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B9 Y=9= 299 olgn IY 4

2 oTs A2 AN, 55| Mx|EF Y W golo] TR 0j2ayoR SASH K
ER|A(Policy Networks) 22| 0|EX MHES =olall B11, 0IF oA7Kle| Alioly Hz|
s EXt 5t Holck O fisiM, 2 ToiME MM WES DR E2iW o|BY WY
E2 M UIEIAS| MZ(characteristics)ol| ZBH MH H UEQFOl FAMRA
(components)ol| Tt W& 2|7 MY UIEYT| IR (sub-types)oll TSt ZKo] A
7|2 ChZsict 2i HA HELIT 0| HZiof TSt WM 0|2 ciA MY HEYI 2
ol 0|2 RBM(utility)ol| 25t X, A UIE/TS| BN $F(analytical level)olf T
i 75 :}.EI_'E T H|EQT 22| Mol BEt WHe M 7ixlZ TESINCE ol2fst B
e sl 2 oFE ZiREeR MM UERIR 28ES Eflintegration), tlxs}
(simplification), 2|00 MR (interaction)2| TEOIM o[sistnAt It

FHo| : MM U9, ojeinpl, ok WEYR

1. ME 3H U EQ3 2¥o 5

AN ol & Fe FAAE] AYHAT, 2 FAME 53] F71
g} o]l o] 93 Ao AAHol g}, 1 A3} HAx
oA FALe] BAE BAF] AT B o]E50| MEHA A,
REHQ F 2ol A pluralism) L Z2HF (corporatism) B
oAUtk olul N U] (the mode of interest intermediation) ©. 24 2]
e RS FARNYE Tp ol dEIY BT FA49
Hyoz olgsim, o]E9 olai7t 2N TR =} ATt
Aozt B} (Dye, 1984: 26). ©] HAFNA Zrhe AL 2Y
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A AR (referee) o) A EE FHPT}. WA, 23] vy A
AE olRLENY AF2E B AHI} opd, 27bs o] M
el Fod M =E2He Aog Erh ke AAFAYGA 3}
719l o3& B she 5F5H YA, EF ojdigdA)
oldtiEe] EHAL Hodstm, thild] oYL Aple] 87 52
< AAsA 2" Ech(Crepaz, 19920 156).

T EEE AT FARH NG Zte} o] R 7he) BAE
ABste HEA o] E2MY AAE Ao, dME =
Ego] oldPezA e oulr} glon} AL Ausle b A7t
A5S BlAsget. ¢4 dAo Ay e Zrle} o)At Yo
93, d8, FT F U Al At ety gz
AAE olday] AsirE g BPREe HNoot ML TBA
O 49¥ F e ol B0l Was HYh adlm Fole o
gl A= M2e o] Wasith ke tYFe] Ry
MBske AME £33 EA7) ojg, )9 olsig HEE sA
= A4 g9t a2y 233 m¥A sHsE e
FAAT} ok, theFdt PAAE o sty Wo|t}, walx Az
T BHAAN I71e] 48S 4% Fast g Ao

olHE WoAslolA, T 2o i titoz S o] B
U E L (policy networks) RHojt}, B HELZ nde] Mo
FAse M 71EH o= o] Y9 §94 wEQ ), ol BA
HENAD 2qo] et 319 RHEL TRt AR 49 wyo
BN 71%5e7] Eolth &, 7129 T mEE Al3 - 2314 o}
olgee] WIAE § AN Wi Aolo] e Aojge BE,
L ANA 4 WolA = B wety Ao|g o] g&rol
AEE 5 e 4L Ahs)7t olgigith a8la J)2e £ 2y
€ 7124 eR F7te olde ke WA TF R¥olr] wRoj
O A9AES Hske de @A UQTh wEbd ook 3
A AT BAE TBE F U E24 Y YEYA 2Y
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M9 H 1= (2003)

o] Addol LA & Helth

B0 NEAD RYS 195040 20 o3 H4Te] 34 - AH A
ol A% 2 FAARFY AP L olFste H FEF |2 E
24 s EA =AW, oz 1990d) o] Fof A %7 o
Hskel HEo] 712 WiiEHA HeHd 2379 2EE g
o] TEA TS L Utk Il B ESZ ] FH
Y A7l =Eo g gFd FAENY] FHA dsAeE B
o A olald A HAh FHeR, AT A 2
o E0] B& Al AP WESAE Avdae] ddoA nieln
1 e, oe 7B fHUEY FA VEYA dFEHEH
FEE e Ao2A, FAF FE AV 2R L sle d4
sl T3 FAAENS] £HA FHYPNE YEAS BN
olgfgtel= Aelth

T o} AR A M EYI HP L o] o] ERPRUE B3}
A oldlE e Fiol Btk Y YESNAY £4& o)EA Holof 3}
E7HAEE 1 RAE oA R sjofsteA|d 0271747 F8 A
e el B = itk FAHCR, AY VEYA 2o
A S AHshe sty o84 Z& M & (conceptual frame)
249 71%S A ob U AF & (metaphor) o BTG AAA,
A YEZE FHske A9 (eve) & WG AJMA, HH VES
3E N3] A3 A A (components) B2 29 (dimensions) & F-
AAA, HA HENZ R BAE 72AYU AR Holo} gheX
ob® JHIZE BAR Holof dheA| T v AHE A Be
=@o] gtk B oy 7|E2AH R B EYA BYo| o} o]
Aoz % @51017}1& HH el 7] ol o, o2 st H A ]
Ea 233 A4 AT A H8dtes ol g2 £do] 2
51 9len, o 2% 7234 AR A3t e 43t

olZg wiAstolM, & Ad7E A YEAD 2¥E S U
3 o]8A PAHEST AT HFE FEINA HE - BAF

_4

[.

>,

1%
o
H
N
o2



MAY HEY3 D0l OIEK A 2 181

A A7AY 4N YUz gl Boen P YEYA 7
o £4& B BEs oj#Etn, ol& EdE FF AgH A7
o] AAGE Anshe d 71d3taat gk o] Mol B d3E A
d2 AFIETe o8 X &H (theory-oriented) AFolty. E]n
ol YaiM $HL FH WESA BYo] MY AFM ojuF
IulE R ERE =9sta, tede TR A YEYT =
R AHEY HAAE BN, zZF 4HEE JEd=ze B
gatuat gt aeln @A) AW YEYI YL S A4
oA 7E7E ded, & dfdA s o) A YEHA] HFE
A A, A VESAY] T/ L B A, aelm FH
HENZS] 8988 (sub-types) o] B A A 7ix) WFe &
3t} £43tax} gk

2 MMM o170l HM YEYD By

1) Y HEZ 2% 2|9 3 Y

Y HEYI RFEL ARA FAd #F A7 dHEQI 24
(network analysis) & 7 A 8- (policy analysis) ¥ A3t & Aolth )
Ea AL 712F R PARETS B (relations) o) #E AP
2A, A (centrality) 3 D (density) 2] Md& AHE3l A3
FAAEZS] I2HBAE WAk ste Aolvh whebd Akl gol
T3RIFE Tl HEHA BHL 77t MEY A EjE 3, o
3 BA9 HE oAwdiy, aEln #AA FgHe] WL o
M X E (John & Cole, 1998: 133~135), SeolA 1<&& A (poind)
I A (line) & AHEdt 1 (diagram) .2 JERITE, 7| HL ¥
AR} (actors) &, AL BAE, A9 F71e BAY W% (frequency) &,
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|
HERI E4HIM
Algse 289 o

oO<«—» O e——» 0
(diagram 1) (diagram 2)

Aoxe] tEE BA9] WIS Ak Aot d2A, (1
DY F /0] 2¥g vlwd| B9 diagram 12 A7 7338 4
gol BAAE, diagram 2= 4 9L BAE JEME Aotk

A1E]3 BolMe] WEHA BN BdFog ¥ EMS Xet
gqovt, olAe] Y AFet AFHUA e FA YEHA
BHe 32 PAgAE A FEHEA, dFE AHEAS F
Aoz 3 AA BAe AFdtT Yt (Marin & Mayntz, 1991: 3).
agla o]lEE A UESAE PARED BAY % (network) 2
olglate], HA L &AE& ALE (resource dependency) BAZ A2
a3 gty pA Aoz ¥24 (Borzel, 1998: 254) & A YEYIAE
‘Fgo] 7FO 2L sk d A WS 43k, olF
2 R AL S m¥ske Ut dARES dZ2AE v
2 g H o1 vAHoH F3fEA FA WoR FHofditt
gzl ol2|g A YESAE IA o|uisle] g ozMe] B
HES A} 5 AMdx Ao FA JEY]IAR FEHE
o, ¥lzde AAE FY EYZ'E, FAE HEYHI Awdr
2 Y8t 3UtH(Groenendik, 2001: 18).

olgig A UESZ 239 AMg& 1, =99 Heje UA
2 n|Zo| X9 LYY (sub-government) D olq7 UIES] A (issue net-
work) o] ThEF =9, FHNFAA L ZA 7} (inter-organizational) A |
B3 =)o) T Ao ARA, 223 198030 ol Fdl e o
ATEC] G| HA| - PP A e FmsEo] 25 A
HUENZ 2o FJYPHU TAHLE, B AIEEc] e8¢
o AN VEAZ BF9 2L nFoM AT BYoZRE
T3t itk (Smith, 1993: 57). F, 1950~60dHE Fristd thdF
o) 2¥o) Ui viHo 2N, 29 (Low) 5 FYEH AAH L o3
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Ad493l, PPRA, B o] e YHF F3sHLoE o] F
AR E AR 5 A A (sub-system) 2  ©]& AT} (Marsh,
1998a: 4). 1 Zz2{i} ofel s E}%T«Ix}‘: & ola MEHZY A
& Wdsted v UAA ok &, # 2 (Heclo, 1978) € 1970
”‘EH ofg] Tkt o] YFGEC] 35‘5}3’- olEo] Ao FH
Aol Fojdte AL olalE = U= MY VEHZ 239 e
& JdAsit ol HES e 3R ge, B 5o FHo
o] Aoldt olalE X1, FEAL BAE sk A vE
¢ o]t} (McFarland, 1987: 146). m|FoA 9 ol2igt A JELA
AFE olF o= zd, 2=, Y3 A(Jordan, Richardson,
Wilks) 5 8 WEYAE PARE2 WU nterpersonal) BA ZH
olr olsfdte TAENA B F3E vAH
FHUSe AR YENA dFE T2 Max Planck Institute®] »}
o1z, Ao}, fpu}olt] (Mayntz, Scharpf, Schneider) 9 HY&A}
E3} F|AE Kickert) 59 UEHEE A5 A F2HAT. ©]
L FAAY U E HolHe FolskAwt, B HIE-‘H:—:L% A A
(governance) | & HH 2 BEe FEH] I F A vEAAE
A (hierarchy) R Al (market) 3 X5 = 7111]‘5_3:. 2 B A
olth(Marsh, 19%8a: 9~10). °|2|¥ FHUFS A7e H& HES
a 7oA 724 FUE FAske 939 FF FAE Marsh,
Rhodes, Smith 5) oAl B2 &S n|XA =AUt
A MEYA ngo] HAPolr FAAL BA AF F3¢
3 (meso-level) 9] o] BLE AYPHE HlE YFNMY =97t ZHH
olgitt. F=AM FA MEHA B¥Y Lol & + e g
Atz 29 (Richardson & Jordan, 1979)¢] A3 A (policy com-
munity) VTE ANFA L v} ZEA (village community) & FALE 3
ARAE] NG A J3HE FAR st HERS 4rH
27)(Heclo & Wildavsky, 1974) ATF2%E FFE Igtch. whabA
o5& FA EHINAY BAHAE MAH #AZ Fobdle vFE

mlo
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HeEsoi M 9w M1 2 (2003)

Hgol Zsieh. e o|F FxolA A UEYA AT HRA
galg R4g 22 (Rhodes, 1981) v Bl =59 914 ol #e =98
g, FHdMe 227 BAC B AFE FAISHA Aold H

g 3k ae AQE BAEGE AU 23t 72 3
SAe, aelm BAe S FE (sub-sectoral) TFEEUE HE
(sectoral) o2l B WEY AL EAld] 2HE Foh olF ¥
Aol A YEYI dFE A& ZZ(Rhodes) Y BARI=LS
(Richardson) & E&, w4, 93X, golE, AW (Marsh,
Wilks, Wright, Smith) &9 &&¢ A7 FYhol o]&H Ho|E ¢
e gich

2) HAnd ool A WESS 29

YL Aolgle ABAMYE FEHHoln B Ao, Fu
PARE] AEH o2 AdH, &L #F, AA, ¥¥H Fd 9
F B9 FFE Bk ol FAAAH S AHEE] M 2F
ot B& oj2E0°] AUHAE, &L UFE FANY FAM B
A% B¢ B 94 AEolth olE Fde Y =¥
(rational model) | X 58] 228 7]1% 28 (garbage can model) o ©]27]7}
A F2 AAHFe] T (mtionlity) & THLE £ F e ol
E% itk ey AEA RopellA AEE olE olEE2 HA4
Ao gz A e AT FEE AFaAn, HAANY
A84 - 2 SAd deiMe g¥E FA FIvh oA Frt
AHAR S Frsv, FAAHANA T ME7) e #
A e o250 HANY AT =AU DY EE (itism),
THEA| & (polyarchy), FSJAVAR & (non-decision making theory) 5-°] T
EHojt}. T2} o] AT A S FHAL] BX AF A
He Algetxnl, @ARETe] FHY 4uAd 9 oz I FH
Ao} o] T& AYste e AV Uth
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of sl B B¥, FAH Mo, I7tE, AAEE
o e RYET FARG L sl o 93T 848 2
o 2y AR Ao FARFE AUAA #E FHY FAF
AYez ¥ BIEHX 2 (bureaucratic politics model) & ThoFgt 3)
A2 MWl ol AL gtk gelA Mdgol2e 9] o
AE AAA FelHoln AZARQ ez Be, 799 Hig A
He SIS A=A (intentional) £402 QAN T2l A
2 Aekg diste ol oFde] Stk vle HAAEE (neo-Marxists)
< 37k AFE £48 AUAA A2Fo BN Zrle] 44 L HE
HA Be Ao o, vlQ w82 SHE (neo-Weberians) & 2715
g3} 27 R olslE 2o 2M (Haggard, 1988: 99~101) A}3]
BE5E AAske Aol ok NAXE (ew institutionalism), E3)
QA AAZET A EA AAEELS FA Ao} BFA &
Aol ztel gEolut dAe] HdE ARk 4F AP EAY
Atae] Aol Itk (Koelble, 1995: 232).

oo WisiM FA VEND 2EL FHAY FHol U FoiA}
o] 33 A5o)E HAA oA (Marin & Mayntz, 1991: 15), T}
F¢ B VEAIE FHste FHE F3& B¥slna ik
agjn B¥el MF & o2 /9 HYFFES T glen,
PAAE HAS Fefol] dhaiA KA Aol ulelin ¢k
AR UEND &4 (property) o] Aol ol oIEA A A (policy
choices) &} Aol & 7HH eeAld dEM T e Fua o). we
A AR MENT LY AF7H] =¥ oW RPEHTE A2
(flexible) o] i1 EBH Q) (comprehensive) 1 A& 7MA T gled, o)A
ol BA MEHA 23 §4& 7L FHF g9lolth

23, A3 WEHT RYL FH3y AdFE 4% 98 2¥E
o shel] EBFsAT, ojn RIPEHTUE §FEA] Yz FHHo]
o OFE 9 FEES LBHAN FDAA (longitudinal), PehA
A (cross-sectional), %2 AqE, AR FFY vjg - XL RolaHA

fr o
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oo K 9 A1 S (2003)

gk o] HolA AA EYZ ¥ FAFHH M) PAAEI]
A 2 AaAgd 23S FE ST F79 o|EoHA, A ©
gt 319 FHEEL Tk AT A I E (umbrella theory) & A
< 7t Ao, a8la F2 FAEA A 23S FIA g
g B A3 A7l AR, AA AP HAE
dz #E FFetn glon, ded AF 71 (descrip-
tion) & Holdolx HA WENAS) HAAR (policy outcomes) I+
Ao BE ATA BAE Ptz ek 1en A EST AA
o} AT 2o WEd deiE #AE 71&0)7] AlFtetaL 8l
t}(Hay, 1998: 45~43).

-4 N

3. M UEN3I Y9l 442 SN YH

A WEYD 28L& Y PYAEN] BAE d787) AT AR
12 224 Zhaitn ¢t} ole 2@ o] FAFAH AN FA
27l BAE R F7te] 48] Ui 2 Aol 87
A, A YEHA 2go] FAAHA PgAEre] FEHA &
AS BXNate o A9 Ad40] de AR A7 WEot
(Kenis & Schneider, 1989: 6~9). L&\ o}d H MEHA RY L
7129 REE HnE W Fro o]2H EE A e %3l
glom, F8 A HHe B& =] vk gt o2
AHE Zoe A YENA 2Fo) it o|BoEAM L] 9
A Zt3ojol & 71EHQ A1 #AHE AER ST

L]

W Hz Mo

1) $AIE 28 2 onid 2y M HE3e 73d

B4 YEN D Bt 71 2EAY AL 00| W) Y
3ge BAshe o Qeht £4971 st Aol F A =S
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3 2go] A ENE A% AAH nFolgpr|Rie dF9 A
&1t (metaphor) o) EF3lthe F33 FA EYHI 20| FHAT
o} AANF] 1 Wele o 8¢ A¥EFclge FF
dgelth 2 Axte] 4A-E st =9 (Dowding, 1995: 136~137)
& A JEHAVE A3 DY (explanatory power) & ZEA] B3}V
w £ o]2RFL olun, W] WA AR (heuristic device), F
$2 Al2EE Aolgtn A wabd 3 WEYIs) AN
gl AH FFE vAA] god, FEAL Aduge 3L
Eld ¥o|th(Marsh, 1998a: 4). 1 A#H FH EHZ P2 J|&
A QN (descriptive) ST HYol| 22| Fdle= Aoz old| €} (Richardson,
2002).

A VEYNIE FAH K2 olfdte dale difio] #eA
NMefol & WAl §ulz] M)A = (rational choice institutionalism) &
oM PAREY] Jxd e FAsY, FH EHI A<
FzH AA 2 ojzlo] AR XolE HHE & Uthe Rl o)
A vjdHolt), o]EL FH WEHIZ AAI} shte FREAM A
A7 Boke AMEe R HAETS (nterpersonal)  BA o] H,
A YEYI: @A £AH Fd Bysite Aotk 2, o8
< A F gH2A AN AME FAsE e 4ot

a3y A 22, vk, 29X (Rhodes, Marsh, Smith) ¥
2 e A JEHI AFAES F A UEAIE FAH &f
E3g Aol oy}, d4E EAste d /&3 ZHojgtn £}
I gtk AF HEIE PARERY 38 {85 e
Bot ofuzl, FYAF FAAR 71 Q1A BAE HHIE F
£3} o]t} (Bulkeley, 2000: 731). WEIA o]EL J]EA o7 HA
HES A7} FAZAT B J88 vFva 20, 3 EYA
T2 At F ol= Fo] AUFH R B FAFL X eAld tf
A =g olx gtk (Marsh, 1998a: 4). 22T o] FA YE
HIE PAAED BAN BT FU FEL o|BLE oA,

2
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H9#H M1 % (2003)

Az PARE 7o) FEAEol FAAE
o] HaMe ojujg JaS vix Ao M =E st .
o2 YA o]BL A HENAE I FHE FIseln,

A YEY AL Ao|7} o= Fx FAMEY 2po]& M LEAE '3‘
Mata 9ler, 3 HEHAS FHAR T #Ae HE IS
n| X WEHA (dialectic) BAR BARSHL AT (Marsh, 1998b: 194~
195).

ol9} B, E A3E y|EHoR HA YEHAI FAH &
ol HFE Aol ol MERFoIAY AU e A=
olgistAt gtk AW YEYAY Aol2H HHAR AolE T
2y A9y £ gire Aot FH JEHAL FAEAARE 2%
(determine) A= Zattiats, A (shape) SEAV T (regulate) & &
= qlth 71, H47 FYFEAC EAse Aol FHdA Y
W7t AEdA F2l3 Aoz AdEHY, FYETHE 59 9%
o} AA A @A Btk 28a FF5A JLENA el A
B2 wiA BT} (Smith, 1993: 71~75). ol& 71BAH oz LS 7t
x| 9} AAola]d] h3 FHEIF Eom, HEHI o] H5oE &
AE AR R Q48] fiolct, W QWA ol UES A7}
zAste A$ole BYHAl wHIHAY (paralysis)  EFHHA L
(mess), Ae owsiyy A} AEHA RIte 447 BHL
Sk 53-41]'31}0“ 71EAQ FHx) 9} o]sfol] tigt Fejrt BEstn 7t
7] AAe] ola)E BHslH D 7] WEolch. vt VEHeR F
A VeI FAAT 2t BAe IWTFAHA Aol ofEt, FE
22 A0 Ao|th(Marsh, Richards & Smith, 2001: 196).

agln A YEYI 49E e 23] HelW ZH EHA
o 242 4WE £ e AAE ¥ (variables) 7+ 7]EE ofof it

A YEHAY 723 £4 2 VENA U9 F3AeS 43
st 48T £ e HFE ol ok FAZAIS} BN

, Aol 9wt AL AT 9 (end result) YA (policy

A9 vEsAe) P2 &
3

fr o J\N
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outputs) 3te] ztolE Mmoo N FHAU Lo W HxE AT
T T Aotk EF 779 olajrt F WA F2 WG EHER
€ He A= A UEHIY Zolg FHAT Ao] 7he] Qs
AE olafstes d /8 3ol

SRR o] B AAT AFH £4L A Erbssta, o
A2 ABEA (document research) o)L} WH(4) 72318 - w3 7
Z3 e W (semi-structured or non-structured interview) &) ¥4 58 E
3] 1€ ABE HHT & A& Fol™ (Bowling, 1997: 389), &
t dFsAe AEAY JEBE Fol| gk WEEA (content analy-
sis) o] & BM HeRow BAFE 4 912 Aot

2) HHEAA % o|uiiel A FHH WESLIS BY +F

HAedtzel Y EYZ Z¥ 2 EYR £4& F43y A7
od &3t otk aglx WEHA MFL PFAAETY (2R
ZZ]o]E ohH AL ofvldtE) BAI (relational features) S F-A8}3L
A @k (Knoke & Kuklinski, 1982: 12). 28y} 1 B<te] MEYA
Mg FEA B4 mabx] M2 Adoldt Aol olslso] stk
Atglgtolu} F3lQIFetol e YEYA E4L B ezt &4
2 BAgte Wl 23 & Fv vl $F (macro-level) o] ¥-41& 2|83l
ot ARl FA YENI o]E71ES] A4 dAZ u]3dN
o] A YEYZ AT Zo] P9z} A A 2HE FE= 0
AH BAE A8 gk st Al el "ol A4 s by #
st HE FARETY MAA AAE FAsHe Holth F=ZdA
= Z% (Jordan) ]} B]AF=<E (Richardson) §& ©]& 3l v)= AT9
FF¥oE A UEHA U9 AAE M AR olaistx Sith,

FHUFS] A5 AREAE Folle MEHIE 22 BA (n-
terorganizational relations) 2 o|8|dte= AMHERE BAW, X - gt
ANrel B YEHA EXMEL dFE AA 55 (macro-level) o A
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o] 72"l SH, & AW X (governance) f T FEZA FH o
EQZE olsista Jch(Kiijn, 1997: 33). ®IIX, Ap}Z, frijoly
(Mayntz, Scharpf, Schneider) 5 =49 gAEL A JEHAS
A (hierarchy) R A7 (market) 3 ‘CHB]E]L“ A ze] 3 Fe A
olgfsti Uth 4 71N fAE FF A7 JAA 23 A}
o|folAlE, FAHTEZS] “a”d?} T2 BAR SAANAE A
Wz g Fejojrh. AL F2H BA (coupling) 7+ flom, B4
He AR g7t Al A g9 2RE Uehve, 154
zZ740] gle AWd 29 & Feojrh old vlsjA FA YEYJIE
&3 AE o] EAleta, VEYA Uio] AEd PAEN] 4%
ZHgol I FolE TEsin, o] Y VRVt He AHd
29 g gejo]tt (Marsh, 1998a: 8~9). A Y EHIE NE2F A
MUAR HE olft BARIY 4E9Ee] AE AR 97
& Al 2L RAAR A 7] Wity Al #HAH A 7
F71 W&o AAE B vt=e HAE SN A
239 AR 3t AIGARE FEE 5 g ot o A
= 25 Adste Avdselty, Wi A JEAE £HA A}
712 e, oleld AL RRAA o]Yo] He ATE 7}
Ag& 4 Qlrh WS A5 o R 3 FHE IR AR g
o A Fge| st Aolth

HHA=AdME dAZ ZA ELIE Awdrd & Feg B
Ak, EdoMge gy Avdze FHE B YES A FA
ZA 3] (rational central rule) R8O F X2 FEIT}HKickert et
al., 19971 7~9). 71N F2H FTAFHL =7t AP 2HE
o F7PF AAAA ] A PAteln, & FAAELS FA
"ot A EF S s1FH R o] Fojir). &M% FEE AL F
A Bate AR 718 7P, BAAH Y A $42
Fadch Wi A UEHD 2P Hop UFHA kS A4
ok =7k o ol FHHAY AXFA] ¢, FEE Y e
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7 Be YPAE T shiolth. FAAPL FYY FIFA, ¥
HAET ] A wdte] ¥gEE Bgoluh

Y G FA YEA A7 F74 43 I vE
HIE Fold 2HEN F& ARETLY A FU FF (meso-
level) 9] /W02 olgdl= Aolt), 33 £F9 EAML BEAzor
M BeiRge d&7 9o BUE e vA F£29 BN A}
3 o] AFHME BA YA 27 S 2" S 7RE A
Al =F BN dAE AFslnAl &tk (Rhodes & Marsh: 1992:
D. olE% e F2 FH MEHJAE 27t AF-T 7 BA
w3 Zyoz AE W) vk meA o] EoA FH vES
A 2gg ojefu ¥ ozM T 2 2T 2 g
et AL B}t $493% o|g8rdew HEEn, w2 (Bulkeley,
2000: 728)°ll WEH, P UEYJAE Jold YAal, Fold Alx,
Fold F2E Alole] #AIg o33t BAIVF B AT WA e FF
< F2 BHdte U £FY BARFo|t. aela o]z ¥
H2ZA A JEHIE olajste 3L dAZ #AY 48 A
ojEo ZAF F2H AR oldstn e, ol FE YA
o] ZA3 TA A7 4 Bo] ¥ Aotk E dF: FA
YEYAE 27 539 o2 B2 945} Ao RN £
2A AAsivtn wdstan gl

a2y B &0 d-dste, 34 JEYA 23o] B} HA4A
£ 7Y, ol& 7 $EY o|LE ojFEtyE, A E nlA] £
Fo] BN Egste O A A2 (multi-theoretical approach) ©] v}
A8} (Daugbjerg & Marsh, 1998: 185~186; Smith, 1993: 233). A
Al el AL AA UEYAZt O SN FEdn e 271 Al
2o} Alsle] AujE Fof B} AT 724 g o3t
£ u gasith 34 JEYIE 2o YL 33 - AL3A wg £
A ZEaH, oy wWeo] A YEHAY JAT Huld E Y&
£ "A7] HEolth. EF AA| o]EEL WEHZ Yol i<}
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89 g, = r7o oloo] wiAHL BIHEXE AYste
= fr&st.

A g 42 F2 UEAZ U9 Q1Y) 9] 2 MEe] B
AE Aot vl Bostth A UE]IE ARY - 722 $47
FARETY F5go] EAHA lom, o]&te BAE ¥5H
d Rog olgrty PAxEe e AHE o8 & e v

Al o] BAL B4 UEY A el oldshy] el 21838
Zolet. o] HelA Fefa Mol F ZAA| g vjA] o|ge ER
(Marsh, 1988a: 15), ZgFAdo] A3 BFPo|} A8HA| 28 F 3
A BAE 4 EHZ ¥ A 2" "8 Ao] & Aotk 1

23 AR YESI | #Ae dddez 27T BA9 /4 a9
7t A2 HIA 7] dRel ol 3 £ v f£FoE TR
o olgdte Zo] o A¢+E Bl

g A JEHA RYS tddFe] 9 g3 239 tfgte]
He 3¢ 779 ojgo oFgidels, A 58S HWA T
s Aol dostth, FA A, deFely 2§33 w3l A

ol& WEA F3F £ETe] ofd, AAIA FHNM oldsle B¢
= vk 7HE, ddF 28 FoMm tEAlol & (polyarchy) & F
2 A3 volAel Ao wjEy} #AHE A2 RAM (Marger, 1981:
78~80), AA FEL A4S Gt a2ln geFgE 57
TF BPonA ofgdttte AL Ty FAMTE HaFyolg
(group process theory) & oJn]sle Ao}, 2&Fo 2y AN 233
AL dFY old&R2r], F7HHHE, B3k, AAAA Fog o)
st WS AN FEo BYd fdgtt. 2 58S 4 &
F9] o]E0 2 olgist= A FrH|E] (Schmitter) o] =71et o]
o] BAC] A AZFF (neo-corporatism) & AR 3He Aojth

olFg F £EY A BF, & JdIFolEozNg tdFe]
2Y, AzxFFodeAY 23T 28, nga FH JEHA =Y
< FARPAMY F71e] A 4, Z7te} g FYAE 719

of

o
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a2
F2 0/228EY 24

28

A, 28n FAEAYE Be By SolM B Aort ok &
A, gdFe 28e I7ME b oldE 23 F1E FAA
2 758 (Wilson, 19820 177), ZA#Fe] FHL JEE] A
Aolgtzn B}, Z7lel ol 7he] BANA, =7teE EFE o]
AEE AR FAY HEshe A oplrh, FYL o|YRIENY A
o] AYol| =ET AFECIth(Dye, 19841 26). 2T RHolA
o F7ke ARl olE g A o8 HEI A e HFH HA
oty olFwTe AN ke EHA o|dUEEY A€ F
3 olquike] AAE dFsr1®E Frh(Young, 1990: 78). FARL
E AEA #AZL FAEHY, B JEES 37t s AdF o
2 FEEAY A webd AL 37 9 5 o] RdelA
2 del2 A3dch

ojo Hlg|A, FH VEYZ BYL I/ oY Yel|x, A&
Ho|q 35 oEAHS] ThAd B (AT, A8, AN, LFLAH B
£¢ 1882 Uth(ordan & Schubert, 1992: 11). =F7}e theF9
EYoA 7H3he AFHola FYAHY Aol ohigl, 219 olsE
#Asazl sk AAEA ot v 2T AN Hshe
44 HARE ot the dHAET A B3-S ok 3t
T 33oEHQl ] el EFHETE(Bomberg, 1998: 167). =
7k} ol e ke BAE Abde] #HE 5T Feist e Aol

oA £ U +E AN &

A EYZ AT A olelofiel el - Audre] He
(u]=8 3}, Jordan ) (Marsh, Rhodes, Smith) (%%, Wid&= &x}

e 2¥ - AdyA )& gEA ol &,
Zg5e 2 - ES I pal R 27154,
(197009} F¥uko]F) ol &27],

AAAA 29 2 2o
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oz, FAFAo] webd, am A3l weh gHHoz 43
2 4 qlth dehg B2 £ g9t Fojslm, ojge] oW #
A Phon, oAud AFe PAlsteA e A EAI Aotk
O 9E 3 YENA BEL A549 Aol ik (¥ De A
OJERY L EA EN B vwatd wWET Aot

3) T BE YKL MY UEHT WA 4%

P YEYA 2L 8 AEHU AP Y UEHIE 72
2 Qahert ofyr Pz A Adgest dte Aotk &, T
Z9 YA FollA] o= Ao] stk sk Aoltt. 28 ole
FAs] #AY £4& FRAQY AR o=y AAAY Re=
olgistite AAE APH o AHH,

A, n|Zel A A o B =eje} FFelA ] HAFTFAH A B
& zoe 729 P9 F P Bt & HFE T3 e,
A JEYIM BA A /M BAR AXNstn Utk 8t
AAR vYPL FAHEE FAshe BLETY NI IEBAE
Zzsigen, 2xesat 29 (Richardson & Jordan, 1979) 9] A3
A MEE vREETEACNAN M2 15 PAEC] MdHeR
A5AEE 5%0], FHFTEA Y= FAAE e LG AY
A BA7} B RS AR o] Fd®: 2™ (1981) & FA ]
ENQAE 7 A YYAENY QA GHBAR oo, ¢
A9} 4o E (Wilks & Wright, 1987) 9A] A& VIEHAE A +
Fd A9 PYAE Alolo] A AAR sPdsltet, =9 (Dowding,
1995) & A& EHZAS] 4 B9, & EYdsE UESIY 54
2 A (per se) 7 obd, WESA Wle) PHAEolgn Bk F, B
AR MEY A FA9A o] £4& Aggrie Aot A UE
A3 FYAEN] Faa4 Adudt 3 Bt Ao,
AR FFE vlX e AL PAAELY oItk v 19 FF
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< 4% FA Adg2 oz, JEYI Yo /MAA PaAS
M FAARE dgstnx se Aotk

et A I EQD o] 271 M PUAE B} 2AET B
A9 £4& AT BAR oldfste AHREL A YES A 7Y
PIAl 2 o]8o R QlAlshe Aol Zaith = wAA 9=
oM AAA 22E sAeteis SUFAH Ago] el

olel HlEA 4, 2=, T$Az, IS (Marsh, Rhodes,
Daugbjerg, Cavanagh) && 72§ Ht} FAld0, A8 YEYA W
dMe BAE T2 BAZ o&stn Uk vl Z=(199) =
B UESAE A& sy Mz ddE 2759 FHoz
oty F olEe FYAEtks FEAH Rl Fedtim B
B,6 UESIE Ae)Ee] T2 olgfstn A ojlEzte] 7
22 AE FAPh e olF A0 A (Smith) 9] FEY oA
T 8 724 SUE 2. osL YEYIE Ay, 71,
T2 B9 AxE T, HEg FYE st Qg u
& MHshe 22 oR o) YEYIE: iy ggjarg )
Adsta, HAe FHuE ZEL wdein], Ao FxA Fa=
FA% webA ENA WY JdAER L fElE Ago|2oA o
she AXE 7hed tikksel] U #2ld Wrtke] At olg, 3
A9 ZE 2 GAER A B39} 71X E widste Roju) YES
e AA9 25 dAe AP T2 Ho|th(Marsh &
Smith, 2000: 6).7)

23, MEHIY Fx9 #AY 723 4L Z23dE AL,
H & Y EHZ oA BE0] FF3AT o]Eo] slog g
o1& 7 Ao] olyel, F/#8 o8l (shared interest) & 712 3hrte)
Ao 2A oug Zrethe Aol uwekx YEYS Yole B
e AL /AYF olsle] g BAAZ} o, ZHE olsE Higo
2 g 2Folu Fdzte] 723 Aot ax o] BAE A
2A o¥ AdS ustn BEaFE FY2e BAo), A

s}

BN
rlo
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YA} S dyshe A% o33 724 #Adolt weld T2E &
Aste Hale 27t %A FAE FAstn FAstEAd e F

2 WE A =W, o] AelA AARE T ity AAEE 2 A}
A JAZEY 2FE & dE AU AY a8a olEe A

A0E Avste o JARNSE Azt & YEYZ et y)
EQa Fx9 Ao 9FE vXn, oAl FH AT} gk |3
the Aotk

€ dFe ol¢ BHsd 729 P9y, F2A BA AAH B
Ade o= s} Ao HEsl7|Boie A33 746]] {eclecticism)
£ FHste o] o} d4dd FEdva Azgd. &, ojdes |
oMM At BRI/ B YESAY HEE 7150}J_ @Zﬂéﬂrg A
Hate H F8% AYS I48ks Aotk (Marsh, 1998h: 194~195).

53], 4 VEYI/L 44T nX e 9FE golude A
ARE e 3 EYAE 1 S04 ‘PgAAr) AFsta 9
E FEYE Ad4s)of gk

EE UEHZ 72 &4 ozlo] dAAE AFHAY #<
B s 5 WARNA FES 1AY WEAD TRE P97
A8 =& ol 8 AAA, FHE /Y, YEHAE fA8
Ae oz A3k o Ao ENZ Yo #AE AdE
(resource dependency) o T-Adke 732 #Alolth. a8y yF9Yate
T2 e FEHE| ofYn, T BEOUE Aoy 73S
sAdstn gAste, AlGtZEsbslnal ek (Marsh, Richards & Smith,
2001 10, 243). F-ZT FAAY Aol eJejA FAHAM PHAE
o] A At (strategic calculation) o GEE v]A]= Aotk (Marsh &
Smith, 2000: 6). WE PAx= FAFHAH A Agsin U E
32 338 $% ok (Marsh, 1998b: 194~195). wetA B LﬂE
HAM FAE T28 BAA FAG AU BAQA Aok

O A VEAIs B9 T2t old, FEAEQ FXH F2
oith. A VEY A A Yo N T PP 724

H
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a8 3
#elo vPx 219
TR B

g9 T2 &% TE
< | 4
BokA (unstable) 2F4 A (stable)
7P A (changeable) 2| &3 (continuous)
o 283 (unpredictable) |37V (predictable)

Wt oMd HEse Aol F VEYHI 729 ¥EL YA
ZQl wigt gt ohie}, PAAEI YA Adete WA
M E FEert. Mt FYAFAE P23 849 Pt dF
A Aol 25 widE Aog2A, FAARE dYste o] T2 3
AZe] 4% 25E QM ok @t (Marsh & Smith, 2000 5).9

ag)n e} T2E TR AR HF2 441 4t A
e #Ae Al dioltt. AR &% (activity) o] HHEEH
A& (role) o] =], FFo] WEHL J¥o| N&HA FHEE Fx
(patterned structure) 7} BT}, 18U ol & HWESHA FEIE 0¥
tAes, 200D, HAZ FRe PHY FFEbe Bt g Ao
1, A&HeH, dF 7Fed $4E 7R AT, ol AY7A|
€ AUE MdozA, A #Ale AE&HdelA olgis ook
Foh((ad 3 #FF).

4 HM YEYTL THRAN BB YN

A MEY YL FA HEHIE P8t St AL 2 8
&8 AT RG] EHYaE AARE FAY 7= 3 3
e @A Hedl ok &, FARPY WREHE He o /Y
st o] & 3 A UENIE oj#ishy] AE 7H8L F FA
< £4% AUE AAgsle Rol st a2y AFAA 3
A YEHNIE A7ste FAEDNe FYUEY] FH8L E olE
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BAe] 9E deol dd TEUS D17} olgeh BRE IS
Atz FEAAE 2 ek

A Y ESAY FALAE WA BAMTE o4& (Waarden, 1992:
32~37 & WY} actors), 715 (function), T-Z(structure), A3}
(institutionalization), A3 2489 T3y (conventions of interaction), HH
BA (power relations), A2k (actor strategies) o)2hs D 7HE &3
2 glen, 7 fFEE g ARES EYsta o, AUAA
Estn ABET wleto] FEdl 19| A E LA 2R A
f31= de Z27t Aok gEgl9t =P ZFY Ripley & Franklin,
1984: 20~28)& AL, BHYARES] BA, VA I, VXY
Aegde v 7B WLE At Atk agan 28 fUE
(Jordan & Schubert, 1992: 4~12) & AL, AAAES AA, 73
Agke A 714 b4E,9 w2 (Mayntz, 1991: 18) & FARE, 3
Aaga, 247 BA2AY PR AYS 9%, AW, B
AaAgolgls A kA W4E, =3 S (Knoke et al., 1996) < &
Ad, AP, FHole], FHAA, JIFA e FH2A
£ 94X 7IA ¥4E AdFsta itk

2] 22 (Rhodes, 1988: 77~78) & A WEHAE ola A
g (hte] MEY A 38 PSS olddA), Y, FAH
EYA (B9 £ 39 £29 PARASIA o= A JEAHAMY, F
HBA =Y MEQARY FaiA), ALY wEelgde oMl 71
Agoz pRIAT ol M YEHIAE FYsr] YoM AR
RolA T, Fd WELIS ENRFEAY F84%E Utk Hodl
t}. o]Ako] (Yishai, 1992: 91~108) & WEHZS wlAl/g (exclusion) 7
PYRAETY] A EA (dependence) & T8 WFE AFST Utk 19
T ok 2201992 25 € BA VEHAD fEE TR AR
£z A YEHAY FHLAE WA (membership), THA
(integration), AAQ2] W (resource distribution), T (power) &} ] 7}
A APer PR ded, @dFeR M e d8He

lo
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FA A0 BEAMSE T, WAl iRt F (number) 9 o] 3
o 9 (e of interests o) 2R BHAWSIL, FRHAE F5AE
Bl (frequency of interaction), R4 (continuity), e (consensus) 2=
A 7k W57 2Ech Qe dddde JELD W 3o
zAE7ke] QLB FoizF WellMe AdumEcr TEIT
nlxgto 2 AYs HHs|E et Aol FAUA, H
HAAe 584 AQAE EuAt ok

2231 U2 (Collins, 19950 671) € F A VIEAZ EXo F8 4
224, ZA (boundaries: open, closed), WA K3 (membership types) ,
o A el (linkage pattern: hierarchical or not), A WX (density of
relations: frequent contact or not), 23 2| 8 (types of coordination), 3
=8} (centrality), XA (stability), BAL) 7 (nature of relations) &
oy 78 E3 glen, 2 (Dohler, 1991: 240~251) & ZA4=9 &
AFAL vm - BAe) 4@ A JESA FH8LE MEHA
FZ (network structure), YA L 25} A (actors and  their
coalitions), AW % (governance structure), ¥ E2H& 8 (patterns
of interaction), 18l3 VIESZS] Ak MeA] (strategic selectivity) ©]
ghe ot 7R E E3 ATh

oMz B YEHAY BHHSe M BE =97} 3tk
S 28 (2001: 268) & 7@?‘-‘33&!241} AHole], AHAA, 92F

2zae £2)9 ) 71 848 F&3a itk FAFARE A
Ao JgFE vixle A Ee *}51’8%01"1,10) 7 Ao <] (policy
interests) 0| & F AP AEo] APt FHERE r|dy. AHT
Ax PAAE Alole] J&F BAE Yuiste Holn, Y22E F
2 (interaction channel) \“& 2419 75‘711}0]2‘5}]% g slal s A3z
o|RojAE 9HIZES Yuidrh (2001 51~64) IUHE
Az pAso, FA MEHNAE 9—]"3’51 234, 71& B4, Y95
Ag $3AY, A WENA B F33E, FHIEY A A
zmoz PR3l Byaim gt oA 2L FA AL
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oo EAskEA HAE 7hEd gty WS AP oArlde
AR 23, FAAAL B, FAH G2, AR EsE 7))
EFETh 71E ZHold dAY EAE A ¢ AU AAFA
g0 EAE A7Iske 7189 AU Lot FUFAE YA e}
o ol fBAE 7T RE A3 992, FAA o} OI%HOH
o MEEd ek UESA O 4E3Een ddse
A 7NA, EARA 2 dig, Ad 2 A Fol EMdEr. A A
< AR EoR veped, 4 g Aze A4, JlREg
afzaA Zde difsde] Wale A9, FY duge Wl
So| x3tgr),

oA (1999: 54~58) & #HE|&AHAE BMIPAAM, FA vES
A9] ML I, AsoEd, d4¥Y, EYA 7z, YE
A28 viAdolete U 7HAE dFsta Atk FHedAle Ay
of A8 F4E wtgstaat s ols| @A Aotk BAe] 2o
F7b ZoEn, FoiRe] £ o= FElstoln)t, AiEAge A
Ao B E AXA ddogr, ALY JE S upy
< B AV]dME A& AT FEREe W) %—
8 FAEeIt JFH (influence) o] & ThE AR A o=A X
473 7Fsd ARE HET 5 WA e IR 5w, g 63
A4 £&2 Y58 + Sle Tt WEYA 12T AR
o} BAYENE 7F&Ich (Waarden, 1992: 34). U EL Y vjA| o]
o} 5ate] g3 YES A FAARE vt}

olftel = HHH(199%) & FEPAE BAHA, FH vEYA
A F8 WFE FoRte] a1t 44, FAREze] #A, A
AR Y FEolehe WLE AFsta dloH, AEF199n) e B
APl 24 3 HEHFE BAsHA AWML Aozl
T, FE FAz, FARETY 924, WA, B9 x&Aelel
T Wl v WS ARRstn ok aElm AAF(2002) = Y
Azl BAPAAY A3 AL, BAFERY A 7] FHLAE TR

r>~ py
fr e m
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I EQES A EAE BT Aok BaAeixiel B
= B9 o 78, AR F5Re BEHE s
B4 QAR E, AT BEHME BA 4F, BAY B,
YEAZY A 2 A, 93 BAS F40z nista ok
ojAY (2001) & MR, Fz, HEEY, d¥d YEYa
Fxeke vl 7 E dFstn Ytk

ol doliA Hel, FA WEHAS FHRA @ BAMS dig =
o SgatEvnitt v $- ot 28y A2 FA YEYS 244
o EX0 F2 g gen, ol BNy A8 P9ix), 7
& BAAET BAY &4, 49 5L F8 FHLLE HgYsin
ek 22y oleid AEL AW MEYA A9 &£4L veotate
e Fe&stdAT 28 WES A A3y dAsl olgsle
He A7 ok UESZY £4¢ Wale A EANSE
o AN YEYAE PHHor V£ 4= JAW, Ay yE
sk e o) BA, aelm A vEYas FAA 7k ol
BAE Wele dAE B4 ofgigain), agla FH8A) WsE
AAA Sestebd, £42 Lol AT 34 YEYAI) 35
ste HAH BEE 27t ol eu, PA454S A 2430
E oA mebd FHLA 9 EAHSE Adets b glo] ©
T AU AtoldlA HHH 28E Folo} & Ao,

2 A7 o9 Bl 4 FA VEYA 2N &4 I
< VAE AR (policy environment), FH MEYA Hojzte]
A R olEY AP FFE vlAE B YA (policy problem) 2] XA,
B8 VEAZ 1 AH, aeln 38 YEYA o) dae we
RAAF (policy outcomes) Bl vl 7129 FALAZ WEETR §
o 2y #4827 FAHLAET BAE 9iE B
ETE ME J%E Fade 4548 BAZ Felgof st
Aotk 74, A0 2 FY MENIY £ JgL n)3
F YA, A UEQI W P97t Frue) wed 84S
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'
¥4 YEYIY 7Y A4 YEND an o

O ILl1- l\:‘ '1':'1%)‘
24 LTS Eauao) ATRE 78S WA B

e dgop

Collins (1995) 76‘7_41, "‘Qtﬂ’tﬂ %, dAgH, A 2=, 239
3, A58 A, A 44
VIES A 72, B4t 2 a8 A3k Avdx
Doler (1451 l; qz;}é G, a1 gy
Jordan & PR, BYAES AA, DA
Schubert (1992)
Knoke et al. 899, FAYAA, P, AHAA, IFA
(1996) A%, FAAH

Mayniz (1991) BAARE, BAYAA, 247 BA=MY 72,
A4 52%, wYAA, A9y FAs

Marsh & add, B8, ALY wE, 84
Rhodes (1992)

Rhodes(1988) | olst@Asl g, 749, 38 594, +973
594, Ade) w2

Waarden (1992) ozl 7lg, T2, Azl dudge] 3,
AYWA, A

Yishai (1992) A, FHRET &4

7&-&4(2001) AR 24, 71EH, PFAFAS S3EH,
A VEHRT | 452, LR

A7 (2002) AR, AP FeAE, WATE

2w & (1995) Foqziel ok 44, FoAASHe /A, FAEH
Aol A

FoAzte] , F8 Foiz), FAARET 24,

A% (1995) WiAA, Fole x&A

Hl-8-% (2001) BAPAR, FAle, AHAA, AFER

ol A% (2001) Aoz, zo2H, 934, vEgad 72

Azl BEoEA, 4, EHA 7=,

o] & (1999) Y ES 2] wjAlA
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a# 4
¥y HENI 249
o s M &

WA FE e Aolth FAARI B WEAZ o8 9
= AR Ao FAAAR Q) UEYIY &4do] WsE &
s Aelth

olgigt Y] 7HA] FA LA e BEt W (variables or elements) 2=
A AR BEEHA ol & A BAH B, ARH 87, A
A 7ol A 7HR B2 sk, A4 A & (indicators) E
< e+ Atk FAEA L] AT BAEHA = FYEAV B
PAREAA o= Fx N (sensitive) RA7E HHEA o A5
€ ol3Y HAe gl agjm gukgvlEe] FARAC g
A e oudrt ste F9 28-S & F AUk a2z A o)
EQA e o] A YENR 729 S PYAEN 457
€9 3P0 FEE ¢ Ik B FAY FAe r1EHez 4
A RAol7] W&ol o]l FFsA T3] ok tAZ o
EfAY F24 FHH #A¥se FHde FHY vEYAY ¥4
(formation) 2 AHB/AY 7127t He RAE0] XHFE Aold, HES
3 e A3zE 93 B e dYEe dAgo|y N3 5 B
o 7pEA HEEo] XFE & e Aotk mX|Foz H YAt
B A UENZY AAZ 99 FH U&& F2 BY
ae, 23S A MEHAY A7t o= Fx FYAHe 3oE

g F

'

4 JEYA

—»| 21983 BE2AE | e gaug]
HES =R
(3324 |

v

II
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H2EAE B d Folok & Rojth. o) HaME AL I
g Ao Wgo] FATFe] AR olx Fx WP EA, 18
T 3 M F2 ojx Te] oldirt MY H YA E Ao Hojo}
&Aoo

o)FNM =¥ WEES EdR, £ A7 FY YEYa »
L oldlste WS a¥or AAE Bd (ad 49 2k

5. FHM UESZ°| silRyol et YA

A VENS 2¥E BaA AAAnE dieiA uim - Bl
A A MEQZE f38F Bart I} & AY YEYaE &
Flalol A W|E A Ao} o}RA FH AT xjolE M}
e7heke B VEYI 239 d44 B3 9 F Utk oy
g Atae VEA g ey 233 2dRE g, B )
EE 28-S e SNRIES ETEse A 0] (generic
term) 2 o}zl Aol

A MEYSZY FAF A FZ daiMe =97t ey, &
8] ©HE (Waarden, 1992) oJut Z¥3} 5utolt (Jordan & Schubert,
1992) 2 B MESNZ REL tdFos) 2339 23744
Tote der FAY, FRE 9FL A JEYA 3y
ol EH th3t tiky HIo & olgslE Aotk ey o] AL
A= ZY HEHZ ¥ FHAQ s9R7F tsire A9 o
g B717} oyt

TAHCE, A YENT Mo edFe ¥ 235 2¥L £
gete s FollA 98 (Waarden, 1992: 39~41) 2 & Y ES A
o REE 4F 7 A5 2 o)5d g S UL E Bz,
=7} (statism/pantouflage), LEE Z7V59) (captured statism), 374
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Z9 (clientelism), & AT (pressure pluralism), H-5 ZFo
(sectoral corporatism), HA ZF9) (macro corporatism), =7} ZFS
o] (state corporatism), FQ TR (sponsored pluralism), F732 TA
(parental relations), B Mz} (iron triangle), ©lav WEAZZ= 1174
o HY VEYSR 48E AAstn ok 2v &Y {F3se A
UAA st f33ke) A dwstE A&7 o, &
FET ez BEale] @AM A &3te bl oy gol Ut
A3 FHE (Jordan & Schubert, 1992) GA] FH W ES =9 &}
g Qo] T3] & 2T 2YPS EF sled, FAFY
o] F(shte] Fd, F A9 AFHE Agd £ I, oed D)
o]47e] W} (B8 sectoral, E-E-7}trans-sectoral) BHe T 71X W
ZA o7 23t 2859 (meso-corporatism), 9], I 1913
Y (group subgovernment), ¥ THAFE] (corporate pluralism), He| A
Zy, FAAZFA, B BA| (negotiated economy), A /4 thedF
o) (competitive/pressure pluralism), =7+ Z%39] (state corporatism), A}
3] Z%F2 (societal corporatism), 7WA ol VIEY A= 117HX]9
85 AAgt vk 2y olE9] K33 JA] AUXA 2B-A
olojr] A2 A&dte dHe AV oA, 71Ed EEH e
BE RYES A JESI RYolghe M Sl 2B 2
AUA] gethn 2ozt a2ln 4F JidEd dade 743
£4E WA FPh B~ (Boase, 19%) 9 A% vi=y AUt
o] B8R FA-E FASEA A5} ABIPT e ojuiA ¥
o2 g, nAFY (Clientelism), Ax=gFole A 7IAE Aw
g, o]g A EAAS] §FoR B Sitheled, 19990 40).

ay A F74 434 e ARES A JEYZ 23S
o Fe 2 2T 2HY UijbAQ] AL® UHsty k. 22
(Rhodes, 1988: 77~78) & A UEHIE UFd KI5 ISA
ol HidE e XEA JPFoE olFstEA, FA YEHAY
F3 & A4 o HAFFA, HEVT DAL AuAL I8

=z
o
3

e o L o
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< YAt AEI VEYZ (professional network), FFFF-< A4
AE 7V #A Fol| B ‘BEIY Y| EYZ (intergovernmental network) ,
d2e] 2IEWE, LR, Holdds A BdEE Y HE
A (territorial network), ZAAZATo] Aujd FaF & PAlete WA
A YEA A (producer network), HT} 7|2 Q] ‘ol{r UWEHZ'el=
O 7R FEstn ok 229 o3t =9v A vEYAY
FHES UEUE widstn YRR ol wide] LT W]
Azt A MEE AL olH, "Fu XY HENZ F
& AT 54 AEE B3 AowA dutglsrlde of# ol
At

o|F nl+{ ¢}l 2= (Marsh & Rhodes, 1992) & ¥ M EHZD §¥&
A4, B84 Fx, A9, BEolge Wl 7R AdE V1ELE,
AYZEA YL olar UEHAY] A& (continuum) /Foll A &sta 9]
e, ol A4 FA YEHZS &‘3454 #dste 7 HldeA
Jdedch FIAFFAE 7IEF /HAE FHEtL, Ade Wl

agol FAARE 7Re DRt (tght) Lﬂ 4 olt}. oleldt BAZ
$AE AQE So Wi, FAABU] NG FTHE, W
44N we A58, A8 A - BAYE
g FoAAE ] e, BE 71‘%041}%9] AL 9 AdoE B
A, @’ (bargaining) o] A& B FsAL, BH I, W Fo
Ao AAH 72 F9 $4& 7Hrh oldl HEA oj VEHSA
e Ao dig F2o] 7MiAen, B $o FoAAE e
=& (oose) MEH oIty TAH LR ol VEHIE B2
Ao, AWy - 7R - A AEF B2 AEY, F5H FiEed
o 459 FZ, ¥ FAS 25, F (consultation) o] <A
3 43AE, BHE5S 2Y8A 59 £42 7 (Marsh, 199a:
13~14).

o] Ake] (Yishai, 1992: 91~105) & 2 VEHAY wiA4 F=t
B &GS F8 AFE 3 AP U EAE ol VENT,
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E2

A ZEA, B A, A Flllron duet), FA FHE (policy
curtain) 8] TP 7}A] KE o2 LRI Utk FAE B4E QRS
Fojzle] i AL BE MENZ O PYAE] AaoEA
=7} Erh o] ZFEEA ojabolrt EAH o s sidolatn
2ozl 2o 7old 3 AL MdE Auiry, $4 Mo R
< gdeze o izelA 3le] dddKst viAE Hez
A, o] Bfdl BE 0w AEV} Hde Y. =, FER
2t AE ol TE T vield FHRAAA HEAR 75‘?4 (techno-
g 4338 Feoltt. Ao Fole AAH AR 2
Adte] s, FRpztels DI FoidAsL A edE)
BE7} mgd, A AEL FATHo] FRRA M =45
= 452 7Pgske Aol A% P9YAle] Foe AE JsjA =}

cratic politics) 5

Y 4EHIY 89

a0 a8 =9

CERE=OE] CEREDET R BT

AAE

Boase (1996) tlFe], nFe], Az2FFe

Grant (1992) F 23, FH F5H, AR o|gFE, YAEA

Jordan & 2 28T, ARy, I7} 2FF, A3 2@

Schubert (1992) | 39, A& SFYE, 23 thdF e, Ho| 4z}, B
TEA, G A, /48 O3, AWE o
# U EHA

Marsh& Y FEA, ol viEY=

Rhodes (1992)
Rhodes (1988)

B FEA, AR} VEYA, FEN EQDS,
A JEAA, AR HEYA, ol MEHR
Waarden (1992) | 27139, 3 Z715e], nAZe), ¢y tig e,
& 2839, AA 2¥F9, 2t 239, T4
oo, FAH BA, H 47, o)f vEYA
ol¢r HIEHA, Y FFA, e bz, Ao H9,
Y AE

Yishai (1992)
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. AR deEiEr AAgE EWstEA AR ETE AE
ZMU% R} 5ol S kA BTt (Yishai, 19920 94).

JME (Grant, 1992: 54~60) & EU Z7HES] 9=), Adct, ¢
FANe] Feared A (dairy industry sector) A1} BH-2} "]'C{j 71}
A E vw - BN, A YENAE B 287, Y F
=4, AMA 0| AX-(private interest government), -3 A (negotiated
economy) © Y] 72 FEstR Utk a2n fritolH (Schneider,
1992: 112~116)E 5U9] IS AN, B4 HEHAS
FzeA 2¥Fd UEHYA, d9F9d WEHQR, AFIH
(clientelist) WES) A A 72 TR gict 12

ol Aol A WEHIS FF) BY AP AHES =23
sd), o714 Aesol & A 4 AW EHD 233 ol F
o 9 2ol By FAl A Aotk UF ATl A UE
3 28 & 54 £330 gdFe 2 235 RS T2
AT, ol A VEND 2YY ANYEE nH £ o EST
AEAFE Aotk &, nlZoly GFN e Y EHD B2
ANFAZAN 2 o o]ul7l Aoz thdFfut =T £
ol thet tiotozA S4% Add, M HEYZY FARILE
ggze 2 23] REL oA ETdehs AL 2ed Aotk

w3 AY Y EYIE KAsletE, AT WFE VIE2E °F
A& A M naste Aol B Aelth o] oA A HES
29 §8¢ AYBEAL ol UEHAY AN riStEE=
njd el 22(1992) o FEsHe FARN AL e ol
RAolth, o] AL AA FEA ol UENIE IF9 °dE¥
(ideal type) 22 7158k Rolw, d4de] YA E F=1e Sl

4 otz 99X 8 Aelrth. 22|z ol By J7hd, A9
“% A7 A YEDIS] ol 2 vmste A= FHE 7K &
gty B A7 9A ojge #¥E wEs, F /I FENW] A
g WaE 0|59 =98 F o] Bgsld, MEAZS WHA (nem-

¢

_.L.4

(2
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bership) 73 B M (Feizte] £, AulF olal, =iujAlel A,
g A& F), UENI §X9 HA7} He dHed 749
T Ak, A i 4 F= 5, 22 YEYFAY +9 UAle
AE3 BEF AR (Adgshe A /3, 45489 ¥y 52 7B
stod, A BN AHE3sle o] B} fold Aoz y7E,

Jeu A YENZ {3 3}e] NteA] ojx n¥uks g §sjo}
Fote AL 77t Ak ol 7EHos FH YEYA B¥o] ¢}
G AHAREES T8 TBH Sl B2 7]5E] fio]
o B8 2%dn AW EYAY AR S 109 A o]
7] RYPES ¥t AL HAEHE A3 Agol2A 7%e
st o FolE Zejdch webA shgAelR oAl A AF e
2 Eete Aol wpdAE ol

a2 A UEHAY FAREEL 7HFH01E o A&y A
oM wigtRs, weAl B3 7R FAGdd9y P YEYAN) E
A f3 sEttin vleld oz olsie aE g Aot =
g5 9 2350 2y AAAME FLE 27 Yol FA
of A7 HAGH weby gate] &Xo] miHow YEd 5
Atk F4o] Qlxo], A ELAY B4E § 7Y 2L Y
T AL HAME dfo] mebre Adoldt f8o] vehd & U
Rolth. mebd AFAELS P UE]AY F3HIE Hald A4
e AEH AlnE 7 a0t 3E Aolh £3 FAdME Y
T ARG ol shtel ol g A FH JEYA KT EAs
Hode, o8 719 SR8 Eel BAld Ueld S+ 3t} (Bulkeley,
2000: 729). 22T HAH UEHIY ALo% Foizte] My 2 3
He WFE AFste d4F FAArER FHHe 948 2EA
(core community) 9 FFME] HdEoR AP X% BAH YL
B{eA R3tn F8 JrtdAde Foddix Rale FHA 2EH
(periphery community) 2 FEE 4 Ak (Smith, 1992: 61). (2Y 5)
€ B MEHAY R3S 154 Yu 2438 RAolrh
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385
3y YEYI Z8Y
518 3928

oler EHNA \

FHA FEA

#94 254 T

ol AolM BANA AFE YT N2g 2UE AT s TS
A WEND 239 g APEm, oF EH o|2F BHE
< Ay YEYD 28 4FE& 288 B, A dES A 74
sS40 3 AA, 22n FH WEARY HHFIs] A PA
o8 TR =9 Bgten, E§ Ztztel AHE dsiM & o
T 43E AAE Bkt

FAR oz, A YENZY JA7 BHHAE ol & o184 &
Aol BF AR, BAFE B AY, A4 JES A A9 44
2 S84 AHY A 7HA g TR B JESI 2y
ol2d §847 FHYAME o|He] AT FAH Sfol EFHIA,
olud Ausae /e shie by BEAA A daiA &t
gyslo) 9ok ol BHsM B AFoNe Y YEHI Y
RS 7) &3 (describe) U] 8T B ope}, ARZETY AARH
BAE AT (explain) 3He YT F840] A& shute] o] ERFol2ta
l2ska ok

A YEHAS BY £33 B e o & e Avda §
B2 e AA $39 @4, MEYAY $48 MAYAR 44
AA oldstE mAA A, FARNERY BAZ AL AAE ]
detle 27 59 B 5ol EAF Utk ol #Ad E AT



M UESD ZHo| 0lBA MH 24 2N

M FH VEAZE FAAHNA et F P9 AETte] B
of #E FIt FFY oo olgstmat st olFEA HWA, #
A VEND YL ZHAPAMY olduizfe] FAo] B3t dF
o] 9 235 2o it shute] disky B oA 7S 3
goh 22y $3F 39 o]EE AA 2 mAFEe] o225 HA
A 8= ook 3tk (Daugbjerg & Marsh, 1998: 54). W] &,
BAAAY 44, 223 F7heFe FA ol T A oJBEL
A JESZo 93 vAe $#44 8AE dHste d° 47
FEE ATE B ope}, WESZY FE PRI FVIAREY
FAE oldldte HAE Foaitt. FEH Mdolg 5 MAEY A
S9 P B vA] FF9 oJRER VEYA U9 FARET
B3AEE BAste o T £2 ATE 5 U

A UESNZ ‘@AY 477 ddsiMe dA, 3 JEHIY
TZE FANstn M ENZ g #AE 728 FAZ oldiste 4
3 YAAE Bt FAEk . AR BAE AAL BAZ ol
Yol st Utk o] FA HAe] F2 FH aelm 723
Argo] FAte] A F4 a8ln JEF Aghtie F/A YA
Atk e B A7 4L 7R A3 B A 3l
o 2 olfE A8 729 PHE FEIE AR AiEY Bl o}
Yz, F27F 92 A3 Mg o= F Al (constrain) & T
T URAE, A (determine) & & e AL o7 g oy, U
T2 Afolgtn srigtz o|& PUAI} AGA S (interpret) 8}
upol] mhebd] Fxo] YEE dold 4 Utk mEld B d7e @
Azkel BAE 7NEA R 58] HHAA olsfstn Ut Y
HEHIE 7294 A% FA2 FAH don, FA JEYa
el BAle 723 dAQ B AT BAQ] Aol

A UEAS] FHRAe} FHsH, TR o] E7HE0] Tt
T LA MFES St Utk 23V 7oz E Y UE
432 AATE B ¢ P8 AU HFENe2E FH YE
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92 vge) AAg setete o $A7 Qem, B4 MEAAY F
SEREEEEERERL EEES ERIEER-L BIOEE R
PuAgE 2geR 2ot 22n 3 YEdaE A3
PHAY Feke Aol ohle, 8744 2k BA SA E
Ashe Aotk wWeby B AT ME A4 Ve 249 712 2
Ae 947 29 >3 A YEAD > FAIRE ool E BAZ 3
Fati, ci7lo] BARAS] £40] B YEYAY $YL Aehe
3% 24 AHaED. 34 WENZE oA YEYA T2
HEAZ ) BAAESE F3289) T X2 FREA, ol o
ORI AUEQ) Aol, AE A G Fuus #Aol,

stz A4 YEND 289 a9 5% BANN RN E
AVRA Bekelel ez 2 2330 55 34 WEAAS &
dedoz TR, ot W YEYD =Y 53 WAH B
dxlo] & A9l Byol doldtkn 479 1% H9%Y
2 AUAA AR ASE SAAFBEL MEAE Hojxu,
A4L vessnd S 4239 ANE ¥ el Pk
2 e

Aol A AN JEHA 8L tgFY 2 23T 2
ik oty m3o g QlAEly| fid os RIES 1Y

FHoE
et A AU, FHRF TR HEHCE dedlsta
A gk o] HollA whel 2=(1992) 7F AAIF B FFA S ol
HES A F 714 s adse AP WEHIY Aol & 7este
b of$ 58 Ao Hog, 3y 49 YEHA S4L& F
72 F o e B4 PP Fse oldn S
A ZA8A 8 Aotk wed $ele B UEYAY H4do] F
AZTA (B os MEHR) A 7PheFE, Y AKH(FL 9
zho] ARE Ao At AEE AT F UL Aotk 17
1 4oz SR E F&3he dole AF4o] s7ETh

A=, E d7e 3 EYA & 23R A8 71 AHE
eix] 7182 o2 Bj(integration), T3k (simplification), F3T2E
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A (interactive) BHNA oSt ek, FA WEQD Bgo] A
ABNE 98 715 AU FU8T, PHoE ANFE AR E
He7) SN A2 dEAQ dase UES A 43
£ 54l Basith 191 39 WEQAS PHas 2 a9le
3 S3} BAAAE AAA ERHo|T B3kl olala] ke,
A olg wesosA 44 WEYD 249 o8 343y
Q7o) A2 FHY 4 golok ¢ Aotk Telm FolrvhE A3
JEAZ 28E FASE 4 FARLET, T2 D P9AAT WA
$3 BRANE QIA FTE AT o) ohle), HRe )
A MFYA idecti) BA) el Y2ete] olalshe o] B4
dEsze 4AE AAHoz osshe o #88 Roltk

=
T

Mol 2V (iron triangle) & BN T FoAM T PARELS] HAHoln FAHQ (symbiotic) BAE
B} 228 Adeltt (Marsh, 1998a: 5).

o|8%, '/ oldslEe FA@Y (subject) & wiINA] (vehicle) & FHNA Felslaie RogA, o
o Aldelv 43S s ¢dx U E thE Aol wU A E B3A oldslee st A
2 By YAe S7olth (A7, 2002: 650). a2t A VEHI 23 B o)& ‘2F
2 ojFigte A A HEHA 2Yo] HAg FM3tn S HSLELY AAFAE W
Ao Adrdgolgirldcys, 4o FNAAE rledhe shvte] &AA AR (heuristic device) M
ol gttt elnje]ty,

ol4y B VEHZ REE 2/K2 BE AL A JAEH divido] 22& AR vR3te
714 Efoln, AAl8o] 2AL f7]A Hfdte RVIAA /<1 A3 2ok WEHZ &
fe AAY UH 25 38l FH8AET] BA 9 FEEE dYEde 2o
agu B4e] §AENdE #de] FYHolA = vt N VENZE dA9 ARy ZFe
HEert 31 (Mayntz), ©J® oj= BAbe] digke 2 B (Kenis & Schneider), ©]® ©] (Benz) & Al
Feche A% dd=e Aes Bch(Marsh, 199a: §).

Dowding®] ol#1%t #14]-2 Marsh(1998a: 12) &= ‘9| %3 (intentional) A8'oletz E@stn Utk
olg Hed oy HdEd Tl ‘F2H (structural) A 'oltn )= Gk

olgift & FAle o2, Read(1992) & 939 F ol+F 3% Y VEHAE Ex o
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10)

11)

12)

% 2 A4 YEYAY 7EF AT, 2, Fnig 719 TRE o2 2o g

o) e =3 FHL SjgAte] B o, AR ALY U, Bnale Fus

4 Fdzte Fodze 259 FHE ol wiold, oHg FHH &t T 72

o] HellA] 729 A=} 7 IAE Lo‘ﬂ“* (dialectical) FAOIT}, 71 HFHA BA li’% 2]

20 BEIY M NE FTE v F P *@2}%&1 #A'E ouigich,

o714 @Ale JAEEIH AEAA, A8, 282 e AL e wdehs 224 etk ag
1 BAE FAZIHE 9 AREHE Aol o, dadAY g ozyE ZAYHT) (Jordan

& Schubert, 1992: 12).

P A E o]F 7R BEe AT gl (Easton), FHFA BARAZM AFoluy

(Marx) HE2e2 HE(Bentley) % AN, ol& dASA 8T ML givtn RoAr),

FHAAF FFH WS Fej e FARL g BRI WY& FR3be positive-sum gameo]

Atk Azheict,

g9 73T AR VENIAY] F3d @ =ort B AT, e (1999: 22) 2 o] A% (2001:

16~200 T FA MEHAS] HPH FEo2M BT 2Y, FHAZFA, ol MEHAY A

7HE E3 Stk v #AH 0 SRR AT EAE TR AHn B

K
N

% 2T

S

x o

s %

&

2t
kd
Ho

Aes 2001 BARFL B A JUEE AN E FHCRT Aega g uhate

Aee.

BRE. 2001 =URAGABESZE A4 FECOP) BEAE2 HEAT G4 (T A E)

10(2).
AAF 2002 FUSHEF A MEYT B, Q0¥ #=23He3 At e =T
3.
ZAweh 1995, “BAFAAH A Sloid F - A - e 37 FA,” FEFFHAF) 10).
Ak 1995, qREY YA Fozie] 54 Ase] B AT, (FPHEE) 29(2).
Hl-¢-2h 2001 “FAVNEHARZ ] PFAHEA T AL2A " (F=PF AT 10(3).

BAe). 1999, "B A AAoMe] Pt AL A JEHI A7 MDS 42 FHOE,” A

LTI DRSS

oJAG. 2001 “¥=el AP AUEAD S5 Ut A7 HAE BFE FHeE Bt ¥

A8 SR,

ol€Z. 1999. “wFEA FAUEYZY Wz} nEEFPARE FHR," nAdtw P et

A=E.

ol 1999. “F7 Hdrie/MEEZz=ade A WENZ BN APEY . A5 HES 4o

27 FH0%E 438 AT,
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AN, 2002 AEERe BHefe AP FF 23 4A FYPAl,” @EPPE) 200295
HAS e SE =D,

HeE. 1999, AR GEA ] A FAA} IES Ao B BN, AU w P93 whag
A=
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for legitimacy. Also, the deep-rooted belief that economic
performance is not confined to the incumbent government but
extends to the regime capacity implies the base of political
instability in Korea, The fact that assessments of the current
regime are adjusted by the economic perspectives gives a clue to
explain the ambivalence in Koreans view of democracy. However,
one positive implication is that citizens are willing to forgive the
past economic failure if the future is promising and, thus, regime
consolidation will remain performance-driven into the foreseeable

future.

Key Word : support for democracy, economic evaiuation, regime
change

7. Theoretical Debates on the Policy Networks Model in Policy
Science

Soon-Yang Kim

This article aims to discuss the theoretical issues surrounding
policy networks model in policy science. The issues are classified
into three categories like the characteristics, components, and
sub-types of policy networks. Discussions on the characteristics of
policy networks include the issues on the utility, analytical level,
and relational attributes of policy networks.

On the issues mentioned above, this article intends to view the

policy networks model in the perspective of integration, simpli-
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fication, and interaction. Basically, this article starts the theo-
retical discussions on the basis that the policy networks model
provides an alternative mode of interest intermediation to pluralist

and corporatist models.

Key Word : policy networks, interest intermediation, issue networks



