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Going Mobile: Aesthetic Design Considerations from Calder and the Constructivists

Abstract

Design thinking has long tried to join form, function, and aesthetic appeal. In cars, furniture, architecture, typography, clothes, or photography, good designs regularly solve problems of movement, massing, and balance in attractive and inspiring ways. The field of Organization Design is comparatively young in this regard, having mostly focused on questions of efficiency and expediency rather than aesthetics; nevertheless, designers are increasingly being called on to create organizations that ‘sing’ rather than just ‘work’. Here, we consider how aesthetically sophisticated design thinking from the arts might be applied in organizational design. Specifically, we consider the case of Learning Lab Denmark—a research institute that has experimented extensively with aesthetically-informed organizational design—in light of the mobile art of Alexander Calder and other constructivist artists who championed flexible design. We conclude that in such organizations: 1) designers must strike an ongoing, interactive balance between centric and acentric design orientations and practices, 2) aesthetic consideration is fundamentally important when it comes to crafting effective design, and 3) designing processes should be given as much attention as design solutions.
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A “mobile,” one might say, is a little private celebration, an object defined by its movement and having no other existence. It is a flower that fades when it ceases to move, a “pure play of movement” in the sense that we speak of a pure play of light. … There is more of the unpredictable about them than in any other human creation. No human brain, not even their creator’s, could possibly foresee all the complex combinations of which they are capable. (Jean Paul Sartre, 1963: 123)

Sartre’s words could as easily apply to organizations as they do to Alexander Calder’s mobiles—freely moving sculptures that link machine technology to play, space, and imaginative interconnection. Both Calder’s mobiles and organizations mix the predictable and unpredictable in highly complex ways. Both come and go amidst a sea of invisible and visible forces. And both fade when their movement stops. As an artist and an engineer, Calder constantly experimented with ways to keep his ‘flowers’ moving. Along with a handful of others working in the constructivist art tradition, he discovered design solutions that were at once aesthetically alive, functionally sound, and could stand the test of time.

Organization designers have also experimented with ways to keep things moving; for much of the last century, this meant working with a streamlined, chromed, and orderly aesthetic where the ‘grand’ and the pleasures of goal attainment are key aesthetic determinants (Guillén, 1997). Though the streamliner approach is still alive and well, a basic problem is emerging: The rise of complex, knowledge-intensive industries (Ethiraj and Levinthal, 2004; Child and McGrath, 2001; Pine and Gilmore, 1999)—where work is fragmented, unpredictable, chaotic, and non-mechanistic—implies different design solutions. 

Assuming that “aesthetic experience is the glue that keeps the organization ‘without walls’ together” (Strati, 2000: 29), some designers are twisting the old aesthetic to form relatively unitarist, ‘hip culture’ companies that use family-like devices to keep knowledge professionals ‘safely at home’ (Casey, 1995). Others are pushing for temporary organizational forms that emphasize quick re-constitution logics, rapid knowledge acquisition and transfer, functional redundancy, and improvisation (e.g., Boland and Collopy, 2004; Hatch, 1998). Still others are advocating ‘both and’ solutions such as ‘ambidexterity’, where radical and incremental change simultaneously play together (Tushman and O’Reilley, 1996), ‘semistructures’ and ‘under-specified structures’ where both mechanistic and organic orientations are present (Brown and Eisenhardt, 1997; Weick, 1998), ‘parallel processes’ (Garud & Kotha, 1994), where firm flexibility is enhanced through using distributed processes organized in brain-like ways, ‘simple rules’—using reduced rule sets in complex environments to increase adaptive capability while still providing coordination and control (Eisenhardt and Sull, 2001), and ‘recipe-making’, where design is viewed as both an orienting structure and an emergent, continuously reinterpreted, and action-oriented process (Weick, 2001).
Here we take up the question of ‘mobile design’ by analogically juxtaposing two domains: Learning Lab Denmark (LLD), an experimental research institution focused on practice-based learning research, and Constructivism, an avant-garde art movement that worked against the staid representationalism of the 19th century. Each has struggled with how to navigate between the Scylla of rigidity and the Charybdis of chaos. To this end, LLD’s designers have worked with traditional design concepts of balance, contrast, direction, space, proportion, rhythm, and unity as they have matched people, information, and technology to organizational purpose. The Constructivists worked with art and engineering concepts to create dynamic sculptural and visual possibilities. Though Calder’s work was only loosely connected to that of the original constructivists, it most realized their ideals around motion and flexibility, creating a kind of dancing, twinkling “bird of paradise with iron wings” (Sartre, 1963: 127). 

In the following sections, we first describe our research methods. We then provide a detailed account of our source domain, the Constructivist Art Movement, outlining relational characteristics and structures that we believe are especially relevant to organization design. Using this as an informing voice, we describe our target domain, LLD, examining its design, the actions that followed from the design, and the consequences of these actions. We then shift to a higher order of generality, considering the implications of this analogical interplay for designers interested in mobile organization. 

METHODS

Taking an Analogical Approach. Analogical reasoning has been widely employed in organization studies to make predictions, generate explanations, and rearrange understanding (e.g., Austin & Devin, 2003; Barry, 1994; Garud & Kotha, 1994; Tsoukas, 1993). Following Garud & Kotha’s (1994) lead, we use Tsoukas’ (1991) ‘structure mapping’ approach to analogically connect the constructivist and LLD domains. Broadly speaking, Tsoukas’ framework involves finding useful metaphors, working them into analogical systems by discarding non-essential attributes of objects in the two domains, transferring relational structures from one domain to another, and using the transferred structures to build a model that enables testable propositions. This process can be used to hone in on essential aspects of a target phenomenon, and open up new lines of thinking. We do both, using constructivism to explain key features of LLD’s design and development and point to other possibilities.

Tsoukas (1991) recommends working with the structural rather than the superficial characteristics of the source domain; once identified, these are then systematically mapped on to the target (Gentner, 1983). For example, in the case of the Calder-Organization Design analogy, superficial features of Calder’s mobiles such as color, material, and gallery placement are discarded, while potentially more fruitful features (e.g. tie structure and nodal design) and structural relations (e.g., interdependence between environmental change and movement) are retained and tentatively mapped. 

What is underdeveloped in the analogical literature however, is just how one goes about identifying ‘superficial’ and ‘core’ aspects. In any given source domain, there can be hundreds of attributes and structural relations present, and trying to ‘test map’ all of these onto the target is a formula for overload. When we examine analogical studies that use a structure mapping process, we see little evidence of such exhaustive procedures being used. Instead, a more common strategy is to work backwards from whatever knowledge one has of the target domain to the source domain, using noteworthy but poorly understood target domain features to help restrict one’s search within the source domain and assist with pattern matching. Seemingly close matches become the starting point for closer investigation and the revision of what one knows about both domains. 

In addition, finding new views requires looking for more than isomorphic matches; it requires temporarily accepting apparently superficial attributes and discordant combinations that have the potential to jiggle and jog. Take color for example. On the surface, it would appear that the colors of Calder’s sculptures have little to do with organizational design. But if we hold the focus a bit longer, we may think about what constitutes a ‘colorful’ organization and how one goes about designing for color—an important matter when it comes to design.

From a design point of view, it is also important to identify what stands out aesthetically in both the source and the target domain, especially if what we are after are ways to enhance overall design attractiveness. In taking this approach, we must not only ask about the aesthetic orientations of our study objects, but also about our own aesthetic reactions (cf. Guillet de Monthoux, 2004; Linstead & Hopfl, 2000; Strati, 1992, 1999; Taylor & Hansen, forthcoming). Attending to our sense of beauty, ugliness, the sublime, the comic, and so on can help us sort through what is significant in our source and target domains. For example, finding a constructivist artwork especially repulsive, we might ask how are we repulsed—where, when, and why? We see that the artwork is uniform, so much so that we feel bored and weighed down. We then extend the questions—do others have the same reactions? Taking this knowledge into account, we can look for organizational parallels. When do people in knowledge based organizations experience uniformity as oppressive? As attractive?

Finding a Source Domain. We became interested in the analogical potentials of Calder’s work in 1998 when attending a Calder retrospective in San Francisco. His flexible, parts-to-whole compositions were more than just grace in motion. Their playful, simple-yet-complex compositions, and their ability to move yet return to a stable equilibrium, seemed to resonate with new organizational forms (e.g., Nohria and Eccles, 1992; Tushman and O’Reilley, 1996). While at one level his mobiles reminded us of organization charts, they pointed to more—their revolution around a central but invisible axis suggested possibilities of dynamic, yet stable organization. They suggested that an organizational design, apart from its signification properties, could be beautiful in its own right. This motivated us to undertake an extensive study of Calder’s work; this in turn led to a study of the movements which underpinned his thinking, including the early Russian Constructivist movement and its counterparts in continental Europe (Andrews & Kalinovska, 1984; Lodder, 1983).

We immersed ourselves in several constructivist worlds (e.g. Arp, Biederman, Gabo, Gropius, Helion, Kandinsky, Klee, Moholy-Nagy, Miró, and Mondrian). Biographies (Dupin, 1993; Gibson, 1988; Hammer and Lodder, 2000; Lipman, 1976), documentary films (Meredith, Latouche and Matter, 1950; Sherman and McNamee; 1998; Vilardebo, 1985), critical analyses (Arnason, 1971; Marter, 1998; Prather, 1998; Sims, 1981), as well as autobiographies (Calder, 1966) contributed to our understanding. On encountering a given artwork or art practice, we asked five general questions: 1) What was the artist trying to achieve? What was their orientation and how did this fit into the historical, conceptual, and aesthetic contexts of the time?, 2) What did they do to realize their aspirations? How did they go about making their work? How did their designs align with their aspirations? What other complementary actions did they take?, 3) What were the effects of their efforts? What stands out in the work itself? How did they, we, and others regard their work, aesthetically and otherwise—how was it received? Did their work influence others? Were there other effects?, 4) How did they adjust their approach? Did the feedback they received cause them to change their conceptual and aesthetic orientations, their design practices, and/or their implementation practices?, and 5) How are these factors interrelated? What kinds of interconnections are apparent, both within the work, across works, and across publics? What relational structures are suggested?

We also examined design shifts over time, using continuity of design principles and solutions as proxies for practices that were effective. Styles and designs that persisted, were critically popular, attracted public attention, and influenced other artists were signals that something about the orientation was working well. This understanding facilitated a kind of comparative replication logic (Eisenhardt, 1989), where series of art pieces could be treated as experiments that validated or disconfirmed emerging insights. From this analysis, we identified two primary design orientations, a relatively centric stream that stressed enclosure and machine-like precision, and an acentric stream that emphasized open, dispersed composition. 

Finding a Target Domain. To explore whether the orientations we were discovering in Constructivist art could be applied to organization design, we launched an extensive study of LLD in 2004. The data gathering at LLD began in 2000 when the Danish news media reported on the organization’s high profile launch. In 2001 the second author received a grant to follow LLD’s progress and collected extensive interview, survey, email, and archival data over the next four years. The first author became a visiting researcher and participant observer at LLD in 2003 (extensive methods accounts, data summaries, and evaluation reports are available from the second author). 

Following Miles and Huberman (1994), we organized and condensed our data around key design decisions, using the five questions listed above to identify critical incidents and outcomes. To facilitate longitudinal, comparative analysis we arranged our results historically (see Appendix 1). We then iterated back and forth between Constructivist art and the LLD data, looking for overlapping features, relational structures, and developments; to help refine our thinking, we periodically discussed our emerging frameworks with key informants at LLD and other outside researchers.

DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS FROM THE CONSTRUCTIVISTS

From a design perspective, Constructivism constitutes a deliberate break from the representationalist and romantically-inspired principles that ruled the 19th century. Following the Impressionists and Post-Impressionists (e.g., Monet, van Gogh, Cézanne) and the Cubists (e.g., Picasso and Braque), early Constructivists such as Gabo, Lissitzky, Moholy-Nagy, and Mondrian developed design principles that attended to space, transparency, light, and the non-figurative (cf. Bann, 1974: xxv-xlix). These founders saw themselves not so much as artists, but as ‘visual engineers’; their intent was to create useful rather than simply decorative works and give the commonplace and mechanical a heroic, elevated status. Their work had a centric character—space was contained and compositional elements were placed around a central, often invisible axis which organized a composition without overshadowing it. Asymmetric arrangements with one or two leading elements created a sense of steady motion. 

When we compare the more successful centric works to the less successful ones, a number of practices and resulting characteristics stand out. These are summarized on the left side of Table 1. Aesthetically, these characteristics revolve around two themes: a ‘movement’ aesthetic that emphasizes the beauty of the unusually progressive, and a ‘grouping’ aesthetic that stresses the beauty of nuclearity. In the first, purposeful and directive movement is desirable, especially when it can be realized in uncommon ways. High visibility, elegantly precise and economic composition, heroic ideals delivered with finesse and understatement, asymmetries organized around strong leading elements, and calm but uncommon rhythms complement the emphasis on progressiveness. Within the ‘beauty of nuclearity’, closeness, tight interweaving, support, interdependence, and the commonplace are considered attractive. 

To realize these aspirations, the constructivists utilized several  design principles and devices. These included architectural composition, where partially enfolded space and ‘see-through’ arrangements allowed outer shapes and inner structures to be  visible, disproportional sizing, where leading elements are foregrounded while other elements play supporting roles, colorful unimorphism, where brightly colored, geometric, and autonomous shapes form unusual patterns, adjacent connection, in which the spaces between adjacent shapes act as connective devices or adjacent shapes are sandwiched together to  develop creative tension (e.g., contrasting roundness with angularity), status ordering, where compositions emphasize that important elements have central places, and the use of familiar objects in unfamiliar groupings—e.g., factory paint, metal, ceramics, wire, and plexiglass are compositionally grouped in complex and unusual ways so as to challenge their ordinariness. 

Insert Table 1 About Here

Piet Mondrian’s work broke with this centric tradition through his use of dispersed, loosely related elements to create strong visual movement. After visiting Mondrian’s studio, Calder commented that it would be fun to make his work “oscillate.” Mondrian replied, “No, it is not necessary, my painting is already very fast” (Calder, 1966: 113). Calder reported: “From that moment on I plunged headlong into abstraction, but always with the intention of making things move” (quoted in Bruzeau, 1975: 13). Calder eventually became a key proponent of acentric, ‘stellar’ designs where elements could work both independently and in conjunction with others: “The underlying sense of form in my work has been the system of the Universe, or part thereof. For that is a rather large model to work from.” (Calder, 1951: 8). Starting in the early 1940’s, Calder, Miró, and others working in acentric ways began experimenting with constellational design (see Table 1, right column). Constellating is that kind of imaginative ‘there and not there’ patterning we use when navigating the night sky. It emphasizes important reference points and their interconnections; alternating between points and imagined lines gives rise to the widely shared forms that we call constellations. The overall process is necessarily locally constructed, spatially and temporally sensitive, negotiable, vacillating—and mysterious. It’s a type of sensemaking for when we are more ‘in the dark’ than ‘in the know’.

The acentrists discovered that not all groupings generate effective constellations. Clusters of individually distinctive elements discourage the interconnective gaze needed to create a metafigure, for example. Similarly, if elements are too distant or direct the eye away from rather than towards each other, constellating becomes difficult. Calder’s “Universe” provides an example. Consisting of a moon, two fish, and several planets/meteorites, the work has little aesthetic power. Our eyes focus on one moving object at a time and we find it difficult to stay with the composition for long.

Insert Figure 1 About Here

Conversely, Calder’s “Roxbury Red” is an example of a well-realized constellational design (see Figure 2). In this sculpture, the individual elements bear a family resemblance, yet they differ in size, shape, and orientation. Each has a primitive, non-regularly curved shape, subtly luring the viewer into asking “What are you?” By positioning some of the elements vertically and others horizontally, Calder creates different trajectories through space, setting up a relational tension. The straight horizontal connections of his early works have given way to thin, suggestive arcs that nudge rather than force the gaze. Gone too are the vertical connecting strings, which formed overly deterministic, visual prisons. In addition, some elements are clearly bigger and more central than others, but their centrality only works by considering them in conjunction with the smaller elements—the design’s feel and balance would be less satisfying if the peripheral elements were removed.

Insert Figure 2 About Here

Design orientations found in more successful acentric works are summarized in the right column of Table 1. Aesthetically, the artist is trying to achieve dance-like movement and dialogical interplay. Light, playful, and multidirectional shifts, asymmetry, spontaneity and surprise, and impromptu, jazz-like rhythms are all important. From a grouping perspective, lightly connected community arrangements where elements inform but do not determine one another are considered beautiful. Implied and indeterminate space, dispersion, openness, a centrifugal feel, non-adjacent connection, autonomy, and the pleasures of using the commonplace in uncommon ways are related orientations. A basic design device uses planetary, stellar, and constellational arrangements; by giving parts as much status as wholes, interesting, inventive, and adaptive wholes become possible. Proportional sizing requires a compositional design where no one element dominates the work. Biomorphism, where elements are partially organic (resembling leaves, eyes, shells, etc.) and partially abstract, keeps things moving. Interpretively, things ‘shimmer’ between these two states in a ‘both and’ way. The principle of suggestiveness requires that parts and connections ‘point to’ and imply rather than direct. The acentrics value suggestive, non-adjacent connection, visually arguing that ‘leaping across the page’ and through space makes for lively, interesting compositions. The status inversion principle suggests that smaller elements can be placed compositionally in central positions. A related principle is deviance, where mischievous titles, ‘rogue’ elements, and playful humor create pleasurable buffers that help viewers handle high levels of interpretive uncertainty. Collectively, these design orientations foster a sense of lightness, aliveness, and mobility.

Though we have discussed centrism and acentrism as separate dimensions, a number of successful constructivist works have a ‘both and’ character. Calder’s “Blue Feather” for instance (Figure 3), combines highly realized centric design in the pyramidal base with equally sophisticated acentric design in the floating nodes. Miró’s acclaimed ‘Constellation’ pieces join dispersed object fields with figurative overlays. For instance, his ‘Ciphers and Constellations in Love with a Woman’ traces a woman’s eyes, hands, and face by connecting biomorphic stars and moons, binds and suggests space, uses status orderings and inversions, and forms delicate macro and intricate micro combinations. The balanced tensions within in such hybrids frequently result in dynamically vibrant works and heightened engagement.

Insert Figure 3 About Here

DESIGNING LEARNING LAB DENMARK

Having described and summarized the design processes underlying the constructivist project, we now use it to frame an understanding of design activities at LLD. We have structured our description of LLD chronologically (see Appendix 1), beginning with the initial idea for a learning-based research institute. In each period, we highlight the various centric and acentric aspects of LLD’s design shifts.

1998—‘The Beauty of the Unusually Progressive’ Meets ‘Deviance’. LLD had a lofty start—quite literally. A senior government official and a businessman sitting together on a plane talked about the rise of the knowledge society and how Denmark was falling behind. An idea for an experimental, path-breaking research institute evolved, one that would use transdisciplinary (beyond disciplines) rather than interdisciplinary consortia to develop, compile, and test playful, unusual approaches to learning and knowledge creation. They talked about how the prestigious Niels Bohr Physics Laboratory had pushed Denmark to the forefront of natural science 80 years earlier, and they agreed it was time for an encore.

These two became LLD’s first designers. Their ideas about playfulness, transdisciplinarity and being the next Niels Bohr institute formed a pairwise, centric/acentric DNA that would come to shape all of LLD’s design decisions. The idea of creating another Bohr institute embodied the centrist’s aesthetic of a heroic ideal, a directive and uplifting, ‘against the odds’ challenge. Transdisciplinarity, which translated into hiring people who did not have traditional disciplinary skills, was consistent with acentric aesthetics of surprise and the bringing together of unusual worlds.

1999 & 2000—‘Nuclearity’ and Networking Take Center Stage. The two founding designers gathered together a group of Danish businessmen, academics, and government representatives. Based on their input, the Danish Ministries of Business and Industry, Research, and Education commissioned a working group of researchers and representatives from different ministries and the private sector to develop a ‘White Paper’ to provide a rationale and design for LLD. This group came up with a hub-and-spoke design, one with an organizationally and ideologically centric emphasis (adopting centric aesthetics of ‘unusually progressive’ and ‘nuclearity’) and acentrically operating research groups (e.g., using ‘planetary composition’). 

Specifically, LLD would be an independent organization, affiliated with the Danish Pedagogical University (DPU). LLD’s office space would be in DPU’s facilities; DPU would administer LLD’s finances and charge LLD overhead based on its revenues. LLD would consist of a collection of different research consortia that initiated research ideas, searched for research partners and sponsors, and created action-oriented research networks. Reflecting the group’s wide-ranging interests and high aspirations, LLD was to connect researchers from many fields including, for example, brain science, anthropology, psychology, organizational and cultural theory, and educational research.

A ‘Secretariat’, headed by a Managing Director (MD), would be a “centripetal force that will focus the attention of the various parts of the organization on a common goal while at the same time granting a necessary level of independence to the research consortia” (Wetware Report, 2001: 11). The Secretariat would also be the physically central part of LLD, while the consortia would spread out across DPU. A Research Director (RD) and Consortia Directors (CDs) would recruit researchers and direct ongoing research operations while the MD recruited non-research staff. A Board of Directors would assist and assess LLD’s progress and help the MD and RD connect the organization with outside policy makers. Figure 4 provides an overview of LLD’s structural design. 

Insert Figure 4 About Here

Hans Siggard Jensen, a well respected Danish academic in his 50’s became the RD. He was known for his encyclopedic knowledge and experimental attitude towards organization and knowledge-creation. Marianne Stang Vaaland, a Norwegian in her late 20’s with an MA in literature, an advanced degree from the Kaos Pilots (a school known for its experimental pedagogy), and several years of project management experience, became the MD. Starting on January 1, 2001, the two began working on the organization’s goals, operating principles, and aesthetic orientations, within the constraints laid out in the ‘White Paper’.

The MD and RD both possessed considerable expertise, but in completely different arenas—e.g., the MD was skilled at social and physical architecture, relational matters, and project organization, while the RD was skilled at educational design, research, and strategy. Over time, they balanced their differences by forming a kind of ‘mobile stabile’ system, similar to Calder’s “Blue Feather” (Figure 3). The MD became the centric ‘master of the house’, providing a platform which research projects could orbit around, orchestrating operations, and sharpening the organization’s appearance, while the RD became the acentric ‘master of the field’, building LLD’s networks and catalyzing research projects. At the same time, they stayed in frequent contact throughout the day, regardless of where they were geographically. In effect, each pulled the other their way, forming a strong counter-balancing system. For example, the MD would offset the RD’s acentric wanderings by giving him clear, time-bounded requests, while the RD suggested ways the MD could make her centric designs more dispersed and emergent.
2001—Joining Centripetality and Centrifigality. The MD and RD hired ‘Wetware’, a young design company specializing in branding and identity-based products, to assist with the organizational design process. Wetware’s designers worked with logos, fonts, and office equipment, and were trying to extend their design expertise into organizational design. They stressed a strong, widely shared identity that would not only be a strategy and leadership tool, but also would brand and bind all of LLD’s operations together. Classically trained in formal arts-based design thinking, Wetware’s designers pushed for a design that was aesthetically sophisticated and functional. Contemporary ‘look and feel’ considerations were continuously combined with practical ones. Consistent with the ‘pairwise’ motif, Wetware framed LLD’s design aesthetics in competing duos:

“LLD should be conceived as of ‘entrepreneurial man’ rather than ‘bureaucratic man’, as a network as opposed to a hierarchy, as Kasparov as opposed to Kramnik, Miles Davis improvisation as opposed to J. S. Bach composing, as Smart Car as opposed to Audi, as TriBeCa, New York as opposed to La Defence, Paris in the real world, as www.mafeastudio.com as opposed to www.useit.com in virtual space, and finally, as friction as opposed to harmony” (Wetware Report, 2001: 4-5). 

Several months after LLD’s launch, the MD summarized her design thoughts in a public speech: 

“We wanted to build up the supporting platform [Secretariat] centered in a strong identity, before initiating the research projects. … A Research Consortium is ‘away’; an obligation or partnership between different participants from the private, public and educational sector. … Each consortium is to have a connector [Consortium Director], what we at home call a messenger, who is responsible for the every-day development of the consortium. The messenger functions as a type of nucleus in a constellation, where every part has its own motive for participating and where there is no shared geographical community.” (presentation by MD, November 2001).
Balancing the centripetal forces of the Secretariat with the centrifugal forces of the consortia could be an argument for a strong senior management presence—a willingness to use power and authority to keep identity deviance to a minimum. However, the MD and RD believed that LLD’s identity would provide sufficient coherence and motivation. Following the aesthetic logics of the ‘beauty of the dance’ and ‘the beauty of the community’ in Table 1, they felt they should articulate an LLD vision that could be continually discussed, allowed to evolve, and so be generally accepted by LLD employees. 

2001—‘Status Inversion’ and ‘Architectural Composition’. During May, June, and July of 2001, the MD and RD hired Consortium Directors (CDs). They kept the numbers of traditional researchers in the consortia at a minimum because they believed such individuals would be unwilling to do cross-disciplinary, action-oriented research. Instead, they sought out entrepreneurial, broadly experienced people for the CD positions. They expected the CDs to establish ties with individuals and organizations outside LLD, present LLD to potential sponsors, evaluate potential project ideas, coordinate researcher’s efforts within their consortia, and find new ways to present research results.
The MD hired a manager to run the ‘Culture Team’, a group that replaced what would be the Administrative Secretariat at other organizations. The Culture Team welcomed visitors and took care of administrative operations (mail, phones, reception, copying, etc.), thickened the LLD culture through social gatherings, and advanced LLD’s aesthetic appearance and feel (mostly along the ‘beauty of progress’ and ‘familiarity’ themes in Table 1). Over time, Culture Team members assumed responsibility for top management team functions, especially around defining and inculcating an ‘LLD Way’. A ‘Communication Team’ comprised of young translators and would-be journalists, was formed as a media-centered counterpart to the Culture Team. This group created a variety of new research distribution forums, including the LLD Quarterly published in a newspaper-like fashion (with LLD research condensed into easily readable articles), and different media events (TV, radio shows, and webcasts). 

The MD and RD both hoped to distance LLD from DPU—an institution known for its dull, gray surroundings—by building a ‘hyggelig’ workplace (pronounced ‘hoogly’ and translated as social warmth). Hyggelig is a bedrock consideration in Scandinavian design that directs how physical and social elements should combine to form warm, uplifting environments. Candles, coffee, seating arrangements, color, humor, stimulating conversation, and lively social cohesion are some of its ingredients. Hyggelig embodies the ‘nuclear’ and ‘architectural’ qualities of centric design thinking—it results in warm social enclosures and well-lit, comforting centers that help offset the long Scandinavian winters. 

Consistent with hygglig, most of the consortia were housed together in one main area. The  MD, RD, and the Communication Team sat in the middle of the building. The LLD offices walls were lined with light, curved wood and floor-to-ceiling whiteboards covered with doodles, agendas, and drawings by LLDers’ children. Sofas, cheerful lighting, colorful articles on LLD research, a two-story bookshelf filled with games and toys, a well-used piano and an equally well-used table soccer game, open plan offices filled with rough, factory-style work tables, coffee tables dotted with candles, and a large shared kitchen characterized the décor. A sketch by Kamille Friis (Figure 5) portrays LLD’s physical layout and social feel.

Insert Figure 5 About Here

2002—‘The Beauty of the Unusually Progressive’ Moves to the Foreground. LLDers felt that the results achieved due to the different design decisions exceeded expectations (e.g., centric decisions to form a strong identity, Culture and Communication Teams, and a hyggelig space, and acentric decisions to use an array of network-based consortia, transdisciplinary approaches, entrepreneurially-based hiring, and status inversion principles). With backup from the Culture and Communication Teams, the CDs went from being merely good networkers to world-class ones. The consortia networks spread rapidly across Scandinavia and, in a couple of cases, globally. Network-related visitors to LLD became so frequent that it became difficult to get research written up. Heavy network activity led to funding success as CDs used their networks to secure grants. 

Up until the first part of 2002, the MD and RD primarily focused on internal matters—staffing, refining their designs, implementing the LLD website, etc. This changed in the summer of 2002 when a person who knew about LLD’s internal workings sent an anonymous critical letter about LLD’s performance (research output, visibility in media, spending patterns, flamboyant style) to the Danish Parliaments Committee on Education. When critics used the letter to claim that LLD was a failure, the relationship with DPU deteriorated. 

LLD behaved as if it was a private organization (e.g., LLD employees in similar positions received up to 40% more than DPU employees), yet DPU saw LLD as a public organization subject to the same rules, laws, and practices of other public organizations. In fact, the governance relationship between DPU and LLD was unclear. Because LLD was part of DPU, DPU’s Board argued that it had the final word on LLD’s budget and spending patterns. The LLD Board denied that the DPU Board had this power and the result was a series of shouting matches between the LLD and the DPU directors. Each party considered the other to be incompetent and unreasonable.

The MD and RD realized that a response to the criticism was necessary and reported a new focus on ways to measure LLD performance (research output, media coverage, and fundraising) and ways to exercise more control over LLD activities. Monthly “reporting and development” meetings for senior management and CDs were started. The Secretariat developed many new routines and standard operating procedures. For example, two Secretariat people clarified and professionalized the exchange of paperwork with DPU (e.g., providing it with reports of reimbursements, new employee hires, etc.). 

2003 & Onwards—Centrism Overtakes Acentrism. By 2003, balkanization had set in within LLD (Mintzberg, 1983). Convinced that they had made significant progress in securing grants and producing usable research, the CDs increasingly ignored the Secretariat’s new operating procedures, ‘asking for forgiveness’ rather than ‘asking for permission’—even as the MD and the Board pushed for closer governance and more uniform behavior. To “prevent the research consortia [from] flying off into their own self-defined orbits” (Strategy Document 2003: 4), the MD initiated ‘weaving’ activities that focused on creating ties between the consortia through cross-consortia conversations. Despite these efforts, fragmentation continued and few content exchanges occurred across consortia.

LLD faced additional negative publicity when the book “On a Wave of Excitement” (Larsen and Aagaard, 2003) criticized LLD for obtaining significant public funding and then failing to generate significant results. The MD and RD responded by introducing the LLD Scorecard, a system for measuring performance based on specified targets (LLD Quarterly, 2003, 1/4: 20). LLD also underwent extensive internal and external evaluations. These concluded that while LLD had accomplished a lot, more publications, cross-consortia collaborations, and communication were needed.
The MD left her post in August 2004 to work full time on a PhD, and the LLD Board decided not to look for a replacement. In November 2004, DPU’s senior administrators tried to close LLD down. Shortly thereafter, the LLD Board opted to save the organization by turning it into a DPU department. LLD’s mission remained the same, but its original statutes and the LLD Board were eliminated. During January and February of 2005, LLD’s IT and Finance departments, and its Communication Team physically relocated and officially became part of DPU. The RD, CDs, and other key stakeholders considered whether to consolidate the consortia and centralize some of their functions. At the same time, they considered ways to retain LLD’s identity even as they conformed with DPU’s many policies around pay, teaching, publication, funding, public communication, and the like.

Summary. The LLD case depicts a series of complex shifts over time between centric and acentric design ideas. Inspection of Table 1 and the Chronology in Appendix 1 reveals some general trends. The combined use of centric and acentric design principles and organizing devices increases from 1998 to 2004, with the exception of a slight dip in 2003. Apart from 2003, there is always slightly more emphasis on centric as opposed to acentric design principles.

The 1998-2001 period has an ‘unusually progressive’ character, where the Bohr Institute is used as a referent and departure point. Both 2001 and 2002 are a ‘funky architecture’ period, where the emphasis is on building a house with unusual peripheral rooms that revolve around the Secretariat. Centric principles of enclosure, structure, and purpose dominate. 2003 is a ‘mobile’ year, where acentric orientations of centrifigality, dance, and deviance are prominent. Despite the external attacks, it is LLD’s most prosperous year with research funding, project completions, public impacts, and publications all reaching their highest levels. In 2004 there is a return to being ‘unusually progressive’, with DPU being the close by, centric referent (fit with DPU but progress beyond it). Centric notions of progress, adjacent connection, and status ordering move to the foreground. 

DISCUSSION

Observed Aspects of Design. Earlier, we raised the problem of how to best design for knowledge-intensive settings where the work is unpredictable, fragmented, and non-mechanistic. We suggested that a combination of centric and acentric design dimensions may be both likely and necessary. The Constructivists provide a number of related aesthetic and implementation options that designers might choose from, while the LLD case depicts how several of these options were used and evolved over time. 

Our results suggest that balance plays a key role in determining whether such designs will result in lively and attractive outcomes or lead to organizational ‘meltdowns’. Balance is a complex process and can be achieved in many ways (cf. Brown & Eisenhardt, 1997; Poole & Van de Ven, 1989). In Figure 4, for instance, the mass of the centric middle combines with the collective mass of the acentric consortia to form a type of radial balance. Symmetric balance, which requires a point for point matching along a vertical or horizontal axis, was evident in the MD-centric, RD-acentric relationship. Asymmetric balance, which distributes different, but perceptually equivalent elements around a central axis, could be seen among the consortia. For example, the Creative Alliance consortium was much smaller than the Workplace Learning consortium, yet the more unusual mission of the Creative Alliance balanced out Workplace Learning’s more mainstream mission. Dispersed, or ‘fractal’ balance, where elements are evenly mixed throughout a composition, could be seen in overall LLD hiring patterns which stressed that all staff should appreciate both centric and acentric inclinations (e.g. be both idealistic and playful). Rhythmic balance (e.g., between the Secretariat’s steady tempo and the more jazz-time rhythms of the consortia), color/temperature balance (e.g., between strong centric and acentric characters), and textural balance (e.g., between rough, bumpy acentric projects and smooth, predictable, centric ones) are other possibilities. These latter forms of balance have a ‘simultaneity’ character, where elements are balanced within a given moment. Balance can also be created temporally. For instance, the centric emphasis during LLD’s first years was balanced by a more acentric emphasis in 2003. Micro cycles also existed—centrism dominated at organization-wide events (Christmas parties, informational meetings), while acentrism prevailed in-between.

These many possibilities for developing a balance create an abundance problem—which options should a designer choose and how should she or he combine them? How should these emphases be supported—through resource allocations, authority distributions, competency-based hiring, or some combination? To some extent this depends on what the designer wants. For example, reliability-based designs may require balance forms that do not ‘swing’ or vary too much, while effectiveness/impact-based designs may benefit from the opposite. 

Achieving aesthetic balance requires additional judgments. For instance, if the centric aesthetics of ‘heroism’ and ‘grandness’ are mis-combined with the comic aesthetics of the acentrists, foolish heroism might result. Fusion cuisine (which paradoxically combines two or more well established cuisines), suggests some combinatorial guidelines that might apply. A fusion meal ‘works’ when 1) building block elements are internally well balanced and maintain their own individual character (e.g., the curry part of curried oysters is well finished according to Asian standards), 2) elements within one framework/cuisine draw out and accentuate the flavors, colors, and textures of the other, and 3) the whole combination results in a unique aftertaste that is more than, and different from what can be achieved by either cuisine. Attaining these standards, which have their equivalents in the visual arts, music, and literature, typically requires limiting the number of elements that are combined and balanced; i.e., too many elements mixed in too many ways result in ‘cancellation effects’ where one sensation cancels rather than accentuates another, and everything comes to look and taste like mud.

Regardless of how elements are chosen and combined, balance within a design is inherently fragile and temporary. Because both centrism and acentrism have their own internally consistent guidance systems, and because these tend to push in different directions, there is an in-built tendency for movement, whereby any arrangement can become unbalanced. The Secretariat design is an example. Its centric orientation, represented by its central placement, policy-determining character, and identity-development role, was counterbalanced with ‘status inversion’ and ‘deviance’ tactics that were implemented by hiring young, non-administratively trained professionals. As the administrative and policy-making competencies of these people increased, hints of ‘status inversion’ gradually disappeared; in fact, several Secretariat members were hired away to fill other leadership positions. Gradually, the Secretariat became mostly centric in its orientation, even as the consortia, which went through their own development cycles, became increasingly acentric.

Disruptions also make any balance achieved fragile. External disruptions such as the ‘critical letter’ and the ‘Wave of Excitement’ book impose their own aesthetic balance and biases; specifically, these documents and their attendant publicity pulled LLD’s design towards a more centric orientation. As the MD, RD, CDs and others defended LLD in the media, they consolidated LLD’s work and framed it along centric lines (stressing its ideals and interconnections between projects). The push for LLD’s closure from DPU and the eventual merger reinforced these shifts. At the same time, visitors from other institutes (e.g., MIT’s Media Lab) and rebukes from the external evaluation report for becoming too overly centralized created counter-pulls towards acentrism.

Growth creates its own set of internal disruptions. At LLD, new projects and project groups generated competition for resources and attention, upsetting existing power balances. Fast growth also makes it easier to go off-balance. As LLD rocketed from just a handful of people to a group of seventy, both centric and acentric orientations accelerated, making it difficult to keep them in balance. Departures have similar effects. When significant champions for one orientation or another left LLD, taking their advocacy and competencies with them, the organization shifted towards the opposite pole. Technology can also cause imbalances. For example, the purchase of comprehensive website programs gave LLD an unintentional centric push, as all LLD’s materials were then standardized to fit the software’s requirements. 

The fact that designs are subject to pushes and pulls means that design is necessarily an ongoing process, especially in complex, knowledge-intensive organizations. In such organizations, making a design ‘right’ once and for all is simply not possible (Nickerson and Zenger, 2002). Weick argues that an organizational design is not a “static clockwork that can be designed correctly” (Weick, 2004: 47) but a recipe that grows better with use—“The trick in designing is to stop while the design still has life. Life persists when designs are underspecified, left incomplete, and retain tension.” (Weick, 2004: 43). A corollary is that the process of designing should be considered as closely as the design that is created. As the constructivists discovered, this requires continually revisiting and challenging one’s design assumptions, design sequences, and sources of inspiration; designs must necessarily be kept tentative and readily subject to revision. Taking an ongoing design perspective argues for a dialogical stance between centric and acentric considerations, particularly when a design is challenged by outside and inside sources. Following the acentric orientation of ‘beauty of community’, such discussions would involve not only internal stakeholders, but key external stakeholders. The dialog should be managed so that centric and acentric perspectives cross-inform and so enhance one another rather than exist as dialectical opposites.

Possible Designs. An apparent weakness of the LLD design was the lack of built in, cross-consortia project connections, especially at a content level. In this sense, LLD resembles Calder’s earlier mobiles (Figure 1), where elements are distinctively different, relatively unconnected, and lack ‘pointing’ surfaces that direct attention to other elements; hence the consortias’ lack of interconnection is not surprising. A core constructivist discovery was that how nodes are shaped and positioned affects tie quality. Compositional dynamism is at its best when nodes that direct attention in particular ways are combined with strong, pleasingly shaped, and unassuming ties, both physical and imagined.

Following Calder’s lead and the centrist’s thinking, LLD’s designers might have increased interconnection by working on nodal likeness and cross-consortia tie quality. One way to do this could be to centrically require “cross project reviews” (Brown & Eisenhardt, 1997: 10), where consortia members would contribute to other projects. A more centric approach might require members of the organization to use 15-20% of their time on joint projects. Sample projects might include collectively producing a monograph that summarized what LLDers had learned from such participation and might identify a generic ‘learning lab’ process that could be used in other institutions. Such centric ‘shared reward’ and ‘shared schema’  devices might allow significant crosswise sensemaking and sensegiving to emerge.

Questions can be raised about the design of LLD’s identity, which formed such an integral part of the overall LLD design. Following Miró’s constellational sketches and Brown & Eisenhardt’s recommendations that organizations should be “grown, not assembled at a single point in time” (1997: 31), an argument exists for ‘tracing’ LLD’s identity as it evolved rather than trying to formulate it in detail at the start. This in turn would require that the MD and RD become ‘pattern finders and directive pointers’ of LLD rather than just its ‘directors’.

What makes a good constellation? Are ‘listwise’ identities spelled out as simple rules, a group of bright stars, or as competing referents (i.e., the Wetware identity) enough? The acentrist’s use of carefully thought through titles and figures would say “no”—their work points to the need for more figural, imaginative tracings. Theirs is the difference between a constellation comprised of stars 58/α Ori, 19/β Ori, 24/γ Ori, etc. and the Greek figure ‘Orion’, the Navajo’s ‘First Slim One’, or the Egyptian’s ‘Osiris’. The listwise approach may lead to conformance but not identification or developmental associations. Taking a more figurative approach to identity means asking which of the many Wetware identities (entrepreneurial man, network, Miles Davis, etc.) work best with LLD’s enactments and performance. It also means not becoming beholden to a constellation—traceries should form imaginative platforms that inspire, develop, and change. 

Historically, organizational designers have paid scant attention to aesthetics. Yet our study suggests that at least in knowledge-intensive organizations, aesthetics are profoundly intertwined with design formation and organizational outcomes—they not only guide the design process but govern design reception, its use, and its revision. Competition between aesthetic orientations appears to be a particularly important consideration for understanding design dynamics. Those working in organizational aesthetics have mostly focused on introducing a language and sets of categories to enable scholars and managers to comprehend and appreciate aesthetics in organizational life. While this work is helpful, it may be time to move beyond categorization and towards empirical investigations of how varied and competing aesthetic orientations directly influence organizational processes and outcomes. Such work may make organizations not only more effective but also intelligently affective.

Our study demonstrates how aesthetic perspectives can assist in finding design-related core categories and relational structures. Beyond this, we have shown how such methods can help scholars clarify the countervailing forces involved in a situation and thus raise awareness of issues that might be overlooked by other design perspectives. The constructivist experiments shed light on how competing aesthetic orientations affect design implementation, how ‘strong’ designs cause weak results, and how over-differentiation of organizational units limits cross unit connection and promotes over-centralization. In addition, we have demonstrated how aesthetic and arts-based analogizing can generate alternative design options; e.g., using analogies based on the properties of constellational logics, the use of syncopated or even organizational rhythms, the possibility of changing tie quality instead of nodal competence, the possibility of using inversion logics to create more interest, and the possibility of using suggestion to create dynamic wholes.

CONCLUSION

Proponents of a new design perspective are likely to fall prey to romanticizing its potential benefit while overlooking its costs (Miner et al, 2001); certainly we found the subtle, balanced, and appealing movements of a Calder mobile and its implied design alternatives very seductive. What are the alternatives? Different analogical sources may have yielded richer and more useful insights—fusion cooking, mixed genre literature, jazz-inspired classical music, and other ‘cross-perspective’ domains may all have tasted, read, and sounded better than the constructivist inspired perspectives used here. Regardless of the base used, we conclude that aesthetically-informed analogical methods can generate important benefits. Their head-bending and sense-stretching properties lead to conceptual openness, more balanced and lively theorizing, and more intriguing questions. Just as importantly, they can strike up tunes that not only get organizations to whistle while they work, but sing better songs.

Figure 1: “Universe” 1936. Alexander Calder
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Alexander Calder. “Universe” 1936. © Estate of Alexander Calder / ARS (New York) / SODRAC (Montreal) 2005. Used with permission. 

Figure 2: “Roxbury Red” 1963. Alexander Calder
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Alexander Calder. “Roxbury Red” 1963. © Estate of Alexander Calder / ARS (New York) / SODRAC (Montreal) 2005. Used with permission.
Figure 3: “Blue Feather” 1948. Alexander Calder [image: image5.png]



Alexander Calder. “Blue Feather” 1948. © Estate of Alexander Calder / ARS (New York) / SODRAC (Montreal) 2005. Used with permission.

Figure 4: LLD Organization Design
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Figure 5: ‘A Portrait of Learning Lab Denmark’ by Kamille Friis (used with permission)
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Table 1. Alternative Constructivist Approaches and their Presence at LLD
	 Centric Constructivist Orientations
	Presence at LLD
	 Acentric Constructivist Orientations

	Aesthetic Preferences
	<01
	01
	02
	03
	04
	Aesthetic Preferences

	Beauty of the Unusually Progressive

- forward, purposeful, & unusual movement

- light, transparency, clear visibility

- elegantly economic organization

- heroic ideals, sublimely realized

- making the common great

- steady yet unusual rhythms, 5/4 time


	


	


	


	


	


	Beauty of the Dance

- non-directionality (or multidirectionality)

- lightness, gravity-defying

- irregularity, spontaneity

- play, whimsy, humor, surprise, grace

- making the common delightful

- ‘jazz’ rhythms

	Beauty of Nuclearity
- bounded space

- wholeness, completeness

- convergence, centripetality, nuclearity

- adjacency and close proximity

- tight interdependencies

- bounded asymmetric arrangement


	


	


	


	


	


	Beauty of the Community
- delicately implied space, indeterminacy

- dispersed wholes, openness

- divergence, centrifigality

- non-adjacent relationship

- semi-independence

- unbounded asymmetric arrangement



	Design Principles & Devices
	
	
	
	
	
	Design Principles & Devices

	Architectural Composition. Creation of unified, structural arrangements that give a sense of transparency and sculpted space. Compositions form pleasing macro-shapes and interesting internal combinations.


	


	


	


	


	


	Planetary/Constellational Composition. Creation of orbiting, interacting bodies and worlds whose trajectories and wakes move through space rather than enfold it. Use of multiple viewpoints and network structures.



	Disproportional Emphasis. Leading nodal elements have the most influence. Sub-elements are arranged to enhance and accentuate primary elements.


	


	


	


	




	




	Proportional Emphasis.  The largest nodal elements of these structures are not much larger than the average sized piece. Leading elements are offset.

	Colorful Unimorphism. Use of abstract, geometric, boldly colored, and stable forms (squared and curved shapes), placed in interesting combinations.


	


	


	


	


	


	Biomorphism.  Using forms that resemble both the organic (e.g., leaves, shells, eyes) and inorganic (e.g., triangles, ovals) to create interpretive oscillation.



	Adjacent Connection. Connections between adjacent shapes are emphasized. Adjacent elements are connected by well defined spaces or are sandwiched together. The shape of in-between spaces form important compositional elements.
	


	


	


	


	


	Suggestive Ties.  Facilitation of perceptual links between non-adjacent elements. Ties are often made from a node to another tie rather than directly to another node. Ties are curved, suggesting multiple directions. Ties form a dominant part of the composition and encourage movement.



	Status Ordering. Sequential positioning of elements by their status. Leading and/or most important elements are placed first, followed by the next most important, and so on.
	


	


	


	


	


	Status Inversion.  Status inversions are the norm. Large things are portrayed in miniature and small things are made large (e.g., Calder’s two story birds). Composition begins with the smallest elements.



	Familiar Objects in Unfamiliar Groupings. Use of familiar elements in unusual arrangements to foster creative tensions. 
	


	


	


	


	


	Deviance. Use of out-of-the-ordinary, peculiar twists to create visual tension, interest, and humor.




Centric Orientations Key:   = not present;  = marginally present;  = partially present;  = largely present; 

Acentric Orientations Key:  = not present;  = marginally present;  = partially present;  = largely present

APPENDIX

Chronology of key events at LLD 

	Year
	Event
	Design characteristics

	1998
	A businessman and government official meet on a plane and develop a vision for a path-breaking, transdisciplinary ‘Niels Bohr’ institute.
	High centric ideals, status ordering, and familiarity are mixed with acentric play, deviance, and the idea of interacting worlds.

	1999
	White Paper on LLD specifies a design that focuses on networking, multiple consortia, and a secretariat to tie the ‘hubs’ together.
	Growing centric orientation emphasizes high ideals and unified structures with a touch of acentric status inversion, play, and deviance.

	2000
	The MD and RD are hired to form a pair-wise design duo.
	Acentric appreciation for irregularity, tension, and asymmetry.

	
	The Ministry of Research and Education decides to house LLD within DPU, creating a fundamental design tension between LLD’s entrepreneurial bent and DPU’s bureaucracy.
	Centric orientation towards unimorphism—LLD is just another ‘center’; locating it at DPU is seen as a wise, functional move. Yet there is an acentric hope that fruitful tensions may arise.

	2001
	MD and RD hire Wetware to facilitate the designing of LLD with a focus on nuclearity, identity leadership, and branding. The MD champions identity leadership.
	Strong centric emphasis on heroic ideals, unified structures, disproportional sizing, but with a solid focus on acentric status inversion and deviance.

	2002
	LLD designers and DPU management have heated disagreements over aesthetic, functional, and operational orientations; the relationship between the two organizations falls apart.
	LLD’s emphasis on acentric deviance, delightful surprises, & semi-independence clashes with DPU’s emphasis on centric predictability, unimorphism, and familiarity. 

	
	An anonymous critical letter about LLD’s performance causes the MD and the RD to reevaluate LLD’s design .
	Partial swing towards centric directionality, convergence, control, and performance measurement.

	2003
	The MD’s vision of a coherent, essentialist identity is challenged when increased activity in the Consortia causes the identity to fragment.
	Centric emphasis by MD on unimorphism, status ordering, convergence, and symmetry, while CDs emphasize acentric preferences such as multiple view points, asymmetry, freedom, deviance, and status inversion.

	
	A widely publicized book that criticizes LLD for obtaining significant public funding without generating results is published, putting increased pressure on the MD and RD to change LLD’s design.
	Strong swing towards centric directionality, convergence, control, and performance measurement.

	2004
	MD resigns (a replacement is not hired) and identity fragmentation continues. LLD carries out both a self-evaluation and an external evaluation of its results to date and identifies several design related problems, including limited cross consortia collaboration.
	Centric orientation gives way to acentric orientation with increasing focus on multiple view points, deviance, dispersed wholes, and asymmetry. Yet the importance of centric coherence and direction is also emphasized.

	2005
	LLD becomes a special department of DPU.
	Swing towards centrism, including predictability, uniformism, and familiarity.
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