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Abstract

How do strategic actors embody agency to change institutions in different contexts? To
answer this question, the focus is on the interaction and counterbalance between action and
structure. Thus, this paper draws on the literature of institutional entrepreneurship to
examine how actors execute agency when engaging with micro-level strategic actions to
change or transform institutional structures. I examine the interplay among the institutional
entrepreneur, the institutional strategy, and the embedded environment to highlight the
importance of embeddedness. I develop an integrative framework, comprising two
dimensions-the degree of institutionalization and an actor's position within the field-to shed
light on institutional change processes.
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B EFRE IR - 2 —(EERIRA R o ARBHIEHEGRASIE - RER N
FAERY )78 (Meyer & Rowan, 1977; DiMaggio & Powell, 1983) » ke " #4858 | (Iron
Cage) Zi#nt @17 RN G PR )5 - [FIRHEMER BT 1T R B AURhtE - g5
HHRRE AR B B A AR FE AT T Ry - JRBIN[EIRYE RE LA A Ry 2 MR - RERIETE
AL IA] -SRI - il B Ay DSCE B Bl 2 A SR B 9238 - (Bush, 1987) » fEH AT
ke AT AT UL BIET 2 I S SOS  SnY B 4 B4 - AR HERY B (Garud,
Jain, & Kumaraswamy, 2002) ~ B EBAI5IT (Green Jr, Li, & Nohtia, 2009) ~ FH
I 2 HIER (Greenwood & Suddaby, 2006) 5 < SR fRes ELANEHH EEE Fm Ay 1258
St rR I #E 1 T R I R R - HRFEE B SO S ANy 28 AR e 2 IR - B E
il BSOS TR SRRy - - BRI 2 2 R I A R P

eI AE b - BT AT DU SRk SRty - b —{E 7 m 2l
JEE AR S T S AR T R ORI B RART » S 47— 5 1 I I B R R R R RE Bl 14
T T R RS A PR B B (Hung, 2004; Whittington, 2006) & il BE RS g 77 &
KPAE S BGRHR A REEN 14 -t &R IR R Lin 5 AHECH - 25 5 e SehE AR P
B ERIVREE)E ) S A S RTERIRII T o PRI &y i R A i BRSO B &2 - TiE
2 AR SO AR BRTERY ARG o [KIEL - FeAM A ry B G B BN L ZH R R R T SRS
(Structure) B " #7#f) | (Action) 35 Ri{ETHI[A) » M| EFEIZE (Institutional Entrepreneurship)
1 EL Y BE H 1E 47 O FE [IE fi% FE 3K (Hardy & Maguire, 2008; Pacheco, York, Dean, &
Sarasvathy, 2010) - il B BZEEIRE T FRETAYE1TE)E B BELER H i Ao iy f R
5 HAARSEITER & REEIME - WTLURS | AN E IR LRSS BSOS
% ; (Maguire, Hardy, & Lawrence, 2004) » JRE[IAIHTERIBE BB E RN " 1T8E)
Z TRESATE) ) HETE o RDR SIS IR SO R - RERNTEN (BZER ) HRE
JTHEEI M EE I - EERNS ~ SOSHE -

TETRIS A T U A PR T B B 5 Ayl il B A8 s 2 T EMERY » BliEEEL 2 I
THRESHATEIE G I E BRI M GE A - #itk - 178 S EEREAREAT ~ L
BATENE AN ENE AR & RIS TEIR B B[] » PRI T R HL PRI T B R ER
BERTEEAERY T BRI, (Embeddedness) 52 ANSCHYRZL LR - 1T HL SRR E BRI i A2 B3
THEERAERIHERR - ZBEREAE " IR IS ) NHETT - HAIEEER - ASCHIRFSERT
ARy © T ORISATENE (HIEEZER ) RIS IESE T - S EERREEI M - 2K
R ELRIHTHIENE 7 |

A —RBE R IRET A CE - TR EAE HEE BRIVl (Short, 2009)
WseE ARG EME B O3S B i SOy S 42 B B EUREE - MERFITRAE R E KRB0 1A
TIHESETE o EE B EM TR - —EEARN R S - AR E AR
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RBUIE AT » HeRNR A R LRI FL e T B - HiE—HEZEH
ENFIRYERRE o BRAIARHASE o iR B H A AR DiMaggio (1988) 5[ A% » SURRE R
N - w2 - Gl 60 Y SCE B EHE TN R (Hardy & Maguire,
2008) - WAt BT LU TR 5 SERES HHER R RE (Dacin, Goodstein, & Scott, 2002;
Garud, Hardy, & Maguire, 2007) o H R ZEHEFEIRATSRRE R - 1€ THAE T ERE AT
B 4l G ¢ Academy of Management Review ~ Academy of Management Journal ~
Administrative Science Quarterly ~ Strategic Management Journal ~ Organization Science -
Organization Studies ~ Journal of Management &= FHRANTFE © AR AEAHRIRY 2 E
tf (Campbell, 2004; Greenwood, Oliver, Suddaby, & Sahlin, 2008) > Zi[&E|Z 7 ] EIZERY
SRR RHEE B e SORRCES B O R R BB R B, ZRBRIBE SR BRa T I S Fa @ g R A SRR
HOHES: - IHFCEERZ LBy A R FR Ty LR - RIS AN oE g e — (I T i R B 3
RISV S Ze0E | KRBT TEIE e B OB By A v > LR e e B B R
5 B S TR AR RE TR AR PR A& B= 5 1T AN [

AL B SRS Y EE S 2R b - TSR W 1A T e v BB S 28 AR U R AR kA
feefy © —HILEy T Sy BEALRERE L - AT Ry MK (BAZFSER) Bl Ty (Jgis)
FATEAE I - JRRIR B A A ¢ 2R il B2 E Ry SR A 2 i 2KAY - JREE ek
e e B 2k Ay 5 ARy TTEIENIE , c RISy TEMEAIE ) B T RO
B FEE R - ATEIE AL B T DA B R Ry Sy s 2 TE A B PR S R AR A
DLUBATEEANrERGE PR A AE S BB SE o A TR R B TR B AR T B & (&
ERG EE AL AR FE A AL E T P AN (A] - S53a il BE (LA B S s 8 Tl 5 2 & 1 Ry il
JEEISESE - (BTEE SRR H ARt & W E R A [T AR A R Rk e -

ARG Ry TR o BRI © 58 —ABo0 Rifidm - BREFARIZETS 5~ WHSERI-E LRt
FER o SRS Relm R R F B ] B SO AE A SR - 25 =40 - BEREPEETHIREE
BZE ~ REBSESE ~ HIRESRIESE - SEPURR D AR B A5 bt SRR S B A 5 5L
RREEEH > 7 Fi HH— I 1 8 B SR TR o BE S 2R M - SREEB RMEATE) & Fy 1 oIl S Bl B
RO - AR A Pt Fre X 11 S SRS B8 TR0 Fei Am BRI - DASRAR T e AR L

ORI - xR ~ NIRRT e -

& HIEIEsmea I E e
ASCAAREIE TR TEIEAE R FIRIIRAS TS T - S S RE ) sk B Al
I ) LERERE - A8 L AT L FRERY 1 SR At - R 2 T8N & 28T
FITIRE A8 - i5E e et EE B AR R S - PR B e 1 I BE Rl
175 > AR T R e#n R e - IR RIR ELP G =55 - FEierhh il
FEOEE e SR AR R WA T EESCRIREF ~ AU E - Jh2esi
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ANSCHY FER e FHIAE IR SREEEN A I B o [RIIL > DU RE S AT R B E Bl B At ey
FHBESCRREET TERET

— ~ TR B G

e A B 17 B ZLEE RN H it Meyer Bl Rowan (1977) UBF5E - G52
M N IR BRNR AR B - 2 EE b FROMESEE o BRI R UMK T A
EBERTT Ry - FEABIIRIRITET - WITe S BUE Wt & KRR R i G R E SR H - &
FIE R R BRGEE E y 1 [AI s RE T - AR A EHE B FRNERS R ~ P
i~ ST R B AT X (Taken-for-granted) - M > AHARIEZE B HESHIE S
HEHC - RS EEE R AIRE - RRVE FHHRCKH & B AR
A] LG IEE R o T AE BRI R P 35 B RS 2K &L (Institutional Myth) B & B 14 2K &
(Rationalized Myth) - #UEJEERE - PRATE MEEBGHINY IZUAERE AR L BEAH R IR I B2 Ry
AR AR BAT IEE MM MR FE R B ST Ry - S MO RS DR b e B 45
g - IR SR BRI E /FEL R 7 (Meyer & Rowan, 1977) -

#A8AE DiMaggio B Powell (1983) FYRFSEH » B OHIRIERIESE @ BB
BTy o e BUHRRANE AR L 7 RS2 - M T Ay & B B £
DUR RS AR IR S MAS B i ) S 87 - SR AHAR R BRIEAE R TR Jte - [T B M TS
(A PR R R A SR R 12— T B A SR AR R S % - LAt BRIDUAE [R] AU REL RS
RIRE > HEMBI SN RS R ARERN - EZSCRAGE R EAAF A - RS
ST (Coercive) ~ BN (Normative) ~ {1y (Mimetic) #H] - AR 2AE
BYERAE A RE Y - TEMEFEEALASERE I REE - 52 - T HIRERE — it g
R e - A HR AR ER T - TE Rk it - G — TR E B A B e
HETTERAE(L > IKIEEHIRERR 7 — ik e, - SRR A RIEERE | (Jepperson, 1991) -

2K > Scott (2001) ZEffiH DiMaggio i Powell (1983) » H#rfzH = (AL AAEHE
(Pillars) ZRAFATHIEE - K m BB C R E HITERY (Regulative) JT& ~ KRR EHHIEL
Ry RLEETERT (Normative) R2F7 ~ EHR A B LR S EFEAIRY (Culture-cognitive) 7 -
EEHRIMERFIE IR T - e LA B E Mua R - & —MEIMEZERIRE]
AR EETERIHIBE IR T - IEEAYE DUE TSNS [Hit & 4205 - DL— TR e 2
T8I © fetk o AESUERBAIRHIEE TR T » BER Rt & s 2 (8RR sy S [ 52
HATHREL > FEF (Berger & Luckman, 1966) - {E#EHEAHFEAIBETS H OB it —{EHSE
HEAIRT (Enacted) FYEREE T (Weick, 1969) - TflEfe. fA TR FHEE =R ~ AR
BRI - ISR SEAInL & A BB - PR SRR o E —EEA
TP T — (AT - AR BT ~ 2GRN LAy B R B
FrE 286 5 (Hoffman, 1997) » il EEAS AT REE FHH fr— {8 Fr 35 (Hoffman, 1999)
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A ATREEIE =R AUAH & (Wicks, 2001) - fEREEAE TG TR ELE 7 ARRAFUEME Ty
IEEATRy > BATEIRES [(FIE IR - AR SR R B ERR -

TEHIEEERE IS - Meyer Eil Rowan (1977) F2 (AT 3804 i e K SRR 15 DL
A A H B R BHR R A &g IR ) (Legitimacy) Bl "5, BER
AP R TE U TE A AR I E 1 (HE TR 1 I8 1 T DUSHAG R RS SR B S E R
73 o FEHBZ R BRARS I PRI FEE AT kR 18 > 528 2 Bl RS (A Al RAS T DT
JEF » HLEIEEFE Suchman (1995) #& 1 IEEME—EERIEIERVER © /8 T —HEEZIE
FREAIER G - T E AR AN s A Es S it S R R E T TR iR B i SR AE— Tl
DIAEE ~ (E(E ~ B0~ BUESR > FriRiiunt &R, - /2529 Suchman (1995) (1Y
SEF TR T RAEEAEERL © — S R ER - sRF AR At S S AN 1S DIk
R o S —(E RIS SR EURG - SEERIEE M v DI E B B e 22y > w] UGB
FHRRGEEIH A > a2 FEES L RIS T TE ] LI T2 - It > VL 1 IEE M2
FEE B G v — AR RS AR DS, - IR E MR I St S R LE A T Y o A7 B
fili > At &Rt e i tm e - IS T s - Al F B AER
it o EREHE TS R M - AR E e T R A T R R B -
ATRESE & SRS RUE ~ BUB ARGt S A H Bl iE 15 SUIEREA - I iE Lo R Rk sl flE A Al
R ME AT T R (o R A — YA ELAfH (Jepperson, 1991) -

SRT > ABAfe Tl R B G AR T RS R T Ry - A RIR TR T hlsdios | nom]
RETE - RREEEOUZ @ R FRIEAIRIL ) BRI Ese it g b Ed "R
S B TR ) BOP)E 1 B ~ AR S R EREE - RREERTE ~ AT ~ BT
HAT FTRESE AL A LAyl (EASRLTH RSN SR E. (Farjoun, 2002; Hoffman,
1999) - K55 7 BefrhlEERy T8 - SN 1 Bl E ATt Sy A EAE o ST B A i R
e Al - LECE AR E I EERT ATREME (Maguire & Hardy, 2009) - 55" ~ {1k
AIEYIA - ik & AR BAARE B ARMTL R BRFT E ARAV IR E 1 - B R B B AR AT
{EIIRYSAEEE (Hudson, 1994) - 25 = ~ AJREFLEMNIBIUE - B XN TEIE A
A 7 IREE R TR - PGB RSB AR SR S - R EAlE ST
RN FIFEBIEIL (Holm, 1995) -

S IRBHEHEREE - AR RIEAVIBILT - 2SI SR B T Rk
FFE—MHFARGHERS (Loosely Coupled) FYRRFR - [Klth_Foft s BERRH FRELT G 1R L ER A A
RERSERRRICERGAIRATR - SOV ~ BARY ~ BSOS FERET T Ryt TR T - Tyt /R
JIEAG I EE S Ry RTRE » FRE T Tl RSB A SR 58 fre v 5 B T e e B L e
A H A PRSP i 1Y PR 7 BR35E (Dacin et al., 2002) -
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T T

HIEE OO T LRI EEERIRE - A L EGIREE L FERFR 284 A2 B | (Hargrave &
Van de Ven, 2006) » J/A 2 7] 5 FHE SRl 56 & DL IR BELE 2 BEAS T (20E B ek 2]
) WUFREL - FEHFHTE AR Ay 2R - BRI R G R AU - B R DS
AR - TS (SO S A R BOE B AR RIS - 385k 2 B i B BT
Eid gt o

AT AT RE A R e e il EE et - g5 > 18 T RRP A AR > AT S by =
1600 BE—HEIEDURy "I, R TEHEERE - WrIABI SN AL Bk
HTELS R WD - B - JIEE RS RRR AT BRI HE R (Maguire et al., 2004) ~ SEEIFE
BFEE S RERSAHRRY B (Rao, 1998) & -

EMENR T EHEAL ) o B R EEIA AR e T RE T ~ BUATH
it i r s G TE K (Oliver, 1992) » DhREMAINYEE T2k H 2 BEAE I RS AR 3% 4
fJRE - 411 DDT =232 ZERY@E . (Maguire & Hardy, 2009) » BUAIHIHYERJJ2K H A HES ]
ERF SRS - AN R e AR A R fE RNV E 4 (Reay & Hinings, 2005) - [fijit:
AR JIRESR H RSP R 2= B B SV B R - (S E I E B R AR
—EIERG - A0 ¢ ik B G b SRR 3 # )T Y =5 (Hung & Whittington,
2011) «

EEMEEN R TEHIE AL, o RE TR - AR 2R T R R B
ERIGEIZEME (Scott, 2001) » BRy—{E p AP - FA0 © hns= K@ dt ra 55 Hik
MRH AR =AY (Greenwood, Hinings, & Suddaby, 2002) ~ 3£ ZE & EFE1EEE (Rao,
Monin, & Durand, 2003) & » —J7HIE(E) 1 £ H LR FFRYBA%E (Munir & Phillips,
2005) » 53— TAILRERT T BN DA B R B A7 A R 2 B 5t 2 A ) P i A ZE S H e
A G

B3RS » Davis ~ Diekmann Eil Tinsley (1994) f5H " ¥ sela &6 AL
=l — EHIBEM B » Bk Rt & Fra e nyHl s | FIRAVETTEIRE EEUEE 1
3R (Suchman, 1995) - JRE - ARG SEEIZERIER S - B2 SO AR E U
BRI AR TR o EEEE R R RS - DUS T R A A
SIg PR EIESRE R o ERRAINIIERE S — E e b BA 2 2 E BB A 1Y
IHAERD » MIEF IR LETHIEE e S A a gt - (KIS geh] B OO ny 22 B tG
B 1 A B PRE A I 5 A L5 A (Institutionalization) - A « BRI RS B I EHIEAL -
LIl ol o5 Al R A7 71 B 1 P EE A S — e il B T B RBY FE AT AL (Scott, 2001) > T 25
AL, B TR WIEE T HIETEE ) WERARFTE - AR —E A
BERAMAI T - — T TR LRV A @ iR n AN B Y - S T e e
s HLA AU HT e 2T R -
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HR > ERIEARGR "= femd dil Bkt » RECTE s R =f8A  Hed T ¢
FE® - AEEEREEZETIER R TH TIEFESSHE A EemE i
WFFEEFTEEERY » IR SOER 3T 2 B2 0 AN [R] s [T S il B B sy s - il -
&2t (Greenwood & Suddaby, 2006) ~ H:[E]E: 4 (Lounsbury & Crumley, 2007) ~ 12/
G E T (Dejean, Gond, & Leca, 2004) 2 « H U2 " AESEAEHE | KRBTk AL
AOERE ~ MERB T IRatEt - AR UEMORy— i 2 R R AR HE R T M pa g8 - B -
e BHECHR S A 22 (Garud et al., 2002) ~ HBELI#ZE (Holm, 1995) ~ SEEVRHE % (Rao,
1994) & - it " ERBGR ) o iEPNEAEBUNE X _EAERRERBCRAOWTT - B4
BRORFEFEEE ) = E R A 122 (Ingram & Rao, 2004) ~ BISRERPREBUR (Child, Lu, &
Tsai, 2007) ~ EERER{FEEER (Wijen & Ansari, 2007) &5 -

0 TEEREA | ARl s > R EINTERIRIASME (Exogenous) [RIZRER A
1E (Endogenous) [KIZ o E I ECRM TR HE EIEIR 72 - A nTREIE 21/ MER]
AT B - A Barley (1986) iff5% 1980 B Fe 5 A R MKER g frfti Bl SHH A%
BT ER B KA > RIS AT BEA B AR AE SR RS X > T BT R Al A R 9 38 R ety
B R SMEIRER 5 SRR ATk ey HAR nTRESMEIRIZR » RIAFE IR R Fe Al i B al
fETEREE {4 (Kraatz & Zajac, 1996; Hoffman, 1999; Ahmadjian & Robinson, 2001) ~ FEAE%
FRYFHEE B (Hillman & Hitt, 1999) ~ Bi2 FIAHAHI BT EL A ER % (Anderson &
Tushman, 1990; Munir, 2005) £ - FLIRFAYRFFENFERRER A I B OB Ao A TEh & R
T AP IR 1 R A8 2 2k B R B I A b IMEIRIZR AR - 38 SEAME SRR A
J TR S AR ARG - A TORTRYARYE o R R R TIRSCGREET Y AUE
YRk - HE AR el S 8 AT REME (Thornton & Ocasio, 1999; Thornton, 2002) -

T ol 8 B oA BT B U R R 2R (Meeso-level - ZITRHARIE X ) BEE#EE X
(Macro-level » 2558 g X ) I > RIBAE ATREIE PIAE K2 S Rl EE CAc B8 « TE e
SIREIE R B A RE © 25— ~ WIRPAFTREEAEBL ISRt kst b - AR A E) -
AR5 AR ~ BOSTAH T ABEE T B 5E - ZOUHI R R - 34 Friedland Bd Alford
(1991) 5 BB B AR AR BLE AN T R TAERCRZAHE » (EERE LR A R EH HE A
EAE ERIEEA Ezenyfl L4k - R RAERIIFZEH » Hung Bd Whittington (2011)
B H RIS A TEN & B I OB R 2R B - Fh il SRS T Bl SR SE s 5 18 R AR [ 45 DASR
X R EA e RS - RFREZEERAVBFTERE - 25~ RIBMA TITEIERIA
B Ry - HI BSOS EEMSH E E K RE T IE B avaeEs ~ AR EfTE) - FAIGEL Rk
JRPEERE K IR > BEAE A2 B —E - fTEIE NP BRI 2 BT E 2R » G
FEERE [ AU T RENE » TG B2 H AR RIZR A BaE Y 8 (Greenwood & Hinings,
1996; Scott, Ruef, Mendel, & Caronna, 2000) - [fijig 2658 g RIWFH%EE ~ 1851 ~ dGE g
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FRAGERSR AT BIRE I E A -

£\ HIE RS
FEPE RIS AR OB Ty SO R T B | I AT
BT LT @ RSB > LR P LIS 6 ~ SER NS - SR i
FOREELES: - (RIBL > DUT IR HEMI B « RIREBEESE - LIRS ARt
TR -

=~ ) B 5%

CHIEEBLSE | EIEEEHE DiMaggio (1988) At - 5 I ATTEIERIREE) M HIRE 73
MrEySCEEAR - it TSR A e T EI S (HIE R ) A EMER > W HE
BRI - M A BRI A EENEER S, - 3 BAES TR
P Ry i B LR S RS AR BLE AT TEN - PR BIVH BR A A I SRS R IR T -
e A A0 SRS RNy 221 - (BB  Ba i SrReEnE - LA BB TR R
5 o MG S Sl B M E A R A SRR T RENE: - [KILL > BRNEERTEER AR Tl
B B RTNEIRY T ok | MR TR P o R B SRR A T R T IRy TS | (Seo
& Creed, 2002) -

E Il B Bl SE 9 SRR 38 WLl b > BB R Y) 53 Ry WA A R A9 B 92 HA) (Hardy &
Maguire, 2008) : 55— ~ ZLUTEIE FyfZ 0 (Actor-centric) I THRET » ST B BIZER
AREWNFE ~ AOEfTE) - FEEE ELETEIE B REHAMEETT (Seo & Creed,
2002) > gESHAIET Bk A E R R RE B2 T RE VT AT A% Er (Beckert, 1999) » NG HEH
1 Ry 18 SRt S FRE SR E B IR NS 1T H » #5 DUEHUH] 2% BGE B H Y (Fligstein, 1997,
2001) » 55— ~ ZIEREFFHUA (Process-centric) HiZE » 28 S5 il B B S RS b A 1 B2 AL
(Institutionalization) J&#E A S HEAYFZE T - TRFERE A [F B M A B rTREsE 4
RYfE 2B B R - 3 H n] ISR ENERE h & - EEEAERIRBHES - LR 2T
HIEE Ve 2 datt £ FEAY#EAEE (Zilber, 2006; Green Jr et al., 2009) °

PIATEIE Rt U B Rl S B SERF ST P EY E0R - 2RI - #5851 TEhE HIRER)
PRELE 1 - SRR RS SR RGER Fy o ITEIE SRR ~ i B S A SRRy
AN Meyer (1996) FiE © TEBITEIE @A A FARCENERE - HRBHIEE - HAHE
HIERT ~ FE—RIFEHEME ~ BAMERYPSRHERISRME ~ I B BRERYE IR T LAGERT 5 - 178)
FHALP AN EL s PRI BRI TEIECTS » 38 A (R s e eI 2y 7R M o] B R A FR il AT
REEHTENETT R T B AV 5228 - TS (S I B AR AR AT (R » DR (o 15 i e B =
K A REMRE I R — TR IRAV IR - SR B A B BRI TE R - RIBORE S Al
I REISERE (Meyer, 2006)
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ME P FE A L FEHE 22 T 1990 FEA QDR ER B AL BSERA 92 HRYSSTT - HE |
il B B SR 2 ARG R % 1S ERAM T DL R B TR B Y REEN A2 B (Actors' Degrees of
Agency) » [ EAE BER R ER RIS B T B35 e B35 EUSAHER - [RIL » Hardy B Maguire
(2008) F- ik AETERE e HUrPRE T Il B LSRR - i 5e AR {Ei Ry a7 ~ HEBhRERY A -
BISATEIE AR FWITT Ry ~ 1TEE ARSI A 8 ~ FERS BRI ~ USSR
AR SRy BB R L (Holm, 1995; Hung & Whittington, 1997; Hung, 2004) - Jij3E 5
hsa b TSR R BB - R SORFBE RN IRAS BRI T » RFIRAR BRI AT T ek
SEE I i R T B B S S AE AN RIS B N a0l g1 B i e il B -

s RS

I7ELR DiMaggio (1988) B REBLSEEIEL R » 1THIZ HRE FTEERIhil B BESESL - i
A BER H i sk s n il Bt - B B TEIREEN RG-S UCE RIS E
gt s i H T SRS S AR AT L TR R e R o AT BRI
EEHEAAEiRAIEE)] - W HAESTHIR IRy /5L S (Beckert, 1999) -

SR NIRRT ERITTEIE I R BESE S - AEARHSERyBUR - 1TEIE UWERT S
BB A REMI Ry 2 I B SR ¢ B — ~ WEEBARL T — A Ry SR R —E
AR BRI RME T2 - 85~ B2 B HEBI O EE - [KIIL - SIS
ia fE G TR ] R By T 35 284 | (Field Makers) ~ T JH#IE 2% | (Rule Makers) ~ T 3
W& A7) | (Strategic Actors) ~ Biig " HIEEEETFS | (Institutional Designer) 2 (Child
et al., 2007; Hoffman, 1999; Scott, 2001) -

= BIBESRE (FE D

il B Bl S VR B 3 AR WA BT ERY T BN TR SRS I T B iy By - SRERTT
B AT Ry i o R R ] o SRS T BRI RS A AR O SR AR M - T R T 2 B I BT i
i o SRS TE S EL S B H B FEEAEIHYE Ry - Fligstein (1997) B " 1TEIRfEHEH
it ERERYHI R B SE SR - REIRFAR B BRI A4 Bl A L R — A I M 2o HE - HETT 3%
ATRHRSSHR TP Rk R L - RIRERUTHER ¢ SREEE (Agenda-setting) ~ BHETTH)
(Framing Action) ~ FEER R A (Aggregating Interests) DL iS4 MES A 1= (Networking to
Outlier) &5 -

[RIEL - il B B S SR SRS AT B R B A 2 A T B Ay A =X - e T B =R
TERZ IR ~ BRI BB - DRz B O e S 1 B et A Y B U BRLASEEE

AR RS o BAMIE TSRS B TR EEBSEEEm  E R A o QA ES R B SN
fRTSHFH SIGERPERERES » ARSI R A -
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W& E[RFA OB AT e iRy T RIS TRES | (Institutional Strategy) (Lawrence, 1999) o “f~
(A2 2 SRR RS SRR HH 358 5 SR (Porter, 1980) » il SR B At &/ MRMERE - 152U
TEEEHT I B BB AL S P IR E M - BEUCB A SIS B T aUAS RS 2R - 0TI RERE
TES A A ~ BOP BdERY - EMEA R R -

BT DA SRS R TR B 1 S OB I P THY —HE R SR AT B A - SRR 1
WARELL THIE LIE ) (nstitutional Work) EFEAEMDIAYEES: - £R5 T (E#SELERA H
AITERITEY - L EHAYEFy 7RIS - AEZREANIEHIRE | (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006)
il B AR MR & 28 R R T 18 5 | i R B 3 o A7 B 55 e B nt & AE Bl R 0 B R 2 b
(DiMaggio, 1988) » 53 —fll 5| ARy E EEI B Z2 2K B Rt & 2y "' |, Bis
(Bourdieu, 1990; Giddens, 1984) » HIGHAMGEFHYE " 178, B " 9T, B HHE A2 H)
M FFEAREE5E e MEHR A 5 [ BA R Al o 1 LR TE S RHMRIE E T R ESn B e ~
Fis % BRI SR IR R 2R T 5 - 178 A ELANEEA T Ry ~ [RIFFHI B BbE e Y
HRHUEHESJ -

B2~ RIEEERISNE SRS
FERS bl S L RS BLSERFHRE I, - LR B SE SR B RE ORI - DU B
— AR IR T B AR BRI RS (R 52 - 2RISR T B A B ORI TE) © AL
W T BN T I MIRAS T 52 o RN RIRVEEAARIT - —RITEES s il A LR R 2
2 ZHITEITEIE ML ERERRT - dEHE A S il B SE RIS 1 B 5 2k

— > Tl RE WL R B A ARG R 2 — ¢ Bl LR

RS T B AR B Wi Fy s B T B B REEN ML AV AR R 2 — (Tolbert &
Zucker, 1996) » [X] |t th & S22 B B AR BUSETR BN 28 4E - ity il S LA FE R
ARG Ry TrE L B AR WAREAREE - AR o SRR L o BRI BLEEE B S S
FEALRIRHRRES I ~ IR B R RS g 4= - 2 AT Fimiy - 35400 DiMaggio
(1988) Eil Fligstein (1997) Z R (K H B LHIMHRR S - JREAAZ Sk pE SR fHAa 1T B %
TR IR IR G BE IR IS IR ER B P A BRI BE 45 4% » 10 Phillips B2 Lawrence
(2000) [FIAE 32 SR ARG A A LA MIRAS BRI -1 B B SR Bh 38 A s En iy » IRt - S
Wk 2 B B R SR AR S A AR S T T (Dejean et al., 2004; Garud et al., 2002;
Lawrence, 1999; Lawrence & Phillips, 2004; Maguire et al., 2004; Rao, 1994, 1998) - #X1f] °
il 2 B S v B A T RAE B SR B AR AR S B LG » Beckert (1999) 2 ks iR AR T BT
BT TENE e S B RS R IR i T R SRS T T8 - (R Ry il B2
7 AR T RBR 1 Dorado (2005) RFAEEIRY B - KL EHAVHBE T H B4 R
(Greenwood et al., 2002; Greenwood & Suddaby, 2006) -
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MEERE_ERZANAT FI B S B LA B e 2 BRI AMHE T ARG RO E

F o UK AR Ry S AR - 55— ~ DiMaggio B Powell (1983) i ZtH A% -

TRRRE T RHEROLES - BIREE LIS ~ SR EAAITENE - DU AR AR IR
BZE P FLAHREL R - 8 AN [ gL s o (] St ST Bl 2 A 25— {18 m] el | By ol 2
i P M FE LR ERM , » 28 - Scott (1994) 5EF " MRS
SAERERS T R AAE T PRk R — (W RIR R ERME - T EAHR ik A rp 22 B 3 B
IR R T > iR 2 BB I R B Y] -

S EEEREN SR TR B SRR e i DU SR —{l m] a1
T ZE TS > TEA Suchman (1995) #IEEME (Legitimacy) HUFFE - SEHE AT s IR
JEAE TR R B EAE AR AR b - BAGRE I HE P il B L ek - BEUHIRE R
M HABEE 52 - BB e FADS RN TRIGR ) B s Ak B [
HBRE S E R A R R B S N R A SRR

HEIL - FERHMS R > RIS E T BRI MRS R L DU T i
MR A BN SEREEBER S o aIOR BRI B b A R 5 &
K155 - HRAJREET > il B LRI S — AR B2 - A SR AN MR 17
HIRERGAE - IR E 2T R BT AR > RN 1 2R (ERrE 25
22 BB RS R — (8 R BB Rt - nhREA R B A BT - H S RA ER AR
T HETIRACR - ARESHE - (KA R SRR —ER B 2 - A — AR R
FERETFAE - AERBAIE R RS IR EE - RS EAA R E T © 55 (8%
BRI AT PR R A -

T~ ol B S I o 5 A R AR R 2 s TS AL E

TTEYE AL B T8 B AR B P $R it & S5 I BR B Y [ R B e 242 ] (Emirbay &
Miische, 1998) » it 7 fir i 2 F A BB 2 DKL o B0 17 0 25 0 T S B 0
(Dorado, 2005) LA TBYEAHTEREE (Lawrence, 1999) Hefi Sl BT - 1T
BALERINS AT 53 Ry B RS ERI N SRR B, (Peripheral Actors) Bl T 07 E |
(Central Actors) FR1fE &K -

SR R 2 B TERE Fe N BB PRI T T B B B PIRER R BB SE5E (Garud et al.,
2002; Haveman & Rao, 1997; Hirsch, 1986; Kraatz & Zajac, 1996; Leblebici, Salancik,
Copay, & King, 1991; Rao, Morrill, & Zald, 2000) » [R e aeiaEeE Facsn - FiN e T
By SR IRAE S NRUHI B SE BT S - ATRE R Ryl A R i R T AT
(Davis, 1991) » BBl K EVE FRE H A 2 B R 9HE SRR R (Zucker, 1988) » HX,
eI A KRR 1 A ZE AR AE BRI BE (IR i 1102 B AL Lol R 2 BEAS R 2 5 AT
JER PR &R - (A7 BRIk Hofth e S RIES ) - Kt - Eag Rt T8 A 2 Bh A il Bk
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AR FAREY - SRR TEDE R B B SR T s RO B AT R BB AE T T
2.

FLEEANIL - HBRER TEN S PR BRI H S AN S - SO I E BE R
[A] = AL s ELARRANTSE (Greenwood & Suddaby, 2006; Greenwood et al., 2002; Sherer &
Lee, 2002; Zilber, 2002) - tHESEFE{TEIE NS » BOOITEIE B (R AR B B
Tt BEEHE, ~ St e b ~ BEEE - K EE IR SR B = R R i 1 ~ e
PRGN 5 SR - ATRERI Ry HEAE A - SR DhRETERE T ~ Bk IR IRE T ~ (A
AR BRI TBit & BE T - BEASAL LT B A H ZE MR N R i R T T B 0 ik
Forn BSOS EE -

WEERS FEZAr FUE T TEI B S R R L DA B BGS PN EIE ? IS
CATEIEARGHIRE I - B EES - REFEEEEH S =& - Hoas 2thr
TR H=H BN - KRy T BRI RE IR » PRI AGE A1 2 S5 BRI S I A
BUIR - BAAESER AN AL OTEIE » SO AR < T R bl TE) & -

= ATE A AL A LS R T

il B S R AR B AR R - RIS A LR B S R DA R A T8 7 L A
PtG A Eam LA - 5 iz tt e B E EA R A - Sl bR E e
1TEIE R R S - (A TEIE th &R Tt & (7 B A R REEIE] A [F]
FRIEEIBAER 1T = FBRILE > NS ARl B ST Bl AR T Bl (o7 B B il B (LR Y 5
HAERTAFTANE - KA T8 P e il 25 B S SR U RE IR BT AN [A]

0L > ASCLL {1 2*2 By RERERE (G5 A 1) o Al R S B AR L - o0 Ry
I ((RHIREAL ) BRI (=l EEfL ) WIS D0 - Melh Rt TEIE(LE - 50 Rk
BB AL E - AAELL N ARV TS T i 8 B SRR (< JIRhes 1 [ e -

IS B (LR

B VEAE
o

= _

T 5 IEE— BE=
g 3=

&

iz

B > EE = (e

1 HIEERRENE SRS
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B4 EIERE 02 K20

TR — : AF R EEITH A

TEBAZF S - B R (Ui SUE R T LRy - s R ny R I B 17
1 » BERA NE PR D AR B a0R g - Al D LGB TR HER S #8197%& & (Hardy,
1994) - TEERMINRAS BRI T - BGEMEITEIE NS » MRS & sy
R B B RREB RNV Z2ER] - A2 A THTZ A (Liability of Newness) HYAE
(Stinchcombe, 1965) » &R TH)E @ H S F AR - 1A RS E0&ENE - KHaEE
GHEFEEFEARIEE - R BB ET] - AR T - S TE) B BRI
B E B E R A & IR B 2 A B TR i 5 CRY H AR -

AEHIJEE SR SORRHNER - 5255 Lounsbury ~ Ventresca Bl Hirsch (2003) ff5E3EE]
B 2 SR BLEE - (B IRGE B L B S S R SRR TE I - T B R R S AR
R — A FEAER S Bk Tt & K R i R IR - KIS e DL T Bk
PR ~ PRECIER | R PRE5R - (2@t ARy N B 5 T RS R R R
PR E RS R L T B El ~ BUREAE L B9 15% - DUETFSRY 5 2ok A R 22
H o R ANEFORE 2 A TR - EABIE T EBIE IR A AE S -

K& IR AU SERI PN EAAPRER] - BLfRit & tim (Social Construction) FLfff
(Berger & Luckman, 1966) FTJP .2 HIRE A - {TEIE RSSO B0 sRIEmiok Bz
MMM P EHE TR BB R R BRI M E T —E RS - RS T ARAIRYE R
A —REEE - AR5 EER AR A — [F]8AE B SZ A A EEHE TR B S Rk -
FERERIIE VARG HE BN FEE SO PR A& (Snow, Rochford Jr, Worden, & Benford,
1986; Benford & Snow, 2000; Green Jr, 2004; Suddaby & Greenwood, 2005) - #E5{LI/EER
EEERIE (Rhetoric Strategy) (Green Jr et al., 2009) ~ Zit—{EEIEEAHEE (Story-telling)
(Zilber, 2007; Lounsbury & Glynn, 2001) ~ 3EF2E%E (Agenda-setting) ~ FRREE[E (Road-
mapping) ~ DL K FEMHEEEfiEFE#E R (Conventionalizing Accounts) (Mclnerney, 2008) £ -

F34N  BRIREA S~ H S T B SO R EEny B RS Z B R P R R SR ) B EE A
3 0 B PAE 1950 AR R DUBE R R B AM B EE - MERAE 1970 FF£A0AHIEHE
K ARITLIRM ZEBIAG M RH BRI - GRS [R5 P bk R i B TR U SR AN [A]
HEREY AR 18 AN ZEAREI TR - AR 1980 FREFFH AR E R )3 E
B o B LR RN AR K BEIREAEIEE - TS5 o AR o B AN [R] SRy A AH A B2
SEFTUCR (Garud & Karnoe, 2003) «

PHE R 3 A LB - PR BRIHI R SRI 2 — Rk " Bricolage ; HYFIA
(Levi-Strauss, 1967) » {EIGAE AR 2 ik T BAHERNG - B LIREE T 178 vl T
B ERETT RS - IR T AR BT R R B A A T TR L (51 ?) (Baker

2 JFZk “Bricolage as making do by applying combinations of the resources at hand to new problems
and opportunities.” (Baker & Nelson, 2005)
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& Nelson, 2005) o FeA 178 ¥ A — 6 & IS [ 2 HY BRI 1 T Bh 8 B e
TEEANERETHE - BEHBEENA - s SRR Lt & & i B AT RIS Y] B
BIEAHARIREST » FELA N E BB -PAURS S ELHEE (Clemens & Cook, 1999) « #XTf
TEERHRIE D - BRI R AR B 2R i EEmiRie e e
i ~ ABSE - T ATaEny 8 2t S A i R SR Rt - IR B B IR
HIfFAEBRE L T - Il TEI B A S B SRR E R B HRAAE - I AR EH
Y - 1 H BN EZ B IRAIERE ST - IR EIE /i B BRI A IR TEY - AR AT RE
GIRKZESE -
TI= : A FHREE AT E

[EIRAERAZF 5 - WO TR S Y BRI Ry (2 S 2 R R R B I A - LG
TTEIE AR - KR HOAES MBS 2 S E0EIE - RO TE B REAS e
FENE AR AR EIHRE R E S - e O TEI#ERE S k& LrY E B (Liability of
Aging) (Carroll, 1987) » [aEikEGAIEFELABIETRAEEA R 1% (Christensen & Bower, 1996) »
BOTEIE ZIROEE IO ERAEE - SoSER R ERIRER - S EE LU B
JEdkaE - RIS T » OO TENE BRI T B B B AE R A Ze i PR B - 2R
ek E CHYE AR -

FERETESE T > SO ERY BESZEBTA]1E Maguire B Hardy (2006) RUBFZEYIA » Bie
I L R R A F 2 T 5y T RERRI SR P i » (AT AE S BRI Sy HE B B b i L m iy
B GAE  BR T HERFIE SR BLERE LA ARE 251 - Bt & BItBHZG TR HEB) BR fR
ia AT B 2 G > Ty 1 B T SR B IR 2 [R]85 5 3 78 A i JEE 2 K (Stockholm
Convention) » I & B¢ w5l (Discursive Strategy) YA - S FRITHER B FREE
16 PR RS E  FLS B B - SRR S B R R YT - B 5
BRI AL [l B K A R MR RS R T R B R - S s
TSRS % - FEEREAR R e ] R s AR -

TETH LA BRI [R5 B T TS EF e EE A RIRY B h - AR BR O E — i ER PR ARERE
B EEIEHELURRE — 22 77 ~ B ITER IR T - [RIAE SRS AR TR U7 A MR 1 R
(Persuasive Argumentation) &SR35/ B BERYE L » HLSRISA TEIE B G EiRs L0y
J& Snow Eil Benford (1992) 5 + " HIREBISESRESIELEIEE 1T ~ RESHENE A1V )
FEY - HaTsde R & S Re S g i B S R B A IEH IEERAH
(1 - Sl HEZ B R ] SRR B 2B S BB B D - i@ i Fh ey A% - SRl
JI%E - ANEA TREEN B RFENY ) E AT BRI O (FE ) -

3  JF By "Institutional entrepreneurs can mobilize legitimacy, finances, and personnel only when they
are able to frame the grievances and interests of aggrieved constituencies, diagnose causes, assign
blames, provide solutions, and enable collective attribution processes to operate." (Snow & Benford,
1992)
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SIAh  BRIREE R ~ AH R O T B B ORI Y EL R B R SE B A5 2 F] (Sun)
HEB)TUE (Java) Hifli il Ry I [FIHEARYE (Garud et al., 2002) - GEEEA-5HE R BRI 461
L FERERE o METAPATTK L — R T - ARG EELURFE — Q. JTEPUER - KIE
RF ARSI TE B S A ~ BRARASE — RIS TR » [RI I TUEE R E XA
HISCRE P BRIAHAS B EOE - that2ii @ 1TEIE SRS TE v FE B A RIRYFI R R
A (FIREEAEEIFE ) - TP B E RS AT TS THE) (Collective Action) (Maguire et
al., 2004) -

U E B Faaa S A SRR Bt - SR AT 2 B R I AT R » 5
HIR B B 2 TRER H CHYSRIS CURRLF - 18 BanAN B TR R R - A e
SRR B S SN, - SE A T REE B RN ELFE - IR E IR B35 HH— e BE T B
SRAHE SR DRRELE - (H R AHER ) 5 SO — MR T - BN A G ER BLigi 5
GBI G T G EREGE S » KR35 il 5 RA O S B YE FL AR e R 1
FE - B R R SO IR Bl B BAT MR A Y ER -

TR = ¢ ARG IRIL G EITE A

TERCAG G - HEBRIR R 0 v DU SR B sz 31— (EFS E L i J T EIA7AE - 1T
I8 B A7 S 4% kb o PR B B AR Y] - TS BRIINIRESEREE T » S R TEN &
ME - BEREERS A G SRS SOsE s - (A2 R iR 52 28 a0 18 5k
% J1EEEy - i HARERR AR B e & LR E AR AFARE - e SR
T EPETEIEE DN E B 0 L E RIS TEINY B B A0S it S B SR A E
HtsGi a2 a8 - BB EFRIEEIFE - st REfT &R B
B2 o RN IR SRR T B A S I IEE 4 (Fligstein & Mara-Drita, 1996) » JRE[JZ 1T
B E SR AT - N H R BRI G TR T & — RS P R A B PR AR
B RE -

TEREIEEE T » SUER ERYEL RSB AT 1 LY B R FR i A S oSS - (R E IR SEBIY
&5 R FE L UL A BE A Y Bl B AR R - ME R BARY H A C RSB An 28 e = &5 B FEifl (High
Definition Television; HDTV) By » KIHA EEIZEE (EIRFARIL MRS ) AEH
A5 [5t HDTV Fiffiste AR - Al FCC S NEEIRSERAG P serg » DU AE A HEE
S22 T AR RS S SRR ~ ST ~ B EHTRYET H AT i
A5t rE L BEfG HDTV RYETAE 1980 FEARAYSEEIZE A ALY - ¥tk - SEBISEH
BRtaZ A E— et @i T & - M LB Bl E R4 1778 (National Association
of Broadcasting; NAB) B2 FE T-177& (American Electronics Association ; AEA) LB
sy )& BB RTINS iR BN S » B M S GEE HDTV #2188
A B - RARZFEING L Z 50% B BREE RS 85 (Dowell, Swaminathan, & Wade,
2002) -
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1E LB EE R B A R fTEE B BISEAR M B " EFE
G B DUEny iU T R BRI ERRIRCR R TR
HIEFEIZE | (Collective Institutional Entrepreneurship) FJE = (Wijen & Ansari, 2007) - [},
MRS EIA R R BRI A — 20y T B - MM A [F 2 E e
HENEAEE - fE A SR TP PER A AR S B &R - 1TEE EHERERNE S ~ R
WEIESTEE - WAE B B A BISTERIGR - @FES TN - FEEFr I EBaE Tk
Bt @ HE (Fligstein, 2001; Perkmann & Spicer, 2007) °

AL BRSNS ~ B HE PR T B E OB R R BRI B EEIET
R8RS ARESE 1EgRii5 s [l S =R E ESHEE o [F5ehy <Rl S E )
FEF B LA R SR 2 it H2 5 ARESE 85 | At & SR & RS - Lt
R Pk Lo d R IR EELARREAY AR ZE - EROREARRAERIAHRBRTE B 1 SIS Bl {3
AREIIZ Lo P SETE B FTRE - R 755 e bt iy I 6T 58 Bh 1 SERY it & AN
Ll 2y A SR 3 I B < RS2 BIAR B R R A2 S B A e 1 - (Rl » ARESE RYSRESTTEIEE
SR T & AR EFEAL A AV - SSOMNERE 2 T st SR R
R BRI R SHEHRINE &G T E 2 - W LUE TR A & ~ v HsE(L -
PURen] L THE A LR SR % - (Kt ARESE m]#5H I A MAE B T HmYERET - 2RIG S
e EHHNE G AEES] - g St S G R S P I R R
77 (Dejean et al., 2004) -

BT~ (REHAEHERE R BRI ARG I LARIZ =AY Bl
FTSOESRE AU SRR » R PR B R B AP IR B AR Y S BB BT - 555 AR [T 2
Fa LG SR RHRY R - DA Jus 5N h AT e T > FROE B P 5 (e
FEJTTH > I TR E B ERseE Ry 12 FURFRORSIE - BEIRE A G RET 88 2~3 1SRy
TEFE JIBCIE T - BESREIE R BRI SRR SR TR A BE R - U E PR SRR
BA (e — AR N LshEs - EEAREHE VT LR RN F] - DI RS AN
e N 2%V EE - IR IAEERY R P e B G R N H IR E - DI AR
SRR NELE R R E AR HE R R - 5 > IR AR AR SR B P R Y T B
B~ ERREER SRR o KRS A e A SRR R SR ES R - DLERY
MEET R RO BT R B SGI A BE AR A R PR AN EL R AT 8] (Hargadon
& Douglas, 2001) -

TEE B EAS ARESE fEB Rl by EM S B AR EES » DI WA HERE
BRI RAE ZEBI T - FRAM TR 5 B 5 P T Bl 5 A — A b i A — e
Tl EEIRE » ARAM AT R A A B i EE U 5 2R HE T I BE o [RUR il BE iz T E 1 -
L P T B 3 R A R e R ERERYAS SR P RE S B h H At BRI H e
PUtE - RILAE v ARAYRTRE S » Rt & K R E T BB RARER - LI—h)5ERE T8
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HHEEHTIY 5 SRIPAS » iR B SE SR Al A T I SRS DA AR B 8 < [T Bl e #yny T
22 - FE A Ltk B BEAE I BRI RE RIS [ RS HEAI S HE - B BB RE S Bl piE
o B E TR S BB AR IEE M o WSS & (Aldrich & Fiol,
1994; Zimmerman & Zeitz, 2002) -
3w @ R ARG CITE

FIERAE G - ARAR A BRI R (e —(EFRE 2 A5 T = AE - T H
SR BEAF R B A b o IR A B AR Y - TEERRPINRAGEREE T - B EA TEI &1
5 HrEmE IR EM S B RS - TEIP S (Seo & Creed, 2002) - EJHEE
IR TEN » @ 2 B S R PRS2 5 IRl EL Al o A v A 7
JIRZEARTT4E » B Re T Al Ry U ENENE H Rk e s Bl i S B %5 - (KL ¥
ZATEIBEINS @ & EE G A RPR B R EIRE - I B ARG SRR A
BRI, » 8 AR B 7R A8 P AR Sl A P 5 ok 75 ] RS S U - JRB - AL
1T B R RIS TR B B A AR ZEe B A B F sy Bl il R e -

TERLTEEE T SCRR Ry BRS 2B mT 1A R i 2 S A s s iR - 1960 £
A EEE S L R EOEEREE - HF O SRHITRE (KL E LS 43
HER AR ) ~ s MR - FHERES » [KIITE 1960 SR » BEAK
HARE R 2 2 B SR R LR - B ERER H B ER SR S A E B 2 2
MIBALAE T AR TR - BRSAUSRISITEIEE 1SS | AGF 2 HARE SRR /72K -
ATHZAR ~ FKH] ~ PEHEASE » 1 il BT 22 ifgsst Ly P g o fmioR Bl - G OKREIE
LS 7R (Rao et al., 2003) o

TEREB S b2 - R B RERE - O TTENE AIE SRS MY
HilRE - EEARE R FEGEE - &5 | ABCE BT B i B e - S MYy
R E AT DU AR B AR - 40 BUR ~ BIAAMEAL ~ EEOR BRI TR EIRR 13
& B B AL O TEIE 2K RIS T Outliers | > 2 (Dis-embedded) Bk
A Bk - FHF YR AE#28) (Cross-pollination) 3K FL## (Hargadon & Sutton,
1997) - ;L EHMARE ~ BB BEBIFES - AR THE ARG RS E LItk
GHIETE  JEAHEARE BRSPS - E s SR A BOLTENE T DL
B ARIR] - & —TEHEREEREAIIE S (Greenwood & Suddaby, 2006) °

AN o BRI EGAG I ~ (HEAZ O T B SO HY AR 2B S ISR a AR A i
FRFGFE R » fEMERIIBRFRBURMZERE T » 1€ 1957 LK - 2HEE TR A
BORF B REEAE N FL R OR B - SRFY 1980 R AURZ BB AR IIEE ] - R 2 BaLG
Pl R Ry IE TR BT THE AR - Horh e (R A0 BUR By 1 1T R ek
g RFIFEAR DL A T 1 BT ZE (Medical Professionalism) Bk REERTGHE - #EEH4E
1994 AR R AR BE ) (Regional Health Authority; RHA) 28 » fE5 P ET
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TR R S — W R R o KOO RS R DU B PR BCRY T3 0 R
FAE 90% BB IRt 1 i W S e R B Ry P o Wi SR b B A - IEIRF U 15K
T BRI Tl FEE AT A A Ry LU RS ST BRI (Business-like Health Care) Jy 3 - fEl&
bl R B ey R R R B A 22 B R SRR FE - iP5 L g SR REMERYET B - T AR
B BB IR s (Reay & Hinings, 2005) ©

=R AR A R R ORI ZES T ERL O TEIE R BURHIES - BUF
i H T LGERMEST (Power) ZRICHECKAE - REIRARE ST RS R REENMERE 22 - EHES)
FE L a] USRS R ~ EREITT - 10 ELAE DT T Bl e NI A S A R
TR -

h ~ SYREE R

AT FEAR SR I B S B G RS - BRESTTENE (BUSES ) ANfrlid DR - oot
FTBRHHIEEER ST  IRIIEL - AR RRTE SR Ry B RO T BB B S RE B E < Rl A T B A I
DA e B B i MIres B i 2 2B O SRR 1 - ST DASE sy i 8 A AR B B T B 35 (7 B E R {1
FRETHT - fifw ol R B S B 2 AR B AR IR B I B LG A B SR 8 Jre — (1Al 1 BE R 1y 8
AU SRR R B SE S AE AN R BE T & AN ey BT AN [ B il B A7 B o s ieet - 28
AL SIS T - — M TRTRINIZE - St IR ARR - SRR NI
AR AT REBIIAES TR - WAERZRETSBAURE T - DU B B e S B R fe58 (AR
D) > SR B BRI S et it 1 25 KR B B e -

* 1 FIEARRIEZESURBHONMBIERR

1BE— 1EE= IEE= JEHE
A B T E et VENE 0= RS R g
i’n_,:rlii” EE TS AL TS EE e i E
A L P SRR T
RS BEBL LR (=2 A e kS
B s RFRAEDUR RABEIER  IXBREETEE ISR Y
e % S ER ¥ HDTV s
e FFE HIFF AT
B & PR REE ¥ B 55T ETHTEE TR ST e A
e . * B EE EEEs
B FET = EER YT FETIET®
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TEMG S — Bl rh - FIRBIZ G > R T8N BHE— (a2 s I — 1l
THIEE > BEHE R Ry — TR EE T AU I A ER e (IRRAEMRS 785 220 Bl faud#fs - #r
IRERAMIN AL ~ BT B AVIEE ) - FUBAEIREE —h o 1TEIE (LR 5 e - 1t
W5 Ry — il N BCAT AR IRERS - 85 ST < AR - T ELASH TSR
[z AT > R 3t TR s B e i SRS 2 i Bt T B ] LA A SRS Tk REER
L SR [ T 1 BE A R B R - 2RSS SAUREIR] - [RIIRE IS Rl RE FH s R B
B TR PAEIAGE R DAY EER - A > EREE T IRTEIE MR
BRI EE - BREE EEMSEE A2 TEEN EEE R - O
1TEIE EEH B B AL A 15 & RH BREREL RS 2% T 00 ol B ey B QR o i iy -~ M1t
O TENE SRR FTdCatiny - Sl H A H S8 TT - R DU SRS 2k
LTI EE RO ERE - IR ARSI SRS A R AR R A LT T > FERIBIHT— (TR -

FENG B — B fE5EPUt » [F] R @Gtk - JRRINETEN B S8 —E R H AL (B fF
R s P P ) PR S AL (Rl B R A B 7 2 ) st - U@ BTN a 55
HORMERTTEIE S - SRZ 2B SRS BN » KL AR A r Ik TR [F]
BB AR TE) - SIOMBIRiRE 287 > KGR TENE th {RELIRE & ~ i
R JT AR Bl A BE RO RS RE - SEBISCEH A H /Y - A > FEMESIPI S - EAT
B E AR - ARSI DAL B - P S AYRUE — R R R R S i TR BT TED
FIE > BRI S R SRR ) AR i (a1 T B e BE DA [ B A L - [RI R T2
WP G BRI ET - fEE M AR R R e — AN E A Ik > AlREREE =TT E B
(PR B S 5 - BRI BLKAE © 594 » O TEhE 8 A R E e U B
A7 > KR TSR S - SERHIR AL ~ MEEEBORIVHETT > #EHR5RTE] TR (LR
et RIS — RS AN R Y TR -

BE ~ #55m

ANSCHEAR I R - AR SRR M n IR N g AT TEh = i E it ErReEh 1 - £%
FH A & R 2 M 2 1 o) R B SR R PR ] JE ey i i - i B BA AR 1980 FEAR I
DiMaggio (1988) W52~ &bt E|&Ei (Hardy & Maguire, 2008; Battilana, Leca, &
Boxenbaum, 2009; Pacheco et al., 2010) - ] F B SEEIBELENE-S 22l 1Bk B En
RS A P 32 A I A T Ry B[R A ) - 785 #E FH SR = e = e B T | vk TR
HIFTEN ST » EPEEAEIEE ~ AERHBEHTHIE - R E FERTH R "I T B R -
Fis DA R s R TR & AR < BRI U8 - 1T H AR ZE iR th R e S T B & 3%
RIS T DA B AFEEL SR S RS ) - 52 o il EEEEEAE T
IR RS - 5 | At S aEB M ERET HI B A b » AR B IE I TEI E R A EEU)A
PRETEN & P B BRI SRS F Ry -

105



HHE G RIFT © REAT I H YRR M T B

[FIRF - FEGIREBSEEIRS T > ASCHYRTIEREAIE - BSESRIG DU R R TEE Y
HEEST o AFTEARIRIRASEREE LS 32 Fr A B I TP B AR - St i oRies 1
MBS TEIEACE Ry o [RILL - AT T BN B L P o il P BR BT R SRR MR B R - e
11 B S T iy L R 1 I R OR L PR S L BT 1 S R BE AR PR 1 (Battilana et al.,
2009) - REEAIEL L EEREEUEE — P R R IS BRI - 0 iR i B (R B Ty
Fr i B R AR RS BRI SR T Y KA I > 098 DL JRe— (B 5 A 2 B B 2 L
FRHRBE SRR » LEZS T i AR OB R BT TE B2 0 THES | - AR B A S RIS T
B AR EERT SR IR MR [A] - ZREETHS DL EE I EE et > £ IR LA ATl

AT —RSE R S MR -

£ Oliver (1991) [MEAERIRERE 7.2 M ATENE Al LUEFERA AR BRI SRIE EIE - 7
BRRE ~ Zetih ~ Bl - SEMEIEPT - SRS IR AL > ARMAIRSR AR (RIS T - e
LA [EIE B - ASCEER A o FE 2R B IRAS RBURME - mT DASCRA R Rl
HLESRAS ERIEAY LR n] R Al # el B A i o 2 AR 1 R B SR 52 2 AR R R 52
2 MR T E B NGE - B RASIIIZEER -

PRI > EFOZEA - EE — DA o (ECEPYRRIREE T o 1TEE TR TR
TR IE RN B AR AT IR R ORI (R i R [RIRF A% Lol 2 B2 A T BB P R A (1
QT . SRS [ Py S BRAE TG B — B G B ) > A IRp R ][RI HRF 3 FH S W 2 5 e B e 5 3k
(WJZZIJH“EE%%H%QUHHTﬁfET MBS EE = ) - Rt bR A s i s 1 T TR
a e _ERURIES @Sy o I REEIER LRUREE 28 - 2R - B EITEIE RIS T
B A NS BUEMERE - SRR B SEIRS R A H AR sE A 22 5

106



%*i*—;’%?% #022 K24

Innovating Against the Institutional Constraints: The Agency of
Strategic Actors

Min-Fen Tu, Assistant Professor, Department of Business Administration, Tamkang University

Summary
Institutional change and entrepreneurship have recently become phenomena of interest

among organizations and been regarded as a wider societal trend. Efforts to change
institutions-such as their norms, cultural factors, customs, codes of conduct, and traditions-
face the strong power of structural inertia. Achieving institutional change is a complex
process involving different contextual backgrounds. Thus, the purpose of this study is to
explore how strategic actors embody agency to change institutions in different contexts.

For this question, the theoretical perspective we adopted to elucidate institutional
change is the notion of institutional entrepreneurship, which combines contrasting
perspectives-agency and structure-and implies that individuals or organizations still have
agency space for strategic choices, even when they are under some constraints. The concept
of institutional entrepreneurship has emerged to help answer the paradox of embedded
agency; that is, institutional entrepreneurship represents the activities (i.e., institutional
strategy) of actors (i.e., institutional entrepreneur) who have interests in particular
institutional arrangements and who leverage resources to create new institutions or to
transform existing ones.

Institutional entrepreneurs are regarded as an “analytically distinguished social type
who has the capability to take a reflective position towards institutionalized practices and can
envision alternative nodes of getting things done”. Other terms used to describe the role of
the institutional entrepreneur include field makers, rule makers, strategic actors, or
institutional designers. Achieving institutional entreprencurship could be catalyzed by
institutional strategy, which is a “pattern of organizational action concerned with the
formation and transformation of institutions, fields, and the rules and standards that control

9

those structures.” Said another way, the existence of institutional entrepreneurship is not
destined but is exercised by strategic actions implemented by institutional entrepreneurs.
Actions are “as the outcome of the type of social skill that institutional entrepreneurs possess
and how that skill translate into institutional arrangements that produce organizational
field.” Social skills employed by actors vary depending upon what is necessary, and many

useful skills or tactics are studied in the literature, such as framing action, story-telling,
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discourse, aggregating interests, and etc. Thus, this study examines the interplay among the
institutional entrepreneur, the institutional strategy, and the embedded environment to
highlight the importance of embeddedness.

When exploring the process of institutional entrepreneurship, one must be aware of the
importance of embeddedness, because enabling conditions in different contexts would have
different effects on what the actors do. The emphasis in this study is to develop an integrative
framework, comprising two dimensions-the degree of institutionalization and an actor's
position within the field-to shed light on institutional change processes. The degree of
institutionalization could be categorized as emerging and mature for their field
characteristics. The emerging field is an under-organized domain, where little coordinated
action exists among them. In contrast, mature fields represent relatively well-structured
configurations where there are identifiable patterns of interaction, such as domination,
subordination, conflict, and cooperation. Actors' social positions could be distinguished into
peripheral and central to capture the hierarchical relationships within the field. Social
position is important because it might affect both actors' perception of a field and their access
to the resources needed to engage in institutional change. The degree of institutionalization
(emerging vs. mature) and the actors' social positions (peripheral vs. central) interlace each
other into four enabling conditions: (1) peripheral actor in emerging field, (2) central actor in
emerging field, (3) peripheral actor in mature field, and (4) central actor in mature field.

This study argues that socially skilled institutional entrepreneurs, who are cognizant of,
and sensitive to, the contexts in which they are embedded, can selectively adopt different
means and way to craft their visions. In the first enabling condition-peripheral actor in
emerging field-actors who face the difficulties of the liability of newness and a lack of
resources can use the discourse strategy (e.g., the for-profit recycling industry in the U.S.)
and the bricolage strategy (e.g., the wind turbines in Denmark) to shape the emergence of a
new industry. In the second enabling condition-central actor in emerging field-actors who
face the difficulties of no existing rules and an aging risk can adopt the discourse strategy
(e.g., the Stockholm Convention on Persistent Organic Pollutants) and the aggregating
strategy (e.g., the Java alliance) to shape the emergence of new, global, regulatory
institutions and technological standards. In the third enabling condition-peripheral actor in
mature field-actors who are constrained by the existing power structure may carry out
strategies of aggregating (e.g., the U.S. high definition television industry) and the gradually-
replaced measurement tool (e.g., the French social responsibility industry) to achieve

legitimacy for their activities. Finally, in the fourth enabling condition-central actor in mature
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field-actors who are embedded in the existing benefits may carry out on the strategies of
bridging (e.g., the nouvelle cuisine movement in France) and of regulation-enacting (e.g.,
the health reform in Alberta, Canada) to replace the existing institutional logics.

This study presented the integrative framework to highlight embeddedness, revealing
different contexts as the enabling conditions for institutional entrepreneurship, and it
examined how actors execute agency when engaging with micro-level strategic actions to
change or transform institutional structures. However, it should be pointed out that the
institutional strategies adopted by the actors in the four enabling conditions are not
independent and exclusive. One example is that the strategies of discourse and framing can
be used simultaneously by both central and peripheral actors (the first and second
conditions). The other example is that the aggregating strategy can be suitable for both the
emerging and mature fields (the second and third conditions). The purpose of distinguishing
them here is for theoretical understanding, not for empirical separation. We believe that the

appropriateness of strategic actions is based on sensitivity to the contextualization.
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