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I. S°7py

I ol AUAA o ~}7ﬂ AF&EJ 14— H, 281 @ﬁﬂll—i-ﬂﬂ—a— o
3 Zlgshe AoRe @AV Atke EAYAdA Ewsigih F ZAUESY
a9 @] FAEA A 7193ty] AsiME, AYNEYAS BE HAH
BE BAE & e o438 H (idealized) ot 27t HlglR o= o B Ao)
O B 2R AAUEYSD BN AFE4E A3 N8 d72 FHow
BANE A7 01'%?71] Foei GREJSAE B45, AHe =& A
TAEC] A7 2 F JeAE =% & 1 AL d¥Ead dt w2
4 EEM HAAUEYAIT AMEEHY H?SHH LBl AAY E4 (social network

s

A ARzt g,
Ao dsire 493 B AFEA
2 D) (Kickert et al. 1997, Rhodes 1992, Goldsmith
and Eggers 2004). ©]7] u}oﬂ/\i A EY =9 RAS BAY Y A
Z~(governance)tt 4183 #2] (new public management)ol] 3 B HPAFE0]
A7) w889 9 2002) AANEA =S, F25A 5FSA B B5F
7ol e wofv B =EdA FAHLE dFA gzl g gyl «Fodret
= 27 @ A Fo 19=50H tkd FoxE Fyagel FofA)
of gth= A FAe o] adgel Uid =5 °i°l 24 AE &
et A 7R gl Aotk olelgh el et Y] FolE Bz
= FAVEYAT de AHSEE e 23 5ojd ‘ﬂf?} AYgHE ofutt. 7
Aol ZFE] AR Tk F7e} 54, a8lu olsBAAE AL A 4
TAE3hE Aol AME) Aol 7] Z(Simmel 1950)EHs Hox BAAAALS A
TE F UEYD BN AHEE AL o]2A HEAE /A itk
AT AANENIE AT B =FEY F8 BHEZ AMEHn
AT} o]E2FH e T AWMdse FA3E e (Rhodes 1995 Metcalfe & Richard
1987, -3 2000, AP BHNERZ HAELH HIES B85
2 ok 2y o33 HAUEYZL] S (metaphor)d FEATE EAZ B

analysis)©] o2 A &&= 4
9 AANEHA7 Fasx.
B AHES AVt §

%0, %2
—Q Rl l“l[‘ o
fats
fir

ﬂ

2

A

HEgozMe] Hdgo] W wde] 58 L7t UrkDowding 1995).
&3] v FoRed] duaboldts &f FHA mREY] Bk, 7]
Z9 g8 B4R vlusted AAEHAE B8 £4F + dv ATEAS

Fe] AL gle Aol Oigk /149 Ehat, Wiztst Wiy 2Fe] A%, e
A

ERECERREE



0. AYEYI APATe] AE

AAYEY ] F84E AAE ATE(Goldsmith and Eggers 2004: Rhodes
1990) BAVEAZ] B4 21 AFAN A% BEA DAWeN Zn
Aok A AT Feo] A QU5 STt vd 22 YsiMe )2
7] olHtheE H, 23" AZA sl FHshe F89 @4 AT go]
oJgTie Mol dig Folsl Qe B4R AT £F SellNE 1990
B ol% AluALE B2} Shujo] met wldERAEe) BAle] AAHs ol5ol
A EAAQ) ol o)Fska itk 53] Jargo

1 . s
d, A2BY 2 AR5 Are] w0l O] AUBASE AT Fojaly]
Al

vay7h 9 270l o8] ARFE BSE WA 205D AT oA TEt
A FolA7] Heks AHE 297} B2 oled YAngeIN oy z4E
o] FANBA B BAG] FAsEA BTt AT AAWES o st

gere] ZolAe] BAE AAEA B o) AAgAAE SE T
=

F7k9 A BARRE BEFSHA WEA @ B oplEt EE AYEAE
AL = Jde WHsFISLE (onefit-all policy tools)o] E7Fs3Hs Azt
wbx] AAEA s ds A oI AAFTES g ol Hu o] BFg FA
TS Y 27 FEET oflg} o] 2AE0] A FAFoEN THE
A e oFEsHA "ot oledt AL FFFEo] AW v AHA

(resource constraints)®] A} AZETE W|FY A WEEC] 85-90% ©]
o] =7te] =8 7|WFAIA (infrastructure)S A8}l (Goldsmith and Eggers 2004:

=
9 ew HRFAZE] LEE NFFE] BRI e Hitets FE

Pt ARAYS Fe FERE 2 YEST Yt oA AFL S
FNE A4 439 Ao% BUAT. 9 AERAY) ZA5e 15 Wa
3 3

g EE e gulshd] R¥ve e AATYw ALEA (resource
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dependence)} AF- o] A Ftex Al EA¢th o33 FINEY=A
+ PFZANFY YESHA (intraorganizational network)o]e}7|Bube A z2Z
I 2 9ot #AE Yeple= 227 U E 9 = (interorganizational network) 7j
Joll 7Hgth
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& g A4, AR e 2 a9 FHAY9
[t 2 A g DY EC o3 o] HpEy] Hre o
oAztE] o3| % Z—‘iol AREI Y HAFTh vy <29
Piron triangle)2 o283 thedF=o] 7147} AEH A BEE F4sEA AY
#Hg o HHAAE FxATE oL vl EHI2EE gREHE 9]
o3, AR #E, 281 93 FAAE] ﬁﬂfﬂ;—‘i"] BEAEE B A
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Tt olF e AFES HAARAAGC] T ] J%MV‘#‘” SR Sle A
obde A Haksth Rossi(1960)E
s,g, S H(polylith), 8l F% & (amorphous form) T t}Fsk 3

T #4959 BEAe FAARFE AFAAA) o7 vy
°] ) A (decentralized)= H#AIE 43 (reputation) THEE HHEE=A] ofd oA}
274 3FE AR dHEeAd n deive HE EoJE2 24 (Knoke
1990: 124) AAS] 2] SHo| we} AP T2E gsiA ol & UH
< AASkL vk

Hepo| gt = thE W #S Hugh Heclo(1978)9] ©l4¢ WIEH HA(issue
network) 2ol <j3) AZ=geh 2E Aol 42 2ol AYRE AHY 7
Ao AE IBE Aol oA A e A 3] FHo| FAE7] Kt

o
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e BE Boldsel AT e $29 AT ADE AL DD o
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ATHAAZ 1999: 227).

O]‘I}'T‘ ]ﬂ__t—_:‘_%_i]7]— ilo:];(}oﬂ I;H%} 7].]1:\1-/\']31} Eak] 7&_\}‘____ UH o T+Z 'S]—il_
E ¥ olFe) AFEe WEHIIL JINE e Fde] A digk #4
S A 7)$0]7] AFsEAYE Richardson & Jordan (1979 AHZeluh ¥
93 F4dM o8 Fdeo ZAgH 2FEE FAHE BIATEFA (policy
community)?] &L FAFHEAE olHGd FAFTAH At tHF(general
public)o] b EE A A % FH(unrecognized groups)E°] HF37] oA &
A Gk AAFFA 7M. de A8 T Aol F2F 54 g
5982 Y (advocacy coalition framework)ol % 2 Ueltx vk §
grge AAIHY Wes FAFNAAA Holxe AT AAEE
% A%H(advocacy coalition)?+2] A& 289 Az HHAM jF o]
1E (internally cohesive)E©°] oJBA MZ & <lF|@AE 71K & 2
HEAE-S e BAE 2HE T AUrKSabatier 1988, 1999).

olEE A ATEL AAIAHFE GEAHLET HIjHte FHgHdx

Je 71gen Stk & AAFAAA S thre] FANER FAE ¢
3] A BAolgty By)HTHs UiRe] d9TRrt AR e HHHE
FAl ZEA A lvke Al 3T 8450 gtk

olg3t AL Hgo g AAENIAE thfd Foxet FEggS B
T NEE Bolgrlite 7[EY AHES ABHsEE A=RE o ok of
# <k >4 "alﬂi I AR AANEYIE FoRte] gz e A=
o] Axol X AZTAH T2 Ho| A st
o YA FHgta & 4 R, 53] AYES
WA 34 B Y ses
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e WATR AU G 5 ek olE® BHNN PR FEHoz P
ARE AAHT WY FAYAS FPEL BYHE 3o A5 )

Eqaste FEEolcl & Roltk

2) B71732003: 2092 AAYELAE Y7ol olRUEYE, AYFTTAE EF
TSR ANEOT B YOout 2 olEo] AR AT WA dert
Mol FLASINE ofeie Suol Yok Aol Baje] Asfolk
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7b Gt gl Bl Ao ARFES olgste] #AY FEE Hofe 4
= Ytk & AAYA g i), Fe, 24, 28 2 o] 3
AFASo] JEA HFFEL FerlE FAHeR AFEIRYgE ‘Ul
AAgoe] A A Fojdta e 1 AAE ATz 274 FHd
HNe A5 dglo 7€ BAYPod 2ol AEE H 24
& A=A Bahe g gt
2. §uxs L Mu|A MEHA EMMe] YHUEANT HE
Hopzy, ol ES A, $EATRF Y M 7 AHENZ 7o}
7 Ao AMIEYA o2 B2 FF, Wz a2en vgy 2450
5 9F ]

WEYAE #d2/3 B84 B&
NS 7]&clth ol B 22z 1—1 E 9= (interorganizational network)d
(Williamson 1975, Park 1996, Alter 1990, Fountain 2001), H&3F (collective
actions)® 24 A= (institutional rational choice)®] A7 (Ostrom 1990,
1994; McCay & Acheson 1987), &&-¥17+ FEA A (public-private partnership)
(Provan et al. 2005, Kearns 2000), AFF @22 (new public management)] A+
(Provan and Milward 1995, O'Toole 1997, Riccucci 2005, Agranoff & Rinkle 1996,
Agranoff & McGuire 2000, Kickert et. al 1999)2] AFET FAE HT WAL
%}?}E}- O] }11339_ X-?iﬂ‘&]/\-]o]p} 752431]-}40]]}\—] Zgijyh;ﬂlg.? s 7&-}_:‘]—
2, A FAGAoNA T FARET Gz & 7INkE
AY FaAe NAsL JouME FAVE]Ar A H ot
oA 7Hd 4 = E&AY FHd oS 2L w33 i F
(outcome)7} FHVELZY] T4l B It} oleldt Ht
A #E e ook ASZEL AAST o HA(Agranoff & McGuire 2000)
AR ol9e] et FHe 7|HtY FEEYAYL BEA FH VAT
kil FAsta gtk o] E8A4L F e AEAEse Adx #HHo] Qv
Tuk(197)E  1307]2] =4
program)©]] S ol Al
DA AgRe] XA Fa A
ol Aokar 438k vk
a1 YEYA AAY 84S Goldsmith & Eggers (2004: 39-52) 5©
o] HIEH A Folsle st 2Fojgte ve AAE Bole 76*—?*01] u
ELA AA e Ayt GA HriEojzch Buk oplg YEY AT} o] 2
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ALE ARATE FHAY AUAE AL S X viE HE83) 235
7 g MEYIE 238 9 234 o3 Mulx ATRU 25 e
2P 4 AUtk Riccucei (20059 FAAY MulAE A AL BEE
(street-level bureaucrats)& oJ9A| #elsh=rlo we} WEYZ Har} vf$- o=
T Aoe AL ZANEYDT A7) 5L AHE 2HsE FEZA0) olde

th&t

AASEL 3Tk 2 e Agele AgAcl e AU EY )
/é]%oaer7 _,__7.:5} Al A o]q.
o] 71&Y %L FAEHAEY AFE] FLAY EZHUSL P=Rdu
= 7

L l{——F’:Oﬂ/\ € el Sdnn FRiEga)

ol
2
X
e
:L

olYg FA= @A EAHHE A4 (relationship-specific asset: RSA)
F/38t=t (Besanko et al. 1996: 111-112) ¥A& F71 o]8d Exto] Rt

& A7t sk Aotk RSAE Adle FGAES AZANE dF8L &
B3Rt RSA B3-S A% vl FAREe] dustua g et Tds
2ke] FA| (free-rider problem)’} FHEY A A 7)o Y& 4= o)

A, A EZA (asset specificity)?] EAlolth WEYZ/T FHHE HS-
Fhell Al dEHA Atel EAHA Hol db MEY=Z} FAHH o o=
ez Jd MEHAazZRH dEHA olFgA 2 B ol A2 x3e
olzoledl® AFHolA Atk e vE=Y] B4 (closeness)o] 413}E]

I x2719 79T BAY RS FolHEA Boh A4 2000:309).

AR, ZAHIE- (monitoring cost)¥} 7AANH-& (enforcement cost)®] 7%= FA|
7b Bk vEQA e #AVE 59A20 23 viastd g A84T o]
ol v F71F AAZE 7] W2 o &y ZAlHlgo] Hue F
ol o783 2004: 216) ol AUAA o,
oA HESNA Foqxte] 359 B3/ & ~3}51 713521 4 7330“] 7
st7] &, FAREe FE ;{g} HiZ S A7 2pale] o]elg FujEt &

JE HgkE MssiA "ot Wy opE} vEY A FAYEY BEREd:

= H7'<] %b} A4 (accountability)©] F.E A=
ot AA ApEd 373 =238 (Voluntary Environmental
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Programs: VEP)Y] 4% 4% 714
FAsrinte AHlE

b
e &
2 o=

lo
i/
ol
tlo —
3Lood
oft
Lo
S
)
ir
m it
offt
=
B
)
o
RS
i
oo

oft ] in
W,

Fli
£ om

of
L

_,L
fr
0:?[__2
==

o

&5 X
e
& A '3H°]E HE 7 L/‘] ]9- (momtoring costs) T FFEF] §HE &)
S ) AEe 93] B2F AAUlE (enforcement costs)S WIEH I FAAEH
A R 2AF] AEE dof Hrh

o] ¢lo= @E}ﬁg% (collective action)©] 7FAI U&=

£ 9N AAMEYIE HEE F gle

HESE ﬂ?/ﬂ‘ﬂ%ﬂ HHPOEE % “”LﬂE A=}

ko)
~
Q
w

Q

=3

—
O
AN
n
~
=2,

TEo] Ay
A E 9] =10 IHZHQ‘H AT o) HESEA é«] 211
2 ez Ad (network management)ol] A-+2]
oF H= olfol7lm Bt 1y <RE>9 FTHRAL
EHIY 40| AUAA #AEY E/\M] Z3E w5 e v vES A

of ZAlske A #ed 290 gg EolE RE Ao,

l m
m

2
o,
X
=)
u
-
>\l
L
A
2
b
o)
o
)
i
rr
s

I AR =g A7) §3499 ALE

el A A vie) Zo] FAMELAE v FoXzte] Fsags £
A3he o] oBES nEHoE ;‘47“53“01‘4' qrbaA, ol AAA Ft #4,
A2 Jed g Ml AGAAES R HARY ges & F Utk 4
< BAUEYAY} 71EY Ay o|EE5FH thY ZLOV} to] FoAgS Az
e F35HE THUAE 1) 718 AT oW "HelA 2 & 4 Qe
A B21A ] s s Aol FFatH, 2) MIEH A Wi Exsts 72,
aF FATL ofd S Fu FAEHJEAY e £48 A X3t
3 glew, 3) vEYIV FRHE Joage] 4 olgr|Rbs, FEAEE
S FAHAAAE EAVFES G T B okl oldg 27 A
FAo} A3 So TS F ©]F5A (the duality of network) (Doreian and

l

Stokman 1997y 7FAZ Qvke S zheln glvke Aolth B3], AAVE
42 WHo 7R e s HEHZY A T o HEYA 7he] &
A gzl gk F40] B3t FJAUEAIE AUAA o4 722 B
E A7 ok webd AAVE ] WA T FolAzte] Bk A

R
ul
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B2 TEE OeE FANE ALG B, FEAE, WA 2L T2
S Usl st ge J1RA ATRA) g 4%o] Wasty T & 9
.

AAVNES ] A F9 shve G| dge ZAoxpr) EA3igs
o|t}, V= Wisconsin 2] Wisconsin Work (W-2) T2 ALx 727
o U3 AHlE FFAEC] FEta glon, fEjuel oaAnla ZH
HIEAZY] A9ola B, aAZ0ETd, A4AEYa S3 2L
39 vgeRAE, 1Ea B HeYEe] A9 vEYa F2EL 7}

il

)
o} Bok ollz) 2004 @A

o o o

A3 AN AE B A AFTE 433}
= W AFAT % 523707 EAsh, 2058709 ARIeA], 283 173709

Ak e AN AA A TA 2000). W FAVEYIE &
Alg 2, U7t Sog dedshs Ao HEAIZ FoARE]
3|

t O Afoht e 58E0] o@A oA & F g

< oftt. AU E A0
2 Re Adr &A= v
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(Kingdon 1984)°] EAjstA, YELAZL] JPH EF7F WS Feole FA
YEHZS] FAxtE FAshs Aol 44 Frh AAZ d8 AladeMe A=

]

%] AR Zlo] A7) o e
2 AYEHUA=A] (well-defined) = A=A
£3, 2000:23-35). IEYZ o2 M=
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doixlel AEsA A7) 2 £ Je E 02 BAv APATEC] PAH
2o ARES 4£F3) slx e Aotk AANESASY aHGL HES
28] FolAgo] o), od F9& JHA A, AA FrostErte oEE Al H
o AJEL MENAE T Y89} AXNES dg F IATL e A"ES
BAY ARE ATl He T TAFAHSA(costs for maintaining

relationships)& A E-aloF B THHansen et al.2001). T3 FAHF AU EL] AL} 4]
BEYE I A FFARte] AS-dE HEHIS] o] flo] AulEe] WA
HE 20198 FH23EAY e FARES ANEY ol FHEtes X
gale AL ZRow F3rIx vk AU (2003)8 AFE ol HelA
23 Jolth o HIVEYA FofA}Ee] AL §)
= FES A BAS AFTOEHA HES

27k AT AR ARL Ads BAI ok AT mEd oy
%

o
A5t YEYZ FARS BH5}7)
of Jgejo] #S HJERE FA VESLAE olsfst

Fo A G AN ELAE ol k= oA

: 259
o WEAze AAge] olsn FeldEe] FAME ] A%Y YHE
St ARe FREe §UTEE olfsied & =58 AT ¥ ohig
S04 WEAY MHge ojsised] & =88 F4 ®rh 2EMoE,
BA I ArlAE AL Fold Aoz ¥y mrke w7k 8,
QA YEDS FelshAd HF 2AS T3 FAUEAaY 2PYL o

= g
#ste o] Attt & Aol

EYA

ot Aage MEYI FAx7t
15 (cohesive groups)7He] T AE-S

F&sly, FHoAel A} (actor-event  interaction), HEHALAT A AARA

(event-event interaction)E-& X¥she EFolth H3E&L HAE AT T

SHoEE MEYZ HA 7xE FAHske 5oz AYNEYA s
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FEAEY AAESQ IAE ST o)HE Hawe #2E BA (observed
relations or ties)”} o FAEHAE A

Al e &
Bz

A7} slek AAMEAD 3R BHAS 99 v BATERE
vnsluchs B & MEDS Feidsel 7o), o, oW 49& Tee
£A, ofm Ao i JEAE] YHHEA, F5AE] W} dojAe

vlgo} Bejo] RoelA Fol FAH BAS 0fe o)} Basjy,
|8l €(2002: 195-196)9] AHHH ARSI EA] Ml A Fo MEYZY 9
2A9] UTE, W AAAEAS, GRS, 2P, Auls 2BA 7
.

L 219 Y ARIEAZIR, B 233 94 BARR] FholR, Al
Age] Ao Welol w257 BAY Fevt wed ¢ A = A4S
485 53 FYHE VAL 7o 2] ohjeh ARl AL Yt
2 9% BARY PNE 9% FHHoE YNBOIA MM 3
BFANEN=S ol F& WY Yart Atk
JEAet BAG YolM E Shte] FoF SUE WA 249 el
g Zayolth FAUENIE B¢ uo wol} 49T BYE
Wesl BNH BATE Fof oIRoAn A sl ol Ak Be
E

.
43 %741%-% B o] A £ 99 2 AL GE B o

l-EI

¢

2]
=2 %—f 0}71 AEH X}HWOIE HAEZ YA E &5
af Fsolols ?o} Az Fgoltt olwf wE AAHoh= mEe
= Aol FARIAE ZHRe Zo] FAEYAE olssierd & =
g 4 ok AEE FAE0012)0) AGEA FF AuA VEYAS Zaold
ToE FFARIE UEANIE AEsetd &
7

o] 7HA3 9l

E d3), 4849, 237 45 5
Ae) o] FUES SRS ATF AL T AHT @ Aok

3. X

HAAEHZNA T2 3t Ae FH 5 (periphery)St 41 F(core)ol] ©]

W Ao JA=AAS 2004), FAF Z2 FRH FERAX(FHoF 2006, H
717 2003), 45 FEFJAA Z2 A5 e FERAX (DD 2006), MY
A3 A= F2AA (A7) 2003), - WEHZL] T2 (FAF 2000),
F 44 (centrality) (733 2002, FHE 2006) S0 F2 BAE Holm YTk v
EQAY FE= % 041}94 A8 Aad B opgt FoREe] JEAE
o] L F= aglolgte FHelM HAMEYZY Hilo] He AFFA )t
AT AYUEH A digh 22 oFE ugoz AHATE F3

Uttt AAZ B FAYELT ATEL W$ TR AUES
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(B 2> BYUEYI ASEMOIM CHRO0F & 52 2A4R49 BMUYS

YESIZ 22|  E4es 248
P Hel, O&, =&, %, Y%, IZIRE S Fojx}
x ]
aoixtel & of BA A%
&oixt #oixte| 7ol 7= | H0iS7|, X|EsHo} = H[E2 7|CHHY §
EHoixtel AE |57t od| Eofsto] x| EHEISHET}?
Asxgel ug |iel g, ISE Kelo] LALIK| Chet A
ABRIRO| 2E Yot XF SIS B0 ol 7|EHEE 2AH2
AEREY} AFRBL WA (tie)2 Holg 7|
i AEx2o| 78 [of FAol 2lshM ABXR0| 0|FOK|E7}?

NENS| Wy

NENS0| YusEolx|, wuwHolx|, ME ¥
Bolx| F2 A% HiERHRIX| 5

HESZ 7=

x

it

Hojxt 7Holel PxH 54
YESD HHo| PxH S4

APEC| e

AAZE 7= (dyad structure)
AXIZE 2= (Triad structure)
SHH2EZF = (subgroup structure)
HES WiFet 2fet 2AlTE

FEH LY

e SEY

23 JH

oi?iEZA M (betweenness centrality)
CIMZAA (closeness centrality)

34y HABZAAM (degree centrality)
AT (density)
AZ3l BT (Hierarchy Index)
2EH oI ofid EoiZl 2 2ol F£A7t UEYIES I

o 2lgl 2o TEER| off

(structural
equivalence)

FAEE =X x| (structural position)& 712
Eicte| mje}

Aoixte o/ £4 (attributes)ol sHEt Eoixtel

TEX S48 A Wt
V. AR 249 243



AEAT T T o 59 olfx FadAw dHoere WESAY
' FRY ERALS AAFeR E48 § dE

A8 A A B4 (social network analysis)yS &4 o] e A
S} BA FrE Gt o]F IYZ o|E (graph theory), A A
Bg, AEdold & ol&3le UEYIY FERE BHse HZ Pt
(Wasserman & Faust 1995, Scott 2000, Galaskiewicz & Wasserman 1993). & &
W olge} Zol YIEYAE FA3E oAl B FAxpt A Al 7 3o
A2 BAES LAY FHE e F glon o] 2ALage T
HABE (relational matrix) FE| 2 et} F387 2&E& £33 5 Ut} §
PP FHHoZ VEY AT 79d £8H 222 53 A AL, T4
3 A% T dF ARE AT & okl sHHaF B, A 22 A
el &

o2

Directed, binary
a b c d e

1

= 3 &
Moody2004)$F 28 ATE AROFE Bald BAT = fE TRES A

Y A T AT  ASE BAFE F2 Jdf5tn @ Hoth xd
Ed4 @A WAse e 72 FAES BaFeE Follle JHeR
£ 2 f840] 9B ATk e ohizt Aol AW FelAse] A
NE F2E EAo] oA #AY o &4 (attribute)o] &jE AHE £ 9
=AE SARAE o AuE  dve FAME & FEE A s &
Aolth. AAR B2 AAUNEAA AFNA AIFAEW B85 AMEsta glo
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o2 Foixte) w8 F7F o “F23 (important) AR E e AL
Y EHIA EAM F23 AFFAoltt BYAAANN T2 Foixe=

FoAelAl Jrek Ade AgAY, B FARES wo| dBsFAY,
€ FAAEETEH e E Bol ¥ FAdd & Utk oHH “Fad
FoAxE @ gz FHY F U] Wi HEYZY BA Y 54

—

= T G

wEl FAEE S AR IZYEN Y] o ETE(Freeman 1979)S 7 Ay
EHI £40] &8 dart dn. 7P g3 e OE AREF A3
d A2 (e F5 7L FHdE otk oF BW <2 oA F

v

L)
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e
i}
ol
o>
Y
&
q
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[¢']
&
=3
8
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jascd
lo
fru
X
2
=
1]
X
32,
ui

E o WES mAFAA (betweenness centrality) S SAshs WHOR “F
23 Fols & FojE Aol #Ae F3F B2} HolFE AEs §
FYsh= FARE Be dsnk 9 <2" pAM C=e 7t b
| Eddfol He S WA 48< sz 35S ¢ F stk
AT BN F2F FoAE HAE g e FARES wi¢ FS
Alg B8 ddEe B9E TR} FANE E Utk F C7la b doe
of Ztzt =gsly] Hs) A= A =719 Hite ol&sd co HIA 3

EE SA4T 4 3= Aotk o|F I-F4A (closeness centrality)©] 2} S}
WA (direction) = 583 RS Aojst=d agjsior & a4t o F
Eo] HAANEYAE BA (prestige)?] FZFoNA] AHECH B AFREZRH
Aol ot K& W2 (nominated) AFEo] FL3 Algo] Hr}k e A4
74 AR dFE tE FAREe] ANAA W Tk ARd £
Hoj e A WAl 1 T8% FoAL B 4 itk 99 FoEE ¥
ol BAA A % It} (Brass and Burkhardt 1992). A 7} Bol ths) H
g& MR o onle B7E Al oEske ARt A ovE Adag

APANE AAE AL FATL 5 ok Julelth EH A 7} FoF Fol
Aol7] GAAE A 7h BE Fednel e AR} FuHoR drke &
A% FEFolol A = Ae BN ToF PolAET HoPrM T
Fegse] EFe AErt w1 AUE T Al B 9EEs} R
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249 4 gioke HolA AAENZL BA61N AHA2
golgt 4 ok AT M3 AT
o

=

2 7)) £3 BAHE 0FE0l

AddozE a9 Foldehe o
U wE ARG BAe Ba Lol F

£ ot 2 328 FoAE B 3
28 B4} AAHOTE % FINAAE ATl B Bast Uk B
A, ABFA YAl FLE o) 9F& 2 wATE Holth dF 5
YEQZ A2E £HE W AR ok & ALY £ FAERE S 4P
4 (outdegroe) & ©18F FAE 2 2 v} gl Bk ek s 57
o) ek 228 Jort @ FAES] SHE NAY ALY FE 2 =

Agsier B Aol MAReE, YEQD FHo) AgF Epo) =79

¥

AR
B b
>
ot
A
i
o

2]

TE

el Fox SHMS ol GEtkKo et al. 2006). ¥
A Efa At E45 1 F8A0l AXAR

error)e] Z7] GA] @] w7 o] & HHE3I FAFL

ZH{measurement
AT d8rt 9l

My 2
ol
to o

HEEA Y324 A(indegree)® 93541 A (outdegree) 2 7+
&

£ s 242 ANAFIRAE B3 FohiT Qo
= 4

2. SIYIES0| ENEH=KI? SH IS 20l 2= OfEK|?
= FelRse AP
Fole A WEHAE oldsied 2 £go] Bk WS PAENY F

g FoxEzge 9 g2 Add

Me A Avld RE THASC 47 NE 9350 9 B9 FYSL
Rohle Rolth AH AAT FAHAA shEliquelda BelE o 1ge
pHoRE e AT $PEL ole SNHvclny & & Ao A5
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et HEYZY] Fozts o# Qe dEo £ $x 9 ojh Fdx=
Ay oW Flelx &3517] %8 = itk sixu o] BE IS e] A
ddHo ol Avhe v A AEE da gon Be A FHEe] Mz A
A& A9Eo] BolWasserman and Faust 1994: 256-257) BAlo]x] §-84j0] =2
gthe Fo] AVET Atk o) HAs ] Y&, JE oA - AT
ol ME AdEE FHUEY JFez FYshs WY (n-clique), B &

)

=
9 s Fe] WA ZAF HFEL X1 YAT IR FALFHE
WHR7E B FHE AT AT Aol 23E @Fo 19 aFL ol ¥
5 AUtk LS set & 7 thEHQ dgka & 4 JchBorgatie 1990). 131 3
2 e #A B2 FAt mAdESE M2 dd5e e $hEe
2 I ES TES= WY (lambda set) 5 7'BEE gy &80 A
(Wasserman and Faust 1994, Doreian and Stokman 1997: 45-71).

FH Lo AATES FAF 72N 9K (structural position)E 7FATL 9
E Aves 237 4% T & Ut oW 598 72A IAPE AL A
ot B7} e FeiAED WAE YE B M2 AT TE2H 5L
e Aoz VA £ ok EAE o9A T2 FIYS FAT At
A QAo de) AeEe e BE FdaEd oF 424 7
A5 H7VehE Buclidean AE] HIWHA HA¥3d A#94e xn FGrisle

3

zS]
CONCUR (Convergence of iterated correlation) =% So] Atk CONCUR A

W FoAAzte BAE VHAT ALt FBAS FHEE wrEste] Fato] A
E 5YT 72F AXE /M AR 28X 4L ARER TES §Aw 1
T 22 A7t 7HAAL Qe ovivt EREgeiths HellA SAE X n
Ut BHA Buclidean A2 HIHE BAI8Y] 7754 (clustering analysis) &
2gste] & o 9L E4ZHAE 4S5 Ue FHol At Buclidean AYE
olgsledM I FE THEIE WY T dy AMESE A2 MDS

(Multi-dimensional Scaling) 71H<ld Yt oz FgxES 234 (dimension)
o FAMES THSE EEIAZHLEAN 3 1EEL Fohlle Wyolth
TEH HAE TR S aFS Fohlle e VIEYAE AR HAA
e LFOE TR L ENY WAE ol ¥ & itk HelM O #
S0l A & AHolth EERF(block modeling)e I thEHQ doltk
(Doreian 2004, Faust and Wasserman 1992, White et al. 1976). ©] &8 =& A
B3l W2 A BAF (exploratory)S! W 2832 (confirmatory)l HHH
o] Atk FAAQ whHe AtdA o2 U3 FxEo] T3 B2 g

-
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Abstract

The Review of Studies on Policy Network and the
Application of Social Network Analysis

Kilkon Ko

"Policy network" framework has gained recognition among researchers who try to
analyze the structural relations among participants in policy process. Despite its pop-
ularity, it is unclear what exactly policy network means. In fact, policy network sig-
nificantly shares the ideas of iron triangle, issue network, policy community, or
governance. If policy network is not novel idea, how is it similar or different to other
approaches emphasizing interactive policy process?

This paper offers various applications of policy network in different stages of poli-
¢y process. Author reviews literature applying policy network and discusses how the
concept of policy network has been developed over years. The literature review sug-
gests that policy network has been used to explain both policy formation and im-
plementation process, while most empirical analyses mainly dealt with issues in poli-
cy formation and decision. Unlike the optimistic view on policy network, this paper
illustrates the negative or inefficient sides of it. At the same time, to be more worth-
while framework, author argues, policy network study should be armed with more
rigorous methodologies such as social network analysis to answer basic questions of

complex policy process.

[Key words: Policy Network, Social Network Analysis, Policy process]



