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Abstract: The policy texts of the family doctor system are analyzed from the initial
stage to the present with the help of the advocacy coalition framework, and an in-
depth study is made on the coalition composition, belief system, policy learning and
policy forum in the policy subsystem. It is found that the establishment and
development of the family doctor system involves multiple subjects, and the policy
change leads to the opposition between different belief systems and advocacy
coalition, which hinders the development of the role of family doctors. With the
further policy change, the gradual intensification of contradictions leads to the
phenomenon of “signing but not agreeing”. Thus, it is suggested that the family

&

doctor system should establish a “contractual” trust relationship between family
doctors and patients, clarify the interests of family doctors and patients, cooperate

with various departments to achieve positive interaction and improve institutional
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convergence, and emphasize the role of policy learning and policy forum so as to
make the dynamic combination of family doctor system design and objectives,
effectively improve the quality of the family doctor system, and promote the
further development of medical and health system reforms.

Key words: family doctor; policy change; contracted services; combination of
medical care and nursing
A} b
A} b Y
(1]
b b
“ ”»
b .
b Y o
Y b
o b
“
b b
” [2]
b N b Y b
[3]
o b b o
A Y b
o b
) . . )\
. , ( N
) ( .
b ) b
, ( 1
Do )
N ’ N
° ’
. .
1.
20 80 1) -
{ : »
, (the advocacy coalition

framework, ACF),

1999 2.



80 (

23

[4]115-131
o b

2012

[2]
°
) 1.
o 2016
“ ”
’ o
’ ’
~
°
’ ’
N
« ”
o ’ ’
’
b b
°
“ » 0
X . 38 08%,
«“ 3]
“ ” [5]
b o
’
’
’ ~
[2]
°
~ ’
’ ’
’ ’
o ’
“ ”
’ °
’ ’
’
[4]115-131
° ’
[2] [6]
s ’ o
b

[4]115-131

o

’

o

33. 86 %

2019

2017



81

2
, (1997—2008 ), 1997
s . §
s
. 2006 (
)
s (2009—2014 ),
2009 4 )
. 2010 2011, §
)]
§ s
. 2013
i
s (2015—2022 ),
» 2016 §
D

2018 N §

o

[7-8]

2022

b

2016

D

§
s

”» “



82

23

2),




83

”»

o

2016

)

(



84
b
o
N
’
o
’
b
“ ”»
b
o
’
~
b
b
’
o
b
’
o
”»

L10]

23
N
[11-13]
b
b
o
b
b



85

3.
12]
2018 §
)
(
D
2277

o

2011

2022

,136

“1+1+17

2020

”»

b

[15-17]
’



86 ) 23
[9] . —_—
[J]. ( ). 2015.17(5) :502
[17 -507.
[10] Sabatier P A. Policy Change Over a Decade or More[ M ].
58 2015.12(1): 24 — 33 Boulder: West View Press, 1993.
f27 “ . ) [11] Sabatier P, Jenkins-Smith H. The Advocacy Coalition
7 2016(5) .94 - 101 Framework: an Assesment[]J]. Journal of Public Policy,
[3] A ’ [M] 1999,19(2) ;175 - 203.
2004 [12] Weible C M, Sabatier P A, Mcqueen K. Themes and
f47 ) - Variations; Taking Stock of the Advocacy Coalition
(M 2011 Framework[ J]. Policy Studies Journal, 2009,37(1):121
[5] i - 140.
[13] s s
[Jl.
, 2020,37(12) :884 - 887. L. » 2012(1) 186 = 215,
[14] . —_—
[6] ,
7] 2021.24(4) 8 21 L1 , 2015(11) .18
387 - 391. -
. . e [15] . . .
[7] Elliott C, Schlaepfer R. The Advocacy Coalition
Framework: Application to the Policy Process for the L.
, 2016,9(8):3-9.
Development of Forest Certification in Sweden [ J ]. %
Journal of European Public Policy, 2001, 8 (4): 642 [16] ’
661 [Jl. . 2019,10(3):72 - 75,
' [17) . .
[8] ,
0. (

— (7.
. 2019(12) .80 - 86.

), 2019,19(4):286 — 290.

1S 0S>0>0S>0>0S>0>0>0>0S> 000000000000 0S>0> 0> 0> 0S>0> 0> 0> 0> 00> 00> 0>0> 000> 00> 00000

[14]

[15]

[16]

[17]

[18]

(191

[20]

[21]

[22]
[23]

[24]

[25]

77 )
0. , 2010,3(1):81 - 105.
[Jl. , 2021,10(5):105 — 114,
(1l
( ), 2019,19(4) .78 — 86.
[Jl. ( ), 2020, 41
(11):205 - 211.
[Jl. , 2020,36(6) ;54 — 65.
[Jl. ., 2020,52(5) .72 - 86.
« H. . [M]. s
- : , 2006:395.

Garfinkel H. Studies in Ethnomethodology[ M]. Upper
Saddle River: Prentice-Hall, 1967.

[J]. ., 2013,28(1):65 - 88.
[M].
. 2009.
“ [Jl. . 2009, 29

(1):109-121.
[ (

[26]

[27]

[28]

[29]

[30]

[31]

[32]

[33]

[34]

), 2021,57(1):22 —42.

M. s
Rontraub M S, Harlow K S.

, 2005.
Public/Private Relations and
Service Delivery: the Co-production of Personal Safety

[J]. Policy Studies Journal, 1983,11(3) :445.

(M. , , 2011.
. . [M]. >
, 2003.
0l ( ), 2021,23(5).73
- 80.
. . . 0.
s , 2006(3):92 - 95.
. . [M]. . s
. 1999,

de Certeau M. The Practice of Everyday Life [ M ].
Berkeley: University of California Press, 1984,
. . [M]. s ,
, 2018.

[M]. , 1983.13.



