%ﬂ%i*ﬂ%
2023 # % 3 #

xR - 45 X B M B R

O & 4% X # Y

AR B 3 75 1E
CERGEHEGELEMAANT TR SNARAFREN Y0, ALAGEM T &L EMANA G E B,
W T HIANRE, TRk LYy, SNESH ﬁ:ﬁia%,@xo
—REE

i OE: AN R B, RIpHE BAR, MR BITA

MPFZPR B REFNH, VS BUFFT, EXEMHELHRAH DI,
AXERT £BEFRFEFR - AT LEMER B ELE, RETBEEMRHY

B, ek b, KRXLZEIMTELEMAAGEENR, SHELZEH L
INRIA BB F R FY F R, ASAA, I THRALKRAHREEL
PFLY, ELAEMNAFAILE G S A®, FERT HEREEEEZLERS
EMEARTOER, &G, iR, BAFHSEIRGENS PEEAIALL
HAE—ME, st PEALERIRTLAEENER,

KEBIE: BXAEM; AR Kk FR - 44

AR 69 AR RAN R B K ER T 89 Kb
“The best we can hope for is that people will look more closely at the

”»

ground beneath them.

Karl Weick, 1969, p. 109

0

—. ARE=

BAFEAAE “VUCA” B, Bom Rk, EPsRHAZLIEN . FE, ol
PR TR Z2oCARR 00, 25 SCARIATBA | R 0L PAT A 26 vl Py kO o

w ALFBIRREY ARBERSTTRISE IO (5 H %5 . 2020J05013) BEBh. RSP LR 4 1 AR LK
WMBELTWEIFB UL B T RF I B TR BARAEACEAE ., UGB TR, LIRS
b B BRI A A SR Ty TR I
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BTy . N NSRRI . R ST R R
AEEMILE L, 2B H R C
T (EBE8], 2016; ZF, 2016), KEHVH R
R - 4E5e (Karl Weick) AR HT 9 AE
(B2 B22Y  ( The Social Psychology of Or-
ganizing) (1969) FEEAR TATE) 5 LMRR,
AN & IR T AR A R 5473, 6Tk
MRS BRM A AL, g &
SCHEA” (Sensemaking) X —#EE, EIRHH
HR A PR THT I TR 2 AP SASEAR  A] ( Equivo-
cality) POIELLT, FoRECEIHMSE (We-
ick et al. , 1995) . & S ML A O 2 A 558 SR
SATSI AR EAE, AT R S R A A
PSR HE ] (Weick, 1988) 4w 5% T
SR 1) FE A 3 AR R SRR AR ARSI T
AT L EFEhIAR, AR A A RS
(E S L DR I D 11 G SO e e
(Langley et al. , 2013; Glynn & Watkiss, 2020)

SR AR R A B AHLEE BLDL B A
BRMEE G A I (F RS, 2016) .
FEAS R AF S, B SCHEA TN T e AR
( Gioia & Chittipeddi, 1991) . fEHl45F ( Gepha-
rt, 1993) . 414123 (Calvard, 2015) % )77,
TERN % ¥ 541058 )1 (Drazin et al. , 1999) | 41
ik 2 (RESCHIAE, 2021) A4l 4t 25 55 4T
(FFUl =5, 2021) SFRFse b BTN A . s
MBS B2 . D B2 8 G KT
Bk, LR T AT - &7 (Peter Senge) |
BUHEL - fER (Arie de Geus) SFE PRI,

S SCE R E B 1R 2 R 5 R,
R AR 1 P T DA B 2 s 4 o 5 S F 3T 2

ST . G, # “sensemaking” i
— 142 —

RSN P SGER TR R,
S SO Y PR B L IS R 2R L 3
AE TR SO R AR . TEAf I8 1 A S
WA AR BN B SOEMRE N E L (mean-
ing) Y E AL, ME T HRPGA L (S
WHELL, 2011), 4R, sensemaking JF3F 45 Hil
ZH)E X (meaning) B S (meaningful-
ness), TMas—ME &M, FF2E0 4 (Enact-
ment) ( Gephart et al. , 2010), HiA4E P A] )
SRS il , B MAR R 173, &
gy By INE A S R, X B AT AR B
THEN . BA VTN sensemaking 4 “ i
™ (H15 8, 2016) . T B ST
AT 2, AR SR X — 3%

Hk, it DG e e X T8
SCEMR)ZEAE 51 3Crh, IF R B ik HAT
NS MWL 6 T SCHEER 158 S5 3 AR
KA, ASCHEWTYE ve & 56 T AL R T 32 556
FE S 3 AL g, (HIF R R/R &
SR B ZITIE, NS T B RR IR S
WREFRIER (Weick, 2020) . W4 5% 5t
T 2% W T Jowrnal of Management Studies T 2020
HRRT CEENT RET T RAENL ST
Flo HrP g —im SCR AT, FHETE
FL R B 2 rP Y B SO, S RS B
AR X B /EA  (Meziani & Cabantous,
2020) o 4 v 0 A [ (Weick, 2020)
ST B A5 A S o] A i SO ) B A
BRE , BEAEAST TSR o PR IR

Zi b, ARSCEAE R G SO AL A Y
RFEK 2, 2=l AT B SO I & AR
TEWSL Y, Wi —HEARN 5K 5



PRI R SCHERIIAER (Weick, 2020),
Z. BEXEHAANK RIS

() BUER: WS R

RIR - dEsi s Ry B ZA” (An-
cona, 2012), XFiE SCHAE R4 ) 5 A& A 1
HRTUIR, BT E A S A
FHp AR RS EERERE (EOLHE,
2006) , HET UL, A 0B A A v 1) 2 AR A VE,
Hoz il A AR A Y DR DR R BR o

HEvoih AT 1936 4F, T 1962 4R 7R 2 K
ST R ARG O B I 22, AR 7R 5 K
FOMABMLH, 4 NS - 55 (James
March) - H} i i) 2 20T 048 5 S 36 FT2H 4
7, MRS T HALUL B AR ) By (Eisen-
berg, 2006) . LIE K HE T 5 4E e A0 HE
FRAEF DB T AR, HE SR
P BE T AL

TE AW ZEH, W] AR 58 2 42
yegdiE e N CRIUR QTN (IR s Wi G 7y
(b A e . APR RIS, REHIR
) BALN TSR, K28 5 E
S SEEHREBER Y, N HHLUR
B 22 56 R R AT DLSE 2o BF 52 5 0 4T A o8 R i U
(FH, 2009), 1969 4, 4k 5 ¥ & L #
(sensemaking) [IHEEZHI AL, (HHF5E
KA NE SR L L5 4 (organization) % [d]
HEMAHLUSFE (organizing) o 4EFEIA N LUK
DUES B M 7L (Weick, 1969), i
4141 (organization) JEZHUTFRE (organizing)

AWAH Y, 2 CHEUL” BN ERAE

%ﬂ%%’rﬂ

2023 # %3 4

H G SRR RS R o

(3% (operative image) (Weick, 1979), L)
WHIHLE (cognitive maps) {9 JE K ERAEAEH A
WA i (Weick & Bougon, 1986)

e sifE BN (LGS L) (The So-
cial Psychology of Organizing) Wi AT 5
PRBE AR AR 22 1] 9 B 3l 32 e il A= B0 9 2845 L i
BRI B ( Weick, 1969), i 2140 ( organi-
zing) JEIEEAR—A B— R B I
Bt (WE D) . BRI S, AR X
FEA ORI, A Bh T AL LU R X PR B A Ak 11 Jak
Ho AR (enactment) J2 & SCHEAL b 1) T 2R
&L RIS A B TE B i R b AR A
Flo Az LR B 5058 2017 34 A8 4k 4 8 ok
PR A LR . AHCRIBL S a2 B, Tl g
St EIRIABEAEL (Weick, 1988), #E+%
FEAMARIE TINS5 A5t A 22 56 07 S B 155 2L
TR O, I 1 5 B T AE A B T4 PR
BREM S, WrRESE— L Bt R
FAJRARH 3 SO I P W R A Tk, AT & 3
fERBERIMI M. T, B EW S AL TR
(organizing) MiZ A H BB (Weick, 1969; We-
ick et al. , 2005; Sandberg & Tsoukas, 2015),
MEFFE L ALY IR AT, RS
Sl PR AE ISR AL R I A 2 B B e e 1 2
B, MAERAEERIL14] (organization)

() 1r3h'S5 Gk Isl 1

(AR R, 4k o £ 3R B8 SO i
SEE, B DL AN FiE] (sense making) 3K Gk
(Weick, 1976), J5F 1979 4F ¥k 15 /> B 17 A
HREIE (sense—making) , THIJG T 1995 4FHCH

sensemaking, DASRIATTZ) 58 AT EARYE, Rt
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Sl [ kW || }:»| Gk

B1 AAERE (organizing) SEXEMHXER

PERRIE . I H4E7 (AU 0H2%)  (The Social Psychology of Organizing) (1979 4E58 — ) .

XSF TR A 1) B4 P 3 3 i) PR fege T s 5 AR A | A S
(Weick, 2016; Glynn & Watkiss, 2020) ., £
AR, 4 v R AT 3 5 By A TR
TE R SR A VE A

T SO A AR B 1R DA S DA R 2 T A R
FE (Weick, 1995), MWisibr b, 4EwsmiiqT )
FE R SR B ZE A T o TN PR 1 AR 4L
AN g R SCEEAG i R W AL, A
SoA5 b R SO I R, R, AN A T 0 e
—PATE I R, I AT 3l Ak T B
Hio Weick (1988) Ay, “INFNAEATSINE B
Lo AT TN, RAETIAFT, AATAT LU
AT B PHE = A 2 2R R, A7 ahthnT LLBR IR
SEHT R SO BT AR R . L, AT 3 A
WHIAWIEAR: 178) 0 5 8008 A S AL bt
Bk, TRV Sy S i R SR B R B, BB,
FrahiBss 1 R SCERM M EREE, AR AT RLE i 1T
SVEFFEIREE, MBS T b filt & 2 A
RIS (Weick et al. , 2005), 4ETE6TF “47
Sl LIS TE” MWSEE T IR T AT
g WMERES, A T ALV
() R BFSE (Gioia & Chittipeddi, 1991)

TR IR T R S AL AL A 1 BIF 5 iR RS A ]
Phiz FIFIRZE N 45 &, (Starbuck & Milliken,
1988) , LI EAEA R S B T, 4 ik

Sy, PR S GEMAEGALT ER, BB TE
— 144 —

FEHLHIL B f A PR 3 o) RS 7™ EE P, R R B R
sk (Weick, 1988) . kT3 St #E A1,
i v iE I 0 g SR S AR SO TR B A, R
S RS K G I B G P BN 35t 19 JEL R ((We-
ick, 1993), KR CEMIE ILSAAT 25
HAL AR, s, dEiAh, T B BA 51 3
KNG, BRI I bE =22 A AR 2R OUL i T
SENNTRAR , 2 SR T 78 118y IR T A e AT A 7 B
KHlE . AR . H5EAF A Dodge 5 KKK
TRV WK B AR P I, BARE 51 TG
EALBIX — BAMEOL, TCRETF B A T B A
Bk Ia) 0 KK Bess, AR AE S R K & SE Y
B0 Mk A8 SO Y A 15T 2
BAELAE, TRAL 13 249 Bl SR YRR o

2 yeAE o L 2 P R I R SO A
TR (LA 2, Weick, 1995; Weick et al.
2005) : WETH G INFEMER (grounded in i-
dentity construction) ; @[A]Jififf: ( retrospective ) ;
@4 Wit (enactive of sensible environments ) ;
@#k 4 3L FE (social - sharing meanings or view-
points) ; & £ 2L # 47 ( ongoing — continuous ) ;
@A RS (extracted cues) ; DHHME (plau-
sibility) o HoHr, SOrAF 2 T HLUTEhE =
SO A RN i B 1 D7 X (Gephart, 19935
Weick, 2012), Jf-2x 5 41 43 A 70 HL A A 03 B
AN A g AH DG R ARG O 2, 2 T ) 555 5



AL SO IN[E] (Weick et al., 2005) . HE ik
[, A RAMRRALMBAR P, B
Py 1 8 75 A R e, A AR R L B TE AR

R TR

(ongoing update )

%ﬂ%?*ﬂ

2023 # %3 4

RAEMNF, ERa5IRE W FN (We-
ick et al. , 2005; Sandberg & Tsoukas, 2015),

BN 19 5 k]

(identify plausibility )

T RINEE

SOyl x kst
A LAY 2 15

B2 ALERE (organizing) SENEMHIXR

PORIRUR . $EBIE Weick % (2005)

HOCHA PO T A 225 (Weick,
1993) , ZH 4R b3 78 B8 I BT 38 5 5 3
TSR Frl F RE R, S BRI AL Y
AT S KRB, B SR TE 256 5 R
M (KR - Fivg, 2010) o @i, FEXTEESA
B SRR AT b, dEssiA oI UL
T (noticing) FIZITHE (bracketing) {2
ST AT Z BUE CAE . BRUIAnA: 6 & 56 b i
MR PAF .08 EL (Weick et al. , 2005)
TERMAES h, DM A S B S
Y550y NIa], I A PR 0 28 1k 2 AR AR N
2B o LSO B N AR KRR BE b 25 5 i %)

*1

FRESIOE G RBLAG, HEIBYE T IS804 h AR
B, S ECAL A B0 1 5 T S R
A& (Weick et al. , 2005) . 45 iF M
SR A T, RO T R A
W T4 B E AR (Weick, 2005) , % X
SR 9 & R KB AT 2 L Glynn Al Watkiss
(2020) .

(Z) B

Ak ST R SO AT, o
MR IR B 5 SR AT i (W3R 1), 3%
AT A R AT SR 6 R B R
F R T — B e

FRFEEXNENEHHRE

P ()

7E X

Weick (1993)

AR S A AN E SR AT IR E S EAL, I [0 st A P T I B PR 05

AT 5 AN W 2 B 52

Gephart (1993) | MR REAL 2 I A BTG AL 2

Weick (1995) g
=]

BOSGEMRE R AR, ZRLUT R S A L BB A, AR R FRERIEAT . ARRARI,

Balogun & Johnson
(2004)

SE T AU A R, AT i — i AR 3 I A P S A {5
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FE#E ()

E X

Weick et al. (2005) | ffTah & AL FRGE PR S OPAREI SR, WBREERIRE R, [t , FFEBREE b A R P

Gephart et al. (2010) | 3 X ARG AIAR FIEAT 0, TR0 7 AL A S, LIRS A 5 5 S 72

Niislund & Pemer
(2012)

HALUETRAEASACRPIRG , Ho o AR VR 0 B X R AR LAY F- B, W IEAE A 2R B FHAEEATRRIC AN 23 28

Maitlis & Christianson | th i SRS fih A, GG RIEMAER L/ K E (bracketing) FRETHAILRER, i BRAT 3 IR
(2014) 1 F B S, AR — DN EA PR, WhE R — PR R

BORLRIR . SEFREAL,

H A LI IAEE AR e M . SO DA
HFRINBFAF R ZE S B ™, 2125 ]
MIREE R IR R | A AL e SO
HRERR B SCEA R S N, T Ta g
H (Weick, 1988; Hart, 1993; Gephart, 1993)
i%I% A B ((Gioia & Chittipeddi, 1991) . 418
(Hill & Levenhagen, 1995; Drazin et al. , 1999)
S, W AR HIBN. HAEZ A Z IR,
AMRZE T E 5T A N AT 7ERBH A
THHINE LT HRIER R . MBS, T8 BN S
MBI RBUTE . AR ER T RIZEHE .
TR . 0 LA R U 1A AR
(Gilstrap et al. , 2015; Klein & Eckhaus, 2017;
Rouleau, 2005) . HBA)Z R IWFIR FEEE T
P BN 53 =2 T8 G ) % A2 A 32 0 7 A A R 3R
SRR, KB B A R RE £ A
HITEH i 2 2 AE R (Combe & Carrington,
2015; Gioia & Thomas, 1996; Guiette & Van-
denbempt, 2013) , ZHLUZ MBI HE 5 T & X
A AT e EEARTT S, RTINS . AR
o) EMLRE T, DL R AL S G ALY R
( Calvard, 2015; Kornberger et al., 2018;
Thomas et al. , 1993; MAiFr4E, 2014), XfF
LA 2 WL BE PR3, ol T R U BIE Y

SRR O O BT FE A fapps 2 Al 5 )
— 146 —

IEEHATEE G ROME S . B HTC A 2 & T i
FA BE BR B 0 AT e A R A (Weber &
Glynn, 2016; #IK, 2017),

FERE SR B FE Rl 1, A 2435 A i oAt
MR A, 3 XK T (sensegiving, Gioia &
Chittipeddi, 1991) . 7% X f##J ( sensebreaking,
Pratt, 2000) . & X %54 ( sense — exchanging,
Ran & Golden, 2011) . & Y & (sensehiding,
Vaara & Monin, 2010) %%, XEERF5EHA G 1 &
SCEEA P BIFFE U, O TN LA AP R 3R X
SCEFRYSZR , 30 A B3 e AL 2 8 b 5 HA
118 % W H 3 (Gephart, 1993; Weick et al. ,
1995) . B A @ # ( Weick et al. , 1995;
Maitlis, 2005) . 743 5 %f 3% (Hill & Leven-
hagen, 1995; Balogun & Johnson, 2004) %,
FHorpr, R SB35 1003 3 3 A7 30 5 0t 9 3
SCEERY BRI [ A A 22 T T SCHERS 1) 52 0 ok
T, R SO R SCRT W 5 7 2 2 B rh 2
HAGH KA o B ST 6 B SO RIF ST 1 DG T
SMARPNFRY R B Z B H.3) (Gioia &
Chittipeddi, 1991), (AR, &L
B N S i 1] T OB (meaning)
MEAELEFE AR ) “ A" (sense) o 3 ALIX
— MR ) s B BT AE T X0 R SR A A T
BVR/17 S A S || A S @ R M LI E ok T D= & -



FLAR B 22 B
=, BENESEEEM

() FLBEREZR ST LI5S

eI B AR AR, 4E v de BIIRZ
KA A W R, LR S B
fRZ IR FR (Weick, 2020) . Fhpidh & T 1%
Gzt £, IFxsuE R St fd ik
B ULAR o 5 0T D Xop o L 2 7 S [ ) & S 3]
THZWMESNEM, FFxbo R LEEH
B T B B Tk AR B ) Pt 2
B SO (AT, 2019), AXER 4R
SO Y SEARAR YA

e, BSCEMIE TR AR MIARYE X
AR ERCE D “BURE 224" I RR
Bk, BT RGN IR, T RE
JERRABUR o BT A4 iE B LA K
IO E. DITEZR 5 2o o —FhiA iR
FlF, ALEAEER, RN,
A, MR — MR R (8B A,
2019), KWAGEREE “HIloE—-MIT3hN
FF, A P P A A R Z (Rl AT A
HELE R, WS R R E RN E R
Rt A" o BT, AREUE S RIA USRI T
It FRT CNTET RS HMET R
ZIEEI, HASPL ST N E S L A
PUAR S IRET G — .

X — REREAE 2 50 5% T R SR A ) i A A 7Y
RRRLMAEL (WL 1), RT3 ml Lod i AR
A B B A FREE, TS 2 il Al A B i
(Weick, 1969) . m[WL, 7EiNiRigs g b, 4o

%ﬂ%%*ﬂ

2023 # %3 4

FeA @t o, 32 ok AU B AT S R 2R
(O S 1 P, 7 B Sl R S P R 3 )
X, —FEOAEE T CBRIE” UM AEAE,
I NATEHEZE T A7l

B T B S SOAPUS IR, Al
TG S5 BNV e PR T 2500
LW, IR B AT O BE S, TR
RIS, SR, EHIE S 178
L ALE R SCEAE I RAT A A0 A

() AR 5N IERE

AL ST HT R SCHER 1 P R B FL AR, AR S
IR RSO R T MEA 18 (nominalism,  BLFR
JOCHXFEXT ) A FE AR
WL R B ke (BEOBE, 2000), B
P, S 5 AU R O R R T T
ZISIAMIS . VI F T AR 3%
TG AR, MEAIA, I JF
AR, T N EIRMAEAE, BRI AT
HFHEEARE R, Weick (1979) AHy, BT
M@, AERE AT A &S
FF Weick (S A 4LLU, 76 SO 19 9L £y
T, HEUFARFMAFTERI SR, T2 AP
HAW SR, FIRZAL ST, LA,
EIAAF SR (2020) I T JURP A B TR
PP R FR 50 FiSCE, &I PR LR
et SHEEX. FIAREXL, HHALERY
ST S0 R B G AT 2 O A5 L 1 A R i
LUN SRR BRI D= & R R S e |
EX, BEAMIE T, NN AAER WL,
SR SR W N TEH RAEA TS AR A
UNGY v T I o B ey 2 NS
B T, R BLSE (AR B R
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XIPRGLHIRE I AW 5" (B0, 2020) ., LA
SASHL M A, 4E 5 iA N HLIFA & — At
DU GAFAEY), WAL A A2 5 g
TR B RA; JF AR ME—R,
MRS MR 2L, ST H RERRRI, [
W, SEFH 3 SO R B AS AT 18 AT BE 44 18 58 4
N CEMFIE” AR, R R
WL 5 RIS AE AU S AR

AR, 4E v SOy R TETR & AT 3l Z A Y
WUIRER, KBS NITEhiE S, IOy,
frah . S Z W HEA — WA E R R (5
G, 2016) , 4E5eily, 1B H EHLUR O A
AT A A AR R R T EERIME, RS R
SCEERS Y IR B BE (Weick et al., 2005; Sand-
berg & Tsoukas, 2015), J& SCHEAIX —id 2w
MBS W R iE4T8 (Flux —
Hunches —Words —Action) ” (Weick, 2020),
AR A S AR A E A AT LN — Rk E
—BE: “RWEE, EMEFE? (How can 1
know what I think until I see what I say?) 7 (We-
ick, 1995) . i85 X A7 3l B 52 i R B 78 SO
R IR (retrospective) , AT HIRY
EE SRR R AR, LUK IAT
NFFE . BN, 4E e —RVTR IR, 7B
JEURAT I H, A R B 51 R4 34 8 g
RGN ERIRKT, ARG R KX
Yk, NR—E", IBAMAITE K h AT Bk
VPV, fEdk A b A AT REE RO DUE /Y
KoKHeAE (HHEE], 2016),

ST LU b b, SO T i R A
Xibgy . AR R, R IARE AR
W7 EMEXWLY, RIEAREREL S ®
— 148 —

Beo ZHEARIAT N, W E AT S A
ko ATl E AR —DoE BRI T A,
TR AR A A7 15 2 A0 (9 MR A HE 2 0 B S i ¢
PEATAR IR G PR

(=) KPR kR

W& I RIE LY 2 W LB 5 7 ik S
ORhAE (BRI ], 2007) o ST ROOE
R, AR mATshE TEan, BA &
FER e S sh A, S E MRRAR,
LM, DA R B 8 5 3
SCRTE e PRI, F 58 35 A6 F 5 3 A P i 2
AT, RIS TR ST S B SL Gt AL T
MG R, RS S OWEE, IR
P R, BERRASAT O ANTE A B o

T 0 SR A LA R A R R B 45 A
A, ey ok AE Oy BHRA T, FOREA
T WA R T S R, I ZeiE R R 22k
JRPEWFSET7 15 o A 48 PRSI B R i LS 1R
HE LT 1o T Bre (B SCIEUE 3 Sl 3
PR 58 HA RAE B md, EALAR 7E
HARNE R A3 (g, 2011), BAFARX
AR R, BARTE, DIEEE R
BIRTFE . fURBIE . RIRESTTE. BAvE
SR P R A R I R SR, U Fiss A
Zajac (2006) Kig SR E SIS . i
BT =4, il () 45 A A A 6 T X
AL 5 GRS AR

il

m. W5 R

(—) Jay i Pk Ak
ZEZHFERRE, BXERNX-HECS



B, B MR AT AA, EAR G
WL R BRAE R IR DL = A i, H—, &
SRR 2 B APPSR B (We-
ber & Glynn, 2016) . JL48 8 SCHA M E T4
JETHE PO ST, H 3 SO AR i BE B e 22 ()
M JEIEAEA AT AL, 52 b, WS R
SCERR I 25 BEFR 4, AL SR W] BB B L T AL 1
ARSI EE (Weick et al. | 2005) , 2%
TF i Sl e 7 SO 5 5 WL R B e o Bl
Weber I Glynn (2016) 2 [BDRE 2 WL ] B2 #1455 %%
BRE CEWBIE T, BE T SR
SCEF I = FPALEI—— 3. gmdE AR, A
SRR SR R B A B, R R S
MR R, A, Lu (2017) 42 1l AL E
SCHERRERY, S BT LR 0 R AR X S AL
Xof FRAN B P SR T R B

H, XS SRR EA M HA R, A
BRSO AR, RTINS o R
(Glynn & Watkiss, 2020), i % TG 8 5 97 (1
FHEMEEER, FAERZ A S
HLLAMY B #  (Sandberg & Tsoukas, 2015),
1E 4N Meziani #1 Cabantous (2020) f&Hi 1, &
PRTE R SCHEAE g/ I AL T SRR A, 4 5
XA T IR, R AT DL 2 T B AR TE R X
A AR o Al AR S — 37 2 BORR K 2 IR
FYZE B Th Bl Atk SR N 0 O M —— < EEIR
R TAERIGH AR o 4 v M2 EE 4 LA
BAE R S e B AR A AR
(Weick, 2020) :

“HLRERERAE (BPE) LS
eGP EET, DU HIER I THT, WM
Jer, BALE P A FER, WRIKTE,

%ﬂ%%*ﬂ
2023 % % 3 #

FARISKRFR, AER—EEF, FHERERE
SLEM PR A G, RARAERA LR, X
FREARELERGIK, MAZH_FET
Wz ,”

“Sense” AR SRR AL
WP, MR, 2% SEREZE A,
WARHIWT 1. B, FEMEEFEENIES
(Npsib/ e S T T (IR SEZY nd 0L & SN i}
HFERE, AR, RS XU S A R AR
AT T R AR e A R | R
B A S AP (9 JRR B2 A MR THT I 58 R R B i
PR 5 RO PR R B OCHEAE . Hai AT &
SCEFILAR 1 2B A 5 AT 5 B AN 2 T, K
sense S [A] T meaning, I F T4 1Y 2 SCHEA
FEXF 5 R F AR RSN LR 547 Ry % BF 58
e, B RGAZIEE R BRI R M E .
JE BB AT 6 T T SO A R b R 1 R
MR AR, HTaRE SRR, fre ik
BAG B B SCEE R, B, AUk,
B A RAR O A G LR R RE IR SR T R
MINZHIRT B 2B 00, W8S TR BT B X
FEFRIRCR AR, TR ROE 16 26 %0k 5 3L
IR IR 1 7 5 TR AR A T R SO IR R, A
BhFH4R 01 0y 4 1f. PR s b n SR RO B
(Svensson & Hallgren, 2018) ,

FERFSE D5 % b, AT A A
BIREBCERSE, T SRR Eek
ik S S U R I (De
Rond et al. , 2019) . 53 4 A U2 F AL
WE BAEVIRBETE RN, A4 5 6 2% 48 0L
B2 T H B AT O O R U R N A Y R )

(Olinger, 2020) . I TR EEKK, =117
— 149 —
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BART R FFERIE, S, ki
AR S A BRSNS 4R
RGBT SO ER AL T £ i B R U S
FEasll,

H=, EAPRZ0, DIERETE ST
AR — RIS (ISR T SR
R MINEIZ T &, T P
“HEX” (sense) FLE N RIVAE M, Lk A
7, BRSO B S P, X — R A
ALl T, BRI EE B RN
SR A BT A5 S, T DA T I e T 5
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Abstract :

Purpose: The fast—changing external environments and the internal environment of the organizations are get-
ting more and more complex and diversified. Sensemaking, systematically investigated by Karl Weick, plays an
important role for individuals, teams and organizations during changes with high uncertainties. Previous research
using a sensemaking perspective attempts to break the constraint of rational decision—making models on organi-
zational theory. This research stream not only deepens our understanding of meaning and action, but also
prompts us to reflect on the dynamic issues of activities, timeliness and flow in managerial practices. Although
sensemaking has attracted extensive attention, this construct and its underlying philosophical roots remain to be
clarified. First of all, the translation of “sensemaking” in Chinese, literally as “meaning construction” , may
induce misunderstanding and undermines a deeper understanding as well as application of the sensemaking per-
spective in future studies. Secondly, Weick did not explicitly clarify the philosophical stance of sensemaking in
his works on sensemaking. The purpose of this paper is to systematically review the development of the sense-
making perspective, to analyze the philosophical stances of sensemaking, and to explore the often—neglected
role of body and experience in sensemaking.

Approach; This paper conducts a review of theoretical and empirical research on the sensemaking per-
spective and related concepts. We also explore the philosophical roots of the sensemaking perspective, analyze
the ontological , epistemological, and methodological stances of sensemaking.

Findings: First of all, Weick introduced the concept of sensemaking into organizational research, shifting
the focus of research from static organizational structures to dynamic organizational processes. Sensemaking is a
complex and continuous enactive activity through interpretations, actions, interactions and identity, which is
triggered by ambiguous events or environments. Weick emphasizes that action is an important part of sensemak-
ing and believes that actions can precede meaning, which overturns the idea that plans precede actions, and
emphasizes the dynamic process of the organization rather than the static structure. Secondly, Weick is deeply
influenced by John Dewey’s empiricism, which attempts to break down the division between internal elements
and external representations under dualism. By analyzing the concept of sensemaking and its evolution, this

study argues that sensemaking is based on nominalist ontology, subjectivist epistemology, and hermeneutic
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methodology: (1) Nominalism assumes that there is no reality separating from individuals’ mind and life world
can be different across individuals. In a similar vein, Weick (1979) suggests that reality is socially constructed
and environment are created by individuals themselves. As such, we postulate that sensemaking can be rooted
in nominalist ontology. (2) Sensemaking focuses on explaining individuals’ construction of social and organiza-
tional reality, and thus indicates a subjectivist position in epistemology. (3) Considering the enactive nature of
sensemaking, Weick advocates seeking insightful meaning and interpretation in a mutually subjective way, and
most of the follow—up studies adopt qualitative research methods. Last but not least, the model of sensemaking
and organization reflects the influence of information processing on Weick’s mindset, which ignores the role of
emotion and body in sensemaking.

Value: This study contributes to the understanding of sensemaking by reviewing Weick’ s sensemaking
perspective and its development. This study clarifies the philosophical foundation underlying sensemaking per-
spective,, paving the way for a deeper understanding of sensemaking. This paper also discuss the limitations of
research on sensemaking and implications for management research, indicating the absence of the role of body
and experience in research on sensemaking.

Implications ; Firstly, future research could further explore the link between sensemaking and macro—insti-
tutional theory. The institutional environment is a necessary part of the sensemaking, and organizations cannot
be separated from the social and cultural environment. Secondly, previous research has not paid enough atten-
tion to the holistic feelings of sensory channels, emotions, and body in the process of sensemaking that often
play important role in individuals’ decision making and responses in unexpected events. Future research can
explore the role of the body and experience in the sensemaking. Thirdly, sensemaking provides a unique per-
spective for describing and interpreting indigenous managerial phenomena in China. Since the idea of sensemak-
ing echoes with traditional Chinese culture, how to examine management practices by adopting the sensemaking
perspective is of great significance to the development of indigenous management theory.

Key Words: sensemaking; enactment; body; Karl Weick
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