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MIN, AbdR T — A A R SR A
PORAE 27 MBI R EDERZE)Z %
o MK E ZPON N T Z I i
(= TR v VY e BN Ty, A T W A A U
CHRET . EAMARWEBEAM . BAE, AT
S, X N JEER — O 2 B ok i — A
B . AT JGIE I i S R AT 4R T LA
By “HRW ™, e CHRIL N SET R4 AR
S MBA (O s 2 “IRILoySL”, g%
IR AN AR DA — AL/ T 1%, T 52 PR
Mo “HRUWLHE™ RITREHRE BL G PR )
A SR BL R A ITT R AT 2002 B0 4 5, Sl
BRI S S B 5 A A IS e R R
RO B R TE, Iy R T R
i, X ECE AR, BATEA WL — D HhZH
=T, RS- kR T — B
ki, —ME] p, X EEARRE — A BARMAEAE, B
CIRW ST, HEMEASE TR “—7,
MR MFEY R THEZ P Bl & iy
CHREET, PURJERA CSBIERT, AR K
AR — RS, EA B B mT LAy [
BESREHRITOA T WA R, AT L i 5 T
2 5 RO 7n o WL B IE TSl R 19
2., WABE (AR JHRESENZ
BISEHR, ML e R A BE AR o (JLATJE
B By SO0 A A 2% PR 4 A R
S, AT RIS A 2 ) 2 MR g U T
T AIA

TEAE B U, P A A0 4 DY S 3
ORE I F WL FI F) B 5 Al et P 2R 5 28 9 it
(causality) . @ B & Ji& & T 1 $2 R 8L (as-

sumptions ) , FF7EFTSL BB HEAti_EoETT 2 4
—_2 —

T (logical derivations ), M T i 7 3 18 T3
( predictions B, hypotheses) . P ) FE ik )5 2,
DA I BT VS b 7o BUR = 3Py S E N
FRATTERAS AT B 03 TG 2 R A Y, HEe 2
REUEDN . @i i L3 B 5 B S A R B
M (Shapira, 2011) , ZH#AHEFH — L0
HXHEF B — AR E=MC, E A4 a5k
SEHE A AT DL M A R 5T RE R Y A
RO, “HR UL AERI 7 U 4 8L
Mt RA TR R, PEERER AN Y
4 AEdEE” Mmad, a5 Z2HRR
. ATLUBRAIY, (H <57 JR4hgeny . Al
Mo KMM G FiEA & F M "B HE, B
7o ULHORA “E” AT EE R AT
CHIE” o AT WAL 2 R G F
%, FIEA2RME A, M5 R
MEMKR, NAHRRITR, XS HRM
Zie A HAEIEYE (generalizability) o Ff/Tid it
RE TR BT FE Y (BB R
FIMER) AREERS, HAESXENE iGN
FR KRBT E BT, ARERAIEITmE
L] (mechanisms), XHL2 RIS, W2
EHAARE R BB R S E K

AU TS, AL T IR
HEERLS | HAANY | ZH WA IR, A
G T XIS A R . AT A e [ R A
S G RO R, I HAL 2 T A
— M EEEA M A s R IR R Z b, B AR
AWM B, X W R A —
JR BRI AN AR 3 (Pleffer & Salancik,
2003) , 3 kX SRR A EAR HH— A
AR fEMALUERRTTRESE 2 A4 A L,



LTS 0 B B8 8 Ao S e SRR, e
SRR A SRR 23 57 BN MR IR BE i 4 . BEUR
MRS S0 i Ml wT LA o 5 W R 5 4
RAEHAMNEA S, X—HigBARTI AL, |
B SEUEWE 8 A, PRI L R B R —
Wi (metaphor) (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003), R
i, XAEOAGE T EGEE (Wi et al., 2013),
SR AR, BT - E— &
247 (Hillman et al. , 2009) . FidkiE, FHEA
JESERHERR, FRATAT LSR5 19 B 43 b7 OF:
SHER, IR 7k S IR S S, JENE
SRR, PUOREE IR 3R (Weick, 1995)
PO, ek kA, g SUHXTE Y
—ANF, FE ARSI, AT 2R
HR AT LA B AR S, E o Ul
GR T —TZ24)E, “HLU ABEET A
XFHWEE. FHEEBAFE, HANN
BRET . TAEMZRAEIHEARE N SE
Ik, e N2 EHESE T H.OU . HEM
WBTE 20 LN RIS, JTRRE T HRAT4 K
Xof il K I R R B, R R
R ARG EE A S,
HAE XS R 5 S WA AR . 4 LA F500 B
e

5L N

—. BRATHMETFIES
CIRYE:pos

1995 4, Administrative Science Quarterly 27
T—Mgis, whg CHEIEARA AT (What
theory is not) , Sutton F Staw (1995) fiE T H
ftate—R X FEH, S5 30k, s, L&
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(BittE) . mEE L L ARE (hypotheses)  (E{
T ) A SCEE AL RLER o AN R e, )
Z, R SCE R AR AT AL o), AL bR
e 515 SCEkZER . B Pr 5458 45
B, K, DR ERSE, ABAZHIB. BA,
KEFTULAY “HIET RN ERY, The] DLERR
REERATE X ANE G, T4, WAt 2 A0
CHOEIEAE AT O IRAIMA R A A
PR AT DL X — A

). ARTESHRAH27

% FHRETEL

6] : PRI FLEE 7

% AR,

] RAAIR, IRERE] T, BA
H Y

B2 R, HEEXT WA, 248
AR . TEAH AU AR Y B2 —FE Y
AR AT LARAR R 3R 1 e A 45 R T — il g
IS, WAl FUl: “HEWE, JEHE;
g, AEEAT XHRL T E RN
B, RIS R A TR IE 7 AR
A FEZW I, Hambrick (2007) # [ 1 2005
4 % FTE Academy of Management Journal . Ad-
ministrative Science Quarterly F Organization Sci-
ence 1) 120 f SCH, A SC AR B H#E I8,
A LI TE A BT R TP R A B AT
2 o B b oS i PR

Weick (1995) A\, EHFERRREAZTE
SHHENE, M2 ERAL (theorizing) f15d F4 5l
HR CEHEM” (sense making) AR, T
RHEHIEH) U RIY)”  (approximations) i

ARIEA L o HITUL, PR IR 2 A,
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EAE— R BB T FH s, H
ENA—EP MRS, me—MENAEKE,
FEANTEF AL IR G ST (good
( DiMaggio, 1995) ¥ “imIHip”
(strong theories) ( Sutton & Staw, 1995), izl
& CTAEMIE”  (great theories)  ( Davis,
1971) o FEHLI AL, FATIN g il B et —
NFRE, By BEARG AR T2 A
JERREERY G R (HE, TCIRRAF BB ik A2 ok 2
W, ARARBIE, O ENTE Al filik i #g
S BRI . TE Weick (1995) &
K, BIRSCE UL AR B IE, H4
— AR RO B ER TR I T 07 SR, D
Hr, fRiE (hypothesis) FITUN ( prediction) #
NI . B R E RRSEbR EE— A
(guess) MR, MR ERINSFMAZR (W
M EH . EErfe, I, Blo™. G, EF
B EmEAL S, ST A M)
IF, TR TR X SE B 7 IS 1 BRI L]
TEGAE Ll RE M ATESR, DR

i fe e, HAEA—E IR, ZITE
Ciprp g &) hnliE: —A a5 AW g+
iR, Bk BA=FARB A 7ERH ., 7E
T TE RS S — ] LUK B BE, 2R
TRPET DR v B, EERERCA R, 4
TE LR R T o EAERBRH R, TR
W7 E R R, B AT EAS
Wb, (HMIEMIT> 2, A5 AT LLm) b
BR . EHAE IR WA R RIEIE . oy
ud, A AT LUA V2 A R Y
HORERE RIS Ty A T BRI ? 3R 7
BN R HL ) FHHEEATRE AR
4 —

theories )

/]
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KB, B, BUEEEE R T AR T R4S
P EIRARGE 1, P BEORPEAE VR BRIt A B 1 97
FEHE, IR, AT LSRRI L S
P A SRR T, RIS RS E D, HEER
FERAOSE I . PUOAATIEDRE G, BISHRT 50l
w AR FATHIE, RBAT EUED, (H
WIRPIT S, " PO LG, B 9%
DREH, AU “KALME, Tk
" BERARRE, BERTTEPR R R
B, s, mREAC KSR, T
PR IR RI I W, WA G A LUR R
WMo, a2 g RATESRE —R
SCEMEEARZR, k1 R O S HE
Hit; QERMIRMG: OBIRIRA TS ;
@t LA ), 7E DiMaggio (1995) %2k,
BRI HGE A2 B He, HIRATAT DR
fraebr Bt ok, fFBieEE A
&M (covering laws) . JE /8 1E (enlightenment )
RN (narrative ) o A2 FATTHY SCR R 2
TPk ? FRAVAE, EIAERE AL,
Feneb E e Blsa AR 2y (IACMR) | S [E 8 Bl
RS (AOM) | BRUNAYE Hl44E 2 (EGOS) |
f A PR AR 2 (SMS) F I B R 55 AR 2
(AIB) , REMTHAAERB MW IHE, I
WA A S8 5 58, AEATATE 5T 1 A2 1
MEAEA JRIRYE, FE MR 0 R 2 MR
FEE TR R B, B 3 R AR
WRSEEHEEREHNR, B REREHEFo
AR P o [RRE, — U A9 A B 0 )
Qs ,  BAT 5 1 A SO i i WL B R0k
FAREIE AL A SCR S e —R O TR kY
CE, AR B el ax A IR, A B



WERE, BOMELL &, MR, R
P T — A E R AR, Hr U ENE (im-
printing) Fl1E 8| & 45 #« (liability of newness)
(Stinchcombe, 1965) , R4 & AL A] LA FH L i
B, B BAT Z et X Fh ORI
W AR EGE, AR, BIFWK . M
JCRAE, T AT PR A A T 1 B
HATZ NIRRT,

e (M)

BL A
(i)

=
b
K
il

e Bl )

1 #HRBIE AR

PSRN =PIN E S S DB o0 it B R
HHHLART
1970) . AR fE CEARED TR hR Z
MR T —F 240 “WXem”, KEE—i
NAE—A 1 HEH BB 27 BE 1 4 08 H R A AR
MBI T, AT X 7l R B, A
MAFEEE R T DL, A MBS 2F P R
WP MIAEIL . At ] DL IR A A X A0S
BN AN R 8o SRR ADOS AN, B
BHRA A O W TEME RN S, AT
TR ACHE Sk, ACKMEE, EHEEH
KA SCEA M HABNA PR 7R o

W, WFENET A AL, BHE R
WHARR 2, HUEHFSI R IR G R, 5%
Mt A A =TFEB. I, SEAKEN T B0F

( Gouldner,

( surprise machine )
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W PR O A Ml B SRA T, 3 B A PO 11
—AIEAR R — R B, L, MR EE
i SRR PRI (B BLG SEi 11
e, WETENRE, AMUE—HN—R, &F
ZN—Ro P, HEAE B —DEA R,
S5 A PSR 150 4 5 . AR,
PR A o AR, BEIRAROBEE IS A X >4l
B, 2Bl A A i i B8 52 HE b
A, BA L, ol RIFE AU 0 e v
R A7 T8 114 2 412K 31 [ — 114 Ak T B i 52 B ] —
BeEz, HUSEMT EAT A I 28R
EAZE =/ (R, FERMEETR) .
[FImE, Bk nl GEAFAE BB R, AN e 2
A FHB, 2B FEA, i, ST
figp R A A ) A

75h, A Davis (1971) &k, Iy Hig
Wb “ A" (interesting) il AN JE X 4
AU AMTBUA R L (AR 2wRi) Al
fefit (assumptions) 2 H Pkfko X M2 A
WU . AR A, HOTi,
ABIW B, [ “FATEZRIE” . i5H A KR
RIBRAT A7 BRATREARZH, A HLTF
AUEAM . A, FERAEET T AL A B AT
PefscAE oy — i 5 T Al BEANUE H 2 R If
2, PSR sE AATIR R B (A8 TFIR Y.
X JUEA) TFRYSER. S HIE#A A
CHYATSE . £ 1 /& Eisenhardt (1989) XA
R B AN [ B S (BB EAT O X BE o 7 224 1
e, [Al— B EA R A 5 T Al A A [
AT, RO RTERAB A2 T A2, BFTERM,
H 5 HIe a] LB GE & el i E S AR, HA

— & A LA = Aol 5 S 450 (Xia et al.
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2016) o J34b, HATAHR A HA 5 T AT BELE S A
SCACEAR RIS 3, (H A ] REAERE IR SCIL 77
FIPER (Xiao & Tsui, 2007) o A KAl F
KIEEA—EE A TR/l —BoRE,
AN R RT3 A 9 SC B R 4 TR E TR AR Y
WEICERAN 2 5 N5z, I A A R
JEERAATEE (Davis, 1971) o HIRA RIS
BAE TR — AR B, WA R e 2
BRAE S, DA A A5 7E TR 2 S0 B0 A 3t

KW ACKATR B, EASEH A SR
A A, RN CEARPESREZ T
PR an, BRI R AT A, 2 F
UM IR AR i 2 —, TETAEZIAA %
FIBRE, TRMA TE RILMMAMES LT, €
((NET GI R W PRy VA o [ Y TT el Y E 7
Ko Wik, FHBIRRMA— 2T AR
DA BG4 B P R A E R g, M
XL S REEA R EREZ T

®1 TRERHAEETREE

WA (perspective)

T - - P - .
( assumption) I&{H *X/X /Hr/\?l):fhu x%ﬁizt: 'ftIE
(‘political ) ( contingency ) (organization control )| ( transaction cost) (agency)
A
X X X
( self—interest )
EETRUIEN
X X X
(goal conflict)
A R
X X X X
(bounded rationality )
5 BAK R
X X X
(information asymmetry )
X X X X
( preeminence of efficiency)
TR sk «
(risk aversion)
R BN N
(information as a commodity)

BRI . Eisenhardt, K. 1989. Agency theory; An assessment and review. Academy of Management Review, 14 57-74.

BREEMT TR R FRATMIE, Mt
) — A0 2 4R R L ( problematization )
AR JAF e (paradox) 8% ZJ0tE (duali-
ty), — AR A B, Ho AN
(2 AR A B AT AR AR S A9 4598, BT,

— 6 —

2B 1 R 25 2 R R 7 334 1 P ) el A 7
AN EW KB, f8E KA RK
AT (Wilhelm Olbers) #£ 1823 4F42H T

AL, EE 200 SRR T T ORBAET /Y

KB, ENMEARTER. AVEMEER

I"X



gy, FATT s ek e, film,
exploration fl exploitation 1] DLEE—FE, B
A exploration 2x¥& A “RIGFEBE” 1M exploitation
STEN TRINBEBE” o AP ARXE- 7 A
X—BG A T REEISTHE [ TR A AT
Z5AFIA] 2% Smith I Lewis (2011) ],

=, BEREMRINGERHN
BEhMtSEl

Y%A £ 18 % J1 (disciplined imagina-
tion) i Weick (1989), Weick (1989) AW
FLE AL S — A R R R . SRR SC AL
WHRBTEZ YR ILAEWNE LT, Y5 KEE.
EHELA . ARERE WAL EEF, M
WEWE—F, N AREKARE, MEE
NATHY R B, Weick 4 HY %) 36 K i A58 20 4
B [P — BRI — B B R U
e, i SCHER B AT B o gE, K Ai1e
B E) 2B AL R IR A . FLR, FRATTHEAT
AR, 22 A — A R S g0 B A O
AT, WUER—DAEM IS, fE, it
— 2 Wb HE SR R B B A R R . IR 2 R AR
ZIWIT B HEAT L, FA DL e
FERF AT LAE B, AT AT 1 S BR iR U7
MR MIERA — R EE, B EE,
A LAAR G i o 17 858 25 F T RO AR, Bt AT DX
DI 8 38 PR Y R . — B AS Ji PR it e /D 3
Will%k, Mk, A ADFENZ 1S
Yk, HEkZ XA S . 6= FE5 0 B b
SRR, FRiSas T AnbE R .

ik, HeEMTEZINGE RMEL W
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Fa—o NHARTGE RIS E i AR K
RHL” ) BEMBAITE SIS, BRI
IR, R AU TGO BURR T
APRES . TERPE BT 26 0F R, FATIE AT LIF
FUBATBA B RIS, RIS B
JEEHE, SXREAAT LAASCE B 1 T AL 5 K S
AR S, BOISEM RS, X
Fofvsis AR AT LA B I 25 AU S5 45 5t R X 4
T E LS H— B R . 2448 R,
IR 32 3 o [/ — A FE I 2k, AR g N al
REXS[R] — M B A AR B o7, 1E
PRI (LA 2)  H R P AN [ Y
g, FATAIRESE A BN E RA — 1K
fitto BT IRAVEAD AR SGBAT I A, R
XA RIS A AR B LF . A AN KR
WEE, A NKRIRIE NS, A ANRRHE
MR, AANKRIE R AR, LA B RIK
5N A4 Gk R al A E DA%, X
MINIESRIE Y, HT5 Ut DL 22 25 3 35 2R B A
FE/R W28 NS SCA IR, 4ERr AR T 3 253
M. Rz, FBABRA ISR SE T
BEA BRI IS, B 52 0 A] AE S5 20
oo AL Al B IR AP IR B AL 0T A
U RE B BTIRAK e P AL A S HNE
A L2 2] BE i 4 U B 42 T o 7 1Y BRI
WA 50 A B . 7 AUHE A= SR AU S
Pt B WAE) Z b A R B i R i, 5
LD AR R PSR A LR, XA
DS — B =, Ml e 5508, i FHAE R AR 0 B
Fo (FR) A5 “fEHADR? BAF A"
WA KA R T3 Al LU AT 6 Al B AR
A, BAARAPERFA LR
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2 ReeFEIMtAar

(AT — 3R M0, 78 0 A R I 4 1 I fi
i B M & (construct) HIAZHE (variable)
AR G Ao BHIE A SR R DIR S &R,
SEUET B OR M . M AN AT, SRR
1, ALty SO R AR BE AR . &
IEME (legitimacy) Je: il B BLE %04 &, L
J1 (power) JEFEMBIHIE I LIS, THTE
(inertia) LA SIS R OM & AR 4
DU AT Py o ) 2 5 A P B f T E 2 i B
SR — AT DI N 2, T —
AR R DX 2 e i, 528 R
JE RIS 1 — S, B LA TR R
AEOR MR, WG % (periphery) MIH &
(overlap) (Xia et al. , 2019) ., #H4h, LA
i (firm size) S, Al AR A R 7 il B2
e B WY R T IR (visibility) XA,
TEGT A S LR Y JE AL S) (power) XA
Fyis, MAEAHGVESHIE B B 2 a1 (in-
ertia) XM, AR AL G H ot &)
PAEAES | HE X LG i i e, B MR AE T
N

A

MMEST (breakdown) FYFREEE (Alvesson &
Karreman, 2007), 40 &3 T B ¥an0 45 5%, H)
PR G & ISR, — A JE A AT AR
B KR - HC BEAER MBI RS
BAwHr, o5 —A BN JEE AR R T
P A U o X R SR YR ) R
o FEREH MR, EBA L A — A
P AN T A — A B RER R R ormk, R
EAT LIS R A NS, R R R
545t ( Colquitt & Zapata—Phelan, 2007)
TE R IR =FEOT, 5 —Fh A B 8 5Tk,
AL, TR R A AR X R, R
HXRER, Wl Lilse. RAS=FER, A
TA NS, NIRRT (W% 2),

x2 ETTLIERRSTEBRIRE

. TF RIS AEEY | DR sk
U sEgm | wenmE
PR A
TEIE 1 BRI R NER
W1 | mER A o
W2 | s BRI iz
BRI,
15K 1R ) iy
WIS BRR | gt amigs ek

BORLRUE: B,

MAL S AR, B @ d R it 2
) (DiMaggio, 1995) o A~ A B H 44 75 22
MR AL 22 1A ) ik, HA LR AE 20 a5
PR LA, fEid 25h 50 240, JLTFRA K
PRSI, M, FREHEWTERSIA
[ BA P HF9Y (Colquitt & Zapata—Phelan,
2007) . fHZ, TEMIEHLE] (mechanism) FIFERE



TN o . RBUBAILE] I 7kl R4
FA BB 2 SR P Y — S R BT
SEPR R BE . A xR R Y 35 R (good
faith) XM EHEATIERE, W] LIS — A8 b
TR AR E AT (Xia et al. , 2023) , B
RIS S I AUR T KA E (Davis & Cobb,
2010) , Mizruchi Fl Fein (1999) 8% 2584 1+ il
JE BRI A = RAL A PR . B o ) 1 )
(coercive isomorphism ) . A {5 1 [l ¥ ( mimetic
isomorphism) 1 KL M [F] 44  (normative isomor-
phism) o IR =LA TE ] BE BEIE b A4 3 2 [7)
SGE, HNUEERICERE, B0
AR RN —HER . Mizruchi Fl Fein (1999) 1A
HRAT M R, AR RN 5
B TSR RS, SR RN SRS
T, AEGYAEZ . 1 T8 T AR R
R, WARGWIEZ, RABERF G20
FRRIBTTE R Gy AT 432 o ¥ 2Rt — I
RBEE A e B ¥, UL BIE (contin-
gency theory) , fEoRZHLHEHITQIHIE, IAE
AT NP, B A i ) B9 A 2 X A BRIE A
EPAATERY BRBG , QAR BOm . PRROC &R AN B A
4 (Schoonhoven, 1981) , 20214 A IS 1E I 4l
Ui —A g, HR RBOR TR WA —
PR, MR, WaHZmHEE B Rk
JE R R AR FE T R B BRI AE 1977 4E41
57 (Meyer & Rowan, 1977), F%| 1983 4E A4 %
ZRTE, BANE ., TR IS TE 2005 452
PR 20 AR . T W, Aok
Xof B AL )M

e, FATH TR IS T ORI Rk
MHIgRFRBIEA . —R8eE, 23T (Shapi-
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ra, 2011) B pgR A SR, SCFIIRIA T
FEMT (clear writing)  ( Rose, 2012), L%
it “BARTE, SARE MERE T
SRANTNE R PRV A, T U S R A G L 1Y
PR o SCF-RIK 0T T IR T 8L 2% 1 3 i
L. BEEAEW, BRI W. 16
“WE" PHEIAR, OAFEF PRI HRZ
Mo AT 2T b EH AR 7. AR
A0z, AR, B (EFEEET) —BEER
ZR, EEM . A RO, R AR
WHHEA—EREEMW S E, &l TFRE
A, B, BUUE 2 e A5 2
(MEREE) o BRESBIET . IR HE =00
—{, ATDARG R ST RIA T MR B — A
APIUEND R, FH B fRT B R TR SOk R AR A
WS o R DIREE R, B ALIE S
INATREIE AR H 2, AN . Hik, #EHS N
SR 5 “REARL” WRR, HISHWER
BEERIBEE A WA, RIEFIEEE R
AT, X “AgEi”. “WiEAL”
VP SRS NEAEPUN-N: % T RN (PN OED SIS T3
PEEfEE, WA ZR. Aalhs. &iF,
2SI 2R MR R IR, o 20
Bl Nk ERvR A S BN, LR
T2 (BRNEAR) iR, BRI
TEFL; [HRE, el LA RS

ZE bk, WKWK SEHIBIRRE—
NEGE R, UH A BERN 2 E I
HEEL, AR R, R QIENE, SREA R
MR, RIS R IR, HokE
AR, B FRATEA AT A O

HPENZEH, B4ET5 Nz B2k i wal, il
— 9 —
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TR RN E A TR IS A F U
ARG T AL G H i) — ek 2, Ay
A P

Wz i FAIBA
Wk H . 20234812 A 16 H
Bz HW): 2024451 H 12 H

EEE N

HZE, W4, 1350 p R f ik hn i e i
o BGOSR ALAE T IR MO e | ] R
W R R A m O (AR USRI ) .
JEJETE Academy of Management Journal . Organi-
zation Science . Strategic Management Journal F
Journal of Management Studies 22 1) | & Fi6
o Al (EHAEET]) S % A, Manage-
ment and Organization Review [¥] 5 2% 9m%E, 12
Academy of Management Review F Journal of Inter-

national Business Studies [N &R RS,

S 30k
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Theory—driven Management Research

Jun Xia

( University of Texas at Dallas)

Abstract: Theory building has been the central interest of management scholars and students. Good theories allow us to better
understand organizational phenomena as well as explain and predict outcomes. Theories that consist of guess and falsification inspire
subsequent empirical studies to test casual conjunctions. However, from a philosophical point of view, truth is difficult to know,
and scientific research is to identify the approximations of truth. A theory is considered a good theory because it questions some ex-
isting assumptions in previous studies. Moreover, good theories must be generalizable, enlightening, and narrative. On the one
hand, good theory is disciplined imagination, in which scientific problems and phenomena can be deeply explained through thought
experiment and selected based on certain criteria. On the other hand, theory construction is also social construction and subject to
social section. Finally, clear writing based on rhetoric is important to demonstrate idea flows.

Key Words: theory construction; theory—driven research; organization theory
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