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Executive Summary
The Southern Children’s Home (actual name redacted at the request of the home) is comprised of talented and dedicated personnel who have been caring for the children of the southern United States for over 60 years.  The home’s leadership currently practices a multitude of sensegiving activities that serve as the antecedents of sensemaking with the organization.  Based on my observations, an anonymous survey, and personal interviews, I strongly believe that the operational process of the home is effective and efficient.  However, there are examples when the sensegiving and sensemaking processes within the home do not align, which sometimes causes miscommunication of information through differing locutionary and illocutionary forces.      

Purpose: The purpose of this project was to identify the ways that sensegiving and sensemaking were working within the Southern Children’s Home to better understand how the communication of the home’s values, goals, and priorities could be improved to enable focused initiative.  For the purpose of this study, focused initiative is defined as employees acting within the limits of the organizational values without being directed to do so.  

Process: This project consisted of collecting data from an anonymous survey, confidential interviews, ethnographic observations, and several organizational documents.  The qualitative data from the interviews, observations, and documents was somatically coded for prevalence and triangulated with quantitative data from the survey.  Next the data was passed through the lens of the project’s theoretical framework which was primarily based on Wieck’s (1995) sensemaking theory, Carton’s (2019) sensegiving article, and Lave and Wenger’s (1991) theory of legitimate peripheral participation.  Finally, several recommendations for improvement were suggested based on relevant sensegiving and sensemaking literature. 
Findings: 

Question 1 a: To what extent do employees within the home express that their work is connected to the values (or the ultimate goal) of the organization?  They cannot recite the actual goal or values, but they feel connected to the purpose.	
Question 1 b. Do the types of employees (administrative staff, professional staff, or support staff) have differing levels of organizational commitment?  No evidence exists that suggests employee group types differ in their levels of commitment to the home.
Question 2: How are sensemaking and sensegiving currently working in the organization? 
	a. Sensemaking: There are five categorical examples of activities (received communication, beliefs, history, examples, and documents) that employees use to facilitate sensemaking within the home.  
	b. Sensegiving: The leadership of the home engages in several sensegiving activities (direct direction, authorship or storytelling, documents and symbols, and participatory activities) all with differing levels of effectiveness. 
Recommendations: 
Improve current sensegiving process by clearly defining the ultimate goals, organizational values, the leadership success model, the corporate logo, the organizational chart and leadership philosophy; linking values to action through communication of examples: value of the month, use of history, and the strategic plan; and communicating using all available systems, the organizational documents, strategic repetition of communication, and communicating in all domains.  
Making Sense of Organizational Values and Communication to Enable Focused Initiative 
The Southern Children's Home (actual name and location of the organization is redacted throughout this paper at the request of the home) is a small non-profit organization located in the southern United States.  The late Mr. and Mrs. Southern established the home in the late 1950s to provide hope and opportunity to the less fortunate children of the local area.  Since the home’s inception, the home has provided opportunities and services to over 30,000 children within and around the city. These services include but are not limited to the provision of necessities such as food, housing, clothing, counseling, tutoring, transportation, attention, physical safety, adoption services, foster care, scholarship opportunities, and social activities.
Today, the Southern Children's Home is led by a phenomenal executive staff that tirelessly work to keep the children of city at the heart of all organizational activities and have instituted the ultimate goal of becoming the best children's home in the region.  Recent history has demonstrated that the home is on its way to meeting that goal.  In 2019, the home was selected as the Helping Organization of the Year within their city.  In addition, the staff of the home are some of the most caring people that I have had the opportunity to interact within my time in the city.  During this time, the home has operated within its operating budget every year, all while improving their facilities, increasing services, and maintaining a high employee retention rate amongst their professional and administrative staff (the average employee works at the home for 18 years).  That said, the current leadership team within the home believe they can still improve. 
The home currently employs just over 30 personnel ranging from social workers to live-in care providers to grounds maintenance personnel.  The home’s three executive-level officers wondered about the level of employee commitment and understanding of their ultimate goal of being the best children’s home in the region.  While the executive team believes they employ an amazing group of dedicated workers, they also question how they can leverage and improve their communication processes and other sensegiving activities to help their employees internalize the organizational values.  Several researchers (Chiaburu & Carpenter, 2013; Essawi, 2012; Hollenbeck & Klein, 1987) suggest that the internalization of values enables employees to take initiative in the right way.  For this paper, I refer to this right type of initiative as focused initiative.  More specifically, I suggest that focused initiative occurs when employees recognize problems and environmental cues in the appropriate way and feel empowered to take initiative towards the organization’s goals without being told specifically what to do or feel that they must ask permission prior to acting.  To achieve this, the leadership first wants to understand how their employees are making sense of the organization’s goals and their roles as they decide how to accomplish their responsibilities. 
For this project, I collected and analyzed interviews, surveys, documents, and observations to provide the home's leadership with a better understanding of employee sensemaking and the leader’s sensegiving abilities as seen through the eyes of their employees while leveraging existing organizational leadership research.  First, I will explain the home's organizational context and the specific issue of employee initiative as it relates to sensemaking and sensegiving.  I will then provide a brief overview of relevant literature relating to sensegiving and sensemaking as described by Weick (1995), the communication of organizational values and priorities as explained by Carton (2018) and situated learning and peripheral participation as it relates to empowering employees as theorized by Lave & Wenger (1991).  This literature will guide my investigation into the home's problem of employees not taking focused initiative, that is to say, not taking action that directly aligns with the organizational values in support of the ultimate goal without being directed to do so.  After sharing the findings, I will provide several pragmatic solutions that the home’s leadership can use to improve their sensegiving abilities, their communication processes, and their employee’s initiative within the parameters of their organizational values and the ultimate goal of the home.    
Organizational Context
In 1959, Mr. and Mrs. Southern provided the initial real-estate to establish a children's home.  The home, which exists in the center of the city, contains administrative buildings, residential facilities, a gymnasium, a library, a learning center, and a maintenance and support building, all designed to provide help to the less privileged children of the region.  The home is funded through a trust fund that the Southerns established, private charitable donations, some public funding, a few organizational investments, and, when possible, through reimbursements by the children's parents.  Annual operating costs are just over three million dollars, and capital expenditures are managed and approved through a board of trustees.    
The home provides a multitude of services to needy children within the community.  These services include foster care, adoption, family counseling, residential assistance, education programs, summer camps, adventure programs, clothing, food, school supplies, and help for mothers of unplanned pregnancies.  Currently, just over 100 children live on campus and attend local public schools.  When the children graduate high school, the home helps finance several children while they attend college, should they choose to do so, and even offers a certain level of post-high school residential assistance for those who qualify.
The home's employees can be grouped into three categories: administrative, professional staff, and support.  The administrative personnel provide the home's leadership and direction and include the chief executive officer who has been responsible for all aspects of the home’s operation for 15 years and two chief operating officers, one who oversees the social worker aspect of operations and has been with the home for 27 years, the other who oversees the direct care of the children and has been involved in various roles in the home since 1985.  The professional staff consists of eight social workers, adoption specialists, live-in care workers, an activity director, and educators who have a variety of experience within the organization and are directly responsible for the care and support of the home’s children.  The support staff consists of the controller (similar to a comptroller), who manages the accounting, technology, and maintenance of the home and has been doing so on and off since 2009, two maintenance personnel, two administrative assistants, a commissary manager, a librarian, and the cooks. 
Problem of Practice	 
The world is complex and dynamic, and we continuously struggle to make sense of it as we are incessantly bombarded by data and information at an unrelenting pace (Weick, 1995).   Organizations rely on people making sense of an abundance of data and information in ways that enable initiative aligned with their organization’s goals (Madsbjerg, 2017).  This initiative is enabled by organizing surrounding stimuli into frameworks that make sense of the world (Maitlis & Christianson, 2014).  However, for organizations to be successful, their employees’ actions (the initiative that they take) must align with the organizational values and the ultimate goal of the organization (Carton, 2018).  	
In the case of the Southern Children’s home, the leaders believe they have exceptional employees, but they recounted many situations in which an employee did not act consistently with the organizational goals without being directed to do so.  These situations have made leadership wonder whether employees understand the purpose or the home's ultimate goal and how this should translate into action.  These misunderstandings often require the leadership to spend additional time explaining the communications that had been disseminated from the leaders to the home.  One specific example of this was related to who would upload and approve timecards during the current COVID-19 pandemic.  The leadership attempted to make this process clear through oral and written communication, but many employees did not follow the process, and the leadership team required additional work and effort to ensure that the employees were paid on time. 
The Southern Children's Home leadership believes this employee initiative is missing from their organization because some employees act only upon explicit directions from leadership.  In cases where direction is unavailable, the employees act in ways that are incongruent with the organization's ultimate goal or organizational beliefs and values.  In more complicated situations, when unpredictable events occur, many employees tend to suffer from ‘paralysis by analysis’ as they attempt to make sense of the situation without specific direction from supervisors.  During the personal interviews, an example of the problem of practice became evident when one employee stated:
And I'm like, that's money out of pocket to go do that stuff. That's how I think about it. 	And this weekend, I just had to basically go out and blow up my supervisor’s phone until 	(name redacted) answered and I was just like, all right.  Like if I'm gonna be awake in the 	middle of the night, I’m gonna wake you up too, so I can know what to do, you know.  So 	that was like the situation that they're just like, I could tell that they were getting upset, 	but I had to ask. 
The leadership of the Southern Children’s Home believe that effective organizational leadership can focus their attention up and out (to identify opportunities and threats within the environment) rather than down and in (micromanaging the actions of employees).  Therefore, the home’s leaders are asking for ways to improve sensegiving within their organization through training and communication, while at the same time, link the everyday activities of their employees to the ultimate goal (to be the best children's home in the region) and values of the home in a way that enables focused initiative within the organization.  
Literature Review
Before embarking on my study of the sensemaking of values in the Southern Children’s Home, I first examined the relevant literature related to sensemaking, sensegiving, communication, values, and employee initiative.  To locate relevant literature, I conducted a thorough search of multiple on-line databases within the Vanderbilt Library System.  The primary databases were ProQuest, ERIC, EBSCO, and Google Scholar.  The search included the following keywords and phrases: sensemaking, sensemaking and communication, sensemaking and organizational values, value creation, value communication, situated learning, situated learning and sensemaking, sensegiving, sensegiving in organizations, situated learning, employee initiative, and communication.  The date ranges were left open so as to locate foundational literature on these topics, but the vast majority of the peer-reviewed articles that I examined were between 1995 and 2019.  In addition to searching the databases, multiple scholarly books were located on Amazon.com and purchased since some of the foundational literature for sensemaking, namely that of Karl Weick, was primarily published in textbook format.  
Sensegiving in Organizations  
 	In many cases, sensegiving is seen as an intentional attempt to influence the constructed meaning of an event within another person (Smerek, 2011).  In organizational contexts, sensegiving is usually a leader’s attempt to influence the sensemaking activities of employees, and is an important skill (Smerek, 2011; Kraft et al., 2016).  Sensemaking and sensegiving are closely related terms in that they are circular and tend to move through phases that are constantly constructing and reconstructing the idea of what is (Smerek, 2011).  In that vein, multiple scholars have suggested that sensegiving can lead to sensemaking (Gioia & Chittipeddi, 1991; Maitlis & Christanson, 2014; Smerek, 2011).  That said, sensegiving tends to be a prospective cognitive process (Foldy et al., 2008), while sensemaking tends to be a retrospective cognitive process (Weick, 1995).  Simply put, sensegiving looks to the future construction of what is (Foldy et al., 2008), whereas sensemaking tends to focus on developing a plausible explanation of what already happened (Weick, 1995).  One can easily see from this explanation why sensegiving is an important skill for organizational leaders, as they are constantly in the process of finding ways to influence their employee’s interpretation of events (Smerek, 2011).  
	Organizational leaders who wish to improve their leadership abilities should pay attention to sensegiving in relation to sensemaking (Smerek, 2011).  Specifically, leaders must understand that sensemaking is a collective process that is shaped by face-to-face interactions, is reliant on one’s perception of identity, is dependent upon environmental ques, and is retrospective in nature (Weick, 1993, 1995).  Therefore, if leaders wish to influence sensemaking, they must deliberately and repeatedly target its components in ways that encourage specific constructions of reality (Smerek, 2011).  Gilstrap et al. (2016) suggest that leaders can engage in sensegiving activities through the collection of internal and external observations, constructing organizational frameworks to coincide with these observations, and sharing these frameworks with their organization.  In this fashion, leaders can engage in activities that can deliberately target specific components of sensemaking.  This framing is vital within organizations because influencing employee’s perceptions, values, attitudes, and beliefs in relation to their environment and purpose can improve employee commitment to organizational goals (Foldy et al., 2008; Kraft et al., 2016).
 	One such example of organizational sensegiving was highlighted by Carton (2018) when he linked the actions that President Kennedy took to help N.A.S.A. employees build connections between their day-to-day activities and the organization's ultimate goal.  According to Carton (2018), these sensegiving steps were: reducing the number of ultimate aspirations to one, shifting attention to concrete objectives, communicating a limited number of milestones, and using embodied concepts to link the ultimate aspiration to the concrete objectives.  These specific actions empowered the employees of N.A.S.A. to build connections between their work and their organization's aspirations through five stages: proximity, steppingstones, clarity of contribution, reconstruction of day-to-day work as the organization's objective, and reconstructing the day-to-day work as a symbol of the organization's ultimate objective (Carton, 2018).  While these actions and steps are specially related to the idea of sensegiving, one can quickly see how they can be connected to the social contact, cues, ongoingness, plausibility, retrospect, enactment, and identity of Weick’s (1995) sensemaking process.  
	Kraft et al. (2016) provided another example of how leaders engage in sensegiving during the organizational change that can trigger sensemaking.  These researchers found that leaders engaged in four different types of sensegiving that was coordinated to the phases of change that the organization was in.  These types of sensegiving were receptive sensegiving, participative sensegiving, compensating sensegiving, and evaluative sensegiving.  In receptive sensegiving, leaders addressed discourse, rumors related to the why the organization was changing in an attempt to provide stability.  In participative sensegiving, the leaders interpreted the change initiatives and encouraged employees to share experiences and ideas to build trust.  Similarly, the process that Carton (2018) outlined above, Kraft et al. (2016) found that when leaders engaged in compensative sensegiving, they focused on balancing the positive and negative emotions of their employees to make the change more tangible and visible, by being role models, and linking positive benefits of the change to the ultimate goal of the organization.  Finally, when leaders employed evaluative sensemaking, they provided specific feedback to their employees regarding their efforts and asked that the employees provided the same feedback to them. While these types of sensegiving appear closely related, they are slightly different and work to influence employee’s interpretive schema (Kraft et al., 2016), which Weick (1995) alludes to in his explanation of identity and cues as components of sensemaking.           
 	Overall, sensegiving is an important task that leaders use to influence sensemaking within organizations (Weick, 1993 ,1995; Smerek, 2011; Kraft et al., 2016).  Weick (1993) provided several sensegiving tasks that leaders can pursue to improve sensemaking or decrease the susceptibility of sense breaking in his article on the Mann Gulch Fire.  Here, Weick (1993) suggests that organizations can improve resilience to cosmological events (the collapse of the sensemaking process) through four sources: improvisation and bricolage, virtual role systems, attitudes of wisdom, and respectful interaction.  Weick (1993) also explains that these four resilience sources can be improved through communication and organizational structure that enable linkage of contextual constraints, cognitive process, and power dependencies.  In slightly different words, Foldy et al. (2008) suggest that leaders can influence cognitive shifts in their organizations to enable sensemaking through the framing of processes in ways that lead to the construction of new interpretive schemes, which is closely related to the Weick’s (1993) ideas of improvisation, and attitudes towards wisdom.  All of which is akin to Monin et al.’s (2013) idea of sense specification, in which organizations attempt to influence sensemaking through sensegiving stories and values.  This sense specification is also very similar to Weick’s (1995) use of authorship, historicity, verbs, and expectation management as sensegiving tools.	
Sensemaking in Organizations
	Sensemaking is “the ongoing retrospective development of plausible images that rationalize what people are doing” (Weick, Sutcliff, & Obstfeld, 2005, p. 409).  Traditionally, the components that make up this sensemaking process are identity, enactment, retrospect, social contact, ongoingness, cues, and plausibility (Weick, 1995), and are explained in great detail later in this paper.  In Karl Weick’s 1995 book, Sensemaking in Organizations, he provides a detailed account of how employees within organizations enter and emerge from sensemaking activities to construct meaning from their environments.  Initially, the idea of sensemaking has been studied and expounded upon since 1890, when the philosopher William James first suggested that ongoing individual goals shape the selectivity of stimuli, and thus are critical component of consciousness (James, 2011).  Since James' time, many philosophers, academics, and researchers have expanded on the idea of sensemaking, and the body of scholarly research continues to grow.   
In more recent times, Weick (1993, 1995) offers that sensemaking is grounded in social and individual activities; thus, sensemaking can also be linked to Lave and Wenger’s (1991) theory of legitimate peripheral participation and is directly related to Weick’s work, as legitimate peripheral participation shapes both individual and social structures.  Lave and Wenger (1991) suggest that the way in which people learn within organizations is shaped by the activities in which they are allowed to participate.  In this care employees who have been in an organization for an extended period and control who participates in the organization’s activities are known as old-timers, and those who are new to the organization and are dependent on the old-timers to provide structure and learning are known as newcomers.  Thus, Lave and Wenger’s (1991) theory is a form of sensegiving, and these old-timers are using language, authorship, organizational history to shape the sensemaking process of newcomers.  Lave and Wenger (1991) also explain that this participation is directed by those old-timers who are in power within the organizational structures, and thus the newcomers tend to be restricted to the periphery of said activities.  Therefore, newcomers must make sense of their organization, their individual circumstances, and events through the activities in which they are allowed to participate, and the language that their organization uses.  This participation is the way that newcomers learn to act within an organizational construct and is a sensegiving process that can enable both individual and collective sensemaking.    
Collective sensemaking is the process of sensemaking at scale.  That is, sensemaking at the organizational level as viewed and shaped through sociocultural interactions (Weick et al., 2005).  Weick (1995) describes organizational sensemaking as a form of collective sensemaking in that organizations are "conceptualized as social structures that combine the generic subjectivity of interlocking routines, the intersubjectivity of mutually reenforcing interpretation, and the movement back and forth…" (pg. 170).  Thus, sensemaking in organizations is more than one person's interpretation of an event, and the intersubjective communication between two members is key to this process as the interpretation of events shape one’s identity, retrospect, enactment, social contact, ongoingness, cues, and plausibility (Weick, 1995).  
Identity
	Sensemaking begins in the mind of the sense-maker and is based on their beliefs about themselves and about how others make sense of them.  If we agree or disagree with how we think others view our organizations or us, we act in ways that we think will alter or maintain our perceived perception.  Thus, the idea of an organization, be it good or bad, will impact the employee's behavior as they enter the sensemaking process (Weick, 1995).  Ring and Van de Ven (1989) explain that employees shape their personal identity within their organizations through transactions with others, which shapes the collective identity of the organization, as an organization is nothing more than the sum of its members.  Thus, we act in ways that others expect us to act, and this expectation is based on our experiential transactions with those who already belong to the organization.  As previously alluded to, Lave and Wenger (1991) take this a step further by suggesting that these identity shaping transactions are controlled by those who have been in the organization for a long time, and newcomers are restricted to the periphery of the activities in which transactions occur.  Campbell and Goritz (2014) provided additional research on the value of identity, social identity theory, mainly related to the construction of individual and organizational identities by establishing strong organizational values.  Therefore, the identity component of sensemaking is enabled or restricted by the members and the organization's values.    
Retrospect
	Weick (1995) defines retrospect as necessary to sensemaking because we can only make sense of something after it has happened.  Thus, we cannot understand a stimulus that elicited a specific response until that response happens, and we can reflect upon it.  Retrospect becomes difficult in organizations because there are usually multiple projects or events happening simultaneously and with multiple participants.  Therefore, organizational members become inundated with information and experiences of which they must reflect upon to make sense.  Carton (2018) suggests that leaders can take specific steps that will enable this retrospective approach in organizations by linking daily activities to milestones that are tied to the ultimate goal of the organization.  Thus, even if Lave and Wenger (1991) are correct and newcomers are restricted to peripheral participation by organizational old-timers, organizational leaders may have the ability to link these peripheral activities to the organization's ultimate goal and enable sensemaking through retrospect in a deliberate manner.  Therefore, employees can become empowered by sensemaking even though it may be a temporally retrospective and restricted activity if organizational leaders can link even the most mundane daily activities to the values and ultimate goal of the organization.       
Enactment
	Sensemaking is about action and the enactment of ideas.  As Weick (1995) often quotes Graham Wallas by saying, "how can I know what I think till I see what I say” (p. 12).  By saying something, it can become an action upon which one can reflect.  Thus, enactment is the idea of doing something with sensing that one's identity and retrospect are generated by action (Weick, 1995).  In a circular form of logic, this enactment of sense helps create the organizational environment, of which people must make sense.  Just as identities are shaped by our environment, so are the ways that one enacts organizational tasks, actions, and policies.  Thus, leaders may have the ability to shape employee sensemaking by enabling, encouraging, or restricting specific actions that align with the core values or the organization's ultimate goal (Carton, 2018).  Therefore, a leader's sensegiving actions are essential because of the relationship that people have with their environments.  Within environments, people are not leaders or followers, but rather actors (Weick, 1995).      
Social Contact
	Weick’s (1995) fourth property of sensemaking is social contact and is the link between people within organizations.  Sensemaking is an individual activity that is shaped heavily by social interactions.  This social interaction is similar to the transactions that Ring and Van de Ven (1989) speak of when they explain how the transactions within environments influence member identity, and akin to the participation that Lave and Wenger (1991) allude to as well.  Polanyi (1967) also offered a link between sensemaking and communication as a form of sensegiving in ways that allow people to saturate their speech with meaning in ways, that through social structures and contact, allow others to make sense of the speech.  Ruben and Gigliotti (2016) go on to explain that communication is a critical element of social contact and suggest that the type of communication starts with the way that leaders make sense of their organizations.  This is important because the ways in which leaders communicate are directly related to the formation of social structures (values in particular) with organizations (Mills et al., 2010).   
Ongoingness
	Paradoxically, Weick suggests that “sensemaking never starts" (Weick, 1995, p. 43).  The reason for Weick's statement is that sensemaking never really stops.  Since we cannot completely divorce ourselves from our environments, we are always in the middle of making sense out of something.  To become sensitive to this, leaders must understand the ways that members take chunks of information out of their environment (based on identity, experience, communication, social interactions, and a small collection of other factors), but it is not until they reflect on this information that they are able make sense of certain situations. (Weick, 1995).  Therefore, leaders must understand that sensemaking is an ongoing process that consistently requires maintenance if one is to truly impact sensemaking as a long-term understanding of organizational expectations.    
Cues
	Cues are critical to action.  When people make sense of a situation, their sensemaking creates environmental cues that lead others to make similar sense.  Thus, we tend to make sense of what other people have already made sense of (Weick, 1995).  This phenomenon was evident in Weick's (1993) examination of sensemaking in the Mann Gulch Fire, in which many firefighters died because they were engaged in their own sensemaking process and failed to pick up on the more accurate cues from the members of the team who survived.  In this example too, we can see Carton's (2018) ideas of linking individual tasks to the ultimate goal of an organization (to fight fires); they were unable to recognize the environmental cues that suggested that they were not firefighters at that moment and needed to drop their equipment and run (Weick, 1993).  Maitlis and Christianson (2014) add to this idea by suggesting that the cues that receive more individual attention are those that violate what we expect to see in our environment.  Therefore, sensemaking can enable or disable appropriate actions based on environmental cues.  This is recognizably important for organizational leaders to consider because establishing strong organizational values can help ensure that organizational members identify the correct cues within complex social situations or, more importantly, when things go wrong (Mills et al., 2010).  Environmental cues can also be shaped by a leader’s ability to be seen as a team player, a strategic thinker, a transparent communicator, responsive, self-composed, and prepared (Gilstrap et al., 2015).
Plausibility
	Plausibility is the last of Weick's (1995) seven principles of sensemaking and suggests that people are driven by a situation's plausibility rather than accuracy.  When this happens, people are engaging in the availability heuristic, which is to say that they are making choices based on their available information instead of factual and correct information.  Kahneman (2011), in his book Thinking Fast and Slow, explains how this works because of the different systems of thinking in our minds.  According to Kahneman (2011), our system-one thinking processes are quick and serve us in making fast decisions based on selective information.  These decisions are often made so quickly that we neglect the factual and accurate information we require to make a more informed decision.  In many cases, when people face complex problems, they do not engage their system-two thinking because of the energy that the second system consumes.  An excellent example of this is that more people are injured by airplane parts falling out of the sky than from shark attacks each year.  But, when an airplane part falls from the sky, it is seldom reported, but when a shark attacks someone it becomes national news.  This illustrates the availability heuristic, which is why people tend to make sense of probabilities instead of facts. 
Shortcomings of Sensemaking
 	While the idea of sensemaking has been deeply studied and well documented since Weick’s seminal work in the field, there are still several critiques that must be considered.  The critiques of sensemaking can be categorized into four buckets: temporality, emotion, power, and embodiment (Weick et al., 2005; Maitlis & Christianson, 2014).  
Temporality
	Temporality relates to the idea that sensemaking is always a retroactive process (Weick, 1995).  However, Maitlis and Christianson (2014) suggest that sensemaking can also be a prospective or future-orientated process.  Since the ontology of sensemaking is grounded within one's own mental constructs (albeit there is a level of sociocultural and collective constructivist influences as well), Gioia et al. (1994) point out that people consider the future impact of their actions when making sense of a current situation.  People envision a perfect future in which they can retrospectively examine an event that has not yet happened (Gioia et al., 1994).  Thus, while sensemaking is generally defined as a retrospective process (Weick, 1995), the temporality of sensemaking may be future-orientated as well (Maitlis & Christianson, 2014).  This is important for organizational leaders to consider when trying to influence their employees' future sensemaking.      
Emotion
	Maitlis and Christianson (2014) confirm that sensemaking is an emotional process.  More specifically, these researchers suggest that negative and moderately intense emotions are a catalyst for organizational sensemaking.  This is because intense emotions can shape our understanding of an event.  In particular, the language we use to describe an event will have an emotional component to it, and at its core, sensemaking is about assigning language to an event in a way that is understood by us and by others (Weick et al., 2005).  This emotionally charged language can fuel organizational sensemaking and drive it towards a particular action, and thus should be considered when describing sensemaking (Maitlis & Christianson, 2014).  Even more impressive is that emotions are often exaggerated during complex events in which expectations are violated, and people are forced to engage in sensemaking processes.  This violation of expectation tends to be overly negative as people scramble to make sense of the event (Weick et al., 2005).  Thus, within organizations, one can quickly see how employee emotions can play a role in sensemaking and should not be neglected by leaders, and leaders have the ability to define the narrative of an event in both positive and negative words. 
Power Dynamics
	Another often overlooked component of sensemaking is power (Weick, Sutcliff, & Obstfeld, 2005).  Mills (2003) suggests that rich or otherwise advantaged people have access to roles that allow them to influence the social construction of meaning for the masses.  Consider the influence or power that celebrities have regarding product sales and the like on the American consumer.  This power ties neatly to Lave and Wenger's (1991) theory of legitimate peripheral participation in that the newcomers to organizations tend to be those without power, and thus, the sense they make is influenced by old-timers who have power.  In addition, those with power also have control over many social cues and can shape participation, grant or restrict access to key people, influence social relationships and shape collective organizational identity construction (Weick et al., 2005).  Filstad (2012) found that high level executives purposely left subordinate leaders (middle managers) out of key meetings and communications in order to influence sensemaking.  This lack of communication, and access to information created contradictions between the organization’s rhetoric and practices that negatively impacted the sensemaking abilities of the employees (Filstad, 2012).  Based on the above findings, it is not difficult to conclude that power is an essential aspect of sensemaking since many organizational leaders maintain multiple forms of power over their employees.      
Embodiment
	The last of the significant shortcomings related to the traditional view of sensemaking is that of embodiment.  Embodiment is the idea that sensemaking is not a clean linear process and occurs in a messy entanglement of material, humans, and organizations (Maitlis & Christianson, 2014).  This is to say that a person who is sensemaking not only takes in information from their environment but also feels intuitive information from their body.  This embodiment is that "gut feeling" that people sometimes refer to.  Thus, sensemaking can be seen as a body and mind experience rather than merely a mental process (Maitlis & Christianson, 2014).  While little research exists on embodiment, it is still an essential aspect of sensemaking to considerer and warrants some thought from organizational leaders, because they can work to improve their relationships with their employees in a way that inspires a positive “gut feeling.”  I must also point out that this “gut feeling” is closely related to Kahneman’s (2011) system-one thinking process, that relies more on decision-making heuristics rather than a deliberate examination of facts.
Leadership and Communication
Organizing people has much to do with communication (Weick, 1993, 1995).  The task of communication is typically related to how one gets information in the most effective way possible from one person to another, and is an activity typically associated with organizational leadership (Catasus et al., 2009).  Thus, organizational communication can shape sensemaking, and when one factors in Lave and Wenger’s (1991) theory of legitimate peripheral participation, one can see how communication may be an activity that privileges some over others.  Taking this idea of sensemaking, communication, and participation, a step further, Desilet (1991) suggests that, in the eye of the beholder, communication is an interpretation of intentions that cannot be free of political interests, power, coercion, rhetoric, or persuasions.  Considering this, the construction of organizational values must be very deliberate and communicated methodologically throughout an organization in ways that both old and new employees can understand (Essawi, 2012).  Thus, communication is a tool for influencing participatory behavior, and if sensemaking is influenced by participation, communication, if deliberately constructed, may enable sensemaking in a way that is consistent with carefully fashioned organizational values.   	
 In his 2018 work, Carton suggests that leaders can use communication techniques to create linkages from employee's day-to-day activities to the organization's ultimate goals.  Carton (2018) explicitly offers a five-stage model in which employees progressed from the conception that their activities were much closer to their current objectives than the ultimate goals of the organization to the final stage in which employees reconstrue their work as symbolic representations of the ultimate goal of the organization.  Carton’s (2018) idea suggests that there are specific actions that leaders can take to enable employees to make sense of complex organizations by defining one ultimate goal, creating concrete objectives, defining milestones, and by tightly linking abstract objectives to concrete activities.  Carton (2018) also points out that this process must be deliberate, and leaders must see themselves as architects, as compared to dictators, within this sensegiving process.  Ruben and Gigliotti (2016) and Campbell and Göritz (2014) also stress the importance of communication (both verbal and nonverbal) as a tool that leaders use to construct social processes in ways that help shape the worldview of their employees (towards both desirable and undesirable behavior).  This shaping is a two-way process in which the employee and the leader construct meaning in ways that link the employee's behavior to the organization’s desired goals.  Thus, communication is a tool that enables sensemaking in ways that are consistent with the desired organizational outcomes, goals, and values (Ruben et al., 2012).   
These forms of communication are specific examples of sensegiving as related to Wieck’s (1995) suggestion of “talking the walk” (pg.182).  Talking the walk refers to the idea that leaders must work to describe what they are doing in ways that align with the organizational values, as compared to aligning actions to the organizational values.  This difference may seem nuanced, but it is important for leaders, regardless of their action, to be able to speak about what they are doing in ways that align with the values they want their employees to demonstrate.  This type of communication becomes a form of sensegiving that organizational leaders can evoke to influence their employees' sensemaking processes of identity construction, enactment, retrospect, social contact, ongoingness, cues, and plausibility (Maitlis & Christanson, 2014).  In addition, Weick (1995), also suggests that sensegiving process can occur through a leader’s authorship of organizational events, organizational history, the creation of shared experiences, the use of meetings, attempts to manage expectations, and their use of verbs (as compared to nouns in communication).  
Values  
Adla et al. (2020) expand on the idea of organizational sensemaking through the inculcation of organizational values as a tool of organizational communication.  Values are dualistic in that they are ends and means at the same time.  More simply put, if one (and one's organization) values humility, individual humble actions will become a means to a humble organization's collective end.  Therefore, values provide a framework that shapes the organizational identity and provides a framework that enables employee action and initiative.  Weick (1995) explains this further by pointing out that beliefs and values serve as filters for information within organizations.  Thus, the sensemaking process can be influenced by the internalization of organizational values.   
The creation of strong organizational values starts with leaders identifying specific values then communicating and modeling the behavior they wish to see in their employees.  This communication and modeling lead to experiences for the employees, the leaders, and the organization.  These experiences are interconnected to the construction of a negotiated meaning of values throughout the organization (Adla et al., 2020).  This idea of value construction is related to Weick’s (1995) sensemaking theory because values shape the social norms, and the social norms shape individual behavior within organizations.  These organizational values, social norms, and individual behaviors can also be communicated and constructed through participation within organizational activities (Lave & Wenger, 1991).    
While the idea of participation as a form of communication may be odd, the two are inexplicably linked.  Many researchers have noted the connection between activities, experience as forms of communication, and learning (Dewey, 1938; Lave & Wenger, 1991; Weick, 1993 & 1995).  Thus, participation can be seen as a communication type activity that enables sensemaking through the co-construction of social identity and power relationships between newcomers and old-timers within organizations (Lave & Wenger, 1991).  The theory of legitimate peripheral participation, simply put, suggests that activities (who does what) within organizations are controlled by those with power (old-timers) within organizations.  Thus, the way that old-timers maintain and communicate their power is by restricting the activities of newcomers to the periphery of the organization (Lave & Wenger, 1991).  This restricted participation is directly related to Weick's thoughts on the inputs to sensemaking.  In particular, the activities related to the sensemaking contributions of "…identity, retrospect, enactment, social contact, cues, and plausibility…" (Weick, 1995, p. 3) can be linked to organizational communication, organizational values, and participation.     
Initiative  
	Before moving to the conceptual framework of this proposal, I must outline a few key points about employee initiative.  Initiative is important to this study because the desired effect of sensegiving is sensemaking in a way that triggers the employees to make decisions and take action that aligns with the organizational values in support of the organization’s ultimate goal.  When it comes to initiative, it is either the right thing to do, or it is not.  There are gray areas of partially right or partially wrong, but for simplicity, I will stick to the two-point scale of right or wrong.  The opposite of initiative is direction, that is, waiting to be told or asking what to do.  In their highly influential article on time management, Oncken and Wass (1999) describe five levels of initiative ranging from level-one, the identification of a problem and asking what to do to level-five, the identification of a problem, the identification of a solution, enacting the solution, and reporting on the action during routine communications.  Obviously, level-five initiative is much more desired than level-one, as it evokes an action that solves a problem, and it enables managers to focus on their jobs rather than micromanaging their employees (Oncken & Wass, 1974).   Rantakari (2012), in his study of initiative, also points out that employee initiative is extremely valuable within organizations and leaders must do everything within their power to cultivate it.  
	While I speculate that most managers wish to have their employees engage in high levels of intuitive, Rantakari (2012) points out just how difficult this is to accomplish.  High-level initiative is difficult to accomplish because it is not simply developed by the employee, the manager must let go of a certain amount of control to enable it.  Thus, to enable action, one must give control (Rantakari, 2012).  Chiaburu and Carpenter (2013) expounded on the complexities of developing initiative by linking employee initiative to external motivations for success and interacting well within their environment.  Therefore, organizational leaders have the ability to shape initiative by tailoring incentives within Weick’s (1995) expectation management process of sensegiving, but the policies within the organization must be supportive.  Managers cannot simply create external rewards for desired actions without organizational policy alignment.  Hong et al. (2016) supported organizational alignment by suggesting that leaders who empowered their employees to act, worked to construct a culture of initiative thorough the creation of shared cultural experiences, communication, identity development (self-efficacy) and participation that could be directly linked to human resource policies. 
	In addition to organizational alignment of policy and practice, some researchers found that employees’ attitudes and beliefs shaped initiative as well (Stumpf et al., 2013).  These researchers found that employees were more likely to feel that they had the authority to take action when they were encouraged to learn from previous mistakes.  Thus, it is important that organizational policies provide leadership with the ability to underwrite honest mistakes in non-punitive ways.  When organizations and leaders do this, they encourage initiative in ways that generate feelings of value within their employees that ultimately contribute to the cultural context of the organization as well as the participatory learning of new team members (Stumpf, et al., 2013).  Therefore, empowering employees to act by underwriting mistakes and encouraging learning can be a sensegiving activity that leaders should consider if they wish to encourage initiative.      
Conceptual Framework and Hypotheses
Taking action in a way that meets the needs of the situation (or problem) and aligns with the organizational values and the organization's ultimate needs requires a unique form of initiative that I name focused initiative for the purpose of this project.  In the military, the US Army uses the term disciplined initiative to describe a decentralized execution of the commander’s intent by junior soldiers without orders, as one of the critical principles of mission command (Department of the Army, 2019).  Focused initiative combines elements of disciplined initiative (which is very specific to military contexts), Weick’s (1995) elements of sensemaking, Carton’s (2018) idea of leaders as architects or communication agents and Lave and Wenger’s (2011) theory of peripheral participation.  An additional component of focused initiative is distributed decision-making, as described by Lanir (1989) research on the shooting down of a Libyan airliner.  Lanier (1989) explains the relationship of sensemaking in situations where subordinates must make decisions and take the initiative based on premeditated and prescriptive responses that may not be the best possible response to a given event.  In these cases, Lanir (1989) suggests that rules are insufficient guides for actions, and that leaders must allow for improvisation and initiative at the ground level when the unexpected happens.  
Therefore, by focused initiative, I mean employee initiative within the intent of leadership, in alignment with the organizational values, and directed towards the ultimate goal of the organization that is enabled by sensegiving (participation, communication of values, authorship, expectation management, etc.), and sensemaking.  For focused initiative to occur, employees must make sense of a given situation within their organization in ways that encourage action in support of the ultimate goal compared to action in support of the minute.  The key point here is that focused initiative enables not only action but the right action, at the right time, for the right reasons.  
	To study focused initiative in the home, I will use a combination of Weick’s (1993, 1995) framework on the nuances of sensemaking, Lave and Wenger’s (2011) theory of legitimate peripheral participation as it relates to sensegiving, and Carton’s (2018) sensegiving process and concepts that organizations must understand to inoculate themselves against unpredictable, complex, or even slightly abnormal organizational events.  Sensemaking theory is a practical framework to understand routine events within organizations as well as the implausible (Maitlis & Christianson, 2014).  
This idea of sensegiving in ordinary events can be linked to the sensegiving attributes of Lave and Wenger’s theory of situated learning and legitimate peripheral participation as well.  In this theory, the activities and participation of newcomers within an organization are restricted by the organizational old-timers in ways that allow the old-timers to influence newcomers' sensemaking (Lave, & Wenger, 2011).  Thus, for newcomers, the plausibility of all organizational events is shaped by the old-timers’ language and actions regarding “identity, retrospect, enactment, social contact, ongoing events, and cues” (Weick, 1995, pg. 3) within a given activity.  After all, even routine events are potentially “out of the ordinary” to someone who has not previously witnessed a similar event.  I must also note that organizational leaders play an essential role in the construction of communication processes, organizational values, and priorities in ways that privilege certain activities over others by linking individual activities to the ultimate goal of the organization through a clear and deliberate architectural process (Carton, 2018). 
	As previously alluded to, “…influencing followers’ perceptions, attitudes, and beliefs can strengthen their commitment to the organization’s goals, spurring them to embark on new directions with enthusiasm instead of resistance” (Foldy, et al., 2008, pg. 514). Therefore, based on the above-mentioned literature and theoretical frameworks related to sensemaking, participation, and communication, I hypothesize that organizational leaders can take advantage of deliberate architectural style communication (Carton, 2018) and employee participation (Lave & Wenger, 2011) to shape the inputs to Weick’s (1995) sensemaking theory that will pass through the sensegiving constructs of the organization’s values, goals, and the current problem in the sensemaking process, which in turn will enable focused initiative throughout the organization.  The subsequent model is one that I constructed to describe my hypotheses visually and link the ways that sensegiving (as communication, participation, and values) will influence sensemaking when filtered through a given problem and enable employees to execute focused initiative (in support of the ultimate goal of the organization: right thing, the right way, for the right reasons).  
Of note, the desired outcome of an action is focused initiative, while the less desired actions are unfocused initiative and directed action, which can also be an outcome of this process if the sensegiving and sensemaking are aligned in counterproductive ways.  Of note, it is important to consider that directed action will sometimes be the necessary, and is not necessarily an evil that must be avoided at all costs.  While this hypothetical process is depicted in a linear model, it is circular as the actions that one ultimately takes will influence the sensegiving processes, which will then influence the next action.  As leaders observe the actions that their employees chose to take, they may alter their sensegiving process in different ways to obtain different actions (Foldy et al., 2008) in an iterative process. 
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Table A: Visual model depicting the relationship between sensegiving, problems, sensemaking, and action (initiative)  

	As mentioned, the sensegiving activities in the above model are drawn from Weick (1995), Lave and Wenger (2011), and Carton (2018).  However, it must be noted that these activities are closely related to the communication within Carton’s (2018) framework that depicts the four sensegiving steps that President Kennedy used to enable initiative and purpose at N.A.S.A. in the 1960s (pg. 351) and can be viewed in Table B below.
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Table B: Carton’s table describing the leader as the architect of sensegiving. 
	A second influential model to the idea of focused initiative was provided by Honget al. (2016) in their study of employee initiative (pg. 688) and can be seen in Table C below.  In particular, these researchers built a framework that linked human resource management practices to leaders’ abilities to shape the organizational climate in ways that empowered employees to take action (initiative).  These empowering actions were directly related to how supervisors communicated expectations of problem-solving to their employees.  Specifically, empowering communication came in the form of not giving the employees the answers to problems, but rather encouraging innovative solutions to problems through open communication (Hong et al., 2016).       
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Table C: Hong et al., (2016) framework relating Human Resource Management and empowering leadership to personal initiative.

Research Questions
	As I reflect on the home's question of how to enable focused initiative by leveraging their employees' values, learning, and sensemaking processes and the previously mentioned research on these processes, I have generated two key questions.  First, I aim to discover to what extent do employees within the home express that their work is connected to the values (or the ultimate goal) of the organization.  This is an important question that must be answered when using focused initiative as my theoretical framework because I am specifically attempting to discover connections between values and actions as related to sensegiving and sensemaking.  A secondary question related to the first question is, do the types of employees (administrative staff, professional staff, or support staff) have differing levels of organizational commitment?  This may be an important question to answer as differing levels of commitment may suggest that the different work requirements may enable differing identities that spark sensemaking and organizational commitment in different ways.  
The second primary question is, how are sensemaking and sensegiving currently happening in the organization?  In order to discover the types of initiative that are happening (focused, unfocused, or directed action), I must come to understand how the constructs of sensemaking and sensegiving are happening within the home.  This question has two parts.  The first relates to discovering how employees at the home make sense of (learn, participate, and communicate) their organizational environment.  The second, and probably the more important aspect of this question is, how does the leadership of the home currently practice sensegiving within the organization? 
By answering these questions, I hope to learn how leaders can leverage the process of sensemaking and sensegiving to improve employee initiative within the limits of the organizational values and in support of the home’s ultimate goal.  Specifically, answering these questions can inform practical methods or tools in which organizational leaders can use sensegiving and sensemaking processes to inoculate their employees against unpredicted (or even complicated routine) events and to improve the connection that employees feel towards the ultimate goal of the organization while enabling focused initiative.  Ultimately, the main questions that I sought to answer were how the leaders of the Southern Children’s Home are currently using the sensegiving processes regarding the communication of goals and values along with enabling participation within organizational activities as a form of learning and to discover how employees are making sense of their leader's attempts at sensegiving.  
Methods
	This study employed a mixed method design that included four distinct categories of data collection: an electronic survey with 17 anonymous respondents, 11 ethnographic style observations (MS Teams meetings and trainings at different levels), organizational literature analysis of two documents (employee handbook and strategic vision), and 14 confidential one-on-one interviews.  The preponderance of the data that was collected falls squarely into the qualitative realm.  However, the survey contained several quantitative questions that were used to triangulate the qualitative findings.  Since the Southern Children’s Home consists of approximately 30 employees, and knowing that organizational studies can yield ungeneralizable participation rates due to potential non-randomness within the sample selection (Slep et al., 2006), I chose four different approaches to data collection to mitigate for the potential of low participation.  Since my primary research questions were to a) determine to what extent that employees felt connected to the goals of the organization, and b) determine how sensemaking and sensegiving are working in the organization, it was important to collect as much data as possible, which is especially important when one is attempting to study the complicated process of sensemaking (Aromaa et al., 2019).  
	Prior to collecting any data, I constructed a flyer stating the purpose of this study along with a description of its voluntary, and non-attributional nature and distributed to all employees via the home’s executive officers. Since all employees were invited to complete the survey, I have a reasonable expectation that the respondents were random, and thus provided answers that were representative of the entire workforce, and thus generalizable to the whole organization. Ultimately, more than 50 percent of the organization’s staff participated in the survey and the interviews.  In addition, I was able to observe a variety of rich organizational interactions through the Zoom platform on 11 separate occasions. 
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Table D: Timeline of data collection
Survey
  	The survey was designed to help to determine, in an anonymous context, what the current employees think in relation to the organization’s goals, values, communication structures, and learning processes as well as to provide insight into the home’s executives’ sensegiving activities or the employee’s individual sensemaking processes.  The survey was distributed by the CEO of the home to all employees via e-mail on two occasions and was open for 20 days. The survey consisted of 40 questions and utilized a three-point Likert Scale.  The questions on the survey were aimed at an attempt to understand employee perception of organizational communication (14 Likert Scale questions), learning (11 Likert Scale questions), and values (12 Likert Scale questions) within the constructs of sensegiving and sensemaking.  In addition, three questions were directed responses (“choose agree”) to control for employees randomly selecting answers in an attempt to finish quickly.  None of the directed questions were missed by respondents, which allows me to reasonably believe that the survey responses were thoughtful.  The survey also contained four questions with open field responses to act as a point of data triangulation and for later coding.   
	The survey questions were developed based on the work of Downs et al. (1988), Weick (1995), Lave and Wenger (1991), and Eyquem-Renault and Gallego-Roquelaure (2020).  Once I constructed the questions, I conducted two cognitive interviews with nonorganizational volunteers to ensure the questions were generating the desired thought process from the participants. No demographic data was collected on the survey because of the small size of the organization, and I wanted to ensure that all survey data was completely anonymous to safeguard the respondents against identification should the results have been negative and traceable to a single employee.  Of note, the three-point Likert Scale was chosen over the seven-point scale for simplicity, and some research has shown (Jacoby & Matell, 1971; Deutskens et al., 2004) that higher response rates are linked to smaller numbers of response options.  The smaller number of response options also tends to encourage participants to decide how they feel about a given question.     

	Sample Questions
	Response Scale

	My supervisor's communication has limited effects on the effectiveness and accomplishment of my day-to-day duties.
(Communication) 
	1-3
1 = Disagree
2 = Neutral
3= Agree

	I am always informed of what is happening within
the home.
(Communication)
	

	When I have to make a decision, I often think of the organizational values.
(Values)
	

	I feel that I have the ability to make a decision and act without asking.
(Learning)
	

	In your own words, what are the organizational values and beliefs of the home?
(Sensemaking & Participation)
	
Open-Field Responses


Table E: Sample questions & themes for the electronic survey. A full list of questions can be found in Appendix B

	Overall, 17 personnel started the survey, and 14 completed all questions.  Because the survey was anonymous, I am unsure if some participants did not answer any questions, or if several only completed parts of the survey.  Regardless, the majority of questions had at least 14 responses.  Since the survey was designed to determine how employees perceived communication, the home’s values, and learning, the open-field responses yielded a multitude of rich and descriptive responses. 
Ethnographic Observations
	The ethnographic observations consisted of 11 direct observations of organizational interactions (six work related meetings, and five training events/meetings) in which I observed as much behavior, interactions, and communication as possible.  The method I used to choose the meetings that I observed is as follows; the CEO of the organization provided me access to the home’s meeting calendar which I compared to my work calendar for a two-and-a-half-month period.  All employees were informed that I would be attending meetings, that participation was optional (meaning that they could opt out of attending if they objected to my presence, but no employees opted out) and that I would hold all information confidential.  I attended 100% of the home’s meetings during this timeframe in which I did not have a conflict on my work calendar.  The meetings and trainings that I observed were representative of typical organizational events in which the home’s leadership directly communicated with its employees.  Of note, prior to my participation in any of the organizational events, I was required to undergo a thorough state background check, fingerprinting, and a medical screening to ensure that I was not a risk to the organization.   
	Due to the COVID-19 risk during the dates of my observations, all observations were conducted via MS Teams and transcribed by Otter.  All employees were informed that I was present in the MS Teams meeting, but I did not turn on my camera or participate in any way.  The advantage that MS Teams offered over being present in live meetings is that participants may have been less aware of an observer being present.  It is possible some nonverbal communication was missed due to the use of MS Teams because I could not observe everyone at once, but I was able to see the person speaking and others, as all employees kept their cameras on during the meetings, and MS Teams generally moved the person speaking to the viewable area.  Once the meeting or training was complete, I transferred the transcripts to an analytic coding application (Dedoose) and coded the interactions for evidence of sensegiving in communications (both verbal and nonverbal) from both the leadership and the employees of the home. In addition, as Weick (1995) suggests when studying sensemaking in organizations, I also watched and coded examples of ways that the home attempted to influence sensemaking within its employees, by way of specific sensegiving tasks: the language they use to describe events, their use of authorship and historicity in complex events, their attempts as shared experiences, and their management of expectations.  I then triangulated the codes with those I obtained from the survey 
Organizational Documents (Content Analysis)
	The review of the organizational documents offers insight into the ways that employees learn to participate in and makes sense of their organization (Catasus et al., 2009; Foldy et al., 2008; Wieck, 1995) and to their understanding of the language that the leadership team currently uses to communicate organizational goals and values.  Two organizational documents were chosen (the employee handbook and the organizational strategy) due to their availability to all employees within the home.  In addition, since these documents are used to orientate personnel to the established practices within the home, they offered rich written examples of organizational sensegiving.  Both documents were obtained from the organization’s CEO and were coded using Dedoose.  The codes I obtained from these documents were then used to triangulate my findings from the other data sources.  An example of the home’s documents F below:
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Table F: Sample organizational documents: Leadership model of success and core beliefs and values as found in the employee handbook
Interviews 
	The most robust source of data for this project was the employee interviews.  As with the survey, 100% of the home’s employees were invited to participate, and 14 ultimately did.  Of the 14 interview responses, three were professional direct care workers (cottage parents), three were administrative (leadership), and eight were support personnel (social workers or other support for the direct care workers).  Given the range of roles represented by interviewees, responses are generally representative of the home’s staff.  I utilized a semi-structured interview process to ensure similarity between the interviews, but I allowed for flexibility based on the experiences of each of the participants.  This process was successful in obtaining complete answers because some participants attempted to provide only short answers and required additional clarifying or probing questions to fully articulate their thoughts.  	
	Like the survey, the questions for the interviews were developed from the work of Downs et al., (1988), Weick (1995), Lave and Wenger (1991), and Eyquem-Renault and Gallego-Roquelaure (2020), and aimed at uncovering how employees were making sense of events within their organization, and how the organization’s leaders were communicating the goals and values of the organization as sensegiving methodology to enable focused initiative.  A complete list of interview questions can be found in the IRB approved interview protocol in Appendix C.
	Sample Interview Questions 
	Coding Theme(s)

	What is the ultimate goal of the organization?  How do you know that?
What are the organization’s values?
How did you learn those?
Are you even asked to do anything that does not align with these goals or values?
	Organizational Goals, Organizational Values, Communication, Participation, Identity, Sensemaking, Ques, Communication


	What does your day-to-day job entail?
How is your job connected to the organization’s mission?
Are there ever any conflicts between your values and those of the organization?
	Identity, Activities in Support of or not in Support of Organizational Values or Goals, Sensemaking, Retrospect, Cues, Participation, Enactment

	How is information communicated to you?
If you communicate something to your boss, do you trust that she or he will value your idea?
What communication practices or platforms do you have access to?
Do you receive information in a timely manner?
	Social Contact, Cues, Identity, Retrospect, Communication, Trust


Table G: Sample themes for coding of interview responses
	All interviews were conducted individually via MS Teams with our cameras turned on.  While I acknowledge that MS Teams is not as useful as interviewing in person because of lost body language or delays in verbal responses, the use of cameras helped to mitigate this shortcoming.  At the beginning of the interview, I informed all participants that their participation was voluntary, that I was recording and transcribing the interview with Otter, and that they did not have to answer any questions should they choose not to.  I also informed them that the information they provided would be held in strict confidentiality, and that all potentially identifying remarks would be redacted from my project or not used at all.  All participants stated that they understood, and no one refused to answer any of my questions or provide additional information on a particular topic when asked.  Of note, Otter failed to transcribe one interview due to user error, and detailed field notes had to be used to reconstruct the interview as closely as possible.  Luckily this error was identified immediately after the completion of the interview, and I have confidence that no major data was lost. 
	Once the interviews were complete, I transferred the transcripts from Otter into Dedoose and began qualitative coding based on the same codes I used for the document analysis and the ethnographic observations.  All responses that contained identifiable personal information were redacted to ensure confidentiality.  Finally, all coded data was then analyzed and triangulated to inform my findings and recommendations.
Data Analysis 
During the data analysis, I utilized a primarily deductive coding process, in that the general categories of codes were identified prior to data collection.  However, some inductive processes were invoked, in that the definition of codes were slightly expanded during the coding process, and a few new codes emerged as the data was categorized.  Therefore, all data was ultimately coded and grouped by themes, with the data that more accurately represented a particular code receiving a higher weight than the data that marginally represented the coded category.  Ultimately, I developed and used 24 separate codes (five primary, 10 secondary, and nine tertiary) to analyze my qualitative data.
	I utilized the following codes during the coding of data from the ethnographic observations, the organizational documents, and the personal interviews: directed action, initiative, leadership, sensemaking (with subordinate secondary codes: cues, enactment, identity, ongoingness, plausibility, retrospect, and social contact), sensegiving (with subordinate secondary codes: communication [with tertiary codes: authorship, expectation management, and language], organizational values [with tertiary codes: goals and priorities, history, and values], and participation [with tertiary codes: learning, power relationships, shared experiences].  A visual diagram of this code relationship is below.  
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Table H: Code Tree with primary, secondary, and tertiary code relationships (blue lines indicate a connection between the codes of directed action, initiative, and leadership with sensegiving and sensemaking.

Code Definitions
	 For transparency in my research and analysis process, the code definitions and an example of data that fit within each given code is below. 
Directed Action
	Directed action consisted of examples of employees waiting to be told what to do in a given situation, asking for direction, or examples of supervisors giving specific direct instructions to subordinate employees.  An example of direct instruction is “We're going to have it then. Mark your calendars for February, 24, it's Wednesday, February 24 at 11 o'clock am over teams, we've, we've had to, and that's for everybody all staff.”  Here the staff was specifically told to mark their calendars for an event rather than simply informing the staff of the meeting time.
Initiative 
	If directing is being told what to do, initiative is the opposite.  Initiative involves identifying an issue, problem, or an action that needs to be taken, and then taking that action without direction from leadership.  In my coding, I counted any excerpt from my data that was related to examples of initiative, examples of when employees spoke of their beliefs that the home’s leadership would be supportive or condemning of acts of initiative.  One such example is: 
	And so I figured like okay well I'm there by myself. You know I get things done, I have a 	skeleton crew. I’m going to just pick up the phone and get it done. You know versus me 	dragging two or three hours just to get an answer. 
Leadership
	Leadership was an inductive code that emerged as something that was happening in the home as a form of sensegiving.  While the specific activities of leadership tend to be specific sensegiving tasks that already had codes, I wondered to what extent the employees in their home thought their leaders were doing a good or bad job of providing leadership.  From a constructivist perspective, an action can be seen as either good or bad leadership depending on the person perceiving said action, and strong leaders tend to be seen as strong sense-givers (Smerek, 2011).  Therefore, it became important for me to know if the home’s employees framed their leadership in a positive or negative light. Thus, I coded any excerpt related to an opinion of the home’s leadership as a leadership code.  One such example of this code is: 
	You know I have to really give it to my supervisor.  (Name redacted) gave me my 	opportunity to be where I'm at today, you know, she opened the door for me.  (Name 	redacted) gave me that opportunity to be there. We don't always agree with everything, 	but I know she cares, and we are getting better together.
Sensemaking
	According to Weick, Sutcliff, and Obstfeld (2005) sensemaking is “the ongoing retrospective development of plausible images that rationalize what people are doing.”  As previously mentioned, the actions that form the constructs of sensemaking are identity, enactment, retrospect, social contact, ongoingness, cues, and plausibility (Weick, 1995).  Therefore, I chose each of these actions as secondary codes subordinate to the sensemaking code within my analysis.
	Cues
	Cues are things which happen within a particular context that suggest actions that the sense-maker should take.  As Weick (1995) explains, we take cues from what other people are doing to make sense of what we should do.  Consider a time when you were in an unfamiliar context and chances are your actions were based on what other people were already doing (such as deciding which fork to use during a very formal dinner if you did not already know).  Thus, in my coding, I considered actions based on the actions of others as cues.  I also included actions in which employees acted in a way that aligned with the organizational values or supported the ultimate goal as cues that encouraged sensemaking in others.  An example of this code was observed in a meeting in which an employee was speaking about the home’s leadership success model as a cue for how to act: 
	This model is phenomenal and, and you know, we never lose touch of that, we never you 	know want to lose, lose touch you know with that because it is just, it's, it's unbelievable 	and it does take our strategic plan bring it to life and guide us and everything we do.       
	Enactment
	Enactment suggests that people construct, at least in part, the environment that they face (Weick, 1995).  Similar to cues, enactment occurs when people bring an idea into reality, and thus help to shape their sensemaking within that reality.  Consider the enactment of a new law that changes the behavior in a particular environment.  If the national speed limit was changed to 45 miles per hour, sensemaking abilities surrounding driving would be shaped by the enactment of this law.  Thus, I coded examples of enactment as excerpts in which people acted in ways that were congruent with organizational rules, values, and norms.  An example of enactment occurred when an employee was explaining the organizational incentive for recruiting: 
	I mean, like okay, if you bring the team, then you get three days off, that’s our rule.  It's 	always been like that so I think people already kind of know okay, that, that's what 	it's gonna be. It's kind of like, we're conditioned already that. That's how we do this here.     
	Identity
	Identity is enormously important in sensemaking, as people tend to act in ways that are congruent with how they believe one with a particular identity should act (Weick, 1995).  Not only do we act in ways that we think that we should act, we also tend to act in ways that we believe others think we should act (Ring & Ven de Ven, 1989; Weick, 1995).  Thus, I coded examples of identity as anything in which an employee stated “I am” or “we are” in relationship to their roles within the organization.  An example of what I coded as identity follows: 
	I see my role is, is being a support, you know, to childcare workers and the 	caseworkers and really, really the overall staff because I also feel a big sense of 	responsibility towards you know, the other departments, you know, the maintenance 	department, commissary, the kitchen, you know, so, you know, I kind of see my role as 	someone that needs to be there as a support for all these other people.
	Ongoingness
	The concept of ongoingness is sometimes difficult to grasp because it simply means that we construct and reconstruct our interpretations of what is happening in an ongoing process that never stops (Weick, 1995).  We are always making sense of things and revising that sense to make better sense as new information is continually organized and reflected upon.  Therefore, I used this code for excerpts that contained explanations of ongoing attempts to make sense of a given situation.  Incidentally, while the idea of ongoingness is central to the sensemaking process, it is very difficult to observe because people typically only explain their current state of sense as compared to how that constructed sense has changed over time.  However, one such example of ongoingness is: 
	I really struggle with, making sure they get enough, enough support not just 	communication but just feedback and relationship, and praise, and kudos, and just all of 	those things, and attention to detail with regard to problem management, which doesn't 	happen a lot.  We've got great people. We really, really have great people that, that are 	self-starters, but so that that's the caveat with me, I think, and something I need to work 	on something I need to figure out how to connect.  This is a constant for me, to to try and 	figure out, it’s always changing. 
	Plausibility
	Another key construct of sensemaking is plausibility and is simply a person’s belief regarding the likelihood of an event, which tends to be based more on beliefs than facts (Weick, 1995).  Thus, we tend to make sense of situations based on what we think should happen based on our understanding of the environment and similar events as compared to the specific details of a given event.  Plausibility allows us to gain a close enough understanding of an event or environment to act (Weick, 1995).  This is important because it is difficult to accurately make sense of everything within an organization.  Thus, I considered utterances relating to participants beliefs about certain events rather than the insisting on accurate details.  An example is of this code is:
	There's no way that you can get a kid to concentrate on books. When he's worried about 	whether her mom or her sister or brother Gonna have eaten that day, right?  Or especially 	those kids that have come from waters and, you know, the violence out there, you know, 	it's just no way.
	Retrospect
	The most difficult aspect of sensemaking to study is retrospect because it only occurs when looking backwards.  One cannot observe retrospect as it happens.  Since our perceived domain is always our past domain, sensemaking is always retrospective (Weick, 1995).  Thus, when I asked employees how they made sense of certain happenings in their environment I had the understanding that their responses would always be retrospective.  Therefore, I coded any explanation of an event as a retrospective code.  An example of a retrospective code is: 
	And then there's times that I feel that I still have failed by not painting the picture or not 	making any connections for the other staff members and departments that have the 	crucial role that childcare workers have, you know, sometimes I questioned myself and I 	look for words, or ways, or trainings, that I can provide that I think, okay, that they're 	going to realize the importance of what the childcare workers do.  I feel like maybe I 	haven’t done a good job in this.
	Social Contact
	The last main construct of Weick’s (1995) sensemaking model is social contact.  Social contact is important in sensemaking as it deals with how one learned to participate in a specific environment, which is social process within organizations, because we learn how to participate from other people.  Consequently, I coded examples of learning from people within the organization as social contact.  One such example is: 
	No, no, of course, I was able to ask my supervisors, I was able to ask coworkers that they 	will help me, and then that's how you learn by asking, I really believe asking how to do 	something, and then doing it is how I learned.  I’m a hands-on person.
Sensegiving
	Sensegiving is a leader’s (or another person’s) attempt to influence the sensemaking of another person (Smerek, 2011).  Therefore, it is easy to conclude that sensegiving is a critical leadership task that must be deliberately undertaken within organizations.  For this project, I coded examples of connections to the home’s organizational values, goals and priorities, history, communication through authorship, expectation management, and language, and participation through learning, power relationships, and shared experiences as various components of sensegiving.   
	Organizational Values
	For this project, I dissected the concept of organizational values into three sub-components: goals and priorities, history, and values, as leaders can use these components to enable sensemaking within their employees.  
	Goals and Priorities
	Goals and priorities are explicit goals or priorities as described by an organization’s leaders (Hollenbeck & Klein, 1987).  Within the Southern Children’s Home, their goals and priorities are espoused within their strategic plan and employee handbook.  To summarize the home’s goals and priorities, the ultimate goal is to become the best children’s home in the region, and the main priority is the children.  Hence, I coded all examples of utterances related to these goals and priorities within this category of code.  One example of the goals and priorities code is: 
	I would say the number one goal is, if, if there was like four or five of them, or, or 	whatever, but I would just say to help as many children as we can.  Yeah, I would leave it 	at that.
	History
	The history of an organization can be an important tool for sensegiving as leaders have the ability to construct and reconstruct an organization’s history through storytelling and other forms of organizational mythmaking (Coleman et al., 2010; Collins, 2013;).  Since the history of an organization can be used to create a connection and give sense to members, I coded all references to the home’s history or stories of accomplishments under the history code.  An example of the history code is: “This is the only children’s home in the city, and we are all very proud of that, and what we do.  That’s the biggest thing.”
	Values
	Values, while closely connected to goals and priorities are specific actions or beliefs that shape the culture of an organization (Adla et al., 2020).  In some cases, values can be confused with goals, but goals are a destination, while values are the ways in which we reach a goal.  As with the goals and priorities, the Southern Children’s Home openly lists their beliefs and values within their strategic plan and their employee handbook.  Thus, I coded any reference to the home’s values or beliefs within the value code.  One such example is: “I would say the values are, I mean, I think, you know, carrying, you know, commitment to families, to children.”
	Communication
	In my experience, communication is the most difficult thing to do at an organizational level.  I say this because people construct meaning from communications in an ongoing process that privileges their past experiences in a way that can lead to a different understanding of words or actions than the sender intended (Holtgraves & Ashley, 2001).  For this code, I considered attempts at authorship, expectation management, and references to specific language as sensemaking attempts through communication.   
	Authorship
	Authorship is a constructivist approach to sensegiving in which it encourages people to become authors of their environments.  Authorship is also leadership task as it enables leaders to interpret events in ways that can create meaning within organizational members and link day-to-day events to the ultimate goal of the organization. (Carton, 2018; Collins, 2013; Coleman et al., 2010).  Therefore, I coded data in which the leaders of the home or its members became or attempted to become interpretive authors of their organizational interactions.  One such example of authorship is: 
	People do tend to complain when doing chores, but it can help build a bond within the 	home as well, younger children can feel important and can get a confidence boost 	limousine their work is complete.  We have teams of young adults can open up and share 	with others to help the time pass by, which I we do in fact find this true because we've 	seen it when we do our major housecleaning.	
	Expectation Management
	Expectation management is a subcomponent of communication because it is a very direct effort to manage the way a person interprets a situation by verbally communicating potential outcomes of an event.  Expectation management can be direct or shaped though conversation (Hong et al., 2016).  Hence, I coded any direct communication from supervisors to subordinate or subordinate to supervisor as expectation management.  For example, I coded excerpts similar to the one below as examples of expectation management:
	And one of the things that we want everybody to do is make sure that our strategic plan is 	not just lying on a shelf somewhere, you know that it's a living breathing document and 	that we go back to it often to make sure that you know we're on track.  This is what keeps 	us on track.  So just to give you an idea of how much when we hit the pandemic when the 	pandemic hit us rather in March.  You know, we, we were in a position where the rhythm 	changed and when the rhythm changes.  You just need to learn a new dance, but, but we 	didn't want to just learn a new dance we wanted to make sure that that new dance 	matched and, and, you know, was something that related well to our mission
	Language
	Spoken language is one of our species primary communication tools (Carston, 2002).  Therefore, it is no surprise that words have meaning, and language can be used by leaders to shape sensemaking within subordinates.  Language can be a cue for action, encourage the enactment of a rule, communicate expectations of identity, position people within conversations, and enhance or detract from social contact.  While all my data was obtained from one form of language or another, I coded language that occurred in an attempt to give purpose through direction or create belonging within the home.  Of note, this code was closely linked with direction, however for the language code, I privileged the specific meaning of sensegiving words as language.  An example of my language code was found in the employee handbook as is: “You are an important member of a team that cares about the children we serve.”  Notice the specific use of the words “important,” “team,” and “cares about the children” as specific sensegiving words that are linked to identity, belonging, and purpose.  
	Participation 
	The idea of participation as a sensegiving task is derived from Lave and Wenger’s (1991) research on adult learning in organizations though apprenticeships.  For this study, I broke participation into three different codes, learning, power relationships, and shared experiences.  The central theme within these participatory codes is that organizational members will shape the sensemaking of learners within organizations through restricting or affording one’s participation in activities (Lave & Wenger, 1991).     
	Learning
	Learning is a word that can mean a lot of things.  However, I coded instances of learning as anything in which a person described how they learned to participate in their job, or any action that I observed that appeared to enable or restrict an employee’s participation in learning activities.  An example of my learning code is: “I had to search for, for answers on my own because nobody at that time here at Southerns could really provide guidance for, for me, I believe they wanted to, but they couldn’t.” 
	Power Relationships
	Power relationships was a code that I developed to describe instances of positioning in either conversations of structure that either enabled or restricted a person’s participation within organizational activities.  Power relationships are important in sensegiving within organizations, as those in power tend to have the privilege of giving sense to those who are not (Lave & Wenger, 1991; Weber, 1947).  Thus, I coded any example of power structurers or hierarchy as a power relationship code.  Once such example is:
	A lot people say I don't, because I've seen that. The people at the bottom (of the 	organization’s structure), they should be at the very top.  We should be the support for 	them. We should be calling and asking how to do anything that can help them.
	Shared Experiences 
	Shared experiences are a form of social contact that can enable sensemaking (Weick, 1995).  However, the nuance for this code is that I counted examples of experiences that were developed for the purpose of sensegiving or learning within the organization.  In sensegiving, leaders can shape the experiences that their subordinates have to ensure they develop a sense of belonging or commitment to the organizational goals.  Therefore, I coded all examples of specific and deliberate attempts to enable sensemaking within the organization.  One such example occurred in two meetings in which the host of the meeting used an ice-breaking technique known as two lies and a truth in which a person shares two lies and one truth about themselves and the other participants attempt to guess which is true and which is false.  While this may seem like an insignificant exercise, it is useful in creating an experience in which people will get to know one another and see that they are part of a team.  
Coding Results
	Once the coding was completed in Dedoose, I was able to see the prevalence of each code within my data.  While I am sure that some examples of codes were overlooked, my efforts produced the following results and helped me to determine to what extent that employees felt connected to the goals of the organization, and how sensemaking and sensegiving are working in the home.  Overall, I applied various primary, secondary, and tertiary codes 1160 times creating 433 excerpts.  The most prevalent code was communication as a form of sensegiving with 190 occurrences, and the least prevalent code was ongoingness with six occurrences.  A complete data table of all codes is located in Appendix A.
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Table I: Word cloud visually representing the occurrences of each code within the analysis
Findings
My findings relating to my research questions are as follows:
1a. To what extent do employees within the home express that their work is connected to the values (or the ultimate goal) of the organization?   
Finding 1: They cannot recite the actual goal or values, but they feel connected to the purpose.
	The survey and the interviews revealed that all employees were able to express a high level of connection to the mission of the home, however, only one out of the 14 interviewed expressed that the ultimate goal of the home is to become the best children’s home in the region.  Zero of the 14 interviewees identified the exact values and beliefs of the home, although everyone gathered that the main job of the home was to take care of the children at all costs.  Therefore, in spite of the inability of employees to recall the goal, values, and beliefs espoused in the home’s strategic plan and during one of their training events, the staff appeared to get the gist of what the home wants people to do, and that is to take care of children.  As one employee responded when asked about the main goal and values of the home:
Number one is definitely integrity.  You can't just, you know, hire anybody off the street to take care of your kids, it's a hard job, you know, and when you're dealing with children as your product. . . . You know, we have to make sure that they're loved.  We have to make sure that they're taken care of, and we have to make sure that they're, they have all the resources that they need to be taken care of and loved, and to be, you know, a good servants of the community when they get older, you know, as far as that I think the organization covers it very well, you know, um, you know, because they put children first.”
The 14 survey responses to the open-filed question about values aligned with this finding.  Responses included mention of bringing “hope, happiness, and stability to families and children in crisis” and providing “support and care to the children and families in our community.” Another comment mentioned that the home’s services are intended to “help in the development of the children and families regarding life skill, education, hygiene, and economic.”  
In addition to these survey responses, five of the ethnographic observations revealed values and three observations contained language related to the goals of the home, but still, none were able to recall these things as written in the strategic plan.  The preponderance of these responses were similar to the following sentence that I observed in one of the home’s training events “This is often where ethics really come to life in our workplace.  When we recognize that there might be some ethics or values at play and we're not sure how best to proceed.”  Another employee stated in the open response section of the survey that the highest goal of the home is to get “zero licensing citations,” which is probably a nice milestone, but certainly not the main goal of the home. Another employee stated in the survey that the ultimate goal of the home was to “build two more cottages,” which is something that the home is working on, but similarly to the previous statement, is not the ultimate goal of the home.  
	While it is important that employees understand the concepts related to the purposes of their organization, they will be more effective if they link their day-to-day actions with the organization’s ultimate goal (Carton, 2018) and be able to accurately state the organization’s values.  While this may seem trivial, organizational values and goals can enable sensemaking as they can serve as components of identity that can be acted on without supervisory direction (Weick, 1995).  Therefore, while it appears that the majority of the home’s employees feel connected to the mission and values of the home, they are not exactly sure what those things are, which offers a reasonable target to improve communication and sensemaking within the home.    
1b: Do the types of employees (administrative staff, professional staff, or support staff) have differing levels of organizational commitment?  
Finding: No evidence exists that suggests employee group types differ in their levels of commitment to the home.
	When queried during the survey and the interviews, all staff voiced that they felt a high level of commitment to the home’s mission regarding caring for children and were proud of what they were doing.  In addition, all staff responded in similar ways when asked about their motivation for doing their work. For example, one said:
 	It's honestly for the kids.  I, the way I grew up, and I grew up around a lot of kids whose 	parents were going through the same situation as the kids, and I want to be there for 	them. I want to make sure that they know that this isn't my, like, they're like you're gonna 	go through some rough times in life but this is the knowledge.  So, I'm really here for the 	kids you know, also for my own personal reasons I want to be a social worker once I 	graduate from school.
While I could find no evidence that indicated differing levels of commitment amongst different types of employees, I did find some evidence that suggests that each group sees their personal group as contributing the most to the organization.  A member of one group noted, when speaking about another group of employees not being as committed to the children as she was:
	 We told her, like, we’re gonna help you and then at the end of the day we couldn't help 	her because she was too much, and that pissed me off because I'm like I was like, you're 	gonna tell a kid that it's too much.  Like, like for me, I blame the intake social worker, 	because I feel like she should have dug for more she would have known we couldn’t help 	this kid.  I mean we have to deal with the outcomes of the social worker’s decisions, and 	its not fair to the kids or us, they need to be more accountable…if I make a bad decision, 	I’ll be written up, but that’s not the same everywhere.
Another employee in a different position, echoed the same sentiment:
 	My department is always asked to do more than the others when new tasks come 	up,…we get it done, but it takes away from my main job.  Some people (meaning other 	groups) are just complacent.  Maybe its complacently, or lack of accountability, I don’t 	know, but we can improve if we get everyone as committed to improvement as me.
Both excerpts indicate that some employees feel that their group is contributes more to the home than the other groups. 
Finding: The leadership of the home is viewed as effective and, along with the importance of the work, are a reason why everyone has similarly high levels of commitment.
Overall, all my findings suggest that the Southern Children’s Home has leadership that are skilled at building organizational commitment.  Complements made to the home’s leadership and employees were not uncommon in my ethnographic observations, personal interviews, or the survey.  For example, multiple different employees expressed that the leadership at the home had been supportive and positive saying the following: “They've had a tremendous positive influence on me”, “Here, you know if I need something. My boss was always there,” and “You know, and they're like, well thank you so much, thank you, thank you, you know I get the thank you(s) a lot, which is nice you know, which kind of, to me, shows trust.”  While not pervasive within my data, a few employees also indicated feelings that the leadership trusted them to get their job done, saying:
	I feel empowered, like, Oh wow you know like, they trusted me to do this, and I feel 	great because, you know, at the end of the day I'm putting something together that's going 	to leave a mark there, you know, and, and, and, and not only that is, is, you know, having 	that empowerment I'm also learning how to be a better supervisor for that position.
2: How are sensemaking and sensegiving currently happening in the organization?  
	This question has two main parts, with the first part dedicated to discovering how sensemaking is working in the home regarding learning, participation, and communication.  As alluded to in the literature review, sensemaking is retrospective in process (Weick, 1995), which means that it is difficult to observe in day-to-day interactions, especially without a common event that multiple people must make sense of.  However, I was able to examine processes that are linked to the construction of identity, organizational ques, social contact, and plausibility, which are four of Wieck’s (1995) principles of sensemaking.  
Finding: There are five categorical examples of activities (received communication, beliefs, history, examples, and documents) that employees use to facilitate sensemaking within the home.  
	Received Communications 
	Communication is a tool of sensegiving and an artifact of sensemaking, as the words that people use can indicate the ways in which they are making sense of events.  In general, when interviewed, the majority of employees indicated that the communication was clear within the home, however, when surveyed, only 24% of respondents indicated that they were kept informed with happenings within the home.  I suspect that this happened because the survey was completely anonymous and the interviews were only confidential, and thus the staff may have been less likely to report negative information when face-to-face with me.  Another explanation may be that different employees took the survey than those who participated in the interviews, or the employees could be informed, but not believe the communication is clear.  Regardless of the pragmatic explanations for this variance, I am inclined to believe there are potential issues with communication as made sense of by some employees.  During the observations, communication appeared clear but tended to flow from supervisor to subordinate, and while the leadership frequently articulated that they valued employee feedback, in many cases it was withheld.  One participant within the administrative category of employees noted, “However, so we'll have a meeting and we let them know what's going on.  But then, after the meeting, when we're already doing stuff, then we're finding out, there's a lot of different perceptions of what we had said.” Similarly, an employee in the professional group stated:
 	Communication is pretty good.  It's more, um, I don't know how to explain it.  It's like, it 	could be a hit or miss it could either be that they get what you're trying to say, or they go 	completely left sometimes.  And it's really is like, I don't know, like, it's depending 	like who you really talked to, that's just like, oh gosh, they didn't get what I was trying to 	talk about at all.” 
This withholding of direct feedback following a particular communication can indicate either a lack of trust, or a lack of sensemaking regarding the locutionary force of a specific utterance.  
	I discovered a second indication of how communication is linked to sensemaking within some of the interview responses that indicated a personal or organizational identity within the participants.  One of the professional group employees stated: “I’m a cottage parent, it’s just like a regular parent during the week, and I like to think that our role, our purpose is to help kids and families find theirs in life.”  This communication indicates how an employee will use her or his identity to construct meaning and make sense of their purpose, and ultimately lead to an enactment of roles within that identity.  Another less positive example of how employees made sense of communications was made by one of the administrative personnel in an interview:
	We want kids, especially kids, and families to succeed, so bad, … there was a time many 	years ago, our previous CEO, kind of said, he gave us a directive really.  Zero kids are 	gonna fail this year, and y'all got to do what needs to be done.  In this case, the leader set 	an unattainable goal and made the employee feel that he needed to cut corners to make it 	happen.  
In this case, the sense that was made from the communication may have been different from the sender’s intent. 
	Shared Beliefs
	Similarly to communication, the espoused beliefs that employees shared indicated the way that employees made sense of their roles and values within the context of the home.  Since they believe that caring for children is their central activity, they voiced that the values of the home were tied closely to that belief, which in turn, influenced their participation in organizational activities.  Simply put, employees performed activities related to what they believed they should be doing as opposed to what they actually should be doing, which in turn lead to reenforced beliefs in an ongoing process that is representative of Weick’s (1993) principle of ongoingness in sensemaking.  When asked how the participants acted in accordance with the home’s values, I received several responses similar to the following, in which participants linked their actions to their beliefs and values:  
	I don't know, I think they would be able to tell you, I don't know if they could talk about, 	yes, the answer is yes.  I think they could tell you what our culture is and what our values 	are and what we are about, and that we are all about helping children that everybody's 	role is a support to children so I think they would I think they would say, yes, you know, 	our duties are to make sure that the kitchen gets all the food that they need and that we've 	shopped for all the things that the children need, and we're responsible for nourishing 	bodies, you know, and that's, that's what our role is in, in helping children achieve their 	life goals and objectives.
	History
	The history of the home proved to enable organizational sensemaking through its contribution to the construction of identity.  The most common historical point of pride is that the home is the only children’s home in the city, and its founder loved kids, but never was able to have one of his own.  Therefore, many employees seemed to embody the late Mr. Southern’s passion for children along with their uniqueness in the city in making sense of their daily activities.  One interviewee indicated their pride in the home’s history by stating:
	I really enjoy what I do.  It's funny because I named this place the Hotel California, cuz 	everybody that I've talked to plans to stay here for such a short time, but they never 	leave cuz there is no other place like it in the city.  We have a history of helping kids, 	and we don’t want to leave.
 I also observed a person make the following statement in a meeting: “…and I know that I think about our history, you know quite a bit when we refer back to what we're doing with children, and, and how we're functioning as a team.”  While neither of these examples mention the specifics of the home’s history, these utterances suggest that the home’s history has an impact on current sensemaking activities. 
	Examples (learning)
	My examples category is closely related to Weick’s (1993) idea of social contact, in which people make sense by observing what other people are doing within the same (or similar) situation.  This social contact can also lead to environmental cues that inform sensemaking (Weick, 1993).  Examples of enacted values can also impact an employee’s willingness to take initiative by serving as a sensemaking cue on what constitutes acceptable behavior (Mark et al., 2008).  For example, if an employee takes initiative but makes a mistake and is publicly ridiculed, others will be less likely to risk taking initiative in the future.  Several interviewees mentioned how they made sense of examples of other’s actions within the home.  One participant reflected on an example they witnessed:
	…and they said, why didn't you fix it right.  And it's like, they tried, but they slammed 	(name redacted) for it. And so, you know it's just a matter for me.  And that's the thing 	I'm working on trying to pull back a little bit,…I think you do need to let people make 	their own mistakes. 
Another participant stated: “I don't think I'm, I'm, trusted 100%.  Okay, not so much me, but my department, I’ve seen 	them act like they don’t trust us to make the right decision sometimes. It has gotten better though.”  I must also point out that these are minority examples, and that many other employees felt as though they could take initiative with their supervisor’s support.  One employee said, “I need to inform my bosses when something comes up.  I can fix something if needed, but I need to tell my bosses about it as soon as I can.  I have seen stuff like this happen, and it’s okay.”
	Documents       
	Like most organizations, the home has several organizational documents that are used to communicate standards of conduct to its employees.  In the case of sensemaking, employees seem to use these documents to construct their organizational identity, make sense of rules, and understand organizational expectations to some degree.  When speaking about one of the primary documents that the home uses, the leadership success model, I observed the following comment:
	This model is phenomenal and, and you know, we never lose touch of that we never you 	know want to lose, lose touch you know with that because it is just, it's, it's unbelievable 	and it does take our strategic plan bring it to life and guide us and everything we do.  
This indicates that employees within the home rely on some of the organizational documents to inform their sensemaking processes.  
	In addition to the leadership success model, employees also referenced the mission statement within the employee handbook to aid in their understanding of the organizational purpose, although it is unclear to what degree of aid it provides.  As stated in the employee handbook, the mission of the home is “to provide quality programs and services for children and families who are in need of care and guidance in achieving healthy life-skills, goals, and objectives.”  During the interviews, all participants were able to verbalize that the mission was of the home was to take care of children, and readily noted that they recalled reading it there.  However, as previously noted all interviewees and survey respondents were unable to recall the organizational values that were also listed in the handbook.  
Finding: The Leadership of the home engages in several sensegiving activities (directed action, authorship or storytelling, documents and symbols, and participatory activities) all with differing levels of effectiveness. 
	Directed Action    
	Like sensemaking, sensegiving relies on communication.  As Hong et al. (2016) suggest, leaders can invoke initiative through empowering communications in which the management of expectations are co-constructed between the subordinate and the leader.  After interviewing several levels of leadership and supervisors of the home, all voiced attempts to empower their employees to action though communications.  One interviewee mentioned “they would probably say maybe I over communicate things that they don't want to do, but you know they (the leadership) trust that we're going to get done and we're gonna have done right.”  Another interviewee said “We have a great team.  But, you know, there's people that just yeah, they need less (direction) and so you, you just know they're going to be okay.”  Both utterances suggest that those issuing them believe that they are right, and that they know the correct type of communication to use to empower their subordinates to act.  
	Employees on the other hand do not always believe that their supervisor’s communication is effective.  During an interview, one of the staff mentioned:
	 And for me that communication slows my job down because I'm more of a person that 	actually has to input information and the communication that's done kind of takes me 	away from that and, and so as far as that I think there's a lot of it and but sometimes, I 	think it's, it's just too much.  
Another employee, when asked to rate the effectiveness of communication in the home, noted: 
	And so, I think an 80% is probably what they would say, I think I communicated. 	Sometimes, you know, I find out it doesn’t, you know, it’s, you know, but that it’s not 	getting that things aren’t getting communicated in the same way, or they’re not feeling 	that I don’t know I just think, by virtue of the role there’s things that I’m not going to 	know, and know how to fix that may or may not be true but that’s just my speculation.
Yet another interviewee said: 
	I don't know, honestly, like there's a lot of stuff I would want to change, it's all like, we 	came away, we all talk to each other.  I really, really like.  Like okay guys, legs.  Let's see 	how well it works.  Let's see what we can do to really better our communication, but I'm 	really big on communications, I really think it's just trying to figure out a way to better 	communicate with one another.  
Yet another mentioned: “Communication is good and bad.  I think we communicate most things pretty good, through meetings and email, but sometimes things get left out.”  These examples are repetitive of most responses to questions about communication and indicate that the receiver is probably not making sense in the way that the sense giver is intending.  Therefore, I must conclude that communication is generally good, but there is room for improvement in some cases.  
	Authorship or Storytelling 
	Another key sensegiving tool is authorship or storytelling (Collins, 2013; Han et al., 2016; Weick, 1993).  Within the context of the home, leaders and supervisors sometimes engage in the interpretation of events in a way that not only tells a positive story, but attempts to give a new meaning to an event.  One example of this was observed in the annual “address to the home” meeting: 
	We really blew people out of the water 15,600 standards evaluated 70 citations 7000 	standards evaluated 26 citations.  One in the city, that is now a member of coalition that 	I took 8857 standards evaluated 39 deficiencies. 14,000 standards evaluated 30 	deficiencies; 8000 standards evaluated 88 deficiencies.  You know, so I mean, we won by 	number one by a long, long shot Southwest Key is not a member of coalition.  So, just to 	keep that that in mind and that's where the data comes from.  So, congratulations on you 	know this tremendous success.  
Here the speaker was engaging in authorship in an attempt to give sense to the members of the organization.  This particular attempt generated some level of sensemaking, but perhaps not the desired intent: “So again, you know, we do have to look at those things because, you know, we shouldn't be just about numbers, I’m not even sure where they come from.”  However, the majority of participants responded with a sense of pride when they reflected on the measurable success of the home.
	Another story that is often told relates to the average employee retention rate at the home.  All participants relayed that they were very proud of their organization in both the survey and the interview, and many cited employee retention statistics as support for their beliefs.  
	But there's also a lot to be said for the fact that he's currently in the home.  Our average 	length of stay is almost 13 and a half years, I mean it really is more than that, I think I 	could have said 14, it was actually at 13.8, and I just decided to go 	with 13, whatever. 	But when your average length of stay is 14 years, your institutional knowledge, your 	learning curves, what you're able to offer children when, when staff team members day is 	just unparalleled it's just it is, you know, we don't have the revolving door and that is a 	that. 
This type of story was not uncommon and indicates that it is used in a sensegiving attempt that offers proof of the quality of employment within the home.
	Documents and Symbols 
	The leadership of the home uses several organizational documents within their sensegiving activities.  The main document is the leadership success model, which is symbolic in nature, but seems to have had the most impact on employees.  The home also uses an employee handbook that contains the strategic vision, values and beliefs, and administrative rules and regulations.  Section 1.2 of this document contains the organization core beliefs and values, which is an attempt to inspire conduct that aligns with these statements.   
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Table J: Southern Children’s Home Core Beliefs and Values.
	While this list of beliefs and values is very inclusive of the attitudes and values within the home, no single participant in my study was able to recite the values within this statement.  One employee stated: 
	I’m not sure of our values, we, we talk, we review.  Our mission, vision, you know, core 	beliefs and values.  That's one.  Other than that, unless it comes up in a conversation.  We 	talk about that in the address to the home, but I, that's the only time I can think of. 
Therefore, I am inclined to believe that the use of organizational documents outside of the leadership success model seems to have a limited effect on sensemaking. 
	Participatory Activities
	The final area of sensegiving actions that I found within the home are grouped as participatory activities and relate to Lave and Wenger’s (1991) theory of legitimate peripheral participation as an explanation for how employees learn (or are given sense) at the home.  The typical learning experience at the home begins with a two-week onboarding period, then employees begin practicing their jobs, and either figure out what to do through participation or are directed by a supervisor within the organization.  One interview mentioned: 
	Oh, I'm pretty much either, like, how can I see it, but, you know, my supervisor told me 	on the intake.  I mean, you know he, he had covered some things with me.  But pretty 	much, I had to learn it on my own when I started doing my job.
 This excerpt suggests that the structured onboarding period offers a degree of sensegiving framework but does not have as much of an effect on sensemaking as the following participatory activities. 
	For the most part, the majority of interviewees explained that they learned how to do their jobs by actually doing them.  One such response was:
	I think I was when I first got here.  When I first got here they kind of just kind of threw 	me into the flame so it was just like, use your partners use people to figure it out and 	know a lot of people are comfortable with reaching out to other people that they don't 	really know very well, because you know you're that whole like, oh I hope they don't 	judge me and hopefully they don't think I'm dumb on the job or something.
Another interview indicated:
	I had to search for, for answers on my own because nobody at that time here at Southerns 	could really provide guidance for, for me, so a lot of calling a lot of asking 	questions…you know, so it's like, I had to just learn it, you know, this, again, the social 	services side.  That one was, you know, a little bit easier because I've been doing that but 	the other ones that were added to me, I, I just had to learn it on my own.
Both of these examples suggest that participation within activities is one of the main ways in which team members within the home are given sense and make sense of their roles.  These types of responses also indicate a level of initiative that is expected within the home, as neither of these excerpts indicate micromanagement while learning. 
	The homes leadership also constructs meetings, committees, and weekly training events as activities that give sense to the employees of the home.  Regarding active participation in the home’s activities, several participants responded in the following way: 
	Everyone is encouraged to sign up and participate on a committee, over the past three 	years, actually it's four years now.  This has added a great deal to the overall value and 	culture of our organization, including morale, sign up and do participate throughout the 	year your participation does not go unnoticed.  Believe me, and is very much valued.  	We have lots of activities that encourage relationship that encouraged those things that 	are in the strategic plan that we look for that we try to model for children in our, you 	know, for our staff.  We have, you know, lots of activities.
These responses indicate the deliberate sensegiving purpose of the committee participation and seems to be a useful practice that should continue.  	
	While the majority of participants had a positive view of the home’s sensegiving activities, some employees may not have made sense in the way that the organizational leadership intended.  One interviewee stated: 
	And then, you know, there's only certain people who don't get nervous in asking 	questions.  And then there, there's a lot more who just stay quiet.  Okay, and then, after 	the meeting, then maybe some people would ask questions at that time, or you know 	maybe they're not comfortable doing it in front of everybody.  I mean, which is fine, and 	then they would ask us question, but then there's some, maybe they didn't really hear 	what was said, and then they'll ask their coworkers about it.  And then, I don't know if the 	coworkers really understand what we're trying to say so then we might have two people 	that got the message differently.  That's, that's what I think is happening.
Another stated: 
	You know, there's a lot of times that I get this departments doing this, and that 	department is doing that.  You know, I didn't realize that, but it's affecting the childcare 	workers or the cottage.  You know, so, and we've mentioned it in the past to have what 	we used to call division directors or directors meeting.  We need every one of give 	feedback on what’s going on, you know, but I think I think we miss a lot when you don't 	listen to the business office, when we don't listen to the maintenance department, to the 	commissary people to the kitchen, they need to have a voice too.
Both responses indicate that some of the home’s activities (some meetings in particular) may not be having the desired effect.
Recommendations
	An old Chinese proverb states that “It is not the knowing that is difficult, but the doing.” (Herzberg & Herzberg, 2012).  I mention this ancient piece of wisdom to illustrate the simplicity of judging an organization and making recommendations for an improvement from outside of that organization.  This fact has not been lost on me, and I would be remiss to suggest that I can solve all organizational communication and initiative problems within the context of an academic study.  However, I do have several recommendations for improvement that are supported with empirical and scholarly evidence that offer an opportunity for improved sensegiving and sensemaking practices in ways that will enable focused initiative within the home.  I have grouped my recommendations into three categories of tasks: define, link, and communicate.  
Define 
	Due to the different meanings people often associate with words, the home should begin with clearly defining everything that one might use as a sensegiving tool.  Locutionary forces and illocutionary forces are the beginnings of misunderstanding and difficult communication between people (Carston, 2002; Holtgraves & Ashley, 2001) within organizations.  Therefore, it is critical that organizations begin with clearly defining the behaviors, desired end states, and outcomes within their respective contexts, since words (locutionary forces) and their constructed meanings (illocutionary forces) are often different (Carston, 2002).  After all, an employee cannot enact focused initiative if they construct a different illocutionary force than what the organizational sensegivers intend.  Thus, my first recommendation for the Southern Children’s Home is to begin with clarifying their ultimate goal.  
Ultimate Goal
	Goal setting has long been an organizational sensegiving tool (Lock et al., 1981) and since employees must understand the goals of an organization before they can act, is critical to evoking focused initiative.  Research indicates that goal setting significantly increases performance over “do your best” conditions (Latham & Steel, 1983).  In addition, Coch and French (1948) found that employees were also more effective when they participated in the redesign of their jobs than those who were simply told what to do.  Hollenbeck and Kline (1987) reenforced Coch and French’s (1948) finding when they reported that goal commitment is more important than the goal itself, in which the goal must be supported by the employees of the organization.  In addition, the involvement of the staff can serve as a form of authorship and help to inform the construction of identity through social contact within the sensemaking process (Weick, 1993).  Therefore, my first recommendation is to hold an inclusive workshop to reconstruct the ultimate goal of the home.  Currently, as listed in the strategic plan, the home’s goal is to “become the best children’s home in the region.”  While this is an admirable aim, it lacks the grandeur of a “shoot for the moon” style goal that can inspire all levels of employees.  As Carton (2018) reported, President Kennedy was successful in inspiring N.A.S.A. employees by reducing the number of goals to one, shifting attention from that goal to concrete objectives, communicating milestones linked to each objective, and linking abstract ideas to real life events.  Therefore, I recommend that the home attempt to engage in a similar process to clearly define the home’s ultimate goal.  
Organizational Values
	Like a clearly designed and supported ultimate goal, organizational values offer a sensegiving tool that can lead to desired organizational behavior (Sikula, 1971).  While the home currently has an established list of values and beliefs as listed in the employee handbook, the list is likely too lengthy and too complicated for an employee to easily recall.  Mark et al., (2008) found that a simple list of human relations values contributed the most to the organizational commitment of employees.  One example of Mark’s findings in practice can be observed within the United States Army.  One can ask any soldier within the Army, and they will tell you that the values are LDRSHIP, loyalty, duty, respect, selfless-service, honor, integrity, and personal-courage.  Thus, by having a clear and simple set of values that is easily remembered can enable focused initiative better than a complicated list.  Therefore, I recommend that the Southern Children’s Home simplify their list of values and construct them into a simple acronym that is easy to remember and can become an important sensegiving tool to increase organizational commitment.  An example is below.  The current values and beliefs are on the left, and an example of the value simplification is on the right.  Note, I am not suggesting that the core beliefs and values be changed, but rather simplified into something that can easily be recalled.
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Table K: Southern Children’s Home Current Core Beliefs and Values (left) and Simplified Suggestion (right).

The Leadership Success Model 
	Currently the most effective sensegiving tool that the home uses is their leadership success model.  The model was developed by one of the current leaders within the home and is frequently mentioned within organizational meetings and its’ likeness is displayed in multiple locations throughout the home.  It truly is an excellent tool.  However, the model can be improved to make use of the neurological learning process known as dual coding.  Dual coding is a process that takes advantage of two separate neurological encoding pathways (audio-word and visual-pictures) to improve retention and recall (Paivio & Lambert, 1981).  Dual coding is one of the six methodologies listed on thelearningscientests.org that is backed by empirical evidence as an effective tool in learning and should be considered when designing sensegiving tools, such as the leadership success model.  An example of a way to add additional visual meaning to the leadership success model is below.  The current model is on the left and an example of a suggestion with dual coding (hands symbolic of support) is on the right.
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Table L: Southern Children’s Home Current Leadership Success Model (left) and Dual Coding Suggestion (right).

	The suggested example model includes visuals that link the Native American roots of the current model along with a visual representation of the pillars of support.  All other information is the same, but I recommend that if the home decides to modify the model, they link the updated ultimate goal (should they choose to update the ultimate goal) of the organization to the model as well.  This modification offers a perspective that can create focused initiative through a clearer and more universal symbology than the original because of the advantages of dual coding.  Models that are more easily remembered are easier to link to activities than less memorable models.      
The Southern Logo
	Currently, the home has a corporate logo that is used as a symbol of the home on their website and their organizational documents.  One can look at the logo and infer that the purpose of the organization is that it is a children’s home and that it values love and caring.  The logo is excellent but could garner improved meaning through a deliberate attempt at defining it.  Blumer (1969) explained that humans act towards things according to their constructed meaning of these things, and that the meaning comes from social interaction.  This accretion aligns with Weick’s (1993) explanation of social interaction as a principle of sensemaking and should be taken seriously when attempting to give sense to organizational members.  For the home, I suggest simply defining the meaning of the current logo and including that definition within the organizational documents that the home currently uses.  An example is below. 
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Table M: Southern Children’s Home Current Logo (left) and Definition Suggestion (right).

The Organizational Chart and Leadership Philosophy
	Stated and written leadership philosophies are vital to sensegiving within organizations (Jordan & Gabriel, 2009).  Currently, the leadership within the home frequently espouses values and actions that are similar to those of Greenleaf’s (2002) conception of servant leadership, however, the home has no official philosophy.  Servant leadership is a philosophy that flips the organizational hierarchy chart upside-down in a way that focuses on the why and for whom as compared to what the organization is doing (Cummins, 2008).  Therefore, I believe that the home should consider adopting servant leadership as a core sensegiving philosophy within the home.  Since the servant leadership is so similar to what the leaders of the home are voicing, it would be an easy philosophy to adopt.  An additional sensegiving feature of servant leadership is that it puts the leaders at the base of the organizational chart and those who are executing the day-to-day activities at the very top, which acts as an excellent example of dual coding and can enable focused initiative if used.  An example is below.    
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Table N: Panier’s (2019) visual of traditional versus servant leadership hierarchies
Link 
	The second group of recommendations are inspired by Carton’s (2018) work on linking day-to-day tasks to the ultimate aspirations or goals of an organization as an approach to sensegiving.  In linking values to actions, organizational leadership must take advantage of their ability to act as authors to tell stories in deliberate acts of sensegiving (Collins, 2013).  Simply put, linking values to actions within a sensegiving process is an important step in enabling focused initiative. 
Value of the Month
	As explained by Collins (2013) storytelling is an excellent sensegiving tool, and the home has ample examples of excellent employees of which they could use to author stories that align with the defined values of the organization.  This idea is Wieck-ian in its ties to sensemaking as an enactment the environment that people help to create (Weick, 1995).  Thus, I recommend that the home implement a value of the month program in which one employee is publicly recognized each month for a form of action that displayed initiative that aligned to one of the specified organizational values.  In this way, the leaders will be inducing locutionary forces within their communications that act as examples of the desired behavior of good employees.  There are a multitude of approaches that can be used to implement such a program, but the approach is not as important as the outcome, which is public recognition of value linked behavior as a tool that reinforces focused initiative.       
History 
	Another sensegiving tool that is currently underutilized is the history and the successes of the home.  The use of organizational history can legitimize organizational strategies (Brunninge, 2009).  As mentioned in my findings, the majority of participants were able to recall something about the history of the home, but most could not recite specifics.  Since the use of history has been found to be an important antecedent to sensemaking (Coleman et al., 2010), I recommend that the history of the home, along with the success of the home (especially in the face of adversity) be included in organizational documents and mentioned at various meetings within the home.  When participants were queried regarding success stories, all recited some form of challenge that they were able to overcome while in the home.  As I examined the history of the home as written by Richardson (1975), I discovered that Mr. Southern led a challenging life in which he became very successful through perseverance and hard work.  Therefore, I recommend that the home make use of Mr. Southern’s example and attempt to connect it to the actions of current employees as an example of the home’s living and expanding history.  
	One consideration for the use of a historical connection could be the construction of a Mr. Southern Preservice Award as a form of recognition that is presented to employees for significant periods of service (every three years or so).  A program such as this could be useful in linking history to service.  Another benefit of such a program would be the effects on the inner work life of the employees by invoking the progress principle.  As explained by Amabile and Kramer (2011), inner work life theory and the progress principle suggest that people will persevere under difficult circumstances if they believe they are making progress within important work.  Therefore, recognition for service in support of caring for the underprivileged children of the city may have positive benefits to the sensemaking and the manifestation of focused initiative within the home’s employees.       
Strategic Plan
	The home currently has a specific well-thought-out strategic plan that is presented at least once per year during the “address to the home” meeting.  Overall, I believe the strategic plan to be a very useful tool to give sense to the organization.  My only recommendation regarding the plan is that the home identify a specific department or committee to be responsible for progress within the plan, and that those parties report on the progress during various meetings.  Research suggests that project owners are more productive in the realization of project goals than non-owners (Zwikael et al., 2019).  Furthermore, when a specific owner of a project is identified, social loafing, that is people performing at lower levels due to the lack of accountability measures, is reduced (Guerin, 1999; Karau & Williams, 1993).  Thus, by identifying specific personnel to be responsible for parts of the strategic plan may result in greater levels of focused initiative within the identified owners. 
Communicate 
	My final category of sensegiving actions in which I have composed recommendations is that of communication.  Daff and Parker (2020) suggest that communication is inexorably linked to the success of organizations, and I have personally found in my 28 years of military service that communicating successfully is one of the most difficult tasks that I have dealt with.  Much of the difficulty with communication has to do with locutionary and illocutionary forces, as people construct slightly different meanings to words (Carston, 2002; Holtgraves & Ashley, 2001).  This different construction in meaning, is an important consideration for sensegiving and sensemaking, which is why I listed “define” and “link” as my first two categories of recommendations.  However, once defined, and linked, these definitions and linkages must be communicated if leaders are to expect employees to take focused initiative.  Interestingly for communication to become effective, organizations need not completely reinvent the wheel (Daff & Parker, 2020), they simply need to leverage what they are currently using in more productive ways.	
Make use of Available Systems
 	A popular writer for the Freedom Forum Institute suggested that leaders make use of available systems and resources as proven practical advice (Manon, 2014).  I agree with Manon, in that organizational leaders do not need to reinvent communication systems if they make the best use of the ones that are available to them.  Rogers et al, (2010) suggests that the use of mobile technology and applications can serve as productive tools for sensemaking.  Since one of my survey findings was that over 70 percent of the home did not believe that they were always kept informed of organizational happenings, I recommend that the leadership make use of Google Documents, MS Teams, Padlet, or other commercial off the shelf collaborative technology to construct a virtual bulletin board that can be accessed on mobile devises and easily updated.   
The Employee Handbook 
	A second system that must be updated if any of the afore-mentioned recommendations are to be implemented is the employee handbook.  While I do not know the quality of the handbook as it is issued to newcomers, my digital copy is unattractive and is not representative of the excellence that the home currently exudes.  Since dual coding is a validated approach to improved learning (Paivio & Lambert, 1981), I recommend adding visuals within the constructs of the handbook to increase the retention of the organizational value, goals, and principles to inform the sensemaking of employees and to take advantage of dual coding theory.  In addition to visuals, I also recommend the home construct a committee to examine and recommend policy changes that are highlighted within the handbook.  While many of the policies are connected to laws or state regulations and cannot be changed, the process of allowing employees to shape (or at least provide input to) the parameters of their work have been proven to increase organizational commitment (Coch & French, 1948; Latham & Steel, 1983).     
Strategic Repetition 
	Famed author and motivational speaker Zig Ziglar once said “Repetition is the mother of learning, the father of action, which makes it the architect of accomplishment” (1993, p.195).  Thus, in a Ziglarian sense, my recommendation for communication is in frequent communication of the defined themes and messages that the organization deems appropriate.  In the case of the Southern Children’s Home, I recommend speaking about the ultimate goal, and values of the organization, in one form or another, during every meeting in which the home meets.  This does not need to be an excessive elaboration or pontification of meaning, but frequent and recurrent communications about what is important to an organization is important, especially in regard to values, as values are the invisible antecedents of action (von Groddeck, 2011) that may enable focused initiative.  The reason that the strategic repetition of communication is important is because it gives leaders an opportunity to communicate intent (what they want done) as to direction (how to do something).  Thus, the communication of intent, values, and goal are forms of empowering communication that can improve initiative within organizations (Hong et al., 2016) 
Communicate in Multiple Domains
	My final recommendation for the improvement of communication is to communicate in multiple domains.  When I speak of domains, I suggest that everything that we do serves as a form of sensegiving communication, even if we did not deliberately construct it as a sensegiving act.  Blazevic et al. (2013) suggested that a sender’s communications can be intentional or unintentional, verbal, or nonverbal and will influence the attitudes and behaviors of the receivers in either intended or unintended ways.  Therefore, my recommendation for the home is to ensure that the leadership’s actions are always in alignment with the defined organizational values, and any act of misalignment can communicate an unintended illocutionary force.  More simply put, I recommend modeling the behaviors that one wishes to see in others as this is focused initiative in its purest form.  Since sensemaking is informed by social contact, that is to say when we do not know what to do, we do what those around us are doing (Weick, 1995).  While this recommendation is not connected to a finding of misaligned leadership behavior, I do consider it sound advice and worthy of thoughtful attention if the home enacts my previous recommendation of clearly defining its values, goals, and symbols.  A consolidated and simplified table of my findings and recommendations is below.    
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Table O: Consolidated findings and recommendations table.
Limitations
	While I am confident in my research, findings, and recommendations, this project does have several limitations that must be considered.   The first, and most significant limitation was that the data collection occurred during the height of the COVID-19 pandemic in which personal contact was severely restricted and I was unable to conduct any form of face-to-face communication in person.  This lack of in-person contact limited my ability to observe non-verbal communications within my ethnographic observations of group activities and to some degree in the personal interviews.  To mitigate the lack of non-verbal communication, all interviews and observations were conducted over MS Teams or Zoom with the cameras turned on.  While not as useful as face-to-face communications, the cameras did help in my interpretation of a degree of nonverbal communications, and while not perfect, it was the most useful solution to the complexities within the pandemic environment.     
	A second concern I had regarding my ethnographic observations is that of the observation effect.  Heynes and Lippitt (1954) suggested that the presence of observers would change the behavior of the observed, which could limit the generalizability of the findings.  To control for the observation effect, all observations were conducted over MS Teams, and I turned off my camera during the entirety of the observation.  The leadership of the home always informed the participants that I was present in the room at the beginning of the observation, and participants would have seen my name on the participant list, but I did not speak or interact in any way with the participants.  Therefore, I am reasonably confident that the participants eventually lost track of the fact that I was present and acted in their normal ways.  While I believe that the lack of my physical presence detracted from a complete observation of all nonverbal behavior, I do believe that the virtual environment controlled for the observation effect better than I could have done in person.
	My third limiting concern is related to the retrospective and ongoing nature of sensemaking.  Because sensemaking is a retrospective process, and one cannot know what they think until they see what they do (Weick, 1995), it is difficult, if not impossible to study sensemaking in real time.  However, because I was able to conduct observations and interviews, I was able to inquire as to how participants made sense of certain events or objects within their environment that informed my inquiry into the ways that sensemaking was working in the home.  Therefore, I am reasonably confident that my findings are closely representative of the ways that participants were making sense of their environment at the time of the interviews. 
	My final limitation relates to the generalizability of my findings.  While qualitative research is not meant for generalizability, due to the census sampling methodology that I utilized, I am reasonably confident that my findings are representative of the consensus of the home.  In addition, since the survey had a quantitative aspect, I was able to triangulate some of the measurable data with the qualitative data in useful ways.
Conclusion
	The Southern Children’s Home is a special organization that has been providing hope for the underprivileged children of the region for over 60 years.  The home is staffed and led by dedicated, effective, and caring people who are truly making a difference in the lives of countless families.  The purpose of this project was not to nitpick the innerworkings of this highly functioning organization, but to offer research-based recommendations as to methods to improve communication in ways that encourage and enable employees to take initiative within the constraints of the home’s organizational values.  I believe I have accomplished this by investigating sensegiving and sensemaking as forms of organizational communication between the leaders and the lead of the home and have provided several specific findings tied to these complicated processes along with a lengthy menu of options related to enhancing them.  Ultimately, my recommendations are merely suggestions that I offer as a gift to an amazing organization, that in seeking improvement, provided me with an unprecedented opportunity to improve myself.     
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Appendix A: Data Table of Code Occurrence

Appendix B: Survey Instrument 

Start of Block: Communication, Learning, and Values

Q1 In your own words, what are the organizational values and beliefs of the home?    
________________________________________________________________
Q2 Communication: Please read the following statements and indicate how much you agree or disagree with each statement.  
	
	Disagree (1)
	Neutral (2)
	Agree (3)

	My supervisor's communication has limited effects on the effectiveness and the accomplishment of my day to day duties. (1) 
	
	
	

	I frequently have to get clarification on what is expected of me. (2) 
	
	
	

	Emails from my supervisor are clear, concise, and easily understood. (3) 
	
	
	

	Meetings with my supervisor are always clear, and I never have to ask for additional guidance following the meeting. (4) 
	
	
	

	I am always informed of what is happing within the home. (5) 
	
	
	

	I find out about changes or deadlines at the last minute. (6) 
	
	
	

	Please select Agree. (7) 
	
	
	






Q3 Communication II: Please read the following statements and indicate how much you agree or disagree with each statement.  
	
	Disagree (1)
	Neutral (2)
	Agree (3)

	When I have a question, I can easily find someone who is happy to help. (1) 
	
	
	

	I can see the purpose my tasks, and how they related to the ultimate goal of the the home. (2) 
	
	
	

	My supervisor's communication techniques and content always aligns with the purposes of my job. (3) 
	
	
	

	The goals or mission of the home are communicated frequently. (4) 
	
	
	

	I know exactly what is expected of me. (5) 
	
	
	

	The communication process/systems in the home are simple and easy to use. (6) 
	
	
	

	In the event that I have a concern or an issue, I have as much access to my leaders as I need. (7) 
	
	
	

	I communicate quickly with my supervisor when something goes wrong. (8) 
	
	
	






Q4 In  your own words, what is the highest priority (ultimate goal) of the home?
________________________________________________________________



Q4 Values: Please read the following statements and indicate how much you agree or disagree with each statement. 
	
	Disagree (1)
	Neutral (2)
	Agree (3)

	I strongly believe in my organization's values. (1) 
	
	
	

	My personal values align with those of the home. (2) 
	
	
	

	When I have to make a decision, I often think of the organizational values. (3) 
	
	
	

	I can see how the organizational values are linked to benchmarks of performance. (4) 
	
	
	

	My supervisors display the organizational values in their daily actions. (5) 
	
	
	

	I am proud the be a member of this organization. (6) 
	
	
	

	People often act in ways that are inconsistent with the values of my organization. (7) 
	
	
	

	Please Select disagree. (8) 
	
	
	






Q5 Values II: Please read the following statements and indicate how much you agree or disagree with each statement. 
	
	Disagree (1)
	Neutral (2)
	Agree (3)

	The home's values are referenced often in communications. (1) 
	
	
	

	The values of the home are part of my identity. (2) 
	
	
	

	I feel that I have the ability to make a decision and act without asking. (3) 
	
	
	

	My organization's values help me to make decisions that my supervisor supports. (4) 
	
	
	

	I trust that my supervisor will support me if I make a questionable decision in support of the organizational values. (5) 
	
	
	






Q6 How did you learn to do your job at the home?
________________________________________________________________



Q7 Learning: Please read the following statements and indicate how much you agree or disagree with each statement. 
	
	Disagree (1)
	Neutral (2)
	Agree (3)

	I learned all that I needed to know about my organization during my "on-boarding" (1) 
	
	
	

	Please select disagree. (2) 
	
	
	

	My peers taught me more about my job than my "on-boarding" did. (3) 
	
	
	

	I was restricted to certain tasks until I was trusted by my peers/leaders. (4) 
	
	
	

	I was allowed to participate in important/complicated activities at my own pace. (5) 
	
	
	

	Certain people restricted my participation in complex tasks (6) 
	
	
	






Q8 Learning II: Please read the following statements and indicate how much you agree or disagree with each statement. 
	
	Disagree (1)
	Neutral (2)
	Agree (3)

	The values of the organization were intertwined in my learning of my job. (1) 
	
	
	

	I help to train new people in the same way that I was trained. (2) 
	
	
	

	I am trusted to take initiative in the event that a new problem arrises. (3) 
	
	
	

	I am never asked to do something that I do not know how to do. (4) 
	
	
	

	When I make an honest mistake, it is treated as a learning opportunity. (5) 
	
	
	

	I have multiple opportunities to learn and grow within my organization. (6) 
	
	
	




End of Block: Communication, Learning, and Values









Appendix C: Semi-Structured Interview Protocol
1. Obtain consent from the subject.
2. The questions below are aimed at the answering the following three questions:
 a) To what extent do employees within the home express that their work is connected to the values (or the ultimate goal) of the organization?  
b) Do the types of employees (administrative staff, professional staff, or support staff) have differing levels of organizational commitment?  
c) How do employees at the home make sense (learn, participate, communicate) of their organizational environment?  
3.  During the interview process, I will be looking for examples of identity, retrospect, enactment, social contact, ongoingness, cues, plausibility, peripheral participation, and organizational values.  I will record the conversation unless the subject objects.  In the event of an objection to recoding, I will take detailed notes on the responses.  
Preamble: Thank you for taking the time to meet with me today.  I am a student at Vanderbilt University, and am working with the executive leadership of the home in an effort to improve communications and learning throughout the organization.  Please be as honest as you can and know that I will keep your responses strictly confidential.   
Questions:
1.  Values & Learning 
	Describe your role at the home.   
What does your day-to-day work look like?
How long have you worked here? 
How did you come to work here?

Would you classify yourself as a newcomer or an old-timer?
How did you “learn” the organization when you started? 
How long did it take you to become proficient at your job?
Have you ever trained a new person here?  If yes, can you describe the process?
What are the values of the home?
What are the priorities of the home?
What is the ultimate goal of the home?  
How is your work connected to the goals of the home? 
How do you like working here?  Why?
2. Communication and Sensemaking
	Describe the communication processes that are used here.
	How would you rate the level of communication (1-10)?  Why?
	How could communication be improved?
	Do you feel that the leadership team understands your work and the challenges that you face?  (Yes/No) Why?
	If you identify a problem or an issue, do you feel empowered to act without asking for permission? (Yes/No) Why?
	What makes you feel empowered to act?
	Can you describe a time where you had to take initiative?
	What guided you (morals, values, etc.) during this act of taking initiative?
	Can you describe a time where you had to make a difficult decision?
	Can you describe your relationship with the leadership team?
	If you were in change, what would you change?  Why?
	Can you describe a time when something happened that was out of the ordinary?  A problem, or a surprise of some type.  
Why was this event unusual?  
How did you figure out what to do?
What did the leadership of the home do to support or not support you in solving this problem?
Reflecting back on that particular issue, what might you have done differently?
Preliminary Axial Codes:
Communication: Example of language related to communication processes and procedures within the organization.  This language also includes attempts of authorship of events, the creation of organizational history, expectation management, and the use of verbs.       
Participation: Examples of language, rules or procedures that afford or restrict the activities of select participants. Examples this can include power structures or language relating to power or status that affords or restricts certain personnel as well as language related to positioning as ways to give sense.  This participation also relates to whom gets invited to meeting, and how often the meetings occur.  
Identity: Any language that can be construed as attempting to shape the identity of the employees.  “We are” statements.  “You are” statements.
Retrospect: Any language that encourages employee reflection of on actions.  Any refection of past actions.  
Enactment: Any language that can be tied to encouraging employees to act in accordance with their organizational roles or actions that people may have taken.
Social Contact: Non-official contact, either before or after the meetings.  Side bars during the meetings.  Jokes between people.
Ongoing: Any language or system that repeats itself.  Underlying themes.   
Cues: Observed specific examples of stimuli in which to act.  
Plausibility: Examples of language relating to the explanation of complex phenomena or a problem.
Values: Specific language relating to values.  “Our values are” statements.
Goals: Specific language relating to goals.  “Our goals are” statements.
 


	
	

	 








Appendix D: Ethnographic Observation Protocol
1. Obtain consent from the subjects (if required)
2. Research Questions:
 a) To what extent do employees within the home express that their work is connected to the values (or the ultimate goal) of the organization?  
b) Do the types of employees (administrative staff, professional staff, or support staff) have differing levels of organizational commitment?  
c) How do employees at the home make sense (learn, participate, communicate) of their organizational environment?  
3.  I will observe leadership meetings and look for examples of communication, identity, retrospect, enactment, social contact, ongoingness, cues, plausibility, peripheral participation, and organizational values.
Peripheral Participation:
Who is talking?  Who is positioned “at the table” What happens when the leaders speak?  What happens when the followers speak? Who is invited to the meeting?  How does the “power” feel within the meeting?  
Communication:
Are the organizational values communicated?  What values are communicated?  How are the participants communicating? What happens once the “official meeting ends?  Are people taking notes?  What nonverbal communication can I observe?
Sensemaking: 
I will be observant for examples within the communicative processes that link to the creation of any of the following sensemaking principles: identity, retrospect, enactment, social contact, ongoingness, cues, plausibility.  
Preliminary Axial Codes:
Communication: Example of language related to communication processes and procedures within the organization.  This language also includes attempts of authorship of events, the creation of organizational history, expectation management, and the use of verbs.       
Participation: Examples of language, rules or procedures that afford or restrict the activities of select participants. Examples this can include power structures or language relating to power or status that affords or restricts certain personnel as well as language related to positioning as ways to give sense.  This participation also relates to whom gets invited to meeting, and how often the meetings occur.  
Identity: Any language that can be construed as attempting to shape the identity of the employees.  “We are” statements.  “You are” statements.
Retrospect: Any language that encourages employee reflection of on actions.  Any refection of past actions.  
Enactment: Any language that can be tied to encouraging employees to act in accordance with their organizational roles or actions that people may have taken.
Social Contact: Non-official contact, either before or after the meetings.  Side bars during the meetings.  Jokes between people.
Ongoing: Any language or system that repeats itself.  Underlying themes.   
Cues: Observed specific examples of stimuli in which to act.  
Plausibility: Examples of language relating to the explanation of complex phenomena or a problem.
Values: Specific language relating to values.  “Our values are” statements.
Goals: Specific language relating to goals.  “Our goals are” statements.
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1. INTRODUCTION
1.1 WELCOME!

Welcome! As a Southern Children’s Home employee, we hope you will find
your employment to be both rewarding and challenging.

This handbook contains information to assist you in understanding the work,
rules, standards of performance, and benefits in effect at the time of publication.
Itis not all-inclusive of the policies in place at the home. The home reserves the right
to revise, modify, delete, or add to any and all policies, procedures, or work rules stated
in this handbook or in any other document except for the policy of at-will employment.
However, any such changes must be in writing and must be signed by the CEO of the
home. Any written changes to this handbook will be distributed to all employees so t
hat you will be aware of the new policies or procedures. Your supervisor or manager
will be happy to answer any questions you may have as well as the Human
Resources Department.

Core Beliefs and Values

1. We value strength within children, families and our team members as
sources of giving motivation and initiative.

2. We believe in integrity above all elsc.

3. We believe in, and work to create opportunities for all children and staff.

4. We work to grow warm and caring relationships for children and families.

5. We encourage that team members and children take responsibility for their actions
6. Humor is important in life, and we encourage staf to use it appropriately.

7. We believe that each day offers us an opportunity to exceed expectations and

have a positive impact on the world.

8. We believe that opportunities to grow emerge out of al crises.
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Core Beliefs and Values

sources of giving motivation and initiative.

2. We believe in integrity above all else.

3. We believe in, and work to create opportunities for all children and staff.

4. We work to grow warm and caring relationships for children and families.

5. We encourage that team members and children take responsibility for their actions
6. Humor is important in life, and we encourage staff to use it appropriately.

7. We believe that each day offers us an opportunity to exceed expectations and
have a positive impact on the world.

8. We believe that opportunities to grow emerge out of all crises.
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