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Abstract

Geographers and urban studies scholars tend to rely on
policy mobilities approaches to explain processes of policy
spread, whereas political scientists and public policy schol-
ars usually draw on either policy diffusion or policy transfer.
| challenge this widespread scholarly practice of selecting
approaches based on the association with a certain disci-
pline. Instead, first and foremost, the specific research aim(s)
and question(s) should shape the choice of theoretical lens.
Analytical or policy outcome-oriented studies should rely on
policy diffusion and policy transfer, while a policy mobilities
approach is best suited for more (policy) critical analysis. The
approaches can also complement each other to a certain
degree. Analytical and policy outcome-oriented approaches
need a stronger critical perspective while policy mobilities
scholars need to underpin their critique with constructive

suggestions on how to improve established practices.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

This paper is the result of a studying, thinking, and reflection process that has outlived several research and academic
qualification projects. What all these projects had in common was a focus on the spread of policies between cities,
regions, or countries. Here, a particular challenge is the selection of the ‘right’ theoretical approach for the ‘right’
research object and research puzzle. In social sciences, several approaches to study processes of policy spread have
been developed and modified in the past decades. Studying policy spread is highly relevant for human geogra-
phers simply because these processes always have spatial implications and since they have the potential to change
places. The three most prominent approaches in this context are policy diffusion (see Gray, 1973; Karch, 2007
Rose, 1991; Shipan & Volden, 2008), policy transfer (see Benson & Jordan, 2011; Dolowitz & Marsh, 1996, 2000;
James and Lodge, 2003)—both mostly applied in political science and public policy—, and policy mobilities (see
McCann, 2011; Peck, 2011; Peck & Theodore, 2010; Temenos & McCann, 2013), which is more common among
human geographers and urban studies scholars. While all three approaches focus on the spread of policies, | argue
that they do not work equally well for all research questions and designs. Despite this, scholars tend to select the
approach that is most closely associated with their academic discipline, with less consideration about its suitability
(or unsuitability) for the specific research endeavour. Despite all the appeals for more interdisciplinary research in
the social sciences (Kalenda, 2016; O’Brien, 2011; Salter and Hearn, 1996), research on the spread of policies still
seems to run along strict disciplinary boundaries. This is unfortunate because it limits the available perspectives
that are applied in empirical study and restricts the ability of researchers to reach out to new audiences with their
findings. In this light, this contribution does not only aim to reach geographers and urban studies scholars but also
other social scientists grappling with questions or issues of policy spread, particularly from the political sciences
and public policy studies.

As a graduate student in human geography, my thesis examined the expansion of renewable energies in small
and rural municipalities. | focused particularly on whether and to what extent solutions can be transferred between
municipalities. My supervisor suggested choosing a policy mobilities approach. However, the policy mobilities liter-
ature did not provide a clear analytical framework or any other (clear) guidance on how to study such processes.
Instead, | found myself reading and slowly understanding a body of thought-provoking critical literature on global
neoliberal actors, hegemonic discourses, and power relations, which did not help me to address my particular
research issue. My supervisor may have suggested policy mobilities because it was ‘the’ new fashionable approach
in human geography at the time. Sometime later—after | had begun my doctorate in urban studies—I focused on
policy learning among city practitioners and how such processes might facilitate the transfer of policies. Again,
within my disciplinary ‘bubble’ | almost exclusively met scholars that suggested to consider a policy mobilities
approach. Not fully satisfied with the lessons learned from this literature strand | started to taste the ‘forbidden
fruits’ of policy diffusion and policy transfer literature that are rooted in the political sciences and public policy
studies. | was already somewhat familiar with the latter approach in particular, since it is highly contested and
debated in the policy mobilities literature (see McCann, 2011; Peck & Theodore, 2010; Temenos & McCann, 2013).
| cannot say that policy diffusion and policy transfer initially convinced me or seemed to be terribly helpful for my
specific research issues. However, what | soon realised was that the policy mobilities' critique of policy transfer has
only focused on some—actually very few—aspects of the approach, and ignored many others. All three approaches
have their merits but depending on the respective research aim, and the case(s) studied, their degree of utility varies
significantly. Thus, this paper aims to provide guidance to scholars on how and when to choose which of the three
approaches.

1 will proceed as follows: First, all three approaches are presented and discussed in detail, starting with the oldest
approach, policy diffusion, and ending with the most recent one, policy mobilities. The following section compares the
three approaches and concludes with recommendations for social scientists on the use of the different approaches.

The final section summarises the main findings and recommendations.
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TABLE 1 Key characteristics of previous research on policy diffusion, policy transfer, and policy mobilities.

Policy diffusion Policy transfer Policy mobilities
Main disciplines Political science, public policy Political science, public Human geography, urban studies
policy
Emergence Late 1960s Late 1990s Early 2010s
Key scholars Richard Rose, Charles Shipan, David Dolowitz, David Eugene McCann, Jamie Peck,
Craig Volden Marsh Cristina Temenos, Kevin Ward
Objects of spread Policy innovations, for example, Policy measures, for Policy ideas and hegemonic
laws or regulations example, best-practices discourses, for example,

visions or models

Geographical reach  Mostly national, spread within Mostly international, spread  Mostly international (global),
federal states between countries spread between cities

Methods Mostly quantitative Qualitative Qualitative

Source: Own interpretation.

2 | EXPLORING POLICY DIFFUSION, POLICY TRANSFER AND POLICY MOBILITIES

The following three sub-sections present and discuss policy diffusion, policy transfer and policy mobilities in greater
detail, drawing on a large body of literature, mainly from the political sciences, public policy, human geography, and
urban studies. Table 1 provides a comparative overview of some key features of the three approaches.

2.1 | Policy diffusion

Of the three approaches explored, policy diffusion that is rooted in American comparative state politics is the oldest.
Policy diffusion approaches were already being developed in the 1960s to examine the dissemination of policy inno-
vations among federal states (Gray, 1973; Lutz, 1986; Savage, 1985; Walker, 1969). Of certain importance here
were and are until today questions of party difference (e.g. which innovations diffuse among conservative and which
among liberal states). Policy diffusion subsequently received further conceptual and methodological development
(Berry & Berry, 1990; Carley et al., 2017). It traditionally comes into use in quantitative research on policy and public
administration (Boushey, 2010; Lutz, 1986; Mintrom, 1997). Nevertheless, there are now also several qualitative and
mixed-method policy diffusion studies (Karch, 2007; Obinger et al., 2013; Starke, 2013). Policy Diffusion focuses on
the spread of policy-related innovations (for instance, laws) within a political or social system (see Nicholson-Crotty
& Carley, 2016; Pradeau, 2021; Rogers, 2003) and the exploration of dissemination patterns of policies, that is, its
speed and the pathways taken (see Kern, 2000; Liitz, 2007; Rogers, 2003). Later on, however, the approach has in
effect developed more broadly, such that the modifiability of policies is also taken into account (Bromley-Trujillo
& Poe, 2020; Rose, 1991). Policy diffusion is applied across a wide range of topics (Graham et al., 2013; Shipan
& Volden, 2012). One central area is social policy, including for example, welfare policy (Collier & Messick, 1975;
Karch, 2007; Kemmerling, 2018; Obinger et al., 2013) and social services (Betz & Neff, 2017; Sugiyama, 2008). Other
significant thematic areas are morality policy (Godwin & Schroedel, 2000; Mooney & Lee, 1999; Velasco, 2018),
health policy (Gilardi et al., 2009; Shipan & Volden, 2012; Weynland, 2019), environmental policy (Arbolino
et al., 2018; Kern, 2000; Kern et al., 2007; Matisoff, 2008), energy policy (Aglanu, 2016; Baldwin et al., 2019; Berry
et al.,, 2015; Carley et al., 2017; Matisoff & Edwards, 2014), and climate policy (Bromley-Trujillo & Poe, 2020; Jordan
& Huitema, 2014; Kammerer & Namhata, 2018; Kern et al., 2023).

Policy Diffusion is a fairly analytical approach that puts great emphasis on identifying causal relationships. Studies
often assume rather robust patterns of policy diffusion (Boushey, 2010; Kuhlmann, 2021; Liitz, 2007; Rogers, 2003).

Generally, the literature distinguishes between two patterns: direct diffusion (particularly between neighbouring
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regions or states) and institutionalised diffusion (between countries) (Kern, 2000). Direct diffusion is characterised
by a dissemination in concentric circles starting from a locus of innovation. Central here is geographic proximity
(Kuhlmann, 2021) which leads to the so-called neighbourhood effect (Shipan & Volden, 2008), meaning that informa-
tion required for the adoption of innovations is initially only available from the respective neighbouring states. Thus,
direct diffusion usually results in an S-shaped diffusion curve, with a low rate of diffusion at the beginning and at the
end (Boushey, 2010; Kern, 2000; Mitchell, 2018; Rogers, 2003). The significance of the neighbourhood effect has,
however, seen a marked decline, since digitalisation has reduced the importance of spatial proximity for the diffusion
of knowledge and ideas (Vrain et al., 2022). In the case of institutionalised diffusion, institutions provide individual
states with information about the innovation from the outset. This normally results in a C-shaped diffusion curve,
the slope being steepest at the beginning and gradually tailing off again later (Kern, 2000). The underlying assump-
tion for policy diffusion is that policies are initially adopted by only a few administrative units, but the rate of uptake
increases chronologically until a certain point in time (Kern, 2000; Liitz, 2007). Once a sufficient number of states
adopt a policy, a critical mass is reached for a policy dynamic to be set in motion—although it is debatable at what
point exactly one can speak of such a sufficient number (Granovetter, 1978; Liitz, 2007; Schelling, 1978).

Most policy diffusion studies relate to the diffusion among individual states (Rose, 1991; Savage, 1985). Espe-
cially in the case of comparative state politics, which is predominant in the USA, this pattern remains unchanged
until today (Hearn et al., 2017; Meyer-Gutbrod, 2020). Increasingly, however, British and European researchers have
also focussed on diffusion between nation states (Gilardi & Wasserfallen, 2019; Jordan & Huitema, 2014; Obinger
et al., 2013; Shipan & Volden, 2008; Weynland, 2019), or between cities within a single country (Kern et al., 2023).
In the early days of policy diffusion research, many scholars and practitioners were still of the opinion that diffusion
mostly led to the successful implementation of policies and that details about the process of transfer from one
context to another were therefore less relevant (see Gray, 1973; Walker, 1969). However, policy diffusion research
has since begun to consider that policies are not necessarily transferred one-to-one, but rather in modified form
(Bromley-Trujillo & Poe, 2020; Rose, 1991). Moreover, policy diffusion now also focuses on deliberate rejection of
innovations, that is, when a conscious decision is made not to adopt a particular policy, even if it has proven ‘success-
ful’ elsewhere (Theobald & Kern, 2011). In the American field of comparative state politics, in particular, deliberate
rejection by individual states—often following landmark Supreme Court rulings—plays a significant role (Godwin &
Schroedel, 2000; Mooney & Lee, 1999; Velasco, 2018). This includes both deliberate rejection of conservative poli-
cies by liberal states (death penalty or abortion, for instance) and of liberal policies by conservative states (such as
same-sex marriage and gun control). In European policy diffusion research, van der Heiden and Strebel (2012) have

coined the term non-diffusion for cases in which dissemination does not occur.

2.2 | Policy transfer

Originating in political science, policy transfer has provided an alternative approach in debates on the dissemination
of policies since the mid-1990s. Central for its emergence was the question if and what nation states can learn from
other nation states. This first led to the establishment of the lesson drawing approach that was later on further
developed by policy transfer scholars (James & Lodge, 2003; Rose, 1991). Grappling with rather practical questions,
policy transfer scholars have opened up a research field with high relevance for public policy practitioners and politi-
cians (Evans, 2009) who can be seen as their main target audience until today. Besides, policy transfer largely arises
out of a critique of certain elements of policy diffusion (Benson & Jordan, 2011; Bulmer et al., 2007; Dolowitz &
Marsh, 1996). This criticism focused principally on the fact that policy diffusion had not taken sufficient account of
numerous policy spread processes that accompany the dissemination of policies (ibid.). Policy transfer therefore relies
not on quantitative but on qualitative methods (Bissell et al., 2011; Marsh & Sharman, 2009), since these can better
capture such processes.

Most policy transfer contributions were published between the late 1990s to mid-2000s (Benson & Jordan, 2011).
The starting point in this case was policy research in the United Kingdom (Bulmer, 2007; Evans, 2009; James &
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Lodge, 2003). Policy transfer describes the process of knowledge dissemination from one place to another, most
often a nation state, with the assistance of policy instruments, administrative setups, and institutions (Dolowitz &
Marsh, 1996). The knowledge thus transferred is generated and tested in the location from which it is transmitted at
a specific point in time and applied in the receiving location at a later time (ibid.).

While policy transfer had a certain influence on policy diffusion research in the United Kingdom, it left the
American debate on diffusion untouched and discourse in the USA continued to focus on quantitative comparative
state politics. As with policy diffusion, studies have applied policy transfer in a diverse range of fields, including social
security and welfare policy (Daguerre, 2004; Hulme, 2005; Pierson, 2003), public education (Bache & Taylor, 2003;
Normand, 2020), development aid (Hwang & Song, 2019; Stone, 2004), criminal justice (Jones & Newburn, 2006;
Robinson, 2015), EU convergence policy (Adams, 2008; Bulmer, 2007), and environmental and climate policy (Betsill
& Bulkeley, 2004; Pacheco-Vega, 2021; Swainson and de Loe, 2011). Moreover, policy transfer approaches have
increasingly been applied to research on Europeanisation (Bulmer et al., 2007; Coman & Tulmets, 2021; Holzinger &
Knill, 2005; Stead, 2012) and globalisation (Ladi, 2005; Stone, 2004) since the 2000s. More generally, good and best
practice examples play a prominent role in policy transfer (Marsden & Stead, 2011; Stead, 2012; Stone, 2012; Stone
et al., 2021).

While the focus in policy diffusion remains very much on the dissemination pathways of policy innovations,
policy transfer instead foregrounds the concrete process of spread or adoption of a policy (Dolowitz & Marsh, 1996;
James & Lodge, 2003; Marsh & Sharman, 2009). This includes not only the mechanisms of transfer crucial to such
a process, but also its content and outcomes (ibid.). Additionally, policy transfer tends to focus more on policy
spread occurring between nation states and less on those taking place within their borders. This internationalisa-
tion of policy research negated the previously dominant notion ‘that public policies are related to domestic issues’
(Porto de Oliveira, 2021, p. 1). A restrictive fixation on nation states has however seen something of a decline over
time. Thus, in recent years, policy transfer has increasingly found application in research work on regional and local
energy and climate policy (see BoRner et al., 2020; Hoppe et al., 2016; Shefer, 2019). A central problem for policy
transfer researchers concerning transfer and adoption of a policy is whether the studied transfer is voluntary or (to a
certain extent) coerced, for instance as part of a regulatory framework. Dolowitz and Marsh (1996) found that trans-
fer that occurs voluntarily has a greater chance of success than those policies that have been imposed from above
by higher authorities. Moreover, attitudes and priorities of the actors involved are often considered key factors in
‘successful’ transfer. Thus, Dolowitz and Marsh (1996) conclude that organisations are generally much more open to
adopting novel approaches if they believe that existing strategies would be unable to address the problems they are
designed to tackle.

The question of whether a policy that was transferred from one place to another might be viewed as ‘successful’
is of central importance in policy transfer research. The crucial evaluation criterion here is whether, as a result of
transfer, a government's desired objectives were achieved or not (Dolowitz & Marsh, 2000). In a best-case scenario,
this would mean that the policy leads to a desirable change in policy outcomes in the receiving place (Dolowitz &
Marsh, 2000; James & Lodge, 2003; Marsh & Sharman, 2009). Dolowitz and Marsh (2000) nevertheless note that
even in the case of a ‘successful’ policy transfer one might still experience a failure of implementation, or of the
policy itself. According to Dolowitz and Marsh, this might be the result of ‘uninformed’, ‘incomplete’, or ‘inappropri-
ate’ transfer (or any combination of the three). An uninformed transfer occurs when the receiving place has insuf-
ficient information about the policy that has been transferred to it, particularly knowledge about the (institutional)
framework within which the policy is meant to be developed and implemented. Incomplete transfer occurs when
central elements of the transferred policy have not been transmitted, especially those elements crucial to the func-
tioning of the policy. Inappropriate transfer happens when, during the process of transfer, differences between the
states involved (for instance in economic, social, political, and administrative areas) are either not taken into account
sufficiently, or are completely ignored. Cases in which no transfer occurs whatsoever are referred to as non-transfer
(Benson & Jordan, 2011; Dolowitz & Marsh, 2000; Evans, 2017).
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2.3 | Policy mobilities

The emergence of policy mobilities in the early 2010s was largely driven by critiques of policy transfer and to a
lesser extent policy diffusion, particularly from human geographers and urban studies scholars (e.g. McCann, 2011;
Peck, 2011; Peck & Theodore, 2010; Temenos & McCann, 2013). Their critique focused on the nation-stated centred-
ness of previous public policy studies: ‘If it were really ever once, it appears that it is simply no longer possible to
view the world through lenses that implicitly or explicitly locate the politics of public policy within national bounded
systems, nor even to position them straightforwardly within nested scalar hierarchies’ (Cochrane & Ward, 2012, p. 5).
Key drivers that spawned the establishment of policy mobilities were debates on the variegation of neoliberal
regimes in the context of an ever-increasing globalisation of economy, society and politics as well as the socio-spatial
processes that followed from it (Baker & Temenos, 2015; Peck, 2002). Central to policy mobilities is the significance
of the modifiability of policies, right from the beginning of the process (McCann, 2011; Peck & Theodore, 2010;
Temenos & McCann, 2013). This perspective also criticises policy transfer for not sufficiently taking into considera-
tion the importance of policy failure and its causes (see Temenos & Lauermann, 2020). Dolowitz and Marsh (2000)
did, in fact, concern themselves intensively with policy failure, but this aspect received little attention within broader
policy transfer research and appears to have been neglected in critiques by other political scientists prior to the
emergence of policy mobilities (see James & Lodge, 2003). Nevertheless, policy failure is given much greater atten-
tion in policy mobilities research, although these scholars would use the term policy immobilities (Cohen, 2017
Lovell, 2019; Malone, 2019; McLean & Borén, 2015).

In contrast to policy diffusion and policy transfer, policy mobilities focuses more upon the role of non-state
actors, such as NGOs, consultancies, or multinational corporations, and the way they operate with and influence
governmental bodies with their mostly neoliberal policies (Crivello, 2015; Marsh & Sharman, 2009; McCann, 2011;
Peck & Theodore, 2010; Prince, 2010). Indeed, Stone et al. (2021, p. 173) have labelled private consultants and policy
advisory organisations as ‘blind spot in policy transfer research’. Moreover, emphasis is more strongly placed upon
the effects that policy discourse and implementation have on social life and practices (Schifer, 2022). The critique
of policy mobilities scholars clearly addresses the work of policymakers and politicians—that are responsible for the
implemented policies in the first place—nevertheless, their main target group seem to be activists, social movements
or third party organisations that oppose neoliberal policies (Hohmann, 2013; McKenzie, 2017). Particularly, because
these actors are often the ones affected by public policies and its consequences. Lastly, policy mobilities has a
stronger focus on cities and urban spaces, which has led to the emergence of urban policy mobilities as a sub-field
(Baker & Temenos, 2015; Crivello, 2015; Jacobs, 2012; Lovell, 2019; McCann, 2011; McCann & Ward, 2014).

As with policy diffusion and policy transfer, the areas of application for policy mobilities are quite diverse. Of
certain central importance are processes of financialisation (Baker et al., 2016; Chang, 2022; Robin & Brill, 2018;
Ward, 2018), such that literature on policy mobility has been much concerned with dissemination of ideas on busi-
ness improvement districts (McCann & Ward, 2014; Michel, 2013; Michel & Stein, 2015; Peyroux et al., 2012; Stein
et al., 2017), smart cities (Crivello, 2015; Hyllova & Slach, 2018; Levenda, 2019; Rossi, 2016; Vanolo, 2014) or also
housing and gentrification (Baker & Temenos, 2015; Lees, 2012). In recent years, however, consideration has increas-
ingly been given to further topics such as education policy (Ball, 2016; Gulson et al., 2017; Williamson et al., 2019),
social innovation (Coenen & Morgan, 2020; Fug & Ibert, 2020), urban infrastructures (Chang, 2022; Levenda, 2019),
urban resilience (Coppola et al., 2021; Webber et al., 2021), and climate policy (Fisher, 2014; Haupt, 2021; Mattissek
& Sturm, 2017).

Proponents of policy mobilities repeatedly emphasise the mobile and changeable character of policies
(McCann, 2011; Peck & Theodore, 2010). Peck and Theodore (2010, p. 170) note that policies seldom circulate as
‘complete packages', but are instead transferred between different places in ‘bits and pieces’ In other words, they
assume that ideas, discourses, or synthesised models often travel only selectively and in partial form (McCann, 2011;
Peck & Theodore, 2010; Temenos & McCann, 2013). A crucial difference from policy transfer and, at least, the orig-

inal form of policy diffusion is thus the assumption that—figuratively speaking—ideas are already subject to decisive
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changes in the course of their journey and not only following their arrival. Moreover, the focus lies not only on
spread or travelling of policies and ideas, but also on how these might change the places they are spreading to
(see Peck & Theodore, 2010; Stone, 2004; Temenos, 2019; Temenos & McCann, 2013). This perspective is quite
strong, most probably because policy mobilities emphasises the importance of hegemonic discourses, mindsets, and
patterns of thought. Here, both direction and movements of policies are seen as an expression of power relations
(Schafer, 2017). Then again, in contrast to policy diffusion and policy transfer, classical policy innovations or instru-
ments such as administrative regulations or laws are less important.

Central to policy mobilities, besides the modifiability of policies themselves, is the significance of failed policy
spread. As mentioned before, policy mobilities scholars refer to it as policy immobilities (Cohen, 2017; Lovell, 2019;
Malone, 2019; McLean & Borén, 2015). In that regard, Schafer (2022, p. 267) emphasises, that ‘the focus on failure
underlines the fact that the mobilities of policies are no longer studied from an effectiveness or best-practice vantage
point but rather in the context of critical scholarship seeking to unravel the hidden logics, power relations, and
inequalities that can emerge through policy mobilities’. It is important to note here that policy failure does not auto-
matically infer that no transfer has taken place. Rather, policy mobilities researchers are also concerned with drawing
attention to what they consider ‘harmful’ or failed policies that can also travel from place to place (Lovell, 2019;
Schifer, 2017). While the critical perspective of policy mobilities is very pronounced, less attention is given to the
methodological procedure involved in policy spread processes. Having said this, it must be acknowledged that meth-
odological issues and challenges have certainly been discussed among policy mobilities scholars (see Cochrane &
Ward, 2012; Peck & Theodore, 2012) and certainly have they called for ‘the mobilisation of particular sets of meth-
ods, demanding a step beyond the relative comfort zone of case studies and semistructured interviews' (Cochrane
& Ward, 2012, p. 7). However, the result was nowhere close to a clear framework or set of recommendations as

compared to the other approaches, particularly policy diffusion.

3 | CONNECTING THE DOTS: WHEN TO CHOOSE WHICH APPROACH?

The previous section highlighted some similarities between policy diffusion and policy transfer, but little common
ground between these two approaches and policy mobilities. Policy diffusion and policy transfer are rather prag-
matic. More specifically, policy diffusion is very analytical and policy transfer is strongly effectiveness and policy
outcome-oriented, meaning that the practical implementation of policies is often considered from the beginning on.
In contrast, policy mobilities is a critical approach that fundamentally scrutinises the factors that shape common and
current practices and actors of policy spread. Moreover, it sheds light on how transferred or diffused public policies
affect society and individuals. Drawing on the observations presented and explained in the previous sections, Table 2
summarises some key suggestions for social scientists on the applicability of policy diffusion, policy transfer, and
policy mobilities approaches. These are then again further explained in this section.

The analytical approach of policy diffusion mainly focusses on the diffusion patterns and speed of policies (mostly
laws and regulations), while the policy outcome and effectiveness-oriented policy transfer asks if a certain policy was
transmitted or not and the reasons for this outcome. A further key difference between both approaches lies in the
type of empirical studies and the commonly used methods. Policy diffusion requires the consideration of a significant
number of cases to draw conclusions about the diffusion patterns and speed of a certain policy (large-n studies), which
is why many scholars use quantitative methods. Nevertheless, such processes can also be studied qualitatively, and
this is becoming increasingly common. Policy transfer studies often examine one or very few cases in greater detail,
normally using qualitative methods. Moreover, the effectiveness and policy outcome orientation of policy transfer
make it relevant and (supposedly) useful for practitioners. Nevertheless, alongside the (common) policy outcome
and effectiveness perspective, a more critical perspective on certain policies and practices might also be helpful and
necessary for some practitioners (e.g. a stronger focus on the people and groups affected by their policies). However,

neither the effectiveness and policy outcome-oriented policy transfer nor the analytical policy diffusion offer such
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TABLE 2 Suggested areas of use for policy diffusion, policy transfer, and policy mobilities approaches.

Policy diffusion Policy transfer Policy mobilities

(Research) aims

Exploring processes of policy spread v v
Informing practitioners X
Exploring the spatial implications of hegemonic discourses X X
Type of studies
Analytical studies v X X
Policy outcome and effectiveness-oriented studies X v X
Critical (of policy spread and society) studies X X v
Non-empirical/conceptual studies v X v
Scale of studies
Single case studies X v
Small n-studies X v
Large n-studies v X X
Main addressees
Researchers v v
Policymakers and politicians X X
Social movements and 3rd sector organisations X X v
Methods
Quantitative methods v X X
Qualitative methods v v v

Source: Own interpretation.

a perspective. Indeed, scholars of both approaches rarely criticise the policies that circulate but rather aim at better
understanding how such processes take place and function. The most extreme (and maybe disturbing) example is
probably the diffusion of death penalty or abortion laws and regulations among American states. Here, the focus is
not on the criticism of a certain policy but on understanding how it diffused and more specifically by which states it
was adopted by which it was rejected. Nevertheless, in a way policy diffusion and policy transfer can be considered
as critical too. However, as stated beforehand, only from an effectiveness and policy outcome-oriented perspective
(e.g. what needs to be changed or improved that diffusion or transfer of public policies works ‘better’).

In sharp contrast, the policy mobilities literature may overcompensate for the lack of a critical perspective in
policy diffusion and policy transfer (critical of policy spread and society). Policy mobilities scholars rarely underpin
their critique with constructive suggestions on how to improve established practices or simply on how to do it ‘better’.
Nevertheless, especially from a practitioner's or policy outcome-oriented scholar perspective, ‘good’ or at least prom-
ising solutions also need to be transferable from one place to another. And they need to know how this might be
done in the most effective way. However, as it stands now, policy mobilities does not offer such a perspective, since
their target audiences are mostly social movements or third party organisations. A more critical view of certain poli-
cies might be helpful or even necessary for some practitioners though. However, reference to power relations or the
hegemonic agendas of powerful actors—as often put forth from critical policy mobilities scholars—are not always
helpful. At least not for those practitioners that are not acting in their daily work as suggested by policy mobilities
theory. More specifically, it can be contested whether every practitioner who focusses on the spread of policies is
doing that with questionable intentions following hidden (neoliberal) agendas or the like. Indeed, the thematic foci of
policy diffusion and policy transfer studies is on public policies and by far not all of them are harmful and/or neolib-

eral. Policy diffusion, for instance, also focusses on the diffusion of progressive policy innovations (e.g. social security
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programs, environmental laws, see Collier & Messick, 1975; Kern, 2000) and so does policy transfer (e.g. rapid bus
transport systems, environmental water allocation, see Marsden & Stead, 2011; Swainson and Loe, 2011). However,
policy mobilities scholars have so far shown little appetite for reaching out to practitioners with their arguments.
Instead, their discourses seem to be restricted to the ‘bubble’ of critical geographers, urban scholars and some social
movements and third party organisations. This still rather limited reach of policy mobilities also applies to academic
circles and becomes evident when looking at how their arguments are received (or not) by political scientists or public
policy scholars. Even though policy mobilities scholars have engaged with policy transfer and to a far lesser extent
policy diffusion perspectives, political scientists and public policy scholars have not responded to these critiques at
all; indeed, they seem to have completely ignored the policy mobilities literature.

So how could the approaches benefit from each other? How could analytical, policy outcome oriented and
critical studies complement each other? First of all, | want to highlight that | do not believe this is always possible or
advisable. Nevertheless, there are a number of complex and wicked political and societal challenges that could signif-
icantly benefit from a combined approach or at least from approaches that acknowledge the other perspective(s).
Looking at the deteriorating climate crisis, probably only few scholars would disagree that measures should be taken
and proven policies to combat this crisis need pathways to spread to other places. Policy mobilities scholars do not
need to study diffusion patterns and speed of policy innovations within a political system (e.g. climate change acts,
see Nash et al., 2021). This is already being done by policy diffusion scholars. Policy mobilities scholars also do not
have to grapple with the question of how policies can be adopted most effectively by practitioners in the receiving
location (e.g. urban greening, see Barthold, 2018). This is already being done by policy transfer scholars. However,
since climate change is a wicked problem that comes along with several trade-offs, both perspectives are crucial, the
public policy one but also the (critical) societal one. What if those generally desireable public policies lead to unde-
sireable trade-offs such as energy poverty (Gonzalez-Eguino, 2015) or green gentrification (Anguelovski et al., 2019)?
Indeed, as stated beforehand, policy diffusion and policy transfer scholars sometimes tend to put less emphasis or
even overlook the effects of their policies (beyond the intended main outcome). And this is exactly where policy
critical policy mobilities come into play. Policy mobilities scholars need to add the voice of the people affected by
these policies here. Indeed, this additional voice should not remain in the echo-chambers of critical scholars, social
movements and third party organisations.

So far, we have identified that studies seeking an analytical or policy outcome-oriented approach on the one hand,
or a critical approach on the other, should take these factors into account when selecting a suitable policy spread
approach. Both options have their merits, and are relevant for social scientists in general and for human geographers
und urban scholars in particular, but scholars should choose the most suitable approach based on their research
question and object(s), rather than their chosen discipline. More critical approaches, such as those found in policy
mobilities, can enrich the perspectives of practitioners and scholars from political science and public policy. At the
same time, human geographers and urban scholars should not leave the more analytical and policy outcome-oriented
studies to political scientists and public policy scholars, especially because those studies would benefit from a more
critical perspective. Moreover, depending on the scope the approaches can and should also be combined.

4 | CONCLUSION

This paper has explored and discussed the applicability of three key theoretical approaches from the social sciences
that focus on the spread of policies. These are: policy diffusion and policy transfer—mostly applied in the political
sciences and public policy studies—and policy mobilities—mostly applied in human geography and urban studies.
There are considerable overlaps between the analytical policy diffusion and the policy outcome-oriented policy
transfer approaches. In contrast, policy mobilities is mostly used for critical (of policy spread and society) studies
and—despite the shared focus on policy spread—shows little overlaps with the two other approaches. Nevertheless,

analytical, policy outcome-oriented and critical approaches could—and also should—complement each other to a
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certain extent. On the one hand, analytical and policy outcome-oriented approaches could benefit from a stronger
critical perspective. This applies not only to scholars but particularly to practitioners, who are more likely to read
studies that focus on practice and implementation such as those applying policy transfer. On the other hand, with a
stronger policy outcome focus, critical policy mobilities scholars could increase their reach (without necessarily aban-
doning their critical stance). Policy mobilities scholars should be less reluctant to share their criticism with practition-
ers, particularly because such criticism is not so much coming from political scientists and public policy scholars and
because the perspective of the individuals and groups affected by these policies is often underrepresented in their
studies. Currently, it appears that policy mobilities studies have not resonated much, either with the political science
and public policy communities, or with practitioners.

When studying the spread of policies it has been common practice that political scientists and public policy
scholars mainly rely on ‘their’ approaches (namely policy diffusion and policy transfer) while geographers and urban
scholars chose ‘their’ policy mobilities perspective. Although there is nothing wrong with choosing the approach
associated with their own discipline, it becomes questionable if this is still done regardless of research question and
issue(s). At this point, | would like to come back to the example presented in the introduction: exploring the expansion
of renewable energies in small and rural municipalities, with a focus on the transferability potential of established
solutions. For this focus, a stronger policy outcome-oriented approach or even better a combined approach (policy
transfer and policy mobilties) might have been more promising. Nevertheless, back then | chose an exclusive policy
mobilities approach because it had emerged from the discipline within which | studied: human geography. While |
remain more strongly rooted in human geography and urban studies, | could well imagine that (particularly young)
political scientists and public policy scholars might face similar problems but just from the opposite perspective.
Their research might benefit from taking a more critical stance on policy spread, but they would first need to ‘liberate’
their minds from a one-sided, policy outcome orientation corset. | would therefore like to address all social scientists
examining policy spread processes: study the approaches of related disciplines, develop your research interests and
research questions and then choose your theoretical approach accordingly.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
| want to thank Kristine Kern and Peter Eckersley for their valuable and constructive comments, particularly those
related to the debates in political science and public policy studies. This work was supported by the Germany's
Federal Ministry of Education and Research (BMBF) under Grant FKZ 01LR1709B and FKZ 01LR1709B1.

Open Access funding enabled and organized by Projekt DEAL.

ORCID
Wolfgang Haupt "= https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1042-2106

REFERENCES

Adams, N. (2008). Convergence and policy transfer: An examination of the extent to which approaches to spatial plan-
ning have converged within the context of an enlarged EU. International Planning Studies, 13(1), 31-49. https:/doi.
org/10.1080/13563470801969608

Aglanu, L. M. (2016). Diffusion of renewable energy policy innovations in Ghana. OALib, 03(07), 1-10. https:/doi.
org/10.4236/0alib.1102644

Anguelovski, I., Connolly, J. J., Garcia-Lamarca, M., Cole, H., & Pearsall, H. (2019). New scholarly pathways on green gentrifi-
cation: What does the urban ‘green turn’ mean and where is it going? Progress in Human Geography, 43(6), 1064-1086.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132518803799

Arbolino, R., Carlucci, F., de Simone, L., loppolo, G., & Yigitcanlar, T. (2018). The policy diffusion of environmental perfor-
mance in the European countries. Ecological Indicators, 89, 130-138. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2018.01.062

Bache, ., & Taylor, A. (2003). The politics of policy resistance: Reconstructing higher education in Kosovo. Journal of Public
Policy, 23(3), 279-300. https://doi.org/10.1017/50143814X03003131

Baker, T., Cook, I. R., McCann, E., Temenos, C., & Ward, K. (2016). Policies on the move: The transatlantic travels of tax incre-
ment financing. Annals of the American Association of Geographers, 1-11. https:/doi.org/10.1080/00045608.2015.11
13111

85U001 7 SUOLILIOD 3AIEaID) 3|gedl|dde auy Aq psuienob ae saolie O ‘8sn 4O Se|n1 10} Akeiq18ulUO AB]IA L (SUOTIPUOD-PUR-SWR)W0D" A3 | 1M A1 1puljuo//Sd1y) SUORIPUOD Pue SWLB | 84} 88S *[£202/90/T0] U0 Arigiauluo A8|im ‘Auewes sueiyood Aq 88921 €986/TTTT OT/I0p/W00 A8 |Im Akeiqjeul|uo ssedwiod;/Sdy Wwoiy papeojumod ‘G ‘€202 ‘86T867LT


https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1042-2106
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1042-2106
https://doi.org/10.1080/13563470801969608
https://doi.org/10.1080/13563470801969608
https://doi.org/10.4236/oalib.1102644
https://doi.org/10.4236/oalib.1102644
https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132518803799
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2018.01.062
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0143814X03003131
https://doi.org/10.1080/00045608.2015.1113111
https://doi.org/10.1080/00045608.2015.1113111

HAUPT WI LEY 110of 16

Baker, T., & Temenos, C. (2015). Urban policy mobilities research: Introduction to a debate. International Journal of Urban and
Regional Research, 39(4), 824-827. https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2427.12252

Baldwin, E., Carley, S., & Nicholson-Crotty, S. (2019). Why do countries emulate each others’ policies? A global study of
renewable energy policy diffusion. World Development, 120, 29-45. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2019.03.012

Ball, S. J. (2016). Following policy: Networks, network ethnography and education policy mobilities. Journal of Education
Policy, 31(5), 549-566. https://doi.org/10.1080/02680939.2015.1122232

Barthold, S. (2018). Greening the global city: The role of C40 cities as actors in global environmental governance. In S.
Oosterlynck, L. Beeckmans, D. Bassens, B. Derudder, B. Segaert, & L. Braeckmans (Eds.), The city as a global political
actor. Routledge.

Benson, D., & Jordan, A. (2011). What have we learned from policy transfer research? Dolowitz and Marsh revisited. Political
Studies Review, 9(3), 366-378. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1478-9302.2011.00240.x

Berry, F. S., & Berry, W. D. (1990). State lottery adoptions as policy innovations: An event history analysis. American Political
Science Review, 84(2), 395-415. https://doi.org/10.2307/1963526

Berry, M. J,, Laird, F. N., & Stefes, C. H. (2015). Driving energy: The enactment and ambitiousness of state renewable energy
policy. Journal of Public Policy, 35(2), 297-328. https:/doi.org/10.1017/50143814X15000045

Betsill, M. M., & Bulkeley, H.(2004). Transnational networks and global environmental governance: The cities for climate protec-
tion program. International Studies Quarterly, 48(2), 471-493. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0020-8833.2004.00310.x

Betz, J., & Neff, D. (2017). Social policy diffusion in South Asia. Journal of Asian Public Policy, 10(1), 25-39. https://doi.org/1
0.1080/17516234.2016.1258520

Bissell, K., Lee, K., & Freeman, R. (2011). Analysing policy transfer: Perspectives for operational research. International Journal
of Tuberculosis and Lung Disease, 15(9), 1140-1148. https://doi.org/10.5588/ijtld.11.0170

Boushey, G. (2010). Policy diffusion dynamics in America. Cambridge University Press.

Bo6Rner, S., Suljada, T., Johnson, F. X., Bruno, A., Morales, J. R., Hu, M., Bhamidipati, P. L., & Haselip, J. (2020). Policy transfer
processes and renewable energy penetration: A comparative analysis of Peru, Thailand, and Uganda. Sustainable Earth,
3(1), 2. https://doi.org/10.1186/s42055-019-0019-4

Bromley-Trujillo, R., & Poe, J. (2020). The importance of salience: Public opinion and state policy action on climate change.
Journal of Public Policy, 40(2), 280-304. https:/doi.org/10.1017/50143814X18000375

Bulmer, S. (2007). Germany, Britain and the European Union: Convergence through policy transfer? German Politics, 16(1),
39-57. https://doi.org/10.1080/09644000601157350

Bulmer, S., Dolowitz, D., Humphreys, P., & Padgett, S. (2007). Policy transfer in European Union governance: Regulating the
utilities. Routledge.

Carley, S., Nicholson-Crotty, S., & Miller, C. J. (2017). Adoption, reinvention and amendment of renewable portfolio standards
in the American states. Journal of Public Policy, 37(4), 431-458. https:/doi.org/10.1017/50143814X15000379

Chang, I.-C. C. (2022). Exploring urban infrastructures from the experience of cities in the global South: Urbanism models,
policy mobilities, and the finances. Journal of Urban Technology, 29(1), 39-47. https://doi.org/10.1080/10630732.202
1.2003174

Cochrane, A., & Ward, K. (2012). Researching the geographies of policy mobility: Confronting the methodological challenges.
Environment and Planning A, 44(1), 5-12. https:/doi.org/10.1068/a44176

Coenen, L., & Morgan, K. (2020). Evolving geographies of innovation: Existing paradigms, critiques and possible alternatives.
Norsk Geografisk Tidsskrift - Norwegian Journal of Geography, 74(1), 13-24. https://doi.org/10.1080/00291951.2019.1
692065

Cohen, D. (2017). Market mobilities/immobilities: Mutation, path-dependency, and the spread of charter school policies
in the United States. Critical Studies in Education, 58(2), 168-186. https://doi.org/10.1080/17508487.2016.1242507

Collier, D., & Messick, R. E. (1975). Prerequisites versus diffusion: Testing alternative explanations of social security adoption.
American Political Science Review, 69(4), 1299-1315. https:/doi.org/10.2307/1955290

Coman, R., & Tulmets, E. (2021). Policy transfer within the European Union and beyond: Europeanization in times of stability
and crises. In O. Porto de Oliveira (Ed.), Handbook of policy transfer, diffusion and circulation (pp. 337-363). Edward Elgar
Publishing. https:/doi.org/10.4337/9781789905601.00026

Coppola,A., Crivello, S., & Haupt, W.(2021). Urban resilience as new ways of governing: The implementation of the 100 resilient
cities initiative in Rome and Milan. In A. Balducci, D. Chiffi, & F. Curci (Eds.), Springer briefs in applied sciences and technol-
ogy. Risk and resilience (pp. 113-136). Springer International Publishing. https:/doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-56067-6_8

Crivello, S. (2015). Urban policy mobilities: The case of Turin as a smart city. European Planning Studies, 23(5), 909-921.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2014.891568

Daguerre, A. (2004). Importing workfare: Policy transfer of social and labour market policies from the USA to Britain under
new labour. Social Policy and Administration, 38(1), 41-56. https:/doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9515.2004.00375.x

Dolowitz, D., & Marsh, D. (1996). Who learns what from whom: A review of the policy transfer literature. Political Studies,
44(2), 343-357. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9248.1996.tb00334.x

85U001 7 SUOLILIOD 3AIEaID) 3|gedl|dde auy Aq psuienob ae saolie O ‘8sn 4O Se|n1 10} Akeiq18ulUO AB]IA L (SUOTIPUOD-PUR-SWR)W0D" A3 | 1M A1 1puljuo//Sd1y) SUORIPUOD Pue SWLB | 84} 88S *[£202/90/T0] U0 Arigiauluo A8|im ‘Auewes sueiyood Aq 88921 €986/TTTT OT/I0p/W00 A8 |Im Akeiqjeul|uo ssedwiod;/Sdy Wwoiy papeojumod ‘G ‘€202 ‘86T867LT


https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2427.12252
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2019.03.012
https://doi.org/10.1080/02680939.2015.1122232
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1478-9302.2011.00240.x
https://doi.org/10.2307/1963526
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0143814X15000045
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0020-8833.2004.00310.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/17516234.2016.1258520
https://doi.org/10.1080/17516234.2016.1258520
https://doi.org/10.5588/ijtld.11.0170
https://doi.org/10.1186/s42055-019-0019-4
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0143814X18000375
https://doi.org/10.1080/09644000601157350
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0143814X15000379
https://doi.org/10.1080/10630732.2021.2003174
https://doi.org/10.1080/10630732.2021.2003174
https://doi.org/10.1068/a44176
https://doi.org/10.1080/00291951.2019.1692065
https://doi.org/10.1080/00291951.2019.1692065
https://doi.org/10.1080/17508487.2016.1242507
https://doi.org/10.2307/1955290
https://doi.org/10.4337/9781789905601.00026
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-56067-6_8
https://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2014.891568
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9515.2004.00375.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9248.1996.tb00334.x

12 of 16 WI LEY HAUPT

Dolowitz, D. P.,, & Marsh, D. (2000). Learning from abroad: The role of policy transfer in contemporary policy-making. Govern-
ance, 13(1), 5-23. https://doi.org/10.1111/0952-1895.00121

Evans, M. (2009). Policy transfer in critical perspective. Policy Studies, 30(3), 243-268. https://doi.org/10.1080/0144287090
2863828

Evans, M. (Ed.). (2017). Policy transfer in global perspective. Routledge & Taylor & Francis Group.

Fisher, S. (2014). Exploring nascent climate policies in Indian cities: A role for policy mobilities? International Journal of Urban
Sustainable Development, 6(2), 154-173. https://doi.org/10.1080/19463138.2014.892006

Flg, F., & Ibert, O. (2020). Assembling social innovations in emergent professional communities. The case of learning region
policies in Germany. European Planning Studies, 28(3), 541-562. https://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2019.1639402

Gilardi, F., Fuglister, K., & Luyet, S. (2009). Learning from others. Comparative Political Studies, 42(4), 549-573. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0010414008327428

Gilardi, F., & Wasserfallen, F. (2019). The politics of policy diffusion. European Journal of Political Research, 58(4), 1245-1256.
https:/doi.org/10.1111/1475-6765.12326

Godwin, M. L., & Schroedel, J. R. (2000). Policy diffusion and strategies for promoting policy change: Evidence from Califor-
nia local gun control ordinances. Policy Studies Journal, 28(4), 760-776. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1541-0072.2000.
th02061.x

Gonzélez-Eguino, M. (2015). Energy poverty: An overview. Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews, 47, 377-385. https:/
doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2015.03.013

Graham, E. R, Shipan, C. R., & Volden, C. (2013). The diffusion of policy diffusion research in political science. British Journal
of Political Science, 43(3), 673-701. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123412000415

Granovetter, M. S. (1978). Threshold models of collective behavior. American Journal of Sociology, 83(83), 1420-1443. https:/
doi.org/10.1086/226707

Gray, V. (1973). Innovation in the states: A diffusion study. American Political Science Review, 67(4), 1174-1185. https://doi.
org/10.2307/1956539

Gulson, K. N., Lewis, S., Lingard, B., Lubienski, C., Takayama, K., & Webb, P. T. (2017). Policy mobilities and methodology: A
proposition for inventive methods in education policy studies. Critical Studies in Education, 58(2), 224-241. https://doi.
org/10.1080/17508487.2017.1288150

Haupt, W. (2021). How do local policy makers learn about climate change adaptation policies? Examining study visits
as an instrument of policy learning in the European Union. Urban Affairs Review, 57(6), 1697-1729. https:/doi.
org/10.1177/1078087420938443

Hearn, J. C., McLendon, M. K., & Linthicum, K. C. (2017). Conceptualizing state policy adoption and diffusion. In M. B.
Paulsen (Ed.), Higher education: Handbook of theory and research. Higher education: Handbook of theory and research (Vol.
32, pp. 309-354). Springer International Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-48983-4_7

Hohmann, R. P. (2013). The neo-institutional study of new localism(s) as an analytical window for comparative urbanism:
Concluding reflections. In Regenerating deprived urban areas. Policy Press.

Holzinger, K., & Knill, C. (2005). Causes and conditions of cross-national policy convergence. Journal of European Public Policy,
12(5), 775-796. https://doi.org/10.1080/13501760500161357

Hoppe, T., van der Vegt, A., & Stegmaier, P. (2016). Presenting a framework to analyze local climate policy and action in small
and medium-sized cities. Sustainability, 8(9), 847. https:/doi.org/10.3390/su8090847

Hulme, R. (2005). Policy transfer and the internationalisation of social policy. Social Policy and Society, 4(4), 417-425. https:/
doi.org/10.1017/51474746405002605

Hwang, S., & Song, H. (2019). Policy transfer and role of policy entrepreneur in international aid: Exploring international devel-
opment cases of Korea and Vietnam. Policy Studies, 40(1), 1-20. https:/doi.org/10.1080/01442872.2018.1526273

Hyllova, L., & Slach, O. (2018). The Smart City is landing! On the geography of policy mobility. GeoScape, 12(2), 124-133.
https://doi.org/10.2478/geosc-2018-0013

Jacobs, J. M. (2012). Urban geographies |. Progress in Human Geography, 36(3), 412-422. https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132
511421715

James, O., & Lodge, M. (2003). The limitations of ‘policy transfer’ and ‘lesson drawing’ for public policy research. Political
Studies Review, 1(2), 179-193. https:/doi.org/10.1111/1478-9299.t01-1-00003

Jones, T., & Newburn, T. (2006). Policy transfer and criminal justice: Exploring US influence over British crime control policy. Open
University Press.

Jordan, A., & Huitema, D. (2014). Innovations in climate policy: The politics of invention, diffusion, and evaluation. Environ-
mental Politics, 23(5), 715-734. https:/doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2014.923614

Kalenda, J. (2016). Situational analysis as a framework for interdisciplinary research in the social sciences. Human Affairs,
26(3), 340-355. https:/doi.org/10.1515/humaff-2016-0029

Kammerer, M., & Namhata, C. (2018). What drives the adoption of climate change mitigation policy? A dynamic network
approach to policy diffusion. Policy Sciences, 51(4), 477-513. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11077-018-9332-6

Karch, A. (2007). Democratic laboratories. University of Michigan Press. https://doi.org/10.3998/mpub.206839

85U001 7 SUOLILIOD 3AIEaID) 3|gedl|dde auy Aq psuienob ae saolie O ‘8sn 4O Se|n1 10} Akeiq18ulUO AB]IA L (SUOTIPUOD-PUR-SWR)W0D" A3 | 1M A1 1puljuo//Sd1y) SUORIPUOD Pue SWLB | 84} 88S *[£202/90/T0] U0 Arigiauluo A8|im ‘Auewes sueiyood Aq 88921 €986/TTTT OT/I0p/W00 A8 |Im Akeiqjeul|uo ssedwiod;/Sdy Wwoiy papeojumod ‘G ‘€202 ‘86T867LT


https://doi.org/10.1111/0952-1895.00121
https://doi.org/10.1080/01442870902863828
https://doi.org/10.1080/01442870902863828
https://doi.org/10.1080/19463138.2014.892006
https://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2019.1639402
https://doi.org/10.1177/0010414008327428
https://doi.org/10.1177/0010414008327428
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6765.12326
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1541-0072.2000.tb02061.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1541-0072.2000.tb02061.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2015.03.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2015.03.013
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123412000415
https://doi.org/10.1086/226707
https://doi.org/10.1086/226707
https://doi.org/10.2307/1956539
https://doi.org/10.2307/1956539
https://doi.org/10.1080/17508487.2017.1288150
https://doi.org/10.1080/17508487.2017.1288150
https://doi.org/10.1177/1078087420938443
https://doi.org/10.1177/1078087420938443
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-48983-4_7
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501760500161357
https://doi.org/10.3390/su8090847
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1474746405002605
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1474746405002605
https://doi.org/10.1080/01442872.2018.1526273
https://doi.org/10.2478/geosc-2018-0013
https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132511421715
https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132511421715
https://doi.org/10.1111/1478-9299.t01-1-00003
https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2014.923614
https://doi.org/10.1515/humaff-2016-0029
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11077-018-9332-6
https://doi.org/10.3998/mpub.206839

HAUPT WI LEY 13 of 16

Kemmerling, A. (2018). When does policy diffusion affect policy instability? Cases of excessive policy volatility in welfare
policies in east central Europe. In A. Batory, A. Cartwright, & D. Stone (Eds.), Policy experiments, failures and innovations
(pp. 26-44). Edward Elgar Publishing. https://doi.org/10.4337/9781785367496.00009

Kern, K. (2000). Die diffusion von Politikinnovationen. VS Verlag flr Sozialwissenschaften. https:/doi.
org/10.1007/978-3-663-09686-3

Kern, K., Eckersley, P., & Haupt, W. (2023). Policy diffusion and upscaling of climate policies in German cities. Regional Envi-
ronmental Change, 23(1), 28. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10113-022-02020-z

Kern, K., Koll, C., & Schophaus, M. (2007). The diffusion of Local Agenda 21 in Germany: Comparing the German federal
states. Environmental Politics, 16(4), 604-624. https://doi.org/10.1080/09644010701419139

Kuhlmann, J. (2021). Mechanisms of policy transfer and policy diffusion. In O. Porto de Oliveira (Ed.), Handbook of policy trans-
fer, diffusion and circulation (pp. 43-57). Edward Elgar Publishing. https:/doi.org/10.4337/9781789905601.00010

Ladi, S. (2005). Globalization, policy transfer and policy research institutes. Edward Elgar.

Lees, L. (2012). The geography of gentrification. Progress in Human Geography, 36(2), 155-171. https://doi.org/10.1177/0309
132511412998

Levenda, A. M. (2019). Mobilizing smart grid experiments: Policy mobilities and urban energy governance. Environment and
Planning C: Politics and Space, 37(4), 634-651. https://doi.org/10.1177/2399654418797127

Lovell, H. (2019). Policy failure mobilities. Progress in Human Geography, 43(1), 46-63. https://doi.org/10.1177/030913251
7734074

Lutz, J. M. (1986). The spatial and temporal diffusion of selected licensing laws in the United States. Political Geography Quar-
terly, 5(2), 141-159. https:/doi.org/10.1016/0260-9827(86)90046-7

Lutz, S. (2007). Policy-transfer und policy-diffusion. In A. Benz, S. Liitz, U. Schimank, & G. Simonis (Eds.), Handbuch governance
(pp. 132-143). VS Verlag fiir Sozialwissenschaften. https:/doi.org/10.1007/978-3-531-90407-8_10

Malone, A. (2019). (Im)mobile and (un)successful? A policy mobilities approach to New Orleans’s residential security taxing
districts. Environment and Planning C: Politics and Space, 37(1), 102-118. https://doi.org/10.1177/2399654418779822

Marsden, G., & Stead, D. (2011). Policy transfer and learning in the field of transport: A review of concepts and evidence.
Transport Policy, 18(3), 492-500. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tranpol.2010.10.007

Marsh, D., & Sharman, J. C. (2009). Policy diffusion and policy transfer. Policy Studies, 30(3), 269-288. https:/doi.
org/10.1080/01442870902863851

Matisoff, D. C. (2008). The adoption of state climate change policies and renewable portfolio standards: Regional diffusion or
internal determinants? Review of Policy Research, 25(6), 527-546. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1541-1338.2008.00360.x

Matisoff, D. C., & Edwards, J. (2014). Kindred spirits or intergovernmental competition? The innovation and diffusion of
energy policies in the American states (1990-2008). Environmental Politics, 23(5), 795-817. https://doi.org/10.1080/0
9644016.2014.923639

Mattissek, A., & Sturm, C. (2017). How to make them walk the talk: Governing the implementation of energy and climate
policies into local practices. Geographica Helvetica, 72(1), 123-135. https://doi.org/10.5194/gh-72-123-2017

McCann, E. (2011). Urban policy mobilities and global circuits of knowledge: Toward a research agenda. Annals of the Associ-
ation of American Geographers, 101(1), 107-130. https:/doi.org/10.1080/00045608.2010.520219

McCann, E., & Ward, K. (2014). Exploring urban policy mobilities: The case of business improvement districts. Sociologica.

McKenzie, M. (2017). Affect theory and policy mobility: Challenges and possibilities for critical policy research. Critical Studies
in Education, 58(2), 187-204. https://doi.org/10.1080/17508487.2017.1308875

McLean, B. L., & Borén, T. (2015). Barriers to implementing sustainability locally: A case study of policy immobilities. Local
Environment, 20(12), 1489-1506. https://doi.org/10.1080/13549839.2014.909798

Meyer-Gutbrod, J. (2020). Between national polarization and local ideology: The impact of partisan competition on state
medicaid expansion decisions. Publius: The Journal of Federalism, 50(2), 237-255. https://doi.org/10.1093/publius/
pjz028

Michel, B. (2013). A global solution to local urban crises? Comparing discourses on business improvement districts in Cape
Town and Hamburg. Urban Geography, 34(7), 1011-1030. https://doi.org/10.1080/02723638.2013.799337

Michel, B., & Stein, C. (2015). Reclaiming the European city and lobbying for privilege. Urban Affairs Review, 51(1), 74-98.
https:/doi.org/10.1177/1078087414522391

Mintrom, M. (1997). Policy Entrepreneurs and the diffusion of innovation. American Journal of Political Science, 41(3), 738.
https:/doi.org/10.2307/2111674

Mitchell, J. L. (2018). Does policy diffusion need space? Spatializing the dynamics of policy diffusion. Policy Studies Journal,
46(2), 424-451. https:/doi.org/10.1111/psj. 12226

Mooney, C. Z., & Lee, M.-H. (1999). The temporal diffusion of morality policy: The case of death penalty legislation in the
American states. Policy Studies Journal, 27(4), 766-780. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1541-0072.1999.tb02002.x

Nash, S. L., Torney, D., & Matti, S. (2021). Climate change acts: Origins, dynamics, and consequences. Climate Policy, 21(9),
1111-1119. https:/doi.org/10.1080/14693062.2021.1996536

85U001 7 SUOLILIOD 3AIEaID) 3|gedl|dde auy Aq psuienob ae saolie O ‘8sn 4O Se|n1 10} Akeiq18ulUO AB]IA L (SUOTIPUOD-PUR-SWR)W0D" A3 | 1M A1 1puljuo//Sd1y) SUORIPUOD Pue SWLB | 84} 88S *[£202/90/T0] U0 Arigiauluo A8|im ‘Auewes sueiyood Aq 88921 €986/TTTT OT/I0p/W00 A8 |Im Akeiqjeul|uo ssedwiod;/Sdy Wwoiy papeojumod ‘G ‘€202 ‘86T867LT


https://doi.org/10.4337/9781785367496.00009
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-663-09686-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-663-09686-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10113-022-02020-z
https://doi.org/10.1080/09644010701419139
https://doi.org/10.4337/9781789905601.00010
https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132511412998
https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132511412998
https://doi.org/10.1177/2399654418797127
https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132517734074
https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132517734074
https://doi.org/10.1016/0260-9827(86)90046-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-531-90407-8_10
https://doi.org/10.1177/2399654418779822
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tranpol.2010.10.007
https://doi.org/10.1080/01442870902863851
https://doi.org/10.1080/01442870902863851
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1541-1338.2008.00360.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2014.923639
https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2014.923639
https://doi.org/10.5194/gh-72-123-2017
https://doi.org/10.1080/00045608.2010.520219
https://doi.org/10.1080/17508487.2017.1308875
https://doi.org/10.1080/13549839.2014.909798
https://doi.org/10.1093/publius/pjz028
https://doi.org/10.1093/publius/pjz028
https://doi.org/10.1080/02723638.2013.799337
https://doi.org/10.1177/1078087414522391
https://doi.org/10.2307/2111674
https://doi.org/10.1111/psj.12226
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1541-0072.1999.tb02002.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/14693062.2021.1996536

14 of 16 WI LEY HAUPT

Nicholson-Crotty, S., & Carley, S. (2016). Effectiveness, implementation, and policy diffusion: Or “can we make that work for
us?”. State Politics and Policy Quarterly, 16(1), 78-97. https:/doi.org/10.1177/1532440015588764

Normand, R.(2020). France: The French state and its typical “agencies” in education. Policy transfer and ownership in the imple-
mentation of reforms. In H. Arlestig & O. Johansson (Eds.), Educational governance research. Educational authorities and
the schools (Vol. 13, pp. 151-168). Springer International Publishing. https:/doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-38759-4_9

Obinger, H., Schmitt, C., & Starke, P. (2013). Policy diffusion and policy transfer in comparative welfare state research. Social
Policy and Administration, 47(1), 111-129. https://doi.org/10.1111/spol.12003

O'Brien, K. (2011). Responding to environmental change: A new age for human geography? Progress in Human Geography,
35(4), 542-549. https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132510377573

Pacheco-Vega, R. (2021). Policy transfer of environmental policy: Where are we now and where are we going? Examples
from water, climate, energy, and waste sectors. In O. Porto de Oliveira (Ed.), Handbook of policy transfer, diffusion and
circulation (pp. 386-405). Edward Elgar Publishing. https://doi.org/10.4337/9781789905601.00029

Peck, J. (2002). Political economies of scale: Fast policy, interscalar relations, and neoliberal workfare. Economic Geography,
78(3), 331-360. https:/doi.org/10.1111/j.1944-8287.2002.tb00190.x

Peck, J. (2011). Geographies of policy. Progress in Human Geography, 35(6), 773-797. https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132510
394010

Peck, J., & Theodore, N. (2010). Mobilizing policy: Models, methods, and mutations. Geoforum, 41(2), 169-174. https:/doi.
org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2010.01.002

Peck, J., & Theodore, N. (2012). Follow the policy: A distended case approach. Environment and Planning A, 44(1), 21-30.
https:/doi.org/10.1068/a44179Peyroux

Peyroux, E., Pitz, R., & Glasze, G. (2012). Business Improvement Districts (BIDs): The internationalization and
contextualization of a ‘travelling concept. European Urban and Regional Studies, 19(2), 111-120. https:/doi.
org/10.1177/0969776411420788

Pierson, C. (2003). Learning from labor? Welfare policy transfer between Australia and Britain. Commonwealth and Compara-
tive Politics, 41(1), 77-100. https:/doi.org/10.1080/713999604

Porto de Oliveira, O. (2021). A prelude to policy transfer research. In O. Porto de Oliveira (Ed.), Handbook of policy transfer,
diffusion and circulation (pp. 1-24). Edward Elgar Publishing. https:/doi.org/10.4337/9781789905601.00007

Pradeau, G. (2021). The diffusion of democratic innovations. In O. Porto de Oliveira (Ed.), Handbook of policy transfer, diffusion
and circulation (pp. 365-385). Edward Elgar Publishing. https://doi.org/10.4337/9781789905601.00028

Prince, R. (2010). Policy transfer as policy assemblage: Making policy for the creative industries in New Zealand. Environment
and Planning A: Economy and Space, 42(1), 169-186. https:/doi.org/10.1068/a4224

Robin, E., & Brill, F. (2018). The global politics of an urban age: Creating ‘cities for all’ in the age of financialisation. Palgrave
Communications, 4(1), 3. https:/doi.org/10.1057/s41599-017-0056-6

Robinson, G. (2015). Policy transfer in criminal justice: Crossing cultures, breaking barriers. Edited by Mary Anne McFarlane
and Rob Canton (Palgrave Macmillan, 2014, 336pp. £70 hb). British Journal of Criminology, 55(3), 635-637. https:/doi.
org/10.1093/bjc/azu094

Rogers, E. M. (2003). Diffusion of innovations. Free Press.

Rose, R. (1991). What is lesson-drawing? Journal of Public Policy, 11(1), 3-30. https://doi.org/10.1017/50143814X00004918

Rossi, U. (2016). The variegated economics and the potential politics of the smart city. Territory, Politics, Governance, 4(3),
337-353. https://doi.org/10.1080/21622671.2015.1036913

Salter, L. & Hearn, A. (Eds.). (1996). Outside the lines: Issues in interdisciplinary research. McGill-Queen's Univ. Press.

Savage, R. L. (1985). Diffusion research traditions and the spread of policy innovations in a federal system. Publius: The Journal
of Federalism, 15(4), 1. https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordjournals.pubjof.a037561

Schifer, S. (2017). The role of organizational culture in policy mobilities - The case of South Korean climate change adapta-
tion policies. Geographica Helvetica, 72(3), 341-350. https://doi.org/10.5194/gh-72-341-2017

Schéfer, S. (2022). Preface: Policy mobilities - Geographical perspectives on policies on the move. Geographica Helvetica,
77(2), 267-270. https:/doi.org/10.5194/gh-77-267-2022

Schelling, T. C. (1978). Micromotives and macrobehavior. In Fels lectures on public policy analysis (1 ed.). Norton.

Shefer, 1. (2019). Policy transfer in city-to-city cooperation: Implications for urban climate governance learning. Journal of
Environmental Policy and Planning, 21(1), 61-75. https://doi.org/10.1080/1523908X.2018.1562668

Shipan, C. R., & Volden, C. (2008). The mechanisms of policy diffusion. American Journal of Political Science, 52(4), 840-857.
https:/doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5907.2008.00346.x

Shipan, C. R., & Volden, C. (2012). Policy diffusion: Seven lessons for scholars and practitioners. Public Administration Review,
72(6), 788-796. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6210.2012.02610.x

Starke, P. (2013). Qualitative methods for the study of policy diffusion: Challenges and available solutions. Policy Studies
Journal, 41(4), 561-582. https:/doi.org/10.1111/psj.12032

Stead, D. (2012). Best practices and policy transfer in spatial planning. Planning Practice and Research, 27(1), 103-116. https:/
doi.org/10.1080/02697459.2011.644084

85U001 7 SUOLILIOD 3AIEaID) 3|gedl|dde auy Aq psuienob ae saolie O ‘8sn 4O Se|n1 10} Akeiq18ulUO AB]IA L (SUOTIPUOD-PUR-SWR)W0D" A3 | 1M A1 1puljuo//Sd1y) SUORIPUOD Pue SWLB | 84} 88S *[£202/90/T0] U0 Arigiauluo A8|im ‘Auewes sueiyood Aq 88921 €986/TTTT OT/I0p/W00 A8 |Im Akeiqjeul|uo ssedwiod;/Sdy Wwoiy papeojumod ‘G ‘€202 ‘86T867LT


https://doi.org/10.1177/1532440015588764
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-38759-4_9
https://doi.org/10.1111/spol.12003
https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132510377573
https://doi.org/10.4337/9781789905601.00029
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1944-8287.2002.tb00190.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132510394010
https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132510394010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2010.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2010.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1068/a44179Peyroux
https://doi.org/10.1177/0969776411420788
https://doi.org/10.1177/0969776411420788
https://doi.org/10.1080/713999604
https://doi.org/10.4337/9781789905601.00007
https://doi.org/10.4337/9781789905601.00028
https://doi.org/10.1068/a4224
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-017-0056-6
https://doi.org/10.1093/bjc/azu094
https://doi.org/10.1093/bjc/azu094
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0143814X00004918
https://doi.org/10.1080/21622671.2015.1036913
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordjournals.pubjof.a037561
https://doi.org/10.5194/gh-72-341-2017
https://doi.org/10.5194/gh-77-267-2022
https://doi.org/10.1080/1523908X.2018.1562668
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5907.2008.00346.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6210.2012.02610.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/psj.12032
https://doi.org/10.1080/02697459.2011.644084
https://doi.org/10.1080/02697459.2011.644084

HAUPT WI LEY 150f 16

Stein, C., Michel, B., Glasze, G., & Pltz, R. (2017). Learning from failed policy mobilities: Contradictions, resistances and unin-
tended outcomes in the transfer of “Business Improvement Districts” to Germany. European Urban and Regional Studies,
24(1), 35-49. https:/doi.org/10.1177/0969776415596797

Stone, D. (2004). Transfer agents and global networks in the ‘transnationalization’ of policy. Journal of European Public Policy,
11(3), 545-566. https://doi.org/10.1080/13501760410001694291

Stone, D. (2012). Transfer and translation of policy. Policy Studies, 33(6), 483-499. https://doi.org/10.1080/01442872.201
2.695933

Stone, D., Pal, L. A., & Porto de Oliveira, O. (2021). Private consultants and policy advisory organizations: A blind spot on
policy transfer research. In O. Porto de Oliveira (Ed.), Handbook of policy transfer, diffusion and circulation (pp. 173-195).
Edward Elgar Publishing. https:/doi.org/10.4337/9781789905601.00017

Sugiyama, N. B. (2008). Ideology and networks: The politics of social policy diffusion in Brazil. Latin American Research Review,
43(3), 82-108. https://doi.org/10.1353/1ar.0.0057

Swainson, R., & de Loe, R. C. (2011). The importance of context in relation to policy transfer: A case study of environmental
water allocation in Australia. Environmental Policy and Governance, 21(1), 58-69. https://doi.org/10.1002/eet.564

Temenos, C. (2019). Inside mobile urbanism: Cities and policy mobilities. In T. Schwanen & R. van Kempen (Eds.), Handbook of
urban geography (pp. 103-118). Edward Elgar Publishing. https:/doi.org/10.4337/9781785364600.00016

Temenos, C., & Lauermann, J. (2020). The urban politics of policy failure. Urban Geography, 41(9), 1109-1118. https://doi.org/
10.1080/02723638.2020.1827194

Temenos, C., & McCann, E. (2013). Geographies of policy mobilities. Geography Compass, 7(5), 344-357. https:/doi.
org/10.1111/gec3.12063

Theobald, H., & Kern, K. (2011). The introduction of long-term care policy schemes: Policy development, policy transfer and
policy change. Policy and Politics, 39(3), 325-342. https://doi.org/10.1332/030557310X520252

Van der Heiden, N., & Strebel, F. (2012). What about non-diffusion? The effect of competitiveness in policy-comparative
diffusion research. Policy Sciences, 45(4), 345-358. https:/doi.org/10.1007/s11077-012-9149-7

Vanolo, A. (2014). Smartmentality: The smart city as disciplinary strategy. Urban Studies, 51(5), 883-898. https:/doi.
org/10.1177/0042098013494427

Velasco, K. (2018). Human rights INGOs, LGBT INGOs, and LGBT policy diffusion, 1991-2015. Social Forces, 97(1), 377-404.
https:/doi.org/10.1093/sf/soy030

Vrain, E., Wilson, C., Kerr, L., & Wilson, M. (2022). Social influence in the adoption of digital consumer innovations for climate
change. Energy Policy, 162, 112800. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2022.112800

Walker, J. L. (1969). The diffusion of innovations among the American States. American Political Science Review, 63(3),
880-899. https://doi.org/10.2307/1954434

Ward, K. (2018). Policy mobilities, politics and place: The making of financial urban futures. European Urban and Regional
Studies, 25(3), 266-283. https://doi.org/10.1177/0969776417731405

Webber, S., Leitner, H., & Sheppard, E. (2021). Wheeling out urban resilience: Philanthrocapitalism, marketization, and local
practice. Annals of the American Association of Geographers, 111(2), 343-363. https://doi.org/10.1080/24694452.202
0.1774349

Weynland, K. (2019). Why some democracy protests do diffuse. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 63(10), 2390-2401. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0022002719862426

Williamson, B., Bergviken Rensfeldt, A., Player-Koro, C., & Selwyn, N. (2019). Education recoded: Policy mobilities in the
international ‘learning to code’ agenda. Journal of Education Policy, 34(5), 705-725. https://doi.org/10.1080/0268093
9.2018.1476735

AUTHOR BIOGRAPHY

Wolfgang Haupt is a postdoctoral researcher in the research group ‘Urban Sustainability Transformations’ at the
Leibniz Institute for Research on Society and Space in Erkner (Germany). His research focuses primarily on urban
climate governance, urban resilience, material and immaterial cultural and world heritage and its significance for

urban development, and questions of innovation transfer between cities.

85U001 7 SUOLILIOD 3AIEaID) 3|gedl|dde auy Aq psuienob ae saolie O ‘8sn 4O Se|n1 10} Akeiq18ulUO AB]IA L (SUOTIPUOD-PUR-SWR)W0D" A3 | 1M A1 1puljuo//Sd1y) SUORIPUOD Pue SWLB | 84} 88S *[£202/90/T0] U0 Arigiauluo A8|im ‘Auewes sueiyood Aq 88921 €986/TTTT OT/I0p/W00 A8 |Im Akeiqjeul|uo ssedwiod;/Sdy Wwoiy papeojumod ‘G ‘€202 ‘86T867LT


https://doi.org/10.1177/0969776415596797
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501760410001694291
https://doi.org/10.1080/01442872.2012.695933
https://doi.org/10.1080/01442872.2012.695933
https://doi.org/10.4337/9781789905601.00017
https://doi.org/10.1353/lar.0.0057
https://doi.org/10.1002/eet.564
https://doi.org/10.4337/9781785364600.00016
https://doi.org/10.1080/02723638.2020.1827194
https://doi.org/10.1080/02723638.2020.1827194
https://doi.org/10.1111/gec3.12063
https://doi.org/10.1111/gec3.12063
https://doi.org/10.1332/030557310X520252
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11077-012-9149-7
https://doi.org/10.1177/0042098013494427
https://doi.org/10.1177/0042098013494427
https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/soy030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2022.112800
https://doi.org/10.2307/1954434
https://doi.org/10.1177/0969776417731405
https://doi.org/10.1080/24694452.2020.1774349
https://doi.org/10.1080/24694452.2020.1774349
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002719862426
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002719862426
https://doi.org/10.1080/02680939.2018.1476735
https://doi.org/10.1080/02680939.2018.1476735

16 of 16 WI LEY HAUPT

How to cite this article: Haupt, W. (2023). Policy diffusion, policy transfer, and policy mobilities revisited: A
call for more interdisciplinary approaches in human geography. Geography Compass, 17(5), e12688. https:/
doi.org/10.1111/gec3.12688

85U001 7 SUOLILIOD 3AIEaID) 3|gedl|dde auy Aq psuienob ae saolie O ‘8sn 4O Se|n1 10} Akeiq18ulUO AB]IA L (SUOTIPUOD-PUR-SWR)W0D" A3 | 1M A1 1puljuo//Sd1y) SUORIPUOD Pue SWLB | 84} 88S *[£202/90/T0] U0 Arigiauluo A8|im ‘Auewes sueiyood Aq 88921 €986/TTTT OT/I0p/W00 A8 |Im Akeiqjeul|uo ssedwiod;/Sdy Wwoiy papeojumod ‘G ‘€202 ‘86T867LT


https://doi.org/10.1111/gec3.12688
https://doi.org/10.1111/gec3.12688

	Policy diffusion, policy transfer, and policy mobilities revisited: A call for more interdisciplinary approaches in human geography
	Abstract
	1 | INTRODUCTION
	2 | EXPLORING POLICY DIFFUSION, POLICY TRANSFER AND POLICY MOBILITIES
	2.1 | Policy diffusion
	2.2 | Policy transfer
	2.3 | Policy mobilities

	3 | CONNECTING THE DOTS: WHEN TO CHOOSE WHICH APPROACH?
	4 | CONCLUSION
	ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
	ORCID
	REFERENCES


