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[bookmark: _Toc58234822]ABSTRACT
Organizational aesthetics comprises a way of understanding organizational life based on immediate sensory reactions (i.e., sight, hearing, taste, smell, and touch) to the material components of organizing (e.g., artifacts, physical settings, and material practices). Despite the growing interest in the topic, however, research is fragmented across management areas. To advance scholarly knowledge in this field, we reviewed the empirical work dealing with aesthetics. Our review yields two major insights. First, we identify three perspectives on the role of aesthetics. Scholars have treated aesthetics as (1) a directed stimulus (that elicits product evaluation and work organization), (2) a knowledge tool (that is entwined with creative work and everyday tasks), or (3) an open-ended outcome (that serves as a personal experience). Second, we find that each perspective highlights emotional and cognitive mechanisms through which aesthetics is implicated in organizing. Building on these two insights, our review offers an integrative framework that provides a comprehensive picture of the state of the field, illuminating the work of aesthetics in and around organizations and providing avenues for future studies.






[bookmark: _Toc58234823]INTRODUCTION
Organizational aesthetics concerns the experiences and understandings that originate from the senses (i.e., sight, smell, hearing, taste, and touch). These experiences and understandings are based on the perceptive-sensorial capacities of individuals, as well as the knowledge that is created through the deployment of such capacities (Gagliardi, 1996; Strati, 1999; Taylor & Hansen, 2005). While the study of aesthetics can be traced back to Greek philosophy, only recently has the interest in aesthetics evolved beyond philosophy and attracted the attention of management scholars (Elsbach & Pratt, 2007; Gagliardi, 1996; Guillén, 1997; Rafaeli & Pratt, 2006; Strati, 1992). These scholars have begun to delve into the material foundations of organizing and have, subsequently, fostered recognition of aesthetics as an important topic of management inquiry.
The growing interest in the aesthetic dimension of organizing can be ascribed to two causes. First, managing the sensory experiences of consumers and employees has become a priority in several industries. With the rise of the “experience economy” (Pine & Gilmore, 1998), companies are compelled to invest in delivering appealing and engaging services and products that satisfy customers’ needs for meaningful sensorial experiences. For example, various types of businesses (e.g., banks, coffee shops, retail stores, and tech companies) now consider it vital to provide consumers with delighting experiences as they handle and use new devices and interact with employees during service encounters (Cober et al., 2004; Gruber et al., 2015). At the same time, aesthetically pleasing work settings (e.g., those perceived as restorative and calming due to their visuals, sounds, textures, and scents) have been shown to influence employees’ creativity and productivity as well as newcomers’ perceptions of organizations (Elsbach & Bechky, 2007; Elsbach & Pratt, 2007). Second, in the last few years, there has been a growing interest in the role of materiality (e.g., artifacts and physical settings) in organizations and institutions (Boxenbaum et al., 2018; Jones et al., 2017; Leonardi et al., 2012). This interest emerged from a larger “material turn” (Hicks & Beaudry, 2010) and “spatial turn” in social sciences (Beyes & Holt, 2020; Beyes & Steyaert, 2012) that have highlighted how “matter does matter” (Carlile et al., 2013: 3) and how “place” and “place-ness” are essential components of organizing (van Marrewijk & Yanow, 2010). Thus, research has devoted increasing attention to the study of how images, products, logos, work objects, physical settings, and virtual environments are both reflective and constitutive of organizations (Beyes & Holt, 2020; Boxenbaum et al., 2018). As a whole, this flourishing research has fostered recognition that aesthetics may play a role within and around organizations.
Despite the importance of organizational aesthetics as a field of study and the development of a critical mass of scholarship on the topic, management scholars have yet to build a coherent, integrative body of research for understanding the work of aesthetics in organizational life. To date, empirical studies have adopted different perspectives on aesthetics and have suggested that there might be different mechanisms through which aesthetics shapes organizational life. For these reasons, we review the research on the topic and propose an integrative framework (Elsbach & van Knippenberg, 2020) that provides novel insights on how aesthetics influences individual and collective behaviors in and around organizations.
We begin our review with an overview of the origins and evolution of the concept of aesthetics, broadly speaking. We then explain the scope and methodology of our review and its positioning vis-à-vis prior reviews. Next, we introduce a detailed description of the three perspectives on organizational aesthetics based on the respective roles aesthetics plays in organizing. These three roles, emerging from the review of empirical studies in management research, are: directed stimulus, knowledge tool, and open-ended outcome. Drawing on key insights about these roles, we then propose an integrative framework that summarizes the current state of the research on organizational aesthetics. Finally, we use this integrative framework and related insights to outline avenues for future research in four critical areas of management research.

PAST RESEARCH ON AESTHETICS
[bookmark: _Toc58234824]Origins and Evolution of the Concept of Aesthetics
While the study of aesthetics can be traced back to Greek philosophy (cf. Strati, 1992), the term ‘aesthetics’ was coined only in the 18th century when the German philosopher Baumgarten published a two-volume book titled Aesthetica (1750 / 58) dedicated to the scientia cognitionis sensitivae (“the science of sensible knowledge,” §1). Foregrounding sensory responses as epistemologically relevant, Baumgarten argued that, whereas logics attends to the study of intellectual and conceptual knowledge, aesthetics focuses on sensory knowledge—i.e., a type of knowledge acquired through the immediate experience of being in the world. As such, aesthetics was to be considered one of the two components of the theory of knowledge (Baumgarten, 1750 / 58; see also, Kant, 1790 [1987]).
Later philosophical thinking expanded the domain of aesthetics as a form of knowledge by claiming that intellectual and conceptual knowledge depends on and develops from sensory knowledge (Dewey, 1934; Polanyi, 1962 [2015]). Aesthetics was, thus, conceptualized as a form of tacit and pre-linguistic knowledge, often unconscious and ineffable, deriving from the sensory perception of particular events, or a way of “knowing a thing by relying on our awareness of it for the purpose of attending to an entity to which it contributes […] tacit, so far as we cannot tell what the particulars are, on the awareness of which we rely for attending to the entity comprising them” (Polanyi, 1962 [2015]: 601).
Although it originated as a branch of philosophy, aesthetics has progressively become a subject of inquiry and debate in other disciplines, such as psychology (e.g., Berlyne, 1974), anthropology (e.g., Douglas, 1982[2011]; Gell, 1980, 1992), sociology (e.g., Bourdieu, 1984), and finally management (e.g., Gagliardi, 1996). Specifically, over the past three decades, aesthetics has attracted the attention of scholars in the fields of organization theory (e.g., Guillén, 1997; Rafaeli & Pratt, 2006; Strati, 1999), innovation management (e.g., Eisenman, 2013; Endrissat & Noppeney, 2013; Ewenstein & Whyte, 2007), leadership (e.g., Ford et al., 2017; Guillet de Monthoux et al., 2007), accounting (e.g., Davison & Warren, 2009; Pollock & D’Adderio, 2012), and entrepreneurship (e.g., Elias et al., 2018), among others.
Originally stemming from complaints about the exclusion of aesthetics from organization studies (Ackoff, 1981) and from some pioneering work on the role of physical design inside organizations (Becker, 1981), interest in the aesthetic dimension of organizing developed within the intellectual movement called the “cultural turn” in organizational studies. This movement, also referred to as “organizational symbolism” (Turner, 1990[2014]), focused on investigating organizations as “cultures” or as “symbolic fields” and emphasized the aesthetic dimension and style of organizations (Gagliardi, 1996; Pondy et al., 1983; Turner, 1990[2014]).
Over time aesthetics has progressively developed into a separate field of inquiry in management research, called organizational aesthetics, that is focused on studying organizational life as experienced and understood through the senses (i.e., sight, smell, hearing, taste, and touch) that are used through the perceptive-sensorial capacity of organizational members (Gagliardi, 1996; Strati, 1992, 1999). Scholars of this tradition have used the term “aesthetics” in a broad and general manner to refer to “all types of sense experience and not simply to experience of what is socially described as ‘beautiful’ or defined as ‘art’” (Gagliardi, 1996: 312), as well as to refer to the knowledge that originates from such sense experiences, including visceral sensations, feelings, and reasoning around these experiences (Taylor & Hansen, 2005).

[bookmark: _Toc58234825]Related Reviews and the Novelty of Our Review
In the past three decades, organizational aesthetics has attracted the attention of management scholars, giving rise to a growing number of empirical inquiries and subsequent reviews. So far, three reviews have attempted to organize the research on organizational aesthetics either directly (Taylor & Hansen, 2005; Strati, 2010) or indirectly (Meyer et al., 2013).
In a first review published in 2005, Taylor and Hansen (2005) surveyed the research in organizational studies and categorized the papers based on two dimensions: the research methodology used and the content of the research. The scholars distinguished research methods between “intellectual methods” (i.e., the classic tools of social science research) and “artistic methods” (based on the use of art practices) employed in the analysis of aesthetics; and the content of the research between “instrumental content” (i.e., mainstream organizational research questions of efficiency and effectiveness) and “aesthetic issues” (addressing the day-to-day feel of the organization). In so doing, the scholars conducted a first organization of the literature on aesthetics to help researchers gain consciousness regarding the ways they study organizational aesthetics and the implications of different methods and content.
Similarly, Strati (2010) categorized the work on organizational aesthetics based on the research style of empirical inquiries. Specifically, he identified four research approaches: (1) “archaeological,” which focuses on studies on organizational cultures; (2) “empathic-logical,” which is based on both immersive and analytical reasonings on the aesthetic dimension of work and organizational life; (3) “aesthetic,” which is tied to expert knowledge, whether individual or collective, of the organizational actors and the researcher; (4) and “artistic,” which pertains to the organizational reﬂection within the social phenomena of art worlds. This categorization not only conceives of aesthetics as a sensorial form of knowing that permeates organizational life but also illustrates the features of research methods employed in its study. For example, an empathic-logical approach begins with an “empathic immersion” in the research field to explore the pre-cognitive influence of artifacts on organizing, while an archeological approach focuses on the symbolism and cultural valence of organizational artifacts.
More recently, Meyer et al. (2013) have reviewed extant work in organization and management studies focusing on the “visual mode” of meaning construction, i.e., a speciﬁc way of constructing and expressing meanings through visual artifacts or the integration of visual and verbal artifacts. They identified “five ideal-typical methodological approaches” (p. 503) to the study of visuality (i.e., “archeological,” “practice,” “strategic,” “dialogical,” and “documenting”) based on the role played by visual artifacts in the research design and in the objectives and methodological assumptions implied by such roles. In doing so, the scholars outline that the research on aesthetics includes inquiries into visuality, but it also recognizes that aesthetics is not limited to visual artifacts extending to “inter-connections to studies on materiality in organizations” (p. 539).
While these reviews have taken different approaches and placed different emphasis on organizational aesthetics, collectively they have focused on the methodological variety characterizing the research designs that include the analysis of aesthetics. Our article extends these efforts in two important ways. First, we believe the time is ripe to take a look at the expanding body of research on organizational aesthetics. As scholars have taken a keen interest in materiality and space (Boxenbaum et al., 2018; Jones et al., 2017; van Marrewijk & Yanow, 2010), studies on organizational aesthetics have grown at a fast rate. However, these studies have adopted different – and sometimes incompatible – standpoints in regard to organizational aesthetics and drawn from a large number of theories, thus leaving the body of work on the topic in need of organization and guidance for future research. We believe that the research on aesthetics has reached a critical mass that requires synthesis (Elsbach & van Knippenberg, 2020). Second, past reviews have focused on the methodological variety underpinning studies on organizational aesthetics, but they have dedicated far less attention to the empirical evidence that emerges from those studies. We use an approach that is distinct from these prior reviews. We take a critical look at empirical evidence and build an integrative framework that explains how aesthetics influences organizing. To this end, we purposefully focus on scholarly, empirical research that provides insights into how aesthetics affects and is intertwined with individual and collective behavior in and around organizations. Our review not only illuminates how aesthetics operates in organizing, but it also suggests directions for future research that will deepen our understanding of how aesthetics is implicated in organizational life.
[bookmark: _Toc58234826]SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY
[bookmark: _Toc58234827]Sampling
Our sampling strategy was based on a multi-step protocol-driven methodology, where the search protocol was defined at the beginning of the study based on the purpose of our review. 
First, to capture the full spectrum of empirical studies on the topic, we defined the temporal boundaries of our search: From the late 1980s/early 1990s, i.e., when organizational aesthetics emerged as a distinct field of management research (Strati, 2000), until 2021.
Second, we identified a list of journals among which to perform our selection of empirical studies. To this end, we selected top-tier, peer-reviewed management journals that publish empirical studies (i.e., Academy of Management Journal, Accounting, Organizations and Society, Administrative Science Quarterly, Human Relations, Journal of Management, Journal of Management Studies, Organization Science, Organization Studies, and Strategic Management Journal). Next, we expanded our list to include lower-tier, peer-reviewed journals (i.e., Academy of Management Discoveries, Academy of Management Learning and Education, Journal of Management Inquiry, Journal of Product Innovation Management, Long Range Planning, Organization, and Strategic Organization) and sociology journals (i.e., American Journal of Sociology and American Sociological Review) with a clear focus on organizational and managerial issues. We selected these journals because they comprise high-quality, generalist and specialty journals in the field of management and organization. 
Third, we searched for the word “aesthetic(*)” in all the articles published in these journals. This search yielded 1,186 articles. We scanned all these articles and manually selected only empirical studies that included our key word (“aesthetic(*)”) in the main text (i.e., title, abstract, and main body). This meant that we excluded conceptual, methodological and review articles and articles in which the word aesthetic(*) appeared only in the list of references. We then read all the remaining papers paying particular attention to the empirical insights and we retained those that explicitly dealt with the senses as a means to understand and manipulate objects and environments. At the end of such process, a total of 161 papers were included in our review. 
Fourth, we extended our search to selected chapters included in edited books surfacing the topic of organizational aesthetics (e.g., “The Aesthetic Turn in Strategy,” 2020). In so doing, we followed the same approach we used for journal articles, i.e., we searched the text for the word “aesthetic(*)” and read the chapters to identify those that dealt with the use of senses. This step helped us identify 16 chapters. As a whole, our sample consists of 177 empirical studies (161 articles in peer-reviewed journals and 16 chapters in edited collections). Table 1 provides a full list of the papers and chapters included in our review.
------------------------
Table 1 about here
------------------------
In addition to empirical articles and chapters, we also reviewed several conceptual and methodological papers, as well as conceptual books and monographies that provided context for our review, although these were not the focus of our analysis. We list them in Table 2 for completeness.
------------------------
Table 2 about here
------------------------
[bookmark: _Toc58234828]Analysis
[bookmark: _Hlk59645522]To review the articles in our sample, we followed two complementary approaches: an abductive approach (Locke et al., 2008; Peirce, 1931), i.e., a discovery process that relies on “clues [that] give rise to speculations, conjectures, and assessments of plausibility” (Weick, 2005: 433), and a “synthesis by explanation” approach (Rousseau et al., 2008), which seeks to create explanations for phenomena by discerning patterns in published articles. In so doing, we first let our review guide our working definition of organizational aesthetics. Instead of starting with a pre-conceived definition, we looked for general patterns in the findings across the empirical studies. An overwhelming number of papers in our sample referred to the set of sensory reactions (i.e., sight, hearing, taste, smell, and touch) arising from interactions with objects and spaces, the knowledge created through such experiences, and the feelings and reasoning around such experiences that inform perceptions and actions. We, therefore, define organizational aesthetics as a way of understanding organizational life based on immediate sensory reactions (i.e., sight, hearing, taste, smell, and touch) to the material components of organizing (e.g., artifacts, physical settings, and material practices). As we explain later, these reactions trigger emotional and cognitive responses that, in turn, shape individual and collective behaviors in and around organizations. Simultaneously, we looked for instances that refer to the aesthetic dimension of organizing in the papers and we relied on the authors’ empirical evidence as we searched for general patterns to develop insights (Torraco, 2005, 2016). In doing so, two major insights emerged: (1) organizational aesthetics plays three different roles in organizing, and (2) each one of these roles is underpinned by emotional and cognitive mechanisms through which aesthetics influences organizing.
First, as we began to review the empirical evidence, three perspectives emerged from our analysis that correspond to three respective roles of aesthetics: aesthetics as (1) a directed stimulus, (2) a knowledge tool, and (3) an open-ended outcome. For those articles that we could not immediately assign to a perspective, we took a second, closer look at their empirical evidence and then discussed collectively until we all agreed on the perspective. In addition, although one perspective predominated in the vast majority of articles we reviewed, a small number highlighted more than one perspective (e.g., aesthetics as a knowledge tool and as an open-ended outcome); these studies appear twice in our sample and in Table 1.
We classified papers as studying “aesthetics as a directed stimulus” if they referred to aesthetics as an input that elicited the evaluation of materiality and triggered individual or collective behavior. For example, McElroy and Morrow (2010) find that the set-up of open-plan offices acts as a stimulus that is evaluated and affects employees’ perception of organizational culture and work-related attitudes. We coded papers as studying “aesthetics as a knowledge tool” if they treated aesthetics as a form of experiential knowledge that was systematically deployed in work tasks, such as the production of creativity and the organization of everyday work. An example of papers adopting this perspective is Hancock’s study (2020) of Christmas grottos, where the author explains how the physical environment and work artifacts of shopping malls, as well as workers’ attire, are purposefully used and manipulated to deliver the holiday experience. Finally, we classified papers as examining “aesthetics as an open-ended outcome” if they detailed the personal and intimate aesthetic experiences that emerged from interactions with artifacts and surroundings. For instance, Beyes and Steyaert (2013) describe the embodied, aesthetic experience that an artistic urban intervention elicits in one of the authors.
Later, as we were delving into the dynamics underpinning the roles of aesthetics, we observed that the papers in our sample highlighted, albeit sometimes implicitly, emotional and cognitive mechanisms that emerge as people use their sensory faculties of sight, hearing, smell, taste, and touch (Strati, 2003, 2007) and that explain how aesthetics influences organizing. In particular, two emotional mechanisms and two cognitive mechanisms emerged from our analysis. The emotional mechanisms are: (a) spontaneous visceral reactions, i.e., sheer, gut-deep bodily responses, such as attraction or repulsion, pleasure or discomfort, triggered by the aesthetic properties of an object or the environment; and (b) affective responses, i.e., specific emotions, such as sadness or happiness, that people feel as they experience artifacts and spaces. The two cognitive mechanisms that our analysis surfaced are: (a) cognitive interpretations of artifacts and spaces, such as the perception of products as novel based on their appearance, and responses to survey questions that measure aesthetics based on a scale (e.g., a 5-7 point Likert scale); and (b) associations, i.e., links to analogous situations or memories stored in people’s minds that are triggered by artifacts and spaces (Ravasi et al., 2011; Rindova & Petkova, 2007; Verganti, 2009). 
[bookmark: _Toc58234829]PERSPECTIVES OF ORGANIZATIONAL AESTHETICS 
[bookmark: _Hlk56933342]As mentioned above, we found three different perspectives to the study of aesthetics that differ according to the roles aesthetics plays in organizing. These roles are: (1) directed stimulus, (2) knowledge tool, and (3) open-ended outcome. 
In the next sections, we describe each perspective by highlighting a) the role of aesthetics in organizing and the outputs of such role, and b) how the two underlying mechanisms – emotional and cognitive responses – are implicated in each role. To this end, we use examples from the empirical studies that we reviewed. Table 1 provides the complete list of papers that we reviewed, while Table 3 provides illustrative examples for each perspective and each underlying mechanism or combination of mechanisms. 
[bookmark: _Hlk59642226]------------------------
Table 3 about here
------------------------
[bookmark: _Toc56451837][bookmark: _Toc58234830]Perspective 1: Aesthetics as a Directed Stimulus
The first perspective suggests that aesthetics plays an important role as a directed stimulus that guides the evaluation and understandings of artifacts and workplaces, and, eventually, individual and collective behavior. Studies that attend to this perspective illustrate how appearance and stylistic elements of artifacts and physical settings influence perceptions and buying decisions (e.g., Yamamoto & Lambert, 1994), as well as collective processes, such as compliance to requests in organizations (Rafaeli et al., 2008) and the legitimization of gender inequalities (Wasserman & Frenkel, 2015). In other words, studies that embrace this perspective treat aesthetics as a property of material objects (Bloch, 1995) that, through sensory reactions, triggers emotional and cognitive responses influencing people’s perceptions and individual and collective behaviors. Figure 1 provides a synthetic representation of this perspective.
[bookmark: _Hlk59642634][bookmark: _Hlk59644778] ------------------------
Figure 1 about here
------------------------
This role of organizational aesthetics appears in two distinct streams of management research. The first stream, which we call aesthetics as a directed stimulus toward evaluation, includes studies illustrating how the appearance of material artifacts captures the attention of potential consumers and affects their evaluation (Rindova & Petkova, 2007). The second stream, which we call aesthetics as a directed stimulus to organize work, encompasses studies that illustrate how the aesthetics of artifacts and workplaces influences individual and collective processes, such as sensemaking (McDonnell, 2010) and compliance to requests in organizations (Rafaeli et al., 2008). 
[bookmark: _Toc56451838][bookmark: _Toc58234831]Aesthetics as a Directed Stimulus Toward Evaluation
Several studies in our review document how product appearance influences the process of evaluation that individuals undertake when they interact with a product for the first time. Largely drawing on data collected through surveys and experiments, studies in this stream analyze how sensory reactions (mostly visual responses) elicited by stylistic elements (e.g., color, shape, and size) guide individual’s reactions vis-à-vis products and how such reactions lead to considerations about the products (e.g., Goode et al., 2013) and to judgments about the organization with which they are associated (e.g., Bornemann et al., 2015). 
These studies build largely on the literature on consumer behavior (Bloch, 1995; Veryzer Jr, 1993) and, more rarely, on organizational theories (e.g., Rafaeli & Vilnai-Yavetz, 2004). Papers that draw on the literature on consumer behavior focus on how subjective judgments consist of emotional and cognitive responses that drive the evaluation of products. Papers that draw from organizational theories, instead, foreground the work of emotional and cognitive responses in the evaluation of organizations, their corporate landscapes and their artifacts (McElroy & Morrow, 2010; Rafaeli & Vilnai-Yavetz, 2004). We discuss these evaluative processes next.
Evaluation of aesthetic stimuli. Empirical evidence suggests that appearance acts as a cue that guides consumers’ evaluations of products, including their novelty (e.g., Goode et al., 2013), attractiveness (e.g., Truong et al., 2014), quality (e.g., Sands, 2020), perceived market value (e.g., Sgourev & Althuizen, 2014), and consumers’ purchase of such products (Celhay & Trinquecoste, 2015). In addition, a handful of studies indicates that the evaluation of materiality mediates people’s attitudes toward the organization with which a product or a space is associated (McElroy & Morrow, 2010). 
As an example of how appearance influences product evaluation, Mugge et al. (2018) analyzed consumers’ reactions to the design of new products (e.g., digital cameras and electric water kettles). By asking design students to rate the characteristics of products based on a series of pictures and later by asking a consumer panel to rate their experiences, the authors found that products whose shapes were considered harmonious were judged of high quality, while products that looked natural were perceived as easy to use. By contrast, products that appeared novel and non-natural were recognized as technologically advanced. Similarly, using tools that home-broadcast content to several televisions as stimuli submitted to potential consumers, Truong et al. (2014) found that perceived innovativeness of these products enhanced their perceived value, attractiveness and purchase intentions for innovative consumers.
As an example of how appearance influences the evaluation of organizations, McElroy and Morrow (2010) explored the relationship between office re-design and employees’ perception of the organizational culture. Building on a quasi-field experiment in which some employees were moved from a cubicle office environment to an open-plan office, McElroy and Morrow found that office appearance spurred considerations about the organizational culture, in that, organizations with open-office layouts were perceived as less bureaucratic and more collaborative than organizations with cubicle offices. Similarly, Rafaeli and Vilnai-Yavetz (2004) illustrated how the visual appearance of organizational artifacts—i.e., the green color of buses used by the Israeli public transportation company—triggered stakeholders’ subjective judgments that underpinned their attitudes vis-à-vis the artifacts and their interpretations of the organization. Specifically, as stakeholders expressed judgments toward the green buses, such as “This green is pleasant. [It] communicates movement and flow.” (p. 680), they linked impressions of the buses with considerations about the organization that led them to identify with the transportation company, such as “I am… happy to travel with a company that has the positive intentions that green represents” (p. 681).
Mechanisms underlying evaluation of aesthetic stimuli. Studies of aesthetics as a directed stimulus for evaluation also provide insights into the mechanisms that drive evaluations. Our review suggests that these mechanisms include both cognitive and emotional responses (Eisenman, 2013; Rindova & Petkova, 2007). 
Cognitive mechanisms involve analytic considerations, such as cognitive reflections (e.g., artistic virtuosity in Glynn & Lounsbury, 2005), attributions (e.g., categorization in Goode et al., 2013), and, on occasion, associations (e.g., playfulness and friendliness in Creusen & Schoormans, 2005) or symbolic connections (e.g., associations with nature in Rafaeli & Vilnai-Yavetz, 2004). Specifically, cognitive mechanisms represent conscious elaborations that help evaluators to assess physical objects. For example, Van Rompay and Pruyn (2011) examined how the meanings that consumers ascribe to product appearance influence brand perception. Through the analysis of consumers’ reactions to water bottles that differed in their shapes and typefaces, the scholars demonstrated that the cognitive interpretation of shape-typeface congruence affected perceptions of brand credibility and the overall attractiveness of the brand. Congruent shapes and typefaces (e.g., either casual or luxury) guided cognitive considerations about whether the “brand makes a sincere impression … a credible impression and … a trustworthy impression” (p. 603) and whether the brand puts in time and effort to develop eye-pleasing product designs.
Alongside studies that illuminate the cognitive mechanisms underlying the role of aesthetics toward product evaluation, some studies also highlight the emotional mechanisms that accompany such cognitive interpretations. Emotional mechanisms include visceral reactions that emerge immediately upon interaction with an object and are often expressed through likes and dislikes, such as “I personally don’t like rounded sides and such things ... a bit trendy” (Creusen & Schoormans, 2005: 72) or “The color is simply ugly” (Rafaeli & Vilnai-Yavetz, 2004: 679). These studies illustrate how “the [visceral] sense-impressions of any object produce in us … an understanding of it” (Simmel, 1908[1969]: 357). For example, Creusen and Schoormans (2005) manipulated the appearance of telephone answering machines to examine whether it influenced consumer choices. Their study showed that emotional and cognitive responses concurred to explain consumer choices. Respondents explained how the sight of stylistic elements elicited visceral reactions expressed through likes/dislikes, such as “I really liked the shape of that small one” (p. 72), and cognitive responses expressed through practical considerations, such as “I picture it next to the black couch and the black telephone, then that thing completely fits in” (p. 72).
To summarize, studies that attend to aesthetics as a stimulus toward evaluation focus on the individual-level assessment of artifacts and organizations and illuminate the cognitive and, sometimes, emotional mechanisms that underlie the role of aesthetics in evaluation processes.
[bookmark: _Toc56451839][bookmark: _Toc58234832]Aesthetics as a Directed Stimulus to Organize Work
Mostly drawing on qualitative research methods, the papers in this stream focus on how aesthetics is used to induce people’s behaviors in and around organizations. These studies show how sensory reactions (mostly afforded by sight) to workspace components (e.g., office décor and architecture), work artifacts (e.g., annual reports and advertising billboards) and more rarely attire (e.g., heels) prompt individual actions, such as learning behavior (Baer et al., 2018) and power behavior (Dubois & Anik, 2020), as well as collective actions, such as coopting and correcting negative evaluations (Helms & Patterson, 2014) and engaging in pro-social behavior (Barberá-Tomás et al., 2019). As such, this stream builds on and contributes to organizational theories acknowledging the role of materiality in the behavior of employees and audiences (Boxenbaum et al., 2018; van Marrewijk & Yanow, 2010). To this end, these studies outline the emotional and cognitive mechanisms that underpin the work of aesthetics as a directed stimulus to organize work. We discuss behavioral responses next and mechanisms afterwards.
Behavioral responses to aesthetic stimuli. Empirical research in this stream illuminates the role of aesthetics as a stimulus that affects, among other behaviors, the reproduction and maintenance of institutions (Siebert et al., 2017), employees’ learning behavior (Baer et al., 2018; Kaiser et al., 2007), and the creation of power dynamics and evangelistic behavior (Massa et al., 2017). Collectively, studies in this stream show how organizational aesthetics contributes to guiding individual and collective actions: People are prompted to action thanks to the aesthetic judgments that the interaction with artifacts and settings evokes. Put differently, these studies illustrate “how matter matters” (Carlile et al., 2013) as an input that is interpreted through “perceptive-sensorial faculties” (Strati, 2003: 54) and that directs people’s behaviors. For example, in a study of Ontario winemaking, Massa et al. (2017) observed that audience members experienced awe, elation and reverence when they interacted with material artifacts (such as glasses and awards) and work environments (such as historical buildings and vineyards), that made them receptive to winemaking practices and influenced their advocacy. By doing so, Massa and colleagues illustrated that aesthetics worked as a stimulus that guided audiences’ sensory experiences and led to “proselytizing” (e.g., bringing Ontario wines to parties) and “organizing” behaviors (e.g., organizing events or wine societies). 
Mechanisms underlying organizing responses to aesthetic stimuli. Studies examining aesthetics as a directed stimulus to organize work also provide insights into the mechanisms underlying these behaviors. To a large extent, these papers outline either cognitive mechanisms or the co-occurrence of cognitions and emotions (we only found a handful of papers that emphasize uniquely emotional responses).
Cognitive mechanisms underlying behavioral responses to aesthetics include cognitive interpretations related to issues such as formality (Wasserman & Frenkel, 2015) and trust (Rafaeli et al., 2008). They also include, on occasion, associations, such as those linking work attire to leadership behavior (Ford et al., 2017). Dubois and Anik (2020), for example, conducted an experimental study to identify “how the stylistic choices … can both reflect their sociopsychological state and impact their behavior” (Cattani et al., 2020: xxiv). Specifically, their study showed that professional women’s stylistic choice of wearing heels at work led observers to cognitive interpretations of respect and admiration for the wearer, so that heels wearing increased the wearer’s perceived status among observers. In turn, higher status led to wearer’s power behavior—that is, “propensity to take action and think abstractly” (Dubois & Anik, 2020).
Other studies emphasize the co-occurrence of emotional and cognitive mechanisms that underpin behavioral responses to aesthetics. In these instances, cognitive mechanisms, such as reflections about power elicited by objects and spaces (Wasserman & Frenkel, 2011, 2015), operate synchronously with emotional mechanisms, such as a sense of ugliness and discomfort (Wasserman & Frenkel, 2011, 2015), to prompt individual and collective behavior. Emotions highlighted in these studies largely refer to positive or negative affective events (e.g., compassion, solidarity, shame and anger in Klein & Amis, 2020) and more rarely to visceral reactions (e.g., discomfort in Wasserman & Frenkel, 2011, 2015). For example, Siebert et al. (2017) explored the role of organizational space in motivating institutional maintenance. Drawing on an ethnographic study of Scottish advocates (i.e., legal officers of the Scottish government), their study illustrates how these advocates experienced, both emotionally and cognitively, the Parliament House and the Advocates Library, and how these experiences guided their continuous reproduction of the status order. Thus, the study shows how institutions were maintained through affective responses that the buildings triggered (e.g., advocates explained how the buildings “take your breath away”) and the associations that they elicited (e.g., an advocate explained that the spaces within the Parliament House were designed to constrain certain practices and were perceived as “powerful symbol[s]”).
To summarize, the studies that attend to aesthetics as a directed stimulus to organize work, focus on the emotional and cognitive mechanisms that underlie individual or collective interpretation of materiality. These studies also illustrate how these emotional and cognitive mechanisms prompt behaviors that contribute to organizing.
[bookmark: _Toc56451840][bookmark: _Toc58234833]Perspective 2: Aesthetics as a Knowledge Tool
The second perspective emerged in the early 2000s and gained momentum in the 2010s in cohesion with the material and spatial turn in organizational studies (Boxenbaum et al., 2018; Knorr Cetina, 2001; van Marrewijk & Yanow, 2010). This perspective views aesthetics as playing the role of a knowledge tool, acquired through sensory reactions and used to carry out everyday tasks. Studies adopting this perspective illuminate how the interaction, use and manipulation of materiality (work artifacts, workspaces and, more rarely, human bodies) underpin the production of creativity – e.g., the process behind perfume innovation (Endrissat & Noppeney, 2013) –, and the enactment of organizational work – e.g., the management of interactions with external audiences or the construction of legitimacy (Tracey et al., 2018; Voronov et al., 2013). Specifically, this perspective views aesthetics as a form of “knowing in practice and knowing as corporeal doing” (Gherardi & Strati, 2017: 746). That is, aesthetics is a form of knowledge developed and deployed through sensory reactions that are activated as individuals use their senses (i.e., sight, hearing, taste, smell, and touch) to experience, interact and manipulate artifacts and spaces to accomplish everyday work (Gagliardi, 1996; Gherardi & Strati, 2017; Strati, 1992, 1999, 2000). Figure 2 illustrates the role of aesthetics as a knowledge tool.
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Figure 2 about here
------------------------
Our review indicates that studies in this perspective fall into two streams of management research. We call the first stream aesthetics as a knowledge tool to accomplish creativity and the second stream aesthetics as a knowledge tool intertwined with organizing. Studies in the first stream analyze the joint production of creativity (e.g., Bazin & Korica, 2020; Elias et al., 2018). Studies in the second stream illuminate the entrenched relationship between organizational work and aesthetic knowledge (e.g., Pollock & D’Adderio, 2012; Wasserman & Frenkel, 2011). 
[bookmark: _Toc56451841][bookmark: _Toc58234834]Aesthetics as a Knowledge Tool to Accomplish Creativity
Several studies in our review analyze how creativity emerges through material practices carried out by creative workers, such as designers (e.g., Endrissat & Noppeney, 2013), architects (e.g., Ewenstein & Whyte, 2007), chefs (e.g., Louisgrand & Islam, 2020), and singers (e.g., Stephens, 2020)[footnoteRef:2]1. Relying primarily on ethnographic data, these studies emphasize that “aesthetics is activity,” and they explore what “doing aesthetics” means as an everyday achievement (Fine, 1996/2008: 179). For example, fragrance designers form judgments about the fragrances they are developing by smelling them and articulating likes and dislikes (“Christophe (CL) liked the 'ambery notes in the back' and disliked the 'aniseed in the top'” in Endrissat & Noppeney, 2013: 76)), while chefs use their senses of taste and sight to solicit sensory reactions with the intent to produce novel dishes (“It was like an ice cream cone. […] It was something that really wasn’t traditional to France or to China. Even if it was a little bit sweet-and-sour which is more common in Chinese cooking than it is in French cooking. It was fun” in Louisgrand & Islam, 2020: 20). [2: 1 Creative workers, such as designers and architects, receive experiential education through project-based learning (Efstratia, 2014). Experiential education encourages learning by doing and emphasizes the significant role that sensory experiences play through the learning process (Dedouli, 2001). Nigel Cross (1982) refers to this learning process as “designerly ways of knowing” (1982:223) to distinguish it from the scientific and scholarly ways of knowing. Designers and architects are, therefore, trained to intentionally tap into their aesthetic knowledge when creating design artifacts.] 

As a whole, the research in this stream explains how the senses of sight, smell, hearing, taste, and touch are systematically put into use to manipulate materials and create novel outcomes through the elicitation of emotional and cognitive mechanisms. We discuss how senses are employed in creative work next; we discuss the underlying mechanisms afterward.
Development and use of aesthetic knowledge in creative work. Studies in this stream draw attention to people’s senses, highlighting how creative workers enact material practices that enable them to get exposed to sensory stimuli and develop creative outcomes. For example, in a study of fashion designers, Bazin and Korica (2020) analyze how style emerges from the interplay between dresses under development and creative workers’ sensory-driven judgments. Using as an example the creation of one of Jean-Paul Gaultier’s haute couture dresses, the authors explain how Gaultier’s sensory dissatisfaction prompted the skillful deployment of his aesthetic knowledge: “he mimes and crafts in space, manipulating materials directly on live models” (p. 11). The scholars also explain how the deployment of aesthetic knowledge is recursive, encompasses practical tests on the models, and involves other creative workers, like the head seamstress and hairstylist, who also deployed their sensory faculties. Thus, Gaultier and the head seamstress “test moving the cone-like veil from the model’s shoulders to fifty centimeters above her head … they nod and hum.” As this study illustrates, aesthetics is both a tool put into use “to produce objects or services that are pleasing sensually” (Fine, 1996/2008: 179) and a form of knowledge that is constructed through the repeated manipulation of materials. 
In a similar manner, Stigliani and Ravasi (2018) show how creative workers at the design consultancy Continuum acquired individual aesthetic knowledge through the deliberate exposure to aesthetic experiences (i.e., flows of sensory stimuli elicited while interacting with objects and environments) and through the emotional and cognitive responses spurring from such experiences. The authors also show how designers were able to overcome the inherent tacitness of such subjective knowledge by using collective material practices, such as creating mood boards, mapping design landscapes, and holding visual brainstorming meetings that facilitated knowledge sharing.
Collectively, studies in this stream illuminate the relationship between aesthetic knowing and “epistemic objects” (Ewenstein & Whyte, 2009; Knorr Cetina, 2001; Nicolini et al., 2012). The latter are objects of inquiry with an “unfolding character”: They represent open-ended projections of the desired outcome that act as sources of interest and motivation (Knorr Cetina, 2001). Their “lack of completeness” sparks individual and collective creativity that induces their manipulation and the simultaneous construction and refinement of aesthetic knowledge. Because they are in the process of becoming, epistemic objects invite creative workers to manipulate their material properties giving rise to processes of understanding and learning that rely on people’s senses (Strati, 2007). Thus, Jean-Paul Gaultier and his team experimented and learned in the process of positioning a veil so that it did not blind the model (Bazin & Korica, 2020), and designers at Continuum acquired aesthetic knowledge by remaining attentive to their immediate reactions to aesthetic stimuli and exposing others to the same aesthetic experiences (Stigliani & Ravasi, 2018). 
Mechanisms underlying the development and use of aesthetic knowledge in creative work. To explain what doing aesthetics entails, the studies in this stream emphasize either cognitive mechanisms or the co-occurrence of emotional and cognitive mechanisms. 
Many studies that examine how the senses are trained and put into use to develop creative outcomes (Ewenstein & Whyte, 2007), highlight how creative workers enact material practices, such as sketching or modeling, that are triggered by and also trigger cognitive interpretations. Simply put, creative workers consciously attempt “to produce objects of beauty” by finding ways to use the material and visual “media to code pleasurable formal patterns, complex events, and subtle emotions” (Csikszentmihalyi & Robinson, 1990: 22). 
These studies provide empirical evidence of how developing objects and spaces involves material practices that rest on cognitive considerations vis-à-vis material artifacts. To illustrate, in their study of a film festival, De Molli et al. (2020) showed how festival organizers employed associations to carry out “tailored interventions in space to highlight specific elements of the environment,” such as the disposition of “plastic chairs to create black and yellow spots on the Piazza, as if a leopard were passing over it” (De Molli et al., 2020: 1501). Similarly, in their study of building architecture, Yoo et al. (2006) showed how architects enacted a “form-giving process” that employed cognitive considerations aimed at “projecting a design identity into the world” and creating buildings that pleased audiences (Yoo et al., 2006: 227).
Other studies in this stream place emphasis on how creative workers’ material practices rest on and drive emotional and cognitive mechanisms. These studies acknowledge that the senses are at the core of creative work and are purposefully employed to generate visceral and cognitive responses when manipulating material objects (Ewenstein & Whyte, 2007; Michlewski, 2008; Stephens, 2020). For instance, through the analysis of co-creation projects involving artists and customers, Elias et al. (2018) illustrate how a master luthier systematically and consciously engaged with touch “to ‘feel the wood’ with the fingers while scraping it to shape the braces inside the back of the guitar” (p. 257) and with “imaginative hearing” that “entails perceiving sounds … thinking about one’s affective reactions to these sounds, and imagining alternatives for the finished product” (p. 353). The luthier also invited customers to utilize their visceral reactions to imagine the guitar’s sound as they touched and tapped the wood. Similarly, Louisgrand and Islam (2020) illustrate how chefs employed visceral reactions and culture-driven interpretations to produce innovative dishes that married French and Chinese traditions, while Stephens (2020) describes how choir members’ visceral sensations triggered affective responses and cognitive considerations that enabled the collective creation of pleasing musical performances. 
As a whole, these types of studies shed light on the co-occurrence of emotional and cognitive mechanisms that flow from sensory reactions and that both guide and are guided by material practices intended to acquire and deploy aesthetic knowledge. Even more, these studies bring to the fore the crucial role of positive and negative, immediate sensations, such as likes/dislikes and the right/wrong feel of materials (e.g., right fabric feel in Grand, 2016), that emerge as workers interact and manipulate objects.
In summary, studies that view aesthetics as a knowledge tool to accomplish creativity explore the material practices that creative workers enact and draw attention to the emotional and cognitive mechanisms that underpin creative work. In doing so, these studies emphasize that aesthetics is a practical form of knowing (Strati, 2007) that creative workers collectively develop, use and nurture to manipulate and create novel outcomes relying on their sensory reactions.
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The second stream of research suggesting that aesthetics plays a role as a knowledge tool examines how sensory reactions triggered by materiality intervene in organizational work (Gagliardi, 1996; Strati, 1992, 2007). Studies in this stream illustrate how reactions to workplaces, work artifacts, and, more rarely, human bodies are intrinsic to organizational life and entwined with organizing, that is, how “aesthetic knowledge … is routinely in use in organizations” (Taylor & Hansen, 2005: 1213). For example, carpenters dismantling a roof keep their balance because they “feel the roof with [their] feet” (Strati, 1999), seafarers sense the sea as a “home-place” that fuels passion and guides their work (Mack, 2007), hotel guests place used towels in wicker baskets because “it looks more professional, it looks nicer” (Bapuji et al., 2019), and venture founders use “beautifully designed farm buildings” to create associations between the venture and the local context (Tracey et al., 2018).
Drawing often on data collected through ethnographic observations and, in some instances, through self-ethnographies, these studies contribute to a better understanding of how knowledge acquired through the senses is employed to enact day-to-day work and to infuse material artifacts and workspaces with aesthetic properties. In doing so, these studies emphasize that emotional and cognitive responses intervene in enacting work. They also draw attention to the material practices that people carry out to elicit and use emotional and cognitive responses. We discuss these responses and practices next.
Development and use of aesthetic knowledge in organizing. This stream of research foregrounds an aesthetic approach to the study of organizations that elevates sensory reactions to a legitimate form of understanding and organizing (Gherardi & Strati, 2017; Strati, 1992; Strati & de Montoux, 2002). It emphasizes the sensorial and experiential nature of organizing (e.g., Landri, 2007; Wasserman & Frenkel, 2011) and highlights how perceptions of beauty (Pollock & D’Adderio, 2012), and feelings of disgust (Martin, 2002) and passion (Landri, 2007), among other responses, result from the interaction with organizational artifacts and spaces to influence work. 
For example, Pollock and D’Adderio (2012) explore how analysts working for the consulting firm Gartner constructed the ‘Magic Quadrant’—a two-by-two matrix that ranks  current and future performances – in their work with vendors. In this examination, the scholars find that considerations about the aesthetics of the matrix contributed to its development. Gartner analysts included or excluded vendors based on their intention to create a “beautiful picture” (p. 578), i.e., a matrix with a number of dots (or vendors) between 10 and 25, making it neither too empty nor too crowded. 
In another study, Landri (2007) analyzed mathematics as an epistemic object whose development was prompted by a series of material practices among professional mathematicians. These practices included writing argumentative papers that maintained the object of mathematics at the center of attention, distributing competences among mathematicians, transmitting passion from mentors (i.e., professors) to mentees (i.e., students) during off-work meetings, employing judgments about beauty to choose among mathematical reasonings, and finally remembering through stories and memories. All these practices, Landri (2007) argued, are repeated and contribute to the development and maintenance of collective passion for mathematics.
Collectively, these examples suggest that, due to its influence on everyday work, aesthetics acts as “the glue that keeps organizations together” (Strati, 2000). These studies also suggest that the influence of aesthetics operates through both cognitive and emotional mechanisms. We discuss these mechanisms next.
Mechanisms underlying the development and use of aesthetic knowledge in organizing. Studies in this stream illuminate either cognitive mechanisms or the co-occurrence of cognitive and emotional mechanisms that underlie aesthetics as a knowledge tool intertwined with organizing.
First, some studies focus on the cognitive processes that emerge and direct the employment and manipulation of artifacts and environments in everyday work. For instance, Voronov et al. (2013) analyze the practices that winemakers put in place to “engage with the aesthetic and the market logics that are entrenched in their field” (p. 1563). The scholars explain that winemakers consciously enact three cognitive scripts as they interact with external audiences: (1) a “farmer script” that evokes romantic imaginaries of winemaking and is enacted through experiential tours that give audiences “opportunities to get their hands dirty” (p. 1580); (2) an “artistic script” that emphasizes the quality of wine and is communicated through the display of awards, critics’ reviews and showcasing at restaurants; and (3) a “business script” which evokes commitment to profit and is conveyed through eye-catching labels and partnerships with celebrities. As Voronov and colleagues (2013) explain, these scripts are cognitively chosen practices that involve the intentional use of artifacts (e.g., awards) and spaces (e.g., vineyards), and that winemakers enact with flexibility based on the characteristics of the winery and the audience with which they are interacting.
Second, some studies focus on the interplay between emotional and cognitive mechanisms underlying the use of aesthetics as a tool for organizing. These papers focus on how work is informed by visceral reactions and cognitive considerations that emerge as the senses are used to understand and manipulate artifacts and spaces. Specifically, these studies illustrate how spontaneous reactions may highlight both pleasant and unpleasant reactions, that inform cognitive mechanisms of interpretation. In particular, pleasant reactions that emerge during the enactment of practices, provide confirmation that the work is enacted correctly (e.g., a flute “feels right” when the piece does not need rework in Cook & Yanow, 1993), while unpleasant reactions provide information that the work needs to be adapted or changed (e.g., feeling “just not right” drives changes in movie productions in Meziani & Cabantous, 2020). 
To illustrate, in a study of how aesthetic experiences are constructed in aged-care homes to build the “spirit of a place” (p. 861), Martin (2002) describes how negative visceral reactions (i.e., repulsion) led to cognitive interpretations that informed the organization of work and facilities. The author explains how workers utilized their aesthetic judgments to drive their day-to-day activities with the intent to reproduce power dynamics. Whereas some homes enacted practices that dignified residents’ bodies and lives and made them feel at home, others enacted practices that controlled residents and their bodies, but that also detracted their life quality and emphasized experiences of death and decline. 
In another study, Mack (2007) explains how seafarers acquired and shared knowledge about the sea and the “ship’s ‘state of mind’” (p. 382) by deliberately exposing themselves to aesthetic stimuli that triggered visceral reactions.  For example, “the sea is an obsession” (p. 383) or “I like the feeling of the ship both when it is rolling and when it is peaceful and calm” (p. 383), and cognitive interpretations that derived from their maritime heritage and that linked their experience of the sea to well-being and pride. 
Collectively, studies that treat aesthetics as a knowledge tool intertwined with organizing bring to the fore emotional and cognitive mechanisms as means to understand, enact, and (re)produce organizations. In doing so, these studies advocate for an understanding of organizations that goes beyond the traditional “rationalistic perspectives” of organizational studies and emphasizes the role of sensory reactions as means to understand and go about work (Strati, 1992, 2000, 2007; Taylor, 2002).
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The third perspective treats aesthetics as an open-ended outcome and focuses on the personal, aesthetic experiences that emerge as individuals interact with their surroundings. Specifically, studies that attend to this perspective detail personal, intimate sensory experiences that emerge as individuals encounter spaces and artifacts, such as perfume boutiques (Trébuchet-Breitwiller, 2015) or artistic performances (Michels & Steyaert, 2017). Although this role of aesthetics remains the least explored in management literature, some scholars have begun to explore the aesthetic experiences that rest “in the events and scenes that hold the attentive eye and ear of man [sic.]” (Dewey, 1934), arousing their attention and affording a variety of emotional and cognitive responses. Such events and scenes are often the output of organizational or collective processes that intend to engage audiences and consumers soliciting their reactions. For example, Marsh and Śliwa (2021) describe the aesthetic experience of citizens engaging with an artistic intervention of a Polish oppositional artistic collective: “cheerfulness and joyfulness of all participants was spreading to the streets … it was ten thousand of us all wearing silly orange hats, dancing in the street” (p. 12). 
We find that studies that explore aesthetics as an open-ended outcome are part of one stream, which we call aesthetics as experience. These studies illustrate how the material elements of spaces and performances evoke sensory responses that lead to felt emotions and cognitive interpretations. By focusing on how the “experience of the real is first and foremost sensory experience of a physical reality” (Gagliardi, 1996), these studies bring to the fore the range of visceral reactions and cognitive interpretations involved in such experiences. See Figure 3 for a representation of this perspective. 
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Studies in this stream detail the nature of aesthetic experiences by describing the emotional and, less often, cognitive mechanisms that emerge from objects and spaces grabbing the individual attention.
The nature of aesthetic experience. Building on qualitative research methods, studies in this stream draw from interview data or ethnographic and auto-ethnographic studies to detail the sensory reactions that are evoked by the interaction with objects and places. Specifically, these studies describe what it means to have a sensorial experience (Dewey, 1934; Ingarden, 1961) and illustrate the nature of individual’s responses to a stimulus, e.g., visuals (Tyler & Cohen, 2010), sounds (e.g., Brown et al., 2020), and smell (e.g., Riach & Warren, 2015), or, more rarely, to a combination of stimuli (e.g., Nash, 2020). In doing so, these studies regard artifacts and spaces as the focus of attention and the center of intimate, open-ended experiences.
For example, Skoglund and Holt (2020) explore the reactions of staff and external audiences to an artistic intervention that transformed a university toilet into an all-gender or “hir-toilet.” The authors note how the artistic intervention triggered both pleasant reactions (e.g., “the most pleasant toilet in the house, as a room”) and negative reactions (e.g., “This must be a joke? But the first of April is not yet? Will us men get free razors too?”). The authors also observe that the nature of the aesthetic experience was not only expressed through emotional responses, but it also involved considerations about what people believed to be right and wrong (e.g., “There is only him & her. No need for a hir-toilet”). 
As a whole, this research stream provides in-depth explanations about the subjective experiences that the material dimension of organizing triggers illuminating how sensory reactions lead to the emergence of emotional and cognitive responses.
Mechanisms underlying open-ended experiences. First, papers in this stream document personal experiences detailing visceral reactions and affective responses, such as shock (Beyes & Steyaert, 2013) and messiness (Martin, 2002), but also appeal (Trébuchet-Breitwiller, 2015). Such emotional mechanisms encompass both pleasant and unpleasant emotions that emerge as people interact with their surroundings during a service encounter (e.g., hotel services) or the experience of a cultural good (e.g., festival and art installation). By way of example, in their study of urban art intervention of a Berlin-based music collective, Michels and Steyaert (2017) explain how the live performance yielded visceral reactions among bystanders that “ranged widely from ignoring the event or condemning this kind of music to being quiet (silently), overwhelmed, or (loudly) enthused” (p. 98). In another study, Nash (2020) details the visceral reactions linked to the aesthetic experience that emerges as people walk through London. The author explains how the city and the streets are experienced through movements and pace that generate rhythm and elicit a multitude of feelings, like anxiety, sense of speed, intimidation, and excitement. For example, one informant explained: “I do love the City, everything about it. I mean, the buzz, the pace, all add to the excitement for me. I love the non-stop busyness” (p. 314).
Such emotions are sometimes accompanied by cognitive interpretations that help elaborate visceral responses. These cognitive considerations often entail symbolic associations and memories that individuals employ to articulate their experiences. So, smelling coffee in the office during the evening “usually means that we are in for a long night” (Riach & Warren, 2015: 802), a film festival is perceived as magic and gives the sense of being “in a kind of adventure” (De Molli et al., 2020: 10), and bystanders experience the feeling of “walking into a revolutionary action of the autonomists” during an urban art intervention (Michels & Steyaert, 2017: 95).
As a whole, studies that view aesthetics as an open-ended outcome shed light on the sensory nature of aesthetic experiences and their pervasiveness in everyday lives. In doing so, these studies attempt to overcome “aesthetic muteness” (Taylor, 2002), a challenge often emphasized in management research that emerges as people try to articulate in words the momentary and subjective perceptions that aesthetic experiences entail. In drawing attention to the personal, visceral reactions that underlie aesthetic experiences, these studies also point out that artifacts and spaces elicit subjective experiences that may be both pleasant and unpleasant.
DISCUSSION AND DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
An Integrative Framework of Organizational Aesthetics
Our review of the literature on organizational aesthetics has revealed that, since its origin as a field of research (Gagliardi, 1996; Strati, 1992), scholars have attended to aesthetics as a directed stimulus, a knowledge tool, or an open-ended outcome that influences and is entwined with individual and collective behaviors in and around organizations. Our review also reveals the micro-level emotional and cognitive mechanisms that emerge from sensory reactions and that underpin the work of aesthetics in organizing.
Figure 4 portrays a conceptual framework that arose from our critical review and that synthesizes the work of aesthetics in organizing. Organizational members and audiences carry out individual and collective work by engaging the material dimension of organizations (i.e., artifacts and material practices) through their senses. Specifically, sensorial engagement and related sensory reactions trigger both emotional responses (manifested in visceral reactions and affective responses) and cognitive responses (manifested in cognitive interpretations and associations). Together, these responses intervene in how people make sense and how work is organized and performed.
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This framework is supported by recent psychological research that conceives aesthetic experience as the integrative product of sensory, cognitive, and affective components (Chatterjee, 2014; Chatterjee & Vartanian, 2014; Marković, 2012; Norman, 2004). While some neuro-psychological models (e.g., Chatterjee & Vartanian, 2014) suggest that these three components interact in a parallel fashion (i.e., all three function at the same time and interact with each other), others suggest that sensory reactions precede emotional and cognitive processes (Marković, 2012) – that is, that aesthetic experience is first perceived through the senses and then elaborated through the interaction of emotional and cognitive processing.
Our conceptual framework relates to such psychological models by indicating that sensory reactions represent the immediate and primary response to materiality, with emotional and cognitive mechanisms emerging and interacting as a secondary set of responses. This sequence fits with the empirical research we reviewed, which show emotional and cognitive processing of aesthetics following an initial sensorial engagement with materiality. In doing so, our framework supports extant thinking about the nature of aesthetic experiences. At the same time, it extends such thinking by showing how experiences unfold and how they impact work in and around organizations. Thus, our conceptual framework provides a synthetic yet comprehensive account of how aesthetics is implicated in organizing by connecting psychological models with behavioral processes.  
In the following sections, we describe in detail each component of our framework.
Material Dimension of Organizing. The first component of our framework encompasses material artifacts and material practices which comprise the material dimension of organizing. Studies in our review reveal that sensory reactions are elicited by many different artifacts – everyday objects, like kitchenware (Dalpiaz et al., 2016), art objects, like paintings (Khaire & Wadhwani, 2010; Sgourev & Althuizen, 2014), and physical elements of work spaces, like office desks (Gonsalves, 2020). Studies show that such artifacts are “visible or otherwise perceptible by the senses” (Eisenman, 2013: 332) and, thus, provide a sensory-based stimulation that triggers processes of appraisal and subsequent behaviors. Although most studies consider the overall appearance of artifacts, i.e., the combination of “materials, proportion, color, ornamentation, shape, size, and reflectivity” (Bloch, 1995: 551), a few notable exceptions focus explicitly on shape (Berkowitz, 1987) or color (Formilan, 2020) as “aesthetic forces” (Beyes, 2017) that engage the senses and act on their own merit.
In addition, a handful of studies illustrate how even human bodies may serve as “artifacts” that are evaluated and used to organize work and interactions (Hancock et al., 2015; Kachtan & Wasserman, 2015; Meriläinen et al., 2015). Organizations are inhabited by people (Hallett & Ventresca, 2006) and sensory reactions, such as attraction (Mears, 2015) or repulsion (Martin, 2002), arise from people’s corporeality and senses (Stephens & Boland, 2015; Strati, 2010). Thus, much like material artifacts, human bodies act as sensory cues that motivate behavior and are entwined with everyday work. In foregrounding the role of human bodies, these studies relate to the research on “aesthetic labor” (Warhurst & Nickson, 2001) that examines “bodily capital” (Wacquant, 1995) and the embodied practices that individuals enact to “look good and sound right” (Warhurst & Nickson, 2001) “in the production or materialization of aesthetics of a service organization and particularly of the ‘style’ of service” (Witz et al., 2003: 34). 
Alongside material artifacts, the articles we reviewed highlight the role of material practices, i.e., the intentional collection, production, manipulation, and use of materiality -- such as product designers’ enactment of group sketching and brain dumping to create prototypes (Stigliani & Ravasi, 2012). Whereas material artifacts are emphasized in all papers we surveyed, material practices are explored in those papers that treat aesthetics as a knowledge tool as they contribute to using and manipulating artifacts in order to accomplish creativity (e.g., Ewenstein & Whyte, 2007; Islam et al., 2016) and carry out daily work (e.g., Brown et al., 2016; Slavich et al., 2020). For example, material practices are involved in supporting collective sensemaking in creative collaborations (Stigliani & Ravasi, 2012, 2018) and in reaching group-level peak performances (Marotto et al., 2007); material practices are also implicated in creating high-quality products through the physical manipulation of raw material (Cook & Yanow, 1993) and to design organizations and spaces with specific purposes (Barry & Rerup, 2006). Such material practices rely on sensory cues and “sensory maps” (Gagliardi, 1996) that enable individuals and groups to use and manipulate materiality. In other words, material practices employ the knowledge acquired “by activating the specific capacities of […] perceptive-sensorial faculties and aesthetic judgement in the day-to-day lives of organizations” (Gherardi, 2006: 15). 
As a whole, the prominent role of the material dimension uncovered by our review suggests that “materials play an active role in constituting and perpetuating the very fabric of the social [environment]” (Monteiro & Nicolini, 2015: 63). Materiality, thus, has the power to shape individual and collective behavior in and around organizations (Carlile et al., 2013; Latour, 1996) by stimulating the sensorial faculties of individuals that use their senses to engage with their surroundings and work (Strati, 1992, 2003, 2007).
Sensory reactions. The second component of our framework involves sensory reactions emerging from interactions with the material dimension of organizations. Papers in our review show how immediate, sensory judgments arise from these interactions. 
Most papers in our review focus on sight as the primary sense that people employ to evaluate products (e.g., Radford & Bloch, 2011), to experience spaces and artifacts (Vriens et al., 1998) and to construct and visually judge artifacts (e.g., Pollock & D’Adderio, 2012). Implicated in nearly all roles that aesthetics play in organizing, sight has been long privileged (Simmel, 1908[1969]) as the primary sense that guides people’s perceptions and understandings and subsequent behaviors. This disposition is a “bias towards visual” sensing (Brown et al., 2020: 1538) in management and organization research, dubbed optocentrism (Corbett, 2003) or ocularcentrism (Kavanagh, 2004; Warren, 2008). By contrast, other senses (i.e., touch, smell, hearing, and taste) have been regarded as secondary and less important responses to aesthetic stimuli, thus leading to “the hegemony of the eye in modern-day Western culture” (Corbett, 2006: 221). 
Such hegemony is mitigated in our sample by some studies that analyze either multiple sensory reactions or the work of a specific sense other than sight, e.g., hearing (e.g., Brown et al., 2020) or smell (e.g., Riach & Warren, 2015). In particular, some studies that treat aesthetics as a knowledge tool reference multiple senses that work in concert to use and manipulate material artifacts. For example, taste, smell and sight are used to produce food dishes (Fine, 1996/2008), touch and sight are used to judge the quality of hand-made flutes (Cook & Yanow, 1993), and hearing and sight are implicated in collective musical performances (Stephens, 2020). The process of use and manipulation of materiality “is related to the esthetic in perception organically … As we manipulate, we touch and feel, as we look, we see; as we listen, we hear” (Dewey, 1934). 
Alongside these articles, studies that treat aesthetics as an open-ended outcome also explicitly recognize that aesthetic experiences are holistic and involve multiple senses that are at work as individuals experience their surroundings. For example, Trébuchet-Breitwiller (2015) describes how trying on different perfumes in a Parisian boutique led to a pleasant embodied experiences that jointly relied on smell (e.g., scent of the perfumes), touch (e.g., how the perfume felt on one’s skin), and sight (e.g., how the boutique looked to consumers). Finally, a handful of studies that view aesthetics as a directed stimulus center on hearing as a critical sense implicated in the evaluation of artifacts (Meriläinen et al., 2015; Pinch, 2015). For example, Pinch (2015) reports that, upon hearing the sound of the first synthesizers, laypeople would shake their head and utter “what is this weird s**t?” (p. 15). 
Collectively, studies in our review that attend to multiple senses or to senses other than sight contribute to recognizing the collective work of embodied sensations and to moving toward a “sensory equilibrium” (Classen et al., 1994: 10) in management research. 
Emotional and Cognitive Mechanisms. The third component of our framework is represented by emotional and cognitive mechanisms that are triggered by sensory reactions to materiality. In line with Chatterjee (2014) and other scholars (Dewey, 1934; Norman, 2004; Rindova & Petkova, 2007), the studies in our review illustrate that these emotional and cognitive mechanisms facilitate individual and collective understandings and behaviors. 
Emotional mechanisms include immediate, visceral reactions (e.g., "a beautiful melody, and I feel this. It's really great" in Marotto et al., 2007) and more enduring, affective responses (e.g., passion and “hyper-focus” in Siciliano, 2016) that emerge “when the [individual] processes certain objects or situations with one of [their] sensory devices” (Damasio, 1999: 56). Although these emotional mechanisms are emphasized across the three perspectives, they are more evident when aesthetics plays certain roles. 
Visceral reactions are consistently highlighted in the studies that view aesthetics as a knowledge tool (e.g., Meziani & Cabantous, 2020) or as an open-ended outcome (e.g., Beyes & Steyaert, 2013). Such reactions emerge from interaction with artifacts or immersion in evocative surroundings, and include both positive and negative sheer, embodied reactions, such as comfort/discomfort (e.g., Mack, 2007; Wasserman & Frenkel, 2015), like/dislike (e.g., Creusen & Schoormans, 2005; Fine, 1992), attraction/repulsion (e.g., Mack, 2007; Martin, 2002), and feeling right/wrong (e.g., Cook & Yanow, 1993). These are not only rapid and momentary judgments or gut reactions (Dane & Pratt, 2007), but they also are “among the most salient experiences we have. At the same time, they appear to be more immediate, more spontaneous, and less affected by accessible cognitive processes than … other emotions” (Ortony et al., 1990: 156).
In contrast, affective responses toward materiality are often emphasized in studies that view aesthetics as a directed stimulus to organize work. Such responses are lasting affective states that may provoke behaviors (Massa et al., 2017) and commitments (Siebert et al., 2017). They range from passion and love (Kaiser et al., 2007; Siciliano, 2016) to fear and anger (Barberá-Tomás et al., 2019; Helms & Patterson, 2014), thus encompassing the full spectrum of positive and negative affective states (Stets & Turner, 2014; Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). Such affective responses influence people’s attitudes toward materiality as they evaluate, use, and manipulate it, and “create a state of disequilibrium, driving and preparing [a person’s] body and mind to approach another state or to avoid a current state” (Seo et al., 2004: 427). 
While different in nature, visceral reactions and affective responses collectively validate the research on emotions in organizations suggesting that emotions are “an integral and inseparable part of everyday organizational life” (Ashforth & Humphrey, 1995: 98; see also Fineman, 2000; Fineman, 2003). Emotions that spur from sensory reactions constitute “the prime source of motivational energy” (Winter, 2013: 129) that prompts attention allocation, judgments and actions (Collins, 2004, 2014; Furnari, 2014). Emotions, both positive and negative, are, therefore, inherently motivational and influence action-readiness, i.e., moving toward, moving away, and moving against a certain sensory stimulus (Frijda, 2004; Seo et al., 2004).
Alongside emotional mechanisms, aesthetics works through cognitive mechanisms that manifest in cognitive interpretations of material objects and spaces (e.g., certain noises are interpreted as dangerous in Brown et al., 2020; everyday objects are reconceptualized as art objects in Dalpiaz et al., 2016) and symbolic associations and memories that artifacts and spaces evoke (e.g., "Black pepper shows up and looks like mouse turds" in Fine, 1992; childhood memories related to the sea in Mack, 2007). As we take a closer look at these cognitive mechanisms, we observe that they are embedded in experiences and “culturally encoded ways of seeing” (Creed et al., 2020).
 Cognitive responses explicitly refer to and draw from individuals’ backgrounds and training (e.g., Ewenstein & Whyte, 2007), societal norms (e.g., Di Domenico & Fleming, 2009), stereotypes (e.g., Helms & Patterson, 2014), accumulated exposure and memories of artifacts and spaces (e.g., Crawford et al., 2020), and understandings of organizational culture (e.g., Yoo et al., 2006). Building on experiences and socio-cultural backgrounds, cognitive responses then manifest in cognitive interpretations and associations that underpin all three roles of aesthetics and contribute to explaining how aesthetics is entwined with behaviors within and across organizations.
Importantly, numerous studies in our review indicate that both emotional and cognitive mechanisms emerge in response to sensory reactions (e.g., Rafaeli & Vilnai-Yavetz, 2004; Wasserman & Frenkel, 2015). These studies show that emotions and cognitions work together to explain how sensory reactions are appraised and guide behavior. Although articles in our review seldom unpack the relationship between the two mechanisms and we acknowledge that emotion and cognition “may be so intertwined that it is not possible to make clear empirical distinctions” (Elfenbein, 2007: 344), our framework follows previous research in social psychology (e.g., Dewey, 1922; Forgas, 1995) and neuro-psychology (Damasio, 2019) in suggesting that emotions precede and lead to cognitions. 
“Emotions and feelings are essential to power the intellectual and creative process” (Damasio, 2019). They emerge as the individual registers a sensory stimulus they are exposed to, “and experiences a feeling state and physiological changes, with downstream consequences for attitudes, behaviors, and cognitions” (Elfenbein, 2007: 315). As such, emotional mechanisms are responsible for people’s attention allocation (Dewey, 1922; Winter, 2013) which then influences cognitive mechanisms and mobilization (Damasio, 2019; Seo et al., 2004). We, therefore, suggest that information deriving from the senses is appraised through emotions that induce cognitions and that, collectively, emotions and cognitions lead to actions.
Individual and Collective Behaviors. The final component of our conceptual framework relates to the behaviors triggered by and intertwined with aesthetics. Studies in our sample reveal a variety of individual and collective behavioral responses to aesthetic triggers, ranging from routine behavior (Bapuji et al., 2019), to sensemaking (Rafaeli & Vilnai-Yavetz, 2004), compliance (Rafaeli et al., 2008), categorization of innovative products (Goode et al., 2013), correction of negative categorizations (Helms & Patterson, 2014), and resistance to imposed identities (Wasserman & Frenkel, 2011), among others. Such behaviors are the center of the studies we surveyed as they outline the theoretical assumptions and contributions of empirical investigations. Hence, behaviors illuminate the roles of the aesthetic dimension of organizing, shedding light on how materiality and related sensory reactions and mechanisms guide individual-, team-, organization- and field-level processes. 
In the following section, we propose an agenda for future research that aims at utilizing aesthetics as a lens to study organizational phenomena.
A Research Agenda for Organizational Aesthetics
The three perspectives that emerged from our review bring to the fore the importance of aesthetics for many research areas and its potential value as a lens to explore processes in and around organizations, thus opening up interesting avenues of future research. Below, we discuss how organizational aesthetics can guide future scholarship in four critical areas of research: coordination, routines, sensemaking, and societal challenges.
The Aesthetic Dimension of Coordinating Work. Organizational aesthetics plays an important role in the emergence and enactment of interdependent work. Because sensory reactions elicited by the interaction and manipulation of materiality ignite emotional and cognitive interpretations that lead to individual and collective behavior, we believe that there is value in systematically integrating organizational aesthetics into the research on coordination.
Coordination is the “temporally unfolding and contextualized process of input regulation and interaction articulation to realize a collective performance” (Faraj & Xiao, 2006: 1157). A central concern in this research is how coordination is achieved as an emergent and effortful accomplishment (Jarzabkowski et al., 2012) and studies in this area have been investigating what people do in practice to achieve ongoing, situated coordination (e.g., Bechky, 2006; Bechky & Chung, 2018; Faraj & Azad, 2012; Kellogg et al., 2006; Majchrzak et al., 2007). Within this line of research, considerable attention has also been devoted to the functional role of materiality as a means to coordinate (Okhuysen & Bechky, 2009). 
While prior research has shown that actors employ artifacts, such as prototypes and machines, to perform interdependent work (e.g., Beane & Orlikowski, 2015; Bechky, 2003a; Bechky, 2003b; Kellogg et al., 2006; Schakel et al., 2016), studies in our review have also illuminated the relationship between sensory reactions and coordination (e.g., Stephens, 2020). Sensory-driven judgments and understandings emerge from the interaction and manipulation of artifacts facilitating the collective performance of organizational tasks. On one hand, work artifacts, such as “mood boards” (Endrissat & Noppeney, 2013; Stigliani & Ravasi, 2018), are deliberately used to coordinate interdependent work. On the other hand, artifacts and coordination are co-constructed in practice during collaborations (Louisgrand & Islam, 2020; Stephens, 2020). In both circumstances, artifacts prompt immediate, sensory reactions that cue actors on how to interact with each other to accomplish a task.
Organizational aesthetics can, thus, contribute to a better understanding of coordination as a situated process that involves sensory reactions vis-à-vis materiality. Such reactions remain understudied and organizational aesthetics provides a unique lens to unpack their role. For example, scholars can investigate under what circumstances artifacts attract individuals’ attention and cue their behavior during collective performances or what sensory reactions individuals act upon during the coordination of their interdependencies. 
Our framework also provides opportunities to further theorize the role of emotions vis-à-vis materiality in coordination. Recent studies have shed some light on the emotional mechanisms that explain how artifacts enable (Stephens, 2020) or hinder (Zuzul, 2018) coordination. By highlighting the role of sensory-driven understanding and judgments, our framework provides a noteworthy lens to further unravel the emergence and work of emotional responses during interdependent work. Thus, future research could focus on deepening our understanding of how sensory reactions may elicit individual and collective emotions that contribute to coordinating work. 
Relatedly, recent research on coordination has provided preliminary evidence on how teams engage with materiality through their bodies and senses to carry out interdependencies (Sergeeva et al., 2020). This research has only begun to theorize how an “embodied perspective” (Sergeeva et al., 2020) to coordination can tease out the relationship between materiality, sensory reactions and interdependent work. Our conceptual framework provides a starting point to further unpack such relationship and develop novel insights into the work of senses in collective work.
The Aesthetic Dimension of Routines. Aesthetics is intertwined with organizational routines. Embracing a routine dynamics perspective (Feldman & Pentland, 2003; Parmigiani & Howard-Grenville, 2011) that directs attention to the actions and internal dynamics of routines, recent research has unraveled the relationship between artifacts and the emergence (e.g., Cacciatori, 2012) and change (e.g., Bapuji et al., 2019) of routines. This research has shown that artifacts are non-human actants (Pentland & Feldman, 2008) whose agency can facilitate or constrain organizational routines (Bapuji et al., 2012; D’Adderio, 2008, 2011; for an overview see D’Adderio, 2021). 
In line with this research, our review highlights how materiality is entwined with the emergence, chance and enactment of collective routines and rituals (e.g., Demetry, 2019; Gonsalves, 2020; Massa et al., 2017) and individual routines (e.g., Landri, 2007; Siciliano, 2016). Collectively, the studies we surveyed show that aesthetics acts as a directed stimulus that triggers the emergence and change of patterned behaviors and as a knowledge tool that is implicated in the enactment of such behaviors. This observation not only suggests that aesthetics is involved in routines, but it also opens several opportunities for future research that further theorizes the internal dynamics of routines.
First, our framework emphasizes that senses are central to the role that materiality plays as an actant in routines. That is, sensory reactions emerging from the interaction, manipulation and use of artifacts and surroundings elicit emotional and cognitive interpretations that influence organizational routines (Bapuji et al., 2019). Thus, while routine scholars have shed some light on the material practices that enable the co-constitution of artifacts and routines (e.g., Glaser, 2017), our conceptual framework suggests that an explicit focus on sensory reactions is needed and invites scholars to direct their attention to artifacts and spaces concurrently with the sensory reactions they elicit. For instance, future research might explore how (and which) sensory reactions influence the emergence of routines (i.e., the “process of patterning”, Feldman, 2016). Future research might also examine how sensory reactions lead to changes in routines, and in their performance over time.
Second, research on organizational routines has considered the human body only implicitly (Blanche & Feldman, 2021; for an exception, see Danner-Schröder & Geiger, 2016), while our review suggests that the body is both an artifact and the means through which people react to materiality. Human bodies are stimuli and tools employed and manipulated to perform routines (e.g., enacting the Christmas spirit in Hancock, 2020); they are also the loci of sensory reactions that are critical for the situated enactment of routines. As a result, the explicit focus on human bodies afforded by organizational aesthetics opens interesting avenues for future research on how bodies are implicated in the performance, emergence and change of routines. Specifically, it opens avenues for research on how participants’ embodied sensations influence how routine are carried out and contribute to patterning work.
Third, our review reveals that the agency of materiality extends beyond the functional role of artifacts of the routine (e.g., manuals and protocols), and that the stylistic and physical properties of artifacts, like prototypes and physical settings, not only cue cognitive interpretations and subsequent performances (e.g., seeing the garbage truck cues customers' behavior in Turner & Rindova, 2012), but they also generate emotions that may drive actions (Sele & Grand, 2016). However, the routine literature has thus far devoted little attention to the relationship between emotions vis-à-vis artifacts and the processes of emergence and change of routines (Feldman, 2016; Howard-Grenville & Rerup, 2017; Salvato & Rerup, 2011). Whereas studies on organizational routines have explored or at least hinted at the role of emotions (for a review, Baldessarelli, 2021), research has yet to theorize how visceral reactions and affective responses to materiality influence how individuals perform or pattern routines. Thus, the lens of organizational aesthetics can help scholars to explore questions on the role of emotions in organizational routines, such as: How emotional responses vis-à-vis artifacts and spaces may influence routine performances and contribute to the process of patterning.
The Aesthetic Dimension of Sensemaking. Aesthetics plays an important role in supporting and facilitating individual and collective sensemaking – i.e., the process through which individuals or groups attempt to interpret novel and ambiguous events and situations (Weick, 1995). Past research on sensemaking has emphasized the role of organizational artifacts in influencing how individuals interpret organizations and their members. Organizational artifacts, such as logos, buildings and products, influence how individuals develop understandings of organizations (Cappetta & Gioia, 2006; Rafaeli & Vilnai-Yavetz, 2004). Other artifacts, such as office décor, and uniforms, represent cues that, combined with pre-existing social categories (acting as “frames”), help members make (and give) sense of the relative position of other members within the organization (Elsbach, 2003, 2004; Pratt & Rafaeli, 1997). 
More recent research has focused on the embodied and material nature of sensemaking (Maitlis & Christianson, 2014), exploring how sensemaking works “through sensory knowing and bodily sensations” (Cunliffe & Coupland, 2012: 83) and how the interaction and deliberate use and manipulation of artifacts support sensemaking processes underlying the development of new courses of action (e.g., Denis et al., 2006; Kaplan, 2011), the formulation of new strategies (e.g., Heracleous & Jacobs, 2008), and the enactment of collective work (e.g., Meziani & Cabantous, 2020; Stigliani & Ravasi, 2012). In line with this research, studies in our review show how the interaction with objects and spaces (e.g., Rafaeli & Vilnai-Yavetz, 2004) and the engagement in material practices (e.g., Ewenstein & Whyte, 2007; Stigliani & Ravasi, 2012) trigger sensory reactions that guide how individuals and collectives make and give sense of their professions (Siebert et al., 2017), their tasks (Meziani & Cabantous, 2020), the environment (Vesala & Tuomivaara, 2018), and socio-economic events (Höllerer et al., 2018).
While these studies provide valuable insights into the role of aesthetics in sensemaking, our review also foreshadows avenues for future research. First, more research is needed on what drives the initial extraction of cues from the flow of experience. Why do individuals respond to some artifacts and not to others? Sensemaking theory generally assumes that noticing and bracketing are guided by available mental models (Weick, 1995). Studies in our review, however, suggest that individual reactions to material stimuli may occur at both visceral and cognitive levels and that emotional mechanisms tend to have primacy over subsequent cognitive elaborations (e.g., Stigliani & Ravasi, 2012, 2018).
While our review has highlighted that sensory reactions usually precede emotional and cognitive responses and that emotional and cognitive mechanisms tend to co-occur, there is still a paucity of studies that purposefully look at the interconnection between such mechanisms. Further research, therefore, is needed to shed more light on the interplay between emotional responses and cognitive interpretations vis-à-vis materiality in driving individual and collective sensemaking.
Second, future research may also try to uncover, more generally, the properties of artifacts that influence their capacity to support sensemaking. The studies in our review have pointed to how individuals and teams use different types of artifacts (e.g., dresses, sketches, prototypes, post-it notes, project rooms, etc.) to guide the development of evolving interpretations (McDonnell, 2010; Rafaeli & Vilnai-Yavetz, 2004). Some of these artifacts are “naturally occurring” objects (e.g., pictures and videos of observed behaviors); others are produced by individuals as deliberate attempts to express their ideas and interact with others. Some are bi-dimensional (e.g., photographs in Höllerer et al., 2018); others are tri-dimensional (e.g., chair prototypes in Stigliani & Ravasi, 2018). Some are purely visual (e.g., visual concepts in Endrissat & Noppeney, 2013; thumbnails and models in Stigliani & Ravasi, 2012); others include written (e.g., verbal text with photographs in Höllerer et al., 2018) or tactile components (e.g., textiles in Stigliani & Ravasi, 2018). None of these studies, however, has attempted a classification of the different artifacts based on their material properties. 
Future research, thus, might attempt to theorize how and why certain types of artifacts support and inspire (while others hinder and inhibit) interpretive processes. Moreover, future studies may investigate whether and how the holistic engagement with multi-sensorial stimuli helps individuals and teams in organizations reach the “flow state” (Csikszentmihalyi, 1997)—i.e., a mental state that implies “focused attention” resulting in an increased cognitive performance or “cognitive rush” (Csikszentmihalyi & Robinson, 1990). Research in this direction is especially needed in light of the move towards more remote ways of working at the expense of in-person interactions that organizations are making. We, therefore, invite scholars to explore how the lack of aesthetic interactions with colleagues and the workspace will impact on how teams develop collective interpretations and under what circumstances their collective cognitive performance will be penalized.
Finally, future research can contribute to shedding light on sensemaking as an emotional process, thus further expanding the scope of sensemaking research. Traditionally, accounts of sensemaking have described sense as constructed in language and shared through narratives, with little attention paid to the emotional side of sensemaking. More recently, some studies have tried to better understand the role of emotions in individual and collective sensemaking (Cornelissen et al., 2014; Maitlis et al., 2013; Schabram & Maitlis, 2017) and have started to shed light on how emotions are a constitutive part, rather than just a trigger, of the sensemaking process. Yet, empirical work tends to focus on the arousal of negative emotions, such as fear, anxiety, frustration, and fatigue, in response to dramatic or high-pressured situations (e.g., Maitlis et al., 2013; Myers, 2007; Schabram & Maitlis, 2017). Thus, more research is needed to theorize how emotions, especially positive ones springing from engagement with materiality, can be expressed, cued, and transferred to others, and may lead to a joint emotional state, thus guiding collective sensemaking (Cornelissen et al., 2014). In this sense, our framework may guide future research in providing empirical accounts that combine and incorporate various sources and elements of sensemaking (i.e., language, materiality, emotions, cognition and behaviors).
The Aesthetic Dimension of Tackling Societal Challenges. A final research area is concerned with how organizations and audiences approach societal challenges, i.e., “specific critical barrier(s) that, if removed, would help solve an important societal problem with a high likelihood of global impact through widespread implementation” (George et al., 2016: 1881). Such challenges may “include discrimination, global collaboration, inequality, innovation, government corruption, natural disasters, organizational survival, and employee well-being” (Hideg et al., 2020: 1681). 
Some papers in our review suggest that aesthetics plays an important role in tackling these large, unresolved problems, both as a directed stimulus that guides collective behavior (e.g., Barberá-Tomás et al., 2019; Klein & Amis, 2020) and as a knowledge tool entwined with organizational or collective initiatives aimed to impact society (e.g., Creed et al., 2020; McDonnell, 2010). 
Although drawing on different theoretical backgrounds (e.g., frames and framing, Klein & Amis, 2020; Lefebvre’s spatial theory, Skoglund & Holt, 2020), these studies collectively reveal how materiality is crucial to accomplish societal outcomes (Majchrzak et al., 2016). In particular, most articles call attention to how the stylistic properties of visual artifacts elicit sensory reactions when people are visually exposed to them (e.g., Höllerer et al., 2018; McDonnell, 2010). Such sensory reactions then evolve into emotional responses (e.g., audience’s laughter in Marsh & Śliwa, 2021) and cognitive elaborations (e.g., inferences about people’s income in Bartram, 2021) that, jointly, guide individual and collective pro-social behaviors. This observation emphasizes the pivotal role of aesthetics in tackling societal challenges and also provides several avenues for future research.
First, we observe that the understanding and motivation to partake in social causes emerges from the visual interaction with materiality (e.g., the observation of photographs). As such, sight represents the primary sense that triggers and guides collective behaviors toward societal outcomes. Nevertheless, although visual artifacts are easy to share and have an immediate visive impact (Meyer et al., 2018), other types of sensory engagement may play a role. For instance, Bartram (2021) hints at touch, smell and taste as additional senses that building inspectors employ to infer owners’ incomes and communities (e.g., “touching walls to feel crumbling brick and mortar. … jump[ing] on a newly constructed deck to attest to its sturdiness”, p. 786). This anecdotal evidence suggests that more research is needed to fully understand how multi-sensory reactions are implicated in the mobilization towards and enactment of societal challenges. For example, future research might analyze whether and how multi-sensorial reactions facilitate engagement with large, society-level problems.
Second, whereas studies in our review reveal that aesthetics may motivate audiences to take part in societal causes, these studies are largely silent in regard to how aesthetics may contribute to sustaining audiences’ effort in tackling societal challenges over time (for an exception, see Barnard, 2016). Because tackling societal problems requires ongoing and sustained engagement, the aesthetic experiences that trigger initial mobilization must be maintained. Yet, as Klein and Amis (2020) have recently reported, the “impact [of artifacts] is likely to gradually diminish as emotional fatigue sets in” (p. 44). As emotional and cognitive responses to materiality fade with time (Strati, 1999), so will effort toward tackling societal problems. Thus, while studies in our review show how institutions use aesthetics as a tool and how the public is stimulated through aesthetic engagement, future research might extend our understanding of how audiences can engage with aesthetics as a tool to sustain their motivation and behaviors over time. In this potential research avenue, our conceptual framework represents a starting point that can help researchers tease out the links between materiality, senses, and ongoing behaviors toward societal outcomes.
Conclusions
Organizational aesthetics comprises a way of understanding organizational life based on immediate sensory reactions to the material components of organizing. Based on the integration of different research streams that attend to organizational aesthetics, our review shows that the topic has gained considerable attention among management scholars. At the same time, our review and emergent integrative framework provide a starting point for scholars who wish to further explore the work of aesthetics in and around organizations contributing to a better understanding of how sensory reactions triggered by the material dimension influence organizational life.
Our review illustrates that organizational aesthetics influences the evaluation of objects, perceptions of organizations, the ability to understand and carry out work in organizations, and the personal experiences of artifacts and spaces. Moreover, our review uncovers how cognitive and emotional mechanisms link immediate sensory reactions to individual and collective behaviors. These findings reveal the power of organizational aesthetics, not only as a property of objects, but as a dynamic knowledge tool and as a subjective experience that is integral to how people understand and carry out work. 
While we bring to the fore these crucial insights, we also recognize that further work is needed to fully uncover how aesthetics works. We, therefore, invite scholars to sharpen their analytic lens, explicitly include in their empirical studies and theorize the ways in which the material dimension of organizing can intervene and disrupt the ways in which actors perceive and act. Enriching our understanding of organizing requires research that relies on aesthetic information as a mode of data (i.e., visuals, sounds, smells, touches, and tastes). We encourage and eagerly anticipate such research. 
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TABLE 3: PERSPECTIVES ON ORGANIZATIONAL AESTHETICS
	PERSPECTIVE
	STREAM
	MATERIALITY
	MECHANISMS
	ROLE OF MECHANISMS
	ILLUSTRATIVE EXAMPLE

	1. DIRECTED STIMULUS 
Aesthetics is a stimulus for: (1) evaluations of products, and (2) motivating and supporting desired behaviors
	1.1. Toward evaluation
	Products
	Emotional mechanisms
	
	

	
	
	
	Cognitive mechanisms
	Cognitive responses lead to the appreciation of novelty, intention to purchase or recommend products.
	Goode et al. (2013) – In the study, the scholars analyze the effect of categorization on product evaluation. The study illustrates that, when they are exposed to a new product, consumers discount its novelty if their appearance is so innovative that they cannot ascribe the product to any known category.

	
	
	
	Emotional 
and cognitive mechanisms
	Emotional and cognitive responses about products lead to appreciation of novelty, intention to purchase or recommend products.
	Radford and Bloch (2011) – This study explores the assessment of newness of products (e.g., coffee makers, pens). In their assessment, respondents listed immediate, emotional reactions (e.g., “I did not like the boxy ones—they looked too “traditional.”.” and “Some of them looked very outdated.”) and more cognitive responses (e.g., “it does convey a sense of some sort of technological advancement”). Cognitive responses emerged as a consequence of immediate reactions as a way to explain their judgments.

	
	1.2. To organize work
	Work artifacts; physical setting; [attire]
	Emotional mechanisms
	Emotional responses to work artifacts and settings lead to commitment to job and causes.
	Siciliano (2016) – “Routine workers,” such as attendants and engineers working at a rehearsal and recording studio, develop and maintain passion for their work through the repeated use of technical artifacts. The latter become “an enjoyable, even lovable, object of desire” that fuels workers’ passion for their job, thus enabling the studio to control their commitment.

	
	
	
	Cognitive mechanisms
	Cognitive considerations about work settings and artifacts lead to learning and commitment.
	Baer et al. (2018) – In a study of newly hired accountants in a Big Four Accounting firm in Ireland, researchers found that the “degree to which the work setting has a pleasing and attractive appearance” (e.g., categorized as “beautiful”, “tasteful”, “has artistic elements”) led to increased perceptions of organizational trustworthiness (e.g., the organization was perceived as competent, benevolent, and having integrity), which, in turn, led to increased ratings in employees’ “learning behavior” (e.g., rated as “frequently seeks new information that leads them to make important changes”).

	
	
	
	Emotional 
and cognitive mechanisms
	Emotional responses and cognitive interpretations of artifacts and settings lead to collective behaviors.
	Barberá-Tomás et al. (2019) – A study of social entrepreneurs shows how the use of a photograph of dead albatross chicks on Midway Island (whose stomachs were cut open to display ingested plastic) created emotions of “sadness, rage, and despair” in target audiences. These emotions were used to motivate cognitive connections to a social cause (reduce single-use plastics) and a collective identity (those who care about plastic pollution). Together, emotions and cognitions led target actors to engage in desired behaviors (e.g., “pledging to act, performing the cause, and evangelizing”).

	2. KNOWLEDGE TOOL 
Aesthetics is a knowledge tool to (1) develop creative outcomes and (2) understand and organize work
	2.1. To accomplish creativity
	Work artifacts; prototypes / products
	Emotional mechanisms
	
	

	
	
	
	Cognitive mechanisms
	Cognitive interpretations and associations vis-à-vis artifacts and prototypes are systematically employed to enact and coordinate creative work aimed to manipulate those same artifacts and prototypes.
	Endrissat et al. (2016) – The study presents the case of a design process in artistic perfumery. The scholars illustrate how creative workers systematically shift between modes of representations (visuals, scent) to move from an abstract idea for a new fragrance to a concrete, innovative perfume. Such shifts enable cognitive interpretations and communication among workers (e.g., artists employed images to move from the immaterial idea of trust that the new fragrance wanted to convey to a material mode of communication: “there are some aspects, like the warmth in the images, that ... acts like a common denominator”).

	
	
	
	Emotional 
and cognitive mechanisms
	Emotions and cognitive interpretations and associations vis-à-vis work artifacts and settings imbue day-to-day work, such as group coordination and adaptation that, in turn, influence the use and manipulation of artifacts and settings.
	Stephens (2020) – In a study of an amateur community choir, Stephens shows that negative emotions (e.g., frustration, anger, and shame) emerged when performers experienced “aesthetic fragmentation,” i.e., an inappropriate integration of sounds. When negative emotions emerged singers would re-orient their performance by prospecting attention (i.e., they would focus on what coming up next in the performance) and distributing attention (i.e., they would redirect their attention to the multiple elements that made up the performance: “one’s self-performance, others’ singing, the score, and the conductor”). As they were shifting attention, singers adapted their behavior to re-construct an aesthetic experience of wholeness in which the performance is felt as a whole and matching.

	
	2.2. Intertwined with organizing
	Work artifacts; physical setting; human bodies
	Emotional mechanisms
	
	

	
	
	
	Cognitive mechanisms
	Cognitive considerations about materiality imbue the interpretation, development and use of material objects and settings to organize day-to-day work and to take organizational decisions.
	Wasserman and Frenkel (2011) – In a study of how the building of the Israeli Ministry of Foreign Affairs was conceived, the authors illustrate how architects infused the space with specific aesthetic qualities with the intent to sharpen professionalism and professional identities. They sought to generate a “respectable, orderly, and clean” space that reflected values of “modernity, technological progress, Westernness, political power, openness, and transparency.” With this intent, architects and designers constructed the concept for the building around the metaphor of the “display window” and made specific stylistic and material choices (e.g., “extended use of glass and metal … the floating zinc roof of the Minister’s wing; the curved lines in the Minister’s wing; camouflaged safety aids; onyx stone as a construction material”).

	
	
	
	Emotional 
and cognitive mechanisms
	Emotions and 
cognitive considerations imbue learning and accomplishment of the day-to-day organizational work and organizational decisions.
	Brown et al. (2016) – The study explains how one of the authors acquired the practical skills to create pottery. The study shows that craft skills are acquired through repeated practices that employ sensory reactions. Specifically, senses (e.g., hearing, touch) are shown to drive the personal understanding of how work should be performed (e.g., hearing the wheel gears coming to a stop or sensing the bisque with the tongue). Senses are also consciously employed repetitively to acquire and utilize craft skills (authors refer to repeated practices and time passing before the worker becomes a skilled pottery maker).

	3. OPEN-ENDED OUTCOME 
Aesthetics is a personal, subjective experience
	3.1. Experience
	Physical setting
	Emotional mechanisms
	Emotions arise in response to interaction with physical settings.
	Beyes and Steyaert (2013) – The study details the aesthetic experience that originates from an interactive and immersive exhibition called Rimini Protokoll. The paper document the nature of an “unsettling and uncanny” experience, detailing the participant’s felt sensations, such as “disturbance, surprise, puzzlement, curiosity, excitement, …”

	
	
	
	Cognitive mechanisms
	
	

	
	
	
	Emotional 
and cognitive mechanisms
	Emotions and cognitive considerations arise in response to interaction with physical settings.
	De Molli et al. (2020) – The authors report the aesthetic experiences that a film festival elicits in festivalgoers. The organization of the space evokes emotional sensations, such as love and enthusiasm (e.g., a participant said: “everything is nice, easy, it’s very small. And the landscape here, of course, is a kind of magic!”). The organized space also solicits cognitive interpretations, often expressed through symbolic associations (e.g., “I felt like I was in a kind of adventure, like ‘Wow’!”)







Figure 1. Aesthetics as a directed stimulus
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Figure 2. Aesthetics as a knowledge tool
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Figure 3. Aesthetics as an open-ended outcome
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Figure 4. An integrative framework of organizational aesthetics
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