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ABSTRACT
This paper explores attributes of design derived from previous research. It investigates an identified set of
attributes by subjecting them to an empirical analysis. Case studies conducted among academics and consultants,
in the fields of management and design are aimed at establishing what is the perceived emotional investment in
these attributes. By combining the evidence gathered from statistical analysis of questionnaires and content
analysis of discussions within focus groups, we have identified a potentially distinct group of values shared by
designers. These include values concerning: visual thinking, intuitiveness, aesthetics, artistic creativity, emotions,
multisensoriality, sustainability of solutions and tacit knowledge. Although the results are not conclusive they
provide an insight into which design-derived values might contribute to organizational cultures.

INTRODUCTION

Design is one of the oldest activities known to the human race. However, the design process is often perceived
to be ambiguous. Designers themselves still tend to describe their work in enigmatic terms (Allison, 1993). The
process is non-linear and involves multisensorial decision-making (Schön, 1983). The organisational implications
of design have not yet been fully recognised, due to the predominantly positivist approach to educating managers
and management scholars (Oakley, 1990). Subsequently, the difficulties of bridging design and management have
prevented both groups from exploring new, mutually beneficial fields of inquiry.

This paper is part of a Ph.D. which investigates a new perspective on managing organizations in the light of a
derived, shared understanding of design process values. The research, involves explorative study around the
potential contribution of design values to organisational culture, leadership and communication. It is anticipated
that the study will lead to an improved understanding of the role of design in organisational culture.  There is an
increasing awareness of the role that design can play to improve the competitiveness of organisations both, in
terms of intended outcomes, as well the intrinsic nature of the process (Peters, 1997; Myerson, 2001). However,
it seems that this issue tends to be neglected in terms of organisational culture.

The purpose of this paper, apart from presenting early results, is to seek feedback from the conference
participants on the research carried out so far, both in terms of the method and the content. In structure, the
paper is composed of a list of attributes from the Ph.D. literature review and goes on to establish the perceptions
of emotional investment into these attributes made by design and management scholars. Finally is evaluated by
comparing responses from both groups through the means of qualitative and quantitative research methods.
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ATTRIBUTES OF DESIGN – LITERATURE REVIEW

The distinctive skills of professional designers have been highlighted by a study commissioned by the Design
Council (Bruce and Harun, 2001). The report stressed designers’ strategic and tacit skills, such as creative
thinking, decision making, risk taking and user focus. ‘A good designer has the ability to integrate, interpret and
conceptualise solutions. Designers are under constant pressure to develop new skills and re-train in new
technology, and they can harness technology and ‘couple’ this with user needs to create novel products and/or
services.’ (Bruce and Bessant, 2002: 48) To our knowledge, there has not been a research specifically focusing on
a set of values fostered by design philosophy and process from the viewpoint of their influence on organisational
cultures.

Constructive conflict and Constructive discontent
Dyer and Song (1998) define task conflict as ‘non-personal disagreement over work goals, objectives, and
methods’ (Dyer and Song, 1998: 508). Their study shows that constructive conflict may have a positive association
with performance in New Product Development, which is central to design process. Authors quote Richard Pascale
who said that ‘Creativity and adaptation are born of tension, passion, and conflict’ (Dyer and Song, 1998: 506).

Eisenhardt (1999) suggests that conflict is inevitable in dynamic markets. It stimulates innovative thinking, creates
a fuller understanding of options, and improves decision effectiveness (Eisenhardt, 1999). Conflicting views are
seen as necessary to challenge the status quo. (Peterson, 2002).

So-called ‘constructive discontent’ seems to be an important individual driving force in design. As Harris (1998)
puts it: ‘This is not a whining, griping kind of discontent, but the ability to see a need for improvement and to
propose a method of making that improvement. Constructive discontent is a positive, enthusiastic discontent,
reflecting the thought, “Hey, I know a way to make that better”’ (Harris, 1998).

Risk-taking
Designing something new carries an inherent uncertainty that something might go wrong (Bruce and Bessant,
2002: 40). That is why design by definition must mean taking risks (Potter, 1989: 19). The often ambiguous and
incomplete information and unexpected solutions whilst responding to client’s brief, directly relate to risks facing
designers, which are a natural part of the process (Cross, 1995: 107).

According to Joulier (2000) in terms of design practice, ‘risk becomes aestheticized, reflexive and often deliberate
(Julier, 2000: 84). Jeremy Myerson has noted how designers can seldom resist claiming a job to be a
‘breakthrough and a radical departure’ (Whiteley, 1993: 43).

In the commercial world of design, risk-taking is vividly encouraged. IDEO, an American-based design company
have a set of underlying principles known as FLOSS. The F stands for Failure, meaning – don’t be afraid to take
risks (Myerson, 2001: 31). British designer and entrepreneur James Dyson explains it in these words:

‘To create a product with a difference it is vital to create a working culture where people are not afraid to take
risks inherent in trying something really new.’ (Potter, 1989: 28)

Visual thinking
One of the most vivid design abilities is the need to use sketches, drawings, and models as a way of exploring a
problem and solution together (Cross, 1995: 111; Lorenz, 1986: 9; Bruce and Bessant, 2002: 33). 

The ability and willingness to ‘think visually’ is particularly important in the design process because ‘…it enables
mental pictures to be constructed of what has never been experienced. Drawing, model making and visual
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sensitivity enable alternative forms, details and ideas to be explored, discussed and considered, before time and
capital are invested in making the design (Bruce and Bessant, 2002: 48).

Pluralism (in decision making)
‘The design discipline is inherently a pluralistic one’ (Buchanan and Margolin, 1995: 245). Multiple member
perspectives have been shown to stimulate consideration of non-obvious alternatives in task groups and
contribute to creative solutions (Mohammed and Ringseis, 2001: 313).

One of the most prominent design scholars, Gropius from Bauhaus, ‘revitalized design thinking by initiating a new
path of experimentation and pluralistic exploration grounded in art and human character’ (Buchanan, 1995: 36).

The unanimity rule could be seen as the extension of the atmosphere of pluralism, and: ‘because unanimity often
forces group members to discuss the reasons underlying preferences in order to assimilate divergent perspectives,
shared assumptions can be achieved to a greater extent than with majority rule’ (Mohammed and Ringseis, 2001:
328). This appears to be an important tool in ill-structured problems, which are present in many design activities
(Schraw, Dunkle et al., 1995).

Intuitiveness
The process of design embodies intangible elements such as creativity, intuition and imagination (Zeisel, 1981: 3).
Nigel Cross, in describing distinctive features of design ability, emphasized the importance of these elements
(Cross, 1995: 106). Design activity is partly rational and cognitive, and partly irrational, emotive, intuitive and non-
cognitive (Buchanan, 1995; Dormer, 1993; Schön, 1983).

Intuition allows us to synthesize isolated fragments of data and experiences into an integrated picture. It is a
holistic perception of reality that transcends rational ways of knowing (Khatri and Ng, 2000: 60; Vaughan, 1990). 

Agor (1990) has identified several conditions under which the use of intuition is appropriate: (i) there is a high
level of uncertainty in the environment; (ii) there is little previous precedent for action in the face of new emerging
trends; (iii) there are limited or no ‘facts’; and (iv) there are several plausible alternative solutions to choose from
with good factual support for each option (Agor, 1990). These conditions appear to fit closely within the nature
of design domain.

Rebelliousness 
According to Lorenz (1986) designers should have ‘a natural unwillingness to accept obvious solutions’ (Lorenz,
1986). There is existing evidence that authentic dissent may stimulate consideration of different information,
create more original, divergent alternatives to a problem resulting in a better decision-making (DeDreu and
DeVries, 1996; Nemeth, 1986; Nemeth and Staw, 1989; Volpato, Maass et al., 1990). 

In their study on relationship between rebelliousness, openness to experience and creativity Griffin and McDermott
(1998) found that reactive rebelliousness is related to an interest in design activities such as: interior decorating,
exterior decorating, inventing new recipes, making clothes, growing or gardening (Griffin and McDermott, 1998).

In terms of authentic dissent versus ‘devil’s advocate’ technique, initial evidence suggest that the former is superior
to ‘devil’s advocate’ in reducing premature adoption of preferred solutions and breaking the uniformity of views. It
seems that authentic dissent produces more quantity and a better quality of solutions (Nemeth, Brown et al., 2001). 

Aesthetics
Aesthetics in design is not simply a visual exercise aimed at product differentiation. This perception often causes
design to be reduced to styling (Morello, 1995: 72). It is argued that aesthetics is to be seen as the harmonious
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integration of all user requirements in order to balance the rational, sensory and emotional expectations of
individuals and societies (Zaccai, 1995: 6). Complicated arbitrary factors of taste and preference, which need to
be addressed in the process of design, are only partially susceptible to scientific or engineering analysis. Therefore
they must be responded to through aesthetics (Buchanan, 1995: 52). 

On a more philosophical level, Peirce distinguishes ‘aesthetic feeling’ from emotional evaluation such as pleasure
and pain. These are secondary sensations, like symptoms and transitions, whereas the aesthetic feeling is more
like a disposition. It attracts or repels (Vihma, 1998: 10). ‘ Aesthetic feeling has no representation, because it is
immediate, inexplicable and un-intellectual  consciousness that “runs in a continuous stream through our lives”’
(Vihma, 1998: 12). In a similar way Gelernter, in his book on aesthetics and technology, describes aesthetics as
the deep, almost poetic fulfillment in connection to products being designed and experienced (Gelernter, 1998).

Artistic creativity (artistic drive)
Design is the purposive application of creativity throughout the process of innovation. Innovation is the successful
application of new ideas in practice in the form of new or improved products, services or processes. Creativity is
the ability to combine ideas in new ways to solve problems and exploit opportunities (Bruce and Bessant, 2002:
32). Artistic creativity is the ability to successfully embed aesthetic qualities into solutions. There seems to be an
on going debate on how much art should, or indeed, resides in design (Banham, 1960; Lawson, 1980; Bayley,
2000; Margolin and Buchanan, 1995). Although there is no clear-cut answer, companies like Alessi, and
predominantly Italian designers (Dormer, 1993), produce functioning, beautiful works of art. Even the German
Director of Design at BMW notes that ‘there is a persistent, inevitable conflict between corporate pragmatism
and artistic passion ... our company’s fanaticism about design excellence is matched only by the company’s
driving desire to remain profitable’ (Bruce and Bessant, 2002: 38). 

Emotions
In his book ‘Emotional Branding’ Marc Gobe (Gobé, 2001a) lays the groundwork for an emotional branding
paradigm. He advocates the development of products and services that provide total sensory experiences as a
means of reaching clients’ emotions. Chaudhuri (2002) suggests that emotion be explicitly modeled in future
conceptualizations of perceived risk of products (Chaudhuri, 2002: 276).

The development of product semantics from the early 1980s has led to some ambition and optimism as to its
use. Some designers have considered its potential in ascertaining objective ways of designing emotional content
into products (Julier, 2000: 95).

(Howard and Gengler, 2001) provide more evidence that emotions should be taken into account in customers
relationships and the way products are designed. There are already emotional brands on the market. One
company that uses emotional branding is Apple (Gobé, 2001b: 24). In financial terms there seems to be evidence
suggesting that consumers who have an emotional link with a brand are likely to be less price-sensitive (Mahajan
and Wind, 2002: 38). Hence, designers are expected to embed future emotional appeal into products (Peto,
1999: 12).

Multisensoriality
Designers have predominantly focused their attention on the sense of sight neglecting the remaining senses
(Zaccai, 1995: 10). The emergence of the Experience Economy, advocated by Pine and Gilmore (1998) however,
requires designers to engage all five senses in the design process (Pine and Gilmore, 1998). The sensory stimulants
that accompany an experience should support and enhance its theme (Myerson, 2001: 89).

‘Design is an interdisciplinary practice. It aims is to amalgamate a range of sensory features - of sound, smell,
touch, feel, weight, movement and sight’ (Julier, 2000: 203).
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Cultural multiplicity (cultural diversity)
The fuel for design is human creativity and innovation. One way of fostering the creation of new and non-
redundant ideas, concepts and relationships is to provide a culturally diverse environment (Watson, Kumar et al.,
1993). Key findings from organizational-level research indicate that diversity benefits include increased creativity,
innovation, improved group problem-solving skills and, more cooperative behaviour. Cultural diversity is also
being used to stimulate conflict within the group, in order to enhance decision-making in an unstable
environment (Eisenhardt, 1999). As the result of cultural multiplicity, diversity in thinking may reinforce additional
learning opportunities, flexibility and may foster challenging organizational assumptions (Azevedo, Von Glinow
et al., 2001). Cultural multiplicity is seen as an important contributor to the design process (Heskett, 2002). 

Sustainability of solutions
Despite the fact that some multinational companies have already embedded sustainability into their business
models, organizations like the DTI Foresight programme, the Design Council, the Institute of Manufacturing and
the higher education sector agree that sustainability is the biggest challenge business and, by default, designers
face today (Faud-Luke, 2002: 38).

‘Sustainability requires that problems be solved in a whole systems context, which means that there must be an
understanding of inter-relationships between the parts of a system, e.g. human and natural capital as well as
economic capital, in communities, regions, counties and the world’ (Juniper and Moore, 2002: 268).

In order to fulfill the requirements of sustainability, designers’ objectives should be judged against the reversibility
of the choices made today (Manzini, 1995). The fundamental value of design is ‘the ability to help secure the bio-
diversity of life in which we are implicated and upon which we depend’ (Fry, 1995: 192).

Tacit knowledge
Is the ‘subjective’, personal knowledge, which is defined as the cognitive resource that a person brings to a
situation that enables them to think and perform. Polanyi, who coined the term ‘tacit knowledge’ (Polanyi, 1966;
Polanyi, 1973), describes it in the following, classic, sentence: ‘I shall reconsider human knowledge by starting
from the fact that we can know more than we can tell’ (Polanyi, 1966: 4). 

There are several characteristics of tacit knowledge that the majority of authors seem to agree upon. These are:
(i) this type of knowledge is difficult to write down and formalise, (ii) tacit knowledge is personal knowledge, (iii)
it is practical, (iv) and context specific (Ambrosini and Bowman, 2001). In relation to design the most interesting
aspect of tacit knowledge is the driving uncodifiable, meta-creative force of it, which resides in people
(Michlewski, 2002: 5). It is being used in the design process as a mix of experience, systematic procedures and
intuitive judgements (Jones, 1970: 11; Papanek, 1971: 288; Heskett, 1980: 9; Cross, 1995: 106; Woodham,
1997: 180).

Methodology

The epistemological foundation of this research is grounded in constructionism. It uses interpretivism and
phenomenolgy as the sources of knowledge about the object of analysis. (Crotty, 1998: 5) As the research
method we have chosen embedded multiple case study (Yin, 1994: 42). 

In terms of the data collection method the research process was composed of semi-structured, group interviews.
These were focus groups consisting of six to twelve people. The reasons for choosing focus groups was their social
orientation, which provided relevant contexts, more natural and relaxed atmosphere than one-to-one interviews, low
cost and relatively high validity of results (Marshall and Rossman, 1999: 115). As a means to support the primary
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method, individual questionnaires were developed and basic statistical tests were carried out (Yin, 1994: 86; Gillham,
2000: 80). Prior elements of the research process included participant observation in a design research unit, which
lasted one year; individual unstructured and semi-structured interviews with design scholars, consultants and
researchers; and one organisational culture questionnaire in the aforementioned design research unit.

The distinctiveness of values instigated by working in design disciplines was set against the perceptions of people
working the business domain. The assumption made in the process was that the participants socialized values from
their environments whilst dealing with the problems of internal integration and external adaptation (Schein, 1992).  

Analysis of group interviews

In the process of this research three groups from Northumbria University have taken part in a value assessment,
twenty-seven people in total. The first group represented the Centre for Design Research (CfDR) in the School of
Design. Thirteen people returned completed questionnaires and took part in the focus groups. Eleven participants
declared design as their professional domain, two declared management/organisational studies. In this group
there were eight researchers, two professional consultants and three managers. 

The second focus group consisted entirely of the School of Design teaching staff. Eight people returned
questionnaires and took part in the discussion. Seven were design teachers, one indicated ‘design manager’ as
their leading role.

The third focus group was composed of Northumbria Business School (NBS) staff. There were six participants of
the group interview, all of whom handed in completed questionnaires. Among them were three teachers, two
managers and one researcher.

The questionnaires were distributed at the beginning of each session. The participants were asked to complete
them before moving on to a moderated discussion. Each of these sessions was taped and later transcribed. The
average time of the exercise varied between an hour, and an hour and a half. The participants were asked to talk
about each of the attributes listed in the questionnaire and reach a consensus on the groups’ emotional
investment on the scale, which spanned from ‘strong positive’ (1) to ‘strong negative’ (5) emotional investment.

The statistical part of the analysis uses non-parametric tests of the questionnaires to support the qualitative and
interpretivist core of this research. Even though these findings may appear to be concrete and conclusive, the
reader is encouraged to consider them predominantly as an aid to understanding these cases in the process of
descriptive, more explorative discussion. 

Statistical analysis of questionnaires

Figure 1. Median of responses from individual questionnaires –
designers vs. managers.
*1. Strong positive, 2. Positive, 3. Neither positive nor negative, 4.
Negative, 5. Strongly Negative
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Figure 2. Mean of responses from individual questionnaires –
designers vs. managers.
*1. Strong positive, 2. Positive, 3. Neither positive nor negative, 4.
Negative, 5. Strongly Negative

In order to find out more about any significant differences between designers and managers in terms of their
emotional attachments to the attributes listed in the questionnaire, we have decided to test the hypothesis using non-
parametric Mann-Whitney U Test. The reason was that we knew nothing about the distribution of the variables, and
also because there were two independent samples involved, namely, designers from the CfDR and from the School
of Design, and managers from the  Newcastle Business School. The significance level was set at 5% (alpha = 0,05). 
The null (H0) hypotheses and alternative (H1) hypotheses were defined as:
H0: The two samples come from the same population
H1: The two samples come from different populations

Results

Figure 3. Test Statistics (b)
(a)  Not corrected for ties.
(b)  Grouping Variable: Professional domain

As we can see in Figure 3, in six out of thirteen attributes the sig. value does not exceed 0,05, which means we
can reject the null hypothesis at the 5% level of confidence. In other words, there is sufficient evidence to suggest
that the emotional attachment of designers and managers is significantly different in terms of these six attributes.
These findings indicate that designers tend to have visual thinking, intuitiveness, aesthetics, artistic
creativity, sustainability of solutions and tacit knowledge closer to their hearts than managers. This naturally
relates only to two studied groups and cannot be generalized. However, the result gives some initial confidence
that further research in this respect might lead to some interesting insights. 

Discussion

Constructive conflict
During the discussion some designers expressed the view that it would be more appropriate to talk about
‘constructive interaction’. They were concerned with the negativity of the word ‘conflict’. The need for respect
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and trust was mentioned. The CfDR group seemed to agree to one member saying: ‘one needs to leave the ego
at the door’. With the application of boundary conditions concerning friendliness of the environment, designers
agree that they, as a group, have strong emotional investment in constructive conflict. The group from the
Business School declared ‘positive emotional investment’ towards constructive conflict. Some of them expressed,
however, that from their experience it is not always straightforward and positive. It was the investigators overall
impression that the people from the NBS were less enthusiastic about constructive conflict. This was also slightly
visible in the statistics, but not on a significant level.

Risk-taking
Despite a widely held view that both professional disciplines of design and management involve and support risk
taking, participants of the focus groups opted for more neutral, or even risk-aversive end of the scale. It could be,
that the their personal aversion to risk-taking was brought by some of them to the academic environment. The
majority view was that it is ‘an unpleasant necessity’ to take risks and agreed on ‘neither positive nor negative
emotional investment’. Their opinions in our view are closer to the negative end of the continuum. The groups
consisting mainly of designers were not as reserved towards risk-taking though they expressed some concerns.
The agreement of the group was ‘positive emotional investment’ but with a condition to manage risk accordingly.
The statistical results did not indicate any significant differences between designers and management academics,
but again, there was a sign of the former being less risk-aversive.

Visual thinking
This is the first of six attributes flagged by statistical test as significantly different in view of designers and
managers academics. The content analysis of the discussions appears to support and strengthen that result. Not
only did designers instantly agree on the great importance of visual thinking, but also their acknowledgement of
it seems to go far deeper than this of scholars from the Business School. For example, designers view visual
thinking as a means of understanding rather than simply presenting the information. Managers, on the contrary,
seem to have very limited idea about visual thinking. They agreed on ‘positive emotional investment’
predominantly on the basis of understanding visual thinking as a visual representation of ideas. They agreed that
their natural mode of thinking was verbal. From the observations we have made, we conclude that designers have
strong emotional investment in visual thinking.

Pluralism in decision-making
It appears that all groups agreed on either ‘strong positive’ or ‘positive emotional investment’ in this attribute.
Managers without hesitation opted for ‘the positive’. Designers took some time to develop the idea amongst
themselves. They were not as convinced. In the CfDR the view emerged, that on the conceptual level it is positive,
but on the decision-making level it could also be negative. This happens because designers, as one of them put
it, often ‘…come and lead consumers into new directions’. They said that pluralism in the case of designing
completely new products might become an impediment. The group of teaching staff from the School of Design
reported similar conditions to pluralism. It seems natural that designers would make some decisions in a less
pluralistic fashion. We suspect, even though the agreement of both groups of designers was ‘positive emotional
investment’, and the outcome of individual questionnaires was also positive, that pluralism in decision-making is
hardly designers’ strong, shared value.

Intuitiveness
Both the outcome of the in-depth analysis of discussions and the statistical significance on a considerable level
suggest that designers and management scholars, who took part in the study, have distinct values concerning
intuition. Designers view intuition as something inherent in their professional domain. The importance of using
intuition appears to be a commonly held belief. Contrary to managers, designers openly admit basing their
decisions on intuition. With the Business School this is clearly not the case. They prefer following well established
structures and methods. Their view was that intuition causes prejudice and biases and should be avoided. This is
a predominantly negative emotional investment in intuition. Apart from a few dissenting voices, the difference
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between managers and designers is apparent. The latter group tends to acknowledge the use and importance of
it, whereas the former group would rather not raise it unless they really have to. 

Rebelliousness
There is not much disagreement between the groups in respect to being an oppositionist or showing signs of
rebelliousness. Both, the designers and managers see themselves as having ‘a positive emotional investment’
associated with this attribute. Designers stressed the importance of taking the opposite view and looking at a
problem from completely different points of view. As one designer put it: ‘It’s constructive rebellion really, that’s
what we’re looking for’. Looking closely at the comments made by the participants from the NBS we see that
there is a second bottom to it. They said that it does not pay to be ‘the odd one out’. They finally agreed that
they want to go with the ‘positive emotional investment’ but it was not unanimous.

Aesthetics
In aesthetics, it seems, there are some significant differences between designers and managers. As explained in
previous parts of this paper, aesthetics is understood in more profound terms than just physical appearance. Using
this broadened definition as a signpost we are inclined to conclude that designers represent ‘strong positive
emotional investment’, whereas managers from the Business School ‘neither positive nor negative emotional
investment’. The statistical test of individual questionnaires picked up a significant difference between these two
groups, and so did our observations of the focus group discussions. We believe that it is not something managers
feel comfortable with. Designers, on the other hand, did not have any problems with understanding what it
means or agreeing on ‘strong positive emotional investment’. Some of them also appeared to understand the
more philosophical element of aesthetics. Hence, there are strong reasons to believe that designers share this
value with a strong conviction.

Artistic creativity
This is another attribute, which shows significant differences in emotional investment expressed by designers and
managers. High level of statistical significance is strongly supported by the contents of discussions. Comments
made by the people from the Business School indicated that they are completely satisfied with sticking to the
‘function’. They referred to artistic creativity as something unnecessary and time-consuming in their profession.
In contrast, both groups of designers agreed on ‘strongly positive emotional investment’   One member of staff
of the School of Design said: ‘If art is about provoking reactions, which I think it is, then I don’t see why design
shouldn’t perform that as “a” function’. Our overall impression is that there is a natural willingness to engage in
artistic imagination by designers and there isn’t such an attitude presented by managers.

Emotions
In terms of emotional investment in the willingness to embed future emotional reactions in products and services,
designers and managers responded rather similarly. However, the depth of understanding of the issues involved
was far greater among designers. Where managers struggled to translate it into familiar situations, designers
asked questions of an ethical nature. Even though there is no statistically significant result based on individual
questionnaires, having listened to the conversation we would see management scholars as having more neutral
emotional investment into engaging emotions than designers. 

Multisensoriality
This term had to be explained to the participants of all three groups. The results seem to indicate that everybody
has ‘a positive emotional investment’ in engaging many senses in their work. For example, one designer said: ‘You
very definitely make conscious decisions about sensorial issues. For example you would very definitely, in spite of
all the other factors positive, reject fabric that smells revolting.’ There were some voices which expressed using
all senses simultaneously as an inherent and non-dividable quality of designers. ‘We don’t design in monochrome
or flat texture. When you’re designing you’re occupying space.’ said one of them. As far as managers are
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concerned they were less “at ease” with this attribute typified by the reaction to it: ‘In terms of my personal
feelings I would engage it, but I don’t think you could say that about management in general.’ 

Cultural multiplicity
Comments made in relation to this attribute were almost unanimous. They hovered very closely to ‘strong positive
emotional investment’ in virtually all cases. It looks as if the idea of co-existing and benefiting from various
cultures is already deeply embedded in values of managers and designers. This may be due to the influence of
the more basic, national culture. British culture is heterogenic and embraces many different cultures. In reality
there is no escape from this multitude of cultural backgrounds in majority of working environments in today’s
Britain. Instead, people seem to have got used to benefiting from cultural diversity.

Sustainability of solutions
Very strong statistical significance suggests that designers differ from managers in their emotional investment
here. This finding is backed by our observations and the outcomes of the group interviews. Designers tend to
have ‘a strong positive emotional investment’, whereas managers ‘neither positive nor negative’. One person
from the Business School said: ‘I’m not sure if what I do will survive. The methods change and what I’m doing
now will not have great relevance in the future’. Designers, on the other hand, expressed more positive views.
They have reservations in relation to a complete change in future circumstances but overwhelmingly agreed that
they have strong emotional commitment in taking the responsibility for current decisions in respect to their
sustainability in foreseeable conditions.

Tacit knowledge
Statistical significance was recorded, but it was rather weak. The group interviews point out quite ‘strong positive
emotional investment’ shown by designers and ‘positive investment’ by managers. Designers expressed the view,
that tacit knowledge is hidden, difficult to access and unlock and very important in their work. Sometimes it seems
obvious but in fact it constitutes the building block of many solutions. The group reaction gave us the idea that
most of them share this view. There seems to be an important, difficult to express, component of the work of
designers. The participants of the Business School group interview were convinced that tacit knowledge is mainly
a substitute for experience. When tacit knowledge was juxtaposed with intuition they refuted that these two had
anything in common. Our conclusion is that managers have generally good feelings towards tacit knowledge and
the value of it, but their perception of it is relatively limited when compared with that of designers. Designers are
more solid in their emotional investment in, and comprehension of ‘tacitness’ of their knowledge.

Conclusions

Because the participants were asked for the questionnaires to be filled in very quickly, emotional reaction to the
questions in the questionnaire, could be treated as a proxy for an individual emotional investment. At the later
stage the focus groups included more in-depth discussion, which substantially enriched the questionnaires, and
gave a fuller understanding of the situation. This is the reason why both sources were given equal attention. 

The influence of wider circles of culture is evident on every level of the analysis. There is a difficulty associated
with assigning certain values to specific bigger or smaller environments in which people work and live. In the case
study, which has been described, we have the level of British national culture, followed by an academic
environment, followed by the influences of the individual disciplines of design and management/organisational
studies. In an attempt to distinguish the values of just one particular field within this setting, we must apply much
caution. In addition to that, this part of the research focused on the integrative paradigm of studying
organisational cultures (Martin, 1992). This approach assumes that a set of common or shared values exists.
Nevertheless, the results of the research depicted in this paper indicate that there might be a set of design-derived
values that could contribute to predominantly management-driven organisational cultures.
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