 
than the result of rational decision making, and more than the combined outcome of the 
policy proposal, the network environment, and the policy entrepreneurs’ organisation. 
The policy entrepreneurs’ perception and strategic preference, or what I call the 
individual strategic inclination, turns out to be very important.135 Recall, as explained in 
Chapter 2, that according to both Scharpf (1997) and Pralle (2003), personal 
preferences play an important role in the strategic game of policy agents. This study 
found support for this premise, and established that policy entrepreneurs have pre-
existing preferences for certain strategic behaviour, manifested, for instance, in an 
intrinsic strategic orientation towards strategic dilemmas.136 Furthermore, this study 
suggests that this personal inclination, to some degree, determines the policy 
entrepreneurs’ strategic behaviour. In support of Granovetter (1985) and Conner 
(2005), who both emphasise the importance of personal experiences with past relations 
for strategic behaviour, the policy entrepreneurs’ accounts suggest that personal 
experiences are likely important in the foundation of someone’s personal inclination. At 
the same time, however, one has to acknowledge that the development of someone’s 
personal inclination is far more complicated than that. In fact, although it is beyond the 
scope of this research, this study suggests that someone’s personal inclination, among 
other things, also relates to gender, age, and attitude. Even though the policy 
entrepreneurs’ personal inclination is significant, it is important to stress that the 
present study established that the selection of strategies is certainly more than the 

                                                           
135 Support for this conclusion is provided in: section 6.4.2 on the perceived weakness of focusing 
events; section 7.2.3.4 on coalition building; section 7.3.3.4 on issue-linking; section 7.4.3 on game 
linking; and section 8.3.4.4 on relational management. 
136 In this study, entrepreneurial dilemmas are, among other things, discussed in section 8.3.4 
(accomplishing goals as fast as possible or bolstering relations), section 7.3.2 (linking or going 
alone), section 7.4.3 (achieving goals now or in the future), and section 7.4.4 (substantial debate 
or trading). 
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unintended product of routines. However much personal inclinations matter, this 
research made very clear that policy entrepreneurs are the first to recognise the crucial 
importance of the context (Mintrom 2000; Huitema and Meijerink 2009; Taylor et al. 
2011). For example, this study established in Chapter 7 (section 7.3.3.4) and Chapter 8 
(section 8.3.4.4) that policy entrepreneurs may depart from their intrinsic orientation 
when, in their view, the context requires them to do so. 
 
In sum, this research established that the policy entrepreneurs’ selection of strategies is 
primarily determined by a combination of four (strongly interrelated) variables: the 
policy proposal, the network environment, the policy entrepreneurs’ organisation – in 
this study all three considered as context variables - and the policy entrepreneurs’ 
individual inclination. More research is required to establish the weight of these four 
individual variables, this study suggests, however, that their relative weight is variable 
and differs for each and every strategy. Table 17 provides an overview of the key 
findings related to the policy entrepreneurs’ selection of strategies. 
 

Research 
question 

Findings Cross-
reference 

 
#3: Which 
conditions 
affect the 
policy 
entrepreneur’s 
selection of 
strategies? 

- Policy proposal: Most important policy proposal 
characteristics that affect the selection of strategies are its 
scope and interconnectedness (and by that, the extent to 
which the project success is dependent on others’ 
resources, support, and regulatory capacity) and the 
available time. The project’s radicalness, topic (e.g. water 
safety or quality), and desired confidentiality are also 
important. 

Section 
6.2.2; 
6.4.2; 
7.2.3.1; 
7.3.3.1; 
8.3.4.1 

- Network environment: Most important characteristic 
that affects the selection of strategies in this respect is the 
position of, and relation between, (future) coalition 
partners. Especially the (expected) resistance and blocking 
power, as well as the level of trust between actors are 
important.  

Section 
7.2.3.2; 
7.3.3.2; 
8.3.4.2 

- Policy entrepreneurs’ organisation: Especially the 
constitution of the executive assembly in power is 
important. The organisational purpose and background 
are important too, albeit to a lesser extent, as it does not 
affect the use of all strategies in a noticeable manner.  

Section 
7.2.3.3; 
7.3.3.3; 
8.3.4.3 
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- Policy entrepreneurs’ individual inclination: Policy 
entrepreneurs have pre-existing preferences (among other 
things, related to personal experiences, gender, age, 
character, and attitude) affecting their strategic behaviour. 
However, they can depart from their intrinsic orientation 
when, in their view, the context requires them to do so. 

Section 
7.2.3.4; 
7.3.3.4; 
8.3.4.4 

Overall conclusion: The policy entrepreneurs’ selection of 
strategies is primarily determined by a combination of 
four (strongly interrelated) variables: the policy proposal, 
the network environment, the policy entrepreneurs’ 
organisation, and the policy entrepreneurs’ individual 
inclination. 

 

Table 17: An overview of the third research question and the associated key findings. As 
explained in section 2.4, given the exploratory nature of this question, this study followed a 
largely inductive approach in analysing the data on the conditions that affect the policy 
entrepreneur’s selection of strategies. 
 

Now that this study has established the identifiable conditions that affect the policy 
entrepreneur’s selection of strategies, and thus their unique strategy mix, it is 
interesting to view the process of strategic behaviour more abstractly. When doing so, 
all four conditions affecting the strategy selection can be regarded as independent 
variables determining the strategy mix. Given that this strategy mix, in combination 
with the context, on his turn, determines policy outcomes, the mix of entrepreneurial 
policy change strategies can be regarded as an independent and dependent variable at 
the same time. This conception is depicted in Figure 35 below. 
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Figure 35: Entrepreneurial strategic behaviour in scheme 
Notes: The strategy mix as dependent variable is determined by the context and the policy 
entrepreneurs’ personal inclination. As an independent variable, this strategy mix, in combination 
with the context, determines policy outcomes. The dashed line in the figure is used to accentuate 
that policy entrepreneurs act on the basis of perceived reality. 
 

10.5  EFFECTIVENESS 

This section seeks to provide an answer to the fourth research question of this study 
and discusses the effectiveness of the various entrepreneurial strategies. Given its 
importance, this issue is extensively discussed throughout this entire study. A common 
denominator within these discussions is that the effectiveness of the different 
entrepreneurial strategies is context-dependent. In fact, when asked what strategy is 
effective when, the policy entrepreneurs’ standard reaction was “it depends”. And 
indeed, this study shows that the art of strategic behaviour lies in the details, and is 
primarily about searching the right balance, whether it is about the optimal width of a 
coalition, or the balancing act between upholding good relations and making fast 
progress. So far, the findings on the effectiveness of strategic entrepreneurial behaviour 
can be seen as lending additional support to scholars such as Mintrom (2000), Huitema 
and Meijerink (2009) and Taylor et al. (2011), all demonstrating that the effectiveness 
of strategies is highly context-dependent. However, and unlike most previous studies, 
this study goes beyond this rather general observation to more carefully explore the 
relevant contextual circumstances, and to further examine the differences for each 
individual strategy. And indeed, on a closer look, it becomes clear that to be sure the 
effectiveness of all entrepreneurial strategies is context-dependent, though not all to the 
same extent. As shown below, the effectiveness of the different linking strategies and 
the strategy of the exploitation of focusing events fluctuate most, whereas relational 
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management strategies – and trust building in particular – are largely effective in all 
sorts of policy change processes, regardless of the context. This section successively 
elaborates on the effectiveness question in relation to the various attention- and 
support-seeking strategies, the linking strategies, the relational management strategies, 
and the arena strategies. 
 
The effectiveness of attention- and support-seeking strategies 
Looking more closely at the various attention- and support-seeking strategies, this 
study established that the strategy of demonstrating is particularly, but not exclusively, 
effective at the moment when ideas ought to be sold. Furthermore, this study suggests 
that especially in situations in which trust is fragile, or where support for large projects 
is relatively low, Dutch water policy entrepreneurs consider it effective to focus on 
relatively easy-to-tackle sub-problems or sub-projects as to deliver proof of principle 
(Voß 2007), and to demonstrate their desired solutions’ feasibility and value (Kingdon 
1984). When these sub-projects prove successful, they serve to build support and trust 
for the overall project. This observation fits well with Imperial’s (2005) argument that it 
make sense to first and foremost focus on problems that are manageable as to build 
relationships of trust.137 Policy entrepreneurs consider rhetorical persuasion effective 
throughout all stages of the policymaking process, yet above all in the stage wherein 
ideas ought to be sold and coalitions need be formed. The correlation of problems and 
solutions, that is, the development of ‘causal stories’ portraying the desired policy 
change as a necessary and appropriate solution to an important and pressing problem 
(for which both the demonstration strategy and the strategy of rhetorical persuasion 
are used), turns out to be the most effective means to gain attention to a given problem 
definition, and ultimately, for attracting support for desired policy change (see Figure 
10 and Figure 11, section 6.2.2). This correlating might sound straightforward, yet is, 
apart from Mintrom (2000) and Brouwer and Biermann (2011), so far mostly neglected 
or at least underexposed in the literature. The third attention- and support-seeking 
strategy, the strategy of the exploitation of focusing events, is also considered highly 
effective (Kingdon 1984; Birkland 1998; Ingram and Fraser 2006), albeit – and this is an 
important differentiation - only when exploited quickly after the occurrence of an actual 
safety disaster or calamity. This last observation is opposing Wondolleck and Yaffee’s 
(2000) suggestion that also threats may be highly mobilising. Primarily for the reason 
that in the context of Dutch water management such disasters rarely take place, from all 
ten entrepreneurial policy change strategies, this strategy is in practice considered the 
least important (see section 6.4.2). On a more abstract level, one could conclude that the 
effectiveness of the strategy of the exploitation of focusing events is even more context-

                                                           
137 Support for this conclusion is provided in the results related to both the demonstration 
strategy (section 6.2.2) and the strategy of trust building (section 8.3.2). 
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dependent than most other entrepreneurial policy change strategies. This study 
established that policy entrepreneurs often use the three attention- and support-
seeking strategies concurrently. 
 
The effectiveness of linking strategies 
As mentioned before, the coalition building strategy is crucial in the policy 
entrepreneurs’ efforts to pursue policy change. This finding corresponds with authors 
such as Koppenjan (1993), Booher and Innes (2002), Koppenjan and Klijn (2004), and 
Imperial (2005) who all suggest that coalition building is almost inevitable when 
decision making power is not in one hand (which is, as explained, often the case in local 
Dutch water management). This research established that in each and every policy 
change trajectory, the challenge is not so much to find an answer to the question 
whether or not to collaborate, but rather to find the most effective composition of a 
coalition. Given that both a too narrow and a too broad coalition can cause delays and 
thus frustrate processes of policy change, policy entrepreneurs certainly do not always 
aim for the broadest coalition. Instead, the results of this study suggest that for each 
individual project, policy entrepreneurs very carefully weigh the pros and cons and 
search for the right balance or optimum (see section 7.2.2). Narrow coalitions are 
especially effective when problems are relatively simple, and when relatively few 
interests are at stake. But even when in the view of complexity broad coalitions would 
seem beneficial, policy entrepreneurs - at times - still opt for narrow coalitions, for 
instance when actors are unwilling or unable to co-operate. This last observation 
underscores Klijn et al’s (2010) argument that actors are not always waiting or willing 
to join a coalition.  
 
Another crucial aspect is the phase of the process. Policy entrepreneurs emphasise that 
particularly in the preparation phase it most effective to keep coalitions narrow. At the 
same time, however, this study shows – providing support for De Bruijn and Ten 
Heuvelhof (2000), Dutton et al. (2001), and Taylor et al. (2011) - that to prevent 
resistance, it is most effective to involve participants in an early stage, certainly in 
relation to the more radical proposals. Also regarding the second linking strategy, the 
strategy of issue linking, the true effectiveness issue is about finding the optimal level. 
Indeed, section 7.3.2 of this study demonstrates that the art of issue linking is a 
balancing act between realising optimal added value while simultaneously minimising 
delay, needless added complexity, and costs, whereby one has to take into account that 
the non-recognition of the actual complexity can also lead to serious risks in terms of 
delay, conflict, and stagnation. This finding - besides providing additional evidence that 
issue linking may indeed lead to substantive advantages (Fisher et al. 1983; 
Soeterbroek 1998; Koppenjan and Klijn 2004; and De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof 2000, 
2008) as well as come with serious risks in terms of delays, conflict, and stagnation 
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(Fischhendler 2004; Meijerink 2008; and Koppenjan and Klijn 2004) - once more 
illustrates that the use of strategies frequently involves dilemmas such as suggested by 
Van Eeten et al. (2000). Furthermore, this study established that, except for the very 
start and end of policymaking processes, and except for situations in which projects 
need to be realised swiftly, policy entrepreneurs regard issue linking essential for the 
realisation of policy change (see section 7.3.2). In fact, Dutch policy entrepreneurs 
consider issue linking the most effective linking strategy, and a crucial success factor in 
realising policy change. The game linking strategy is less central in the strategic 
behaviour of policy entrepreneurs, and only considered effective when coalitions 
cannot be created without some form of compensation, and when issue linking is 
unfeasible and/or undesirable. An additional condition for the effectiveness of this 
strategy, especially where it concerns game linking in time, is that the shadow of the 
future must be sufficiently long (Axelrod 1984), meaning that future interaction with 
the partners involved must be practically guaranteed. Furthermore, this study 
established that policy entrepreneurs only consider game linking effective when the 
partners involved are relatively equal and trusted (see section 7.4.2). Last but not least, 
this study demonstrates that in their efforts to pursue change, policy entrepreneurs 
often use more than one linking strategy concurrently. At times they do so because it is 
inevitable (for instance, when an essential coalition is simply impossible to form 
without compensation in another game), other times as to create a desired added value 
(for example, when a particular substantive desired link requires a bigger coalition). 
 
The effectiveness of relational management strategies 
Turning to the relational management strategies, this study shows that the effectiveness 
of networking largely depends upon the ‘with whom’ question. As depicted in Figure 27 
(section 8.2), in the realm of Dutch water management, networking is particularly 
effective with bureaucrats from the different governmental bodies, and especially with 
members of water boards. Policy entrepreneurs, however, consider networking with 
the ‘home’ organisation the most important networking relationship. In fact, this study 
suggests that policy entrepreneurs not only play a strategic game externally as to find 
support for their policy ideas, but that for policy change processes to succeed, the 
internal strategic game is at least as vital. This observation of the importance of the 
internal game fits with Mintzberg et al. (1996), Westley (2002) and Soeterbroek (1998) 
but is largely undervaluated in the key works of policy entrepreneurship. Given the fact 
that policy entrepreneurs are rather outside oriented, they consider this game ‘back 
home’ not only crucial, but generally also rather challenging (see section 8.2.2.4). 
Furthermore, unlike most other entrepreneurial strategies, both relational management 
strategies – and trust building in particular – prove effective for the successful 
implementation of all types of projects, regardless of the context. In addition, these 
strategies appear effective throughout the entire policy change process: in advance of a 
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project (as to acquire attention and support, and to make collaboration possible), 
throughout the project (without trust and communication progress is hardly possible), 
and finally – and this an important finding of this study – also after the project (the 
relational outcome, after all, is considered very important for parallel and future 
games). In fact, because most negotiations take place within existing relations, this 
study established that policy entrepreneurs find it important to display cooperative 
behaviour throughout the entire process, and to play in such a manner that 
relationships of trust do at least not deteriorate. In this connection, the present study 
established that trust is certainly not a binary variable, but instead can grow, decline, 
and exist in varying degrees (see section 8.3.2). This finding is in alignment with Scharpf 
(1997) and Hardin (2001) suggesting that trust can both be a precondition and a result 
of/for cooperation. In line with this, this study shows that policy entrepreneurs not only 
care about substantial outcomes of policymaking processes but, and hereby 
underscoring Koppenjan and Klijn’s (2004) argument, also are concerned about the 
relational outcome. This means that good relations not only function as an independent 
variable fostering collaboration, but can at the same time be regarded as a dependent 
variable.  
 
The effectiveness of arena strategies 
Regarding the arena strategies, this study found that the venue shopping strategy is 
considered effective in surroundings that provide little or no support for policy change. 
Yet contrary to my expectation, primarily based on the work of Baumgartner and Jones 
(1991), this study demonstrates that the policy entrepreneurs’ search for alternative 
existing venues is in practice very limited, as policy entrepreneurs operating within 
local governmental organisations generally consider it more effective to respect the 
established procedures and do not wish to risk their relations with their regular 
partners. In fact, the current study demonstrates that if policy entrepreneurs search for 
alternative venues at all, they generally do so as a last resort. Then again, this study 
established support for Huitema and Meijerink’s (2010) argument that policy 
entrepreneurs can also be involved in the creation of new venues. Indeed, this study 
shows that policy entrepreneurs consider the creation of new venues, such as task 
forces, advisory committees, and feedback groups highly effective, especially in relation 
to relatively large-scale projects that involve relatively broad coalitions (see section 
9.2.2). When turning to the last strategy – the timing strategy – this study shows that 
affecting the time-pressure by means of accelerating or delaying is particularly effective 
when anticipating policy windows. When timing instead is considered as a meta-
strategy, this study established that the use of this strategy is effective, or better, crucial 
under all circumstances. Given that this issue is already extensively discussed earlier in 
this chapter, this needs no repetition here. Table 18 provides an overview of the key 
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findings related to the effectiveness of the various entrepreneurial policy change 
strategies. 
 

Research 
question 

Findings Cross-
reference 

 
#4: Under 
what 
conditions and 
circumstances 
are which 
entrepreneuri
al strategies 
most effective? 

Overall conclusion: The effectiveness of the different 
individual strategies is context-dependent, though the 
extent to which the context affects the strategies’ 
effectiveness is not the same for all strategies. On a more 
overall level, this study suggests that it is most effective to 
simultaneously employ attention- and support-seeking 
strategies, linking strategies, relational management 
strategies, and arena strategies. For each individual 
strategy the key findings on effectiveness are concisely 
described below. 

 

Demonstration: Particularly, but not exclusively, effective 
when ideas ought to be sold, less needed after this stage. 

Section 
6.2.2 

Rhetorical persuasion: Particularly, but not exclusively, 
effective when ideas ought to be sold and coalitions need 
to be built, less needed after this stage. 

Section 
6.3.2 

The exploitation of focusing events: Most effective 
immediately after (water safety) disasters or calamities 
actually taking place. The use of this strategy is ineffective 
when it takes the form of threatening or simulating a 
crises or calamity. 

Section 
6.4.2 

Coalition building: Nearly always effective, yet coalitions 
are to be avoided or minimised in relation to radical policy 
ideas, when confidentiality is required, and/or when there 
is little time. 

Section 
7.2.3 

Issue linking: Nearly always effective, especially when it is 
a prerequisite to build coalitions or when a substantive 
added value can be created. Issue linking is to be avoided 
or minimised when linking implies collaboration with 
partners whose interests are too diverging, at the very 
beginning of the idea development phase or at the very 
end of projects, and /or when there is little time. 

Section 
7.3.3 

Game linking: Most effective when coalitions cannot be 
built without some form of compensation and issue linking 
is unrealistic or undesirable. Game linking is ineffective 
when future interaction with involved partners is 
uncertain, and/or when one deals with partners with a 
low relation of trust. 

Section 
7.4.2 

Networking: The effectiveness of networking primarily Section 
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relates to ‘with whom’ rather than the ‘when’ question. 
Networking is particularly effective with bureaucrats and 
executives of the own organisation and with members of 
water boards. Networking with national bureaucrats, 
national politicians, and non-governmental organisations 
is relatively less effective. 

8.2.2 

Trust building: Effective in advance of a project (as to 
acquire attention and support and to make collaboration 
possible), throughout the project (without trust progress 
is hardly possible), and after a project (relational 
outcomes are important for parallel and future games). 

Section 
8.3.2 

Venue shopping: Most effective in surroundings that 
provide little or no support for policy change. The creation 
of new venues is particularly effective to facilitate decision 
making in broad coalitions. Venue shopping is ineffective 
when the selection of alternative venues damages 
important relations (as a result of by-passing). 

Section 
9.2.2 

Timing: Affecting the time-pressure is particularly 
effective when anticipating policy opportunities, new 
elections, and the arrival of new executives. Timing as a 
meta-strategy is effective, or better, essential under all 
circumstances. 

Section 
9.3.2 

Table 18: An overview of the fourth research question and the associated key findings. Similar to 
the third research question, this study followed a largely inductive approach in analysing the data 
on the effectiveness of the various entrepreneurial policy change strategies. 
 
Magic key to effectiveness within reach? 
Apart from the (above mentioned) findings on the effectiveness of the individual 
strategies, this comprehensive study also generated several additional important 
insights on the policy entrepreneurs’ strategic behaviour more generally. For instance, 
this research established that policy entrepreneurs by no means employ the foregoing 
strategies in a chronological order, nor exclusively in specific phases, the latter, as 
explained in Chapter 2, as opposed to, for example, Taylor et al. (2011). Instead, this 
study found that policy entrepreneurs use various strategies concurrently. For instance, 
this study established that policy entrepreneurs often use the three attention- and 
support-seeking strategies in combination with each other, for example, when focusing 
events need to be presented in a certain way as to get meaning, or when data are used 
as to buttress or support efforts to define problems in a particular manner. Likewise, 
this study established that also the various linking, relational management, and arena 
strategies are used concurrently. An even more interesting insight is that this study 
shows that policy entrepreneurs simultaneously employ attention- and support-seeking 
strategies, linking strategies, relational management strategies, and arena strategies. 
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Using Westley’s (2002) conceptualisation, one can conclude that in order to be effective, 
policy entrepreneurs must constantly juggle all of the balls (the four strategy categories, 
not all ten individual strategies), and cannot neglect or drop a single one. Effective 
strategic behaviour is thus not so much about detecting the one single ‘most effective 
strategy’, but rather about establishing the most effective strategy mix, referring to the 
specific emphasis and constellation of the different attention- and support-seeking, 
linking, relational management, and arena strategies within a particular situation. 
 
On the basis of current knowledge, one may ask whether it is possible to formulate the 
recipe for effective strategic behaviour, in other words, ask whether the magic key to 
effectiveness is within reach. Apart from the difficulty that the context in which policy 
entrepreneurs operate is highly dynamic and surrounded with uncertainty, and 
connected with that, the issue that effectiveness in the short term might be different 
from effectiveness in the long term, also the strategic dilemmas that this study has 
uncovered suggest that this is undoubtedly not the case. In fact, and in support of the 
work of Bovens et al. (2001) and Van Eeten et al. (2000), this study established that 
strategic behaviour is certainly not always straightforward or unproblematic and may 
produce contradictory results. The strategic dilemmas reflect the various balancing acts 
policy entrepreneurs are constantly required to perform.138 Accordingly, practitioners 
should not look for easy answers or recipes in this study. Koffijberg (2005) calls the 
design of such recipes or lists of a-priori recommendations not only difficult, but also 
precarious. He suggests instead that players must continuously assess the situation 
throughout the process, and on the bases of these assessments determine their strategy. 
I concur with this view, and believe that the insights of this study on the variety of 
strategies, and above all, on the strategies’ effectiveness, can help to place strategic 
activities in perspective, and as such provide an excellent basis for such evaluation. In 
other words, I am confident that this study offers some important ingredients that can 
be used to enhance the policy entrepreneurs’ awareness and can generate insights 
leading to new directions of how to confront strategic choices and dilemmas, and thus 
can help in making such highly necessary strategic assessments. More practical lessons 
and implications of this study are discussed in the final section of this chapter, but first 
we turn to some reflections on what the results of this study mean for our general 
understanding of policy change. 
 

                                                           
138 Recall that this study established that during any singly change attempt, policy entrepreneurs 
can be torn between a desire to accomplish goals as fast as possible and the wish to not 
deteriorate or even bolster relations; between linking or going alone; achieving goals now or in 
the future; or between substantial debate and trading. 
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10.6  THEORETICAL REFLECTIONS ON POLICY CHANGE 

In what follows, I shall elaborate on the question what the results of this study mean for 
our understanding of policy change and the role of individuals herein. Before turning to 
this reflection, I remind the reader that, as stated in Chapter 1, in the mainstream 
literature the margins for policy change are generally believed to be extremely narrow. 
Throughout this study, however, there is a very strong implication that policy 
entrepreneurs try nothing but steering policy change. On the basis of this observation, 
one may question whether policy entrepreneurs, in effect, are wasting their time, and in 
relation to that, whether they are perhaps wrongly considered important actors in 
policy change processes. To properly answer this question, this concluding section 
returns to the actual starting point of this study, and reflects on what its findings mean 
for our understanding of policy change, in particular in relation to the multiple-stream 
model of Kingdon (1984), the punctuated equilibrium theory of Baumgartner and Jones 
(1993), the advocacy coalition framework of Sabatier (1988), and the network 
approach (De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof 1995, 2000, 2008). As the stream model of 
Kingdon (1984) is the only theory that both recognises and explicitly incorporates the 
important role of the policy entrepreneur, the first half of this section primarily dwells 
on this theory. A concise reflection on what the results of the current study imply for the 
other discussed theories of policy change is provided for in the second half of this 
section.  
 
When analysing the results of this study and comparing them with Kingdon’s (1984) 
stream model, one could say that in their juggling efforts policy entrepreneurs 
constantly focus on three strategic focal points, or better, when following the 
conceptualisation of this model and that of its predecessor, the garbage can model of 
Cohen et al. (1972), one could say that policy entrepreneurs pay close attention to the 
development of three streams. Firstly, this study suggests that entrepreneurs use 
strategies (think of the strategy of rhetorical persuasion, and the strategy of the 
exploitation of focusing events) to draw attention to new problems and/or (to change 
existing) problem definitions. Secondly, entrepreneurs use strategies (such as, once 
more, the demonstration and the rhetorical persuasion strategy, but also the strategy of 
issue linking) to acquire support for their policy change ideas and projects, supposedly 
to tackle the identified problems. Thirdly, entrepreneurs use strategies (such as the 
coalition building strategy, networking, and the trust building strategy) to maintain or 
change the constitution of, or relation with, various actors within and outside coalitions. 
When viewed from a stream model perspective, one could say that policy entrepreneurs 



- 266 - 

 

focus on the problem stream, the solution stream, and the participation stream.139 This 
observation, in turn, leads to two additional reflections.  
 
First, in contrast to Kingdon’s (1984) argument, this study suggests that the streams do 
affect each other. For example, it shows that the problem definition itself, just as the 
policy idea or project, are affected by who is involved. After all, both potential, current, 
and future coalition partners have the power to both change the scope and the exact 
problem definition, and even more so (demonstrated by, among other things, the 
importance of issue linking) to revise the scope and direction of projects. Besides, this 
study suggests that actors’ decisions whether or not to participate in a particular policy 
issue depends, among other things, on the definition of the problem, the proposed 
solution, and the existing relationship. In addition, this study suggests that problems 
and solutions are closely connected, and that changes in proposed solutions can affect 
existing problem definitions and vice versa. This study is not the first in questioning 
Kingdon’s (1984) notion that activities largely take place in independent streams. 
Mintrom (2000), for instance, remarks that this notion should be subjected to more 
critical scrutiny, whereas Bekke et al. (1994) even stress that policy streams are 
mutually influencing.  
 
Second, on the basis of what has been put forward in the interviews, it is possible to say 
with certainty that in their strategic behaviour, policy entrepreneurs deliberately try to 
influence and steer the development of the different processes or streams. The strategy 
of rhetorical persuasion, for example, is used to influence the perception of both the 
problem and the solution, as well as to build trust and facilitate collaboration. Hence, 
contrary to Kingdon (1984) who suggests that the streams have lives on their own and 
develop according to their dynamics, this study suggests that their development may, at 
least partly, be influenced by the same dynamics. More important, and once more in 
opposition to Kingdon (1984: 93) who argues that the coupling of streams develops 
rather unpredictably and that policy entrepreneurs, although as explained in Chapter 2 
they are considered anything but passive, in the end still have to “wait for problems to 
come along to which they can attach their solutions”, this study suggests that by 
operating strategically, policy entrepreneurs are, to some degree, capable of steering 
the development of the various streams. In fact, based on this study’s empirical findings, 
it seems likely that by using above listed strategies, policy entrepreneurs, to some 
extent, are capable of affecting policy change. In this connection I do not wish to deny 
                                                           
139 Although it is not the main point of discussion here, it is important to underline that this 
categorization is close, yet different to both the work of Kingdon (1984) and of Cohen et al. 
(1972). The latter underline the existence of the problem, the solution, the participation, and the 
choice opportunity stream, whereas the former seeks the dynamic of policy change in the 
development of the problem, policy, and the political stream. 
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that policy processes are extremely complex (Mintrom 2000; Sabatier 2007), nor want 
to claim – and this is in line with Huitema and Meijerink (2009) - that entrepreneurship 
alone is sufficient for policy change, yet I do want to argue that policy entrepreneurs can 
make a difference, and for this reason, can rightfully be considered as mindful and 
proactive orchestrators of policy change processes.  
 
Even though one must remember that the policy entrepreneurs’ actions are only one of 
several factors affecting change, and despite the fact that on the basis of the current 
study it is impossible to determine the exact extent to which these streams can be 
influenced and steered (let alone to establish the precise effect of entrepreneurial 
behaviour on the direction of the streams), it is beyond question that this study’s fairly 
optimistic conclusion that policy entrepreneurs, to some extent, are indeed capable of 
affecting policy change is not only opposed to Kingdon (1984), but also in contrast to 
what is suggested in most prevailing theories on policy change. With this, the biggest 
difference between the three other key theories of policy change is marked at once. In 
fact, as established in Chapter 2, the punctuated equilibrium theory of Baumgartner and 
Jones (1993), the advocacy coalition framework of Sabatier (1988), as well as the 
network approach (De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof 1995, 2000, 2008), all suppose that 
the margins for deliberate policy change are extremely narrow. Apart from this 
observation, there are a number of additional remarks possible that fit within this 
concise reflection on what the results of this study mean for the three other discussed 
works on policy change. 
 
Given the use of a different lens within this study and those of Baumgartner and Jones 
(1993), the advocacy coalition framework of Sabatier (1988), and the network 
approach (De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof 1995, 2000, 2008) a certain amount of modesty 
is certainly needed in this respect. Still, the insights from this study, or more generally, 
additional attention to individual change agents and their strategic behaviour, can 
strengthen these various theories. When turning to, for instance, to punctuated 
equilibrium theory (Baumgartner and Jones 1991, 1993; Jones et al. 1998; Baumgartner 
et al. 2009) wherein it is suggested that change, if occurring at all, is primarily driven by 
the interacting forces of policy images and policy venues, this study suggests - 
supporting earlier claims of, among others, Mintrom (2000) and Mintrom and Norman 
(2009) - that for change to occur more is needed. In addition, it shows that policy 
entrepreneurs can play a critical role in the manipulation of policy images and, albeit to 
a lesser degree, the search for alternative venues. Furthermore, the results of the 
current study also reconfirm the idea that there is room for policy entrepreneurs in the 
advocacy coalition framework of Sabatier (1988) and its ongoing refinements 
(including, Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993; Sabatier et al. 2005; Sabatier and Weible 
2007; Weible et al. 2011) which, as argued in Chapter 2, is largely unable to explain 
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under what circumstances external shocks or policy learning will actually lead to policy 
change (Mintrom 2000; Weible et al. 2009; Albright 2011). This study suggests that 
policy entrepreneurs may have an important role in this. For example, in support of 
Birkland (1997, 1998), it shows that when endogenous or exogenous shocks take place, 
policy entrepreneurs consider it very important to frame, interpret, and translate these 
events (think of the various attention- and support-seeking strategies) as to actually 
exploit them. Accordingly, this study provides support for Mintrom and Vergari (1996), 
Dudley and Richardson (1999) and Nohrstedt (2011), who all suggest that this very gap 
in the advocacy coalition framework provides room for incorporating the discussion of 
policy entrepreneurship. At last, when turning to the work of De Bruijn and Ten 
Heuvelhof (1995, 2000, 2008), who, unlike this study does, shine a light on the entire 
interaction process, I believe that the insights of this study call for a relativation of the 
idea that individual actors in networks are basically unable to make a mark. In fact, 
provided that the extent of (in)dependence is indeed taken into account, this study 
practically suggests the opposite. And yet, this observation is not completely in contrast 
to (especially the later work of) De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof (2008). After all, also they 
focus on the question of how (mutual dependent) actors in networks try to realise their 
goals. 
 
This study’s fairly optimistic finding that the margins for deliberate policy change are 
less narrow than hitherto assumed is not only interesting in view of the theoretical 
discourse, but certainly also promising in light of the series of crises and challenges the 
world presently faces, including the current and future challenges in Dutch water 
management. What these findings mean for water management practitioners and their 
organisations is discussed below in the final section of this chapter.  
 

10.7  THE ENTREPRENEURIAL ORGANISATION 

In discussing what these findings mean for water management practitioners and 
organisations aiming to become more entrepreneurial, this concluding section starts 
with a short reflection on legitimacy and accountability. As noted above in section 1.2, 
the proper role and power of the bureaucrat in democratic societies has long been a 
matter of contention (Fry and Nigro 1996; Peters 1999; Zerbinati and Souitaris 2005). 
According to various scholars of bureaucracy (see for example Bozeman 1987 and 
Weber 1999), the system works best when the objectives are clear and bureaucrats 
limit themselves to applying the established rules faithfully. More than that, 
entrepreneurship within the public sector is by some looked at as undermining the 
democratic foundation of governmental organisations (Currie et al. 2008). Now, having 
established that policy entrepreneurs are potentially very powerful actors, an 
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important question is whether we should be concerned that entrepreneurs misuse their 
power, not in the last place given the central importance of strategies in their modus 
operandi. Interesting in this respect is the finding that the word ‘strategy’ often evokes a 
negative association, including for many policy entrepreneurs.140 In this light, it is 
important to re-emphasise De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof’s (2008) idea that the use of 
strategies, in itself, is perfectly legitimate. In fact, they state that a priori strategic 
behaviour should not be seen as faulty or inappropriate, and that it depends on the 
individual actor whether or not the use of strategies turns into dishonest or overly 
strategic behaviour. Also, the larger democratic questions about accountability and 
legitimacy need to be taken seriously. Democratic legitimacy refers to arguments that 
justify the exercise of governing authority (Scharpf 2000), whereas the concept of 
accountability, following Bovens (2007: 447), in this study is defined as “a relationship 
between an actor and a forum, in which the actor has an obligation to explain and to 
justify his or her conduct, the forum can pose questions and pass judgement, and the actor 
may face consequences”. When applied to this study, the actor can be seen as the policy 
entrepreneur and the forum as either a specific person, such as a superior or an 
executive, or as an agency, such as the general assembly.  
 
This study established that there is no denying that policy entrepreneurs potentially are 
powerful actors and do more than applying the established rules faithfully. For example, 
in Chapter 8 we have seen that when the stakes are high, most policy entrepreneurs are 
willing to purposefully take internal risks and (even though they certainly do not 
consider this ideal) are prepared to (further) negotiate without clear authority. 
Furthermore, even if policy entrepreneurs ultimately are dependent on political 
decisions, this research shows that they are generally skilled in influencing their 
executives. In terms of accountability, however, one can say that retrospectively, thus 
after the fact, policy entrepreneurs are nevertheless accountable to a forum, that is, 
their superior or executive, who must render political account to the general assembly. 
Recall, for instance, the quote presented in the previous chapter (section 9.2.2) wherein 
a policy entrepreneur explained that leaking crucial information to a fishing club (so 
they could go to court to win a case against his organisation), can happen only once 
before they, compulsory or otherwise, leave their organisation. In other words, this 
policy entrepreneur suggested, and he was certainly not alone in this respect, that if 
policy entrepreneurs do not obey the decision-authority of their own organisation, they 
mostly cannot persist. Furthermore, the current study gives no indication that the 
strategic behaviour of policy entrepreneurs, except in rare cases, is about double-
dealing or the playing nasty tricks. What is more, this study suggests that policy 

                                                           
140 As explained in section 8.3.2, at first sight, even policy entrepreneurs often connect strategies 
with ruse, guile, and nasty tricks, instead of with the effective realisation of policy change. 
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entrepreneurs in Dutch water management are generally ambitious first and foremost 
for the organisation or the public interest. For these reasons, even in view of the 
aforementioned notion that being a successful manager of change is different from the 
question whether their desired policy changes are ‘good’ or ‘bad’, I take the view that 
entrepreneurship within the public sector should not be seen as a threat to the 
accountability of public sector organisations, but first and foremost as an opportunity. 
 
In the economics literature, a generally accepted idea is that for markets to be fully 
efficient, entrepreneurial activity is essential (Boyett 1996). Even if policy 
entrepreneurs share many qualities and skills with their private counterparts, it is 
highly uncertain whether as much as possible entrepreneurial activity would also prove 
helpful for the public sector. In fact, apart from the accountability considerations as 
discussed above, during this study’s policy entrepreneurs identification phase it has 
been established that having more than two or three policy entrepreneurs within one 
organisation or department is generally considered unfavourable (see section 5.2). 
Much the same picture spontaneously emerged in many of the policy entrepreneurs’ 
accounts themselves. Indeed, for the fairly simple reason that many water management 
tasks still need to be performed in a rather standardised – non entrepreneurial – 
manner, various entrepreneurs argued that no more than a few policy entrepreneurs 
are effective within one and the same organisation. At the same time, however, this 
study established that key informants – recall, this are all top managers - made 
abundantly clear that they consider policy entrepreneurs within their organisation 
highly valuable, and when not present - except for a few exceptions – repeatedly 
expressed their wish to recruit them. Given that in the light of climate change and 
subsidence the country’s water management challenges certainly will not become 
easier (Van der Brugge et al. 2005; Roth and Warner 2007; Kuks 2009; Van Leussen and 
Lulofs 2009), it is not unlikely that in the coming years the wish for policy 
entrepreneurs will only grow. Having established this, two related questions arise; first, 
what can organisations do to stimulate entrepreneurship, and second, whether 
entrepreneurial behaviour can be learned. 
 
Starting with the first question, one may, for instance, ask whether organisations, 
assuming that they can decide on that, are able to stimulate entrepreneurship by 
deliberately opting for growth (whether by merger or otherwise). After all, this 
research has demonstrated that the larger the organisation, the more likely it is that 
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policy entrepreneurs can be identified.141 Considering the results of this study, it seems 
reasonable to assume that this is not the case, and that the fact that relatively more 
policy entrepreneurs were identified in larger organisations can, apart by coincidence, 
be explained by the fact that larger organisations have a greater need for policy 
entrepreneurs (and thus, in some cases, may have stimulated their presence). This is, 
however, not the same as the idea that the growth of organisations leads to more 
entrepreneurship within these organisations, quite the opposite. In fact, various policy 
entrepreneurs themselves emphasised that the larger the organisation, the more 
difficult it becomes for them to effectively operate, especially because they experience a 
loss of direct, mostly informal, contact with highly placed persons within their 
organisations.142 One water board entrepreneur, for example, stated: “The size of the 
organisation matters. Whereas previously I only had to convince three people, now I have 
to convince 30 people. Of course, when you are smart you can still get room to manoeuvre, 
but it is more difficult, and it takes more time to implement innovative ideas”. Another 
water board entrepreneur stated his idea like this: “Since we have to act as the spider in 
the web, and maintain many (internal) relations, I believe for us there is a certain 
optimum in organisational size (…) when [as a result of organisational growth] the 
distances grow, and you have to keep up many lines, this at a certain point becomes 
impossible”. In other words, in the light of entrepreneurship and the search for policy 
change and innovation, this research suggests that the growth and consolidation of 
organisations is certainly not necessarily recommended as the best. What organisations, 
however, can do to create a more entrepreneurial organisation, is fine-tune their 
selection procedure and screen for people with certain personality traits, including, for 
example, a willingness to take risks, and a high level of creativity and insightfulness. 
These and other typical qualities of policy entrepreneurs are reflected in various works 
on policy entrepreneurship, including deLeon (1996: 497) who suggests that, among 
other things, entrepreneurs “see more clearly than the rest of us”. In relation to this 
Mintzberg (1994) stresses the importance of intuition. Also Koffijberg (2005) suggests 
that most (experienced) politicians and bureaucrats get a feeling for how things run, so 
that strategic behaviour becomes ‘second nature’. And last but not least, in the present 
study also various policy entrepreneurs themselves emphasised the importance of 
intuition. Furthermore, given that this research shows that repertoire and networks are 
very important, organisations may also deliberately screen for people within certain 
networks, and encourage the exchange between, for instance, water board, municipal, 

                                                           
141 This statement is based on the assumption that municipalities with more inhabitants will have 
bigger municipal organisations. Recall that this study established that in 73.9% of the biggest 
municipalities (>100,000 inhabitants) at least one policy entrepreneur is present, whereas in 
municipalities with fewer than 10,000 inhabitants the same figure is only 40.4%. 
142 It should be noted that these remarks were made by entrepreneurs that experienced a rapid 
growth of their organisation, mostly as a result of merging. 
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and provincial staff. When, however, considering Larson and Ehrenworth’s (1993: 1) 
suggestion that entrepreneurs “may be born but more are created by a combination of 
personality, motivations, and context” and that no cause-and-effect relationship can be 
established between the entrepreneur and certain personality traits, it is, in my view, 
very unlikely that fine-tuning the selection or recruitment procedure alone is sufficient.  
 
Indeed, Larson and Ehrenworth (1993) suggest that entrepreneurs’ skills and 
characteristics must come together with contextual factors, such as, among other things, 
market opportunities, environmental conditions, and resources. Of course, 
organisations cannot control all these elements, but what in my view they could do, and 
this is also what policy entrepreneurs in this study emphasised, is stimulating 
entrepreneurship. That is to say, organisations could create an environment in which 
policy entrepreneurship can burgeon and flourish; an environment wherein the present 
entrepreneurs do well and do not walk away, and as least as important, an environment 
in which bureaucrats with potential entrepreneurial qualities can emerge. This study 
demonstrates that an important prerequisite for organisations to become more 
entrepreneurial is to give actors discretion and mandate, or rather, room to manoeuvre. 
In this respect room for networking is important. Assumingly even more important, 
however, is to give policy entrepreneurs trust and support. Not only when things turn 
out fine, but especially so when things do not work out as planned. In other words, 
policy entrepreneurs also need room to fail, meaning that when they do not succeed, 
they get room to try again. This, of course, is not to say that all bureaucrats getting room 
to manoeuvre will turn into, or can be transformed into policy entrepreneurs, and this 
brings us back to question whether entrepreneurs are born or whether entrepreneurial 
behaviour can be learned.  
 
According to Patton (2003), who distinguishes three sources of intuition, the first 
source of intuition brings subconscious reactions to situations and cannot be learned 
(the innate response). Another source of intuition, however, he suggests can 
deliberately be sharpened by regularly analysing (un)successful events and outcomes of 
decisions, and relates to normal processes of aging and the accumulation of experience. 
Patton (2003) suggests that most enhancement can be obtained related to the 
development of habits to certain situations, or what he considers the third source of 
intuition (focused learning). Along this line, even when we recognise and accept the 
importance of intuition, and even when we accept that an important component of 
intuition is innate, and thus that it is an illusion to believe that every bureaucrat can be 
transformed into an entrepreneur, the work of Patton (2003) suggests that there is still 
room left for learning. In other words, it is likely that, to some degree, entrepreneurial 
skills can be acquired from training and experience, and that entrepreneurially inclined 
individuals certainly can learn or improve their strategic behaviour. I am confident that 
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the insights of the present study offer some important lessons valuable to enhance 
strategic awareness, and can generate insights leading to new directions of how to 
confront strategic choices and dilemmas. 
 
This study, accordingly, is certainly more than a description of how policy 
entrepreneurs act. Should this study, accordingly nonetheless be seen as work towards 
an additional title within the endless series of promising titles such as ‘Top seven tips to 
get what you want!’ or ‘Nine tricks to get what you want!’? No, once more, this study is 
explicitly not intended to function as a how to guide or a step-by-step plan. For that, the 
importance of the contextual circumstances is simply too big. Denying this would not 
only pass over the influence of the contextual conditions, but also mean a direct 
underestimation of the uniqueness and qualities of policy entrepreneurs. Getting what 
you want is not that easy after all. 
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SUMMARY 
 

Introduction 

Directing policy change is very much desired, yet very hard to achieve. Indeed, the vast 
majority of authors studying the policymaking process suggest that, except for marginal 
or incremental changes, the margins for policy change are rather small (Schneider et al. 
1995; Ingram and Fraser 2006; Huitema and Meijerink 2009). At the same time, as 
evidenced by the (looming) economic, financial, food, and energy crises, water scarcity, 
and challenges related to safety and climate change, among other things, the need for 
policy change is unabated (Hanjra and Qureshi 2010; EUROSTAT 2011; Johnson and 
Jacobs 2012; World Economic Forum 2013). And even when we narrow our scope 
drastically, and solely focus on a relatively tiny aspect of a small prosperous European 
country, or more specifically, water management in the Netherlands, the challenges and 
need for policy changes are vast (Roth and Warner 2007; Huitema and Meijerink 2009; 
Kuks 2009; Van Leussen and Lulofs 2009). 
 
This study focuses on the role of so-called policy entrepreneurs in policy change 
trajectories. Building on Kingdon’s (1984) and Mintrom’s (2000) conceptualisations, 
Chapter 1 of this study defines policy entrepreneurs as exceptional bureaucrats, who, 
just like their private counterparts, are constantly on the alert for new opportunities 
(for policy change) and have the capacity to “sell” and “market” new ideas. This does 
not, however, make everyone with new ideas or contributing to policy change a policy 
entrepreneur. What distinguishes policy entrepreneurs from other participants in the 
policymaking process is their above-average willingness to take risks, as well as their 
involvement throughout the entire policy change process. This study assumes that if 
there are individuals capable of directing policy change at all, it must be these actors. 
Interestingly, until relatively recently, the contribution of these individual agents in 
promoting policy change was largely neglected or underappreciated in the policy 
science literature. Only since the early 1980s have various political and policy scientists 
(for example, Cobb and Elder 1983; Kingdon 1984; King and Roberts 1987; Weissert 
1991; Baumgartner and Jones 1993; Schneider et al. 1995; Mintrom and Vergari 1996, 
1998; Mintrom 1997, 2000; Huitema and Meijerink 2009, 2010; Taylor et al. 2011) 
directly or indirectly acknowledged room for these individual actors. Nonetheless, there 
remain important gaps in our knowledge on who these policy entrepreneurs are, and 
how act to achieve their goals. The purpose of this study is to give a face to the hitherto 
rather abstract and underappreciated figure of the policy entrepreneur, and even more 
importantly, to deepen our understanding of their strategic modus operandi. By doing 
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so, this study aims to contribute to a better understanding of the strategies that policy 
entrepreneurs employ in their efforts to change policy, as well as to examine when 
certain strategies are combined with what effect. To elucidate the modus operandi of 
policy entrepreneurs in pursuing policy change the following four research questions 
are formulated: 
 

1. How many policy entrepreneurs are there in local water management in the 
Netherlands and what are their profiles? 

2. What strategies do policy entrepreneurs employ in their efforts to change policy? 
3. Which conditions affect the policy entrepreneur’s selection of strategies? 
4. Under what conditions and circumstances are which entrepreneurial policy 

change strategies most effective? 
 

Theoretical embedding 

Chapter 2 of this study demonstrates that the four most influential explanations of 
policy change, i.e. the multiple-stream model of Kingdon (1984), the punctuated 
equilibrium theory (Baumgartner and Jones 1991, 1993; Jones et al. 1998; Baumgartner 
et al. 2009), the advocacy coalition framework (Sabatier 1988, 1998; Sabatier and 
Jenkins-Smith 1993; Sabatier et al. 2005; Sabatier and Weible 2007), and the network 
management approach (for example, of De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof 1995, 2000, 
2008), directly or indirectly, all make the point that there is room for individual actors 
to help stimulate or redirect debate about policy issues. This room for policy 
entrepreneurs is most evident in Kingdon’s (1984) stream model. According to him, 
policy entrepreneurs play an essential role in policymaking processes as they are 
responsible for the exploitation of windows of opportunity and for coupling solutions 
(policy stream) to problems (problem stream) and for coupling both problems and 
solutions to politics (political stream). Baumgartner and Jones (1993) in their 
punctuated equilibrium theory, also suggest that there is room for individual actors, 
especially related to the manipulation of policy images, i.e. the fashioning of new 
perceptions or frames of the issues at stake, and the shopping for institutional venues 
most favourable for realising policy change. The advocacy coalition framework of 
Sabatier (1988) and its ongoing refinements in conjunction with a number of co-
authors (see, for example, Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993; Sabatier et al. 2005; 
Sabatier and Weible 2007; Weible et al. 2011) also provides room for policy 
entrepreneurs, albeit indirectly. After all, to have effect, the endogenous and exogenous 
shocks – that the framework identifies as potential sources of policy change – need to be 
picked up, framed, and interpreted; activities typically belonging to the competences of 
policy entrepreneurs (Mintrom and Vergari 1996; Dudley and Richardson 1999; 
Nohrstedt 2011). Finally, and despite the fact that the focus on either a specific 
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individual or the network seems, at least at first sight, completely opposite to one 
another, I argue that even in the network approach (De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof 1991, 
1995, 2000, 2008) room for policy entrepreneurs is present. More precisely, I argue 
that an individual policy entrepreneur, at the same time, can very well be part of 
multiple intra- and inter-organisational networks, be part of the hierarchical structure 
of his organisation, and still maintain his identity as an individual. 
 
To provide a theoretical answer to the second research question, this study, after an 
elaborate discussion of these four theories on policy change and the observation that 
they all provide room for policy entrepreneurs, systematically analyses what kind of 
strategies are actually present in these theories. This analysis is also carried out for the 
most prominent works on policy entrepreneurship itself, the other body of literature on 
which this study builds, namely Roberts and King (1991), Mintrom (1997, 2000), 
Huitema and Meijerink (2009) and Taylor et al. (2011). Based on this theoretical 
exploration, Chapter 2 presents a typology of ten logical and mutually distinguishable 
change strategies, whereby the use of each individual strategy can be considered as a 
hypothesis. These strategies can be grouped into four logical categories: (1) attention- 
and support-seeking strategies, to demonstrate the significance of a problem and to 
convince a wide range of participants about their preferred policy; (2) linking 
strategies, to link with other parties in coalitions, projects, ideas, and policy games; (3) 
relational management strategies, to manage the relational factor in policy change 
trajectories; and, finally, (4) arena strategies, to influence the time and place in which 
policy entrepreneurs act. All ten of these theoretically derived strategies are extensively 
discussed in Chapter 6-9. 
 

A unique and large-scale design 

The environment informing this study, i.e. the water management system in the 
Netherlands, and an elaborate explanation of its research design are presented in the 
third and the fourth chapter, respectively. It is debated that both the history of the 
Netherlands and its culture are very much tied up with water management. In addition, 
the organisation of the Netherlands’ current water management system, and especially 
the importance and role of its water boards, is extensively discussed. In addition, the 
nature and magnitude of the problems facing Dutch water managers are considered; an 
(expected) rising sea level and more extreme river discharges, the continuous 
subsidence of soil, and the ever-increasing demands on space for housing, industry, 
infrastructure, and agriculture have the effect that water management projects no 
longer only require technical solutions, but also complex spatial solutions (Van der 
Brugge et al. 2005; Roth and Warner 2007; Van Leussen and Lulofs 2009). At the same 
time, and partly in connection with this, for the realisations of their goals, water 
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managers increasingly need the support from a wide range of organisations, policy 
programs, and policy domains. In short, the problems and challenges Dutch water 
managers are facing become ever more complex (Van der Brugge et al. 2005). This 
makes Dutch water management an excellent case for studying the modus operandi of 
policy entrepreneurs. The fourth chapter of this study elaborates on the (rationale 
behind the) research design of this empirical study, a description that proceeds 
chronologically. The first phase of this research consisted of ten marathon interviews 
and a focus group with a limited number of policy entrepreneurs. The purpose of this 
highly open and explorative phase was to learn about the actual strategic actions 
employed by policy entrepreneurs, as well as to elicit their thoughts, opinions, and 
experiences concerning possible related strategic choices and dilemmas. The middle 
phase of this research had a quantitative and large-scale character and consisted of an 
online questionnaire, sent to all water policy entrepreneurs at local governmental 
bodies in the Netherlands (census). At this point, it becomes clear how much this study 
diverts from its predecessors (see among others, Schneider et al. 1995; Mintrom 1997, 
2000; Huitema and Meijerink 2009, 2010; Taylor et al. 2011). Whereas most studies on 
policy entrepreneurs primarily seek to explain certain changes in policy or transitions, 
and look at the role of individuals in them, in this study the actual unit of analysis is the 
individual policy entrepreneur himself. In addition, this is the first study involving such 
a large number of policy entrepreneurs. In total, 239 policy entrepreneurs filled out the 
questionnaire, a response rate of 70.5%. The last phase of this study again had an in-
depth and qualitative character, and encompassed a large set of additional individual 
interviews with 50 randomly selected policy entrepreneurs from a group of 133 policy 
entrepreneurs (55.6%) that answered positively on the survey question whether they 
would be willing to collaborate for further research. The key purpose of this last 
research phase was to gain a deeper understanding of the survey results, and more 
importantly, to acquire a deeper knowledge of the contextual effectiveness of the 
different entrepreneurial policy change strategies. 
 

Policy entrepreneurs 

To identify all, to the outside world, mostly invisible remaining policy entrepreneurs in 
Dutch local water management, this study, prior to the large-scale survey, contacted by 
phone all 491 Dutch local governmental bodies working with water: 443 municipalities; 
12 provinces; 26 water boards; and 10 regional services of RWS.143 Depending on the 
type and size of the organisation, either the city manager (in municipalities with fewer 

                                                           
143 The identification of policy entrepreneurs took place at the end of 2008. Since that time, due to 
a number of divisions and mergers, both the number of water boards and municipalities has 
decreased. 
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than 20,000 inhabitants) or the head of the department concerned with water 
management was contacted. In sum, nearly 500 key informants (with a response rate of 
95.3%) were contacted and asked if they could identify one or more individuals 
matching the above described criteria among their water management officials.144 
Different from expectations, based on the heroic biographies and case studies (see, for 
example Kanter 1983; Doig and Hargrove 1987), and opposed to the widespread idea of 
a cumbersome and heavily bureaucratic government, this study’s Chapter 5 establishes 
that entrepreneurship at the local level is, in fact, relatively common (hitherto only one 
other study, namely Schneider et al. 1995, which was carried out in the U.S., concluded 
the same). In absolute numbers, this study identifies 339 policy entrepreneurs: at least 
one in more than half of all involved organisations. Although policy entrepreneurs can 
be found amongst all four governmental organisations involved, their occurrence is not 
equally distributed. Relatively most policy entrepreneurs were identified within 
relatively large and high-level organisations.145 In addition, this study shows that policy 
entrepreneurship is not bounded to certain places or hierarchical positions within 
organisations; rather, it is shown that policy entrepreneurs are involved in a great 
variety of innovative projects, ranging from (integrated) water management, to sewage, 
and to spatial planning, and their formal positions vary from policy officer to project 
leader, and to department head. Their actual role, however, displays a much more 
coherent picture: policy entrepreneurs repeatedly described themselves as a spider in 
the web, a lobbyist, and an initiator. 
 
The overwhelming majority (89%) of all Dutch water policy entrepreneurs are male 
and between 36 and 55 years old (67%). Policy entrepreneurs, almost without 
exception, are highly educated (about half of them have a university degree) and have a 
rather technical disciplinary background, such as engineering (53%), agricultural 
engineering (22%), hydrology or physical geography (11%). Accordingly, the ‘typical’ 
entrepreneur is male, works as a senior policy officer in the sector of (integrated) water 
management, has a degree in engineering, and is between 36 and 55 years old. 
 

                                                           
144 To counteract a potential positive bias, in this selection procedure it was always 
communicated that the presence of a policy entrepreneur is by no means self-evident, and more 
importantly, that their possible presence or absence would never be published on an 
organisational level. Moreover, to enhance the reliability of the identification process, the 
questionnaire included several control questions to assess if the identified policy entrepreneurs 
really proved to be policy entrepreneurs. 
145 For instance, this study establishes that in 73.9% of the biggest municipalities (>100,000 
inhabitants) at least one policy entrepreneur is present, whereas in municipalities with fewer 
than 10,000 inhabitants, the same figure is only 40.4%. 



- 294 - 

 

Policy change strategies 

The attention- and support-seeking-, linking-, relational management-, and arena 
strategies are extensively discussed in Chapters 6-9. In each of these chapters new in-
depth empirical data are presented as to better understand whether the theoretically 
derived strategies are used in practice (2nd research question), and if so, on what 
grounds they are selected (3rd research question), and under what circumstances these 
strategies are effective (4rd research question). In attempting to answer this last 
research question, all these chapters start with a theoretical exploration on the 
effectiveness of the strategy in question. In these discussions, insights from both the 
policy science literature and associated literature, including the project management 
literature, political science literature, and the network management literature are 
considered. 
 
Chapter 6 presents evidence that policy entrepreneurs make use of three different 
attention- and support-seeking strategies: the demonstration strategy, the strategy of 
rhetorical persuasion, and the related strategy of the exploitation of focusing events, all 
in their unique way allowing policy entrepreneurs to demonstrate the significance of 
specific problems, and ultimately to acquire support for their preferred policy change 
ideas. Especially in situations in which trust is fragile, or where support for specific 
projects is low, it can be effective to first focus on relatively easy-to-tackle sub-projects 
so as to demonstrate the value and feasibility of the overall project (Imperial 2005). 
Policy entrepreneurs not only make efforts to ‘sell’ solutions (read: their preferred 
ideas), but spend at least as much time gaining attention for the problems that their 
solutions are supposed to be addressing. This study suggests that, by making use of the 
demonstration strategy (among others, based on Roberts and King 1991; Sabatier 1998; 
Mintrom 2000; Taylor et al. 2011), policy entrepreneurs work hard to buttress claims 
on certain problems, and subsequently or even simultaneously, convince others of the 
value of their idea for policy change by showing that it offers the most appropriate 
solution for the very same problem. To realise such a coupling (correlation) between 
problems and solutions, policy entrepreneurs not only use the demonstration strategy, 
but also the strategy of rhetorical persuasion (among others, based on Roberts and King 
1991; Schneider et al. 1995; Huitema and Meijerink 2009, 2010; Taylor et al. 2011). By 
exercising this last mentioned strategy, policy entrepreneurs try to get support for their 
preferred policy innovation through argumentation and playing with language. For 
instance, this study shows that policy entrepreneurs are skilled in emphasizing or 
downplaying specific elements of both problems and policy ideas and the framing of 
issues differently, depending on the positions and preoccupations of the specific 
audience. The use of rhetorical persuasion is effective throughout all stages of the 
policymaking process, and especially so when ideas ought to be sold and coalitions need 
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be formed. The third attention- and support-seeking strategy that policy entrepreneurs 
use, albeit to a lesser extent, is the strategy of the exploitation of focusing events 
(among others, based on Kingdon 1984; Sabatier 1988; Baumgartner and Jones 1993; 
Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993; Birkland 1998; Albright 2011). In short, this strategy 
relates to efforts of getting attention for specific problems through the utilisation of 
relatively short-lived, mostly sudden, unexpected, and harmful events. The effectiveness 
of this strategy is more context-dependent than all other entrepreneurial policy change 
strategies. Indeed, this study establishes that the use of this strategy is regarded 
effective only after the occurrence of an actual safety disaster or calamity, an 
exceptional occurrence in the context of Dutch water management. A related and more 
abstract conclusion of this study is that all entrepreneurial strategies are indeed 
context-dependent (put forward before by various studies, including Fisher et al. 1983; 
Scharpf 1997; Mintrom 2000; Taylor et al. 2011), though not all to the same extent. 
Unlike most other studies, however, this study does not stop with this rather generic 
observation, but instead, for each individual strategy, aims to better understand when 
and under which conditions it is most effective. 
 
Chapter 7 demonstrates that policy entrepreneurs, besides the three attention- and 
support-seeking strategies, also use various linking strategies. Given that policy 
entrepreneurs can hardly accomplish their objectives in isolation, they mostly try to 
realise their plans and ideas in collaboration with others, making use of the coalition 
building strategy (among others, based on Sabatier et al. 2005; De Bruijn and Ten 
Heuvelhof 2000, 2008; Mintrom 2000; Huitema and Meijerink 2009, 2010; Taylor et al. 
2011). The strategic challenge turns out to be not so much deciding whether or not to 
build a coalition, but rather determining the most effective size and composition of the 
coalition. Given that both a too narrow and a too broad coalition can cause delays and 
thus frustrate processes of policy change, for each individual project, policy 
entrepreneurs very carefully weigh the pros and cons and search for the right balance 
or optimum. Policy entrepreneurs certainly do not always aim for the broadest 
coalition; where it concerns proposals for radical policy change, projects whereby 
confidentiality is essential, or when there is very little time for the project realisation, 
broad coalitions should be even avoided. In addition, this study provides conclusive 
empirical evidence that in their efforts to direct change, they not only link actors in 
coalitions, but also make use of the strategy of issue linking, entailing both the linking of 
dimensions to a problem and the combination of two or more solutions (among others, 
based on Kingdon 1984; Sabatier et al. 2005; Sabatier and Weible 2007; De Bruijn and 
Ten Heuvelhof 2000, 2008). Policy entrepreneurs use this strategy both to facilitate 
processes (to develop and select solutions that are satisfying for all relevant coalition 
partners) as well as for substantive reasons (to enrich/realise better solutions). Once 
more, the key effectiveness question of this strategy is about finding the optimal level, 
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i.e., is a balancing act between realising optimal added value while simultaneously 
minimising delay, needless added complexity, and costs, whereby one has to take into 
account that the non-recognition of the actual complexity can also lead to serious risks 
in terms of delay, conflict, and stagnation. This study establishes that the linking 
between problems and solutions should be prevented when this implies collaboration 
with partners with highly diverging interests, at the very start as well as the final phase 
of a project, or – once again – when (due to the threat of a disaster) there is very little 
time for the realisation of a project. The third linking strategy policy that entrepreneurs 
use is the strategy of game linking, a strategy whereby, in order to acquire the necessary 
support, concessions are made to parallel or future projects (among others, based on 
Kingdon 1984; De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof 2000, 2008; Sabatier et al. 2005; Sabatier 
and Weible 2007). The use of this strategy – even more clearly than is the case for the 
other strategies – is generally not an end in itself, but rather a means. An inductive 
analysis of the research data shows that it is possible to differentiate between ‘parallel 
game linking’, whereby an actor makes sacrifices on some issues in project A, in order to 
gain more on project B taking place at the same time, and ‘game linking in time’ 
whereby one gives ‘something’ away in project A, aiming to get ‘something’ back in 
project B taking place in the future. The use of the game linking strategy can be 
especially effective when essential coalitions cannot be created without some form of 
compensation and issue linking is unfeasible and/or undesirable. The use of this 
strategy is, however, advised against when this implies interaction with partners that 
are not well trusted. 
 
Furthermore, this study establishes that the overall success of policy change trajectories 
greatly depends on the relational aspect. Accordingly, policy entrepreneurs make 
substantial efforts in this area. This is an important insight, and an confirmation that 
policy entrepreneurs, despite the fact that they are the masters of strategic playing par 
excellence and certainly do not correspond to the stereotype of the neutral bureaucrat, 
characterised by routine behaviours, lack of initiative, and risk avoidance should not be 
seen as masters of ruse, guile, and nasty tricks. Chapter 8 describes how policy 
entrepreneurs, in order to create and foster good relations, primarily use two relational 
management strategies: the strategy of networking (among others, based on Roberts 
and King 1991; De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof 2000; Mintrom 2000; Huitema and 
Meijerink 2010; Taylor et al. 2011) and the strategy of trust building (among others, 
based on Schneider et al. 1995; De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof 2000, 2008; Taylor et al. 
2011). Policy entrepreneurs invest much time in networking with all sorts of actors, but 
especially with bureaucrats from the different governmental bodies, members of water 
boards in particular. Policy entrepreneurs, however, consider networking with the 
‘home’ organisation the most important networking relationship. However, networking 
with national bureaucrats, national politicians, and non-governmental organisations is 
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considered relatively less important. Networking is not only essential for building and 
maintaining good relations, but also for obtaining knowledge and a better 
understanding in the preferences, plans, resources, and worries of the other 
participants. For policy entrepreneurs, this knowledge is of crucial importance for 
discovering new ideas and linking opportunities, and to the progress of their overall 
strategic game. Trust is also an important prerequisite for policy change; this study 
shows that the use of the trust-building strategy is effective throughout the entire policy 
change process: in advance of a project (as to acquire attention and support, and to 
make collaboration possible), throughout the project (without trust and communication 
progress is hardly possible), and afterwards (the relational outcomes are important for 
parallel and future games). The building of trust is of vital importance, both within and 
outside the internal organisation. An important related conclusion of this study is that 
policy entrepreneurs not only play a strategic game externally as to find support for 
their policy ideas, but that for policy change processes to succeed, the internal strategic 
game is at least as vital (Soeterbroek 1998; Westley 2002). 
 
Last but not least, this study’s Chapter 9 shows that policy entrepreneurs also 
strategically play with the arena wherein policymaking processes take place, referring 
to both the locus and time. The search for the most promising venue or locus where 
policy entrepreneurs can affect policy change, i.e. the use of the strategy of venue 
shopping (among others, based on Baumgartner and Jones 1991; Richardson 2000; 
Pralle 2003) proves important in this respect. An interesting finding of the current 
study is that if policy entrepreneurs search for alternative existing venues at all, they 
generally do so as a last resort, and only in circumstances in which there is very little 
support for their ideas; in general they consider it more effective to respect the 
established procedures and not to risk their relations with their regular partners. When, 
as a result of venue shopping, there is a threat that important relations worsen, this 
form of venue shopping should even be prevented. Then again, this study shows that 
policy entrepreneurs are active in the creation of all sorts of new venues, including 
project-based organisations, task forces, advisory committees, and sounding boards 
(Huitema and Meijerink 2009, 2010). The creation of new venues is particularly 
effective in relation to relatively large-scale projects that involve relatively broad 
coalitions. The second arena strategy, that of timing, is about affecting the time-
pressure in policymaking processes (among others, based on Koppenjan 1993; 
Soeterbroek 1998; De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof 2000, 2008). Policy entrepreneurs are 
constantly on the lookout for opportunities for change, and well aware that timing is 
crucial in this respect. In anticipating such opportunities, including upcoming elections 
and the arrival of new executives, policy entrepreneurs make deliberate efforts to both 
slow down and speed up policymaking processes. However, an important conclusion of 
this study is that timing does not only function in terms of affecting the time-pressure. 
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Indeed, when conceptualising the strategy of timing as selecting the best moments for 
strategic action in order to achieve desired outcomes, this study establishes that timing 
plays a critical role in the overall strategic process and is important for all 
entrepreneurial policy change strategies, and accordingly not only functions as an 
independent strategy, but also can be seen as an overarching strategy or as a meta-
strategy. Even though the importance of time and timing is cited in various studies (see, 
for example, Roberts and King 1991; Schneider et al. 1995; Mintrom and Vergari 1996, 
1998; Mintrom 1997, 2000; Huitema and Meijerink 2009, 2010; Taylor 2008; Taylor et 
al. 2011), the insight, recognition and demonstration that timing functions both as 
independent and as an overarching strategy or meta-strategy is new. As with the timing 
strategy the use of the last theoretically derived strategy has also been established, and 
no indications have been found for the use of additional strategies, an important 
conclusion is that this study’s typology consisting of the ten theoretically derived 
change strategies described above is both complete and robust, and with this, deviating 
from (attempts at) typologies in preceding studies (see, for example, Roberts and King 
1991; Mintrom 2000; Huitema and Meijerink 2009, 2010; Taylor et al. 2011). 
 

Strategy selection 

The policy entrepreneurs’ selection of strategies importantly relates to the context, that 
is, the set of circumstances and facts that surround policymaking processes. This study 
shows that three contextual conditions are of particular importance: the policy 
proposal, the network environment, and the policy entrepreneurs’ organisation. As 
regards the policy proposal, this study suggests that especially the (desired) scope or 
interconnectedness of a project – and with that the extent to which the project success 
is dependent on others’ resources, support, and/or regulatory capacity – is important. 
Also, the available time to implement particular policy proposals or projects affects 
strategic behaviour of policy entrepreneurs (Roberts 1992). The substance and the 
desired confidentiality are relatively less important. A most striking conclusion, at least 
concerning the influence of the network environment on the selection of strategies, is 
the importance of the position of relevant actors (ranging from support to fierce 
resistance) as well as the relation between coalition partners (Fisher et al. 1983; 
Scharpf 1997; McCown 2004). This study establishes and explicitly acknowledges that 
not only the position of current coalition partners is important, but that also the stance 
of potential future coalition partners explains, to some degree, the strategic behaviour of 
policy entrepreneurs. In line with this, the present research found that the strategic 
behaviour of policy entrepreneurs, and thus their strategy selection, is not only 
determined by substantial elements of the desired outcome (Koppenjan and Klijn 
2004). They rarely focus on solely one project, but generally are constantly on the 
lookout for new opportunities for policy change. Apart from the policy proposal and the 
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network environment, this study suggests that the position of their superiors, and the 
specific preference of the executive assembly in particular, also determines the strategic 
modus operandi of policy entrepreneurs (Snare 1995). This reminds us of the fact that 
policy entrepreneurs, despite their talent and outstanding role, at the end of the day 
also remain public servants dependent on the decisions of their political masters. 
Finally, and however much policy entrepreneurs are aware of the importance of these 
contextual conditions, it is important to note that they should not be considered as fully 
rational actors that, on the basis of accurate observation and a perfect information 
processing capacity, are perfectly able to always respond to all risks and opportunities 
by selecting the strategies that will maximise their expected total utility (Axelrod and 
Keohane 1985; Scharpf 1997; Mintrom 2000; Pralle 2003). Policy entrepreneurs have 
pre-existing preferences for certain strategic behaviour, manifested, for instance, in an 
intrinsic strategic orientation towards strategic dilemmas (Scharpf 1997; Pralle 2003). 
This personal inclination is the fourth variable that determines the policy 
entrepreneurs’ strategic behaviour. At the same time, however, this study provided 
extensive evidence that policy entrepreneurs are able to depart from their intrinsic 
orientation and to adapt their strategic behaviour to the context when, in their view, the 
context requires them to do so. 
 

Magic key within reach? 

This research shows that policy entrepreneurs do not employ the foregoing ten 
strategies in a chronological order, nor exclusively in specific phases. Instead, this study 
found that they frequently use various strategies from the same category concurrently, 
such as the use of the demonstration strategy in combination with the use of rhetorical 
persuasion, or coalition building in combination with either issue linking or game 
linking. An even more interesting insight is that policy entrepreneurs simultaneously 
employ attention- and support-seeking strategies, linking strategies, relational 
management strategies, and arena strategies. When using Westley’s (2002) 
conceptualisation and visualising each category as a juggling ball, the conclusion would 
be that, in order to be effective, policy entrepreneurs must constantly juggle all of the 
balls, and cannot neglect or drop a single one. Accordingly, Chapter 10 concludes that 
effective strategic behaviour is not so much about detecting the one single ‘most 
effective strategy’, but rather about establishing the most effective strategy mix. This 
study suggests that by an effective use of the various strategies, policy entrepreneurs 
are, to some degree, but much more than is suggested in most prevailing theories (see 
among others, Kingdon 1984; Baumgartner and Jones 1993; Sabatier 1988; De Bruijn 
and Ten Heuvelhof 1995, 2000, 2008), capable of directing policy change. In this 
connection I do not claim that policy entrepreneurs individually can fully control policy 
change processes, yet I do argue that policy entrepreneurs can make a difference, and 
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for this reason, can rightfully be considered as mindful and proactive orchestrators of 
policy change processes. 
 
On the basis of this fairly optimistic conclusion, one may ask whether the magic key to 
effectiveness is within reach. Apart from the difficulty that the context in which policy 
entrepreneurs operate is highly dynamic and surrounded with uncertainty (Klijn et al. 
1995; Koppenjan and Klijn 2004), and connected with that, the issue that effectiveness 
in the short term might be different from effectiveness in the long term (Bovens et al. 
2001), the strategic dilemmas that this study has uncovered suggest that this is 
undoubtedly not the case. If there is one lesson to be learned for this study, it is the fact 
that strategic behaviour is far from straightforward or unproblematic. However, this 
study does offer some important ingredients that can generate awareness and insights 
leading to new directions of how to confront strategic choices and dilemmas. 
Nonetheless, no easy answers and step-by-step plans are provided; the importance of 
the contextual circumstances is simply too big. A denial of this importance would not 
only pass over the influence of the contextual conditions, but also mean a direct 
underestimation of the qualities of policy entrepreneurs. 
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SAMENVATTING - SUMMARY IN DUTCH - 
 

Inleiding 

Het sturen van beleidsverandering is alom gewenst, echter buitengewoon lastig te 
realiseren. Binnen de beleidswetenschappen wordt, behalve daar waar het marginale 
en incrementele verandering betreft, de ruimte voor beleidsverandering zeer beperkt 
geacht (Schneider et al. 1995; Ingram en Fraser 2006; Huitema en Meijerink 2009). 
Tegelijkertijd is, getuige onder andere de (dreigende) economische-, financiële-, 
voedsel- en energiecrises, de waterschaarste en de uitdagingen samenhangend met 
veiligheid en klimaatsverandering, de noodzaak voor veranderingen groot (Hanjra en 
Qureshi 2010; EUROSTAT 2011; Johnson en Jacobs 2012; World Economic Forum 
2013). Ook wanneer we enkel inzoomen op een beperkt beleidsterrein van een klein en 
welvarend land – het waterbeheer van Nederland – zijn de uitdagingen groot en 
beleidsveranderingen hard nodig (Roth en Warner 2007; Huitema en Meijerink 2009; 
Kuks 2009; Van Leussen en Lulofs 2009). 
 
Dit onderzoek richt zich op de rol van zogenaamde beleidsondernemers in 
beleidsveranderingstrajecten. Voortbouwend op het werk van Kingdon (1984) en 
Mintrom (2000) definieert dit onderzoek in Hoofdstuk 1 beleidsondernemers als 
bijzondere ambtenaren die, net als private ondernemers, uiterst alert zijn voor nieuwe 
kansen (voor beleidsverandering) en de capaciteit hebben nieuwe ideeën te ‘verkopen’ 
en in ‘de markt’ te zetten. Dit maakt zeker niet iedereen die ideeën heeft of bijdraagt aan 
beleidsverandering een beleidsondernemer. Beleidsondernemers worden gekenmerkt 
door hun bereidheid hun nek uit te steken en risico’s te nemen, alsmede hun 
betrokkenheid gedurende het gehele beleidsveranderingsproces. Als er al individuen 
zijn die beleidsverandering enigszins kunnen sturen, zo veronderstelt dit onderzoek, 
dan zijn het deze actoren. Opvallend is dat in de literatuur de bijdrage van deze 
ondernemers in beleidveranderingsprocessen heel lang onderschat of zelfs genegeerd 
is. Pas vanaf begin jaren tachtig wordt door verschillende politicologen en 
beleidswetenschappers (zoals ondermeer Cobb en Elder 1983; Kingdon 1984; King en 
Roberts 1987; Weissert 1991; Baumgartner en Jones 1993; Schneider et al. 1995; 
Mintrom en Vergari 1996, 1998; Mintrom 1997, 2000; Huitema en Meijerink 2009, 
2010; Taylor et al. 2011) direct of indirect ruimte erkent voor deze individuele actoren. 
Dat neemt niet weg dat er tot op heden veel onzekerheden en vragen bestaan over wie 
deze beleidsondernemers zijn en hoe ze te werk gaan. Doel van deze studie is om een 
gezicht geven aan de tot op heden relatief abstracte en ondergewaardeerde figuur van 
de beleidsondernemer, en nog veel belangrijker, het beter begrijpen van hun strategisch 
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handelen. Hiermee tracht deze studie bij te dragen aan een beter begrip van de 
strategieën die beleidsondernemers gebruiken in hun streven naar beleidsverandering, 
en te analyseren wanneer zij welke strategieën gebruiken met welk effect. Vier 
onderzoeksvragen vormen de basis van dit onderzoek: 
 

1. Hoeveel beleidsondernemers zijn er in het lokale Nederlandse waterbeheer, en wie 
zijn ze? 

2. Welke strategieën gebruiken beleidsondernemers in hun streven naar 
beleidsverandering? 

3. Welke factoren beïnvloeden de strategiekeuze van beleidsondernemers? 
4. In welke omstandigheden zijn welke beleidsveranderingsstrategieën het meest 

effectief? 
 

Theoretische inbedding 

Hoofdstuk 2 van deze studie laat zien dat ook de vier belangrijkste theorieën op het 
gebied van beleidsverandering - te weten het stromenmodel van Kingdon (1984), het 
punctuated equilibrium model (Baumgartner and Jones 1991, 1993; Jones et al. 1998; 
Baumgartner et al. 2009), het advocacy coalition framework (Sabatier 1988, 1998; 
Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993; Sabatier et al. 2005; Sabatier and Weible 2007), en de 
netwerktheorie van ondermeer De Bruijn en Ten Heuvelhof (1995, 2000, 2008) – zij het 
ieder op een unieke manier, ruimte bieden voor individuele actoren als 
beleidsondernemers. In het stromenmodel van Kingdon (1984) is deze ruimte het 
duidelijkst aanwezig en spelen beleidsondernemers een essentiële rol in 
beleidsveranderingsprocessen door het benutten van zogenaamde windows of 
opportunity en de koppeling tussen oplossingen (beleidsalternatievenstroom), 
problemen (problemenstroom) en politieke ontwikkelingen (politiek-bestuurlijke 
stroom). Ook Baumgartner en Jones (1993) suggereren in hun punctuated equilibrium 
model dat er ruimte is voor individuele actoren, voornamelijk waar het gaat om het 
interpreteren van activiteiten en gebeurtenissen, en het op zoek gaan naar fora waar de 
beste kansen zijn om een idee voor beleidsverandering verder te brengen. Het advocacy 
coalition framework van Sabatier (1988) en de verdere uitwerkingen daarvan (zie 
ondermeer Sabatier en Jenkins-Smith 1993; Sabatier et al. 2005; Sabatier en Weible 
2007; Weible et al. 2011) schept veeleer op een indirecte manier ruimte voor 
beleidsondernemers. De endogene en exogene shocks die het framework ziet als 
potentiële bronnen voor beleidsverandering dienen om effect te hebben immers wel te 
worden opgepakt, vertaald en geïnterpreteerd; activiteiten die typisch behoren tot de 
competenties van beleidsondernemers (Mintrom en Vergari 1996; Dudley en 
Richardson 1999; Nohrstedt 2011). Ondanks het feit dat een focus op ofwel het individu 
of het netwerk tegenstrijdig lijkt, bepleit ik tot slot dat zelfs in de netwerktheorie (De 
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Bruijn en Ten Heuvelhof 1991, 1995, 2000, 2008) ruimte zit voor beleidsondernemers, 
en dat zij op één en hetzelfde moment prima deel kunnen uitmaken van verschillende 
intra- en inter-organisatorische netwerken, de hiërarchische structuur van hun 
organisatie, en nog steeds hun identiteit als individu kunnen behouden. 
 
Na een uitvoerige bespreking van deze vier theorieën over beleidsverandering en de 
analyse dat zij allen ruimte bieden voor beleidsondernemers, ga ik ter beantwoording 
van de theoretische uitwerking van de tweede onderzoeksvraag systematisch na welke 
strategieën voorkomen in ieder van deze theorieën. Dit doe ik ook voor de vier 
belangrijkste werken over beleidsondernemers zelf waar deze studie in belangrijke 
mate op voortbouwt, te weten Roberts en King (1991), Mintrom (1997, 2000), Huitema 
en Meijerink (2009) en Taylor et al. (2011). Op basis van deze theoretische exploratie 
wordt aan het einde van Hoofdstuk 2 een typologie van tien strategieën gepresenteerd, 
waarbij het gebruik van iedere strategie gelezen kan worden als een hypothese. Deze 
strategieën worden vervolgens gegroepeerd in vier logische categorieën: (1) attention- 
and support-seeking strategieën, om het belang van problemen aan te tonen en om 
partijen te overtuigen van gewenst beleid; (2) linking strategieën, ter koppeling van 
projecten, ideeën en partijen; (3) relational management strategieën, om de relationele 
factor in beleidsveranderingstrajecten te sturen; en tot slot, (4) arena strategieën, ter 
beïnvloeding van de tijd en plaats waar het spel van beleidsverandering zich afspeelt. In 
Hoofdstuk 6 t/m 9 worden al deze tien theoretisch afgeleide strategieën uitvoerig 
besproken. 
 

Grootschalige en unieke opzet 

In het derde en vierde hoofdstuk van deze studie wordt respectievelijk eerst uitgelegd 
in welke context – het Nederlandse waterbeheer - en op welke manier deze studie is 
verricht. Beschreven wordt hoezeer het waterbeheer is vergroeid met de Nederlandse 
cultuur en geschiedenis. Tevens wordt de organisatie van het Nederlandse waterbeheer 
uitvoerig besproken, met hierin speciale aandacht voor de waterschappen. Ook komen 
de uitdagingen waar het Nederlandse waterbeheer thans voor staat aan bod; een 
stijgende zeespiegel, (verwachte) extremere (piek)afvoeren in de rivieren, een dalende 
bodem, en toenemende ruimtelijke druk vanuit wonen, industrie, infrastructuur, en 
landbouw maken dat waterbeheer projecten niet langer vragen om enkel technische, 
maar ook om complexe ruimtelijke oplossingen (Van der Brugge et al. 2005; Roth en 
Warner 2007; Van Leussen en Lulofs 2009). Tegelijkertijd, en deels hiermee 
samenhangend, zijn waterbeheerders voor de realisatie van hun doelen steeds vaker 
afhankelijk van andere organisaties, projecten en beleidsdomeinen. Kortom, de 
problemen en uitdagingen waar Nederlandse waterbeheerders voor staan worden 
alsmaar complexer (Van der Brugge et al. 2005). Het Nederlandse waterbeheer vormt 
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hiermee een uitstekende casus om het strategisch gedrag van beleidsondernemers te 
bestuderen. In het vierde hoofdstuk van deze studie wordt in chronologische volgorde 
nauwkeurig uiteengezet op welke manier deze bestudering is verricht. De eerste fase uit 
dit onderzoek bestond uit een tiental marathoninterviews en een focusgroep met een 
beperkt aantal beleidsondernemers. Doel van deze exploratieve fase was een beeld 
vormen van de handelswijze, motivatie, en betekenisgeving van het strategisch 
handelen van beleidsondernemers. De tweede fase van dit onderzoek had een 
kwantitatief en veel grootschaliger karakter en bestond uit een online enquête, 
afgenomen onder alle beleidsondernemers in het lokale Nederlandse waterbeheer 
(census). Het is hier waar heel duidelijk wordt hoezeer deze studie anders is dan haar 
voorgangers (zie ondermeer Schneider et al. 1995; Mintrom 1997, 2000; Huitema en 
Meijerink 2009, 2010; Taylor et al. 2011). Daar waar voorgaande studies over 
beleidsondernemers veelal een bepaalde beleidsverandering tot casus hadden, zijn in 
deze studie de beleidsondernemers zelf het centrale onderwerp ter bestudering. 
Bovendien zijn nog nooit in een studie zoveel beleidsondernemers betrokken geweest. 
In het totaal hebben in deze studie 239 beleidsondernemers de enquête ingevuld, een 
response rate van 70,5%. De laatste fase van dit onderzoek had opnieuw een kwalitatief 
karakter en bestond uit aanvullende interviews met 50 beleidsondernemers willekeurig 
geselecteerd uit een groep van 133 beleidsondernemers (55,6%) die in de enquête 
hadden aangegeven hiertoe bereid te zijn. Belangrijkste doel van deze aanvullende 
interviews was het verkrijgen van een dieper inzicht in de enquêteresultaten en meer 
kennis over de effectiviteit van de verschillende strategieën. 
 

Beleidsondernemers 

Om kennis te verzamelen over de aanwezigheid van de veelal onzichtbaar blijvende 
beleidsondernemers zijn voorafgaand aan de enquête alle Nederlandse gemeenten 
(443), provincies (12), waterschappen (26) en lokale directies van Rijkswaterstaat (10) 
telefonisch benaderd.146 Afhankelijk van de grote en het type van de organisatie is 
gesproken met ofwel de gemeentesecretaris (bij gemeenten met minder dan 20,000 
inwoners) of het betrokken afdelingshoofd. In het totaal is aan bijna 500 van deze 
sleutelinformanten (met response rate van 95,3%) de vraag voorgelegd of zij één of 
meerdere personen met de hierboven geschetste eigenschappen van 
beleidsondernemers herkenden binnen hun ambtelijke organisatie op het gebied van 

                                                           
146 De selectie van beleidsondernemers heeft plaatsgevonden in het najaar van 2008. Inmiddels 
zijn door fusies en herindelingen zowel het aantal waterschappen als gemeenten gedaald. 
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water.147 Anders dan wat men op basis van heroïsche biografieën en case studies zou 
kunnen verwachten (zie ondermeer Kanter 1983; Doig en Hargrove 1987), en anders 
dan het ambtelijke en stroperige beeld van de overheid dat bij veel mensen leeft, laat 
Hoofdstuk 5 van dit onderzoek zien dat beleidsondernemerschap op lokaal niveau wel 
degelijk veel voorkomt (slechts eenmaal hiervoor in de Verenigde Staten vastgesteld 
door Schneider et al. 1995). Deze studie heeft in het totaal 339 beleidsondernemers 
geïdentificeerd, in meer dan de helft van alle betrokken organisaties tenminste één. 
Hoewel beleidsondernemers voorkomen binnen alle vier de betrokken 
overheidsorganisaties blijkt dat de kans het grootst is deze aan te treffen binnen relatief 
grote organisaties en hogere bestuurslagen.148 Voorts laat deze studie zien dat 
beleidsondernemerschap niet gebonden is aan bepaalde plekken of hiërarchische 
posities binnen organisaties; beleidsondernemers blijken betrokken bij innovatieve 
projecten op velerlei gebieden, variërend van (integraal) waterbeheer, riolering, tot 
ruimtelijke ordening, en hun formele posities variëren van projectmedewerker, 
projectleider tot afdelingshoofd. De rol die zij in de praktijk op zich nemen laat echter 
een veel coherenter beeld zien: beleidsondernemers omschrijven zichzelf veelvuldig als 
spin in het web, aanjager, lobbyist, en initiator.  
 
Veruit de grootste meerderheid (89%) van de beleidsondernemers is man en tussen de 
36 en 55 jaar oud (67%). Bijna zonder uitzondering zijn de beleidsondernemers 
hoogopgeleid (ongeveer de helft heeft een universitaire graad) en hebben een 
technische studieachtergrond, zoals weg- en waterbouw, civiele techniek of bouwkunde 
(53%), cultuurtechniek (22%), hydrologie of fysische geografie (11%). De typische 
beleidsondernemer laat zich dan ook schetsen als een mannelijke ingenieur tussen de 
36 en 56 jaar oud die thans als senior beleidsmedewerker werkt op het gebied van 
(integraal) waterbeheer.  
 

Beleidsveranderingsstrategieën 

De attention- and support-seeking-, linking-, relational management-, en arena 
strategieën worden uitvoerig besproken in Hoofdstuk 6 t/m 9. In ieder van deze 
hoofdstukken wordt waardevol nieuw empirisch materiaal gepresenteerd om een beeld 

                                                           
147 Om een positieve bias te voorkomen is hierbij immer expliciet aangeven dat het voorkomen 
van beleidsondernemers niet vanzelfsprekend is, en belangrijker nog, dat hun mogelijke aan- of 
afwezigheid nooit op organisatieniveau bekend zal worden gemaakt. Bovendien zijn in de 
enquête aan alle geïdentificeerde beleidsondernemers een set van controlevragen voorgelegd om 
te verifiëren of zij dezelfde eigenschappen bij zichzelf herkenden als hun leidinggevende. 
148 Zo vond deze studie bijvoorbeeld dat in gemeenten met minder dan 10.000 inwoners de kans 
een beleidsondernemer aan te treffen 40,4% is; bij de gemeenten met meer dan 100.000 
inwoners behelst diezelfde kans 73,9%. 
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te krijgen of de theoretisch afgeleide strategieën daadwerkelijk gebruikt worden (de 2e 
onderzoeksvraag), en als dat zo is, op grond waarvan deze geselecteerd worden (de 3e 
onderzoeksvraag), en onder welke omstandigheden deze strategieën effectief zijn (4e 

onderzoeksvraag). Ter beantwoording van deze laatste onderzoeksvraag begint ieder 
van deze hoofdstukken met een theoretische exploratie inzake de effectiviteit van de 
betreffende strategie, waarbij niet enkel wordt gekeken naar de 
beleidswetenschappelijke en bestuurskundige literatuur, maar ook literatuur wordt 
geraadpleegd uit aanverwante disciplines, inclusief projectmanagement literatuur, 
politiek wetenschappelijke literatuur, en netwerkmanagement literatuur.  
 
Hoofdstuk 6 laat zien dat beleidsondernemers gebruik maken van drie verschillende 
attention- and support-seeking strategieën: de demonstration strategie, de strategie van 
rhetorical persuasion, en de gerelateerde strategie van de exploitation of focusing events. 
Al deze drie strategieën, zij het ieder op een unieke manier, maken het voor 
beleidsondernemers mogelijk om het belang van specifieke problemen aan te tonen, en 
uiteindelijk steun te verwerven voor de door hen geprefereerde ideeën. Zeker in 
situaties waarin er weinig vertrouwen en steun voor bepaalde projecten bestaat, kan 
het effectief zijn te beginnen met kleine deelprojecten om zo de waarde en haalbaarheid 
van het grote geheel aan te tonen (Imperial 2005). Beleidsondernemers richten hun 
pijlen niet alleen op het ‘verkopen’ van oplossingen (lees beleidsideeën) die zij 
voorhanden hebben, maar besteden net zoveel aandacht aan het verwerven van 
aandacht voor problemen waarvoor hun oplossingen zogenaamd bedoeld zijn. Deze 
studie duidt erop dat beleidsondernemers met gebruik van de demonstration strategie 
(ondermeer gebaseerd op Roberts en King 1991; Sabatier 1998; Mintrom 2000; Taylor 
et al. 2011) veel moeite doen om allereerst de ernst van bepaalde problemen aan te 
tonen om daarna, of tegelijkertijd, anderen te overtuigen van de waarde van hun 
beleidsidee. Dit door te laten zien dat hun idee de meest adequate oplossing biedt voor 
het zojuist aangetoonde probleem. Beleidsondernemers gebruiken voor deze koppeling 
(correlation) van problemen en oplossingen niet alleen de demonstration strategie, 
maar ook de strategie van rhetorical persuasion (ondermeer gebaseerd op Roberts en 
King 1991; Schneider et al. 1995; Huitema en Meijerink 2009, 2010; Taylor et al. 2011). 
Door het gebruik van deze laatstgenoemde strategie trachten beleidsondernemers 
steun te krijgen voor de door hen geprefereerde beleidsverandering door argumentatie 
en het spelen met taal. Zo laat deze studie zien dat beleidsondernemers meesters zijn in 
het (onder)belichten van specifieke elementen van zowel problemen als beleidsideeën 
en, afhankelijk van de zorgen en posities van de ontvanger, issues op verschillende 
wijzen kunnen presenteren. Het gebruik van retorical persuasion, hoewel effectief in alle 
fasen van het beleidsveranderingsproces, is in het bijzonder van belang wanneer ideeën 
aan de man moeten worden gebracht en coalities gesmeed moeten worden. De derde 
attention- and support-seeking strategie die beleidsondernemers gebruiken, zij het op 
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beperkte schaal, is de exploitation of focusing events strategie (ondermeer gebaseerd op 
Kingdon 1984; Sabatier 1988; Baumgartner en Jones 1993; Sabatier en Jenkins-Smith 
1993; Birkland 1998; Albright 2011). Deze strategie betreft kort gezegd het uitbuiten 
van relatief kortstondige en onverwachte schadelijke gebeurtenissen (zoals rampen) 
om aandacht te verkrijgen voor problemen. Bij geen enkele strategie hangt de 
effectiviteit zo sterk af van de context als bij deze. Enkel wanneer calamiteiten 
daadwerkelijk plaatsvinden, wat in het Nederlandse waterbeleid relatief weinig 
voorkomt, wordt deze strategie als effectief ervaren. Een samenhangende, maar meer 
abstracte, conclusie van dit onderzoek luidt dat de effectiviteit van de verschillende 
strategieën afhangt van de specifieke context (eerder aangeven in ondermeer Fisher et 
al. 1983; Scharpf 1997; Mintrom 2000; Taylor et al. 2011), maar dat het belang van de 
context zeker niet voor alle strategieën gelijk is. Een van de bijzondere aspecten van 
deze studie is dat zij niet stopt bij deze vrij algemene conclusie, maar voor iedere 
individuele strategie tracht te begrijpen wanneer en onder welke condities zij het meest 
effectief is. 
 
Hoofdstuk 7 laat zien dat beleidsondernemers behalve de drie attention- and support-
seeking strategieën ook verschillende linking strategieën gebruiken. Daar zij voor 
vrijwel iedere beleidsverandering afhankelijk zijn van anderen, trachten 
beleidsondernemers veelvuldig hun plannen en ideeën te realiseren in samenwerking 
en door het bouwen van coalities, en dus gebruikmakend van de coalition building 
strategie (ondermeer gebaseerd op Sabatier et al. 2005; De Bruijn en Ten Heuvelhof 
2000, 2008; Mintrom 2000; Huitema en Meijerink 2009, 2010; Taylor et al. 2011). Dit 
onderzoek laat zelfs zien dat de strategische uitdaging niet zozeer ligt in de vraag van 
wel of geen coalitie bouwen, maar veeleerder in de afweging om te streven naar een 
brede ofwel smalle coalitie, en daarmee samenhangend de meest effectieve 
samenstelling van een coalitie. Daar zowel een te smalle als een te brede coalitie 
processen ernstig kunnen vertragen en verstoren, wegen beleidsondernemers in hun 
streven naar de juiste balans telkens opnieuw de voor- en de nadelen. Brede coalities 
zijn hierbij zeker niet altijd het uitgangspunt en dienen zelfs vermeden worden 
wanneer het radicale beleidsveranderingideeën betreft, wanneer vertrouwelijkheid een 
must is, of wanneer er minimale tijd is voor projectrealisatie. Behalve dat 
beleidsondernemers actoren koppelen in coalities laat deze studie ook zien dat zij actief 
zijn in het gebruik van de issue linking strategie, ofwel het koppelen van problemen en 
oplossingen (ondermeer gebaseerd op Kingdon 1984; Sabatier et al. 2005; Sabatier en 
Weible 2007; De Bruijn en Ten Heuvelhof 2000, 2008). Beleidsondernemers gebruiken 
deze strategie zowel om processen te faciliteren (het komen tot oplossingen die 
bevredigend zijn voor de coalitiepartners) als om inhoudelijke redenen (het verbeteren 
ofwel ‘verrijken’ van oplossingen). Wederom draait de effectiviteitsvraag bij deze 
strategie om het vinden van de juiste balans, het punt waar verrijking omslaat in 
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nodeloze extra complexiteit en kosten, waarbij in oogschouw moet worden genomen 
dat ook het niet erkennen van de gegeven complexiteit risico’s van conflict en stagnatie 
met zich meebrengt. Deze studie laat zien dat het koppelen van problemen en 
oplossingen vermeden dient worden wanneer dit samenwerking impliceert met 
partners met te zeer uiteenlopende belangen, wanneer men zich in het prille begin of 
juist in de eindfase van een project bevindt, of – wederom – wanneer er minimale tijd is 
voor de realisering van een project, al dan niet met een (dreigende ) ramp als oorzaak. 
De derde linking strategie die beleidsondernemers gebruiken is de zogenaamde game 
linking strategie, een strategie waarbij, met als doel steun te verkrijgen voor bepaalde 
plannen, concessies worden gemaakt met parallelle of toekomstige projecten 
(ondermeer gebaseerd op Kingdon 1984; De Bruijn en Ten Heuvelhof 2000, 2008; 
Sabatier et al. 2005; Sabatier en Weible 2007). Meer dan alle andere strategieën is dit 
een strategie waarbij niet zozeer de inhoud, maar veeleer het spel voorop staat. Een 
inductieve analyse van de onderzoeksdata laat zien dat het mogelijk is een onderscheid 
te maken tussen ‘parallel game linking’ waarbij een actor een offer maakt in project A, 
met als doel meer te winnen in een op hetzelfde moment plaatsvindend project B, en 
‘game linking in time’ waarbij men wat weggeeft in project A met als doel compensatie 
of winst in een toekomstig project B. De game linking strategie kan met name effectief 
zijn om noodzakelijke coalities mogelijk te maken in situaties waarin het koppelen van 
problemen en oplossingen onrealistisch of onwenselijk is, maar dient vermeden te 
worden wanneer het gebruik ervan impliceert dat zaken moeten worden gedaan met 
partners die men niet of zeer matig vertrouwd. 
 
Voorts komt in deze studie naar voren dat het succes van beleidsveranderingtrajecten 
in belangrijke mate afhangt van relaties. Beleidsondernemers investeren hier dan ook 
veelvuldig in. Dit is een belangrijk inzicht en een bevestiging dat beleidsondernemers, 
hoewel zij het strategisch spel uitstekend beheersen en zeker niet voldoen aan het 
stereotype beeld van de brave ambtenaar, niet gezien moeten worden als meesters in 
list en bedrog. Hoofdstuk 8 laat zien dat beleidsondernemers voor het creëren en 
onderhouden van goede relaties gebruik maken van een tweetal relational management 
strategieën: netwerken (ondermeer gebaseerd op Roberts en King 1991; De Bruijn en 
Ten Heuvelhof 2000; Mintrom 2000; Huitema en Meijerink 2010; Taylor et al. 2011) en 
het bouwen van vertrouwen (ondermeer gebaseerd op Schneider et al. 1995; De Bruijn 
en Ten Heuvelhof 2000, 2008; Taylor et al. 2011). Veel tijd wordt geïnvesteerd in het 
netwerken met allerhande partijen, maar vooral met ambtenaren van collega 
overheden, in het bijzonder met die van de waterschappen. Netwerken binnen de eigen 
organisatie blijkt echter nog het meest essentieel te zijn. Andersom geldt dat het 
netwerken met non-gouvernementele organisaties en met landelijke ambtenaren en 
politici als relatief onbelangrijk wordt ervaren. Netwerken is naast voorwaardelijk voor 
het creëren en onderhouden van goede relaties ook van belang voor het verkrijgen van 
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kennis en inzicht in de prioriteiten, plannen en middelen van de overige spelers. Voor 
beleidsondernemers is deze kennis broodnodig om kansen te voorzien en strategisch te 
kunnen opereren. Vertrouwen is al evenzo belangrijk; dit onderzoek toont aan dat 
vertrouwen zowel van belang is voorafgaand aan een project (om aandacht en steun te 
verwerven en samenwerking überhaupt mogelijk te maken), gedurende een project 
(zonder vertrouwen is beleidsverandering op zijn gunstigst zeer moeilijk te 
bewerkstelligen), en na afloop van een project (relationele uitkomsten zijn van belang 
voor zowel parallelle als toekomstige trajecten). Het bouwen van vertrouwen is zowel 
buiten als binnen de organisatie van essentieel belang. Een belangrijke samenhangende 
conclusie van dit onderzoek is dat beleidsondernemers niet alleen extern hun 
strategisch spel spelen, maar dat het interne spel minstens zo belangrijk is (Soeterbroek 
1998; Westley 2002). 
 
Tot slot laat dit onderzoek in Hoofdstuk 9 zien dat beleidsondernemers strategisch 
spelen met de arena waarin beleidsveranderingsprocessen zich afspelen, refererend 
aan zowel de plaats als tijd. Het zoeken naar het meest belovende forum waar 
beleidsondernemers in staat zijn om de door hen gewenste beleidsverandering te 
beïnvloeden, ofwel het gebruik van de venue shopping strategie (ondermeer gebaseerd 
op Baumgartner en Jones 1991; Richardson 2000; Pralle 2003) blijkt hierbij een 
belangrijk te zijn. Opvallend is dat deze studie laat zien dat beleidsondernemers slechts 
in uitzonderlijke gevallen, waarin steun voor hun plannen ver te zoeken is, op zoek gaan 
naar reeds bestaande venues; over het algemeen achten zij het effectiever om bestaande 
procedures en relaties niet te verstoren. Wanneer als een resultaat van venue shopping 
relaties met belangrijke partners serieus dreigen te verslechten dient deze vorm van 
handelen zelfs vermeden te worden. Beleidsondernemers zijn daarentegen zeer actief 
in het creëren van nieuwe venues, zoals als kerngroepen, projectorganisaties en 
klankbordgroepen (Huitema en Meijerink 2009, 2010). Het creëren van nieuwe venues 
wordt voornamelijk effectief geacht wanneer gewerkt wordt met brede coalities. De 
tweede arena strategie, de strategie van timing, betreft het beïnvloeden van de tijdsdruk 
in beleidsprocessen (ondermeer gebaseerd op Koppenjan 1993; Soeterbroek 1998; De 
Bruijn en Ten Heuvelhof 2000, 2008). Beleidsondernemers zijn uiterst waakzaam voor 
kansen voor beleidsverandering, en zeer wel bewust dat een juiste timing hierbij 
cruciaal is. Wanneer zij kansen voorzien, inclusief het opkomen van verkiezingen en het 
aantreden van nieuwe bestuurders, anticiperen zij hierop door veelvuldig processen te 
versnellen dan wel te vertragen. Een belangrijke conclusie van deze studie is echter dat 
het belang van tijd niet enkel versnellen en vertragen behelst. Wanneer timing wordt 
gedefinieerd als het selecteren van de beste momenten voor strategische actie, kan 
worden vastgesteld dat het een cruciale rol speelt in het gehele strategisch spel van 
beleidsondernemers en van belang is voor iedere strategie, en dus niet enkel 
functioneert als een zelfstandige strategie maar tegelijkertijd ook gezien kan worden als 
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een meta-strategie. Hoewel het belang van tijd in verschillende studies is beschreven 
(zie ondermeer Roberts en King 1991; Schneider et al. 1995; Mintrom en Vergari 1996, 
1998; Mintrom 1997, 2000; Huitema en Meijerink 2009, 2010; Taylor 2008; Taylor et 
al. 2011) is het inzicht dat timing zowel als een onafhankelijke en meta-strategie 
functioneert nieuw. Daar met timing ook het gebruik van de laatste theoretisch 
afgeleide strategie is aangetoond, en in deze studie het gebruik van eventueel 
aanvullende strategieën niet aan het licht is gekomen, is een belangrijke conclusie dat 
de in deze studie theoretisch afgeleide typologie van tien verschillende strategieën 
zowel compleet als robuust is, hiermee afwijkend van de (aanzetten tot) typologieën in 
voorafgaande studies (zie ondermeer Roberts en King 1991; Mintrom 2000; Huitema en 
Meijerink 2009, 2010; Taylor et al. 2011). 
 

Selectie van strategieën 

Beleidsondernemers laten hun keuze voor bepaalde strategieën in belangrijke mate 
afhangen van de context. Drie contextuele condities in het bijzonder blijken van belang 
te zijn: het beleidsvoorstel, de netwerkomgeving, en de organisatie van de 
beleidsondernemer. Betreft het beleidsvoorstel blijkt vooral de scope en de gewenste 
integraliteit – en daarmee de mate waarin het slagen van een project afhangt van 
andermans steun of hulpbronnen – van belang zijn. Ook de aanwezige tijdsdruk bepaalt 
in belangrijke mate het strategische spel van beleidsondernemers (Roberts 1992). De 
inhoud en geboden vertrouwelijkheid zijn relatief minder sturend. De meest opvallende 
conclusie, althans daar waar het gaat over de invloed van de netwerkomgeving voor de 
selectie van strategieën, is het belang van de positie van relevante actoren (variërend 
van steunverlenend tot fel verzet) alsmede de relatie tot coalitiepartners (Fisher et al. 
1983; Scharpf 1997; McCown 2004). Beleidsondernemers stemmen hun strategisch 
spel niet enkel af op de posities van de coalitiepartners van vandaag, maar ook op die 
van mogelijke partners in de toekomst. Een hiermee samenhangende bevinding is dat 
beleidsondernemers niet alleen oog hebben voor de inhoudelijke uitkomst van 
beleidsveranderingtrajecten, maar ook voor de relationele uitkomst (Koppenjan en 
Klijn 2004). Zij focussen dan ook zelden op slechts één project, en zijn in de regel immer 
beducht op toekomstige kansen voor beleidsverandering. Naast het beleidsvoorstel en 
de netwerkomgeving laat deze studie zien dat de positie van hun meerdere, en bovenal 
het interne bestuur, medebepalend is voor het strategische spel van 
beleidsondernemers (Snare 1995). Deze uitkomst herinnert ons eraan dat 
beleidsondernemers, ondanks hun uitzonderlijke kunnen en positie, uiteindelijk ook 
gewoon ambtenaren blijven die afhankelijk zijn van politieke besluitvorming. Tot slot, 
hoe belangrijk deze contextuele condities ook mogen zijn en hoezeer 
beleidsondernemers dit belang ook inzien, is het belangrijk op te merken dat 
beleidsondernemers geen 100% rationele actoren zijn die op basis van accurate 
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observatie en een perfecte verwerkingscapaciteit immer op de meest efficiënte en 
effectieve manier in staat zijn om constant op alle kansen en risico’s te reageren 
(Axelrod en Keohane 1985; Scharpf 1997; Mintrom 2000; Pralle 2003). 
Beleidsondernemers hebben zelf ook persoonlijke voorkeuren voor bepaald strategisch 
gedrag, getuige bijvoorbeeld hun verschillende houdingen ten opzichte van strategische 
dilemma’s (Scharpf 1997; Pralle 2003). Hiermee laat deze studie de vierde factor zien 
die de strategiekeuze van beleidsondernemers beïnvloed. Tegelijkertijd wordt op 
verschillende plaatsen in dit proefschrift overtuigend bewijs gepresenteerd waaruit 
blijkt dat beleidsondernemers, wanneer de context daarom vraagt, in staat zijn af te 
wijken van hun persoonlijke voorkeur en hun strategisch handelen maximaal 
afstemmen op de context. 
 

Gouden sleutel in zicht? 

Deze studie laat zien dan beleidsondernemers bovenstaande tien strategieën niet in een 
chronologische volgorde gebruiken of alleen in bepaalde fasen. Het blijkt dat 
beleidsondernemers vaak tegelijkertijd verschillende strategieën uit dezelfde categorie 
gebruiken, zoals bijvoorbeeld de demonstration strategie in combinatie met rhetorical 
persuasion, of coalition building in combinatie met issue linking, dan wel game linking. 
Een nog veel belangrijkere bevinding is dat beleidsondernemers gelijktijdig zowel 
attention- and support-seeking strategieën, linking strategieën, relational management 
strategieën, en arena strategieën gebruiken. Wanneer men gebruikmakend van 
Westley’s (2002) begrippenkader iedere categorie zou voorstellen als een jongleerbal, 
zou de conclusie dan ook luiden dat beleidsondernemers constant alle vier de ballen in 
de lucht moeten houden, en geen enkele bal aan hun aandacht mogen laten ontsnappen. 
In Hoofdstuk 10 wordt dan ook geconcludeerd dat effectief strategisch handelen niet 
gaat over het zoeken naar die ene meest succesvolle strategie, maar veeleer over het 
zoeken naar de meest effectieve mix van strategieën. Deze studie duidt erop dat 
wanneer beleidsondernemers een mix van strategieën effectief aanwenden zij, tot op 
zekere hoogte, en veel meer dan wordt aangenomen in de gangbare literatuur (zie 
ondermeer Kingdon 1984; Baumgartner en Jones 1993; Sabatier 1988; De Bruijn en Ten 
Heuvelhof 1995, 2000, 2008) in staat zijn beleidsverandering te beïnvloeden. Hiermee 
is niet gezegd dat beleidsondernemers individueel beleid naar hun hand kunnen zetten, 
wel dat zij een verschil kunnen maken en met recht beschouwd kunnen worden als 
proactieve arrangeurs van beleidsverandering. 
 
Op basis van deze voorzichtig optimistische conclusie kan men zich afvragen of de 
gouden sleutel tot effectiviteit binnen handbereik is gekomen. Afgezien van het gegeven 
dat de context waarin beleidsondernemers opereren zeer dynamisch is en omgeven met 
onzekerheid (Klijn et al. 1995; Koppenjan en Klijn 2004), en hiermee verbonden het feit 
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dat effectiviteit op de korte termijn verschillend kan zijn van effectiviteit op de lange 
termijn (Bovens et al. 2001), laten vooral ook de verschillende strategische dilemma's 
die deze studie heeft blootgelegd zien dat dit geenszins het geval is. Als een aspect zeer 
wel naar voren is gekomen, dan is het wel het feit dat strategisch gedrag verre van 
eenvoudig of probleemloos is. Wel kan de in deze studie voortgebrachte kennis hen die 
streven naar beleidsverandering helpen bewust om te gaan met strategische opties en 
dilemma’s. Eenvoudige antwoorden en stappenlijstjes voor succes zijn er in deze studie 
echter niet te vinden; hiervoor is het belang van de context simpelweg te groot. Het 
ontkennen van dit belang zou niet enkel een miskenning van deze context zijn, maar 
vooral ook een regelrechte onderschatting van de kwaliteiten van beleidsondernemers. 
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APPENDICES 
 

APPENDIX I: INTERVIEW RESPONDENTS’ SELECTION 

 

 
Figure 36: Dutch water boards divided in 5 strata 
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APPENDIX II: TELEPHONE SCRIPT 

 
Goede morgen/middag, u spreekt met………..van het Instituut voor Milieuvraagstukken van de 
Vrije Universiteit in Amsterdam. Als het u nu schikt zou ik u graag een korte vraag willen stellen. 
 
Momenteel zijn wij bezig met een onderzoek ‘Bestuurlijk Schakelen’ gefinancierd door het ‘Leven 
met Water’ programma. Binnen dit onderzoek kijken we naar de bestuurlijke kant van het 
waterbeheer in Nederland. In het bijzonder richten we onze aandacht op het realiseren van 
waterprojecten door op slimme wijze verbanden te leggen met andere partijen en projecten. 
 
Nu bel ik u omdat ik wil begrijpen of er mogelijk binnen uw ambtelijke organisatie één of 
meerdere personen zijn die ik graag een policy entrepreneur in het waterbeleid zou willen 
noemen.  
 
Policy entrepreneurs in het waterbeleid zijn individuen binnen de ambtelijke organisatie die 
bekend staan om hun vernieuwende ideeën en hun drive om het waterbeleid te veranderen. 
Behalve die drive om het waterbeleid te veranderen zijn het personen die gekenmerkt worden 
door hun vermogen om onorthodox en kritisch na te denken over het bestaande beleid. 
Tegelijkertijd zijn het personen die, om hun doelstellingen te bereiken, risico’s niet uit de weg 
gaan en daarom wellicht ook durven te falen. 
 
Nu is mijn vraag aan u of u één of meerdere personen met deze eigenschappen herkend binnen 
uw organisatie. Hierbij wil ik expliciet aangeven dat de functie van de persoon niet relevant is. 
Policy entrepreneurs kunnen zowel projectleider, directeur of bijvoorbeeld beleidsmedewerker 
zijn. Of, en dat kan natuurlijk ook, is er eigenlijk niemand binnen uw organisatie waarvan u zegt 
dat is een policy entrepreneur. 
 
Tot slot is het belangrijk om te weten dat uw antwoord vertrouwelijk is. Met andere woorden, het 
zal nooit bekend worden dat in uw gemeente/provincie/organisatie de policy entrepreneur 
bijvoorbeeld een projectleider is en niet een directeur. 
 
Zijn er één of meerdere personen binnen de ambtelijke organisatie waarvan u zegt van die herken 
ik als een policy entrepreneur in waterbeleid?  
 
Zo ja, zou ik de naam van deze persoon/personen mogen noteren? 
 
Wat is zijn/haar functie? [controleer dat het iemand is van de ambtelijke organisatie] 
 
Is er nog een tweede/derde/etc. persoon binnen uw organisatie waarvan u zegt van die zie ik als 
een policy entrepreneur? 
 



- 316 - 

 

Tot slot, hoewel deze persoon/personen uiteraard nergens toe verplicht is/zijn willen wij graag 
van hen leren. We zouden dan ook graag een e-mail naar deze persoon willen sturen met daarin 
het verzoek of hij/zij een korte enquête zou willen invullen over hoe hij/zij omgaat met de 
complexe bestuurlijke omgeving waarin zij opereren. 
 
Zou ik hiervoor zijn/haar e-mail adres mogen noteren? (of zal ik hiervoor nog even naar de 
receptie bellen?) 
 
Hartelijk dank 
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APPENDIX III: SAMPLE OF INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

 
Notes: Below a small sample of the interview questions is presented. The full questionnaires (in 
Dutch) are presented in Appendix IV below, the sample questions are translated by the author. 

 
Marathon interviews  
Round 1: The first round of interviews was highly open and explorative and structured around 
two primary topics: the entrepreneurs' background, ambition, and work context, and the step-by-
step description of the strategic decisions taken in the context of two highly innovative and 
complex projects they were involved with (hereafter referred to as crown projects). The original 
questionnaire included 55 questions. 
 
Sample questions: 
1.  How would you describe the main goals of the crown project? 
2. How would you describe the discussions in your internal organisation at the start and 

during this project? How did you cope with these discussions? 
3. In the course of the project, did partners join and/or drop out? Which? When? Why? 
4. If at all, what was the influence of prior experiences with involved partners on the project? 
5. If at all, what kind of problems did you encounter along the process? How were these 

problems solved? 
6. Did you notice typical breakthroughs during the project? If so, when? 
7. Did you foresee these breakthroughs? If so, how did you recognise them? 
8. Is it possible to steer these breakthroughs? If so, how? 
9. If at all, what dilemmas played a role during this project? 
10. What choices did you make concerning these dilemmas? Why? 
 
Round 2: In the second round, the same policy entrepreneurs were confronted with 20 
statements on strategies and strategic dilemmas (based on the results of the first open round). 
These statements are oversimplified by design; in the answers, however, I was primarily 
interested in the nuance. 
 
Sample statements: 
1. I feel it is more strategic to link with other plans instead of initiating a new/personal plan. 
2. Good relations are more important than fast goal achievement. 
3. I prefer tough playing over conflict avoidance. 
4. I involve other partners as soon as possible. 
5. I prefer achieving goals now over achieving goals in the future. 
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Focus group  
The focus group was meant to explore the policy entrepreneurs’ strategic choices in more depth. 
The original questionnaire included three strategic dilemmas, two questions, and six statements 
on strategic behaviour, all based on the results of the marathon interviews. 
 
Sample questions/statements: 
1. Statement: The broadening of problems leads to more complicated processes and should 

be avoided. 
2. Statement: The exclusion of parties is a good idea. 
3. Statement: Before I approach external parties, I first try to reach internal agreement. 
4. Dilemma: Informal and flexible agreements versus playing safe with formal agreements. 
5. In your perspective, what is the best manner to ask attention for a particular problem, 

both internally and externally? 
 
Telephone interviews  
Different from the marathon interviews and the focus group, the telephone interviews were 
conducted in a standardized manner with open questions. The telephone interview questionnaire 
was structured around four topics: the description of two crown projects in which the 
entrepreneur was involved, strategic dilemmas, the most striking and important survey results, 
and the policy entrepreneurs’ organisation. The original questionnaire included 57 questions. 
 
Sample questions: 
1. One of the dilemmas presented to you in the survey reads: “In your work, what do you generally 
consider more important? A good relation between the partners involved or fast goal achievement”. 

a. In the survey you stated to consider [READ ANSWER] – in general – more important. Do 
you still support this answer? 

b. Could you please motivate your choice? 
c. Can you imagine circumstances in which you would consider [READ THE OPPOSITE 

ANSWER TO Q1A) more important. If so, in what kind of circumstances? 
d. When we return to the two crown projects we discussed at the beginning of this 

interview, which line did you follow in relation to the first project? Please motivate your 
answer. 

e. Which line did you follow in relation to the second project? Please motivate your 
answer. 

 
2. The survey revealed that internal support, that is, support within your own organisation, is seen as 
an important success factor. Furthermore, it appears that for pursuing policy change the game with 
external partners is crucial. For this game mandate is required. Yet, this mandate is not always clear, 
and besides, negotiations may turn in unexpected directions. We learned that this may create a 
dilemma between, on the one hand, a cautious external negotiating strategy – with the risk of 
weakening your negotiating position – or instead a continued tough negotiating, with the risk of 
internal problems afterwards.  
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a. Do you recognise this dilemma? 
b. IF NOT: What is, so to say, your secret of keeping up internal relations and at the same 

time playing strong with external partners? 
c. Returning to the crown projects, was this a difficult balancing act? 
d. IF YES: Can you imagine circumstances in which you would consider it advisable to 

negotiate without a clear internal mandate and accordingly, the risk of internal 
problems? 

f. If so, in what kind of situations? 
g. Did this dilemma play part in relation to the two prior discussed crown projects? 
 

3. The survey shows that the strategy of coalition building is considered very important. At the same 
time, however, it appears that broad coalitions may come with important disadvantages. 

a. Under what circumstances do you consider it important to keep the coalition as narrow 
as possible? 

b. Is this throughout the entire process, or in a specific phase only? 
c. Returning to the crown projects, in the first project, did you aspire a broad or a narrow 

coalition? Why? 
d. Which line did you follow in relation to the second project? Why? 
e. [ONLY IF THE INTERVIEWEE IN THE SURVEY ANSWERED: THE EXCLUSION OF 

PARTNERS IS (AT TIMES) A GOOD IDEA] In the survey you answered to consider the 
exclusion of partners (at times) a good idea. In what kind of circumstances do you 
consider it advisable to exclude partners?  

f. Is it possible to explain – in general terms – in what kind of circumstances it is advisable 
to exclude what kind of partners?  
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APPENDIX IV: FULL INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

 

Notes: Below the full interview questions are presented (in Dutch). Appendix III above presents a 

small sample of the interview questions in English. 

 

1. Uw organisatie 

1.1. Hoe zou u het karakter van uw organisatie beschrijven in vergelijking met organisaties 

waar uw organisatie veel mee te maken heeft? 

1.2. Wat ervaart u als de sterke kanten van uw organisatie? 

1.3. Wat ervaart u als de zwakke kanten van uw organisatie? 

1.4. In uw visie, welke rol zou uw waterschap idealiter moeten spelen? 

 

2. Uw huidige positie 

2.1. Hoeveel vrijheid ervaart u in uw werk? 

2.2. Werkt u veel samen met andere partners? 

 

Deel 2: Kroonprojecten 

Kroonprojecten zijn ambitieuze projecten met een duur van 5-10 jaar. Dit hoeven geen 

succesverhalen te zijn & het waterschap hoeft niet de initiator van het project te zijn.  

 

3. Introductie 

3.1. Herkent u het beeld dat grote projecten vaak tussen de 5 en 10 jaar duren? 

3.2. Wat zijn de grote projecten waar u aan heeft meegewerkt?  

 

De onderstaande vragen worden voor iedere case gesteld (max. 3). Bij voorkeur variëren de cases in 

succes en initiator. 

 

4. Projectbeschrijving  

4.1. Wat was het voor project? 

4.2. Wat waren de belangrijkste doelstellingen van het project? 

4.3. Wie waren er bij het project betrokken? 

4.4. Wanneer is het project van start gegaan? 

4.5. Hoe lang heeft het project geduurd? 

 

5. Aanloopfase 

5.1. Wie heeft het project geïnitieerd? Waarom? 

5.2. Wat waren de initiële reacties van de betrokken partners? 

5.3. Hoe is iedereen op één lijn gekomen? 

5.4. Wat was het moment van doorbraak? 

5.5. Wat was de rol van het waterschap? 

5.6. Wat waren de interne discussies aangaande dit project? 

5.7. Hoe is daar mee omgegaan? 
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6. Proces 

6.1. Wie had de leidende rol binnen het project? 

6.2. Is de leiderschapsrol veranderd gedurende de loop van de tijd? Op welke manier? 

6.3. Zijn er gedurende project partners afgevallen of bijgekomen? Welke? Wanneer? 

Waarom? 

6.4. Wat was uw specifieke rol in het project? 

6.5. Had u ervaring met de partners voor aanvang van dit project? Wat voor ervaring? 

6.6. Op welke manier waren die eerdere ervaringen van invloed op dit project? 

 

7. Verloop 

7.1. Hoe verliep het project in het algemeen? 

7.2. Welke problemen bent u tegengekomen? 

7.3. Hoe zijn deze problemen opgelost? 

7.4. Waren en typische doorbraken/ openingen in het project? Wanneer? 

7.5. Hoe verklaart u die doorbraken? 

7.6. Waren die doorbraken te voorzien? Heeft u die zien aankomen? Hoe herken je die? 

7.7. Zijn openingen te sturen? 

7.8. Welke resultaten zijn er met het project bereikt? 

7.9. Welke invloed heeft dit project op de relatie met de verschillende partners gehad? 

7.10. Was er publieke steun voor dit project? 

7.11. Is het mogelijk deze steun te veranderen? Op welke manier? 

7.12. Was deze steun, of het ontbreken daarvan, van invloed op het project? 

 

8. Strategieën 

8.1. Hoe verklaart u het succes of falen van dit project? 

8.2. Wat is het geheim van het succes? 

8.3. Hoe maakt u uw afweging welke strategieën te gebruiken? 

8.4. Wat is de rol van de factor tijd? 

8.5. Welke tactieken werden er door andere partijen toegepast? 

8.6. Speelden er strategische dilemma’s bij dit project? 

8.7. Welke waren dit? 

8.8. Hoe stond u daarin? 

8.9. Welke keuzes zijn gemaakt? Waarom? 

 

9. Afsluiting 

9.1. Was dit project belangrijk voor u persoonlijk? Waarom? 

9.2. Wat zijn voor u de belangrijkste lessen van dit project in strategische zin? 

 

Marathon interviews - round 2:  

 

Deel 1 verdieping besproken cases:  

Kort wordt de transcriptie van het 1e gesprek besproken. Eventuele onduidelijkheden worden 

opgehelderd. 
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Deel 2 stellingen: 

De stellingen gaan over strategieën die naar voren zijn gekomen tijdens de interviews van de 1e 

ronde. De stellingen zijn met opzet ongenuanceerd, in de antwoorden ben ik echter vooral 

geïnteresseerd in de nuance. 

 

1. Via de informele weg krijg ik meer voor elkaar dan via de formele weg. 

2. Met onderhandelen heb ik meer kans op consensus dan door inhoudelijk debat. 

3. Het is beter bij plannen van anderen aan te haken dan zelf het initiatief te nemen. 

4. Een goede relatie gaat boven snelle doelbereiking. 

5. Liever een conflict dan pappen en nathouden. 

6. Het probleem verbreden leidt tot stroperigheid en moet dus vermeden worden. 

7. Aan de start van een project zijn idealiter de doelen en de randvoorwaarden hard en 

helder geformuleerd. 

8. Hoe lager het aspiratieniveau, hoe makkelijker het is een beleidsprobleem op te lossen. 

9. Ik neem doelen van andere organisaties mee ook als ik er inhoudelijk niet mee eens ben. 

10. Je verlies nemen is strategisch slimmer dan koppig blijven. 

11. Het investeren in het beïnvloeden van de maatschappelijke opinie is verspilling van 

hulpbronnen. 

12. Een brede coalitie is te prefereren boven een smalle coalitie. 

13. Bij belangrijke projecten heeft het waterschap idealiter de leidersrol. 

14. Hoe radicaler een plan hoe minder partijen ik betrek. 

15. Wanneer er meer geld beschikbaar is betrek in minder partijen. 

16. Het aanhouden van contacten zonder direct nut voor een project is onzinnig. 

17. Het uitsluiten van partijen is een goed idee. 

18. Ik tracht eerst overeenstemming te krijgen binnen mijn eigen organisatie voordat ik naar 

externe partijen stap. 

19. Het stellen van een deadline is een strategisch goede zet. 

20. Ik probeer alle partijen zo vroeg mogelijk bij een project te betrekken. 

 

 

Focus group  

 

1. Dilemma: Ga je voor snelle start van een complex project met onzekerheden en open 

einden of wacht je tot het project is uitonderhandeld en goed geregeld is? 

2. Dilemma: Maak je afspraken zo informeel en flexibel mogelijk of zo formeel en zeker 

mogelijk?  

3. Dilemma: Ga je voor “gezamenlijk de weg vinden” met veel flexibele doelen en veel 

ruilmogelijkheden of voor vasthouden aan je eigen waterdoelen? 

4. Stelling: Het probleem verbreden leidt tot stroperigheid en moet dus vermeden worden. 

5. Stelling: Het is goed voor de positie van waterschappen wanneer verbreding wordt 

opgezocht. 

6. Stelling: Het uitsluiten van partijen is een goed idee. 

7. Stelling: Bij belangrijke waterprojecten heeft het waterschap idealiter de leidersrol. 
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8. Vraag: Hoe breng je een probleem dat je wilt oplossen onder de aandacht van bestuur en 

partnerorganisaties? 

9. Stelling: Ik tracht eerst overeenstemming te krijgen binnen mijn eigen organisatie voordat 

ik naar externe partijen stap. 

10. Vraag: Hoe kan het waterschap jullie rol als schakelaar zo goed mogelijk faciliteren? 

- Waar loop je tegenaan? 

- Wat zou beter kunnen? 

 

 

 

Telephone interviews  

 

Kroonprojecten 

1. Om te beginnen wil ik u vragen om twee, wat ik noem, kroonprojecten voor de geest te halen 

die reeds gerealiseerd zijn of in de eindfase verkeren. Kroonprojecten zijn ambitieuze projecten 

waarbij u nauw bij betrokken bent (of bent geweest) en daar ook trots over bent.  

a. Kunt u twee van dit soort kroonprojecten noemen en heel kort omschrijven? 

b. Wat was, in het kort, uw rol bij deze projecten? 

 

2. Ik wil u graag over beide kroonprojecten vijf korte vragen voorleggen waarbij u in principe 

alleen maar met Ja of Nee hoeft te antwoorden.  

a. Kroonproject 1: 

i. Werd het project gekenmerkt door een hoog ambitieniveau?   

ii. Werd het project door u en de betrokken partijen als innovatief gezien? 

iii. Bestond er een meer dan normale druk om het project zo snel mogelijk te 

realiseren? 

iv. Was de realisering van het project in sterke mate afhankelijk van andere 

partijen? 

v. Bestond er een hoge mate van vertrouwen tussen de u en de andere betrokken 

partijen? (Ja/Nee/Deels) 

b. Voor kroonproject 2 precies dezelfde vragen als voor kroonproject 1 

 

3. Succes 

a. Beoordeelt u het eerste kroonproject als succesvol?  

b. Zo ja/niet, waarom? – kunt u dat toelichten? 

c. Beoordeelt u het tweede kroonproject als succesvol?  

d. Zo ja/niet, waarom? – kunt u dat toelichten? 

e. Meer algemeen gesteld – wanneer is in uw mening een project succesvol? 

 

Dilemma’s 

In de vragenlijst heb ik enkele strategische dilemma’s voorgelegd waarvan ik er een aantal met u 

zou willen bespreken. 
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4. Eén van de dilemma’s die u in de vragenlijst werd voorgelegd luidde: “Wat acht u binnen uw 

werk over het algemeen van groter belang? Een goede relatie tussen betrokken partners of 

snelle doelbereiking?” 

a. In de vragenlijst heeft u aangegeven (……….. LEES ANTWOORD) over het algemeen van 

groter belang te vinden. Staat u daar nog steeds achter? 

b. Kunt u deze keuze toelichten? 

c. Zijn er ook omstandigheden denkbaar dat u zou kiezen voor…….. (de andere kant)? Wat 

voor omstandigheden zijn dat dan? 

d. Als we terugkeren naar de kroonprojecten. Welke lijn heeft u gevolgd bij het eerste 

project, en waarom? 

e. Welke lijn heeft u gevolgd bij het tweede project, en waarom? 

 

5. Een tweede dilemma dat u in de vragenlijst werd voorgelegd luidde: “Wat acht u in het 

algemeen een gunstigere manier om beleidsverandering/projecten te realiseren? Aansluiten 

bij andermans plannen of eigen initiatief?” 

a. In de vragenlijst heeft u aangegeven (……….. LEES ANTWOORD) over het algemeen een 

gunstigere manier te vinden. Staat u daar nog steeds achter? 

b. Kunt u deze keuze toelichten?  

c. Zijn er ook omstandigheden denkbaar dat u zou kiezen voor…….. (de andere kant)? Wat 

voor omstandigheden zijn dat dan? 

d. Als we wederom terugkeren naar de kroonprojecten. Welke lijn heeft u gevolgd bij het 

eerste project, en waarom? 

e. Welke lijn heeft u gevolgd bij het tweede project, en waarom? 

 

6. Het laatste dilemma dat u in de vragenlijst werd voorgelegd en ik graag met u zou willen 

bespreken luidde: “Wat acht u binnen uw werk in het algemeen belangrijker om consensus te 

verkrijgen? Onderhandelen of inhoudelijk debat?” 

a. In de vragenlijst heeft u aangegeven (……….. LEES ANTWOORD) over het algemeen 

belangrijker te vinden. Staat u daar nog steeds achter? 

b. Kunt u deze keuze toelichten? 

c. Zijn er ook omstandigheden denkbaar dat u zou kiezen voor…….. (de andere kant)? Wat 

voor omstandigheden zijn dat dan? 

d. Als we nog een keer terugkeren naar de kroonprojecten. Welke lijn heeft u gevolgd bij 

het eerste project, en waarom? 

e. Welke lijn heeft u gevolgd bij het tweede project, en waarom? 

 

7. Het interne spel, the game “back-home” 

Uit de enquête is naar voren gekomen dat interne steun – dus steun binnen uw eigen 

organisatie - wordt ervaren als een belangrijke succesfactor. Tevens is duidelijk geworden dat 

om beleidsverandering of projecten te realiseren ook het spel met partners buiten de deur 

cruciaal is. Voor dit spel is mandaat nodig. Echter, dit mandaat is niet altijd even duidelijk of 

onderhandelingen kunnen onverwachtse wendingen nemen. We hebben geleerd dat hierdoor 

een dilemma kan ontstaan tussen enerzijds voorzichtig onderhandelen buitenshuis – met het 
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risico dat daarmee je onderhandelingspositie verzwakt – of vol dooronderhandelen met het 

risico op interne problemen achteraf.  

a. Herkent u dit dilemma? 

b. INDIEN NEE: Wat is uw geheim – om het zo maar even te noemen – van tegelijkertijd de 

interne relaties goed houden en sterk spelen in het spel met externe partners? 

c. Is dit bij de twee kroonprojecten een lastig balanceerspel geweest? 

d. INDIEN JA: Zijn er situaties denkbaar waarin u het zinvol acht te kiezen voor 

onderhandelen zonder duidelijk mandaat met het risico op interne problemen? 

e.  Wat voor situaties zijn dat dan? 

f. Speelde dit dilemma een rol bij de twee kroonprojecten? 

 

8. Coalition building 

Uit de vragenlijst blijkt dat het bouwen van coalities of samenwerkingsverbanden als zeer 

belangrijk wordt ervaren. Toch komt ook duidelijk naar voren dat een brede coalitie ook 

belangrijke nadelen met zich mee kan brengen. 

a. Onder welke omstandigheden is het volgens u zaak de coalitie zo klein mogelijk te 

houden? 

b. Is dit gedurende het gehele traject, of tijdens een bepaalde fase? 

c. Als we wederom terugkeren naar de kroonprojecten. Heeft u bij het eerste project 

gekozen voor een brede of smalle coalitie, en waarom? 

d. Welke lijn heeft u gevolgd bij het tweede project, en waarom? 

e. [INDIEN IN DE VRAGENLIJST HEEFT GEANTWOORD UITSLUITEN IS (SOMS) EEN GOED 

IDEE] In de vragenlijst heeft u aangegeven het uitsluiten van partijen (soms) een goed 

idee te vinden. Op wat voor momenten acht u het zinvol partijen buiten te sluiten?  

f. Valt er - in algemene zin – iets te zeggen over wat voor soort partijen in bepaalde 

situaties zinvol zijn om uit te sluiten? 

 

9. Issue linking 

De volgende vraag is enigszins verbonden - maar toch duidelijk verschillend – met de vorige 

vraag over het bouwen van coalities. Ik wil het met u hebben over het verbinden van één of 

meerdere problemen en/of het verbinden van oplossingen – of liever gezegd over het verbinden 

van uw projecten en doelstellingen - met projecten en doelstellingen van anderen. Uit de 

vragenlijst blijkt dat dit verbinden over het algemeen een goed idee wordt gevonden om 

projecten te realiseren. Tegelijkertijd geeft een aanzienlijke groep respondenten aan dat dit 

verbinden vermeden moet worden wanneer het kan leiden tot complexe 

besluitvormingsprocessen of stagnatie. 

a.  In wat voor soort situaties is er volgens u een zó grote kans op zo een complex 

besluitvormingsproces dat dit verbinden vermeden moet worden? 

b. Zijn er situaties waarin u ondanks een grote kans op complexiteit het tóch slim acht 

problemen en/of oplossingen te verbinden? Indien ja, in wat voor situaties? 

c.  Speelde dit verbinden een belangrijke rol bij het eerste kroonproject? (zocht u dit 

verbinden juist op – of ging u ze uit de weg?) 

d. Speelde dit verbinden een belangrijke rol bij het tweede kroonproject? 
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10. Focusing events 

Een van de strategieën om een probleem onder de aandacht te brengen is de aandacht richten 

op incidenten of rampen. Echter, uit de vragenlijst blijkt dat deze strategie als relatief 

onbelangrijk wordt ervaren. 

a. Zou u daar een verklaring voor kunnen geven? 

b. Wanneer is volgens u de aandacht richten op incidenten of rampen wél belangrijk? 

 

11. Organisatie 

Tot slot wil ik u een kort een aantal vragen stellen over de organisatie waar u werkzaam bent. 

Ik wil hier graag nogmaals benadrukken dat uw antwoorden volledig anoniem blijven en nooit 

teruggekoppeld kunnen worden naar u of uw organisatie.  

a. Ten eerste wil ik u graag een viertal stellingen voorleggen: [schaal 1 op 10] 

I. Mijn organisatie is zeer dynamisch en de mensen zijn bereid hun nek uit te 

steken en risico's te nemen. 

II. Mijn organisatie is strak geleid en gestructureerd, formele processen bepalen 

in het algemeen wat de mensen doen. 

III. Mijn organisatie legt de nadruk op het creëren van nieuwe uitdagingen: Het 

uitproberen van nieuwe dingen en zoeken naar kansen wordt gewaardeerd.  

IV. Een grote mate van vertrouwen en openheid kenmerkt mijn organisatie. 

b. Ervaart u binnen uw organisatie een grote mate van vrijheid in uw handelen? 

c. Tot slot, hoe kan volgens u ondernemerschap (ambitie, het streven naar innovaties en 

het durven nemen van risico’s) binnen uw organisatie worden gestimuleerd? 
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APPENDIX V: SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

Welkom: Hartelijk dank voor uw bereidheid mee te werken met dit onderzoek 

 

Alle informatie die u geeft is volstrekt vertrouwelijk: op geen enkele manier zal de informatie 

uit de vragenlijst teruggevoerd kunnen worden op individuele deelnemers. 

 

Vul uw gebruikersnaam en paswoord in en klink op “Volgende” om de vragenlijst te starten. 

 

Vraag 1: In welke sector bent u werkzaam?  

o Waterschap/hoogheemraadschap 

o Gemeentelijke overheid 

o Provinciale overheid 

o Rijkswaterstaat 

o Anders 

 

Vraag 2: Bij welk waterschap/hoogheemraadschap bent u werkzaam? (selecteer) 

 

Vraag 3: Bij welke gemeente bent u werkzaam? 

 

Vraag 4: Bij welke provincie bent u werkzaam? (selecteer) 

 

Vraag 5: Bij welk onderdeel van Rijkswaterstaat bent u werkzaam? (selecteer) 

 

Vraag 7: Hoe lang werkt u al bij deze organisatie?  

o 5 jaar of minder 

o 6-10 jaar 

o 11-20 jaar 

o 21 jaar of meer 

 

Vraag 8: In welke functie bent u werkzaam? (a.u.b. kort omschrijven) 

 

Vraag 9: Hoe lang bent u al werkzaam in deze functie? 

o 5 jaar of minder 

o 6-10 jaar 

o 11-20 jaar 

o 21 jaar of meer 

 

Vraag 10: Hoeveel uur per week werkt u gemiddeld (overwerk meegeteld) binnen deze 

functie? 

o 15 uur of minder 
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o 16-30 uur 

o 31-40 uur 

o 41-50 uur 

o 50 uur of meer 

 

Vraag 11: Voordat u ging werken bij uw huidige werkgever, in welke sector(en) was u 

werkzaam? (meer dan één antwoord mogelijk) 

o (Ander) waterschap/hoogheemraadschap  

o (Andere) gemeentelijke overheid  

o (Andere) provinciale overheid  

o Rijksoverheid  

o Universiteit 

o Advies- of ingenieursbureau  

o Anders 

o Niet van toepassing 

 

Vraag 12: Kunt u aangeven in hoeverre u het eens bent met de volgende stellingen? 

- Ik ben betrokken bij de implementatie van plannen en/of projecten 

- Ik ben betrokken bij de vertaling van beleidsideeën in concrete plannen en/of projecten 

- Om vernieuwende ideeën in het waterbeleid te realiseren ben ik bereid risico’s te nemen 

- Ik probeer vernieuwende ideeën in het waterbeleid te introduceren 

- Ik denk kritisch na over het bestaande waterbeleid 

 

Antwoordcategorieën: 

o Helemaal mee eens 

o Overwegend mee eens 

o Neutraal 

o Overwegend mee oneens 

o Helemaal mee oneens 

 

Vraag Extra: Wat is op dit moment het meest innovatieve waterproject (inhoud en/of 

proces) waarbij u betrokken bent? (geef a.u.b. een korte omschrijving van het project en geef 

telkens aan wat uw rol hierin is) 

 

De volgende vragen gaan over uw kennis en ervaring betreft het introduceren van nieuwe 

beleidsideeën, het verwerven van steun voor deze ideeën, en het vertalen van ideeën in concrete 

plannen en/of projecten.  

 

 

Vraag 13: Wanneer u tracht steun te krijgen voor een beleidsverandering/ project, hoe 

belangrijk zijn naar uw mening onderstaande activiteiten? (antwoorden randomiseren) 

- Het geven van succesvolle voorbeelden 

- Het aanpassen van taalgebruik aan de partij wiens steun u tracht te krijgen 
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- Het accentueren en/of afzwakken van bepaalde aspecten van de beleidsverandering/het 

project afhankelijk van de partij wiens steun u tracht te krijgen 

- Het laten zien dat de beleidsverandering/het project een oplossing biedt voor één of meer 

problemen 

- Het gebruik van metaforen 

- Het beargumenteren dat de beleidsverandering/het project ook van belang is voor de 

partij wiens steun u tracht te krijgen 

 

 Antwoordcategorieën: Niet belangrijk ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ Zeer belangrijk 

 

Vraag 14: Wanneer u een probleem onder de aandacht wilt brengen, hoe belangrijk zijn 

naar uw mening de onderstaande activiteiten? (antwoorden randomiseren) 

- Het laten zien dat een geschikte oplossing aanwezig is 

- Het aanpassen van taalgebruik aan de partij waar u het probleem onder de aandacht wilt 

brengen 

- Het beargumenteren dat het probleem ook een probleem is voor de andere partij(en) 

- Het anders belichten van bepaalde aspecten van het probleem afhankelijk van partij waar 

u  

- het probleem onder de aandacht wilt brengen 

- De aandacht richten op incidenten/rampen 

- Het belichten van feiten 

 

 Antwoordcategorieën: Niet belangrijk ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ Zeer belangrijk 

 

Vraag 15: Is het verbinden van een probleem dat u wilt oplossen met één of meerdere 

problemen van andere partijen naar uw mening een goed idee? 

o Ja 

o Nee 

 

Vraag 16: Wat is volgens u de belangrijkste reden waarom het verbinden van problemen 

een goed idee is? 

o Meer kans op steun 

o Meer kans op een goedkopere oplossing 

o Meer kans op een snellere oplossing 

o Meer kans op een inhoudelijk betere oplossing 

o Anders, nl……… 

 

Vraag 17: Onder welke omstandigheden is het verbinden van problemen volgens u geen 

goed idee? 

 

Vraag 18: Wat is volgens u de belangrijkste reden waarom het verbinden van problemen 

geen goed idee is? 

o Meer kans dat de oplossing duurder wordt 

o Meer kans op een inhoudelijk slechtere oplossing 
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o Meer kans op een moeizaam en/of langdurig proces 

o Anders, nl… 

Vraag 19: Onder welke omstandigheden is het verbinden van problemen volgens u wel een 

goed idee? 

 

Vraag 20: Voor het bereiken van een door u gewenste beleidsverandering/project, hoe 

belangrijk is naar uw mening het regelmatig spreken met: (clusters randomiseren) 

- Ambtenaren van (mede) gemeenten 

- Bestuurders van (mede) gemeenten 

- Ambtenaren van (mede) provincies 

- Bestuurders van (mede) provincies 

- Ambtenaren van (mede) waterschappen 

- Bestuurders van (mede) waterschappen 

- Maatschappelijke organisaties 

- Wetenschappers 

- Private partijen 

- Ambtenaren binnen uw eigen organisatie 

- Bestuurders binnen uw eigen organisatie 

- Ambtenaren op landelijk niveau 

- Politici op landelijk niveau 

 

 Antwoordcategorieën: Niet belangrijk ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ Zeer belangrijk – n.v.t. 

 

Vraag 21: Behalve het verbinden van problemen kan tevens ingezet worden op het 

verbinden van andere partijen. Wat zijn volgens u de belangrijkste voordelen van een 

brede coalitie? Plaats de volgende antwoorden in de volgorde van prioriteit waarbij 1 staat voor 

het belangrijkste voordeel en 5 voor het minst belangrijkste voordeel. (antwoorden randomiseren) 

Een brede coalitie: 

o Vergroot de financiële draagkracht binnen een project 

o Brengt meer kans op slimme oplossingen met zich mee 

o Vergroot de legitimiteit van een project 

o Zorgt voor meer (noodzakelijke) steun 

o Anders, nl… 

 

Vraag 22: Wat zijn volgens u de belangrijkste nadelen van een brede coalitie? Plaats de 

volgende antwoorden in de volgorde van prioriteit waarbij 1 staat voor het grootste nadeel en 5 

voor het kleinste nadeel. (antwoorden randomiseren) 

Een brede coalitie: 

o Maakt het moeilijker een oplossing te vinden 

o Vergroot de kans op een moeizaam en/of langdurig proces 

o Maakt het moeilijker succes te claimen voor uw eigen organisatie 

o Anders, nl… 

 

Vraag 23: Welke van de volgende stellingen komt het dichtst bij uw eigen mening? 
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o De voordelen van een brede coalitie zijn groter dan de nadelen 

o De voor- en nadelen van een brede coalitie zijn ongeveer hetzelfde 

o De nadelen van een brede coalitie zijn groter dan de voordelen 

 

Vraag 24: Om een beleidsveranderingstraject/ project te laten slagen, hoe belangrijk zijn 

naar uw mening onderstaande activiteiten? (activiteiten randomiseren) 

- Het opbouwen en onderhouden van goede externe relaties 

- Het opbouwen en onderhouden van goede interne relaties 

- Het werken aan wederzijds vertrouwen tussen betrokkenen 

- Het creëren van vriendschap tussen betrokkenen  

- Formeel werken 

- Informeel werken 

- Het selectief benaderen van potentiële partners 

- Het selecteren van het meest gunstige  overheidsniveau (lokaal, regionaal, nationaal, 

Europees) waarmee samen het probleem kan worden opgelost 

- Het selecteren van het meest gunstige overheidsniveau (lokaal, regionaal, nationaal, 

Europees) waarop subsidie kan worden verkregen 

 

 Antwoordcategorieën: Niet belangrijk ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ Zeer belangrijk 

 

Vraag 25: Is bij een beleidsveranderingstraject/ project het uitsluiten van partijen volgens 

u een goed idee? 

o Ja 

o Nee 

o Soms 

 

Vraag 26: In welke omstandigheden en/of fases in een beleidsveranderingstraject/ project 

is volgens u het uitsluiten van partijen wel een goed idee? 

 

Vraag 27: Wat is volgens u de belangrijkste reden waarom het uitsluiten van partijen geen 

goed idee is? (antwoorden randomiseren) 

o Uitsluiten schaadt relaties 

o Uitsluiten schaadt de reputatie van mijn organisatie 

o Uitsluiten roept weerstand op 

o Uitsluiten verkleint de kans op een goede en/of goedkopere oplossing 

o Uitsluiten vermindert de legitimiteit en/of (noodzakelijke) steun  

o Anders, namelijk… 

 

Vraag 28: Wanneer u een of meer partijen tracht uit te sluiten, op welke manier kun je dat 

naar uw mening het beste doen? (antwoorden randomiseren) 

o Partijen informeren dat ze niet worden betrokken 

o Partijen negeren/ niet uitnodigen 

o Schijn betrokkenheid creëren 

o Planning zo inrichten dat partijen zichzelf uitsluiten 
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o Aandacht richten op bepaalde aspecten van het probleem en beleidsverandering/project 

dat partijen zichzelf uitsluiten 

o Anders, namelijk…… 

 

Vraag 29: Kunt u aangeven in hoeverre u het eens bent met de volgende stellingen? 

(stellingen randomiseren) 

- Wanneer ik op één moment met een partij over meerdere projecten aan het 

onderhandelen ben geef ik wel eens bij het ene project iets weg met als doel dat 

‘compensatie’ bij het andere project kan plaatsvinden. 

- Wanneer ik in de toekomst met dezelfde partij verwacht samen te werken ga ik 

conflicten bij huidige projecten eerder uit de weg. 

- Wanneer ik in de toekomst met dezelfde partij verwacht samen te werken probeer ik bij 

huidige projecten minder het onderste uit de kan te halen. 

- Wanneer ik in de toekomst met eenzelfde partij verwacht samen te werken geef ik wel 

eens bij een huidig project iets weg met als doel dat ‘compensatie’ in de toekomst kan 

plaatsvinden. 

 

 Antwoordcategorieën: Helemaal mee eens ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ Helemaal mee oneens 

 

Vraag 30: Om een beleidsveranderingstraject/ project te laten slagen, hoe belangrijk zijn 

naar uw mening onderstaande momenten van timing? 

- Het moment waarop nieuwe ideeën (projecten) worden gepresenteerd  

- Het versnellen en/of vertragen van het proces 

- Het moment waarop (potentiële) coalitiepartijen worden betrokken  

  

 

 Antwoordcategorieën: Niet belangrijk ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ Zeer belangrijk 

 

Vraag 31a: Over het algemeen, op welk moment betrekt u andere partijen bij een project? 

o Zodra duidelijk is dat iets gaat gebeuren 

o Zodra de contouren van het plan duidelijk zijn 

o Zodra de exacte doelen helder zijn 

o Zo laat mogelijk 

 

Vraag 31b: Kunt u kort uw keuze motiveren? 

 

Vraag 32: Welke van de volgende stellingen komt het dichtst bij uw eigen mening? 

o Het stellen van deadlines is een goed idee want kan een proces versnellen 

o Het stellen van deadlines is een goed idee want maakt de eigen onderhandelingspositie 

sterker 

o Het stellen van deadlines is geen goed idee want maakt de eigen onderhandelingspositie 

zwakker 

o Het stellen van deadlines is geen goed idee want is schadelijk voor de relaties 

o Geen van deze 
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Vraag 33: Wat acht u binnen uw werk in het algemeen belangrijker om consensus te 

verkrijgen? Het meest linker rondje betekent dat u volledig inzet op onderhandelen. Het meest 

rechter rondje betekent dat u juist volledig inzet op inhoudelijk debat. De overige rondjes geven uw 

relatieve voorkeur aan. 

 

 Antwoordcategorieën: Onderhandelen ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ Inhoudelijk debat 

 

Vraag 34a: Wat acht u in het algemeen een gunstigere manier om beleidsverandering 

/projecten te realiseren? Het meest linker rondje betekent dat u volledig inzet op het aansluiten 

bij andermans plannen. Het meest rechter rondje betekent dat u juist volledig inzet op eigen 

initiatief. De overige rondjes geven uw relatieve voorkeur aan. 

 

 Antwoordcategorieën: Aansluiten bij andermans plannen ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ Eigen initiatief 

 

Vraag 34b: Kunt u kort uw bovenstaande antwoord motiveren? 

 

Vraag 35: Wat acht u binnen uw werk over het algemeen van groter belang? Het meest linker 

vakje betekent dat u volledig inzet op de goede relatie tussen betrokken partners. Het meest rechter 

vakje betekent dat u juist volledig inzet op snelle doelbereiking. De overige vakjes geven uw relatieve 

voorkeur aan. 

 

 Antwoordcategorieën: Goede relatie tussen betrokken partners ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ Snelle 

doelbereiking 

 

Vraag 36: Aan welke tactiek geeft u binnen uw werk over het algemeen de voorkeur? Het 

meest linker rondje betekent dat u volledig inzet op conflict. Het meest rechter rondje betekent dat u 

juist volledig inzet op 'de zaak zo goed en zo kwaad mogelijk aan de gang houden'. De overige 

rondjes geven uw relatieve voorkeur aan. 

 

 Antwoordcategorieën: Conflict ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ De zaak zo goed en zo kwaad als het gaat aan 

de gang houden 

 

Vraag 37: Wat acht u in het algemeen een gunstigere manier om uw doelstellingen te 

realiseren? Het meest linker rondje betekent dat u volledig inzet op 'verlies nemen met als doel 

compensatie in de toekomst'. Het meest rechter rondje betekent dat u juist volledig inzet op 

'onverzettelijk blijven'. De overige rondjes geven uw relatieve voorkeur aan. 

 

 Antwoordcategorieën: Verlies nemen met als doel compensatie in de toekomst ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Onverzettelijk blijven 

 

Vraag 38: Hoe belangrijk acht u over het algemeen de maatschappelijke opinie over uw 

gewenste beleidsverandering/project? Het meest linker rondje betekent dat u dit helemaal niet 
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belangrijk vind. Het meest rechter rondje betekent dat u juist de maatschappelijke opinie zeer 

belangrijk vind. De overige rondjes geven uw relatieve voorkeur aan. 

 Antwoordcategorieën: Niet belangrijk ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ Zeer belangrijk 

 

Vraag 39a: Hoe waardevol acht u wetenschappelijk onderzoek in uw werk? 

o Niet waardevol 

o Van beperkte waarde 

o Van waarde 

o Van grote waarde 

 

Vraag 39b: Kunt u kort uw antwoord motiveren? 

 

Vraag 40: Kijkend naar de impact van uw werk, wanneer bent u naar uw mening het meest 

succesvol geweest? Kies uit de onderstaande antwoorden de drie voor u belangrijkste 

succesfactoren en plaats deze in de volgorde van prioriteit.  

 Wanneer ik een project kon verbinden met andere projecten 

 Wanneer ik een grote coalitie kon bouwen 

 Wanneer ik een project klein en overzichtelijk kon houden 

 Wanneer de maatschappelijke steun groot was 

 Wanneer de steun van de politiek leidinggevende groot was 

 Wanneer goede subsidiemogelijkheden bestonden 

 Anders, nl 

 

Tot slot van deze vragenlijst volgen hieronder nog een viertal vragen over uw achtergrond. 

Uiteraard worden ook deze gegevens volstrekt anoniem verwerkt.  

 

Vraag 41: Wat is uw hoogst genoten (afgeronde) opleiding? 

o Universiteit 

o Hoger beroepsonderwijs (hbo, hts, heao) 

o Hoger algemeen en voorbereidend wetenschappelijk onderwijs (havo, vwo, mms, hbs, 

gymnasium, lyceum, atheneum, propedeuse hbo/wo) 

o Middelbaar beroepsonderwijs (mbo, mts, meao, mhno, inas, mls, e.d.) 

o Anders, nl 

 

Vraag 42: Welke studieachtergrond heeft u? (a.u.b. kort omschrijven) 

 

Vraag 43: Bent u man of vrouw?  

o Man 

o Vrouw 

 

Vraag 44: Wat is uw leeftijd? 

o 18-25 jaar 

o 26-35 jaar 

o 36-45 jaar 
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o 46-55 jaar 

o 56 + jaar 

Vraag 45: Tot slot nodigen wij u uit om op te schrijven wat er verder nu nog in u opkomt over de 

onderwerpen aan de orde gekomen in deze vragenlijst. Al uw aanvullingen en/of opmerkingen of 

worden van harte op prijs gesteld. 

 

Vraag 46: Verder spreken? 

Als u het interessant vindt om met ons verder te spreken over de problematiek van het 

introduceren van nieuwe beleidsideeën, het verwerven van steun en het vertalen van ideeën 

in concrete plannen en/of projecten zouden wij heel graag een keer langskomen voor een 

verdiepend gesprek. Staat u in principe open voor zo een gesprek? 

o Ja 

o Nee 

 

Vraag 47: Wilt u voor het maken van een afspraak uw naam en telefoonnummer 

vermelden? 

- Naam: 

- Telefoon: 
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APPENDIX VI: CHARACTERISTICS OF POLICY ENTREPRENEURS 

 

 
Figure 37: Age policy entrepreneurs (PEs) compared to total workforce 
Notes: The figures for the municipalities, provinces, and water boards are based on the 
number of staff with a salary starting at 3,000 Euros in 2007 (kosmos kennisbank, see 
http://www.kosmos-kennisbank.nl). The RWS figure is based on the number of staff with 
a salary starting at 3,000 Euros and up in 2009 (BW gegevens voor HR-spiegel, May 2009) 
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Figure 38: Level of education 

 

 
 Figure 39: Disciplinary background 
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APPENDIX VII: STRATEGIC DILEMMAS AND NUANCES  

 

 

Table 19: Coalition building by organisation 

 Water 

Board Municipality Province RWS 

The advantages of a broad coalition 

outweigh the disadvantages 
70,2% 58,5% 78,9% 

100,0

% 

The advantages and disadvantages 

of a broad coalition are about the 

same 

25,5% 36,6% 15,8% 0% 

The disadvantages of a broad 

coalition outweigh the advantages 
4,3% 4,9% 5,3% 0% 

 
Table 20: Issue linking by organisation 

 Water 

Board Municipality Province RWS 

Issue linking is a good idea 
97,9% 90,2% 94,7% 

94,1

% 

Issue linking is not a good idea 2,1% 9,8% 5,3% 5,9% 

 

Table 21: Rationale for issue linking by organisation 

 Water 

Board Municipality Province RWS 

More support 
43,5% 30,6% 33,3% 

37,5

% 

Cheaper solution 6,5% 5,4% 0% 0% 

Faster solution 8,7% 6,3% 11,1% 0% 

Better solution 
21,7% 42,3% 50,0% 

18,8

% 

Other 
19,6% 15,3% 5,6% 

43,8

% 

 

Table 22: Dilemma good relations versus fast goal achievement by organisation 

 Water 

Board Municipality Province RWS 

Good relations 49,0% 52,0% 47,4% 

58,8

% 

Equal good relation & fast goal 

achievement 34,0% 30,1% 36,8% 

35,3

% 

Fast goal achievement 17,0% 17,9% 15,8% 5,9% 

 



The capability and understanding of how to affect policy is becoming increasingly 

important in view of global social and environmental challenges. Given the amorphous 

and complex nature of policy change, however, in many respects it remains a puzzle 

how such processes can be explained, let alone affected. Brouwer’s study analyses 

policymaking processes at the micro-level, focusing on the behaviour of so-called policy 

entrepreneurs; highly talented individual change agents who are constantly on the alert 

for policy opportunities. It explores the different strategies that policy entrepreneurs 

employ, which conditions affect the policy entrepreneur’s selection of strategies and, 

more importantly, it assesses the (contextual) effectiveness of these strategies.

The empirical research of the thesis is based on a four-year study, entailing more than 60 

in-depth interviews and an extensive mail survey of over 450 water policy entrepreneurs 

in the Netherlands. Policy Entrepreneurs and Strategies for Change suggests that, 

depending on the specific context, policy entrepreneurs effectively place emphasis on 

particular strategies and strategy combinations, and can rightfully be considered as 

proactive orchestrators of policy change processes.
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