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ABSTRACT 

 
HOW DOES BEAUTY MATTER? AN EXPLORATION OF EMPLOYEE 

PERCEPTIONS OF OFFICE AESTHETICS 
 

FEBRUARY 2009 
 

ELIZABETH A. SILER, B.A., BOSTON UNIVERSITY 
 

M.B.A., SIMMONS COLLEGE 
 

Ph.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
 

Directed by: Professor D. Anthony Butterfield  
 
 

Buildings make it possible for people to work together in organizations. In 

organization studies research, the physical aspects of organizations have been neglected 

in favor of intangible aspects (Gagliardi, 1996; Strati, 1999). Much of the research in 

management and organizational studies about physical workplaces concentrates on the 

instrumental aspects of offices, such as the relationship between open-plan offices and 

employee attitudes and behaviors (e.g. Hatch, 1987; Oldham, 1988), but it does not 

address the aesthetic aspects of offices.  

The physical workplace is part of the field of organizational aesthetics, which 

encompasses a range of topics and theoretical approaches, from aesthetics as a way of 

knowing organizations to the arts and related industries. This study explored the 

importance of aesthetics—beauty or its lack—in the day-to-day lives of people in 

organizations by exploring individuals’ meanings of and experiences of their offices. At 

the same time, it examined the relationship between aesthetics and instrumentality of 

the physical workplace. How do office aesthetics matter in the way that work gets done 

in an organization?  



 vii  

This study used Q-methodology (Brown, 1980; Stephenson, 1953) to explore 

individuals’ experiences of their physical workplaces. Aesthetics and instrumentality 

were connected through site selection. Sites were chosen based on their combination of 

good/bad aesthetics and good/limited functionality. Twenty-one participants in four 

locations were interviewed about their offices—what they liked and disliked, and why. 

From the interviews, a Q-sample of statements was developed, and 19 participants 

sorted them into a normal distribution from “most like my opinions of my office” to 

“most unlike my opinions of my office.”  

The sorts were factor analyzed and interpreted using statement content, 

demographic characteristics of participants, and information about the organizations and 

participants that was learned through the interviews. The resulting four factors gave 

four different perspectives on office aesthetics. One group of participants loved their 

work and saw their offices as an avenue of self-expression, an extension of themselves. 

Another group experienced considerable emotional distress because their offices did not 

reflect the quality of their organizations’ work. For a third group, functionality was 

primary. For the last group, the office stood in for the organization as a whole— their 

feelings about their workspaces mirrored their feelings about their organization.  
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 
It is difficult to imagine an organization without a physical presence. Most 

organizations are housed in buildings, places where people come together and conduct 

the business of the organization. Yet, the majority of theories in management and 

organization studies are concerned with the invisible: attitudes and behaviors, social 

interaction, or elements of the job. This is consistent with the way that most 

management researchers view the organization: as a social aggregation of the people 

who make up the organization and carry out its functions through their day-to-day tasks 

and interactions (Gagliardi, 1996). This perspective suggests that what is real and 

important about organizations is mental (cognitive or emotional) processes and their 

effects. The physical or aesthetic side of organizations has been neglected in 

organization studies in favor of the intangible organization (Baldry, 1997; Clegg & 

Kornberger, 2006; Gagliardi, 1996; Hatch, 1997; Rafaeli & Pratt, 2006; Strati, 1999). 

This study will address this lack by exploring employees’ perceptions of their physical 

workplaces, with special attention to beauty or its absence.  

Organizational aesthetics is most broadly defined as the tangible aspects of 

organizations, the physical objects and buildings that people experience through their 

senses (Gagliardi, 1996). The appearance of the workplace, its beauty or ugliness, is one 

aspect of organizational aesthetics, but by no means the only one. Organizational 

aesthetics is a timely topic that is of interest to businesses, as demonstrated by the 

following examples. Buildings represent a significant cost to organizations. In 2003, 

$39 billion was spent on new construction of offices in the United States. Office 
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furniture and fixtures was an $8.9 billion industry in 2004. Some businesses have 

commissioned fine art furniture for their headquarters: MONY, Home Box Office, and 

Pandick Press (Conway 1990). In contrast, Southwest Airlines decorates its walls with 

photographs and memorabilia from Southwest employees and events, in order to 

reinforce its values both by the presence of the objects and the absence of expensive art 

(Warren 2005). Some businesses are installing artwork that doubles as security 

barriers—large granite sculptures that block vehicle access to buildings (Maremont 

2004).  

In a monthly feature called “Space Shot: Wish You Worked Here,” Fast 

Company magazine describes unusual, creatively designed, expensive workplaces and 

explains the rationales behind the designs. Companies featured include Bloomberg’s 

headquarters in New York City (Tischler, 2006b), Hyatt’s headquarters in Chicago 

(Tischler 2006a), and Jigsaw Editorial in Los Angeles (Danigelis, 2006). The Wall 

Street Journal had a weekly feature called “Workspaces” that profiled executives and 

their offices, and the stories reflected different aspects of offices. One CEO traded 

artwork for local photographs of poverty, “to remind everyone [here] that this is the 

world our customers live in” (Holt, 2004). An advertising executive sees his office as a 

source of inspiration (Holt, 2005a); a writer uses his tiny space to shut out distractions 

(Holt, 2005b).  

There also are more personal examples of my interest in the presence or absence 

of beauty in workplaces. A few years ago, my dentist’s office moved from a small, 

mostly beige, space in the basement of a residential condominium building to a larger 

space in a prestigious office tower a few blocks away. In the new location, the lobby 
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had a wall of windows and was decorated with Warhol prints and antique dental 

equipment. The exam rooms were sparkling and pristine, and bare of anything other 

than the state-of-the-art equipment. When I talked to my dental hygienist about the 

move, assuming she was happy with the new space, to my surprise she did not like it. In 

the old space, she had hung beautiful, high-quality, interesting photographs she had 

taken of Southwest landscapes—ones I enjoyed seeing on every visit. Those were to be 

replaced by something impersonal and consistent among all the exam rooms, and she 

would have nothing else to look at all day, except when she left the room. Despite the 

glass walls in the lobby and hallway, there was no way to see outside from inside the 

exam rooms, which was different from the old basement offices, which had windows, 

even though they were small and near the ceiling. On top of that, the new partners were 

considering having the dental hygienists wear surgical scrubs under their lab coats, 

while the dentists and front office staff would wear street clothes—as everyone, 

regardless of position, had in the old location. All these aesthetic changes were being 

made in the name of professionalism, but they had a negative effect on the technician.  

When I mention my dissertation topic as “workplace aesthetics” or “office 

décor,” people have immediate, visceral responses to places they have worked, both 

positive and negative. Some are intuitively obvious: a man who sometimes stayed late 

at work to enjoy his Pacific Ocean view and whose thought when he moved into the 

space was, “this is a manger’s office;” a woman whose office is so crowded she 

sometimes wonders how the employees can stand each other, much less get their work 

done, with no privacy and nowhere quiet to work. Others are perhaps less intuitive: a 

former investment banker whose company’s office was full of recognizable artwork and 
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expensive furniture changed his reaction over time. Initially he was impressed, but later 

he thought that the company should be directing more of its money to employee salaries 

and less to interior decorating.  

The variety of stories and the strength of reactions makes me think that there is 

something interesting to be understood here. While I do not claim that the tangible 

organization is more important than the intangible organization, or even equally as 

important when understanding individual attitudes and behaviors, I do think that it is a 

significant part of the overall picture.  

A note on terminology: for this document, I will use the word “office “ when 

discussing the built work environment. Although there are many kinds of workplaces—

including farms, stores, factories, warehouses, transportation buildings—the people who 

will be the subjects of this research all work for organizations that are housed in offices, 

and the word is less cumbersome than most other applicable phrases. This does not 

necessarily mean that I think the work applies only to offices.  
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CHAPTER 2 

RESEARCH QUESTION AND LITERATURE REVIEW 

Organizational aesthetics encompasses a wide range of topics and theoretical 

approaches, from office layouts and organizational artifacts to aesthetics as a way to 

know organizations. It is informed by other academic disciplines, including philosophy, 

sociology, landscape architecture, architecture, and environmental psychology. 

Examples are listed here to illustrate the interdisciplinary nature of the work being done. 

White (1996), suggests ways that philosophy’s understanding of aesthetics can be used 

to inform organization theory. In sociology, Homans (1950) explored the interactions 

between workers and their environment in an analysis of the Hawthorne studies. Others 

have called for inclusion of space into sociological research (e.g. Baldry, 1997, 1999). 

The field overlaps with environmental psychology, which “examines relationships 

between people and their physical environments” (Sundstrom, 1996, p. 486). In a 1996 

review, Sundstrom et al. categorized the research in environmental psychology as 

follows: built environments (residences, workplaces, prisons), environmental influences 

in the community (noise, commuting, disasters), and the natural environment.  

 My interest is at the individual level, in understanding the relationship between 

employee attitudes and behaviors and the physical spaces that employees occupy. 

Translating that interest into a testable model is difficult for two reasons. First, with a 

few exceptions, the physical work environment is beyond the scope of most 

organizational behavior theories, so they cannot be extended to hypothesize about 

organizational aesthetics. Second, offices are extremely complex artifacts (described in 

more detail below). There are so many potentially significant variables that some 
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theoretical basis is needed to begin to choose among them. So, for this study, I want to 

begin to build a base from which to theorize, by exploring which physical aspects of 

organizations are important to the people who make up the organization. The research 

question that informs this study is: 

What is important to employees about their offices?  

 

Organizational Aesthetics  

According to the Oxford English Dictionary, “aesthetic” refers both to sensory 

experience and to the criticism or appreciation of art or beauty. In management and 

organization studies research, “organizational aesthetics” includes both of these topics. 

The study of art and beauty in organizations can be considered a subset of sensory 

experience, because we experience art and beauty through our senses, whether 

“beautiful” refers to a building, a product, or a piece of furniture. Gagliardi (1996) 

describes both meanings as follows: “The term ‘aesthetic’ (from the Greek aisthanomai, 

‘perceive, feel with the senses’) is used here in the general sense, to refer to all types of 

sensory experience and not simply the experience of what is socially described as 

‘beautiful’ or defined as ‘art’ ” (p. 566).  

Most broadly, organizational aesthetics is defined as knowledge about 

organizations that comes from sensory experiences: what we take in through our senses, 

how we experience the physical, material organizations we are part of (e.g. Carr & 

Hancock, 2002; Gagliardi, 1996; Strati, 2007; Taylor & Hansen, 2005). Any research 

that addresses physical, material parts of organizations comes under the umbrella of 

“organizational aesthetics,” regardless of whether beauty is addressed. The literature 
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can be divided into two main categories: aesthetics as epistemology, which includes 

aesthetic experience and aesthetics as a way of knowing organizations, and aesthetic 

topics of study, such as organizational artifacts (e.g. Rafaeli & Pratt, 2006) or the built 

environment (e.g. Clegg & Kornberger, 2006). This study is part of the second category, 

having aesthetic content. Aesthetics as epistemology is briefly described here, and 

aesthetic topics of study are reviewed in the final part of this section.  

Taylor and Hansen (2005) categorize the field of organizational aesthetics 

conceptually, and in doing so illustrate the broad scope of the field. Their categories of 

aesthetics are (1) aesthetics as epistemology—a way of knowing; (2) aesthetics as 

criteria for judgments—using philosophical or artistic ideas in the service of 

instrumental analysis and goals; (3) aesthetics as connection—feelings of belonging to a 

group, to something larger than oneself, in contrast to competition; and (4) aesthetic 

categories—while “aesthetics” may often be equated with beauty, other categories such 

as the grotesque or the comic are also aesthetic categories, and as such can help in 

understanding organizations (also Strati, 1996). They develop a 2x2 framework for their 

literature review, crossing instrumental and aesthetic content with intellectual and 

artistic research methods. This paper fits into the category of using intellectual methods 

to study aesthetic content.  

Aesthetic knowledge has been described as “a form of knowledge: sensory 

knowledge (different from intellectual knowledge), often unconscious or tacit and 

ineffable, i.e. not translatable into speech” (Gagliardi, 1996, p. 566). Everything cannot 

be put into or known through words; some things must simply be experienced, through 

our bodies. The aesthetic is one way to know organizations, along with seeing or 
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knowing them as, say, legal entities or social organizations (Ottensmeyer, 1996). Strati 

describes aesthetics as a way of knowing organizations (1992, 1996, 1999). For 

example, an object produced by an organization is the end result of negotiations among 

groups within the organization.  

The Tangible Organization Neglected 

In organizational aesthetics, there is general agreement that the physical aspects 

of organizations have been neglected in favor of the intangible, although some 

researchers argue that these topics are worthy of attention. Taylor and Hansen (2005) 

remind us that while we ask the question, “why would we care if something is beautiful 

or ugly?….It doesn’t occur to ask the same question about the instrumental sphere” (p. 

1212). Aesthetics and the physical workplace are important for several reasons. First, at 

the most basic level, buildings allow organizations to exist. They make it possible for 

people to work together (Baldry 1999), and they are the medium through which work 

happens (Gieryn 2000). Second, we take in most of our information about the world 

through our senses. As a member of an organization, we know the organization through 

our sensory experiences of it (e.g. Gagliardi, 1996; Martin, 2002; Taylor & Hansen, 

2005). Third, the physical affects the relational (Hatch, 1997). For example, 

organizational artifacts, defined as “inanimate objects introduced by organizational 

members into their organizations” (Vilnai-Yavetz & Rafaeli, 2006, p. 10) can evoke 

strong emotions about the artifacts themselves and about the organization (Rafaeli & 

Vilnai-Yavetz, 2004). Fourth, buildings are the result of an organization’s decisions 

(e.g. Baldry, 1997; Baldry, 1999; Gagliardi, 1996; Strati, 1992).  
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An understanding of the reasons for this neglect must include a discussion of the 

nature of knowledge and of the history of research on workplaces. Gagliardi (1996) 

outlines how in modernist thought the practical became separated from and considered 

more important than the beautiful, and how that pattern of thinking continues into the 

study of management and organizations. He suggests that this “intellectualized version 

of the firm” neglects the fact “that our experience of the real is first and foremost 

sensory experience of a physical reality” (p. 565). He then argues in favor of including 

the study of organizational artifacts for two reasons: (1) that artifacts are not merely 

“superficial manifestations of deeper cultural phenomena (Schein 1984), but are 

themselves…primary cultural phenomena” (p. 568), and (2) artifacts can help us 

understand what goes on in organizations in ways that might be different from the ways 

that those activities are rationalized.  

Hatch (1997) traces the start and very nearly the end of the study of physical 

workplaces in organization studies to the Hawthorne experiments. She argues that 

because the studies found that the workers responded to their perceptions of 

management interest rather than the changes in lighting, the physical aspects of 

organizations have since been marginalized. However, she cites a sociologist, George 

Homans, who noticed that “the social effects registered by the Hawthorne workers were 

triggered by a change in physical structure” (Hatch 1997: 242).  

Within the field of organizational aesthetics, I am interested in the relationship 

between employees and the physical spaces that they occupy (reviews by Aspinall, 

2001; Sundstrom et al. 1996). When this aspect of organizations has been studied, it is 

often treated superficially or narrowly (Rafaeli & Pratt, 2006).  
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Aesthetic Content 

In asking what is important to employees about their offices, I asked about 

organizational artifacts: the buildings, the furniture, the art on the walls, the objects they 

have brought from home to use and decorate. In one study of office design (Vilnai-

Yavetz, Rafaeli, & Yaacov, 2005), the authors use a model that suggests three 

dimensions of the physical environment: aesthetic, instrumental, and symbolic (Rafaeli 

& Vilnai-Yavetz, 2004). In this model, “aesthetic” is used to mean beauty (or its lack). 

This model was used as a basis for developing interview questions in this study. 

Beginning with this section and continuing through the rest of the paper, “aesthetic” is 

used in its more narrow sense to refer to the beauty (or lack thereof) of the participants’ 

offices. Following is a review of literature that involves aesthetic content.  

Writing about space and organizations, Chanlat (2006) listed ways that space 

functions in organizations. Space may be divided and bounded; it may help control 

behavior; it can denote hierarchy and status; it is designed to house particular activities; 

it may be personalized; it is in part an outcome of an organization’s culture; and it is a 

social space, housing the people who make up the organization. These categories will 

serve as a framework for understanding how people make judgments about their offices. 

While my main interest is on the aesthetic aspects of offices, people of course 

experience their offices in many different ways simultaneously. Further, these topics 

can be used to ask about the aesthetic aspects of offices, e.g. how does appearance 

contribute to the boundary-setting function of space?  

Organizational space as divided: the building acts as a boundary between inside 

and outside the organization, and among groups or locations within the organization. 
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Research in this area includes how activities in public and private space are affected by 

the layout and appearance. In a study of a city planning commission, Domahidy and 

Gilsinan (1992) describe several types of space in terms of formality, accessibility, and 

types of activities that take place in each space. They found that physical cues and 

design features in each type of space are related to the way space is perceived and to the 

way that members of different groups (e.g. the public, commission members) behave in 

each kind of space. A study by Fleming and Spicer (2004) described ways that an 

organization deliberately attempted to blur the boundaries between “home” and “work” 

in order to increase their employees’ commitment to the organization.  

Intentional blurring of boundaries is also a form of control, and a significant 

segment of organizational aesthetic literature has been devoted to this topic. The 

approaches range from the mundane—using music and artwork to influence stair use 

(Boutelle, 2001)—to the critical, exploring ways that the body becomes aestheticized in 

the performance of “aesthetic labor” (Hancock & Tyler, 2000; Harding, 2002).  

Hierarchy: features of an office are, among other things, often related to status—

managers have offices; secretaries have desks. Rafaeli and Vilnai-Yavetz (2004) 

include status as one of three aspects of any organizational artifact, along with 

aesthetics and instrumentality. They link status and hierarchy to symbolism. 

Symbolism of a building is in part an outcome of an organization’s culture. For 

example, in two review articles, Gagliardi (1990, 1996) discusses research about 

organizational culture, meanings of artifacts, and organizational control. One way that 

organizational artifacts are symbolic is that they communicate or signal the 

organization’s values. Other research has used the study of organizational artifacts as a 
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way of understanding subjective aspects of the organization. Organizational artifacts 

have been used as a way to understand organizational culture (Gagliardi, 1996)—as a 

way of getting at parts of the organization that people have difficulty articulating. 

Research taking this approach looks at the meaning that physical objects hold for 

individuals in their organizational contexts.  

Personalization: an organization’s building “is also the locus of an affective 

investment” (Chanlat 2006: 19); to whatever degree, people make the space their own, 

even though it is actually owned by the organization. Individuals personalize their space 

to define their territory (Brown, Lawrence, & Robinson, 2005), to differentiate 

themselves from others.  

Social Space: the building houses the people that make up the organization’s 

social system. The way people are located within the space contributes to the social 

system, through contact and lack of contact. This aligns with Taylor and Hansen’s 

(2005) category of aesthetics as a way of forming connections. Although theirs referred 

to a feeling of belonging, space itself can help or hinder the interactions which 

contribute to forming relationships and developing a sense of belonging.  

Instrumentality: an organization’s space is designed with the organization’s 

productive activities in mind. A school, auto plant, hospital, and church will be 

designed to meet different needs. This topic includes aspects of a workplace that are 

primarily instrumental, as well as the instrumental effects of different aspects of the 

workplace. Some research in this area has addressed the effects of objective attributes of 

the physical workplace on employee attitudes and behaviors, notably in open-plan 

offices (cubicles) (Hatch, 1987; Oldham, 1988; Oldham & Brass, 1979; Oldham & 
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Fried, 1987; Oldham & Rotchford, 1983; Sundstrom, Burt, & Kamp, 1980; Zalesny & 

Farace, 1987). Other objective aspects of the workplace include temperature, light, and 

ventilation (Leaman, 1997; Lee & Brand, 2005); public vs. private space (Domahidy & 

Gilsinan, 1992); and even the effect of art and music on behavior (Boutelle et al., 2004). 

For the most part, their research examined the relationship between instrumental aspects 

of the physical workplace and instrumental outcomes—in other words, how does the 

office (directly or indirectly) affect productivity, satisfaction, and behavior? Having 

discussed the literature, the next section will describe the methods of this research 

project.  
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

Q-Methodology is a research approach that combines qualitative and 

quantitative methods as a way of operationalizing subjectivity, defined as “a person’s 

communication of his or her point of view” (McKeown & Thomas, 1988: 12). It was 

developed by William Stephenson (1953) and made more visible and expanded through 

the work of Stephen Brown (1980).  

Q-methodology has been used to understand different ways of seeing or 

conceptualizing topics such as risk (McKeown et al. 1999), jealousy (Stenner & Rogers, 

1998), and rebelliousness (Stenner & Marshall, 1995). It has been used to understand 

topics within organizations such as bankers’ conceptualizations of customers (de Graaf, 

2001); women managers’ careers (Jacobson & Aaltio-Marjosola, 2001); attitudes 

toward the role of nurses in promoting healthy behavior among patients (Cross, 2005); 

and the role of administrators in public administration (Selden, Brewer, & Brudney, 

1999).  

It has also been used to study aesthetics in different settings, in a variety of 

fields. For example, in tourism and environmental management, it has been used to 

identify ways of perceiving a tourist destination in New Zealand (Fairweather & 

Swaffield, 2002) and the waterfront of the Nile in Cairo (Gabr, 2004). It has been used 

to understand the relationship between creativity and the built environment (McCoy & 

Evans, 2002), and whether customer loyalty programs foster a sense of community 

(Rosenbaum, Ostrom, & Kuntze, 2005).  
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Briefly, Q-methodology is a two-part process that combines qualitative and 

quantitative methods. The process begins with developing a set of statements about the 

topic of study, often by interviewing participants about their opinions or experiences. 

The interviews are then used to compile a set of statements, which is called the Q-

sample or Q-deck. The subjects then sort the statements into several groups along a 

continuum from, for example, “most like me” to “most unlike me.” The result is a 

normal distribution of statements. These distributions or “sorts” are then analyzed using 

factor analysis to look for similar groups of individuals. In the last part of the process, 

the statements comprising each factor are examined in combination with characteristics 

of the subjects in each factor in order to interpret the statistical scores in a meaningful 

way.  

There are several reasons that Q-methodology is appropriate for this research 

question. First, evaluations of beauty are subjective: two people can have opposite 

reactions to the same office décor. The purpose of this study is not to come up with 

objective standards for office décor, but to understand individuals’ experiences of their 

offices.  

Second, in Q-methodology, as opposed to R-methodology (where subjects 

respond to a survey instrument), concepts are “not assumed to have a prioi meaning 

apart from…the respondent’s self-reference” (McKeown & Thomas, 1988, p. 22). This 

is important because it reduces the need to define terms in order for the research to be 

interpreted.  

Third, this is an exploratory project, studying a small number of people in depth. 

It does not attempt to find every possible combination of variables, nor does it claim to 
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represent similar proportions in the population. Q-methodology is appropriate for these 

circumstances. Using a convenience sample is a valid approach, and statistical results 

may be usefully and meaningfully interpreted even when some factors have few 

members or low statistical significance (Brown, 1980; McKeown & Thomas, 1988).  

A survey would not be the best method for this question because there is a very 

limited theoretical basis from which to develop hypotheses to test. As mentioned earlier, 

most management and organization studies theories do not address the physical aspects 

of organizations. Attempting to extend existing theory to incorporate physical aspects of 

organizations by developing specific, testable questions would mean making arbitrary 

choices from a large number of closely related variables. In addition, “beauty” is not an 

objective concept and so would be difficult to define a priori and operationalize in a 

way that makes sense for a survey. For example, it is not my objective to test the 

hypothesis that employees in beautiful offices will have higher job satisfaction than 

employees in ugly offices. If beauty were operationalized by condition—employees in a 

researcher-designated “beautiful” vs. researcher-designated “ugly” offices—there is the 

possibility that employees would not agree with the researcher’s categorizations. It is 

easy to imagine that employees in the same office could have opposite opinions about 

the beauty of that office. Further, the office itself is a complicated artifact. One part of 

the complexity comes from the space itself: employees might have different opinions of 

their personal space within their department, the department’s space within the building, 

and the inside and outside of the building, for example. The complexity grows quickly, 

and with no theoretical basis for choosing one over another, a model is either too large 

to be practical or too arbitrary to be useful. 
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A strictly qualitative study is another possible approach to this question. In 

functionalist qualitative research, interview data is analyzed by looking for patterns or 

themes among the participants’ answers. As a consequence of this approach, ideas 

brought up by only one person are omitted from the final analysis. There are several 

reasons why this approach is not well-suited for this project. First, “outlier” statements 

are as valid in Q-methodology as are statements echoed by a majority of the 

participants. The purpose is to find different perspectives, even if one perspective is 

held by only one participant. Second, the interview questions are deliberately broad in 

order to elicit evocative statements on as many aspects of office aesthetics as possible, 

which may result in too many aspects for a thematic analysis. Third, I want the 

participants to decide what is important to them; Q-methodology allows them to do that 

in a structured way that is consistent among all participants.  

Q-Sample (Statements) 

The first part of the process in Q-methodology is developing a set of statements, 

called the concourse, from which the Q-sample will be drawn. The Q-sample is the set 

of statements that will be manipulated by the research subjects. Statements are 

subjective, such as “When I walk into the building, I smile because it makes me feel 

good” or “The office is so crowded that I have difficulty getting my work done.” The 

statements must be phrased in such a way that allows different degrees of agreement 

(“It is important that the office present a good image to customers,”) rather than 

statements of fact (“A lot of customers come into the office.”)  

There are three approaches to developing concourse statements: source(s) may 

be naturalistic, “ready-made,” or a hybrid of the two. Naturalistic means that statements 
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are drawn from the subjects’ own words, through interviews or other researcher-subject 

interactions. “Ready-made” statements come from secondary sources, such as company 

documents, media, scholarly literature, or survey instruments. Hybrid concourses draw 

statements from both types of sources. The most appropriate source for a particular 

project depends on the nature of the research question.  

For this study, I used a naturalistic approach. I interviewed 21 participants from 

four locations using a standard set of questions (listed in Appendix A), and the 

statements were drawn entirely from those interviews. The interviews provided a wealth 

of choices, so there was no need to use statements from other sources. Some of the 

questions were intended to allow the participant to talk about any aspect of their offices, 

including ones that have not occurred to me, in order to capture the things the 

respondents feel most strongly about or find most important. Other questions follow the 

structure described by Vilnai-Yavetz, Rafaeli, and Yaacov (2005) of instrumental, 

aesthetic, and symbolic aspects of the office. For example, “What do you think the 

office is saying?” asks about symbolic aspects of the space.  

Next, the design of the Q-sample is either unstructured or structured. This refers 

to the categories of statements chosen for the Q-set, and the choice of design depends 

on the theoretical approach to the study. In an unstructured sample, statements are 

chosen from the concourse “without undue effort made to ensure coverage of all 

possible sub-issues,” (McKeown & Thomas, 1988, p. 28), which risks introducing a 

systematic bias into the Q-sample. A structured sample is the more common design, and 

it may be developed using an inductive or deductive approach. A deductive approach is 

appropriate when testing hypotheses or using a priori theoretical categories to design the 



 19  

research. In an inductive approach, the categories are based on an analysis of the 

concourse statements. In either case, a set of conditions is specified, and an equal 

number of statements is selected for each condition.  

For this study, I used an inductive approach to the Q-sample design. I am 

attempting to develop rather than test theory or hypotheses, so a deductive approach is 

not appropriate. Although I used three theoretical categories to structure the interviews, 

additional categories emerged during analysis of the interviews. These categories did 

not elicit equal amounts of responses, so the final number of statements in each 

category was proportionate to the overall concourse.  

The twenty-one interviews were transcribed, and the initial list included about 

450 possible statements. That list was narrowed to about 250 statements by excluding 

statements of fact rather than opinion, statements that were too ambiguous when taken 

out of context, statements that were too specific to a single person, and statements that 

were less about the office than about intangible aspects of the person’s experience, like 

loving their job.  

The remaining statements were categorized in several ways to help in narrowing 

the list to a usable number of statements. Of these 250 statements, about equal numbers 

expressed positive and negative opinions about the space, with about 10% neutral 

statements, such as, “I can’t think if it’s cluttered. I don’t want too much stuff.” About a 

third described each level of analysis: the building, the department’s space within the 

building, and the space controlled by each person (office, cubicle, or desk). The next 

step was to classify each statement as instrumental, aesthetic, or symbolic, and to define 

categories for statements that did not fit into those categories. The remaining statements 
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Figure 16: Parking Lot of Outreach 
 

 

Figure 17: Main Hallway of Outreach 
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Summary 

There are four distinct factors in this study. People in Factor 2 are very happy 

with their workspaces and see them as an expression of individual identity. It is 

important for their offices to reflect who they are, and they have put thought and effort 

into personalizing their offices. People in Factors 1 and 4 are very dissatisfied with their 

workspaces. Their offices get in the way of the organization’s work. Those in Factor 4 

have strong emotional responses to their offices. They feel like the building and by 

extension the department has been neglected by the university. They experience a 

disconnect between the way the office looks and the way the organization functions. 

People in Factor 1 have a less emotional response to the building, giving more attention 

to the instrumental aspects. Finally, in Factor 3, opinions about the building are also 

opinions about the organization. These participants’ feelings about the organization are 

expressed through their feelings about the office.  
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS 

When I began this study, I expected the work to be the basis for developing 

models about the relationship between the physical work environment and employee 

attitudes and behaviors by finding different groups of variables or features that were 

important to different groups of people. I thought that those variables might be related 

to the instrumental, aesthetic, or symbolic aspects of the office. Maybe it would be 

particular features, like windows—and people really liked having windows, and talked 

a lot about them, for several different reasons—or sounds, or common areas. But that is 

not what I found. 

One reason for not finding as many concrete, specific things as I expected was 

partly because there were so many things that were specific to each building that it was 

hard to include statements about particular physical attributes of an office, as too many 

of then would simply not have been relevant to the other three locations. However, there 

were some statements about specific, concrete features of the buildings, and most of 

those statements were not ranked as very important by the participants. Another reason 

for this omission might have been that it was difficult for people to point out specifics, 

even when pressed to do so. Often when I followed up a general statement with a 

request for a specific example of something ugly or unhealthy, it was hard for people to 

answer, especially in the not-beautiful, not-functional buildings. It also might have been 

in part a consequence of including only statements of opinion. I can imagine a project 

where participants ranked the importance of items or attributes of the office—windows, 
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temperature, family photos, color—but the goal for this project was to elicit statements 

of opinion and personal experience from the participants.  

In a similar way, I expected the factors to be more related to personality or 

personal preferences than they were. I expected more of the “personal characteristic” 

statements to be important. Maybe they were not important in the ideal sorts because 

there were few similarities among the preferences or personalities of participants on a 

factor; maybe they did not show up because those characteristics can be adapted to 

different situations. So, I did not come out of this project with a list of good and bad 

things about offices.  

Instead, I learned that what is important about offices is what they mean to the 

people who work in them. In all four of the factors, the office represented, expressed, or 

stood in for something intangible. In a sentence for each factor, this is what people think 

is important about their offices: 

What’s important about the building is that it represents who I am. 
 
What’s important about the building is that it should work well and should 
represent the department, but it doesn’t, and that depresses me.  
 
What’s important about the building is that it should work well, but it doesn’t, 
and I cope with that. 
 
What’s important about the building is that it isn’t important to me. The old 
building was important to me, but I don’t care about this one.  
 
 

Earlier, I suggested a categorization by Chanlat (2006) as a way to organize 

results. The list was of ways that space functions in organizations: as a means of 

control; as a way of expressing hierarchy; as social space; as a boundary; as a signal of 

the organization’s values and culture; as personalized; and as instrumental. Of these 
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categories, the first four received only minimal attention in this study, and the 

remaining three were more relevant.  

Control, Hierarchy, and Social Space 

These three topics came up during the research, but they were not important 

features of the Q-deck, nor were they prominent in the factors. The ways that office 

space can be used to control employees’ behavior was only briefly touched on by one of 

the participants, resulting in one statement: (20) “It’s easier with the small world/small 

town we’re in to control what features we do have.” This statement was ranked as 1 or -

1 in all four factors, so it was not important to the participants. One reason for this, of 

course, is that the topic was not included in the interview questions. However, it may 

also have been less relevant to this study because many of the participants have a high 

level of autonomy in their jobs, as well as a great deal of privacy—a door that can be 

closed.  

Only one participant explicitly mentioned hierarchy during the interview, and 

only one statement in the deck was about this topic: (51) “What I really like about it is 

that we all have windows. Other than the receptionist, even people in administrative 

jobs have windows.” Again, this topic was not explicitly addressed in the interviews, 

but there are organizational reasons for the limited attention to this topic as well. The 

organizations in this study were small and relatively flat, and there was not a lot of 

difference in the spaces between people at different levels of the organizational 

hierarchy.  

The idea of organizational space as social space also had only a small place in 

this study. It came up most often during the interviews within one organization, and that 
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was because of the lack of common space in that organization’s building. The central 

hallway was really the only place for people to meet outside of the (usually shared) 

offices. However, that lack did not come out in the factors.  

Boundaries and Personalization 

The way that these organizations’ buildings function as boundaries was only 

addressed implicitly. Participants seemed to take for granted that their organization’s 

space had a clear boundary, and most took for granted the boundaries of their own 

space. The exceptions to this were the participants whose space was either shared or in a 

semi-public location. Those in the second category acknowledged that their space was 

not entirely “theirs,” and that it represented the face of the organization to outsiders. 

The majority of the participants have private offices with doors, which makes defining a 

physical boundary easy.  

It is more difficult to define the office as a definite boundary between work and 

personal life, however, especially for the participants in Factor 2. For them, it appears 

that the office is a site of integration between work and personal life, and personalizing 

the office is a mechanism by which that integration takes place. The word “homey” was 

used in Factor 2 to describe a desirable characteristic of those participants’ offices. 

Many of them personalized the offices by bringing in tangible reminders of their lives 

outside the offices. Although the participants did not discuss attempts to separate or 

integrate their work and home lives, for many of them, work is an important part of who 

they are. According to Chanlat (2006), an organization’s building “is also the locus of 

an affective investment” (p. 19). Factor 2 supports this, as the participants who loaded 

onto this factor have invested significant time and effort to make their offices an 
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extension of their personalities. These participants have very strong, positive feelings 

about their work, and those feelings are demonstrated through the personalization of 

their offices.  

Symbolism 

Much of the research about the symbolic aspects of organizational artifacts has 

used it as a way for the researcher to understand an organization’s culture (e.g. 

Gagliardi 1990, 1996). In the aesthetics-instrumentality-symbolism model for studying 

artifacts developed by Rafaeli and Vilnai-Yavetz (2004), the symbolic aspect was what 

an artifact said about status and identity, not the overall organizational culture. Their 

model treats these three aspects as if they are separate from one another, although 

acknowledging that an artifact might have primary and secondary aspects at the same 

time.  

This study differs from the three-aspect model in two ways. First, in this study 

the symbolic aspect of the building was operationalized as what participants thought the 

space said, either to themselves, to visitors from outside the organization, or both. As 

mentioned above, status turned out to be a minor consideration in this project. The 

symbolic aspects of the building meant the ways that employees interpreted the 

decisions that had been made about their physical workspaces. It meant that the building 

stood in for the organization in the thoughts and feelings of the participants.  

Second, although the model was extremely helpful in organizing the study, the 

results do not fall so neatly into these categories. The primacy of whether a statement 

referred to an aesthetic, instrumental, or symbolic aspect of the building depended on 

the context. Although I did assign categories to each statement a priori, many of the 
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statements could be interpreted as having two or more aspects, and which one was 

primary depended on the context of the other statements in the factor. For example, I 

categorized this statement as aesthetic, “12-I love having the windows, because I love 

the natural light, and I don’t particularly use the iridescent light, because I hate that 

feeling of, that that coldness, where the sunlight kind of warms it up.” However, it can 

also be interpreted as instrumental, because the existing lighting does not meet the 

person’s needs. And the “feeling of coldness” could, in some contexts, be interpreted as 

referring to symbolic aspects of windows and lighting, such as in the midst of other 

statements about an uncaring organization. This says to me that for future research, it 

may not make sense to further separate these aspects, in order to use them as a basis for 

developing theory. A part of a building that is primarily aesthetic to one person at one 

time may be strongly instrumental to another, and trying to sort it all out leads to too 

much complexity.  

Instrumentality, Aesthetics, and Emotions 

Prior research on instrumentality looked at the instrumental effects of 

instrumental aspects of the building, such as comparing open-plan layouts to private 

offices (e.g. Hatch, 1987; Oldham & Rotchford, 1983), or temperature, light, and 

ventilation (Leaman, 1997; Lee & Brand, 2005). This study takes a different approach, 

and looks at the relationship between an organization’s aesthetics and instrumentality. 

One important question I wanted to understand was whether or how beauty (or 

the lack of it) matters differently to people who work in beautiful and ugly buildings. 

One way they differ reinforces Herzberg’s (1959) classification of working conditions 

as a hygiene factor, that is, one whose absence creates dissatisfaction, but whose 
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presence does not create satisfaction. This is illustrated perfectly by the placement of 

one statement: 

44-Working in this building, it just creates a feeling of openness, it enhances 
one’s creativity, because you look around and you see creativity, you’re more in 
touch with the outside world, the spaces are much more thoughtful, so I think 
that that inspires me. 
 
This statement says that the aesthetics of the building affect productivity: the 

speaker is more creative and inspired because of the beautiful building. This statement 

was not one of the most influential ones for Factor 2, Office as Self-Expression; all but 

one of these people are in good buildings, and they all seemed happy with and good at 

their jobs. All of the other factors characterized this statement as “most unlike” them 

and their experiences of the building. All of the other factors do not like their buildings, 

whether for aesthetic or instrumental reasons, or both. This follows the pattern for 

Herzberg’s hygiene-motivator model: when the building gets in the way of work, that 

aspect of it is important. When the building does not get in the way of work, as in 

Factor 2, it is not important.  

There was another interesting way that beauty and instrumentality might be 

related. This comes from the experiences of people working in the not-beautiful, not-

functional buildings. First, the cramped and sub-standard working conditions clearly do 

not prevent outstanding achievement. As mentioned elsewhere, one organization is 

highly regarded, and the other wins awards for the quality of its work. So, it is possible 

to argue that the way the building looks does not matter.  

And yet, it does matter, and it does cause problems in how people feel, which 

supports the work of Rafaeli and Vilnai-Yavetz, (2004), who argue that organizational 

artifacts can evoke strong emotions about the artifacts themselves and about the 
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organization. This was true in Factor 3, where the feelings about the office reflected the 

participants’ unhappiness about the department’s relocation. This relationship was also 

discussed in Factor 4, whose participants were clearly unhappy about the state of their 

buildings. Two participants asked this question themselves, during the interviews, about 

the relationship between aesthetics and productivity or quality. Their questions 

exemplify two approaches to this relationship. The first takes what could be considered 

a more optimistic approach. He believes that they could be better with better facilities, 

and he considers pride in the organization to be an important outcome.  

So part of me, in my mind says, how great could we be, how much better would 
we be if we had great facilities? …This could be state of the art and give them 
[the students] a sense of pride, as well as faculty, how much more could we 
improve? How much is it limiting us? 
 
The second approach is not sure that an improvement in aesthetics will lead to 

an improvement in the quality of the organization’s work. He experiences a separation 

between the work outcomes and his personal feelings, although he acknowledges that 

there could be a connection.  

I keep wondering. Are we going to sound better after all this? What’s going to 
happen? I don’t know. I’m going to feel better coming to work, will that 
translate, somehow? In how it sounds on the air? I don’t know. People say we 
sound pretty good now.  
 
The question of a relationship between aesthetics and productivity is still wide 

open. The building is at the same time not important at all, because really good work is 

being done in really bad buildings. And at the same time, the physical work 

environment is extremely important, so that when the building does not accurately 

represent the organization, that takes an emotional toll on the employees.  
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This apparent paradox is illustrated in another participant’s comments. I asked 

how she was affected by working in a building that was in such bad shape, and these are 

some of her responses: 

It doesn’t affect, I mean it affects the way I work a little bit, but not much. 
What’s most annoying about the building is that it doesn’t meet our needs. 
Q: I guess another question is how do you cope with it? How do you make sense 
of it? 
A: I don’t think about it. I don’t let it bother me.  
The fact that it doesn’t look pretty doesn’t bother me at all. No.  
I think if things appeared better or at least clean and more well-kept, we’d have 
more positive attitude about working 
But as far as my office goes, I don’t think my office needs to be that warm and 
fuzzy.  
But I only let really important things bother me. So, whatever. There are worse 
things!  
 
One implication for theory is the relationship between feelings about the office 

and job satisfaction. Some participants were clear in their interviews that their feelings 

about their offices were tied up with their feelings about the job. This is demonstrated in 

Statement 61, “I don’t know how to separate the ambiance of my workspace from the 

rest of my feelings about my work.” This statement was significant in Factor 4. Since 

participants were asked about their offices, not their job satisfaction, it is reasonable to 

interpret the statement as, “I’m not sure if my feelings about the building reflect just my 

opinions of the building, or if they are colored by my feelings about my job,” which 

would imply that job satisfaction influenced feelings about office aesthetics, but not the 

reverse. However, the statements is worded in such a way that the opposite might be 

true, too—perhaps feelings about the building color attitudes toward work. The offices 

often elicited strong emotions, and anything that causes such responses must be taken 

into account when understanding factors that affect work satisfaction.  
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An implication for research is to pay attention to what people have to say about 

their buildings. The physical work environment is more than just a clue to 

organizational culture. People’s responses to their offices can say a lot about how they 

feel about the organization directly, not mediated through relationships with peers and 

supervisors. This is most clear in Factor 3, where the participants’ feelings about the 

office were very similar to their feelings about the organization as a whole and the 

changes in it. Asking people about their offices might be a way to get at things they 

would not feel comfortable saying about their managers or about the organization 

directly.  

Another implication for research is a reminder about the match between research 

questions and methods. Q-Methodology enabled me to do rich, quantifiable research on 

a topic that can be difficult to define, much less quantify. The participants enjoyed 

being in the study, and were happy to make time for me, something I attribute in large 

part to the method: participants were allowed to say exactly what they experienced and 

felt, and their words became the content of the instrument. I think that for many 

participants, this created a feeling of ownership in the project, emotional investment in 

it, that was important for getting high-quality data. No one did the equivalent of just 

circling the same number all the way down a survey, for example.  

This study elicited questions for future research. First, I would use other topics 

outlined by Chanlat (2006) as the basis for future Q-sorts, asking participants about 

their experiences of control and hierarchy through workplace aesthetics. These topics 

were mentioned peripherally in this study. I would also explore the findings about 

identity and work-family boundaries as well, as discussed briefly above.  
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Second, I would use this Q-deck again in a longitudinal study exploring 

participants’ experiences of their buildings before, immediately after, and two or more 

years after a move. Some of the participants who had moved offices before this study 

were very clear that their feelings had changed over time. Those changes could tell us 

more about how people adapt to their work environments; they could also address more 

directly the relationship between aesthetics and instrumentality, by following the same 

group of people from a “bad” location to a “good” one.  

Third, I would like to further explore organizational aesthetics through 

photographs. Those participants who chose to take pictures as part of their interviews 

were enthusiastic and often chose photographs that I would not have expected, given 

their interviews. I would develop a project using photographs of particular features of a 

building and ask participants to sort the photographs as a Q-deck. This would be a way 

to learn more about the buildings themselves rather than participants’ responses to their 

workplaces.  

For practice, there is no list of features to include or ones to avoid, but this 

research does speak to the process of relocating or redecorating an office. One 

difference stands out between the two departments that had relocated into new offices. 

In one case, Operations, the people in the organization had a voice in what they wanted 

in the new building. The architect met with the building’s future occupants as part of the 

design process, and at least some of the things they wanted—windows, wall space for 

bookshelves, meeting spaces—were incorporated into the building’s design. In contrast, 

the members of Outreach moved into space in a pre-existing building, and that left them 

few options for customizing the space. One member, who loaded on Factor 2, 
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mentioned that perhaps the reason she disliked a particular piece of furniture was 

because she had not been asked her opinion about it before it was purchased. This 

difference in approaches may contribute to the differences between Factors 2 and 3, 

suggesting that people be consulted about the aesthetic aspects of an office move as 

well as the financial or logistical ones.  

 Buildings hold a lot of meaning for the people who work in them, so we ought 

not to assume that the aesthetics are unimportant or that the change will only have a 

minor effect. We need to be aware that employees want a match between the 

organization and how its space looks, and that a disconnect can cause emotional 

distress. We need to realize that what an organization does with its space says a lot to its 

employees, whether intended or not, and they won’t all hear it in the same way.  

Limitations 

Every research project has its limitations. This project is limited by the nature of 

the buildings housing the participating organizations, by the type of work environment, 

by the people who participated, and by the fact that this study took place at a particular 

point in time. These limitations will be discussed in this section.  

First, there are no buildings in the sample that are extraordinarily beautiful—

none of the offices are like the ones used as examples in the first section of this 

document. That means that this study might be missing something, because it does not 

include a sufficiently wide range of office environments. There might be another factor, 

or different factors, including people who work in this kind of environment. Using r-

methodologies, this would be a bigger problem according to the “MaxMinCon” 

principle of finding subjects with the greatest possible contrast, in order to maximize 
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differences in relevant variables between groups (Kerlinger & Lee, 2000). However, 

this study does not claim to include all possible factors, and Q-methodology does not 

need to draw from a representative sample in order to be rigorous. In addition, I would 

argue that luxurious, beautiful offices are the exception rather than the rule, so by using 

this sample the results are representative of and applicable to more organizations than 

they would be otherwise.  

The organizations that participated in this research are all housed in offices in 

the Northeastern United States. Every participant has his or her own space, even if it is a 

small desk in a shared office, and one of the factors depends on having personal space 

and the freedom to decorate it. These findings may not all be applicable to other kinds 

of work environments, such as retail or manufacturing where there is less or no personal 

space.  

There could be other groups of aspects (“ideal sorts”) that would be important to 

different people, even within the participating organizations. For example, most of the 

participants have been with their organizations for more than 10 years; only a few have 

been with them for a year or less. I have tried to include people from different 

demographic profiles to avoid this; however, Q-methodology does not claim to find 

every possibility. This study is intended to be exploratory, not comprehensive.  

This research took place at one point in time. Some of the participants were very 

clear and stated explicitly that their feelings and opinions had changed over time, and 

allowed for the possibility of them changing in the future. For example, some people 

absolutely did not want to leave their buildings, and were very unhappy and angry at 

having to move, but by the time of this study, 2 and 4 years post-moves, many of these 
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same people had adapted to and even really liked their new offices. The same thing was 

true for some people in buildings that were in the process of being expanded and 

redecorated. A common thought was, “I see where the renovation is headed, and maybe 

my reaction will be different than I expect right now. Maybe it will make a bigger 

difference than I thought.” Had this study taken place immediately before or following 

one of these organization’s moves, the interviews and therefore the Q set of statements 

might have been quite different.  

Conclusion 

So after all this, how does beauty matter? Whatever “beautiful” might mean—

comfortable, homey, full of character, professional, clean, expressive of self—it matters 

differently in its absence than in its presence. Its presence allows people to express their 

identities at work, and allows them to integrate their personal and professional lives. Its 

absence leads to emotional distress and attempts to diminish its importance compared to 

other aspects like functionality.  

Beauty in organizations matters for its own, aesthetic, sake; because it stands in 

for the organization as a whole; because it evokes strong emotions. It is wound up with 

instrumentality such that it is difficult for people to untangle the two in their own 

experiences. Beauty matters in organizations because it is part of everyday life, and 

people give it meaning, make sense of it, just like they do any other aspect of 

organizational life.  
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APPENDIX A 

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

1. Warm-up, introduction 
a. Describe the office to me. What do you like or not like about it?  
b. How does it compare to other places you’ve worked? 
c. How does it compare to other places in your industry?  

2. How beautiful or ugly do you think the office is? 
3. How do you feel when you walk in the door?  
4. How does the office affect the way you work? Are there things about it that 

make your work easier, or get in the way of your work? What are they?  
5. What is the office communicating by how it looks?  
6. Closing Question: Is there anything you would like to say about your office that 

I didn’t ask? 
7. Individual Demographics 

a. Sex 
b. Age 
c. Job components 
d. How long have you worked for this organization? 
e. How long have you worked in this location? 
f. (If a recent move or change) How long did you work in the other 

location? 
g. How long have you worked in this field/industry? 

8. Organizational Demographics (not interview questions, but things to know about 
each organization) 

a. What does the organization do?  
b. How long has it been in this location?  
c. How large is the organization?  
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APPENDIX B 

CONSENT FORM 

Thank you for taking the time to participate in my research. The interviews and 
statement card sorts are part of my doctoral dissertation at the University of 
Massachusetts, Amherst. The purpose of this research is to explore what people like and 
don’t like about their offices. Your experiences are an important part of understanding 
this subject.  

Your participation is voluntary. It is not required by your organization or by the 
University.  

This research is in two parts, and you may participate in either or both parts. The 
first part is an interview, and the second is ranking a set of statements based on all of 
the interviews. Interviews will be tape-recorded, and your rankings will be entered on a 
form.  

All data will be held in the strictest confidence, and results will only be reported 
in aggregate to maintain confidentiality. No individual names or organization names 
will be used in reporting the research.  

If you would like a copy of the results, please let me know. My contact 
information is at the bottom of this page. You will receive a blank copy of this form for 
your records.  

 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Elizabeth Siler 
 
 
By signing this form, you are saying that you understand and agree to the above 
statements.  
 
 
            
Signature        Date 
 
 
 
Elizabeth Siler, Ph.D. Candidate, Organization Studies 
Management Department, Isenberg School of Management 
University of Massachusetts, Amherst 
121 Presidents Drive, Amherst, MA 01003 
easiler@mgmt.umass.edu 
413-577-2207 (office) 
Note: The original included a home telephone number.  
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APPENDIX C 

STATEMENTS 

 
1 Office is very quiet, it’s very peaceful, it’s very nice. 
2 A lot of the stuff that might get on my nerves isn’t really the building’s fault. Some 

of it’s the people who work here’s fault. If people aren’t cleaning up after 
themselves, they’re not putting stuff back where they found them. 

3 It’s nice, it’s new, but it doesn’t do anything for me. It seems pretty antiseptic. 
Everything’s all the same and uniform, and it still sort of that institutional feel, it’s 
just new institution instead of old, decaying, 1940’s institution.  

4 Now we all have the same furniture, we have the same rug that goes in to the 
offices, and it’s very hard to be individual. It’s a lot of depersonalization, de-
individualization. 

5 This building lacks soul. It lacks spirit, soul. The whole package lacks soul.  
6 The building I like because it has some character to it.  
7 It is extremely important for me to be around things that I think are beautiful.  
8 I absolutely adore the fact that we’re next door to a department that we work with 

all the time.  
9 I guess when I think of my office space I feel it’s very homey. I feel this is, it’s a 

little home away from home. 
10 I think it’s a very confusing building; people get lost, they get confused by the 

building. 
11 The building has just never felt like a healthy space.  
12 I love having the windows, because I love the natural light, and I don’t particularly 

use the iridescent light, because I hate that feeling of, that coldness, where the 
sunlight kind of warms it up. 

13 Thin walls, they’re not really the right kind of walls. Sound does travel, so from the 
standpoint of privacy there’s not a lot of it.  

14 I don’t think about the condition of the building. I don’t let it bother me. 
15 I think the absence of any sort of common area, where the importance of having a 

kind of socially conducive common space I think is critical, and we don’t really 
have that here. It probably does contribute to a sort of atomizing kind of experience. 

16 The quiet. To feel really self-conscious about even turning on the radio at low is the 
part I like the least.  

17 When in this day and age in 2008, there’s no elevator for the disabled, I find it 
personally offensive.  

18 I also like that the pathways that we travel, we’re all on the same space, so it’s easy 
to connect with other people. And it’s easy to separate ourselves from other people, 
too.  

19 I think it’s a joyful, creative, exuberant, place, and I feel really good coming here to 
work.  

20 It’s easier with the small world/small town we’re in to control what features we do 
have.  
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21 There isn’t really anything I like about the building.  
22 I enjoy having the common area because as people come in for the day, you tend to 

run into people, and there’s just more room for all of us to gather. 
23 Often I apologize, or I make a joke about the disrepair and the ugliness as a way of 

recognizing, or saying, what I assume people are often thinking.  
24 I mean, it’s more whether you enjoy the work, for me, it’s not really about the space 

so much for me, it’s more about the work. The space is secondary for me.  
25 And it’s a pretty stark building, you would never look at this building and say it’s 

charming. 
26 When the university allows people to work in these kinds of conditions, when they 

don’t repair a roof for ten years that leaks, when they don’t clean the facility 
properly, that says something to me about the lack of pride in the institution.  

27 The building is very un-academic-building-like, which I like. So that’s one of the 
things I like about it: it doesn’t necessarily feel like a typical academic building. 

28 Well, there’s an expression that I heard years ago regarding residential real estate: 
“strictly shelter,” and that’s pretty much what this feels like. Strictly functional. And 
not necessarily efficient or conducive, but strictly functional. 

29 The fact that the building doesn’t look pretty doesn’t bother me at all.  
30 I think what the department's space says to others is that we’ve got our act together, 

that we’re professional, that it’s an outfit that is well established. 
31 I like to have personal objects in my office that make me comfortable. 
32 I can’t think if it’s cluttered. I don’t want too much stuff. 
33 I think the physical plant has just an enormous amount to do with that experience 

that I often have of the kind of anxiety to get out the door.  
34 I like that my office is reflective of who I am. 
35 A white wall feels like it sucks the energy out of you. 
36 I feel disconnected from the rest of the university. 
37 I love this view out here, I think that’s really great. 
38 What I like the most is that it’s my own little place. That when you walk in that you 

know that everything is where it’s supposed to be, and no one’s messed with or 
gone through your things, that there’s a certain amount of stability. 

39 I think the way the office looks is inviting. I think it has a cheery feeling to it and 
it’s kind of inviting. 

40 So part of me, in my mind says, how great could we be, how much better would we 
be if we had great facilities? How much is the space limiting us? 

41 I need to see people coming and going, you feel part of the world. I can see when 
it’s snowing or see when it’s raining. I think you get very disconnected if you don’t 
have a window and you can’t hear and see what’s going on outside these walls.  

42 The building is sterile, sterile-looking.  
43 I don’t feel the building is very friendly.  
44 Working in this building, it just creates a feeling of openness, it enhances one’s 

creativity, because you look around and you see creativity, you’re more in touch 
with the outside world, the spaces are much more thoughtful, so I think that that 
inspires me. 

45 My favorite thing in this office is the windows. Definitely the windows. 
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46 My office acts as a stimulus to me to think about, “wow, think beyond what I 
know,” to remind me of a sense of “out there,” that my world isn’t just in this large 
box. 

47 I do think that this space limits what we can be. 
48 The building says we’re very low on the priority list as far as the university is 

concerned.  
49 It was an odd thing to do in this particular space, to turn it into something that is not 

really what it was designed to do. 
50 What I don’t like about it, is that the structure of the space is such that I almost 

never see some of my colleagues.  
51 What I really like about it is that we all have windows. Other than the receptionist, 

even people in administrative jobs have windows. 
52 We make do with what we have here. 
53 I think one of the things I like about the building is that a lot was thought about what 

do we need to make to the people who live here comfortable, and I like that about 
the building.  

54 It’s either too hot or too cold. I don’t want to be in here. Then I try to leave early 
and not be in here.  

55 The building is kind of depressing, and it probably depresses the staff.  
56 It’s really amazing what fresh paint, new furniture, and carpet and things can do. 
57 I think that despite its limitations the department's space is sort of holy space. 

Because of what we do here.  
58 I’m happy to have people come in my office. I’m proud to have them come in here. 

I like them coming in and going “wow” and wanting to talk about things in here that 
are my interest.  

59 I guess I never really thought of what’s my favorite part of the building. It’s just 
there. It’s just the way it is. 

60 I think that if you are working in a place that's secure and it’s solid and everything is 
where it ought to be, it’s functional but it feels substantial, it looks nice, there’s 
something that makes me feel more professional about it. 

61 I don’t know how to separate the ambiance of the workspace from the rest of my 
feelings about my work.  

62 I like where the building is. I like working on a campus. 
63 My favorite thing is the parking. 
64 I feel like I can get a lot more done; I feel a lot more organized here. The 

environment brings that out in me.  
65 I work better if I can see the outdoors or see the daylight.  
66 I like walking in. I like the walking in. It says who we are and what we are as a 

department, and then moving through the space, it keeps reaffirming who we are.  
67 The plants are alive and they’re green and they just make the environment a little 

less institutional, a little more friendly. 
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APPENDIX D 

CORRELATION MATRIX 

 
SORTS 
    1   2   3   4   5   6   7   8   9  10  11  12  13   14  15  16  17  18  19 
 
 1 100  49 -20 -34  33 -26  37  26  18 -35  -1  31 -26 -41 -32  48  44  24  -12 
 2  49 100  -3 -25  43 -29  31  30  23 -32  -7  38 -37 -50 -30  68  32  26  -13 
 3 -20  -3 100   1  -7   0   0  -8  34   9  15  -1   6  13  41 -13 -8    5  -2 
 4 -34 -25   1 100 -21  30 -27  -9 -24  48  43  -2  43  53  16 -24 -29 -10  32 
 5  33  43  -7 -21 100   8  25   9  27  -8 -6   37  -8 -34 -17  46  10   8  -5 
 6 -26 -29   0  30   8 100 -33  -8 -31  41  23   6  42  29   7 -24 -35   0  35 
 7  37  31   0 -27  25 -33 100  31  35  -3 -19  -1 -26 -27   9  30  11  31   1 
 8  26  30  -8  -9   9  -8  31 100   9   4 -13  25 -17 -14   1  41  13  37  23 
 9  18  23  34 -24  27 -31  35   9 100 -19  -9  -1 -28 -29  12  28  12  27 -11 
10 -35 -32   9  48  -8  41  -3   4 -19 100  22 -15  48  46  28 -28 -30 -18  46 
11 -1   -7  15  43  -6  23 -19 -13  -9  22 100  11  45  20  18 -18  15  11  12 
12  31  38  -1  -2  37   6  -1  25  -1 -15  11 100   1 -15 -28  44  16  27  22 
13 -26 -37   6  43  -8  42 -26 -17 -28  48  45   1 100  54  21 -38 -16 -22  31 
14 -41 -50  13  53 -34  29 -27 -14 -29  46  20 -15  54 100  33 -50 -24 -23  27 
15 -32 -30  41  16 -17   7   9   1  12  28  18 -28  21  33 100 -19 -17   7  20 
16  48  68 -13 -24  46 -24  30  41  28 -28 -18  44 -38 -50 -19 100  38  44   0 
17  44  32  -8 -29  10 -35  11  13  12 -30  15  16 -16 -24 -17  38 100  20 -15 
18  24  26   5 -10   8   0  31  37  27 -18  11  27 -22 -23   7  44  20 100  16 
19 -12 -13  -2  32  -5  35   1  23 -11  46  12  22  31  27  20   0 -15  16 100 
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APPENDIX E 

UNROTATED FACTOR MATRIX 

Factors 
        1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8 
 SORTS 
 1     0.6709  0.1629  -0.1732  -0.1572  -0.0666  0.0368  -0.3108   0.0369 
 2     0.7097  0.2348  -0.1683   0.0627   0.0690  0.0239   0.1255   0.1746 
 3    -0.1229  0.1438   0.2779  -0.2592   0.3093  0.0519   0.3727   0.0773 
 4    -0.5821  0.2815  -0.1263   0.0872  -0.0597  0.0424   0.1436  -0.0081 
 5     0.4068  0.2634  -0.2242   0.0930   0.4841  0.1189  -0.1145   0.2067 
 6    -0.4617  0.1793  -0.1628   0.3076   0.0872  0.1103  -0.0090  -0.2769 
 7     0.4306  0.1876   0.4367  -0.0168   0.0509  0.0941  -0.2049   0.1085 
 8     0.3132  0.3500   0.2004   0.1987  -0.2807  0.1776  -0.0576   0.0468 
 9     0.3411  0.1229   0.3295  -0.2151   0.2227  0.0484   0.1659   0.2182 
 10   -0.5842  0.3769   0.0628   0.2156   0.1439  0.0404  -0.2808   0.0070 
 11   -0.2804  0.4014  -0.3131  -0.4234   0.0066  0.1417   0.1119  -0.3467 
 12    0.2810  0.3867  -0.3505   0.1545  -0.1241  0.1664   0.0620   0.0615 
 13   -0.6324  0.3251  -0.2783  -0.1093   0.0728  0.0435  -0.2401  -0.0317 
 14   -0.7354  0.1441   0.0023  -0.0363  -0.1822  0.0499  -0.0540   0.0639 
 15   -0.3587  0.2188   0.5288  -0.2273   0.1072  0.1556   0.0840  -0.0766 
 16    0.7592  0.3751  -0.0656   0.2098  -0.0577  0.0703   0.1452   0.0397 
 17    0.4327  0.0498  -0.1182  -0.3407  -0.2529  0.1383  -0.0048   0.0848 
 18    0.3359  0.4187   0.1364  -0.0190  -0.1423  0.0423   0.1667  -0.0903 
 19   -0.2297  0.4926   0.0695   0.2874  -0.0963  0.1129  -0.1127  -0.1978 
 
Eigen- 
values 4.5838  1.6441  1.1915   0.8504    0.6643  0.1921   0.5823   0.4099 
%explVar. 24      9       6        4         3       1        3        2 
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APPENDIX F 

FACTOR LOADINGS FOR THREE- AND FOUR-FACTOR  

ROTATED SOLUTIONS 

QSORT    1        2        3 
  
 1    0.6446X -0.2987   0.0439  
 2    0.7075X -0.2793   0.0924  
 3   -0.1425   0.0940   0.2897X 
 4   -0.2092   0.6235X -0.0396  
 5    0.5325X -0.0357   0.0165  
 6   -0.1596   0.4847X -0.1071  
 7    0.2011  -0.3048   0.5272X 
 8    0.3126  -0.0446   0.4013X 
 9    0.1535  -0.2535   0.3902X 
 10  -0.2492   0.6299X  0.1683  
 11   0.1560   0.5533X -0.0851  
 12   0.5663X  0.1706  -0.0405  
 13  -0.1513   0.7334X -0.1497  
 14  -0.4504   0.5982X -0.0298  
 15  -0.3887   0.2282   0.5030X 
 16   0.7681X -0.2519   0.2606  
 17   0.3899X -0.2272  -0.0069  
 18   0.3945X  0.0049   0.3886  
 19   0.0609   0.4616X  0.2889  
 
% expl. 
  Var.   17       16       7 
 
 
 QSORT    1        2        3        4 
  
 1    0.0324   0.5584X -0.0231  -0.4669  
 2   -0.1009   0.6802X -0.0887  -0.3322  
 3    0.1141  -0.0932   0.3977X  0.0191  
 4    0.3182  -0.1508  -0.0170   0.5633X 
 5    0.0243   0.5156X -0.1290  -0.1036  
 6    0.1132  -0.0860  -0.1862   0.5582X 
 7   -0.3052   0.3270   0.4237  -0.1789  
 8   -0.2147   0.4531X  0.2039   0.0858  
 9   -0.1096   0.2009   0.4011X -0.2704  
 10   0.1665  -0.0957   0.1167   0.6951X 
 11   0.7004X  0.0584   0.0960   0.1178  
 12   0.1434   0.5544X -0.2071   0.0665  
 13   0.5653X -0.1673  -0.0355   0.4962  
 14   0.3285  -0.3990   0.0912   0.5362X 
 15   0.0637  -0.2406   0.6213X  0.2447  
 16  -0.2177   0.8214X -0.0167  -0.2075  
 17   0.1610   0.2717   0.0634  -0.4648X 
 18  -0.0175   0.4806X  0.2741  -0.0245  
 19   0.0388   0.2341   0.1274   0.5571X 
 
 % expl. 
  Var.   7       16        6       14 
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An X indicates a defining sort 
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APPENDIX G 

IDEAL SORTS FOR EACH FACTOR 

 Factor 
Statement (For full text of statements, see Appendix C) 1 2 3 4 

 
1-Office is very quiet, it’s very peaceful, it’s very nice. 0 0 -1 -3 
2-A lot of the stuff that might get on my nerves isn’t real 1 -1 0 3 
3-It’s nice, it’s new, but it doesn’t do anything for me. It -2 -4 4 0 
4-Now we all have the same furniture, we have the same rug t -1 -5 1 1 
5-This building lacks soul. It lacks spirit, soul. The whole 2 -5 4 2 
6-The building I like because it has some character to it. -5 0 -4 -1 
7-It is extremely important for me to be around things that 0 2 0 4 
8-I absolutely adore the fact that we’re next door to a depa 0 3 3 -2 
9-I guess when I think of my office space I feel it’s very h -1 5 -5 -1 
10-I think it’s a very confusing building; people get lost, -4 -4 -5 2 
11-The building has just never felt like a healthy space. 3 -3 -2 5 
12-I love having the windows, because I love the natural light -2 4 2 0 
13-Thin walls, they’re not really the right kind of walls. 0 0 0 1 
14-I don’t think about the condition of the building. I don -1 0 2 -1 
15-I think the absence of any sort of common area, where th 0 -2 1 3 
16-The quiet. To feel really self-conscious about even turni 0 -2 4 -1 
17-When in this day and age in 2008, there’s no elevator fo 4 -3 1 0 
18-all on the same space, so it’s easy to connect with othe 1 1 -1 -2 
19-I think it’s a joyful, creative, exuberant, place, and I -3 1 -4 -5 
20-It’s easier with the small world/small town we’re in to c 1 1 1 -1 
21-There isn’t really anything I like about the building. 2 -5 -1 1 
22-I enjoy having the common area because as people come in 0 1 0 -2 
23-Often I apologize, or I make a joke about the disrepair a 4 -2 -2 2 
24-I mean, it’s more whether you enjoy the work, for me, it 5 1 0 -1 
25-And it’s a pretty stark building, you would never look at 3 0 3 1 
26-the lack of pride in the institution. 5 -4 1 2 
27-The building is very un-academic-building-like, which I -1 0 -3 -1 
28-"strictly shelter," and that’s pretty much what this feel 0 -3 2 1 
29-The fact that the building doesn’t look pretty doesn’t bo -2 0 0 0 
30-We’ve got our act together, that we’re professional, that -3 3 0 -5 
31-I like to have personal objects in my office that make me 2 5 0 3 
32-I can’t think if it’s cluttered. I don’t want too much s -1 0 -3 0 
33-The kind of anxiety to get out the door. -2 -3 -1 2 
34-I like that my office is reflective of who I am. 1 5 -3 1 
35-A white wall feels like it sucks the energy out of you. 1 -1 1 0 
36-I feel disconnected from the rest of the university. -1 -1 5 1 
37-I love this view out here, I think that’s really great. -1 3 2 -2 
38-It’s my own little place. That when you walk in that you 2 3 -2 0 
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39-THE way the office looks is inviting. I think it has a ch -3 4 -1 -3 
40-how much better would we be if we had great facilities? 3 -3 -1 1 
41-I need to see people coming and going, you feel part of 1 2 3 0 
42-The building is sterile, sterile-looking. -1 -1 5 -3 
43-I don’t feel the building is very friendly. 4 -2 3 3 
44-Working in this building, it just creates a feeling of o -4 1 -4 -5 
45-My favorite thing in this office is the windows. Definit -3 3 1 -2 
46-My office acts as a stimulus to me to think about, "wow, -4 1 -1 -3 
47-I do think that this space limits what we can be. 2 -2 3 5 
48-The building says we’re very low on the priority list as 3 -1 -1 4 
49-To turn it into something that is not really what it was 5 -2 -2 2 
50-The structure of the space is such that I almost never se -2 -1 2 0 
51-We all have windows. Other than the receptionist, even pe -2 2 1 -1 
52-We make do with what we have here. 3 -1 1 1 
53-a lot was thought about what do we need to make to the pe -5 1 0 -4 
54-It’s either too hot or too cold. I don’t want to be in he -2 -2 -5 1 
55-The building is kind of depressing, and it probably depr 1 -1 -1 5 
56-It’s really amazing what fresh paint, new furniture, and 2 1 0 0 
57-I think that despite its limitations the department’s spa -5 -1 -1 3 
58-I’m happy to have people come in my office 0 2 -2 -3 
59-I guess I never really thought of what’s my favorite part -1 -1 1 -2 
60-It looks nice, there’s something that makes me feel mo 2 1 -2 0 
61-I don’t know how to separate the ambiance of the workspa -1 0 2 4 
62-I like where the building is. I like working on a campus 1 0 -3 -1 
63-My favorite thing is the parking. 0 2 5 -2 
64-I feel like I can get a lot more done; I feel a lot more 1 0 -2 -4 
65-I work better if I can see the outdoors or see the dayli 1 4 0 2 
66-I like walking in. I like the walking in. It says who we -3 2 -3 -4 
67-The plants are alive and they’re green and they just mak 0 2 2 -1 
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