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Policy Network Approach in the Policy Analyses: Origins,

Development, and Theory Building

Zhu Yapeng

[ Abstract] : Policy Network as a method and research approach has become one of
the dominant paradigms in policy analyses. This article briefly reviews the existing
literature on policy network approach in western countries, discusses its new
developments, and argues that with the reconceptualization of policy network, this
approach has more explanatory power on the policy making process and it also shed
lights on democracy and governance. Hence, it is normative as well as descriptive. It
is a task for Chinese academia to introduce and apply policy network approach and
this approach also has implications for the Chinese policy practitioner to deal with

facing social problems.
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TEUSRE 190 206 S o Do 20 B0 5 | N IBSCSIRRE 27 1T B BRG] — T 3 AT AR I G 7 ¥ o B
SRR PG T EAMIEZD 70 AR AN — R IR MR RS . B BUR Y
AT FB, BURM MR TEE, Sl g R, Bob B BG4t
WYUK 2 R FE I £ S0 (Dowding, 1995: 136), IULE IEHAT T HANNKSE 2
Fho “BUR P25 IR 2 Bk il 2541 s R 2 e iE o b 1 255502 —(Hudson
& Lowe, 2004: 127), 7&K 2 BOBUR 5B 2 53 A T HL 2 o 1) B 2241 B /3 (Hudson
& Lowe, 2004: 128). HFI, BUKMZ M-S CA R TTAATE T (Rhodes, 1990:
293). BUR SIS A A X BUARNE 1 — KoTik, el % 20, 30
ALY 7 4 ST RO BUR t SR R AT O M S A E R (Kenis &
Schneider, 1991). EAR" 52 AL H B P 45 R AN EE, (HN 2 S0 TR
AT N FAR R APERE 3 R0 I FH A5 7 THT T AR TR B — 380 1% o A S I ] 54 [ o B 5 14
PRI S R, BB G ARG, A AHIBUR W 45 BLR I ol K, U3
N T JBCSR 190 28 B VA8 1) T BT MR A R B 5 3 o SRR HE B A R 22 23 il
U W 2451 — M HESE USRI 208 0 TSRO R 10 B8 0 A 1 R ) A T i
FA BRI (0 — ol 2 A P 60 20T B AR R IR B0 2% RBUR b B, (43
H T 2 S S FI N H

—. BURMZMMES. e, FIESHAMA

B IRAG S A5 BRI R R, NS TS P 25 Pl AN BT 58 T g ek 2 ] 7
A i L 3K ) 58 1) 25 T 52 A AT A A 8 AR SR BURF B LA Tl VT RIAREA T BUR 1Y)
IHE O, EEA. BHANWZ ERH SN NIs A . 752 144,
LWL H G WS S g A SEBER NS 5N, &R X B L k@
BEIRMBUATI R 5K RS (governance subsystem) (Falkner, 2000), AL
AT BURI B 9038 V) 75 25T I S HE RN 04 L. T4, BURMZAE R —Fhoi
K155 Hr i 2% (Blom-Hansen, 1997), #5 1 NBUA % 5 2 JUAT B LA A BT BUR LA
N 5 B TR S Sk W IR R R AL 2 2 TR I B K &R

1 RN 2 o TR A%, A HAT BB BRI R R AR TAH EL RO 1/ 22 AT A
(R Pl 2 b o BORIIAEE . HE AT JBURARS2 BI BRI 2% 1) B3 1124
FE o A A A ) BOR MR BRI R (BUALLFR) i & 24



FH (B X IS 19X 285 P SRR R AR R AN RURTER 2 SO R T Il — BUR . A R
SR D4 26853 AT 00 2T 7R BURF AL R 35 B [T 2 TRNIR DG 3R T SR 38 SO BB ) 4%
FRIRE S L 1) 2 0 2 T (1 9 BT o B2 2 G T U I 2% 1) 28 SCABATAE & AN IR
e WA ARFMESE VIS (Benson) XFBUHE ML 1158 Sl T B J5URA LA T
R 1) — BE AL R B 27 T HE A 2R A 14 (Benson, 1982). 4575 AR Al i1 45
k% (Peterson & Bomberg, 1999: 8) JIPHFIEL 5 90 2% 52 Xk “fEHE 2 BUR I 1 190 4%
) i B < JBeA I HAT BE ) HES BUR M i S SO R M) —RE (B
EEYN

FIRBIAR,  BOR M 28 BA =00 52 E(Kijn, May 1996). (1) A& [
HACH o B I 2% R DA ZRURORSH At AR SRAG S 1 C B AR T B eI Tl
FHE A EA S TS, T2 B IR I B A A, (2) BOEMZ 2 — il
P o UK W 2% B APl A — 2 BEURRIAS [ 2 A0 H BRI F Ak s L e A4
— R B A R I RE ok T R AL AR R AT B o BT I 4 A ax
RIS A, R SEILE BRI 230 H AR AR TLE . AR AR 1 sh S 2
(3) BRI LTGS2 BB HIZ o B I 28 34 DR AR ELAORE . AH EL AT
T 185 AN [ S 2 (10 5% ZR AR o 33X 26 5 22 A ) f 3 ke 2 5 e R k240 AT 122 )
I ELENFAHEAE R, e AT 8 R B30 )7 A5 LARREE, A AT 8] 1 98 U543 1
(K375 AR ARG, IR A I 8] (R AR 5% i A0 EL 3y v R AR AR

VG 7 235 R BUK 99 2% 1) Ty RE RIS R] 32 21X 49 Jhy LA [ 0 56 [ 2 3= 1) 2 4%
B — I R ) B P R 2 YRR RN K I 1) AL L i =2 A AR R B4R o 2
A2 IR Nk ORI 45 2 AR R 2 B 11 5 T K 2 [ 45 M oG R B 20— IR PEARE
AR AL ER S TS AR M IR BUE ML 0T R 5 RS 42
[ T EE A IR A e OG 2R I L o 8 S LR S M) 2 7 — IO Ul A o b A7 B8 A
775 BRI Z8 S MU R o U0 BE 2 YRR O R 45 52 SCOA R BRI — PRS2 JE 3,
HIFEBUA TR BT & A L 5 FAE EARIN TS 50 R 3 BLBUA TR — R L 4%
HABLAIR, BUR M8 AEA R o — R TR R B, A3ERI1S
FATE BT 22 18] AH B AR T i T B — s g 6 BIUE 3 s 16 B 45 1 (Borzel,
Summer 1998). ‘& X 5l T-RHZ $IFTT Y, ZBUFFI T2 M0 —Fog ke BB A
X P AEIR B R DR 3 AR (s BRI, AL AR B 7 (BOrzel, Summer



1998).

TEBOE ML MBS N, ZHENEB T S M BB S s e, PR
(Rhodes) AR MZERL EBE, W4 3 WAL 25 2= RIBUARHE IR T 9757 1547
B2 0B I 2% (R )R LI 43 30 (miero) « AW (Meso ) 12 8 (macro)
=AER FHATIARIZERIE 5t WA E R ERFSTBOR M4, BT & Fi
ANFEPBEE (R Do AT E G BOR M S 547 1) 2 27 1845 4 (Evans, 2001;
Hudson & Lowe, 2004): (1) HiPEREF (Rational Choice Approach), /4% 11k
MRt AR GE R, AT EAIMAT AMOCR: (20 IEXMZ 55 (formal
network analysis), FEJERT &M RZ LRI SEBR gt ; (3) el ai#
A NAHHAE 23 #77 Cgroup/personal interaction approach), K40 N 224 (KIF 57 712,
BIUR RN B BAZ B E S (4) HWEHTSY (comparative approach), Eb
BANAE 2 X . ANEBCER S T] (policy sector) B IXHB11(Sub-sector) [F B
[ 28 HRFAIE 14 7 1) S O B BUR AR (R 520 s (5) S5 47/ 5T (structural approach),
I3 M At 2 HPOAS A SR AAR ) B TN 72 [ 9 & (Evans, 2001; Marsh & Smith, 2000), {H /&
X EHI G R AT 2 (B K I B 52 (Evans, 2001).
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PRk YR: (Rhodes, 1990: 294)



. BURMZ TR KRR

SEFATIET A S 5 (B X 45 0 W (R RA A Y5 R T il — B0 L
RN BRI RS AR TR, R TR, BRAT TR T A
U W 45 B IR b — T LU R Rl BOA R R rh S AR 2 MBI S 4 K &R, X
— M LT BN AL 500 60 FEARAYSE E (Jordan, 1990). B 45 3 1T Y
BRI — H— AT T 20 &l 60, 70 AR LIt 2, UL
ZUAIR RIIAHRIITT . 2R TIRARY (subsystem) FIBEHALHE (policy
community) [T, IXLEHFFE T BUA A0, & LML 500 60 ARG 58 3 3
R 0 TR I P24 (Klijn May 1996). F T 4% [E (B0 il 2 A SCAK 1)
ZE 5 AL ARG GEIIANR], “F AT B I 268 (R AR R AR AN IR, TR T AN
AR HIIR . ARYE DR IOU AL, BOR W G ARSI T AR A 4e . 26 AL 4
JEEE S REIE L AT 254 (Rhodes 1997).

5% [ 1 IO W 4 5 A AR AROU 2 T B0 T2 A TR PR A E S R LB o A
el 50, 60 FFAREE A K H KRS (subsystem). KU (sub-government)
SERE Ak S TR B0 A 3 TP T F80 1 A 2 = ORI ] 5 A AH B R i FTAR
PERIMRE . 2, SEEAE LA LI 55 U7 I I TR 2R R L s 2%
D2 FNBUR B AL 2 1) PR 22 5 1) L3 A et o R o 4 AR B SRR B o IR
T (1T RBE 8 3 A N IR A R L % 1 S5 itk 2. B (Howlett & Ramesh, 1995: 148).
XPIRICAEAN B FIAC I [ BORAUEE A  2, FIZE B 2 A S FTEL
IFHAL Z R 45 R T AR (K. FE Rk = FEIO R 2 I BEOG R, 2B I8 T A K11
BUR YR =R RV IR T RFAUR I, Ry R N /N A A 1
RO T8 AR IR A 2 2 1

HBEN EANMIEZL60. 704K, AN/ 238 RS 7S, IBURF A4 BRI,
“ER =M I AT AR T TR INBGR S . S b, e DO BRI R K52
I IS SR SR 1) PR AN T[] 1 4% AN AH 5] (Hayes, 1978; Ripley & Franklin, 1980). 1978
, FTE (Heclo) KRR EEICE: “BUBME SHPATHE, $EH—AH0
ATSANE . SERA B IO & —— U 4% Cissue network) 40T 3 [ 1 BSRL 7
TESCHR, At H Bl S P B S IBSORT BRR 8 22 3 o A R 1 46 T B Tk 25 Rl
Grigs, IRZ B AL BURY — 2 5 BERE R . IR, B



e = A0 R R FIURIBURF 5 28 Wt TR0 0 4 BT ECAR,, SR - et P 1 = S e
KA RIS, FAT PSS Xy BBURF B it 1) LR T ) 99 45 (Helco, 1978:
88). Mt — XM IX PN . M BUR IR R LA, W08 2% R 8k = 7
BRIBUR 43 Ab T Wi o 2k = FFIRIBUN 2 538800, (AAE I B B0, el
F 28 5 AL B R R, T Tod &% p e s 6 B 1 7 oty bl B SR e 53 AN T 51 I3 ) 1
SRR BR T ARNIRIBUN AR E « G5BT, 1B s, JEA e R 2s A
PIRHR . MHLIMNE, SUEMEISIMEICE) V2, S, BRIRSHE g,
SRR R AR AR AR E R A BORRRIE, A AT Nl 4k 5
FE A PO AR o 58k = A1 s (R 2 2 AN [, IO 28% 1) 1 S B 22 A
Z 5% Z A HAR . FHAE I G R BAh, IRBURFIBUR P 45 11 22 5538
FET 3 TR TC R AN TR o BOSRE D 26% 1T LU AN L 2R AL BGHS 4 Bl 4 2K
W, MR RG B AR R — AR 53 #r(Mlilward & Francisco, 1983)

AT 251 2 2 DN B P AE P IR ORE D 0 MR o P 27 3 1800 ) 45 P i HE s 7 4 TR Y
R FCHEN— BB ML), K82 it — VR B BUR IR RS, HE
ANFF B BOR ML BT, i, B2 a5 /K (Paul. A. Sabatier) $2 18 T HEHIAE
4% (Advocacy Coalition Framework) , Zr#TBURISRE, R BUERARGII RN . %
MBI R, N BORIR RS D O FEEPIAN LD BB SRR Fride S e s
23 5 R WA BRI 2 R T (A /) 2 R R BORF LR 038 s BIFEE S BUR M T
EATA LR AN EDU, ) e — B il JUH P R OC R A SR AR, DRI BOR It
PRI 34T 8y, SCRAAH AR B T 6 o ANIRME S I E BOA o R b B R
HAHER, SeBCRILT IR, BN SR B . — EUR AR 5 16 A
SR R ST, HEIR T R, e UEFIBOR Ete B A ILBUR,
MR AR A« FIER = f AN, ARSI B i i 3L [ A (W B <5 AT R 4t
(belief system) 7EBURMES M KIEELEEM . 54, £% (Kingdon) £
JOUTFR TR AR VT AE B 485 (S At 2 b, A MR SR AR v v B i e
(K FAESL 2 —.

MBL 56 [ S0 BRI 2 1) K Sk 2 o] UG, 56 B IF AL S8 N BUR IR
S0 £ BE R, IO TR 5 2 5 B R R 11 DG B A 2 Tl F A LA R RIAR
SN, BRI N B OC R TS 2 BUAN L Z [ [ 458 (Rhodes, 1997). 3 [ %



5 (0 FE L DTHRAT T 52 tH BOR M 2 AR, A8 AT BOR IR I A O [ 57
FARY K BNE — 2R Bk =, BE 1 G 1) 22 5 LIGERAN 5345 0 2117 1 1308 M
2. RN REIANEEG . AR SRS E AN A ILFRET RGRBOR F5K
MBS . 2623, JUIL AR 4 Hh T 2 TR 0 BUR IR R GEA T4
TP E AARE, SRR A AR, HE5) T BORM ST ST IR A A
K& (Howlett & Ramesh, 1995). KRy, JUH R 0 [B 22 38 0 BUR IR RGEEAT L
BT, RIVBERIR R GG )2, RBUR EER = A M0 Y 25 1 3 2end i e,
DRI T 75 35 2 T 1) 70 28322 (Howlett & Ramesh, 1995: 149), 75 KR 244 I H L 55 [F
PR EAHES N, 56 A% G2 (1) = A0 R 1500 190 9% 328 0 A0 LKL S 1) 4% RS AL
TR

95 ] 5 I 8 F 5 R R AR 2 A P RN BURE A 1 DG R I S, B il %5
' (Schitter, 1979)FT 1t 1 25 42 B 1 B A8 P4 5 BOA B vh 56T R 25 4 1)
PR R T E A2 0 E X (pluralism) 58 4F 3 X (corporatism) . £ 7T
T SCESR— R S, SR B S R % S s it e . 2ot
SCBRIAAL S TR VE 2 B IR SE R ARSE A A1, A EMA, ez
FHE 584, DME MBSO o AT AT — A AR — AUl 1 2B IR 1 R 2 AR
A, BUR NIRE DA R S 4 20 o3 Bl Ak 25 DR U, BURARA A 2 S et — R 2 AR 25
B2 T )RR LG o B 32 SO e SR — MR a8 Rk L, 2 BG40 T2 1
Hom A BRI —1 s s ge . Eglar A, AIREX A
PP R, EAT FH UM AN B3 S BURVR AT T, R BT 8 AR R 1) v )
PN AT ZE T TR AR 2 2R, T SBURT D) T DA HhlI G 800 N P A i R 22 2 SR
SRR IA (Schitter, 1979: 13)o B W48 40 b1 i 37 AF N 22 76 1 ORI 1E = X
VP B, 2P H R (Rhodes, 1997).

I 25 R (R IBUE P9 4 P i 4%, A IR AT . —Fh LAFR S (Jordan) AR
%, R SE E LG (BUR) BHE I A R e H B W& 0 9% [ 11 5% (Jordan, 1990).
#ilhn, EAEL (Richardson) FIFFf (Jordan) 252 AT B RN Jg /R 1A K i
Bt (Wildavsky) 1984 4 C T 9 H A LW B U BORAT SR 0, A AT 18 523X
fir S AT % FBUEALRE (policy community) (KIHERS, WAk 3 [ () vk sf et A %

P [E 2% corporatism UBIIRARS—, WA EX. HEEX. THEXELE,
O T D] 235 6 WU P 25 R 1R R S L DT R I i IA FIRR B, 12 (Rhodes, 1990, 1997)



PEXEBURN HURIFN R 77 8 AR B35 10 T2 R BOR IR R G0 L o Al AT 14 HE BORAL T 2
PR A 1) R IR R BOR Yk R AR . BUR O (Wilks) FTA R
(Wright) 158 U SR 109 28 N o DG 2% 1T AN A 25 4 G 3 R 4 T A FH (Wilks. &
Wright, 1987).

g3 ML LA K (Rhodes) hAXEE, WA BUK W45 IR AL US 102 [ o A
TIANTE ) 1R fR BESRC B AR AN A FH I 2 W, i I 2 BES e Al 2L DB A4y
N R BUR AN o 3X R4 W 5 32 B WG (1 41 2R 1R O R BB IR 3 ), 15
WS [ BUA 27 o0] [ BOR I 2 S IR R 3 BB . a0, A SR ik
WU B8 = A BIE TR H s F RIS X R 5K, R SEVER U 7 BOR
AR AR VE L 2/ 17 HLBOR M 86X A ARTE R T E AL S, K
o 5 1] 27 SEA ) 3 IR BUR 0 2R B 2 (Rhodes, 1997). i\ U M 2%
H e O BB TR AE) G 4 A BUA LR (R IR 25 R 5C 2R , TRIAS S S LA LAL) AN N Z TR R O
Foo DHMBHINEEE o T PRI OC R IR R AL — R — 41 2 v
Z UGB R IS 5 AR R IE 0 Bl R IbRE, AR ECE 48 5y
h 5 PP M LKA, BNECGRALEE (policy community), ENERIZ% (professional
networks ), BUJRF [1] B 4% (intergovernment networks), ZE 7= M 4% ( producer
networks) F1SUE M 2% (issue network), X 5 FP2SH ) BUHE I 4% I B 28 21 KA HOR 1%,
AL AR TN S S0 AT Gl R e R AL AR R 45 ) e Ry A P A0 Y 2%
RN, AR 3 MR AN B Ak, A SR Y BRI 2% A7 A
T2, A Z R JZ 1 (Rhodes, 1997).

A AL, 5 [ TSR D) 248 BT 5 S S T PR 48, — TN I 2 28 56 [RIAL 45
MIHOULZ T 2 BRI B3 56 RAEBUR A P AR o 55— FRIR Ak U M 4%
WFTCUE o, FAI AN OB i B R o3 A R 2 R L S BURF TR IR R o IR 24K,
LA R AR G — IR NECE 2, AAT IS8 K, 0T UK M 45 BB (1)
KIEAEH T E XDk (Rhodes, 1990). 5%, ST IBUR M 45 A 50 BIAf . R I (RIAR
e R, IN—TIFAR, 95 S (R TUR BT BT IR R 2 A HE 30 LE AL T 1Y
YeRE. TR, SRR TSRS BORMN K IS E TS M2 0B iR 2 T

Aol ] R 2% 238 2 0 A YISO ) 38 M A, BT I 4 4 P SRl i Ry A
[ R A e R EAMEL 700 80 4EAR, BRMNALS KR AEHRZIAR L, FAE



AT R R, WU A EWTIRGS, A FLETT S AE R AR B, KR
A2 0 SRR H S0, [ SR RIA LSS A R T 136 R 2 5 A LA B R T,
USRI 24 4 FH St b 1P B X AR Ak B G AR

“THUSR A 4% S AR AL T I R SRR A SR R I BGA VR FL BT E R Bk
2% L BRI M ARBUA . GV S EORAESS,  THUR LA AR & Fh BOR )
PRI, 5 2 DAARH e 1R T VBRI A % AR 23 B R B U AE R Tt . BOK
[ 25 2 R BOR YLK L T ZRRIFIHAT RE D /080T T 2 R E 5 AL BRSSO R
— B Bh BB LE(Martin & Mayntz, 1991: 41).

A8 TR RIIAwT 2 2735 MR IR 19 28 5 (87 T80k e W Vv B2 T, R = 0 ) A
AT B2 AR S Ha B2 2. 270, EEHUIG ) s it
VAEL, AR Z GAs b LAAM A fb At 2 AR IR AN, B KRR 2
ALUB AT A AR BRI S . T, BRSO ST, s
Tl = A2 S 3L IR B = R AL 2 45 H JE 2K (Powell, 1990) 55 [ 5K i P A% X (Borzel,
Summer 1998; Kenis & Schneider, 1991). BUR M) 5 5 EAIE T4 HB)
AT BEUR I FL AR, 5% AL RN EDW, E AR, BB @ pL .
X, UK W9 2% B0 ] LA G A 0 A5 4 I BUR AT BUSE ) [ 2 g 45 SR (dysfunctional
consequences) (141, BUERA AR S BEARIIALI M E D, XA T IoIEY
TR R, Wi, BN &N T BONFI T W R a B, o] LUREN
2R RANBUR I

if 22 B I 2T T I 2 VA B, 22 B AT BRI 2 6 2 5 A SEBUR
IASEETTS AT T AT T o S AIAN ] (1 20 3% S AR 25 3 AR 4G AH B
P E AR R85 AR RO MU, B — A i P 32 ST . AR
SR, BUNCABERHE T BRI A (5, BORIERE P8 TR 8] 1 P R 28 K 2L
USRI 28 1) T BEVEAE T e R A SR BOR 51 8 PE AN s M 7 S SRt ke, LT va
L) K A T S BT K0 0 2% 9 B (K ickert, Winter 1997). W45 16 HAT = FH AL A,
BT OO . sl A R - SO A (Kickert, Winter 1997). TR 32 XA)
FA TR 2578 PR R BUR M 2515 50N, UALHIME T RO B8 AU TR O&
e E EALERRAY . VA R DL R A AR B L ARG R . 7E L AVEBUOR
PIZERILAA T, X2 va BERCE IR SCBAE T BUR M 4% Th A 2 30 (steering) HE T3



T s e FoAth EAREIAT O, RAECHFR S 17 (goal-oriented) HIFES, SIS
HFREEAARAT A IR 508, 3k BT IS AL o BR8P S RS AT R 8 AN [) 1) 225 B3 e
(EJE BURFIE FEAEA N AE R 2536 BE P AP R R B AR HOVE R . 86 PR .30
PR A SR S AT 2 B EE B, ST AR ) 009 208 = A G i E AR ) 3 I S s LAEE
R8sl BHEOEFSUR . 5T HAM A LA 5 M4 AR EAT 12 18]
W ELBNANI, i 2 SRR A IR A BUR I 2 A Sl 70 BT BTG, 20 Bl a2 250
Wi WA 28 T R AR B AR R . P OTE AU B4R KRR BRI AC
Jial. VG R, SR, B B, WSSO R . R
JEE 32 SCRE A, 0485 96 BT 1 b 2 208k 55 M S0 SRE D) 6% [18) 8 ) R S A R o4 B o 3
AR ) 5 PR 7 5%

A, BT BOATI AR, AR EAREGANA, WS D BRI 250 5T
TR T ANFMEGERT 2R o« 5 B S B AEAT s R O 2 1B N B ok R A 2 . 7
SeE SCHR T, BRI W) EZE IR O (meso-leveD) J2 Ik B f B2 141 5 B
IFZ BRI OR R o PR far =2 IUPRE O W9 25 52 T 21 2002 TR (macro-level), BCA
S /SN TR 775  SRVA 1 R i B D E Wi B U

=, BUEMS: B, G AR ?

B BRI 26 I AT T2 5%, W0 T IBUR W 28 V5 D 3 AT BOR I R 19
BTG, fHJE 2T T BOR W 5 IR STV 2 00 B FBERIAEBL R LA J7 1
(Mikkelson, 2006: 18): (1) J&TBUHE W &% (AR TEFIA T, 57 55 vk 58 45 4 J& UK M
2. N B EEE R SECE? () ST MAEHIE, BRI ERARL R
FOLZFIHIISE? (3D T2 ARk 09 ¢ 2 A A HE AT P 1 T LB R AR FH 1)
i (4 KTHTEIE, ML TARRAN NEZEER?  (5) T BRI 2% (1 i
BT, BUR M 2% HAR IR R AR i 2 T2 AN R IR S 2y T I B A B
KRZEN, BURM S B ANFRES . I ROR Ak o 1K UK 4% 0 AT i 52 AL D1 A
TR Ao

SIS 0 4 43 AT B S L VE £ B AE LA 7T (Klijn & Koppenjan,
2000): (1) HZ FRFERFIG 2 M & () ME TRk, Sz B (3

1 XU 45 53 AT IR PR ) VPR 7 2 I (Dowding, 1995; K1ijn & Koppenjan, 2000)
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AR LR, SR A AERE B, ZRh R IAEAERIROI R (4) Bz
WA PAS AR At o D1y D0 286 3 T4 200 T < i i H R D DA A, DRI T DGV
T PPASHESL, W BURF H AR FOE RS TEASE s (5D XU W9 24 43 AT (T 1 it
VP TG BURN S R T BN 2R, ZRBURE R A LRI 2347 T 1A (s i
IESURT T I 246 B b PR i % e 458 P e o 7™ T PELAG U QI A B AR 2 FR 40 5 1)
TSR AL, ORI ST BUR IR M AR LU A RIS, W BUR IR ¥ 8)
AHER A L (Klijn ,1996: 94) . 25 AT TP LU 4 325 (1 43 HT i AR AT 7Y B
MR (Klijn, 1996; Marsh, 1997).

DL B TAETE Y, de i 22 dpe AR b KU AU ORI 28 2 0 BUR B S 1) — A
RECE ML, B2 e B ARRE ), BRI JC s — PR . REIRO A
ARE N E T (Dowding). I\ A BURE 9 25 RIS 2 AN LU ke, 5 2 12
—RPREIR P T BOR WS G ANRE O BORBE U IR A TR, PR BUR M 4%
ST ST R 1 AR B ) 2 TSR T ) 45 K] FSG 40 AR AIE, T AN A YT 4 48 A B (1
RRAE, 1T IE A W9 288 4 BSGTB 70 RVRF AR AR T 0 288 FRVRF AT RN USRS I R AR A, DRI U
JE T T B I A4 Sl — AN B A T I — M P B 19 U5 i (Dowding, 1995,
2001).

R/ #2(Carlsson, 2000) A K RS BRI 25 43 W LA TE I T — RIS, )
SRR Z B Z BT, AE I b )RR D T AT T HT A . AT T A — DR
(Blom-Hansen, 1997) B4, BORMLE TR BRI AKENB: —J7
T, AR 2220 B o) 2 R 1038 ) M O P MR e (a3 59— 7D, 8k
TR 1) 2 R ISR BRI, G SR ) 46 ) USRS LR )

KT BRI REVE, T T X EOR 4% (R PREE A BERIVP iR 5 | R 2 AR Tt
KT Bk, DR, Bl (Smith). M (Evans) 25 A%y C
Ritio IR R R BT U B M 2 2 BRI W B S (if
HIKIE S ) U W 2486 1) B TEAAIE ... W0 4% PN S 0 58 190 43 A1 R0 28 R A 44k 0 [ A
SR . AN I (0 50 0 I TR AR AN [) 19 28 2 1) (¥ 2 30 (%% 51 1 Hudson &
Lowe, 2004: 137) o HAh 2 WS IEBOR M2 53 B IAESE, DL s BS fRE J)
Biln, R ITA s %5 W (Marsh & Smith, 2000)32 H— 7 (1 I IR I 45 HE 2L,

2 PEN ARG 18 E S % . (Bvans, 2001; Marsh & Smith, 2000)
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Fo B I 4 N BB A7 AE = PP FIE G B, R MIZR S5 R 5 0k, M4 Mgk 155, M
2R X EMHRIE DR R RT T BRI 40 B S SR 1 S 1 5 s

D1 P < e 1 [T A V2 QN4 VT Sy B e 2 T e A R G 3 0 S
5, WA W53 ATT I TR (R R0 LA W 45 6 R 3 0 BCHE TR BRI ARAT IR 5, (H2
ABANIN Ry B R ST 54 HH 1) G T IO 199 8% TR IE 43 AT HE 284 B T 0 BORS A2 10 2
fift, JFRRIT s ik FPHIEHESERIL R HI B R A . S Eie
S B W 28 EA T 2 T R BB I 40 (Dowding, 2001: 102), K 7EABE KK HB
533a FH 48 53 A9 B G510 A2 AN LT 1Y, AU T TH AEBEAT RERIBE AR 42
S I 45 R (A (Dowding, 2001: 89). 1R H4K, X NGB WA, T
R SR R FLT S NGRS . RIS AT T R

TRARAR, Fri (AR RUTE T BOR M S A2 — Rl S BOR I FE R BE . 1T BUR
2% REAT A — PRSI T AN D7 T 15, BURM % H S B Rmses, RIEE
AU I 2 R BRI NATESN ). 34t BEEENRE, WS RET R
TEFN TR B3 i S o P4 52 AR (Atkinson) f1 /R 2 (Coleman) (Atkinson & Coleman,
1992) 45 H fin S BUHE W9 2% 43 BT i 40 EE LA 28 JL B I T F0 AR HH 5 AR s ik 1)
I, T PR UK W 2% (1) AZ A, SR i 1 B BB I 248 A8 A0 AN BUR AR 2 TR 1) 2K 2R
N RIS P A D TR P8 D7 0 SR I % B VR 30T 11 R R R A ATV B D
IR 5 A

BORMZ R E REMBLRIB) T

LEE A WIS, BOEM S ITE R T 5 MR e f 2: (1) AZHE B
BWMHEE, Q) KHEHENTFE. S5&T8 TSR, WiEa. A
MRS (3) 45T 2. 25 A0 7RI FEIRIA 2 3 -4l Bor) fu [
(4) 1IBBERITE . P2 AT R EHE IR TARERR, DU G DS H
PR, AW, PORE M. (5) AR E . A5 AR B i il 25 hk
P4 2 S Bp R A0 L PRI P A s R 2 A5 7 T AR 23 8, T AR BUR AR R IC— BT 3
(Weible & Sabatier, 2005). — 15, BUKMZIE R IMSEME R 2 gy, e

3i%% M, Marsh & Smith, 2001)
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AN T AR, WHRE R B NSRS G k4 . AR, 2% AR
A RE H TSR] A 2 S A LR ) S5 TS 5 M 4% CAnsUgi R4, 503 Ak 3L 1]
fE AR R CHIEEAHME M), R HEANBOR n) A (1) J AT — BUR B VL T TR
G & CaE B

PPN RIS A 9 238 (AT = AN R (D A1 B ORI Bk 2> 2 Tal
IR BURME. B R SIS R E T, (2) BURN 4% ik
2 B BOUR T ST DA S URT R 8 BESR B ) [H BRI G006 S5 R A L S b
(3) PR At Ak 2 BE 2 B T — i RORL 2 e 0 A3 1 0 B Ll 8 5 3 T T
R BUA s ) 45 B (Forrest, 2003).

U AL AT O TBUSR I 6% 3 3 1) AR S5 e e (R e ALK Do % g g 1o
(process of networking) {73 #7IF 5 B Z (Nunan, 1999). HAKIM &, 1RDWFF00
AP 4% (pre—network), W45 T (network formation), W45 33 37 (1o FE AN 52 B
M 2% 55 8 (network transformation) , W45 KM (network failure) J% W44 2% &5
(network termination) (i 45 T & BEARFISCTE . K1, BOKM 28K e i
FRIRE s S L S R 258 5% 2800 R 8 UK IR S AT AR e g 4 H BAT I e )
SCo BRI, BN B RE I B AR S 04T, JUHR X BURAR KR, mli b2
I BUR W 25 1) ok 7 (Nunan, 1999).

U Hety, SCTBURMSS GG R R B SR WS B 2 A O . i
(Hay) #RiH, W2 FILUIEMS, T M43 58 AN T — A KIS
B, AT R B RS R R AR SIS R . S IR T AT
SMEER: (1D S H5FNRBEEAT AR LA WL ) (2) 257 R
B RS RIS BHEN SR TS S A ZURIE RE D I E OB Ty (3) 2 5FHINHBIFEAL
AT R 28 IR 25 A o IR LR A0 5 W4 25 (R AL . L R] R SO AN (EDUL
Z 51 & AL TR ) G, A JIEETRIR, slb B 3 DU k) 45 1) i 2
HSEIUREE (751 A Nunan, 1999: 623). 57 WiHE (Ferrest) MIHRIAE(T. JL[A]
(R EDIR S 2518 1 TR 56 e v R R DA R ET ) % 2 Jin s sz FH 32 2% BE 1 [ v g g
J2 A 23 A6 4 1) B 4L 3% (Forrest, 2003: 599).

B (Nunan, 1999)3 i 5[5 5¢ T~ BRALAR 4% 15 4 57 A8 7 (4 AT o1 R 110
WA FR I 7R T BOR MR T R R JEFIR AR I 7 o Al Hh BRI 45 14 F
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RS2 B g s FAE R, ST R — AR, BN ES 58 2 A H
15 LA B9 2% 1R 3 R B LR ARE P 5 B AH 24 1 IS T o — AN L A R I
BUR M 26 5 S 0 P AT I ST G, b, e 5 A% RMBUAK KR
I TR R 35 o IR BRI TE B AL LU BSOS I3CRE 1 20 3 L b B m ) 22, A
ABSURT BY GATE D9 288 T S R OGBS €5, AU AT e WS e S A R 25 W] LA gE N B
SRS AL, BRI 2% 1 45 A6 R AR T e AR B ORAR AN 1 o 3 g 1o 2% e 1Y
[ = B D] 32 A ) 1 V5 AT 0 2% 2 A 2 T8 TR 43 PR B0 BA B AR ATY 22 T ) e 5
(Nunan, 1999). I B 19 25 i 71 [ 5 S5 e 5 19X 485 TR G P b S, T 75—
(7 EsF B PR a0 20 S BRI H A 1 ) 3 Al A T s 70 221 TRTIBURE 194 28 B AN A,
SE M A A2 38 (Nunan, 1999). BUR, 72738 SR BUR M 2547 B T BOR SRS 2
FELEYE (41, Rhodes & Marsh  1992:  196), {H 2B W% R 4 & AR 67,
JUH AR B B

PAF S ARFIRT 7K A Ky BRAR ) 28 AT A — 8 OCHEAL 5 (Atkinson & Coleman,
1992: 172-175), =242 BUER M4 1) R o USRI 245 11 i 1 LA K oA 296 5 B
It 57 o ) 2 A 1T 3 A R S O T R AR A P DGR f 2 — o 3 AR B S
R WA ASEBOR A SCHAE . 5 = AR B MBI . — BRI 4% 148
A2 o FLE (R BOR 4 77 AR o [RIREL, L 2% 10 & R AR AR 25 R i 114
W2 IARIT o B0 N L SR T M A B I 2% 1) 4 ANRFAIEA 7 B T e D9 2% A8 4«
(1) RZHIFIE W B W 28 R A7 0 2 B R I SR NS I, A2 BT
(2) FHETIFL T THERA a5 38 PR 2R Z AR . (3) BURALT)
FEFEE g T AR G 1) B S FE R . (4) BUR SRt iy, RS 1 41
(Rhodes &Marsh 1992: 196).,

BURM A BUA BB ER M. MrEa ) 5EIREY

SR I 45 FE 5 i T AR SN SESC SR i SR Bl g 1] B S SR ) 4% 2 o L 4% p ok — b B
W E K2 . BIRBUR MG R Or oy S ke s, RV
MBS 5 SRS 1K) 73 BT AE SR R B 2 > BV 25 7 TR A 4 5 PR O

SRAMMIE & T BRI Z8 0 Brig A2, TEBUSR M 2% BE S Dl — AN AR B R AR
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LT D) 28 = A PR T 240 BRI R R i 2 B I SRS o i, AN D2 A
UK W) 45 1R A5 R 2 TR 20 R RS MR 9 2488 AR AT R e P04 F % b RO P S, 3k
T e 5 vk S anAT Al DL e 2 5 Y35 (Atkinson & Coleman, 1992: 172); B
X 28 4 R A g e Ay, e AT T R 9 4% AT S IR ) 7, ST i, Lo
SE IX A AT W) 255 2L AR I A B £ 2’ (Marsh & Smith, 2000: 5). %I R EUER
2% (AR AN OB AE T ) BORG R, 186 R BEEAN BUR AUk A R
58 ) 2t AR A7 £ 58 L) % 2R (Rhodes, 1997).

AN 23 DR I IBUSR W) 286 1) 245 W) 5 S I SR TR) AT B G IBE . — B0, R4
U BB AN G CUIBOR AL 2% K 53 2 (] AR B R AR A, i
HBUR MR Rk, Roe, BT MG LM A G T 722K 5
BB AR E e i R, LR IE SR IR H bR SEEE BRI L H . 0945 75 2 1 e )
SELBWIHIEAL, JFREREIZr . Mm% K147 A (Marsh & Smith, 2000).
T AE B A RAT 11 A AR A DU P i v, 199 8% 1 0 1) A% A FH D ] B
7N o A7 2B I CE— 25 VRIE W 258 R 3 (R T IS 19 8% (R S8 5 P R0 ) 8% A
J1115) 721k (Coleman & Skogstad, 1995).

INEPNEZ (E = a N RPN C N AL 2 ) R A e N S el Sl
FALBATATHE B, e TR FFEUIR, AR T BORARECE AR, A
AR« AR R RATUI TS0 I 28 WA A AT ) T BUR ARG RR G BT BUR 2 fl AR
(Anderson) T4 ik 2 R ORI HIAF 8 T AR I 458 AL &R
W BRI F) P4 285 5 0 LR NN Z, (R TSI e it 2 Hgly, SEndin T 8ok
WOS P26, i IE IR RSS2 P T4 10 24 AL B SOEA R . K
T AT A CGE I 2% (R G5 R A R T BUOR AT SISO GDEr, 2R A Ty
AR . oG, AESRFE ki, BARSE TSR IR IE 0T,
H 55 VU I 45 1 R AR R M BOR @R A L T, R I — BUR M g R 1
REE o RUSHENVE R PR, BORR LN, (HAHDCILZR I N A ek T 1308
2% HARI st . (20 $Evedt ™ 3 UM ARG 1 5t BORALIEA R T BUOR R e
HORTEBURAL B O 2 L I IR SR AR 1A R BOK « R 0T, BORALEEN)
AN e D FLAR A« ACUR USROG ARAT 1A R PR B 1) [ A, e HE 37 4 (1 R
W&o UUE P28 WIATAT JE T WG B A AR AL 2Ry B 32 = R IR BUR e, X

15



ARV AL 2 SRR Z R BRI BUA L R 2 6 L1 1 5t (Anderson,
2003: 640-641). HFSE L, FETCA S ROGT BRI A Y BARE ) A WA 25
VRSRABUR H b 1B A R Ak 2 RO BRSO AT OB (1 i A o B2 v
ISR A A SR B AR L3 X B AT IR 5 | ) R e ke AS e, B AT {2 5 1 (R 38K
il o T UL IO 28 D) 7 A 1 AH G FE AR B XA DR YR I T AR B A 2 o A vt o
RO AU 1 AF G 1 A B AT T BRAS IR K E 5, DRI 7 TR S ) — i3 Y 2%

FEIRF (Forrest) 10— 54 AT WA 32 T2 R 2% 58 M UK 09 28 0] #1453 F- AR (1
) A M ILAEBORIS R VE T o (1) 285 4 2R I3 FI 2L 2R 2 [ Wi (9 72 2 (Forrest,
2003) P24 1R ESE 7 mT LA e I 286 v 10 SR FEAE ST A R TR R 23 20 2R 2 RN
BT ookt o s & WS BER IS, ORI R TE M4 S 5 25 2 R g v
(PIAH AR, a3 m HAx, TR B3t KI5 /E(Forrest, 2003: 595). (2)
[ 285 10y 3 PAT I o O 4 1) P 4 i 9 8 T 3 PR 0 N 19 8% 2 5 38 (1 < BB T 3T
5 (R TR ISR FE o A5F AT e P Do i A A o A R 2% v sl e 1 AT b R
951 285 PA) S DU T R (R I N SR AE b (AR NS, SR P 4%, LA
A AR, R REYE SEBLBUR H AR 7 L TR TR M4 . eab,
TRIBOG A 275 5, f N7 AR AR AL (WA (UL IR 8 0 A2 0 25 S 8ORIAE FH 1) G
S R 35 (Forrest, 2003) o EEAFHR AN [F] (41 23 5070 2 A BB G /F 3t 7 BEARAT T/EAR
A AEMTT A AR AU, FEEENIRS FAR o AR, U AT 2 009 5% J A (1) 4
FEILAH, A5 AT A 5 IFAS RGNS Al L8 90 268 (K 4 AL AT 3K BE 7 488 PN AT 2
GURTEMA 223 5 Y50 T W0 45 Y SR (¥ A AR (R 56 4 G F2E . (Forrest, 2003:
598)

VP2 it R IR BUR M 2 1 45 K 23 5w B BURA AL . 0, 3% & /R
(Sabatier) 25 A\ H 1918 S BIHESE (Advocacy Coalition Framework) fi#Re 1 K4
BB H5EMMGEE . INBEA S BORAR b 2 0 AR g ma A EAE I ROC R, ik
T BRI R R RN A8 4k (Sabatier, 1988; Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith, 1993). 7 JE4F
(Howlett) i X} 1990 | 2000 4F 10 F[AIINERAZH . 515 #H FHRATIYA
BRI T T %2, 3E— DA BUR K R 48 (Policy subsystem) , 515 £ ( Discourse
community) FIF] 25 M%% Cinterest network) K145 X6 B Jm S o 15 B0, MY
ZRE RPN BORAM R FE R ZE W 24— MBI ARG (BORMZ) LU, 1
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JEHB A BIIIAN, [R]—tbA% O BOR EAARARAIN [) 2 5 i 2 BUR A #6087 258 Bk
SXof TBUSRE 1) 850 ) A ] PR SRR AT T DN ] PR 28 0 R 2R 496 8 0 (K AR 2 1) 1 JEE 2%
TR ) TT S, AR S HES T I BUR AR I R R GE (R M%)
LR TFIBG B 3 FUBT AR LU R DB B BUR IR RGNS, A& g e v
[RIBCEE AR AL (Howlett, 2002: 259-260) (L3 2).

2 BORIRARG(BUOR M4 FIRFAEXT BUR AR B B 2 A

RGN AR WS I R

i =
i PR A 2% iR S
RAGUS FiA ot CHrgem) . MWaEmS  CHER . w Tk m
RIS RE L ) )
= FrisUM ¥ 2% T TR A 5
CRREER) . MR CRER . ik m AR
) )

e O IR AU X R IR R G 25 ) 0 IBUER A2 A 1R ] BE 5
ORISR IE: 24 H (Howlett & Ramesh, 1998: 474)

Ly 7R SR k2 T DU AR SO SRE O 8% %of IBUSRE i SRt I s e 1) B2, DAk I 4% T
BUR JE R Z B OCRAS R TN B, it Bal . BrEm . BURM 455
i R AT =R HHIFECE B G R (1) M4 5iE8) T H A i1rs)
& C(agent) Z[AXKFR; (2) MEGMNBLLEME S (3) MBESBORER., %
ARG BT BURE 190 28 0 B3 i SR R H AR i 5 0 A I 23 BT 3% = 5 T 6 R AE AN ]
SR M 2% R B, X T BRI TRk 45 HH 4518 (Marsh & Smith, 2000).
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BURMZ., REMRE

T BRI 25 B TS, 38 AT — ANREI R R S o 3 e A R (B A
N BVAER T 178 XA Ko KT BURMZ IRRRE ST, BARAEAEE L B RIA
IR VERI i, A — s L . A0 BOR M 4 T A 5 BT 1R 5,
RS o WA U, BUR M LR AT TEA S AU FR TR R, R4S
b e R RS Tl B A R B S AR o BRI 2 A [ I VROR IR R AE
FEATBUR NG D68, AR T BN CREBIDE PR BURD ST TE S0, 1
SO i) e ARSI 5 11 o T B 19 40 R v R A LAY B QIR I S D o )
R 1 Jie B R T SEBUR AR K 5, 7 2 M T 2 5 00 I A R 1K) A B R
DR o SRR e 1), B B R A A BAT IS I 1K Sk £ ST,
CZ 3T B2 AP EIR KRR b, PR AR S IR BUR « B
SRAT B S A USR5 o R R ) 2B T ST o 7 R 258 AR g AN 5 P R BLIA 4 1
N, XL REAT (1 BOR AR BE AR SEUE I BUR, 2 E T SRELN T .
FEFR b, IR EHEPE WA TR A AT I A 3R A T ok 11 AR 2 At < 2
BT R RETT 1 1 SCRF o BUR 2% 3 T AU BRI T RAL 2 EARIIBEST, 1M
LAV AL 27 3 B S 1 2R A T B2 AR A R v 3 30 £ (4 (Atkinson &
Coleman, 1992: 162D, #ZMIXFHLA, FORMEL BORERAFHL I 4 2 1 A
GomUATE FAE B TR ZAEE T, PRI B AR DAl 45 BRI 9 2% DAY
it FHAH FARHOC R R R AR DL . [FAIREH, BESR T M5 5 AN Re i 7 A
A R 1A e 8 B A 00 VE KT, SR I 48 T e AAE Sy — R akokb 1l S Bl AR
AT o BRI SRR AL R T I AR e HE R R IR . 2 5 Bk HE T
PRI AL 22 BRI B R R LA R T I BOK 7805 1) 23 e S B B4R ]
W (Kenis & Schneider, 1991).

FEARRARFE b, BRI 20T B A2 IR DTk a1 2 a2 A AR R E fhlis 1 2k
WO — AR AN 78 o FEILSE AR R 52 e, H T S B ER 3 15, A IR
A SRR E . B RERE. RIEE RRBUE KA EG R, R
REMIEEHL ik, BERERNS Y, S RBeRRE, B — Mo FEZ W
I o R IR 2 B S R 2%, AR 5 st AT HT A 3 AT R BRI 2 22 T, SR 2 o0 &
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W25, 5 KR EIA o 179 [ 278 AR 3R R T 2 oo R R Al Bk
JEM 45 PR 11 (Rhodes, 1997). 75— X L, BURMZ BTG &% —Fh
FT R BSR4 4 Jt PR TR RN 77 1 55 22 T8 3R BRI KIS 7 ) & — B« 4k,
F I EZ T (Pemberton) (2000) KM s, Ah2s %% 2] A ] Lz B B BUK M 4%
RIFFE A o Ak 2 o BRAE BUHR 27 2 TRUME 3 T DASE S IBOR W) 45 1K) N 3Bl AT ) 31X —
W AEARZE 2 RS 5 RIBUR SR Z TR 5C 2 J5 TR T 80 (R AR i 240 AR AR 4%
FJALA T, BOR I AR GE T BORMSE R, 1A — Rl A Rk
JIFIos R g I R o

RIS, BURMZAR ERCREEARN, AEm. —J7m, Bokm s
AT BRI, BEAEES 5107 ) EAE . 2T )R Bk
MR : (D MBS AN T HZ NS5 1, SESRHE N KT Z 1 5H
FEE: () B2WSH LA ) TBOR I X 2 05 R s MM K% IR AN,
XA REMNMEES: 3) EZMIFBUN EARS 5BOLR, St 20 B
INFBSCHR IR BRAR AN SCRE, AR TR IHRAT s (4D 33 0 28 A 3 1 AR AS I
SBURF 1) T R R D FBURAT BUW A 2 M A B v, 1S B B AT AR BRI 4 A
N AN BURFF SRR ES 5 ST I R o B AN SRR AN 7 ), D9 28 g e — AN 3k
(R . & Hh 258 2R 22 JE IR BUA SUAL R E 2 (RS 5 25 3 . [F]I, I
SR 2L S BUR I BIFR I . (Forrest, 2003: 600).

SR, S5 —J7 L, W2 (A I SRR T R Ak 9 2 B 28 AR LABHAS 2 15
PERU RN, AT 0 2% A0 R N SEAE LSE i M 4% ()2 5% (Forrest, 2003: 600),
MIAF] T REMERE. BARBE: (D) BUEM% T ReH R £z S,
1509 288 2 A1 28 RAE XS BUR RS W0 7 TR BCh “UTBR IR 240, (2) &% (AR IE Uk
fiE 2 PRBERS AR AE B LU P RS I O BOR FBUR IR PR =k
[ 28 0 D = R FR) ] e IV A AT FH 10 2 1] TSR o 6% o BBCSRE I = 58 0 PR S B T 1
KL, M NI R AN . MG I A A SRR . 4% P
PGPSR AIAL 7 IR AR BI85 P R I 285 1) 2 HEAT B - n stk SR BB, 7R T
AR 1) DA 8% ol R 42 A 59 D P 85 8 1 o I 8% R RS 1 £ 2 ) S B A ) 8% i
TR IS R W 2, A W S8t & it —AN SE 032 I BUA SE M ¥ 6 135 7] e
BN 2 TC A UG IR T
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BURM S 5ia R E D). EAEWNAYERE X BB ol T i
B o — 5 Ih, AEWRE K2 L (sub-state ), ¥ 4% 45 # m] DL 5 A X 78 4L
(community empowerment), il 7EHE 7 2 49N T AS N2 5 1 N5 B
Fo EAEH AU R IR SR B ). FESE e, UK W 4% 3T AT LA
AR T — Pl M T B (Miikkelson, 2006). JvE i —BUHE ) 15 (0 75 B LR I
J DA TR P 2% 43 AT, T DACSCERT AR IR T B IR TR B SRS R 2 1
AR, st kw36 8 S L5 R BRAR, I TTA R T 75 BORAR S0 2 H g AT 4 1
ik ALKl (Mikkelson, 2006). 53— 7101, {EHEE K21 | (supra-state) M AEK
M LA, R AMVFZ M, S0 31T 9 2% 1 AR I 2R AR o BUE
AR L. XA BRI MBUA S, AR T
AT V2 PR T 10) o BECSRE D90 6% R 4% (1) ELAAR 6 i K AR KR B b B e 4R 5 9 45 1) 2 i
B R PR AL . RS SR S5 7R B0 il £ S IARRE L 4% 2 5 TR AN E 1)
RSB JE 2 A Bl 51 B 1) R S R 1 S0 1A R U 35 AH 58 0T 19 4% ot
SR BUIG B2 52 45 [K 3 (Forrest, 2003: 602). MIAEEMIAL A EM L IVER, £
BT AT S L b AR 43 BT 24 AQBOSRE ) g a2 ) RN o ) FR) 52 2 P A
ks

ARSCTRTEEARBL T VG J7 BRI 2% R0 (1 R R RISE o A —Fh o3 M A2 R 5T
Tk, BURM ST T BOR R FIBUA A I R . BAR, X% ie ¥
FOEAETEAR )4 18, (R LR R S22 SR s FH R 2738 AT AN oo FEdhAT BB 58
S TCSHE AR W BUR W 28/ Sy —F = ZEF U7 1 RIRE SR AT 5K 1) 2y g o BUR N 4%
PRSI H B SR T 2 R BEOGE Th e UM BOR IR, #8225k I
SITBUGRIS R, A BRI G FO T AT 1 R SUI R o IO ) 24 BE A2 4
YRR, WRAMNE S MITREEZ SRS 5B R A RS 5N 5K
PRARYEDRRE, Al it sk, ANIMHEZ) IS 32 BOR W48 BRI 0 o [ 2 S g e
R I 14 85 o o) /ORI P JiE R AT — S AR S ORI 7R o [ R B i R AT
IS A 1% 3 PAT P P 19 0% 5 KA it o 0 2 v R 48 o i D 2™ 68, R i b 5 H i I
FURTS ST, BRI b 20 A RO 5 5 90 286 BT o) v [T 80 el 52 14 0 P P A R
P, WIEBURS M SE R FRRY KBuA S 5, BAARR G LA, FTHE R
BUE M %%, HESBORS AR MR IT R, ToBEo Rl v 5 2477 % Fb A 4t 51
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