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We highlight practical lessons from policy theories on how to promote equity through 
transformational changes in policymaking. Health, education and gender are at the heart of 
such equity policy agendas. Their advocates seek transformational changes to: policy, to reject 
a ‘neoliberal’ paradigm and address the social and economic causes of unfair inequalities, and 
policymaking, to foster collaboration and holistic government. However, they also report a wide 
gap between aspirations and outcomes, and many seek insights from policy studies on how to 
close it. Our aim is to use their common engagement with policy theories to connect their agendas, 
foster intersectoral dialogue, and ensure that their contributions are greater than the sum of their 
parts. A common take-home message is to be cautious about any attempt to turn a provocative 
transformational political project into a technical process containing a ‘toolbox’ or ‘playbook’. 
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Introduction

Could policy theories help to understand and facilitate the pursuit of equity? Our 
ongoing series of qualitative systematic reviews of equity research – beginning with 
health, education, and gender – highlight that potential. In these fields, we find that 
equity scholars combine advocacy and academic research, seeking lessons on how 
to secure transformational changes to domestic and global policy and policymaking. 
While there is no single definition of equity, or vision of transformative change, 
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Cairney et al (2022a) identify two common elements in these (and other) fields. 
First, policy change would involve rejecting a ‘neoliberal’ paradigm that prioritises 
economic growth and emphasises low state intervention, market forces, and individual 
responsibility. In its place would be a ‘social justice’ paradigm that prioritises equity 
and emphasises state responsibility to address the unequal distribution of resources 
that cause unfair inequalities. Second, transformative policymaking change would 
involve collaborative and participatory forms of governance and intersectoral action.

In that context, how could policy theories help equity scholars who seek 
transformations to policy and policy processes? One option is to address their 
disenchantment with limited progress, since our reviews find that they describe an 
unusually wide gap between their aspirations and actual outcomes. Many studies 
suggest that they possess more knowledge about what they need to do (or need from 
political systems) than the power or means to achieve it. For example, they need more 
effective intersectoral action because key causes of change are out of the control of 
a single sector, but express limited progress on such collaboration.

It is not, however, straightforward for policy theories to deliver these kinds 
of practical lessons. Advocates of transformational change may seek to use their 
understanding of policymaking to transform policymaking, but most theories were 
not designed for this purpose (Weible and Cairney, 2018). Further, the specific aims 
and approaches of each sector vary markedly. These issues suggest the need for careful 
consideration of the connections between policy theories and equity research across 
multiple sectors. Therefore, this article’s most general question – what is the role of policy 
theories in this transformational equity project? – reflects the need to immerse ourselves 
in each sector, and encourage cross-sectoral dialogue, to generate relevant insights.

We address this question via the following steps. First, establish what we mean when 
we describe practical lessons from policy theories: what relevant insights do they 
provide for our purposes? Second, explain the role of qualitative systematic reviews 
to identify the use of policy theories in multiple sectors. Third, summarise insights 
that emerge from each sector, including how scholars make sense of equity policy and 
policymaking, and what lessons they seek from policy theories. Fourth, encourage 
intersectoral and interdisciplinary dialogue and comparison, to draw transferable 
lessons across sectors and disciplines. In the conclusion, we reflect on a tension to 
emerge from these reviews: some scholars seek a ‘toolbox’ or ‘playbook’ to turn their 
political aims into straightforward technical steps; others reject any attempt to turn a 
necessarily challenging political project into a depoliticised strategy.

What are practical lessons from policy theories?

Most ‘mainstream’ policy theories suggest that minor policy change is common 
while major policy change is rare (Weible and Sabatier, 2018; Cairney, 2020: 233; see 
Durnova and Weible, 2020 on ‘mainstream’). The constraints and facilitators of policy 
change relate to two core concepts, which we interpret as follows.

First, bounded rationality suggests that policymakers do not possess unlimited 
cognitive and organisational resources to process all policy-relevant evidence then 
make clear and consistent choices (Simon, 1976). They can only pay attention to – 
and understand – a small number of issues, drawing on cognitive shortcuts to frame 
issues and organisational procedures to prioritise sources (Cairney and Kwiatkowski, 
2017; Baumgartner et al, 2018).
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Second, complex policymaking systems or environments suggests that policymakers do 
not fully understand or control policy processes. Policy theories conceptualise the 
relationship between:

•  many actors engaging in many levels and types of government (or authoritative 
venues); 

•  institutions, or the formal and informal rules in each venue; 
•  the networks that connect policymakers and influencers; 
•  ideas, or the more or less dominant beliefs used to understand how the world 

works and should work (and therefore how to interpret problems and the 
feasibility of solutions); 

•  the socioeconomic context and events that command policymaker attention 
(Cairney, 2020).

The overall message is that transformational policy change is rare and difficult 
to predict, which rules out straightforward advice on how to foster such change 
(Cairney, 2022). In that context, Weible and Cairney (2018: 189–91) highlight 
the kinds of lessons that policy theorists produce, such as to identify the limits to 
‘evidence-based’ policy learning in political processes that exhibit disproportionate 
attention to policy problems and information (Koski and Workman, 2018; Dunlop 
and Radaelli, 2018). Consequently, actors search for effective ways to combine 
evidence with persuasion and storytelling, collaborate in networks or coalitions, 
and engage in multiple venues which exhibit their own modes of policymaking 
(Cairney, 2018; Crow and Jones, 2018; Heikkila and Andersson, 2018; Weible and 
Ingold, 2018; Swann and Kim, 2018).

A key aim of our reviews is to establish if scholars in other disciplines generate and 
use similar insights or interpret and use policy theories in other ways. For example, 
is there a common focus on what is required to improve policymaking, such as to 
foster collaboration inside and outside of government because key responsibilities 
are spread across policymaking systems? We might expect this common focus given 
this shared priority in each sector. The health equity strategy Health in All Policies 
(WHO, 2014) addresses the ‘social determinants’ of health that relate to factors – 
including income, employment, and access to safe homes and environments – that 
are not in the gift of health departments. Initiatives in education (UNESCO, 2021a; 
2021b) identify the ‘out of school’ factors undermining social inclusion – such as 
poverty and marginalisation – that are more important than equal access to schools. 
Gender mainstreaming strategies avoid treating gender as a discrete sector since a 
‘gender equality perspective’ is essential ‘in all policies at all levels and at all stages’ 
(Council of Europe, 1998).

We find, however, that they adopt sectoral approaches to intersectoral action – using 
different reference points, engaging with different meanings of equality and equity, 
and putting more or less emphasis on intersectoral action – to reflect how equity 
aims are contested in each sector (Cairney et al, 2021a). There are also differences 
regarding if, how and why they use policy theories. Only health equity advocates 
use theories instrumentally, identifying lessons to improve their advocacy skills and 
strategies. Education and gender scholars draw less on mainstream policy studies. 
Education equity advocates use critical policy analysis to challenge the ideational and 
systemic obstacles to policy change, while gender equality advocates find less value in 
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mainstream policy theories since they pay low attention to gender. As described later 
in the article, we incorporated this possibility for variation into a flexible research 
design that makes few assumptions about the role of policy theories or the likelihood 
of themes to emerge from each review.

Method: the role of qualitative systematic reviews

The systematic review method allows scholars to synthesise and interpret insights from 
multiple studies to produce general conclusions on the state of the art in particular 
fields. Qualitative can refer to the emphasis on meaning rather than quantification 
of results, and/or the review of studies that use qualitative methods. Since there is 
high variation in the definition and design of qualitative reviews, the onus is on the 
designers to describe in detail their approach. To that end, we modify Kuckertz and 
Block’s (2021) criteria to guide designers and referees:

1.  Rationale. Equity researchers seek insights on the policy processes that constrain 
or facilitate policy change. However, it is not clear from whom and what they 
learn. We review the use of policy studies, identifying progress and gaps, and 
synthesising insights from policy process research (and each sector’s approach) 
to facilitate greater understanding across sectors.

2.  Research questions. Each review’s guiding question is: how does equity research use 
policy theory to understand policymaking? The question is deliberately general, 
to identify all references to policy theories in each field, before asking narrower 
questions for different purposes (for example, Cairney et al, 2021a; 2022a on 
inequalities policies across Europe).

3.  Engagement with previous reviews. We used comparable studies to highlight the lack 
of engagement with policy theories in sectoral studies (Embrett and Randall, 
2014; Munro and Cairney, 2020) and guide our protocol (Such et al, 2019).

4.  Search terms. We combined a general focus on policy and policymaking with 
sectoral-specific terms – Health in All Policies, Healthy Public Policy, integrated 
health policy; education, equity, and policy; gender equality, mainstreaming, and 
policy – to maximise initial inclusion (for example, it would include studies 
addressing themes such as ‘intersectoral action’ or describing approaches such as 
‘social justice’).

5.  Databases. We combined general and sector-specific databases. Health: Web of 
Science, Applied Social Science Index and Abstracts (ASSIA), Centre for Reviews 
and Dissemination (CRD), the Cochrane Library, Scopus, ProQuest, TRIP, and 
PROSPERO. Education: Institute of Education Services (ERIC) then snowballing 
for core references, then Cochrane/Social Systems Evidence database, Scopus, and 
Web of Science to explore gaps in coverage. Gender: Political Science Complete, 
Web of Science, Scopus, ProQuest, Science Direct, then Google Scholar to check 
for gaps.

6.  Timeliness. Searches ended in July 2020 (health), May 2021 (education), October 
2021 (gender).

7.  Inclusion criteria. We sought discussion of the concepts described in the previous 
section. However, initially, we set a low bar for inclusion to foster immersion 
within each sector’s literature. It required a labour-intensive manual search 
within articles, identifying any study with at least one reference (with citation) 
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to a policy cycle or stage, policy theory (such as multiple streams analysis), or 
relevant concept (such as path dependence, connected to historical institutionalism 
or complexity theory). We did not insist on engagement with mainstream 
policy theory (which would have made the education and gender searches too 
narrow). We used snowballing to identify key texts in each field, such as books 
by routinely-cited authors and essential ‘grey literature’ (including WHO and 
UNESCO reports). This approach yielded 113–40 articles per review, allowing us 
to foster interdisciplinary conversation. However, restricting inclusion to English-
language articles biased the dataset towards a conversation in few countries (in 
health, 50% studied Australia or Nordic countries; in education, 40% were US; 
in gender, 40% were EU or EU countries).

8.  Aggregation and presentation method. We follow Sandelowski and Barroso’s (2007: 
xv) advice to foster respect for each author’s methods and aims. Further, we 
combined (a) a narrative review, using our policy theory-informed framework 
to interpret researcher engagement with policy concepts, and (b) an inductive 
approach to summarise each article and identify key themes in each field.

We produced individual reviews in sequence, beginning with 25,000-word articles 
on health (Cairney et al, 2021b) and education (Cairney and Kippin, 2021). The 
equivalent publication of the gender review is not yet on Open Research Europe, 
but we have completed and documented steps 1–8 (St. Denny, 2022) and published 
preliminary findings elsewhere (Cairney et al, 2022a) The flexible research design and 
continuous production of comparable studies (which will include additional sectors, 
as well as cross-cutting themes such as ‘co-production’) allows us to learn from the 
experience of each review while avoiding any tendency for one sector’s approach 
or insights to dominate.

Insights to emerge from each sector

The review of each sector allows us to ask how scholars make sense of equity policy 
and policymaking in multiple contexts. In other words, (1) what story do they tell 
of their field, and (2) what lessons do they seek from policy theories? Each review 
has equal status, but the order of reviews matters, since our first review was in health 
and we used the results to seek comparisons with education then gender.

Health in All Policies (HiAP): seek ‘upstream’ policies to challenge the ‘social 
determinants’ of unfair health inequalities

HiAP is a population health strategy that (a) seeks to mainstream health considerations 
into all aspects of policy and policymaking, and (b) tackle the health inequalities 
associated with the unequal spread of ‘non communicable diseases’ (NCDs) such as 
heart disease, diabetes and cancer (WHO, 2014; Cairney et al, 2021b: 6–8). In HiAP 
research, there is a consistent narrative that treats health as a human right, argues that 
most health inequalities are unfair, and challenges ‘neoliberal’ policies too-focused on 
unhealthy ‘lifestyles’ rather than social and structural factors. The general approach 
can be summarised in five steps:
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1. Define the problem: the social determinants of unfair health inequalities

To promote equity, focus on the ‘the unfair and avoidable differences in health 
status’ that are ‘shaped by the distribution of money, power and resources’ and ‘the 
conditions in which people are born, grow, live, work and age’ (Whitehead and 
Dahlgren, 2006: 4; WHO, 2021). Health inequalities are caused by inequalities in 
‘social and economic factors, including employment opportunities, the law and the 
justice systems, education, housing, neighborhood environments, and transportation’ 
and are ‘too often associated with a person’s socioeconomic status, race, ethnicity, 
gender, religion, sexual identity, or disability’ (Bliss et al, 2016: S88).

2. Identify ‘upstream’ solutions: support state intervention and challenge ‘lifestyle drift’

Upstream describes whole-population policies to address social, economic and physical 
environments. It relates generally to ‘mechanisms for the redistribution of wealth, 
power, opportunities, decision‐making capacities, and other resources’ (Shankardass 
et al, 2011: 29) or specifically to ‘regulation, increasing access, or economic incentives’ 
(Brownson et al, 2010: 6; see also McMahon, 2021a; 2021b and Cairney et al, 2022b 
on the conceptual ambiguity of ‘upstream’). This focus challenges ‘lifestyle drift’, or the 
rhetorical commitment to HiAP followed by a renewed focus on individual choices 
(De Leeuw and Clavier, 2011: 237–40).

3. Deliver upstream solutions via cooperation across sectors and outside government

Upstream measures are not in the power of health sectors. Policies to reduce 
inequalities are led by many other sectors, and their fate depends on actors inside 
and outside of government. Effective health equity policies require meaningful 
collaboration across all sectors of government, and with stakeholders and citizens 
outside of government (Cairney et al, 2021: 8–10).

4. Seek high-level political support

Success requires political support, to: produce a formal intersectoral strategy that sets 
the national agenda, establishes roles and responsibilities for subnational governments, 
and minimises implementation problems; cut through ‘administrative silos’ (Carey 
and Crammond, 2015); and, boost support for health equity policy tools such Health 
Impact Assessments (HIAs).

5. Use the HiAP playbook

Cairney et al (2021b: 8–11) describe a ‘playbook’ to encourage the uptake of HiAP 
strategies: show how HiAP is essential to each government’s agendas and core business; 
build capacity in areas such as leadership and progress monitoring; focus on win–win 
solutions (mutual gains in each sector) to build trust and confidence; avoid the 
perception of ‘health imperialism’ when contributing to non-health sectors; identify 
the policy entrepreneurs who use their knowledge, networks, and skills to facilitate 
HiAP progress; promote HIAs to measure the contribution of non-health policies; 
and promote alternatives to cost–benefit analysis since health equity’s value of HiAP 
is not reflected in a narrowly-defined economic case.

This general narrative and approach is relatively uncontested in public health, and 
receives rhetorical support from most governments. However, most HiAP research 
identifies a lack of substantive support and progress, even in ‘best case’ examples. South 
Australia demonstrates high political commitment at a strategic level, but HiAP is 
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overshadowed by healthcare spending and undermined by a neoliberal approach to 
policy. Finland’s political commitment, welfare state and political system is conducive 
to HiAP policies, but studies highlight limited local implementation (2021b: 13–16).

In that context, a small subset of HiAP articles draw on policy theories to improve 
two aspects. First, studies seek to improve the HiAP playbook by drawing general lessons 
from policy theories, including:

•  Multiple streams approach (MSA) (Herweg et  al, 2018): foster policy 
entrepreneurship and be ready to exploit windows of opportunity (for example, 
Kickbusch et al, 2014).

•  Advocacy coalition framework (ACF) (Jenkins-Smith et al, 2018): build a large 
coalition of like-minded actors (Harris et al, 2018).

•  Punctuated equilibrium theory (PET) (Baumgartner et  al, 2018): make your 
goals consistent with dominant policy agendas; use venue shopping to challenge 
a policy monopoly (Harris et al, 2018; Townsend et al, 2019; van Eyk et al, 2019).

Such accounts come with some realism about their likely success. Kickbusch et al 
(2014) describe the ability of an entrepreneur to generate support-in-principle for 
HiAP, as a platform for further advocacy, not an end in itself. Van Eyk et al (2019: 
1169) attach a warning to each piece of advice: seek a window of opportunity to 
adopt HiAP, but anticipate low commitment; connect HiAP to dominant agendas, 
but expect a neoliberal economic agenda to undermine HiAP; and, foster leadership 
but expect resistance to organisational change.

Second, some try to improve the HiAP ‘programme logic’ (known more generally 
as its ‘theory of change’) to guide action and evaluation: ‘Theory-based evaluation 
makes the causal assumptions behind policy interventions explicit, ie, it explains 
how and why a program or policy is thought to work, which forms the logic that 
underpins an initiative’ (Lawless et al, 2018: 512). The aim is to combine researcher 
experience, stakeholder feedback, and policy theory insights to guide advice, such as 
to develop ‘relational systems’, encourage ‘joint problem identification and problem-
solving’, and facilitate ‘governance systems that connect HiAP work with senior 
decision-makers’ (2018: 513–14). The authors visualise how to engage in complex 
policymaking systems rather than study how actors engage (Cairney et al, 2022b).

Education equity: use critical policy analysis to challenge neoliberal approaches

Compared to HiAP research, education equity research highlights greater contestation 
to define and address the policy problem. First, while the UNESCO Salamanca 
statement on inclusion, plus Sustainable Development Goal 4 (‘Ensure inclusive 
and equitable quality education and promote lifelong learning opportunities for 
all’), contain similar arguments (on social determinants) to HiAP, there are more 
international players with different ideas, including funders such as the World Bank and 
agenda-setters such as Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development 
(OECD) (Cairney and Kippin, 2021). Second, the meaning of education equity 
is highly contested, focusing on: horizontal versus vertical equity (equal provision 
regardless of background, or unequal provision to address unequal backgrounds); the 
appropriate threshold that all students should be supported to reach; and the extent 
to which the state is responsible for solving inequalities (Gilead, 2019: 439). Third, 
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fewer actors agree that all inequalities in education attainment are unfair since they 
relate partly to commitment and merit. Instead, there is more focus on equal access 
to schools. These debates inform two competing approaches to education equity:

1.  Social justice. Treating education as a human right and emancipatory experience. 
Seeking state intervention to address the social determinants of education 
inequalities, foster inclusion, and challenge marginalisation in relation to ‘sex, 
ethnic/social origin, language, religion, nationality, economic condition, ability’ 
(UNESCO, 2021a; 2021b; Cairney and Kippin, 2021: 7).

2.  Neoliberal. Treating education as an economic good, ‘to boost human capital and 
economic competitiveness in a global knowledge economy’, and promoting 
market and new public management measures to boost equal access to high-
performing schools (such as school choice and voucher schemes, and league 
tables of school and country performance) (Faul, 2014; Klees and Qargha, 2014; 
Cairney et al, 2021a).

Most research describes the dominance of neoliberalism at the expense of social 
justice. Internationally, the dominant approach is to prioritise equal access to ‘high 
quality’ schools and teachers, and literacy and numeracy, using the latter to measure 
education system quality. Social justice approaches are backed rhetorically but not 
as substantively (Cairney and Kippin, 2021: 8). Domestically, the prioritisation of 
performance management and competition undermines social justice policies by 
equating equity with quality, reducing it to technical measures, and (in some countries) 
pretending that all students could attend the ‘best’ schools (2021: 11). There is little 
commitment to a ‘capabilities’ approach that asks how people with different resources 
could achieve the same outcomes, or policies focusing on racial inequity (most 
initiatives are ‘equality for all’) (2021: 13–15; 21–2).

Compared to HiAP, far fewer education studies use policy theories to improve 
advocacy or strategy (2021: 7). Instead, there is a far greater focus on critical policy 
analysis. Studies challenge a dominant neoliberal approach, highlight its ignorance 
of the impact of minoritisation, socioeconomic background, gender, unequal 
participation, and unequal resources on inequalities, and present an alternative social 
justice vision (2021: 24; Rizvi and Lingard, 2010: 2–3; 54–6; Felix and Fernandez 
Castro, 2018; Chu, 2019). Cairney and Kippin (2021: 26–7) describe most researchers 
in this field as ‘meta-narrators of cautionary tales of education inequity’, and use the 
Narrative Policy Framework’s four elements of narrative (Jones et al, 2014) to sum 
up their story:

Setting. Unfair inequalities endure despite global and domestic policy rhetoric. A 
small number of international organisations and countries influence a global neoliberal 
agenda, but there is some discretion to influence policy at local and school levels. 
Some studies relate limited progress to the influence of one or more levels, such as 
global and central government agendas undermining local change, or local actors 
disrupting central initiatives.

Plot. Many contrast an agency-focused narrative emphasising hopefulness (for 
example, among ‘change agents’) with systemic or structural narratives emphasising 
helplessness. Neoliberalism undermines equity by (1) equating it with equal access 
and test-based attainment, and (2) taking attention from social justice to focus on 
economic competitiveness. Some describe policymakers using equity as a facade, 
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to ignore and reproduce inequalities in relation to minoritised populations. Others 
suggest that inequity defies simple solutions.

Characters. In global narratives, researchers challenge the story by international 
organisations that they are the heroes providing funding backed by conditions to 
make educations systems and economies competitive. Most articles portray neoliberal 
organisations and governments as the villains: narrowing equity to simplistic measures 
of performance at the expense of more meaningful outcomes. At national and local 
levels, they criticise dominant stories of equity within key countries, such as the US, 
that reproduce unequal outcomes while projecting progress.

Moral. The moral is to seek social justice alternatives to neoliberal approaches, 
focusing on social and structural factors, and addressing the association between 
inequalities and minoritised populations. Otherwise, policy reforms made in the 
name of equity will cause unequal, irreparable damage to students.

Gender equality: a transformative manifesto is more than a technical toolbox

Like education, gender equality policy exhibits high contestation to define and 
address the policy problem. Gender mainstreaming (GM) was adopted as the UN’s 
approach to reducing gender inequality across all policy sectors at the 1995 Fourth 
World Conference on Women in Beijing, and states and international organisations 
quickly followed suit. Nevertheless, the concept remains contested, to foster:

1.  A transformative strategy, with roots in radical feminism, requiring a fundamental 
rethink of democracy to ensure universal engagement with reducing gender 
inequalities.

2.  An integrationist strategy, to foster change from within by engaging with existing 
structures, and deliver better outcomes through concrete bureaucratic instruments 
(Jahan, 1995; Stratigaki, 2005).

These contrasting interpretations reflect disagreement over what in/equality 
means (does it concern opportunities, outcomes, or both?) and how it should be 
addressed (Beveridge and Nott, 2002). Gender equality can be based on: sameness, 
emphasising equal opportunities and equal treatment between men and women; 
difference, recommending special policies for women; or, transformation, to produce a 
fundamental renewal of social relations and structures to remove gendered hierarchies 
(Rees, 1998; Squires, 2005; Walby, 2005; Verloo, 2013). GM can be viewed as an 
approach combining policies based on one or all of these interpretations (Booth 
and Bennett, 2002).

GM researchers emphasise that plural meanings lead to plural policies, not all of 
which are effective, well-intentioned or coherent (Booth and Bennett, 2002; Daly, 
2005). Most researchers espouse a preference for the transformative interpretation, 
while recognising the potential of working within existing structures as a site for 
important agenda-setting and norm-shifting work (for example, Mukhopadhyay, 
2004; Verloo, 2005; 2001; Benschop and Verloo, 2006; Verge et al, 2018). Instead of 
privileging the transformative strategy to generate meaningful change at both levels, 
they describe GM’s real world application as a patchwork of activities aimed to secure 
equal rights (low bar) and, in some cases, distinctive policies and procedures – such 
as revised bureaucratic practices – to improve outcomes for women (higher bar) as 
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long as they do not threaten the status quo (True and Mintrom, 2001; Beveridge and 
Nott, 2002: 310–11). The two strategies are not presented as mutually exclusive in 
theory, but as two interrelated levels at which change much be fostered. Nevertheless, 
a focus on bureaucratisation tends not to come with meaningful engagement with 
the political nature of technical processes such as implementation and evaluation 
(Lombardo and Mergaert, 2013; Mergaert and Lombardo, 2014).

Most research contrasts high international commitment to GM with a general 
failure to deliver, based on the following factors. First, there is limited agreement 
about what gender equality and GM means. This vagueness is unintentional (a failure 
to negotiate a clear definition) and/or strategic (intentionally vague framing). Second, 
there are translational challenges when policy-relevant ideas and norms are diffused and 
reformulated across different sectors, networks and territorial levels (True and Mintrom, 
2001). Translation is necessary but risky, since elements may be (de)emphasised 
during their interpretation. Third, institutions and systems are deeply gendered and 
gendering, producing active political resistance to the gender equality agenda and/or 
the deprioritisation of gender in relation to competing issues (Beveridge and Nott, 
2002; Bacchi, 2017; Lombardo et al, 2017). Fourth, gender equality is a cross-cutting 
issue that requires sectoral and multi-level coordination for policy coherence (Allwood, 
2020). However, actors may not agree on the problem, their priorities change, and 
they do not have a panoptic view of the policy process and likely outcomes.

In that context, researchers describe two very different step-by-step solutions. The 
Best Practice Playbook seeks policy change within the existing policy process:

1.  Define gender mainstreaming. Conceptual ambiguity represents a failure of 
policymakers to agree on what is meant by gender, equality, and mainstream. 
Rather than assuming international norms will translate without loss or distortion 
(Acosta et al, 2019), a clear and uniform definition must be agreed and diffused 
territorially, sectorally, and organisationally (Krekula et al, 2017).

2.  Make policy translatable. Multi-level governance offers opportunities for policy 
learning and transfer (Alonso, 2017). One-size-fits-all lessons should not be 
imposed. They should be designed to be ‘localised’. Translatable norms and ideas 
allow for appropriate divergence while ensuring convergence across the most 
important aspects (Celis and Meier, 2011).

3.  Guide action with a specialised toolbox. Specialised GM tools and methods tackle 
different aspects of policymaking (Eden and Wagstaff, 2021). Gender impact 
assessments (Kim and Kang, 2016) and audits (Clancy and Mohlakoana, 2020) 
supply information to inform policy development. Gender budgeting ensures 
adequate and fair resourcing for gender-responsive implementation (Adeyeye 
and Akinbami, 2010). To avoid these instruments reproducing problematically 
fixed and binary conceptions of gender equality as a marginal ‘women’s issue’, 
develop and support specialist knowledge of gender roles and relations (Caglar, 
2013: 339; Elomäki and Ylöstalo, 2021).

4.  Acknowledge trade-offs. Cumulative change can produce transformation. 
Incremental approaches that seek to integrate or layer GM onto existing 
structures and processes should not be dismissed, since they represent the critical 
capacity of actors to overcome institutional resistance (Eyben, 2010). Pragmatic 
considerations of feasibility and trade-offs are crucial for importing lessons from 
elsewhere (Cairney et al, 2021). Integrationist approaches may yield less rapid 
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radical outcomes but are more likely to be embraced and implemented. Lessons 
from experience can be learned through the use of gender-sensitive or feminist 
policy evaluation (Hermoso and Sugawara, 2016; Bustelo, 2017).

The Transformative Manifesto is more prescriptive and draws on feminist theorising 
about how best to redeem gender mainstreaming as a radical strategy.

1.  Capitalise on vagueness. There appears to be international-level consensus about 
what GM broadly means even though different GM narratives emerge when 
international ideas are translated to other territorial levels. In other words, this 
high-level consensus is illusory yet potentially powerful (Pollack and Hafner-
Burton, 2000; Booth and Bennett, 2002). Capitalise on it to politicise gender 
equality, sustain a strong and shared vision to guide leadership, and foster networks 
of state and civil society actors to ensure that it remains high on the agenda (True, 
2003; Guenther, 2008) (compare with education strategies to ‘foreground equity’ 
and ‘own’ historic inequalities, Rorrer et al, 2008: 328).

2.  Co-produce locally. International ideas cannot guide concrete action in specific 
contexts (True and Mintrom, 2001). Encourage the co-production of GM policy 
with civic organisations and communities to ensure they are context-appropriate 
(Mukhopadhyay, 2014). Gendered hierarchies limit access to policy feed-in, so 
cast a wide net to engage actors beyond the ‘usual suspects’.

3.  Repoliticise gender in institutions and processes. Facilitate and incentivise learning 
and the socialisation of actors (for example, bureaucrats) to challenge biased 
norms, implicit gendered assumptions, and unconscious bias. Expert-bureaucratic 
tools are often (but not always) used as an empty gesture or tick-box exercise to 
depoliticise gender (van Eerdewijk, 2014; Lombardo et al, 2017). Repoliticise 
gender by explicitly interrogating power, tensions, and incompatibilities (Mazey, 
2000; Mukhopadhyay 2004; Verloo 2005; 2001). Take seriously the potential of 
critical actors, and the alliances they form, to challenge institutional resistance 
(Verge, 2021).

4.  Transform to achieve coherence. GM efforts ‘tinkering’ at the edges of the system will 
fail to achieve radical equality (Rees, 1998; Allwood, 2013). Efforts to harmonise 
policy to reduce incoherence are wasted within this context. Rethink democracy 
to displace and diffuse power. This will help to mainstream gender and diversity, 
since a great many forms of discrimination need to be eradicated for policy to be 
made equitably (Squires, 2005). Adopt an ‘intersectional approach’ which considers 
multiple categories equally, sees these as mutually constitutive, and addresses the 
interaction between them (Hankivsky and Cormier, 2011). Gender inequality 
is interdependent and intersects with other inequalities, so it is impossible to 
achieve equality in this domain while other social inequalities persist.

Can policy theories facilitate intersectoral dialogue and practical 
lessons?
Our comparison of these three approaches highlights significant variation in the 
stories that equity scholars tell and their use of policy theories for practical lessons. 
We extend this comparison to derive distinctive lessons regarding each approach, 
then reflect on their more general implications.
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Health: beware the superficial use of policy theories
HiAP research is the most likely to use policy theories instrumentally, to repurpose 
studies of policymaking to guide action. As such, we highlight two unresolved problems 
with this approach. First, few studies acknowledge the gap between (1) what HiAP 
advocates need and expect to happen versus (2) what actually happens. For example, 
there is a relatively high understanding of public administration insights to facilitate 
‘joined up government’ and challenge ‘administrative silos’ (Greer and Lillvis, 2014: 
14–15; Carey and Crammond, 2015: 1022–8). However, there is low engagement 
with public policy studies that explain why silo working makes sense to each ‘policy 
community’ (Cairney et al, 2021b: 24–5). Consequently, the expectation that the 
pursuit of intersectoral action – backed by an improved playbook – will ‘foster more 
collaborative policymaking, better policy, and health equity’ is a misguided ‘article 
of faith’ (de Leeuw, 2021: 1). Evidence from policy studies ‘does not back up these 
assumptions’ (De Leeuw, 2018: 765; Harris 2018: 875; Cairney et al, 2022b).

Second, most studies seek technical fixes to political problems, so few explore 
inherent trade-offs and dilemmas. For example, an ‘evidence-based policymaking’ 
dilemma arises when HiAP advocates seek to combine two general aims: (1) to 
generate evidence with reference to scientific rules and hierarchies regarding methods 
to determine quality, and (2) to foster collaborative forms of governance associated 
with a rejection of one-sided rules and knowledge-based hierarchies (Cairney, 2021). 
Further, a governance dilemma arises when HiAP describes the need for centralisation 
and the formalisation of a high-level strategy (to set the agenda and overcome silos) 
and decentralisation and informality (to encourage local actors to be creative when 
applying general principles to new contexts). These dilemmas will not be resolved 
with more evidence and technical fixes (Cairney et al, 2022b). Rather, HiAP studies 
would benefit from more engagement with studies of policymaking reality, to 
help distinguish – analytically – between (1) implementation gaps and unintended 
consequences of policymaking complexity, versus (2) the legitimate practices and 
outcomes that emerge from collaboration at local levels. These issues are explored 
more fully and frequently by policy theories and education and gender research.

Education: foster critical analysis, not blueprints for transformative action

Compared to HiAP, education research contains a far more realistic description of 
policymaking context. It draws on critical policy analysis to challenge ‘rationalist top-
down accounts of policy design’ (Cairney and Kippin, 2021: 23). It shows that policy 
change is ‘more apparent on paper than practice’, with a tendency for policymakers 
to support social justice measures rhetorically and neoliberal approaches substantively 
(2021: 23). Social justice is lower down the policy agenda and its advocates are in 
less powerful advocacy coalitions (DeBray et al, 2014: 175; Kretchmar et al, 2016: 
423). Neoliberal approaches are institutionalised and taken for granted, backed by a 
technical quantitative language of performance management (Grek, 2020).

One consequence of this approach is that scholars focus more on the obstacles 
to change than likely sources of transformation. For example, many studies suggest 
that strong direction from central government is necessary but not decisive, such as 
when challenging racism and racial inequalities. Several draw on Oakes et al (2005) to 
describe a ‘zone of mediation’ for policies challenging racism and marginalisation: new 
ideas supported by ‘change agents’ face well-established beliefs, cultures and practices, 
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producing backlashes and demoralising experiences (2005: 284). If so, top-down 
mandates ‘may be necessary but insufficient to ensure major policy change’ (citing 
Oakes et al, 2005: 297; compare with Michener, 2019; Cairney and Kippin, 2021: 18). 
In many other discussions, ‘bottom up’ analysis and action may signal the potential for 
leadership-inspired change, but most articles ‘suggest that advocates for change are 
swimming against the tide’ (2021: 19). New leadership and policy initiatives seek to 
challenge minoritisation and marginalisation head-on, but they interact with local 
policy actors (including school leaders, teachers, and parents) more likely to defend 
the social constructions of target populations that reinforce inequalities (compare 
Schneider and Ingram, 1997; Evans, 2009: 85; Halverson and Plecki, 2015; Brezicha 
and Hopkins, 2016; with Bertrand et al, 2018).

In other words, greater engagement with policymaking reality does not necessarily 
provide a clear direction of travel for transformational change. Critical policy analysis 
helps to provide a valuable narrative on the ideological and institutional barriers to 
equity, and a rallying cry for action, but accompanied by warnings against unrealistic 
expectations. Like much policy theory, education equity research ‘allows academics 
and practitioners to reflect on the dilemmas that accompany equity policies’ rather 
than providing a blueprint for action (Cairney and Kippin, 2021: 27).

Gender: reject one-way lessons from policy theories to other disciplines

Gender mainstreaming research also engages sparingly with mainstream policy theories 
which are – at best – gender neutral and – at worst – too ignorant of gender. GM 
researchers have developed theories and concepts better attuned to grappling with the 
gendered nature of the policy process, and few fit into the dominant policy studies 
canon. Exceptions include attempts to complement existing policy theory paradigms 
to offer gender-sensitive variants, such as studies of feminist institutionalism (for 
example, Minto and Mergaert, 2018) and interpretive frameworks that unpick the 
discursive politics of sex and gender in policy (Bacchi and Eveline, 2010; Andersson, 
et al, 2018). More frequently, scholars turn to feminist political science, including 
constructivist international relations theories (Krook and True, 2010) and state 
feminism (Rai, 2003). It allows them to draw out the gendered nature of ‘neutral’ 
political processes, ranging from representation and democracy to interest group and 
state relations.

In that context, what exactly does the greater use of policy theories offer to a 
well-established gender literature? There are some possibilities. In the Best Practice 
Playbook, analytical descriptions may benefit from useful insights into the micro 
(for example, bounded rationality), meso (for example, organisational), and macro 
(for example, policymaking systems or environments) opportunities and constraints 
on policy change. Feminist philosophy of science would, however, suggest that the 
Transformative Manifesto, which aims to align transformative knowledge to radical 
action, is unlikely to be enhanced by mainstream policy theories (Tripp, 2010; Ackerly 
and True, 2018). Most of these theories grasp gender relations as a discrete area of 
politics and policymaking concerned with (the reductively labelled) ‘women’s policy 
issues’. They fail to grasp that, rather than a ‘special interest’ area, gender relations 
underpin and pervade all politics and policymaking. Indeed, these generic approaches 
produce knowledge that is not especially gender-aware and their own production 
and use is gendered.
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By contrast, feminist policy analysis is continually refined to introduce a meaningful 
perspective to more aspects of the policy process (Mazey, 2000: 335), including 
implementation (Engeli and Mazur, 2018) and evaluation (Bustelo, 2017). The 
development and refinement of specialised concepts, such as intersectionality (see 
for example, Verloo, 2006), also expand feminist researchers’ analytical ability to 
critique mainstream policymaking (for example, Ciccia and Lombardo, 2019 on 
implementation and GM). These studies draw attention to the structural, systemic 
and mutually constitutive nature of intersecting inequalities. Feminist policy analysts 
highlight the many ways in which routine policymaking is characterised by sectoral, 
disjointed, and issue-by-issue approaches which are maladapted to achieving the 
holistic structural transformation required to eradicate pervasive social, political and 
economic inequity.

The scope for intersectoral and interdisciplinary learning

This comparison is crucial to a more general discussion of the role of policy 
theories in policy transformation. HiAP studies actively seek lessons to that end, 
while education research is open to lessons but in relation to a discrete frame of 
reference (often described as ‘policy sociology’), and they and feminist researchers 
represent an ill-tapped source of lessons. For example, education research engages 
more readily with tangible efforts to challenge minoritisation and marginalisation. 
Further, feminist researchers and practitioners have long-engaged with the dilemmas 
not fully explored in HiAP studies, and offer ways to challenge hierarchies to foster 
the meaningful co-production of knowledge and policy during a process of health 
equity mainstreaming (Godziewski, 2022).

Conclusion

What practical lessons do policy theories offer in the pursuit of transformational 
change in equity policy and policymaking? Our review of health equity research 
suggests that it is tempting to seek instrumental lessons to improve an advocacy 
playbook. However, our interpretation of policy theory insights, and reviews of 
education and gender research, highlight two very different conclusions. The first is 
to build practical lessons on policy processes that exist, not the processes that scholars 
would like to see. It allows scholars to compare what they need from governments with 
the low likelihood that governments can meet that need. While they seek coherent 
and transformational policy change, major policy change is rare and there is a strong 
rationale for incoherent (or at least uncoordinated) policymaking. Some outcomes 
result from political choice, such as when sharing power across multiple levels and 
sectors of government, and producing incommensurate policy and governance aims. 
Others result from necessity, such as the need to delegate power within and outside 
of government departments, and let go of the idea of centralised control of policy 
outcomes in such a decentralised system. Overall, these lessons encourage equity 
advocates to treat obstacles to transformational change as inherent features – not 
bugs – of policymaking systems.

The second is to treat transformational change as a political, not technical, project. 
Our reviews of equity research highlight two contrasting strategies available to equity 
scholars. One offers the attractive but misleading option of radical change through 
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non-radical action, by mainstreaming equity initiatives into current arrangements 
and using a toolbox to make continuous progress. Yet, each review highlights a 
tendency for radical aims to be co-opted and often used to bolster the rules and 
practices that protect the status quo. Studies warn against the idea that we can turn 
a transformational political project into a simple playbook. The other offers a less 
attractive and more uncertain option of radical change through overtly political action, 
facing policy ambiguity and policymaking complexity head-on, while fostering 
continuous contestation. There is no clear step-by-step playbook for this option, 
since political action in complex policymaking systems is necessarily uncertain and 
often unrewarding. Still, insights from policy theories and equity research shows 
that grappling with these challenges is inescapable. Advocates of profound social 
transformation are wasting their (and each other’s) time if they seek short-cuts and 
technical fixes to political problems.

Acknowledgements
We thank the anonymous reviewers for their important points, which helped to improve 
the article.

This article forms part of a wider focus on ‘spatial justice’ in the EU (including the 
impact of public services on inequalities), funded by Horizon 2020/European Research 
Council [Grant Number REVINEQUAL-07-2016].

Conflict of interest
The authors declare that there is no conflict of interest.

References
Ackerly, B. and True, J. (2018) With or without feminism? Researching gender and 

politics in the 21st century, European Journal of Politics and Gender, 1(1–2): 259–78. 
doi: 10.1332/251510818X15272520831210

Acosta, M., van Bommel, S., van Wessel, M., Ampaire, E.L., Jassogne, L. and Feindt, 
P.H. (2019) Discursive translation of gender mainstreaming norms: The case of 
agricultural and climate change policies in Uganda, Women’s Studies International 
Forum, 74: 9–19.

Adeyeye, M.M. and Akinbami, C.A.O. (2010) Women and gender budgeting: Nigeria’s 
policy alternative, Gender & Behaviour, 8(1): 2703–23.

Akeyeye, M.M. and Akinbami, C.A.O. (2010) Women and gender budgeting: Nigeria’s 
policy alternative, Gender & Behaviour, 8(1): 2703–23.

Allwood, G. (2013) Gender mainstreaming and policy coherent for development: 
unintended gender consequences and EU policy, Women’s Studies International 
Forum, 39: 42–52.

Allwood, G. (2020) Gender equality in European Union development policy in times 
of crisis, Political Studies Review, 18(3): 329–45. doi: 10.1177/1478929919863224

Alonso, A. (2017) Who learns what from whom? Implementing gender mainstreaming 
in multi-level settings, European Journal of Women’s Studies, 24(2): 174–88.

Andersson, E., Johansson, M., Lidestav, G. and Lindberg, M. (2018) Constituting 
gender and gender equality through policy, Equality, Diversity and Inclusion, 37(8): 
763–79. doi: 10.1108/EDI-10-2017-0208

Bacchi, C. (2017) Policies as gendering practices: Re-viewing categorical distinctions, 
Journal of Women, Politics and Policy, 38(1): 20–41. doi: 10.1080/1554477X.2016.1198207

https://doi.org/10.1332/251510818X15272520831210
https://doi.org/10.1177/1478929919863224
https://doi.org/10.1108/EDI-10-2017-0208
https://doi.org/10.1080/1554477X.2016.1198207


Paul Cairney et al

16

Bacchi, C. and Eveline, J. (2010) Mainstreaming Politics: Gendering Practices and Feminist 
Theory, Adelaide: University of Adelaide Press.

Baumgartner, F., Jones, B. and Mortensen, P. (2018) Punctuated equilibrium theory, 
in C. Weible and P. Sabatier (eds) Theories of the Policy Process, 4th edn, Chicago, 
IL: Westview.

Benschop, Y. and Verloo, M. (2006) Sisyphus’ sisters: can gender mainstreaming escape 
the genderedness of organisations?, Journal of Gender Studies, 15(1): 19–33. doi: 
10.1080/09589230500486884

Bertrand, M., Freelon, R. and Rogers, J. (2018) Elementary principals’ social 
construction of parents of color and working class parents: disrupting or reproducing 
conflicting and deficit orientations of education policy?, Education Policy Analysis 
Archives, 26(102): 1–37, doi: 10.14507/epaa.26.3546.

Beveridge, F. and Notts, S. (2002) Mainstreaming: a case for optimism and cynicism, 
Feminist Legal Studies, 10: 299–311. doi: 10.1023/A:1021288101039

Bliss, D., Mishra, M., Ayers, J. and Lupi, M.V. (2016) Cross-sectoral collaboration: the 
state health official’s role in elevating and promoting health equity in all policies 
in Minnesota, Journal of Public Health Management and Practice, 22(1): s87–s93, doi: 
10.1097/PHH.0000000000000330.

Booth, C. and Bennett, C. (2002) Gender mainstreaming in the European union: 
towards a new conception and practice of equal opportunities?, European Journal 
of Women’s Studies, 9(4): 430–46.

Brezicha, K. and Hopkins, M. (2016) Shifting the zone of mediation in a 
suburban new immigrant destination: community boundary spanners and 
school district policymaking, Peabody Journal of Education, 91(3): 366–82, doi: 
10.1080/0161956X.2016.1184945.

Brownson, R.C., Seiler, R. and Eyler, A.A. (2010) Measuring the impact of public 
health policy, Preventing Chronic Disease, 7(4): A77, 1-7, http://www.cdc.gov/pcd/
issues/2010/jul/09_0249.htm.

Bustelo, M. (2017) Evaluation from a gender+ perspective as a key element for (re)
gendering the policymaking process, Journal of Women, Politics and Policy, 38(1): 
84–101. doi: 10.1080/1554477X.2016.1198211

Caglar, G. (2013) Gender mainstreaming, Politics & Gender, 9(3): 336–44.
Cairney, P. (2018) Three habits of successful policy entrepreneurs, Policy & Politics, 

46(2): 199–215.
Cairney, P. (2020) Understanding Public Policy, 2nd edn, London: Red Globe.
Cairney, P. (2021) The contested relationship between governance and evidence, 

in C. Ansell and J. Torfing (eds) Handbook on Theories of Governance, Cheltenham: 
Edward Elgar.

Cairney, P. (2022) The politics of policy design, EURO Journal on Decision Processes, 
doi: 10.1016/j.ejdp.2021.100002.

Cairney, P. and Kippin, S. (2021) The future of education equity policy in a COVID-
19 world: a qualitative systematic review of lessons from education policymaking, 
[version 1; peer review: 1 approved with reservations], Open Research Europe, 1: 78, 
doi: 10.12688/openreseurope.13834.1.

Cairney, P. and Kwiatkowski, R. (2017) How to communicate effectively with 
policymakers: combine insights from psychology and policy studies, Palgrave 
Communications, 3: 37, https://www.nature.com/articles/s41599-017-0046-8. doi: 
10.1057/s41599-017-0046-8

https://doi.org/10.1080/09589230500486884
https://doi.org/10.14507/epaa.26.3546
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1021288101039
https://doi.org/10.1097/PHH.0000000000000330
https://doi.org/10.1080/0161956X.2016.1184945
http://www.cdc.gov/pcd/issues/2010/jul/09_0249.htm
http://www.cdc.gov/pcd/issues/2010/jul/09_0249.htm
https://doi.org/10.1080/1554477X.2016.1198211
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejdp.2021.100002
https://doi.org/10.12688/openreseurope.13834.1
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41599-017-0046-8
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-017-0046-8


Lessons from policy theories for the pursuit of equity in health, education and gender policy

17

Cairney, P., Kippin, S., St Denny, E. and Mitchell, H. (2021a) Policy design for 
territorial equity in multi-level and multi-sectoral political systems: comparing 
health and education strategies, Regional Science, Policy and Practice, doi: 10.1111/
rsp3.12466.

Cairney, P., St Denny, E. and Kippin, S. (2021) Policy learning to reduce 
inequalities: the search for a coherent Scottish gender mainstreaming policy 
in a Multi-level UK,  Territory, Politics and Governance, 9(3): 412–33, doi: 
10.1080/21622671.2020.1837661.

Cairney, P., St Denny, E. and Mitchell, H. (2021b) The future of public health 
policymaking after COVID-19: a qualitative systematic review of lessons from 
Health in All Policies, [version 2; peer review: 2 approved], Open Research Europe, 
1: 23, doi: 10.12688/openreseurope.13178.2.

Cairney, P., Keating, M., Kippin, S. and St Denny, E. (2022a) Public Policy to Reduce 
Inequalities Across Europe: Hope Versus Reality, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Cairney, P., St Denny, E. and Mitchell, H. (2022b) Addressing the expectations gap in 
preventive public health and ‘Health in All Policies’: how can policy theory help?, in 
P. Fafard, E. de Leeuw and A. Cassola (eds) Public Health Political Science: Integrating 
Science and Politics for Public Health, London: Palgrave.

Carey, G. and Crammond, B. (2015) Systems change for the social determinants of 
health, BMC Public Health, 15: 662, doi: 10.1186/s12889-015-1979-8.

Celis, K. and Meier, P. (2011) Sowing the seeds of its own failure: Implementing the 
concept of gender mainstreaming, Social Politics, 18(4): 469–89. doi: 10.1093/sp/
jxr020

Chu, Y. (2019) What are they talking about when they talk about equity? A content 
analysis of equity principles and provisions in state every student succeeds act plans, 
Education Policy Analysis Archives, 27(158): 1–30, doi: 10.14507/epaa.27.4558.

Ciccia, R. and Lombardo, E. (2019) Care policies in practice: how discourse 
matters for policy implementation, Policy and Society, 38(4): 537–53. doi: 
10.1080/14494035.2019.1702278

Clancy, J.S. and Mohlakoana, N. (2020) Gender audits: an approach to engendering 
energy policy in Nepal, Kenya and Senegal, Energy Research & Social Science, 62, 
doi: 10.1016/j.erss.2019.101378.

Council of Europe (1998) What is gender mainstreaming?, https://www.coe.int/en/
web/genderequality/what-is-gender-mainstreaming.

Crow, D. and Jones, M. (2018) A guide to telling good stories that affect policy change, 
Policy & Politics, 46(2): 217–34.

Daly, M. (2005) Gender mainstreaming in theory and practice, Social Politics, 12(3): 
433–50. doi: 10.1093/sp/jxi023

De Leeuw, E. (2018) Policy, theory, and evaluation: stop mixing the fruit salad,  
International Journal of Health Policy and Management, 7(8): 763, doi: 10.15171/
ijhpm.2018.35. 

De Leeuw, E. (2021) Intersectorality and health: a glossary, Journal of Epidemiology and 
Community Health, 0: 1–3, doi: 10.1136/jech-2021-217647.

De Leeuw, E. and Clavier, C. (2011) Healthy public in all policies, Health Promotion 
International, 26(2): ii237–ii244, doi: 10.1093/heapro/dar071.

DeBray, E., Scott, J., Lubienski, C. and Jabbar, H. (2014) Intermediary organizations 
in charter school policy coalitions: evidence from New Orleans, Educational Policy, 
28(2): 175–206, doi: 10.1177%2F0895904813514132.

https://doi.org/10.1111/rsp3.12466
https://doi.org/10.1111/rsp3.12466
https://doi.org/10.1080/21622671.2020.1837661
https://doi.org/10.12688/openreseurope.13178.2
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-015-1979-8
https://doi.org/10.1093/sp/jxr020
https://doi.org/10.1093/sp/jxr020
https://doi.org/10.14507/epaa.27.4558
https://doi.org/10.1080/14494035.2019.1702278
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2019.101378
https://www.coe.int/en/web/genderequality/what-is-gender-mainstreaming
https://www.coe.int/en/web/genderequality/what-is-gender-mainstreaming
https://doi.org/10.1093/sp/jxi023
https://dx.doi.org/10.15171/ijhpm.2018.35
https://dx.doi.org/10.15171/ijhpm.2018.35
https://doi.org/10.1136/jech-2021-217647
https://doi.org/10.1093/heapro/dar071
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0895904813514132


Paul Cairney et al

18

Dunlop, C. and Radaelli, C. (2018) The lessons of policy learning: types, triggers, 
hindrances and pathologies, Policy & Politics, 46(2): 255–72.

Durnova, A. and Weible, C. (2020) Tempest in a teapot? Toward new collaborations 
between mainstream policy process studies and interpretive policy studies, Policy 
Sciences, 53: 571–88, doi: 10.1007/s11077-020-09387-y.

Eden, L. and Wagstaff, M.F. (2021) Evidence-based policymaking and the wicked 
problem of SDG 5 Gender Equality, Journal of International Business Policy, 4: 28–57. 
doi: 10.1057/s42214-020-00054-w

Elomäki, A. and Ylöstalo, H. (2021) Gender budgeting in the crossroad of gender policy 
and public financial management: the finnish case, Public Money & Management, doi: 
10.1080/09540962.2021.1927528.

Embrett, M.G. and Randall, G.E. (2014) Social determinants of health and health 
equity policy research: exploring the use, misuse, and nonuse of policy analysis 
theory, Social Science & Medicine, 108: 147–55, doi: 10.1016/j.socscimed.2014.03.004.

Engeli, I. and Mazur, A.G. (2018) Taking implementation seriously in assessing success: 
the politics of gender equality policy, European Journal of Politics and Gender, 1(1-2): 
111–29. doi: 10.1332/251510818X15282097548558

Evans, A. (2009) No child left behind and the quest for educational equity: the role 
of teachers’ collective sense of efficacy, Leadership and Policy in Schools, 8(1): 64–91, 
doi: 10.1080/15700760802416081.

Eyben, R. (2010) Subversively accommodating: feminist bureaucrats and gender 
mainstreaming, IDS Bulletin, 41(2): 54–61. doi: 10.1111/j.1759-5436.2010.00123.x

Faul, M. (2014) Future-perfect/present-imperfect: contemporary global constraints 
on the implementation of a post-2015 education agenda, International Journal of 
Educational Development, 39: 12–22, doi: 10.1016/j.ijedudev.2014.07.011.

Felix, E.R. and Fernandez Castro, M. (2018) Planning as strategy for improving 
Black and Latinx student equity: lessons from nine California community colleges, 
Education Policy Analysis Archives, 26: 56, doi: 10.14507/epaa.26.3223.

Gilead, T. (2019) Promoting distributive justice in education and the challenge of 
unpredictability, Studies in Philosophy and Education, 38: 439–51, doi: 10.1007/
s11217-019-09655-2.

Godziewski, C. (2022) The Politics of Health Promotion in the European Union, London: 
Palgrave.

Greer, S.L. and Lillvis, D.F. (2014) Beyond leadership: political strategies for coordination 
in health policies, Health Policy, 116: 12–17, doi: 10.1016/j.healthpol.2014.01.019.

Grek, S. (2020) Prophets, saviours and saints: symbolic governance and the rise of a 
transnational metrological field, International Review of Education, 66: 139–66, doi: 
10.1007/s11159-020-09844-z.

Guenther, K.M. (2008) Understanding policy diffusion across feminist social 
movements: the case of gender mainstreaming in Eastern Germany, Politics & 
Gender, 4(4): 587–613.

Halverson, T.J. and Plecki, M.L. (2015) Exploring the politics of differential resource 
allocation: implications for policy design and leadership practice, Leadership and 
Policy in Schools, 14(1): 42–66, doi: 10.1080/15700763.2014.983129.

Hankivsky, O. and Cormier, R. (2011) Intersectionality and public policy: some 
lessons from existing models, Political Research Quarterly, 64(1): 217–29. doi: 
10.1177/1065912910376385

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11077-020-09387-y
https://doi.org/10.1057/s42214-020-00054-w
https://doi.org/10.1080/09540962.2021.1927528
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2014.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1332/251510818X15282097548558
https://doi.org/10.1080/15700760802416081
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1759-5436.2010.00123.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijedudev.2014.07.011
https://doi.org/10.14507/epaa.26.3223
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11217-019-09655-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11217-019-09655-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthpol.2014.01.019
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11159-020-09844-z
https://doi.org/10.1080/15700763.2014.983129
https://doi.org/10.1177/1065912910376385


Lessons from policy theories for the pursuit of equity in health, education and gender policy

19

Harris, P. (2018) Researching healthy public policy: navigating the ‘Black Box’ means 
thinking more about power: comment on ‘Developing a framework for a program 
Theory-based approach to evaluating policy processes and outcomes: Health in 
All Policies in South Australia’, International Journal of Health Policy and Management, 
7(9): 874, doi: 10.15171/ijhpm.2018.52.

Harris, P., Kent, J., Sainsbury, P., Marie-Thow, A., Baum, F., Friel, S. and McCue, 
P. (2018) Creating ‘healthy built environment’ legislation in Australia; a policy 
analysis, Health Promotion International, 33(6): 1090–1100, doi: 10.1093/heapro/
dax055.

Heikkila, T. and Andersson, K. (2018) Policy design and the Added-value of the 
institutional analysis development framework, Policy & Politics, 46(2): 309–24.

Hermoso, J.C.R. and Sugawara, C.G.L. (2016) Mainstreaming a gender perspective to 
peacemaking: a framework for policy evaluation for UN security council resolution 
1325, Social Development Issues, 38(2): 68–81.

Herweg, N., Zahariadis, N. and Zohlnhöfer, R. (2018) The multiple streams framework: 
foundations, refinements, and empirical applications, in C. Weible and P. Sabatier 
(eds) Theories of the Policy Process, 4th edn, Abingdon: Routledge.

Jahan, R. (1995) The Elusive Agenda: Mainstreaming Women in Development, Atlantic 
Highlights, NJ: Zed Books.

Jenkins-Smith, H., Nohrstedt, D., Weible, C. and Ingold, K. (2018) The advocacy 
coalition framework: an overview of the research program, in C.  Weible 
and P. Sabatier (eds) Theories of the Policy Process, Abingdon: Routledge, pp 
145– 82.

Jones, M., Shanahan, E. and McBeth, M. (2014) The Science of Stories, New York: 
Palgrave Macmillan.

Kickbusch, I., Williams, C. and Lawless, A. (2014) Making the most of open windows: 
establishing Health in All Policies in south Australia, International Journal of Health 
Services, 44(1): 185–94, doi: 10.2190/HS.44.1.k.

Kim, D.S. and Kang, M. (2016) Rapid growth – what’s next for gender mainstreaming? 
Analysing the gender impact assessment system in Korea, Journal of Women, Politics 
& Policy, 37(2): 168–89. doi: 10.1080/1554477X.2016.1152875

Klees, S.J. and Qargha, O. (2014) Equity in education: The case of UNICEF and the 
need for participative debate, Prospects, 44: 321–33. doi: 10.14507/epaa.26.3223

Koski, C. and Workman, S. (2018) Drawing practical lessons from punctuated 
equilibrium theory, Policy & Politics, 46(2): 293–308.

Krekula, C., Karlsson, S., Engström, L.G. and Grip, L. (2017) Communicating equality 
through policy documents: on legitimacy, double logics and stable translations, 
Gender, Work & Organization, 26(11): 1606–20. doi: 10.1111/gwao.12376

Kretchmar, K., Sondel, B. and Ferrare, J.J. (2016) The power of the network: teach 
for America’s impact on the deregulation of teacher education, Educational Policy, 
32: 3, doi: 10.1177%2F0895904816637687.

Krook, M.L. and True, J. (2010) Rethinking the life cycles of international norms: 
the United Nations and the global promotion of gender equality, European Journal 
of International Relations, 18(1): 103–127. doi: 10.1177/1354066110380963

Kuckertz, A. and Block, J. (2021) Reviewing systematic literature reviews: ten key 
questions and criteria for reviewers, Management Review Quarterly, 71: 519–24, doi: 
10.1007/s11301-021-00228-7.

https://doi.org/10.15171/ijhpm.2018.52
https://doi.org/10.1093/heapro/dax055
https://doi.org/10.1093/heapro/dax055
https://doi.org/10.2190/HS.44.1.k
https://doi.org/10.1080/1554477X.2016.1152875
https://doi.org/10.14507/epaa.26.3223
https://doi.org/10.1111/gwao.12376
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0895904816637687
https://doi.org/10.1177/1354066110380963
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11301-021-00228-7


Paul Cairney et al

20

Lawless, A., Baum, F., Delany-Crowe, T., MacDougall, C., Williams, C., McDermott, 
D. and Van Eyk, H. (2018) Developing a framework for a program Theory-based 
approach to evaluating policy processes and outcomes: health in All Policies in 
south Australia, International Journal of Health Policy and Management, 7(6): 510–21, 
doi: 10.15171/ijhpm.2017.121.

Lombardo, E. and Mergaert, L. (2013) Gender mainstreaming and resistance to gender 
training: a framework for studying implementation, NORA – Nordic Journal of 
Feminist and Gender Research, 21(4): 296–311.

Lombardo, E., Meier, P. and Verloo, M. (2017) Policymaking from a gender+ 
equality perspective, Journal of Women, Politics and Policy, 38(1): 1–19. doi: 
10.1080/1554477X.2016.1198206

Mazey, S. (2000) Introduction: integrating gender  – intellectual and ‘real world’ 
mainstreaming, Journal of European Public Policy, 7(3): 333–45. doi: 10.1080/  
13501763. 2000.11500071

McMahon, N. (2021a) Framing action to reduce health inequalities: what is argued 
for through use of the ‘upstream–downstream’ metaphor?, Journal of Public Health, 
1–8, doi: 10.1093/pubmed/fdab157.

McMahon, N. (2021b) Working ‘upstream’ to reduce social inequalities in health: a 
qualitative study of how partners in an applied health research collaboration interpret 
the metaphor, Critical Public Health, doi: 10.1080/09581596.2021.1931663.

Michener, J. (2019) Policy feedback in a racialized polity, Policy Studies Journal, 47(2): 
423–50. doi: 10.1111/psj.12328

Mergaert, L. and Lombardo, E. (2014) Resistance to implementing gender 
mainstreaming in EU research policy, European Integration Online Papers, 18(5), 
http://eiop.or.at/eiop/texte/2014-005a.htm.

Minto, R. and Mergaert, L. (2018) Gender mainstreaming and evaluation in the EU: 
Comparative perspectives from feminist institutionalism, International Feminist Journal 
of Politics, 20(2): 204–20. doi: 10.1080/14616742.2018.1440181

Mukhopadhyay, M. (2004) Mainstreaming gender or ‘streaming’ gender away: 
feminists marooned in the development business, IDS Bulletin, 35(4): 95–103. doi: 
10.1111/j.1759-5436.2004.tb00161.x

Mukhopadhyay, M. (2014) Mainstreaming gender or reconstituting the mainstream? 
Gender knowledge in development, Journal of International Development, 26: 356–67. 
doi: 10.1002/jid.2946

Munro, F. and Cairney, P. (2020) A systematic review of energy systems: the role of 
policymaking in sustainable transitions, Renewable & Sustainable Energy Reviews, 119, 
March, 109598, 1–14, doi: 10.1016/j.rser.2019.109598.

Oakes, J., Welner, K., Yonezawa, S. and Allen, R.L. (2005) Norms and politics of 
equity-minded change: researching the ‘zone of mediation’, in M.  Fullan (ed) 
Fundamental Change: International Handbook of Educational Change, Dordrecht, The 
Netherlands: Springer, pp 282–305.

Pollack, M.A. and Hafner-Burton, E. (2000) Mainstreaming gender in 
the European Union, Journal of European Public Policy, 7(3): 432–56. doi: 
10.1080/13501760050086116

Rai, S.M. (ed.) (2003) Mainstreaming Gender, Democratizing the State? Institutional Mechanisms 
for the Advancement of Women, Manchester and New York: Manchester University Press.

Rees, T. (1998) Mainstreaming Equality in the European Union: Education, Training and 
Labour Market Policies, London: Routledge.

https://doi.org/10.15171/ijhpm.2017.121
https://doi.org/10.1080/1554477X.2016.1198206
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2000.11500071
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2000.11500071
https://doi.org/10.1093/pubmed/fdab157
https://doi.org/10.1080/09581596.2021.1931663
https://doi.org/10.1111/psj.12328
http://eiop.or.at/eiop/texte/2014-005a.htm
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616742.2018.1440181
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1759-5436.2004.tb00161.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/jid.2946
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2019.109598
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501760050086116


Lessons from policy theories for the pursuit of equity in health, education and gender policy

21

Rizvi, F. and Lingard, B. (2010) Globalizing Educational Policy, London: Routledge.
Sandelowski, M. and Barroso, J. (2007) Handbook for Synthesising Qualitative Research, 

New York: Springer.
Rorrer, A.K., Skrla, L. and Scheurich, J.J. (2008) Districts as institutional actors 

in educational reform, Educational Administration Quarterly, 44(3): 307–58, doi: 
10.1177%2F0013161X08318962.

Schneider, A. and Ingram, H. (1997) Policy Design for Democracy, Lawrence, KA: 
University of Kansas Press.

Shankardass, K., Solar, O., Murphy, K., Freiler, A., Bobbili, S., Bayoumi, A., O’Campo, 
P. (2011) Health in All Policies: A Snapshot for Ontario, Ontario: Centre for Research 
on Inner City Health.

Simon, H. (1976) Administrative Behavior, 3rd edn, London: Macmillan.
Squires, J. (2005) Is gender mainstreaming transformative? Theorising mainstreaming 

in the context of diversity and deliberation, Social Politics, 12(3): 366–88. doi: 
10.1093/sp/jxi020

St.Denny, E. (2021) Is feminist policy analysis possible? Methodological and 
theoretical considerations, in P. Dahler-Larsen (ed) A Research Agenda for Evaluation, 
Cheltenham: Edward Elgar, pp 147–64.

St.Denny, E. (2022) The future of gender equity policy: a qualitative systematic review 
of lessons from gender mainstreaming, OSF, March 21, https://osf.io/hgesy/. 

Stratigaki, M. (2005) Gender mainstreaming vs positive action: an ongoing conflict 
in EU gender equality policy, European Journal of Women’s Studies, 12(2): 165–86.

Such, E., Smith, K., Meier, P. and Woods, H. (2019) What are the components and 
dynamics of intersectoral collaboration to promote Health in All Policies? A theory-
driven systematic review, PROSPERO 2019 CRD42019138779, https://www.
crd.york.ac.uk/prospero/display_record.php?ID=CRD42019138779.

Swann, W. and Kim, S. (2018) Practical prescriptions for governing fragmented 
governments, Policy & Politics, 46(2): 273–92.

Townsend, B., Friel, S., Baker, P., Baum, F. and Strazdins, L. (2019) How can 
multiple frames enable action on social determinants? Lessons from Australia’s 
paid parental leave, Health Promotion International, 35(5): 973–83, doi: 10.1093/
heapro/daz086.

Tripp, A.M. (2010) Towards a comparative politics of gender research in which women 
matter, Perspective on Politics, 8(1): 191–97. doi: 10.1017/S1537592709992763

True, J. (2003) Mainstreaming gender in global public policy, International Feminist 
Journal of Politics, 5(3): 368–96. doi: 10.1080/1461674032000122740

True, J. and Mintrom, M. (2001) Transnational networks and policy diffusion: the 
case of gender mainstreaming, International Studies Quarterly, 45: 27–57. doi: 
10.1111/0020-8833.00181

UN Department of Economic and Social Affairs (2021) Make the SDGs a reality, 
https://sdgs.un.org/.

UNESCO (2021a) Inclusion in education, https://en.unesco.org/themes/
inclusion-in-education.

UNESCO (2021b) Right to education, https://en.unesco.org/themes/
right-to-education.

van Eerdewijk, A. (2014) The micropolitics of evaporation: gender mainstreaming 
instruments in practice, Journal of International Development, 26: 345–55. doi: 10.1002/
jid.2951

https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0013161X08318962
https://doi.org/10.1093/sp/jxi020
https://osf.io/hgesy/
https://www.crd.york.ac.uk/prospero/display_record.php?ID=CRD42019138779
https://www.crd.york.ac.uk/prospero/display_record.php?ID=CRD42019138779
https://doi.org/10.1093/heapro/daz086
https://doi.org/10.1093/heapro/daz086
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592709992763
https://doi.org/10.1080/1461674032000122740
https://doi.org/10.1111/0020-8833.00181
https://sdgs.un.org/
https://en.unesco.org/themes/inclusion-in-education
https://en.unesco.org/themes/inclusion-in-education
https://en.unesco.org/themes/right-to-education
https://en.unesco.org/themes/right-to-education
https://doi.org/10.1002/jid.2951
https://doi.org/10.1002/jid.2951


Paul Cairney et al

22

van Eyk, H., Baum, F. and Delany-Crowe, T. (2019) Creating a whole-of-government 
approach to promoting healthy weight: what can Health in All Policies contribute?, 
International Journal of Public Health, 64(8): 1159–72, doi: 10.1007/s00038-019-
01302-4(0123456789().,-volV)(0123456789,-().volV).

Verge, T. (2021) Gender equality policy and universities: feminist strategic alliances 
to Re-gender the curriculum, Journal of Women, Politics & Policy, 42(3): 191–206. 
doi: 10.1080/1554477X.2021.1904763

Verge, T., Ferrer-Fons, M. and José González, M. (2018) Resistance to mainstreaming 
gender in the higher education curriculum, European Journal of Women’s Studies, 
25(1): 86–101.

Verloo, M. (2001) Another Velvet Revolution? Gender Mainstreaming and the Politics of 
Implementation, IWM, Working paper No. 5/2001, Vienna: IWM Publications. 

Verloo, M. (2005) Displacement and empowerment: reflections on the concept and 
practice of the Council of Europe approach to gender mainstreaming and gender 
equality, Social Politics, 12(3): 344–65. doi: 10.1093/sp/jxi019

Verloo, M. (2006) Multiple inequalities, intersectionality and the European Union, 
European Journal of Women’s Studies, 13(3): 211–28.

Verloo, M. (2013) Intersectional and cross-movement politics and policies: Reflections 
on current practices and debates, Signs, 38(4): 893–915. doi: 10.1086/669572

Walby, S. (2005) Gender mainstreaming: productive tensions in theory and practice, 
Social Politics, 12(3): 321–43. doi: 10.1093/sp/jxi018

Weible, C. and Cairney, P. (2018) Practical lessons from policy theories, Policy and 
Politics, 46(2): 183–97. doi: 10.1332/030557318X15230059147191

Weible, C.M. and Ingold, K. (2018) Why advocacy coalitions matter and practical 
insights about them, Policy & Politics, 46(2): 325–43.

Weible, C. and Sabatier, P. (2018) Theories of the Policy Process, Vol 4, London: Routledge.
Whitehead, M. and Dahlgren, G. (2006) Concepts and principles for tackling social 

inequities in health: Levelling up Part 1, World Health Organization: Studies on Social 
and Economic Determinants of Population Health, http://www.euro.who.int/__data/
assets/pdf_file/0010/74737/E89383.pdf.

WHO (World Health Organization) (2014) Health in All Policies: Helsinki Statement. 
Framework for Country Action, Geneva: World Health Organization, https://www.
who.int/publications-detail/health-in-all-policies-helsinki-statement.

WHO (World Health Organization) (2021) Social determinants of health, https://
www.who.int/health-topics/social-determinants-of-health#tab=tab_1.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s00038-019-01302-4(0123456789().,-volV)(0123456789,-().volV)
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00038-019-01302-4(0123456789().,-volV)(0123456789,-().volV)
https://doi.org/10.1080/1554477X.2021.1904763
https://doi.org/10.1093/sp/jxi019
https://doi.org/10.1086/669572
https://doi.org/10.1093/sp/jxi018
https://doi.org/10.1332/030557318X15230059147191
http://www.euro.who.int/__data/assets/pdf_file/0010/74737/E89383.pdf
http://www.euro.who.int/__data/assets/pdf_file/0010/74737/E89383.pdf
https://www.who.int/publications-detail/health-in-all-policies-helsinki-statement
https://www.who.int/publications-detail/health-in-all-policies-helsinki-statement
https://www.who.int/health-topics/social-determinants-of-health#tab=tab_1
https://www.who.int/health-topics/social-determinants-of-health#tab=tab_1

	Lessons from policy theories for the pursuit of equity in health, education and gender policy
	Introduction
	What are practical lessons from policy theories?
	Method: the role of qualitative systematic reviews
	Insights to emerge from each sector
	Health in All Policies (HiAP): seek ‘upstream’ policies to challenge the ‘social determinants’ of unfair health inequalities
	1. Define the problem: the social determinants of unfair health inequalities
	2. Identify ‘upstream’ solutions: support state intervention and challenge ‘lifestyle drift’
	3. Deliver upstream solutions via cooperation across sectors and outside government
	4. Seek high-level political support
	5. Use the HiAP playbook

	Education equity: use critical policy analysis to challenge neoliberal approaches
	Gender equality: a transformative manifesto is more than a technical toolbox

	Can policy theories facilitate intersectoral dialogue and practical lessons?
	Health: beware the superficial use of policy theories
	Education: foster critical analysis, not blueprints for transformative action
	Gender: reject one-way lessons from policy theories to other disciplines
	The scope for intersectoral and interdisciplinary learning

	Conclusion
	Acknowledgements
	Conflict of interest
	References


