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“

successive conditions, states, or moments of time” (Ford & Ford, 1995, p. 543). 

Lewin’s (1951

017; Coria, Valderrama, Neme, & Rivera, 2016). Likewise, Lewin’s (1951) 
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ts are “conversational experiences” (p. 352) which guide the sensemaking 
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description of this emergent approach that “change takes place and is realized by 

communication” (p. 294). This argument has been recently enhanced by the develo

Communication as “the purposeful us

ion” (Hallahan, Holtzhausen, Ruler, Verčič, & Sriramesh, 2007, p. 3). Zerfass, Verčič, 

of handling nowadays organization’s complexity due to they: 
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of the organization as a “world of complex relationships and uncontrolled interactions, 

making” (p. 66). 
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mation distribution but to act as “sense makers” (Heide et 

, it is worth to mention Kotter’s (2012, 2007
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“the colla ormation of the understanding and opinion of the organization” (p. 178). 

, “the role of the p
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action” (p. 8). This is to engage in communicative proces
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al. (2018) discuss, strategy is understood as a “commu e” (p.

all areas and levels of the organization which is “continuously created and reproduced” (p. 

eceiver’s interpretation is not observed in these 

,

en & Jus Receiver’s interpretations and reactions are considered as inputs 

p
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through ‘relations of production’ between the audience and the sender. This complex process 

not be analysed by only observing “independent facts” (p. 166), it is the overall process what 

must be considered due to meaning “is not transmitted from sender to receive y 

audience in the process of interpreting it” (Guldbrandsen and Just, 2016, p. 166). 

irs p

dd

where audiences acknowledge the sender’s meanings and provide their own ones through the 

n o ions r

Communic

meaning, the second refers to what “the utterance does in and through the uttering” (p. 170), 
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on, 

environments in the process of communication. The authors argue that “organization’s 

basis” (p. 463). This statement leads to the main argument of this approach which assumes 

that these interactions are regarded “not only as important in themselves, but also as 

ns’ communication and overall performance” (p. 463). 

organizations, it can help to attain organization’s mission in different ways (Zerfa

g 
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ough 

reation is collaborative “it is not symmetrical, evenly distributed, mutually engaged 

or consensus oriented” (p. 176). Even if it may seem contradictory, this theoretical approach 

s of “mutual t” (p

, “the active interpretation of a certain reality helps to make 

y h be transformed” (p. 354)

eick’s (1995) argumentat

se dis
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, “to talk 
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their creations”. Sensemaking is then a lens to look at the way these realities are formed and 
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he Process of Sensemaking
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, these interruptions are enabled through “occasions for 

sensemaking” which are first created before they become a platform for further construction 

, p. 

Weick, 1995). According to Weick, “the abstract and the concrete inform and construct one 

another” (p. 51). This informs the challenge of linking the abstract levels of novelty t

ple of this process, the author argues about the formation of problems in “real

world practice”. Acknowledging the intricacy that characterizes the co

if they already exist ‘out there’, beyond individual scope of reality. Instead, as the complexity 

constructing realities, these also must be “constructed from t

n” (Schön, 2002, p. 40). Therefore, indi-
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will “generate tangible outcomes”, also named cues of mean-
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‘out there’

the organization have, this paper embraces Weick’s (1995

y. 

“awaits construction that mi awry” p. nd 

and environments of the organization by accepting that unities of meaning are “untenable 

e subuniverses of meaning” , 1995, p. 15
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“sensemaking seems to addre

does interpretation” (p. 14). Such 

ent object ‘out there’ waiting to be interpreted. Hence, acknowledging that 

viduals to create their own realities and discover those that are ‘out there’. On the other 

eick (1995) states, “the problem is 
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rance” (p. 27

“to engage in sensemaking is to 

more tangible” (p. 14). Hence, the way communication profe

ng 

frames “within 

which cues are noticed, extracted, and made sensible” (Weick, 1995, p. 10

“frames tend to be past moments of socialization and cues tend to be present moments of 
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created” (p. 111). Thus, frames carry key content

by “in

ons” (p. 130). This takes 

n “the patterns which 

maintained by those actions” (Shils, 1981, 
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where “diverge

sensemaking” (Weick, 1995, p. 136). When fac ,
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perspectives to the endeavour of studying “complex problems” (p. 9). The application of 
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laden (O’Reilly, 2012; Van de Ven, 2007). He
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(Prasad, 2018; O’Reilly, 2012). Interpr

s (O’Reilly, 2012). Altho
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tw by g that “even while we are individually engaged in acts 

of sense making, these acts are signifi

that we obtain from our wider societies” (p. 14). This implies that whereas individuals have an 
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pt interpretivism in order “to show how realities are negotiated out of the multiple 

social constructions in any situation” (p. 17). Thus

“all social phenomena are symbolic —

different individuals” (Prasad, 2018, p. 21). Thus, organizational elements such 

0

.

’s argument 

ain situations is “key to understanding the process of sense making and reality 

construction” (Prasad, 2018, p. 20). Thereby, acknowledgi
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opened the discussion about addressing an existing reality that is ‘out there’. The 

‘out there’ reality was constantly referred to by the participants which

Ven (2007) “robust knowledge is a product of theoretical and 

ion w

inconsistent or even contradictory” (p. 38). Besides, it is assumed that when we attempt to 

“complex reality”, multiple perspectives are needed which is often a result in 

. 

Bes

deny the possibility of an existing ‘out there’ reality (Czarniawska, 2003).
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’s not only the product based of formal communication that 

we want to put out there: the movies, the videos, the articles... It’s also about 

e these conversations locally. That’s what really 

matters.
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give to ambassador

“participative” system created to establish dialogue with employees through ambassadors, 

s “dialogue” is highly mediated by one of the parts involved,
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y help employees to even fulfill the practitioner’s purpose of initiating 
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individual meaning processes. This ‘out there’ factors are addressed with the neo

there’s

it’s not democratic; it is noted that “structural elements”,
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