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Abstract
As the competition and need for innovativeness in different markets is getting more and more
intense, many companies have taken on the challenge to build strong design thinking cultures
across the organizations in order to boost creativity and innovation. In this thesis, a design
maturity model was used to study the current design maturity level of a large Finnish telecommunications operator, Telia Finland, which has grown its design thinking culture since 2014.
Three concrete actions were used to support the design thinking culture to reach the next maturity level.
The study was conducted as a mixed method action research, with a strong focus on the
practical side of the issue, and an active participation of the researcher and the target organization. First, three different maturity models were compared, and the Maturity Solar System by
InVision (2019) was chosen as the theoretical framework. Second, an organization wide survey
was conducted, and the current design maturity level was determined based on the results.
Third, interviews were conducted to deepen the understanding of the current culture and to
better understand the obstacles employees were facing at the time. These methods were able to
provide ideas about what the organization could do in order to move towards the next maturity
level. Finally, three concrete initiatives were launched in hopes to move the organization towards the next level. The three initiatives included a Human Centred Design workshop, an
internal webpage, and a weekly Design Clinic meetup. The initiatives got a positive welcome
by the employees, although the face-to-face initiatives proved to be more effective based on
the gathered feedback.
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1
1.1

INTRODUCTION
Design thinking as a new organizational culture

Design thinking has become one of the buzz words of the 21th century when companies
have tried to find new ways to create products and services that truly resonate with their
end users (Björklund et al. 2020, 100–101; Carlgren et al. 2016, 344; Dunne 2018, 9).
Many companies have taken on the challenge to build a strong design thinking mindset
across the organization in order to boost creativity and innovation. During the past years,
the role of design has changed significantly: previously design was seen as something
that makes an already existing idea more attractive whereas now designers are challenged
to create completely new services or business lines. The former role is tactical as it builds
on what exists, and the latter is strategic as it unleashes the disruptive nature of design
thinking. (Brown & Katz 2011, 381; Wrigley et al. 2020, 126.) One of the reasons that
makes design thinking as a mindset compelling for companies is that anyone can become
a design thinker because what it truly is, is problem solving (Brown & Wyatt 2010, 33).
And when the whole company is using the design thinking approach, it can become more
innovative, better differentiate its brand, bring its products and services to market faster
(Brown & Katz 2011, 381; Brown & Wyatt 2010, 32; Björklund et al. 2020, 106; Smith
2015, 37), and eventually, outperform its competitors with the positive impact of design
on business performance (Sheppard et al. 2018, 2; Björklund et al. 2020, 101–102; Gruber
et al. 2015, 1). However, little is known about how an organization can integrate design
as a strategic approach (Wrigley et al. 2020, 125).
Design thinking is a mindset and an approach to product and service development
that brings the end users close to the development process (Mahmoud-Jouini et al. 2019,
50). The goal is to translate observations into insights, and insights into products and
services that will improve end users’ lives (Brown & Katz 2011, 382). However, designers cannot achieve the results only by themselves. They need a multidisciplinary team
around them to tackle complex problems that all companies are facing these days. In order
to create a skilled multidisciplinary team, designers have to first introduce design thinking
to the organization and get others to adopt the mindset as well. (Smith 2015, 36.) This
task, however, is not a simple one and designers usually face multiple challenges along
the way. One of the biggest challenges, for example, is to find a balance between making
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design thinking easy enough for other employees to understand but at the same time maintaining the true nature and innovativeness of design thinking without being assimilated
into the mainstream culture. (Dunne 2018, 70.)
Companies worldwide have understood the value and importance of the design thinking approach and many have started to build and grow their design capabilities (Björklund
et al. 2020, 101). However, many companies are struggling to track their progress and to
identify what they should do next in order to build a stronger culture. To help these organizations out, many research institutes and companies have developed design maturity
models to offer some structure and frameworks for others to use. Some of these models
only provide an idea what the possible maturity levels might be and what the key attributes of a company on a certain level are, but there are also models that go deeper into
detail and explain what challenges companies face on a specific level, what they can do
to get to the next level, and how to actually measure on which level the company is at the
moment. (Danish Design Centre; InVision 2019, 11; Katz 2015, 22.) In this study, I compared three different design maturity models and chose one to be used in the research in
order to find out how the model can help an organization to identify its current design
maturity level and the ways in which the company can strengthen its design culture.
From a broader perspective, this study can hopefully provide an example on how an
individual company can assess its own design maturity by using a design maturity model
as a framework. I conducted the research within a large Finnish telecommunications company where the design thinking culture has been growing for few years and is now facing
new challenges. This study could prove to be essential for leaders who aim to build a
stronger design thinking culture, and act as an example of how design maturity models
can help tracking the development of the culture.
1.2

Telia Finland – The next generation telco

This research is conducted at Telia Finland, one of the biggest telecommunication operators in Finland. I chose this company as a context for the research because I work for the
company as a service designer and I was asked to study the current design thinking culture
at the company and come up with ideas on how to build a stronger design culture.
Telia Finland is a “new generation telco” with strong local presence and international
mindset. Telia Finland is part of Telia Company, which comprises of nine countries: the
main focus is in the Nordic and Baltic countries (Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Latvia, Lithuania, Norway, and Sweden), and in addition the company is present in Moldova and
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Turkey. Out of these nine countries, Finland is one of the top three markets for the company. Headquartered in Stockholm, the company is set to change the industry and bring
the world closer for its customers. (TeliaCompany.com/en/About-The-Company.) Telia
Finland invests every year about 200 million euros in connections in Finland, employs
directly about 3 500 people and indirectly thousands of others (Telia.fi). The company’s
history dates back to 1855 (Telia.fi), and at the moment it has two significant competitors
in Finland: Elisa and DNA (yle.fi).
Telia Finland’s goal is to create new connections and to bring people and companies
closer to the things that matter to them the most by offering connections to both consumers and businesses. The company has three goals: (1) to create the best digital customer
experience, (2) to offer best connections, and (3) to be the best ICT partner. In addition
to the more traditional telecom services, such as mobile and home broadband connections,
Telia Company has invested heavily in the entertainment business since 2014 which also
affects significantly to Telia Finland’s business opportunities: in 2017 it bought the broadcasting rights to Finnish national ice hockey league, Liiga, and in 2019 Telia Company
acquired Bonnier Broadcasting, which includes e.g. one of the most popular Finnish TV
channels, MTV3. (teliacompany.com/en/news.) Although, there have been substantial investments in new business areas, the company has not forgotten about its more traditional
services: in 2018 Telia Finland launched the first online mobile subscription in Finland,
called Telia Dot, which was created by an internal start-up team who built the service
separate from the traditional development and marketing processes by using design thinking approach. Based on the extensive research and observation phase, the team found out
that Finnish consumers are getting very frustrated with the current pricing policies used
by all telecom operators. What also surfaced from the research findings was that people
want more and more control over their subscriptions, and e.g. parents want better solutions for managing the amount of time their children spend on their phones. Based on
these, and several other findings, the team created Telia Dot, which is priced purely based
on how much data the user uses and that makes it easier to track your own data usage and
manage e.g. your child’s data usage. In addition to providing a new service for Telia
Finland’s users, Telia Dot has also played an important role when the designers have
attempted to grow the design thinking culture across the organization. Telia Dot is a great
case example on what can be achieved by taking a design thinking approach into problem
solving.
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In the later chapters you can find a more detailed description of Telia Finland’s current design thinking culture, find out on which design maturity level the organization is
at the moment, and what the designers have done to help the organization adopt more
mature design thinking mindsets.
1.3

Objective and structure of the study

This thesis is conducted as a mixed method action research and it strives to better understand where Telia Finland is on its journey towards more customer-centric organization
and ways-of-working. The objective of the study is to find a way in which companies
can determine on which design maturity level they are at a certain moment and how
they can move from one level to another. In order to be able to find answers to this
objective, I divided the objective into the following research questions:
•
•
•

How do design maturity models support the evaluation of organizations’ design
maturity?
How can companies identify their design maturity level?
What actions can organizations take to get to the next maturity level?
I used three different research methods in order to answer all the questions. First, I

compared three different design maturity models by conducting a literature review. Based
on this information I chose one model with the help of the project team from Telia Finland. Second, I conducted an organization wide survey in order to determine on which
design maturity level the organization is at the moment and also to be able to compare
different respondent groups: designers, other employees, and managers. Third, after I had
determined the current maturity level, I interviewed 20 people from different teams of the
organization in order to gather more insights about the situation. Based on the survey data
and the interviews’ insights, three concrete projects were kicked-off by the design team.
The goal of these three projects or actions is to move the organization closer to the next
maturity level.
The structure of the thesis is as follows: The theoretical framework is formed by
exploring the theories on design thinking and design maturity models. Based on this literature review, a model is chosen for the basis of the study (Chapter 2). Next, the research
methodology is explained (Chapter 3), followed by a detailed description on Telia Finland’s design thinking culture and the research findings about on which level Telia Finland is at the moment and evaluation on the activities took by the designers (Chapter 4).
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The report will end by concluding the key findings and presenting managerial implications and limitations to the study (Chapter 5).
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2

USING MATURITY MODELS TO ASSESS ORGANIZATION’S
DESIGN THINKING CULTURE

2.1

What is design thinking?

The discussion about the definition of design thinking is still ongoing between design
theory and managerial discourse, which is primarily promoted by practitioners (Björklund
et al. 100–101; Carlgren et al. 2016, 345). Due to its more recent nature, the focus in this
thesis is on the managerial discussion, which determines design thinking as a mindset, an
attitude, and a way of thinking that allows people to solve complex problems (Brown
2008, 86; Dunne 2018, 12,14). The goal is to reveal the underlying needs of the end users
by involving them actively throughout the design thinking process. In other words, by
bringing in the user insights, companies are able to address the needs of the people who
use their products and services. (Brown & Wyatt 2010, 32; Gruber et al. 2015, 1;
Prud’homme van Reine 2017, 57.) By listening to the real needs of the end users (Kolko
2015), companies are able to create “high-impact solutions which bubble up from below
rather than are imposed from the top” (Brown & Wyatt 2010, 32). Ultimately, design
thinking integrates business strategy and technology with the needs of the user:
“[Design Thinking is] a discipline that uses the designer’s sensibility and
methods to match people’s needs with what is technologically feasible and
what a viable business strategy can convert into customer value and market opportunity.” (Brown 2008, 86)
The more complex a problem the more useful design thinking approach becomes.
Designers call these problems ‘wicked problems.’ These problems are chronic, beyond
complex, with no clear boundaries or solutions. (Buchanan 1992, 15; Dunne 2018, 29;
Wrigley et al. 2020, 126.) These problems occur in social contexts where the social complexity of wicked problems and their technical difficulties make them tough to manage.
However, it is important to remember that not all problems are wicked, and you can recognize a wicked problem when a problem has innumerable causes, is tough to describe,
and doesn’t have a right answer. (Camillus 2008, 100.) In order to solve wicked problems,
designers use design thinking approach to come up with innovative solutions (Björklund
et al. 2020, 101; Dunne 2018, 29).

13

There are many different design thinking processes modelled in literature (Wrigley
et al. 2020, 126), however, all of them agree that the process is a system of overlapping
spaces rather than a linear process of orderly steps (Brown & Wyatt 2010, 33). This means
that there is no ‘right order’ when going through a design process and designers modify
the process in a way that best serves their problem (Dunne 2018, 14). Even though, the
process is not linear and never the same, there are models that aim to describe the nature
of the design thinking process (Dunne 2018, 16-28). One of the most popular models is
the Double Diamond model (Figure 1) by Design Council UK.

Figure 1. The Double Diamond model (based on Design Council UK)
According to this model, there are four main phases in the design thinking process:
discover, define, develop, and deliver. The goal of the first phase is to expand the team’s
understanding and knowledge about the problem space which is defined by the challenge
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the team has found or been given. This can be done by, for example, finding more information about the topic online, interviewing and observing people who are part of the
problem space, and by benchmarking other solutions to the problem. (Brown & Wyatt
2010, 33; Brown & Katz 2011, 382; Gruber et al. 2015, 1.) By using these tools, designers
look for problems that others take for granted, assume to be unsolvable, or fail to notice
(Dunne 2018, 16-28). After the team has more knowledge about the problem at hand,
they put all the gathered information together and try to make sense of it all in order to
find out what is the part they want to focus on (Brown & Wyatt 2010, 34). Here, it is
important to understand that the challenge the team started with is probably not the one
they end up solving after they’ve familiarized themselves with the problem in more detailed level. Therefore, when going through the define phase, the team should keep their
minds open because by going through all the insights they collected, they may find more
important problems to solve. When the team is done with the define phase, they should
have a clear vision about the problem they want to solve, and a lot of insights so support
that decision. (Gruber et al. 2015, 1; Liedtka et al. 2017, 52.)
When the team moves on to the next diamond, they start to think about possible solutions to the chosen problem. The develop phase can also be seen as the ideation phase
where the team goes through intensive brainstorming and ideation. The goal is to come
up with all possible solutions that could somehow solve the problem. (Gruber et al. 2015,
1; Liedtka et al. 2017, 52.) In order to come up with as many ideas as possible, it is important that the people affected by the issue are involved in the ideation. These people
can include different stakeholders within a company, but when designing products and
services for people outside the company, it is crucial that they are actively involved in the
ideation because those are the people who will eventually use the solution. After the develop phase, it is time to narrow down the ideas and start prototyping and testing which
of the solutions work best in the real life, in the use of real people (the deliver phase). The
most important thing is that the team starts to prototype the ideas at small-scale and test
the prototypes with real users in order to get feedback quickly. Eventually, after many
rounds of prototyping and testing, the team will have a solution, a product, service or an
experience, that is something the users really want and enjoy using. (Brown & Wyatt
2010, 35; Gruber et al. 2015, 1; Kleinsmann et al. 2017, 33; Kolko 2015.)
The Double Diamond model has evolved during the years and Figure 1 represents
the latest version of the model. Previously, the model consisted only of the four phases
explained above. However, now the council has added other important elements to the
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picture. One of the most important additions are the arrows which link the ends of the
process to the beginning of the process. This means that when the team eventually comes
up with an outcome, the process doesn’t stop there. Quite the contrary, this is where the
continuous development begins. In today’s world no product or service is ever ready.
They have to be updated and developed to suit the ever-changing needs of the users.
(Beverland & Farrelly 2007, 11; Gruber et al. 2015, 1.)
At first, design thinking can seem chaotic to those who are involved in it for the first
time, which is completely understandable. However, after being involved in the process,
participants come to see that the process makes sense and delivers results. (Brown &
Wyatt 2010, 33.) The beauty in design thinking is that anyone can become a design
thinker because what it truly is, is problem solving (Björklund et al. 2020, 107;
Prud’homme van Reine 2017, 56; Wrigley et al. 2020, 126). Design thinking is based on
capacities we all have, such as our ability to be intuitive, and recognize patterns, but that
are overlooked by more conventional problem-solving practices (Brown & Wyatt 2010,
33; Mahmoud-Jouini et al. 2019, 51). In that sense, we as a humankind, have always been
designers and you can see design everywhere: in the cups we drink from, the applications
we use every day on our phone, and in the way we get from point A to B. Someone has
designed them all, and they have been designed by different people from different backgrounds. (Dunne 2018, 11.) What makes a successful design team is its diversity. In order
to achieve divergent thinking, the team must have “T-shaped” people from different backgrounds and strengths in two dimensions. What this means is that on the vertical axis, a
person needs to possess a depth of skill that will allow him or her to make tangible contributions to the outcome. On the other hand, the top of the “T” is what makes a person a
design thinker. This means openness, curiosity, optimism, experimentation, and empathy.
(Brown & Wyatt 2010, 34.)
2.2

The role of design thinking within an organization

The role of design thinking has changed significantly during the past few years. Before,
designers existed to make an already developed idea more attractive. However, now designers are being asked to create ideas at the outset of the development process. The former role was a tactical one, whereas the latter is a strategic one; it unleashes its disruptive
potential. (Brown & Katz 2011, 381; Gruber et al. 2015, 1; Von Stamm 2004, 11.) Due
to its game-changing nature, more and more companies have adopted design thinking as
a new approach to boost innovativeness and to create more sustainable growth for their
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businesses (Brown & Wyatt 2010, 32; Carlgren et al. 2016, 344). However, in order for
design thinking to reach its full potential, it is not enough that designers are the only ones
thinking differently. To make the biggest impact, designers need a multidisciplinary team
of skilled design thinkers around them. (Björklund et al. 2020, 106; Brown & Katz 2011,
381; Smith 2015, 37.) This mindset however has to be learned before the team can fully
embrace the benefits of design thinking and often the designer’s openness, curiosity, and
fluidity sit uncomfortably in the rigid process of large organizations (Dunne 2018, 32-33;
Björklund et al. 2020, 100). Adopting this new way of thinking requires a lot of effort,
and many companies, especially the large ones, face challenges when trying to spread
design thinking across the company (Dunne 2018, 9; Carlgren et al. 2016, 345; Kolko
2015; Martin 2010, 41). However, when design thinking is integrated within an organization, it can be the foundation of a competitive advantage (Wrigley et al. 2020, 127;
Björklund et al. 2020, 100-101). In this chapter, I am going to describe these challenges
by using a framework created by Dunne (2018), who found out that initiatives which aim
to introduce design thinking to a broader organizational audience live in a persistent state
of tension around three issues: “their cultural engagement with the organization; how
radical their innovations are; and taking on the user’s point of view”. These three tensions
are called the Tension of Inclusion, the Tension of Disruption, and the Tension of Perspective. (Dunne 2018, 44.)
2.2.1 The Tension of Inclusion
The first of the three tensions affecting companies when adopting design thinking mindset
is called the Tension of Inclusion. As mentioned above, designers can reach the best outcomes only when the whole team consists of design thinkers who all have different areas
of expertise. In order to create such an interdisciplinary group, other employees need to
understand the concept of design thinking and know how the design process works.
Therefore, designers often launch initiatives within companies through which they want
to introduce the new way of thinking and approaching problems to other employees.
(Carlgren et al. 2016, 355; Wrigley et al. 2020, 127; Björklund et al. 2020, 105-106.) In
order to do this, they have to make design thinking understandable and as easy as possible
so that others would start using it. However, this might make design thinking sound and
look “too” simple and designers risk losing their innovativeness by being assimilated into
the mainstream (and often bureaucratic) cultures (Dunne 2018, 70; Carlgren et al. 2016,
353-354). On the other hand, by being so different to the standard approach to problems,
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design thinking can be seen too different which can lead to cultural isolation (Dunne 2018,
70; Carlgren et al. 2016, 354).
There are two reasons why the tension of inclusion arises: “First, the pressures of
day-to-day business often work against design thinking. Second, the design mindset and
approach to problems are distinctly different from those of most large organizations, and
this difference can lead to clashes with the mainstream culture”. (Dunne 2018, 76; Björklund et al. 2020, 102.) When teams have set quarterly goals which they have to reach, it
can be difficult to devote their time and other resources to design thinking activities whose
benefits may be visible only in the long-term – or perhaps never (Dunne 2018, 77). Also,
as the design thinking mindset is different from organizations’ normal routines, it can be
difficult to fit in and prioritize (Carlgren et al. 2016, 349, 352). In order for large organizations to work, different parts of the organization have to know what the other ones are
doing so that the company operates as efficiently as possible. There is no room for uncertainty which slows the system down, and since design thinking process is nothing but
uncertain, the design process can be an exercise in frustration when you have limited time
and a need for clarity. (Dunne 2018, 79.)
According to Dunne (2018, 83) there are three ways in which designers can manage
the tension of inclusion: through support from the top, by distributing design thinking
throughout the organization, and by demonstrating the value of design thinking programs
to business units. Designers should not rely only on the support from the top management
especially because leadership inevitably changes (Dunne 2018, 84), and design has become too important to be left only to designers to lead (Brown & Katz 2011, 381). Instead,
the biggest effect can be seen through grassroots approaches. By using grassroots initiatives, designers can prototype the design culture first with a small group of people and
the scale up from there. (Wrigley et al. 2020, 127; Mahmoud-Jouini et al. 2019, 54.) At
Telia Finland, many managers have already witnessed the power of design thinking and
now act as advocates for the approach. Also, there have been several attempts on grassroots initiatives and later in this study, you can find a detailed description of one of the
design thinking initiatives through which designers are attempting to spread design thinking mindset throughout the company. Designers at Telia Finland have also tried their best
to talk about success stories and in that way demonstrate their value to the organization.
The problem here is how you measure the performance of design thinking (Dunne 2018,
86; Schmiedgen et al. 2016, 157).
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The tension of inclusion creates a notable challenge for design thinkers in organizations. They have to find a way to create initiatives that can eventually stand on their own
even though support from top management is essential. Designers have to find ways to
work within, and at the same time change, the organization’s culture while delivering
results. This means that even though design thinking can be revolutionary for organizations, for most it is a slow revolution – “more like lighting a candle than a fuse”. (Dunne
2018, 94.)
2.2.2 The Tension of Disruption
The second tension that designers have to deal with is the Tension of Disruption. This
means that designers have to balance between disruptive innovation and incremental improvements to the already existing services – it is not easy to do both simultaneously.
(Carlgren et al. 2016, 352; Dunne 2018, 98; Prud’homme van Reine 2017, 69.) According
to Dunne (2018, 99) there are at least three reasons for why the tension of disruption
arises: “First, disruption is about tomorrow, but organizations need to focus on today”.
Often this can be seen when the organizational dynamics squeeze out the disruptive ideas.
Second, it is difficult to “attract and retain people who have both the creativity and the
organizational knowledge needed for disruption (Dunne 2018, 103; Wrigley et al. 2020,
138). This has also happened at Telia Finland where the internal changes in positions and
roles is very frequent. The third reason is related to organizational dynamics: “the selfcensorship that comes with organizational life can stifle radical ideas” (Björklund et al.
2020, 109; Dunne 2018, 104). This can especially be seen when the organization faces
difficult times, times when disruptive innovations are most needed. Therefore, leaders
should create a culture that embraces risks and allows people to take chances (Kolko
2015; Beverland & Farrelly 2007, 16).
The Tension of Disruption can threaten a design thinking initiative if the streams of
innovation, both incremental and disruptive, are not managed effectively (Dunne 2018,
105). The challenge is to find a balance between these two: too far towards incremental
innovation and designers lose the focus on “the raison d’être” of design thinking; on the
other hand, focusing too much on disruptive projects, and you bring pressure for shortterm results. (Dunne 2018, 105.) However, most of the design thinkers felt that they are
doing too much incremental innovation or that they start out with disruptive ideas, but
they change over time and end up incremental (Dunne 2018, 105-106). One way to manage the Tension of Disruption is to offer the organization examples of early wins with
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more disruptive projects and thereby provide concrete evidence that design thinking could
work. Together, these can help reduce the pressure toward incremental innovation. (Björklund et al. 2020, 115; Dunne 2018, 112; Mahmoud-Jouini et al. 2019, 56.)
2.2.3 The Tension of Perspective
The third tension affecting the success of design thinking initiatives is the Tension of
Perspective. As we learned in Chapter 2.1, design thinking is, at its core, very user centric.
The Tension of Perspective challenges this point of view by reminding us that in addition
to the end user, there are many other stakeholders involved in any service or a product
(Gruber et al. 2015, 1). Therefore, while still keeping the end user in the focus, design
thinkers also have to take into account the perspective of other stakeholders when designing new services because you need an inside-out perspective to get anything done in an
organization (Björklund et al. 2020, 101; Dunne 2018, 120-121; Wrigley et al. 2020, 126).
This means that design thinkers must practice empathy also with internal stakeholders,
same as they use it with the outsiders (i.e. end users) because at the end, products and
services are a compromise between the interests of users and those of organisation’s and
therefore the internal perspective is just as important as that of the user (Brown & Martin
2015; Dunne 2018, 121–122). Also, if design thinkers rely only on the users’ perspective,
they’re understanding will be incomplete which many times is irresponsible (Dunne 2018,
123). However, designer empathy can be difficult for organizations to sustain when internal teams tend to focus on managing the organizational complexity by creating closer
relationship with colleagues, who can help them promote their projects, rather than with
the end users (Kolko 2015; Liedtka 2014, 40–45 Wrigley et al. 2020, 127–128).
The reason why the Tension of Perspective arises lays in the wicked complexity of
large organizations. Just as we learned in Chapter 2.1, wicked problems are very complex
and difficult to lead, and large organizations are one example of that with multiple – often
competing – stakeholders, overlapping systems, and a lot of ambiguity. (Dunne 2018,
124.) These complex environments also create challenges for design thinkers and “usercentred design” is really an oversimplification because designers can never be completely
sure who the real end user is and which perspectives to take into account (Dunne 2018,
128–129). If not managed effectively, the Tension of Perspective can result in great ideas
floundering at the implementation stage or ending up different from the original idea if
implemented (Carlgren et al. 2016, 352; Dunne 2018, 129; Wrigley et al. 2020, 139).
According to Dunne (2018, 131–135) there are two ways in which design thinkers can
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manage the Tension of Perspective: First, they could loosen control by “handing over
“unfinished” innovations that allowed internal stakeholders to design the final product”.
However, this means that the designers lose control over the outcome. Second, they could
extend the reach of designers into the implementation process through collaboration
where design thinkers would have a lot to offer, but at the same time there are “strong
forces working against you”, meaning that it might be challenging to introduce an iterative problem solving method to organizations which are used to using more linear approaches (Carlgren et al. 2016, 355; Mahmoud-Jouini et al. 2019, 50). The first approach
could work if the whole organization had adopted the design thinking mindset and applied
it in their work. The key for success in this approach is strong leadership, which faces its
challenges when the people in the leadership positions change frequently. (Bucolo et al.
2012, 19; Carlgren et al. 2016, 358; Dunne 2018, 135.) It is especially important that the
senior leadership not only mandates design thinking, but adopts it, role models it, and
invites others to adopt it too (Dunne 2018, 138).
2.2.4 Managing the three tensions
In order to better understand and manage the three tensions, Dunne (2018) suggests three
reframes. The first reframe is Design Thinking as a Mindset according to which organizations should escape, model, and prototype the design thinking mindset. (Dunne 2018,
152.) First, organizations should create a specific space and location for design thinking
and innovation activities which provides an escape from the routine (Carlgren et al. 2016,
353; Dunne 2018, 154; Smith 2015, 37). The physical space also displays the company’s
commitment to design, and the lack of a designated space can result in design activities
being perceived as temporary, with the impression of limited support from the company’s
leadership (Wrigley et al. 2020, 137). It is also important to develop a reflective practice
that allows design thinkers across the organization to meet regularly to share their challenges and experiences (Dunne 2018, 155). This however requires prioritization which
can be challenging when things are busy (Carlgren et al. 2016, 349). Second, the organization should model the design thinking mindset. This can be done by educating leaders
on what design thinking means and what needs to be done in order for it to flourish.
Surface understanding leaves design thinking initiatives vulnerable to hostile forces
within the organization. (Dunne 2018, 158.) Björklund et al. (2020, 106) suggest that the
organization should invest concurrently in both deep expertise in design practices, and
wide understanding and application of design thinking. It is important to demystify design
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thinking for the organization and make its underlying logic transparent (Dunne 2018,
159). Finally, the organization should prototype the mindset by starting out small and
learning from the mistakes (Dunne 2018, 159; Wrigley et al. 2020, 127). Building and
protecting the mindset are crucial for the initiative to survive. Success stories can play a
big role when trying to engage the organization and demonstrate the power of design
thinking. (Dunne 2018, 159–161.)
The second reframe discusses Design Thinking as a Technological or Collaborative
Platform. On one hand design thinkers can build technological platforms that “allow individual departments to take the lead within their own spheres” (Carlgren et al. 2016, 352;
Dunne 2018, 161-162). On the other hand, design thinkers can collect a diverse group of
stakeholders who bring knowledge from different perspectives and integrate them into a
coherent innovation. (Dunne 2018, 161-162.)
The third reframe is called Design Thinking Within a Bigger System which reminds
us that a design thinking initiative or a project is always part of a system that consists of
different stakeholders both inside and outside of the company. It is important to remember
that the internal stakeholders are a diverse user group in themselves whose perspectives
need to be built into the design process. (Dunne 2018, 166.)
2.3

Evaluating company’s design maturity through maturity models

When building a design thinking culture and tackling the three tensions through the cultural change, companies need a framework through which they can evaluate the maturity
of the design thinking culture. As we have established by now, design thinking brings the
most value when it is used company wide and adopted by a broad range of professionals.
Even though, design thinking has become more significant for many companies and its
role is becoming more and more significant, design thinking still needs to move closer to
the executive leadership where strategic decisions are made. (Brown & Katz 2011, 381.)
In order to better understand the role of design thinking within companies and industries,
many design maturity models have been created. These models and frameworks try to
explain different levels of maturity that most of the organizations go through while aiming
to reach the highest maturity level where design thinking is part of the company strategy.
For this study, I chose three different maturity models for comparison, and at the end of
this literature review, I will conclude which one of the models works best for the purpose
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of this study. The three models reviewed are The Design Ladder by Danish Design Centre, Seven stages to a design-based innovation culture by Aviv Katz, and The Maturity
Solar System by InVision.
2.3.1 The Danish Design Ladder and Seven stages to a design-based innovation culture
The Design Ladder is one of the most popular maturity models used in companies and in
research to help organizations understand on which maturity level their design culture is
(Björklund et al. 2018). This model was developed by Danish Design Centre in 2001 with
a hypothesis that “there is a positive link between higher earnings, placing a greater emphasis on design methods in the early stages of development and giving design a more
strategic position in the company’s overall business strategy”. The model consists of four
maturity levels (Figure 2).

Figure 2. The Design Ladder (Danish Design Centre)
On the first level, “non-design”, are companies that do not have trained designers and
design is an invisible part of, e.g., product development where the end users’ perspective
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plays little to no role in the process. On the second step, “design as form-giving”, design
still plays a small role and is only something visual to make services and products look
nice. On this level, design can be carried out by professional designers but is usually
handled by people with other professional backgrounds. When a company gets to the third
maturity level, “design as process”, it already uses design more comprehensively by integrating design at an early stage in the development process. Created solutions are problem driven and stem from a problem users face in their everyday lives. Finally, on the
highest maturity level, “design as strategy”, designers work with the company leadership
to rethink the business concept. At this stage, design is part of the company’s strategy and
plays a significant role in the value chain. (Danish Design Centre.) Based on a survey
conducted by the Danish Design Centre in 2016, 40 per cent of Danish companies were
on the first level, 15 per cent on the second, 30 per cent on the third, and 13 per cent on
the fourth maturity level (Danish Design Centre). Even though, the Design Ladder provides a fairly simple framework to help people understand the different stages of a company’s design journey, the model itself doesn’t provide any clues about how a company
can assess its own maturity or tools on how to get to the next maturity level.
The second model evaluated for this survey is called Seven stages to a design-based
innovation culture. Although, this model is not as widely known as the Design Ladder, I
wanted to include it to the possible frameworks as this model is very concrete and multidimensional. In addition to naming the seven different maturity levels, the framework
also suggests the activities that in-house designers can do to support the design thinking
culture (the green balloons), and it points out the existing conditions that may make the
move towards the next step challenging (the red weights) (Katz 2015, 22; see Figure 3).
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Figure 3. Seven stages to a design-based innovation culture (Katz 2015, 22)
I will describe the most important elements of the model here. The detailed description of each of the maturity levels can be found in Appendix 1. The core idea of this
maturity model is the same as the one in Design Ladder: the higher a company’s maturity
level the more significant role design plays in the company’s strategy. On the first two
levels of the model (scepticism and tokenism), design plays a small role in the company
culture. The employees don’t yet understand the real value of design thinking and design
thinking is more of a “fashionable veneer” used by managers wishing to display a level
of sophistication than a new practice. In order to get to the next maturity levels, designers
should build awareness and share success stories so that other employees can see the
concrete value design thinking can bring to the organization. They should also involve
managers to get resources for design thinking initiatives.
On the third maturity level (curiosity) there is increasing interest from the senior
leadership and it is likely that at this point designers get some resources to prove the value
that design thinking methods and processes can deliver. However, designers have to be
prepared to receive some criticism from other employees who challenge the use of resources on non-conventional practice. To get to the next maturity levels, designers should
invite external design thinkers to help convince and prove to the organization that the
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approach works. By inviting other employees to participate in, e.g., a design sprint, designers can demonstrate the effectiveness of the design process. On the fourth and fifth
level (experimentation and commitment), there is a growing acceptance of design thinking and design resources are rather hired in-house than by consultant agencies. Even
though, there is now a team of in-house designers, there is no clear leadership and the few
experienced design thinkers pull the practice in different directions. To guide the organization towards the next maturity levels, designers should create a common language for
design within the design team to make sure that everyone is on the same page. On the
sixth level (pushing boundaries), the design team has a senior design leader to set the
direction and the value and impact of the team are measured to ensure the continuity of
their activities. The risk is that the team increasingly focuses on justifying its existence
rather than the impact it seeks to create. To reach the highest maturity level, the design
lead should keep the design team rather small and build a network of advocates across
the organization. It is important to create a culture of inclusion by inviting everyone interested in the topic on board rather than a culture of exclusion which highlights the importance of designers themselves. Finally, on the highest maturity level (new normal),
leaders, managers, and the employees see themselves as instrumental in a design process
and the design thinking approach is the normal way to approach any problem. However,
even if a company reaches the highest maturity level, it does not mean that they are
“ready” and can stop developing the culture. Quite the contrary, sustaining the culture is
difficult relies on leadership that honours the principles and culture of design thinking.
(Katz 20155, 23-25.)
Even though, both of these models describe different maturity levels and the second
model also describes the challenges designers are facing and the opportunities for improvement, neither of the models provide concrete guidelines on how to actually know
on which level a company is. Therefore, the third maturity model, the Maturity Solar
System, was chosen as a theoretical framework for this study as is includes all the needed
information to evaluate and measure on which design maturity level a company is. This
model is described in detail in the next chapter.
2.3.2 The Maturity Solar System
In the fall of 2018, InVision surveyed designers from more than 2 200 companies (2 229
to be exact) about company demographics, design team resources, executive involve-
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ment, practices, and outcomes (InVision 2019, 2). Based on the survey results, the company created the Maturity Solar System which differs from earlier models in the following
ways (InVision 2019, 4):
•
•
•

It is the largest global study of design in business
It examines companies from all industries, regions, and company types
It was developed with advanced statistical methods to identify the trends
The study included all types of companies (large enterprises, small businesses, agen-

cies, governments, and non-profit organizations) which makes this model interesting for
almost all companies because when a company finds out on which maturity level it is at
the moment, it can compare itself to other similar companies or organizations. All in all,
the study contains 24 industries including e.g. aerospace, advertising, insurance, technology, and education from around the world (77 countries). (InVision 2019, 5.) There were
three key findings from the study: First, the design is well integrated into the product
development process, with the senior team, and in the product roadmap among the most
design-oriented organizations. Second, there is a direct correlation between the number
of business benefits that design drives and the degree of organizational adoption of design. Third, organizations that embrace and integrate design practices also report more
positive business outcomes. (InVision 2019, 7.)
The aspects of design studied in the research are divided into three main groups:
people, practices, and platforms; and these groups are divided further into nine sub-groups
which all include a number of statements as follows (InVision 2019, 37-41). People: design team (6 statements), key partners (9 statements), executives & employees (17 statements); practices: user research (8 statements), design strategy (10 statements), experimentation (11 statements), UI design (17 statements); platforms: design operations (9
statements), design systems (13 statements) (see Figure 4).
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Figure 4. Visualization of a level snapshot (based on InVision 2019, 17)
The centre of the Figure 4 represents level “zero” and each circle going outwards
represents the five maturity levels. So, when the average responses to each of the statements are counted for each sub-group, the number is marked on the respective line and
when all the dots of each of the sub-groups are connected, the area between the dots represents the maturity of a company. The larger the area between the dots, the more mature
the company is. Based on the research insights, InVision created their five-level design
maturity model (Figure 5; InVision 2019, 11).

28

Figure 5. The Maturity Solar System (InVision 2019, 11)
On the surface, the model seems similar to the Design Ladder with only one extra
level, but in fact, it goes way deeper into detail on how a company can evaluate its own
maturity, what to do to get to the next maturity level, and by providing findings from
thousands of other companies around the world, the report also provides a tool to compare
a company to other companies on the same field. The underlying idea behind the model
is similar to the two previous models where companies on the first level focus only on
visual design and companies on the highest maturity level have design as business strategy.
Companies on the first level, the “producers”, focus only on the most visible aspects
of design and there is often a disconnect between what designers design and what developers build. Companies can move to the next level by incorporating more user research
and collaboration into digital product design. According to the study, 41 per cent of companies are on the first level. On the second maturity level, design teams have developed
more collaborative processes, making the company a “connector”. All in all, there is more
talk about design thinking in the air across the company, and the design team uses more
user-centred tools, such as user research, user stories, usability testing, and personas. 21
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per cent of companies have reached this level where stakeholders and key partners are
engaged more broadly through joint working sessions and by integrating designer/developer tools. In order to get to the third maturity level, the design team should fill in the
types of roles associated with a systematic approach. The companies on the third level,
the “architects” (21 per cent of companies), have a scalable design thinking process which
enables design to support more complex product ecosystems, and design as a function is
integrated into the company’s internal operating structures. The roles between design,
development, and product management become clearer and there is a more efficient documentation process to smooth the handoff between design and development. Although
companies on the third level might look very mature, they do not yet have good enough
experimentation practices, mechanisms and routines around developing hypotheses, running tests, or measuring results.
As soon as these are fixed, the company can move to the fourth maturity level and
become a “scientist” and join the 12 per cent of the companies currently on this level.
Level four companies are masters of data-driven design who have sophisticated practices
for analytics, experimentation, recruiting for user research, and measuring the success of
specific efforts. The design team can operate more independently and take part in developing a design strategy. In addition, on this level, teams across the company use datadriven approaches that integrate ideation, experiments, and analytics. To reach the highest
maturity level, the “visionary”, a company has to make design core to their business strategy. The visionaries are robust in all dimensions of maturity but the most important factor
that separates them from the other maturity levels is design’s involvement in strategy.
Only 5 per cent of companies have reached the highest maturity level by using technology
and design to redefine the standards for customer experience and business process excellence.
2.4

Synthesis of the theoretical framework

In this study, all the three theoretical aspects discussed above are combined: the Double
Diamond model, the three tensions designers have to tackle in order to create a longlasting change, and finally, the design Maturity Solar System. First, the Double Diamond
model describing the design thinking process is the underlaying mindset and approach
which Telia Finland’s designers want to introduce to and integrate within the whole organization. The goal is to make design thinking easy enough for everyone to understand
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and more importantly easy enough to implement in everyone’s work. However, there are
many challenges designers are facing when trying to introduce a new way-of-working.
These challenges can be described as three tensions (Dunne 2018) where designers
have to first balance between making design easy to understand for others in the organization but at the same time maintain their expertise. Second, designers have to find a
balance between incremental and disruptive innovation as it can be challenging to do both
at the same time. They also have to find ways to produce quick wins through which they
can prove the effectiveness of the design thinking approach. Finally, even though the
design thinking process emphasises the importance of taking the outside-in perspective,
meaning involving the end users into the design process, it is also important for the designers to maintain the inside-out perspective and include a broad range of internal stakeholders into the process in order to understand if it is possible to create something the
users want to have. These three tensions create challenges for designers on multiple levels
and therefore it can be difficult to perceive the overall progress and change. In order to
know how well the organization has adopted the design thinking approach, and what challenges the designers should tackle next, it is important to be able to track the organizational progress towards more design-led organization culture, and this is where the design
maturity models play an important role.
In order to find the best design maturity model for this study, I compared three different models. As mentioned above, the underlying logic behind all of the models is the
same: the higher the level the more significant role design plays in the company’s strategy. At the end, the decision about what framework to use in this study came down to
how well the models work as a comprehensive tool. The Design Ladder provides only the
idea of four levels, but it does not provide any information on how to evaluate on which
level a company is. The framework also does not offer ideas on how to get to the next
maturity level. The Seven stages to a design-based innovation culture provides more maturity levels and suggests the activities that in-house designers can do to support the design thinking culture, and it points out the existing conditions that may make the move
towards the next step challenging. However, the model is not widely tested, and it does
not include information on how to evaluate on which level your company is. At the end,
the best possible framework for this study is the Maturity Solar System as it is based on
a study of thousands of companies and gives the most accurate picture of the current
design maturity of companies worldwide. Next, this theoretical framework is put into test
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as current design maturity level of Telia Finland is studied through empirical research,
and the findings of the current pain points are discussed.
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3
3.1

METHODOLOGY
Research approach

This research is conducted as a mixed method action research study. During the whole
research process, I have had a very active role in recognizing the current challenges Telia
Finland’s design culture is facing, conducting the research, and taking part in the actions
through which the design culture could achieve more maturity. This is why an action
research approach was a natural choice for the research. Together with other designers,
we wanted to find out what the current design maturity level at Telia Finland is, and to
use that as a base line for the future. Our goal is to continue growing the design culture,
and therefore, we thought it was important to be able to track our progress and find a tool
which would help us communicate the growth and changes of the design culture to other
Telians and the management.
The goal of this research is to support a change in mindsets on an organizational
level. By adopting an action research approach, the research can support the change by
providing the employees with the means to take action themselves and in that way create
a bigger impact (Brydon-Miller et al. 2003, 11; Eriksson & Kovalainen 2008, 198-199).
After all, the goal is that this action research will eventually lead to new patterns of thinking and action (Eriksson & Kovalainen 2008, 200). The action research process is always
iterative and therefore it suited well the context of this research as the design thinking
process itself is iterative by nature. In action research (and in an iterative process), “the
planning is followed by acting, observing and reflecting, with a revised plan, acting, observation and reflection following again, most often in real time and not retrospectively”.
(Eriksson & Kovalainen 2008, 200; French 2009, 188-189.) This was also the case in this
research where the survey, interviews and the actions were modified and adjusted along
the way.
When it comes to the action research approach, it is important to understand that the
most important task of the researcher is to solve and help the organization to find solutions
to the specific problem at hand, and in that process, engage people involved in the process
to find solutions. It is also very common that the researcher has a support team from the
organization which provides insights and history of the organization. This team helps in
planning, implementing and reflecting the project. (Eriksson & Kovalainen 2008, 199;
French 2009, 189-190.) In the case of this research, I already had a close relationship with
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the company since I work for the company as a service designer. During the research, I
worked closely with the internal design team that helped with designing the survey and
implementing the concrete actions.
In addition to the action research approach, I also used mixed methods approach,
which makes this research a mixed method action research. In a mixed method action
research, both quantitative and qualitative methods are used within an action research
framework in order to find more insightful answers to the practical problem of interest
and to incorporate both meaning and quantity into the study (Cameron 2011, 249; Gorard
2015, 237; Morse 2010, 237, 339; Plano Clark & Ivankova 2017, 145-146). In other
words, by combining the two methods, it is possible to bring out different perspectives
and to provide more comprehensive understanding of the problem than either method
alone could provide (Cameron 2011, 248; Hurmerinta-Peltomäki & Nummela 2006, 441).
According to McKim (2017, 202), mixed method research gains deeper and broader understanding of the problem than the studies that do not take the advantage of both methods. Mixed methods research suits business context well because the questions raised by
organizations vary often and require different levels of analysis (individual, group, organizational units, and organizations) (Cameron 2011, 248).
3.2

Data collection

The data for this research was collected in three parts by using both quantitative and qualitative methods. First, a survey was conducted in order to find out on which design maturity level Telia Finland is at the moment. Second, based on the survey results, two
groups and 14 people were interviewed to get more understanding about the current situation and to find out what could be the possible ways to move the organization closer to
the next maturity level. Third, after three different actions were implemented, feedback
about their success was gathered from feedback surveys, discussions with people who
took part in those activities and from the company’s internal discussion forum. For a
mixed method action research, it is very common to have more than one data-collection
method, and surveys, observations, interviews, and action experiments are often used together (Eriksson & Kovalainen 2008, 201-202; Johnson & Onwuegbuzie 2004, 17).
In order to determine the current design maturity level at Telia Finland, I designed a
survey based on the InVision report (InVision 2019, 37-41) together with the internal
design team. InVision’s report includes a detailed list of all the aspects they measured in
their study, however, the list is very long and in order for us to create a survey that people
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would like to answer, we had to make some alterations and remove some of the statements
from the InVision study. After several rounds of redesigning the survey, the final content
was ready (full list of the survey statements can be found in Appendix 2). Following the
structure of the InVision report, the survey was divided into three parts and nine subgroups:
Table 1. Structure of the survey
People

Practices

Platforms

Design team
Key partners
Executives and employees
User research
Design strategy
Experimentation
UI (user interface) design
Design operations
Design systems

Each of the sub-groups presented in Table 1 include several statements (Appendix
2), and for each of the statements, the respondents had a scale from 1-5 from which they
could choose their answer from. The scale was from “strongly disagree” to “strongly
agree” on all of the statements other than the statements regarding user research and UI
design where the question was about how often the respondent uses the tool in question
and the scale was from “never” to “in every project”.
Because the survey was quite long, we made two different versions of it by using
Typeform survey tool. The complete version of the survey was sent out to designers and
developers. However, “other employees” (meaning everyone else other than designers
and developers) received a shorter version of the survey where all the statements that
don’t concern their day-to-day work were excluded. For example, we didn’t ask employees to answer questions about UI design because that is not part of their job, and therefore
they could not be able to give their opinion on the topic.
We also planned to which teams we wanted to send the survey to beforehand. We
did this because we wanted the people who responded the survey to have even some kind
of an idea about what design thinking means, otherwise they wouldn’t have been able to
answer the survey. I discussed the content of the survey together with people from different business units who had better understanding about what different teams do and how
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they work, and based on those discussions, I recognized the teams who could take part in
the survey. After the complete list of the target teams was ready, I sent the survey personally through email to each person on the list. In order to get as many answers as possible,
I did some pre-marketing for the survey and attended different teams’ and business units’
info meetings where I told others about the upcoming survey and why it would be important for them to answer. This was an important thing to do as employees in large companies receive a lot of information on a daily basis and they have to prioritize what messages they pay attention to and which ones they do not. When they have the memory trace
of hearing about the topic beforehand, and they know why it is important, they are more
likely to take a closer look at your message. I also sent three reminder emails before the
survey closed.
After the survey results were in and I had analysed them, I contacted people from
different teams who took part in the survey and interviewed all together two groups and
14 individuals (Table 2).
Table 2. List of the interviewees
Interviewee

Team/Unit

Interview
length

Date

Interviewee 1

HR

60 min

13.8.2019

Interviewee 2

Business Development
B2C

60 min

13.8.2019

Interviewee 3

Customer Channels

60 min

13.8.2019

Interviewee 4

Customer Insights

75 min

14.8.2019

60 min

15.8.2019

Interviewee 5

Service Development

Interviewee 6

Top Leadership

60 min

15.8.2019

Interviewee 7

Marketing

30 min

15.8.2019

Interviewee 8

Service Development

60 min

15.8.2019

Interviewee 9

Technology

30 min

15.8.2019

60 min

19.8.2019

60 min

19.8.2019

Interviewee 10
Interviewee 11

Business Development
B2C
Business Development
B2C

Interviewee 12

Marketing

30 min

27.8.2019

Interviewee 13

Top Leadership

30 min

21.8.2019

Interviewee 14

Business Development
B2C

60 min

22.8.2019

Interview style and
place
Face-to-face at
Telia Finland HQ
Face-to-face at
Telia Finland HQ
Face-to-face at
Telia Finland HQ
Face-to-face at
Telia Finland HQ
Online via Skype call
Face-to-face at
Telia Finland HQ
Face-to-face at
Telia Finland HQ
Face-to-face at
Telia Finland HQ
Face-to-face at
Telia Finland HQ
Face-to-face at
Telia Finland HQ
Face-to-face at
Telia Finland HQ
Face-to-face at
Telia Finland HQ
Face-to-face at
Telia Finland HQ
Face-to-face at
Telia Finland HQ
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Interview
group 1
(4 people)
Interview
group 2
(9 people)

Service Design

60 min

12.8.2019

Face-to-face at
Telia Finland HQ

User Experience and
Service Design

30 min

14.8.2019

Face-to-face at
Telia Finland HQ

The two group interviews were both held during designers’ weekly meetings. The
first one included service designers and the other one included mostly user experience
designers and some service designers. The individuals were chosen based on their role
and whether they had taken part in the survey or not. I wanted to interview people who
had answered the survey so that they knew the context of the interview better beforehand.
All the interviews were held in Finnish and face-to-face at Telia Finland headquarters,
with the exception of one interview which was held in English and another that was held
via Skype online call. The interviews and discussions lasted 30-75 minutes and were recorded for further analysis.
Since the survey included many topics regarding design, I had to decide which were
the most important topics to focus on together with other designers. Finally, we decided
that the themes we wanted to focus on the most were: customer centricity in everyday
work, design management, and the next steps towards the next design maturity level. Of
course, the final content varied based on each interview, but the basic structure was the
same every time. The more detailed interview structure can be found in Appendix 3.
Third, I collected feedback data about the actions we undertook in order to help the organization to move towards the next maturity level. This feedback was collected face-toface at the end of each human centred design workshop, through a post-workshop feedback survey, face-to-face at design clinic meetups and by collecting comments from Yammer, the internal communication tool.
The research question called for multiple data collection styles as I had to first determine the current level of design maturity and then broaden my understanding of the problem in order to come up with ideas on how to help the organization to move towards the
next maturity level (Table 3). What was also important was that in order to come up with
the ideas, I had to conduct the earlier phases before. In other words, the pacing of the
different methods could not have been the opposite. (Morse 2010, 340-341; Plano Clark
& Ivankova 2017, 37.)
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Table 3. The research process in 2019
Feb.

Mar.

Apr.

Survey planning and
design

May

Jun.

Survey data
collection

Jul.

Aug.

Sept.

Oct.

Nov.

Dec.

Survey
data
analysis

Interviews
and
analysis

Three actions: HCD workshops, design clinics, and internal web page
Collecting feedback about the
actions

However, even though mixed method research often has a core component (qualitative or quantitative) and a supplemental component (qualitative or quantitative), I feel
that both components were equal in my research. Without knowing the current level of
design maturity, it would have been impossible to know which actions would move the
organization forward, and without better understanding of the current situation (interviews) and taking action to change the culture, the survey results wouldn’t have had any
real impact other than that we would have known where we are on a specific scale. (Hurmerinta-Peltomäki & Nummela 2006, 442; Morse 2010, 352.)
3.3

Data analysis

As the data was collected in three different parts, it was also analysed in three different
parts. The goal of the data analysis was to create deeper understanding of the current
design culture and use that understanding as a basis for further action (Rowley 2014, 239).
Even though, the data was analysed in three different parts, the findings of the previous
analysis guided the analysis of the later data sets (Greene et al. 1989, 270; Rowley 2014,
239).
First, the survey answers were analysed in order to find out on which level the company’s design maturity was at the moment. As there were two different surveys (one for
designers and developers, and one for other employees), the answers were first combined
and then the average response was calculated for all of the respondents and for the three
different respondent groups: designers, managers, and other employees. I used Excel for
the numeric data analysis as the required calculations were very basic. After this, I visualised the results in a way that would make it as easy as possible to explain the results to
others.
Second, the insights from the interviews were combined with the survey data in order
to create an overall picture of the current situation. The interview data was analysed by
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grouping the answers in different themes based on the interview structure. I did this by
listening to all of the interview recordings and writing down what each of the interviewees
said about the different themes. (Rowley 2014, 241; Jang et al. 2008, 229; Schreier 2013,
178.) All of the interviews took somewhat different paths because the only thing guiding
the interviews along were the five different themes. Therefore, analysing the interview
data was not as straight forward as the analysis of the survey data. However, there were
many topics which all of the interviewees pointed out and agreed on. Third, the feedback
from the three activities were analysed and suggestions for improvement were made
based on the feedback.
Through all the phases, the analysis was done collectively with other designers,
which enabled them to be part of the process and recognize opportunities for development. Also, other designers had more experience working within the company and the
industry and therefore they were able to notice different opportunities and challenges as
I could. In that sense, their participation was crucial for the research to be successful.
(Eriksson & Kovalainen 2008, 201-202; Rowley 2014, 240.) By involving other designers
in the research process, I was also able to get them to be more committed to the outcome,
and empower the whole team to make an extra effort in actively trying to help the whole
organization move towards the next maturity level (Eriksson & Kovalainen 2008, 203).
3.4

Data evaluation

There are many frameworks for qualitative (Eriksson & Kovalainen 2008; Lincoln &
Cuba 1985) and quantitative (Bryman et al. 2008; Vogt 2011; Haertel 2010) data evaluation, but as this research was done by using a mixed method approach, a different approach was needed. Therefore, the data evaluation for this research was done by using the
quality framework for mixed method research created by O’Cathain (2015, 541-544). In
this evaluation, I am going to focus on the following quality aspects of this research:
planning, design, and data quality.
I am going to evaluate the planning quality based on the foundational element, rationale transparency, and feasibility. In order for the research to have the foundational
element, its research question and study design must be shaped by the literature. In other
words, a critical review of the literature is needed to situate the study. Because this is an
action research, it is natural that the research question stemmed from a problem the organization was facing. However, the study design was created based on the literature review on different design maturity models, and the literature review provided the context
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for both the quantitative and qualitative parts of the study. Second, it is important that the
study has rationale transparency, meaning that the study provides justification for using
a mixed methods approach. I believe that the need for both quantitative and qualitative
components is clear in this research and the research could not have provided as meaningful results if only one approach had been used. The third element of the planning quality is feasibility, which means the evaluation of how well the planned research was possible to conduct. Even though I believe that the research was well conducted, more resources on the survey design would have made it possible to get even deeper and more
reliable results. (O’Cathain, 545.)
When evaluating design quality, O’Cathain (2015, 546) suggests focusing on design
transparency, sustainability, strength, and rigor. When it comes to design transparency,
the study should describe the key aspects of the design: priority of approaches, purpose
of combining methods, sequencing of methods, and the stage at which integration takes
place. In this research, the quantitative approach was first used to determine the current
design maturity level of the organization. After this I deepened my understanding of the
current situation by interviewing people around the company. Even though the methods
were used in the order they were, they are both equally important as they provide information that the other method could not provide. The integration of the methods happened
when the insights from both of the approaches were combined to come up with ideas on
how to move the organization towards the next maturity level. Second, the design suitability should be evaluated based on how well each of the approaches addresses the research questions within the overarching research question and how well the research design addresses the overall research question. This research was design so that the literature
review answers to the first sub-question, the quantitative approach addresses the research
question about on how a company can identify its design maturity level, and the qualitative approach discusses the possibilities on how an organization can get to the next level
of maturity. Together these methods provide insights on the main research objective.
Third, this study can be considered a strong mixed method research as both of the methods
(quantitative and qualitative) fill in gaps that the other approach leaves. Fourth, it is considered that rigor is compromised if methods are not implemented concurrently and independently. In this research the methods were implemented independently and concurrently.
Finally, the evaluation of data quality includes data transparency, data rigor, sampling adequacy, analytic adequacy, and analytic integration rigor. Data transparency
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means that each of the methods is described in detail, including its role within the study,
data collection, sampling, sample size, and analysis. Each of the methods have been described in detail in chapters 3.1 (research approach) and 3.2 (data collection). Data rigor
discusses whether a method has been compromised because it is part of a mixed methods
study. This means that the used method may not be as developed as it needs to be due to
lack of resources. Even though the quantitative survey reached a good response rate, there
are still some things that could have been improved in the survey in order to get even
more reliable results. For example, the terminology of the survey (e.g. customer centricity
and design) can been understood differently by each of the respondents. Also, the survey
was quite long which affects the reliability of the answers and the survey was sent to a
validated group of people. This was necessary in order to reach people who understand
the context of the survey but at the same time some parts of the organization (e.g. the
sales people) were not heard. Third, the sampling adequacy can be considered relatively
good as the survey collected 167 answers and two groups and 14 individuals were interviewed. Fourth, the analytic adequacy means that appropriate data analysis techniques
were used and undertook properly. The purpose of the survey was to get an overall picture
on how people across the company evaluate Telia Finland’s customer centricity, and
therefore, the emphasis was not on a statistical data analysis. Instead, the survey answers
were analysed by using Excel to count the average answers of each of the respondent
groups. The interview data was analysed by grouping the answers in different themes and
by forming an overall picture about what each of the respondents thought of a certain
theme. Finally, the analytic integration rigor evaluates the quality of any integration taking place at the analysis stage of the study. The goal is to evaluate the use of findings
from one component of a study to guide the analysis of another component. In this research, the findings from the quantitative survey guided the focus of the qualitative interviews and provided the context for the interview data analysis. Also, the findings from
the quantitative and qualitative approaches guided the actions taken after the research
part. (O’Cathain 2015, 547.)
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4

MOVING TELIA FINLAND TOWARDS THE NEXT DESIGN
MATURITY LEVEL

4.1

The journey of the design thinking culture at Telia Finland

Over the past few years, the design thinking culture at Telia Finland has grown and developed, and over time, its position, place, and role within the company has changed.
Internally, it is thought that Telia Finland’s design thinking culture took its first steps
when some teams started to involve design agencies into their projects back in 2014 (Figure 6). Before that, design had been something visual the marketing and website designers
did.

Figure 6. The journey of the design thinking culture at Telia Finland
However, from that point forward, the role of design has grown continuously, and
different teams have started to involve more and more end users into their design thinking
processes. Quickly, after the design agencies introduced the employees to a more holistic
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approach to design, they started to build their own know-how and understanding about
design. In 2015, the internal process development team started to advocate design thinking. After the team grew and the team members learned more about design thinking, other
teams got excited about the approach as well, and started to create, e.g. their own customer
journey maps. This led to an ambassador program in 2016, which was done together with
Futurice, one of the leading design agencies in Finland. Futurice has developed their own
design process, called Lean Service Creation (LSC), which is an open source tool kit that
anyone can use to build better products and services (leanservicecreation.com). They
trained few people from Telia Finland who then brought the tools into their own projects
and spread the way-of-working within the company. In 2017, when the company (previously known as Telia Sonera) became part of the Telia brand, new design talent was recruited. This is also the point in time when I, the researcher, joined the design team as a
service designer. At the same time, the LSC process was introduced to a broader in-house
audience. The LSC program lasted for five weeks during which nine different teams from
the B2C unit worked by using the LSC framework in order to find new ideas and ways
we could better respond to our customers’ needs. Despite of the initial excitement that
LSC brought to the teams at first, the way-of-working didn’t quite stick, and eventually
the teams returned to the old-way-of working. The designers realized that the organization
might need another (simpler) framework that would make the design thinking process
easier to understand and adopt.
Telia Finland’s design thinking culture got a new kick-start when, in 2018, the inhouse designers were organized into one unit, and the company insourced a lot of the
design work and started to build design systems. At this point, we (the designers) started
to use the Double Diamond model when talking about design thinking, and this model
seemed to resonate well with the rest of the organization due to its straight forward and
simple structure. Even though we were able to raise awareness about design thinking internally, at this point, we felt we were still too far from the business lines where the decisions about our products and services were made. Therefore, in 2019, the design team
was re-organized, and a domain-based organization model was created, through which
we were able to systematically use design thinking to influence business decisions. What
this means is that, at the moment, all the service designers are divided into different teams
within B2C and B2B units. This enables the designers to be more closely involved in the
decision making. A similar change in organizational structure was also made, for example, at Philips, where the design unit previously acted as an external service function.
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However, this meant that its influence on business performance was limited. In order to
have a bigger impact, Philips Design was integrated within different Philips sectors. (Gardien & Gilsing 2013, 57.) I used the model by Gardien and Gilsing (2013) to visualize
the design team’s organizational change at Telia Finland (Figure 7).

Figure 7. Design as a service function vs. design as a core function (Gardien &
Gilsing 2013, 57)
The main difference between the design team being a service function versus a core
function is the ability to take part in the important decision making. When design thinking
is seen as a core function of the company, it has closer relationships with the key partners,
it is integrated into the decision-making processes and has ownership over the briefing
process and the budget. This is a significant improvement compared to a situation where
the design team serves as a separate service provider. This was the situation at Telia Finland before changing to the domain-based organization model and designers were frustrated because they were not involved into the projects early enough in order to be able
to affect the course of the project.
At the moment, there are 33 people working around design at Telia Finland in the
fields of service design, user experience (UX) design, graphic design, and content creation (Figure 8).
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Figure 8. Design team at Telia Finland
Even though we all work around design, we have been placed in different parts of
the organization. The service designers are situated within the business units they work
for in B2C and B2B, UX designers are part of our technology unit, and graphic design
and content creation work under the marketing unit. However, we all have one common
goal, which is to introduce more customer-centric approaches to the whole organization.
One of the most important goals of Telia Finland is to become more customer centric,
and the designers should play an important role on our way towards that goal. However,
at the moment, the designers do not yet have as big of a role as they could, and there is
still a lot to be none in order to integrate the designers into the decision processes.
For the purpose of this research, I am going to focus on the work of the service designers, because it is the design thinking mindset of service designers that we want to
introduce to the whole organization. Our goal is to spread customer-centric way-of-thinking across the organization so that every employee understands how impactful the design
thinking process can be. Currently, there are seven service designers working at Telia
Finland. Each of us are working with a certain business unit. Four of us work with different teams within business-to-consumer unit, two of us work within business-to-business
unit, and one of us works within the technology unit. The role of service design has
evolved quite a lot during the past couple of years at Telia Finland as mentioned above.
At first, we were placed far away from the business units and were involved at the later
part of the projects which meant that many, and often important, decisions were made
before we came along. This made our job challenging since there was not a lot we could
do at the point when we got involved. Another challenge was also that since we were

46

always “visitors” to the projects, the managers who were responsible for the business
lines, didn’t quite understand our role and the value that we could have brought to the
projects if we had been involved from the beginning. Of course, it was also our responsibility to communicate our value, but in order for people to truly understand the power of
design thinking, they often have to be part of it themselves.
Fortunately, we have had few successful business cases that have been completely
based on design thinking, and through them we have been able to show others the value
of the approach. During the latest re-organization of the whole Telia Finland organization,
service designers were included into the business units and our managers are now the
business managers who previously were far away from our work. This has had many
positive effects, for example, for us designers, it is now easier to understand the context
of the projects we work with since the context stays the same and we have more time to
get to know the teams we work with. Second, the teams that we work with can more easily
get help from us since we work in the same space and with the same projects as they.
Third, the managers can see the value of our work more closely and continuously which
makes it also possible for them to manage our work better.
In addition to dividing designers into different functions within the company, Philips
Design also created one central design team which is focused on the design function,
brand and innovation across all sectors (Gardien & Gilsing 2013, 57). This is something
Telia Finland does not have yet and something designers would appreciate. A central
design team would play a significant role in helping to spread the design thinking approach across the company, a task that relies heavily on service designers at the moment
while they have their own projects going on. This sets one of the challenges designers
face currently at Telia Finland. Another role which was crucial for Philips’ success, was
the new role of chief design officer (CDO) who reports to the chief executive officer
(CEO) (Gardien & Gilsing 2013, 57,59).
All in all, there are many teams within Telia Finland who somehow utilize design
thinking tools and ways-of-working. However, there is no common way of doing this and
often the activities rely on active individuals. Telia Finland has taken many important
steps towards more customer-centric organization, but there is still a lot of work to be
done in the way design is managed and how it is involved in the decision making. The
goal of this research is to get a more concrete understanding about the current situation
of our design culture and also to develop concrete actions which could help us to grow
our culture.
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4.2

The current design thinking culture at Telia Finland

In order to paint the accurate picture of Telia Finland’s current design maturity and culture, I combine the insights from the conducted interviews and the survey results to describe the current pain points. Based on the survey results, I recognized, with the help of
other designers, the most important themes we should focus on in order to understand
how we could help the organization get to the next maturity level. Since the survey was
quite long, I won’t dive into all areas covered in the survey. Rather, I will focus on the
biggest pain points pointed out by the interviewees and reflect their points of view to the
survey results. The full set of survey statements and answers can be found in Appendix
4. First, I will discuss the current design maturity level of Telia Finland based on the
survey results, and secondly, I will discuss the pain points Telia Finland’s employees face
at the moment regarding design thinking.
4.2.1 The design maturity level at Telia Finland
To understand which of the pain points pointed out by the interviewees were the most
important in the current situation, it is important to first know the survey results which
point to the design maturity level on which Telia Finland is at the moment. Based on the
average survey answers, Telia Finland is currently between levels 2 and 3 on the InVision’s solar system (InVision 2019, 18-21; see Figure 9).

Figure 9. The current design thinking maturity level at Telia Finland
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Level 2 companies, the “connectors”, use some user insights, conduct some userinformed design and engage stakeholders and key partners more actively. Designers involve stakeholders through collaborative processes and workshops. The most used tools
on this level include user research, user stories, usability testing, and personas. One of the
key characteristics for companies on this level is that executives and managers start talking more about the value of design and employees start to express more interest and empathy towards customers. (InVision 2019, 18-19.) On the other hand, companies on level
3, the “architects”, have already a scalable design process which enables the design function to integrate itself into complex internal operating structures. On this level, teams pay
more attention to clarifying roles between design, development, and product management. They also create ways-of-working for more efficient communication and documentation to smooth the handover between design and development. (InVision 2019, 20-21.)
When shown the results of the survey, all the interviewees would place Telia Finland
on the second level, the “connector” level, even though different respondent groups had
slightly different opinions about the current situation based on the survey results (Figure
10).

Figure 10

Design maturity level: comparing different respondent groups
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Based on the survey results, managers were the most positive about the current situation and their average answers were closer to the third level whereas the employees (not
including designers) were the most critical ones. Please note, that the gap regarding the
UI design category is due to the fact that employees were not asked the questions regarding this category. However, all in all, all the respondent groups had pretty similar views
on the current situation and the survey results point between the second and the third
levels. The biggest difference between levels 2 and 3 is that on level 2 design is occasional
whereas, on level 3, companies already have a common way-of-doing design. As Telia
Finland doesn’t yet have a common design practice, the consensus is that the company is
on the second maturity level.
To put Telia Finland’s situation into a perspective, I compared the organization to
other companies in different industries and with different company sizes on the InVision
report. Compared to other telecommunication companies (category also includes technology, internet, and electronics companies), Telia Finland is one step ahead of the majority
(37%) which is on the first level. However, what is interesting is that telecom companies
have the fewest companies on the first level together with healthcare and pharmaceuticals
compared to other industries which indicates that the industry itself is becoming more and
more mature. Even though the industry is getting more mature, the maturity also depends
on the company size as larger organizations face a greater challenge in reaching design
maturity. It is not enough only to invest in large design teams, the biggest challenge is to
incorporate design into business strategy overall. 49% of large enterprises, such as Telia,
are on the first maturity level and only 18% have gotten to the second one. (InVision
2019, 28-33.)
The pain points pointed out by the interviewees represent well the struggles companies on the second level usually have. Even though the following pain points are represented as the common pain points, it is important to remember that there are differences
between different business units and teams; some teams are more mature in their design
practices than others, and some teams have longer history in implementing design practices.
4.2.2 Pain points in the current culture
Even though there are many pain points in the current design culture at Telia Finland, I
will only focus on the most important ones, which when fixed, will help the organization
move towards the third maturity level. I divided these pain points into four groups: know-
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how of the employees, lack of design resources, design management, and communication.
The first, and perhaps the biggest, pain point at the moment for Telia Finland’s design
culture is to find ways how to get more people involved in design activities and develop
employees’ know-how on design. As mentioned earlier, there are seven service designers
at Telia Finland at the moment and each of them is responsible for one business area. This
means that there are many teams and units without a dedicated design resource. In order
to get the whole organization to the next design maturity level, customer centric way-ofworking has to be everyone’s job. As one of the interviewees put it:
“We have to get rid of the idea of one task force driving customer experience, it should be on everyone’s agenda.”
(Interviewee 3, Customer Channels)
However, there is not a common understanding about what design is and there is not
a handbook which employees could use in order to implement design activities in their
work. This can also be seen from the survey results (Figure 11, statements 12-14).

Figure 11. Survey results about executives and employees
Even though managers and employees think that the employees have rather good
understanding about what customer-centric design is and why it is important, they don’t
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participate actively in design processes. Designers on the other hand are more critical
towards employees’ know-how and see that there is a lot to improve. This is also a very
natural reaction since people evaluating themselves are easily more positive about their
capabilities and designers as experts of customer-centricity have probably a higher standard and expectations towards themselves and others.
There have been previous attempts to introduce design thinking and tools to the employees but one of the problems designers have faced when trying to involve other team
members into the design process is the lack of resources, e.g. time and money. People
have so many projects going on at the same time that it takes them their whole time to get
the projects moving forward. Some parts of the design process take a longer time and that
is when designers find if often difficult to involve other team members. Even though it
has been challenging sometimes to get people involved, there are also many success stories where design has played a big role when new services have been developed. One of
the interviewees said that:
“I am not worried about our “big” design projects. What I am worried
about is the “daily game” and how to implement design activities in the
way-of-working for the teams working in a very hectic environment.”
(Interviewee 10, Business Development B2C)
Although there is a lot of work to do in order to create a common way-of-working
for all Telians, there is also hope because customer experience plays a big role in the
company’s strategy and people are very open to learn more about design and want to find
ways in which they can start using the tools themselves. As one of the managers put it:
“No one questions the value of service design anymore.”
(Interviewee 11, Business Development B2C)
The designers have the momentum and now we have to find ways to make it as easy
as possible for others to start using the design thinking approach in their work. The designers have said jokingly for a long time that “our job is to make ourselves unemployed.”
The second pain point is strongly related to the first one and it is the lack of design
resources. As mentioned before, there are only few service designers working at Telia
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Finland at the moment which means that they cannot be involved in every project imaginable. However, even if more and more employees adopt the design thinking mindset,
they will still need help and guidance in their work. Many of the interviewees hoped for
a possibility to consult designers when they need help setting up design goals and plans
for their projects or when they need help going forward. Based on the survey, designers
think that it is relatively easy to get help from other designers which makes sense since
they share the same language. However, employees didn’t see it as easy to get a designer’s
help when needed and gave the statement 1.1 unit lower score. (See Figure 11, statement
18.)
Third, the biggest challenge regarding design management is the ongoing balancing
between financial goals and customer experience. As mentioned before, customer experience plays a big role in the company’s strategy and success stories are shared frequently.
For example, Telia DOT service (a new generation phone subscription) is one of the best
examples at Telia Finland about how it is possible to create desirable experiences through
the design thinking approach and how this all can lead to better financial outcomes as
well. However, case DOT is a totally independent project which uses its own information
systems, marketing channels etc. and operates as an independent agile team apart from
the organization.
“DOT is a good example of how to create great customer experiences, but
it would be very difficult to work in a similar manner within the big organization and achieve same results.”
(Interviewee 6, Top Leadership)
Even though the bigger organization has its challenges, some managers have seen
positive changes in attitudes already:
“CX has a stronger role in goal setting now than it did few years ago.”
“There are no longer situations where no one would ask how the ideas
have been validated and projects don’t move forward without some kind
of customer insight.”
(Interviewee 10, Business Development B2C)
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However, even though the attitudes are changing, the survey results show that there
is still a lot of work to do regarding e.g. how often ideas are validated before the team
starts to develop them (Figure 12, statement 33).

Figure 12. Survey results about experimentation and design strategy
Another indicator that there is still room for improvement in design management is
that only few projects have specific goals set for design (Figure 12, statement 36). One of
the reasons for this might be that there is still a lot of confusion about how to actually
measure design activities and design’s effect on financial results. Finally, one of the biggest challenges for design management at Telia Finland is the nature of the telecom market in Finland. Due to the highly competitive environment, managers are under a lot of
pressure to hit the short-term targets while at the same time they should try to maximise
the customer experience.
“It is then when we have to reach certain goals when the willingness to
put customer experience before financial goals is weighted.”
(Interviewee 6, Top Leadership)
“We should shift our focus from the short-term focus to long-term focus.
At the moment, because some of our processes are poorly designed from
the beginning, we have to make a lot of effort at the end (through sales
channels, campaigns etc.) to get the results we want. If we would focus on
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fixing the process, the services would “sell themselves.” We have made
many improvements and the focus has moved further from the monthly focus but there is still a lot of work to be done.”
(Interviewee 3, Customer Channels)
The fourth pain point is related to communication and more specifically, the lack of
it. Based on the interviews and the survey results, there are three areas where the lack of
communication can be seen related to the design culture. First, there is a lack of communication between designers and other employees. What I mean by this is that at the moment, there is no clear and common understanding what design thinking means at Telia
Finland and designers haven’t yet formed a clear role in the teams in which they work.
Also, the employees don’t yet have a clear understanding about what design thinking is
and what they can expect from the designers. One very common misunderstanding is that
the employees don’t know (or designers haven’t explained) how much time and resources
should be reserved for design activities. This misunderstanding can lead to confusing situations where, for example, the employees assume that the user insights can be gathered
within one week, whereas the designers automatically estimate the time to be way longer.
Second, there is a lack of communication between designers and developers. At the moment, there is a notable gap between service designers who gather user insights and the
developers whose job it is to actually build the services.
“The insights and other information don’t transfer from designers to developers which slows down developers’ work significantly, and they cannot do their work as well as they could if they had the information.”
(Group interview 2, User Experience Design)
This leads to a situation where developers would like to validate their ideas based
on the user insights, but the data is nowhere to be found. Third, there is also miscommunication between designers and managers (Figure 13).
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Figure 13. Survey results about design management
The survey results show that designers and managers have on average 1.5-unit difference in their opinions about design management. Of course, these are matters of opinion and it is natural that managers give themselves a higher grade than the designers, and
again, the situation differs between teams.
4.3

Moving towards the next maturity level

Based on the survey results, the interviews, and the design team’s previous planning, we
undertook three concrete actions which could help the organization get closer to the third
maturity level. We knew that it would require a lot of time, effort, and resources to get
the whole organization to the third maturity level. In order to succeed, we also needed the
management’s support. However, we knew that gathering all the resources and getting
the management level on board would take a long time and we wanted to start doing
something right away. So, as a result, we started to push our activities forward at the same
time as we were talking to the management. Also, we wanted to demonstrate the design
thinking approach here as well by not staying at our desks planning how to help the organization to move towards the next maturity level for too long but to go out there and
test our ideas and iterate them along the way. The three actions we undertook were 1)
human centred design workshops, 2) Telia Design internal webpage, and 3) design clinics.
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This research includes two workshops, each of which had 20 participants. The participants were invited from all over the organization, but were encouraged to invite their
team members to join as we believe that it is easier to adopt design thinking methods in
the everyday work if the whole team or at least few of the team members know what they
are supposed to do. There were three designers facilitating the workshop and helping the
teams when they faced a problem. The participants were divided into four teams of 3-4
people beforehand and together they had to first find a problem worth solving. Since the
purpose of the workshop is to understand the philosophy of design thinking and get concrete experiences of using the different design thinking tools, we gave the teams a task
outside our business areas. We did this because we wanted people to focus on the tools
rather than actually solving a current business problem because then the discussion would
easily focus only on the technical restrictions or the usual “we’ve tried this before” way
of thinking. We asked the teams to find problems that people face when they are trying
to keep up healthy habits in their everyday lives and then come up with solutions to those
problems. This gave the participants permission to truly think outside the box and not
restrict their ideas.
The workshop day is divided into four parts following the Double Diamond model:
discover, define, develop, and deliver. The teams work through the whole process by e.g.
interviewing people on the streets to get better understanding about the problems people
face when trying to maintain healthy lifestyle, gathering the insights from the interviews
and grouping the findings into categories, finding the most lucrative problem to solve,
prototyping the idea with possible users, and developing the idea further based on the
feedback. After the workshop, the participants have a hands-on experience on how to use
the different tools and are more prepared to take these tools into their own projects. If, at
any point, they face challenges when trying to adopt the design thinking tools into their
own work, they can go Telia Design internal webpage to look up any tools they might
need in their work and find tips on how they can use the tools. The webpage and its
content is presented in the next chapter.
4.3.2 Telia Design internal webpage
We created the internal Telia Design webpage to act as a platform that connects designers
to other employees. The webpage offers us (the designers) a space where we can share
our design work, explain what we mean by design and what is the role of different design
disciplines. We also hope that the page can act as a tool for other employees to adopt
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design thinking tools and mindsets. At the moment, the page is open for every employee
in Finland, but we are still in the process of developing the site and creating more content.
By opening up the site before we were completely ready, we are able to collect feedback
continuously and quickly respond to the needs of the users. Next, I will introduce the
content of the site more closely (Figure 15).

Figure 15. Telia Design internal webpage
First, on the home page, we highlight the newest and the most relevant content for
the user. We also have Telia Design calendar on the home page where employees can
find the design related events and meetings, such as our weekly Design Lab where current
design issues are discussed. Design Clinic (see chapter 4.3.3) and workshops. On the
menu on top of the page, we have five different topics: design process, design language,
people, design clinic and case studies. On the “Design Process” page, we briefly introduce
the Double Diamond process in order to explain how the process should be approached.
The main content on this page, however, is a list of different design tools which should
be easy to use by employees. We have divided the tools in groups based on the phase of
the Double Diamond. The goal is that when an employee feels like they need design resources in their projects, they can come to this site and find out which tools they could
use, for example, to validate their concepts with users. Each of the tools can be downloaded as a “tool card” with directions on how to use that tool. If the employee faces
problems in using the tool, he/she can come to the next design clinic (explained in the
next chapter) and ask designers’ help.
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Third, on the “Design Language” page, we have gathered all the relevant information
about our design language on one page. We explain why we need a solid design language
and what does atomic design mean. We have also added relevant links through which the
users can find our component library and Telia Brandhub which includes our fonts, colours, images, illustrations etc. The goal of this page is not to try to make everyone an
expert on design language. Instead, we wanted to gather all the relevant design topics
under the site to give employees as comprehensive understanding about design as possible. Also, many service designers, who don’t work closely with design language, use the
site regularly and this gives us an opportunity to share knowledge between different design disciplines as well.
Fourth, we introduce all the people working with design: service designers, user experience designers, graphic designers, and content editors. We have also highlighted the
people who employees can contact if they need design resources. Fifth, we created a page
for the design clinic and on this page, we tell more about what kinds of problems we solve
during the design clinic meet-ups and what kinds of questions other people have asked
the designers during these sessions. One of the goals for this page was to lower the threshold to attend the meetings and make it as easy as possible for people to attend to. Finally,
we wanted to create a space where we could share stories about different design projects
and that is why we created the “Case Studies” section on the site. Here we want to gather
different examples of what the design process can look like and show that you can use
design in both big and small projects. Ideally, we could also demonstrate the struggles
people might face during a design process. All this is important to show people that design
doesn’t have to be magical or big in order for it to be useful.
This is the structure and content of the page at the time of writing, but the site evolves
continuously. Also, what makes the site an interesting project is that all the designers who
are interested in contributing to the site, get editing rights on the content and this makes
it possible to create content quite quickly and whenever someone sees room for improvement, they can make the changes themselves instantly. If the employees adopting the new
design thinking mindset cannot find helpful tips on this webpage, they always have the
option to take part in one of the Design Clinics where they can meet designers face-toface and get their help and tips on how what tools to use, and how to use them.
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4.3.3 Design Clinic
One of the reasons why earlier attempts to get employees to use design thinking in their
everyday work have failed is that after the employees have attended an intensive crash
course they return back to the “old way-of-doing” things and realize that it is not that easy
to change the way-of-working due to the pressures set by the organization. Design Clinic
was created to offer support for employees who need help in using design thinking tools.
Design Clinic is a weekly meet-up where all the employees are welcome to join and bring
their questions to designers.
First, we thought about how we could reach out to the whole organization, but that
seemed too big of a challenge to manage with our current resources. So, in the spirit of
design thinking, we decided to start small, test the concept and see if the clinic really was
something people were interested in, and if it was successful, we could then start to grow
it. Since most of our service designers work within Telia Finland’s consumer business,
we decided to start from there. We also knew that the people working in our consumer
business were quite familiar with the design thinking approach and would therefore be
more active in participating in the clinic. So, we started the clinic as a pilot within the
B2C business unit but welcomed everyone interested in taking part in the meetups. The
clinic got a positive welcome and the attendance was high right from the beginning. In
addition to our visual presence during the clinic (Figure 16), we also advertised the
meetup on different channels on Telia Finland’s Yammer and sent out a recurring calendar invitation to all the employees working in B2C and marketing.

Figure 16

The Design Clinic “reception”
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At first, we were a little suspicious whether people would show up, but as the people
who I interviewed told me, there was a need for such an initiative. During the first meetup
we heard seven problems about how to implement design tools into different projects.
Since then we have answered different questions ranging from visual design to HR questions and how to design a better visitor experience for people visiting Telia Finland headquarters.
4.4

Evaluating the effectiveness of the actions

All in all, all of the initiatives undertaken by the designers have been welcomed eagerly
by the employees. The feedback collected from the two human centred design workshops
through discussions and feedback surveys was very positive and people got a better understanding about the process and were excited to implement the tools in their own work.
Based on the feedback, the participants were especially happy that they got a hands-on
experience and felt that it will help them adopt the tools in their daily work. They felt that
the workshop was well planned, and they appreciated the group work, collaboration, and
the iteration of their initial ideas. One of the participants said:
“Even though, it felt hard to go and talk to strangers on the streets, it
turned out to be one of the best experiences during the workshop along
with ideation with our team.”
After we talked with the participants after each of the workshops, many people
pointed out that before the interviews they were very nervous about going to talk to
strangers, but almost all of them were very happy with themselves afterwards and realized
that it was not as scary as they had thought beforehand. After experiencing the design
thinking process from the beginning to the end (although it was simplified a lot due to the
time restriction), the participants were eager to find ways in which they could use the
tools with the teams and projects they work with:
“I think we should adopt this approach across the organization. The workshop was a good way to learn more about the topic and it makes it easier
to adopt the mindset in my own work.”
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“By interviewing people on the streets, I realised that the way I think, and
my opinions are not necessarily the same thing as the customer need.”
The only thing the participants found challenging during the workshop was time
management. As we went through the whole design thinking process in one day, there
was not a lot of time for each part of the design thinking process and therefore teams had
to be very efficient when e.g. choosing the problem they wanted to solve or deciding how
to prototype their idea. However, based on the feedback survey, all of the participants
would recommend their colleagues to take part in the future workshops (answers 8-10 on
the NPS question) and many of them are planning on applying the tools in their own work
by using more qualitative methods to gather user insights, spending more time on iterating
ideas before implementing them, and by involving managers and employees in different
projects. If more people would take part in the workshops, it would definitely help the
designers’ work in spreading the knowledge about design thinking across the organization. One of the challenges for the designers at the moment is to find time to organize
these workshops. As one workshop takes a whole day and requires three to four designers
to facilitate the workshop, it can sometimes be challenging to find designers who are
available. However, some of the workshop participants have expressed their interest in
taking part in the facilitation which would help a lot.
Fortunately, we now have the internal Telia Design webpage which offers employees
a platform where they can find basically the same information as the workshop, although
a shorter version of it. Our goal is to develop the page to serve as an interactive tool that
evolves, and changes based on what Telia Finland’s employees need at a given time. At
the moment, the site usage is still quite low as we have not advertised it actively due to
the limited amount of content. However, some of the designers’ internal partners have
found the site useful because they can now find the people whose help they need more
easily. Also, our colleagues from Estonia and Sweden have been interested in the site and
its content and are using the content in their countries or developing their own content
further. Because the website has been under construction, so to speak, it has not yet had
the effect we are hoping it can have one day, and therefore the Design Clinic has been the
most visible platform for employees where they can get help for their problems.
The first clinic was held in September 2019 and during the same time Telia Finland
had one of its biggest organizational restructurings, and as a result also the design organization faced some big changes. Previously all the designers had formed one team and
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acted as an internal agency. After the organizational changes, the service designers were
moved into different business lines within B2C and B2B businesses. What this meant was
that after the change, all the B2C business lines had a dedicated service designer who
worked only within that business area. For the Design Clinic this meant that the teams
working with B2C now had their very own service design resource which lead to a decreased need for the Design Clinic. At the beginning, we had a high participation rate at
the Clinic, but the closer we got to Christmas time the less we had new participants. After
we realised that B2C might not be the best target group for the Clinic, we decided to start
an internal “tour” during which we would visit different areas of the organization every
week and after we had made the concept of the Clinic familiar to people around the company, we could have one spot where others would find us every week. At the time of
writing this thesis, this tour has had one stop outside the B2C business and therefore it is
difficult to say yet how effective this approach will be. However, based on the meetups
we had at B2C, we are clearly on to something as many participants thanked us for giving
our time to help them with their problems. We also got some positive feedback on the
internal communication tool, Yammer:
“I warmly recommend the Clinic for everyone! I’ve participated in it a few
times and have always received valuable feedback and ideas.”
“This is a great opportunity to get some feedback for your projects. I am
working on an app and I got good tips from the Clinic on how to collect
user feedback and which tools to use for that. You should definitely go and
try it out!”
We have collected all the feedback we have gotten from the Clinic participants, and
are continuously improving the concept of the Clinic to better suit different teams’ needs.
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5
5.1

CONCLUSIONS
Main contributions of the study

The objective of this research was to find a way in which companies can determine on
which design maturity level they are at a certain moment and how they can move from
one level to another. The study was divided into three parts: First, three different design
maturity models were compared in a literature review in order to find the most suitable
one to support the research. Second, the selected maturity model was adopted for an empirical research that aimed at finding out on which maturity level the researched company
was at the moment. Third, based on the research findings, three concrete actions were
undertaken by the designers at the company in order to support the growth of the design
thinking culture.
Three different maturity models were compared for this research: the Design Ladder
(Danish Design Centre), Seven stages to a design-based innovation culture (Katz 2015,
22), and the Maturity Solar System (InVision 2019, 11). The best model for this research
was the Maturity Solar system, which had been widely tested and provided concrete tools
that could be used to determine the current design maturity level of a company. After the
most suitable model had been chosen, a companywide quantitative survey was conducted
at one of the biggest telecommunication companies in Finland, Telia Finland, and a range
of interviews were held in order to get a deeper understanding of the company’s current
design thinking culture. Two findings were identified from the research: First, the evaluation of a company’s design maturity level requires multiple research methods in order to
get as comprehensive understanding of the current situation as possible. Without one another the qualitative and quantitative methods would give an incomplete picture of the
current situation if used only by themselves. Second, the knowledge on which maturity
level a company is at a certain moment does not help anyone by itself. In addition of
finding out the current maturity level, the research should also find out what the organization can do in order to get to the next level (if it is the goal of a company to improve its
maturity forward).
In this research, three actions were undertaken in order to support the growth of the
design thinking culture: Human Centred Design workshops, internal Telia Design
webpage, and Design Clinics. Based on the collected feedback about these actions, I
found out that the face-to-face actions (HCD workshop and the Design Clinic) had a
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stronger affect than the internal webpage (although the webpage is not yet completely
ready).
Since the whole research was made from a practical point of view and the gap between theory and practice was small from the beginning, the managerial implications have
been clearly stated throughout the survey. To conclude, there are two important findings
for managers wishing to recreate this study in their own organizations: First, the survey,
if conducted only on its own, tells you only about the current situation, but it does not
reveal why things are as they are or what challenges employees face in their daily work.
The survey can point you to areas which need improvement, but it does not necessarily
tell you how to level up. That is why it is important to involve employees into the process
and figure out together what would be the best initiatives to undertake in order to help the
organization evolve.
Second, when starting the initiatives, it is important to start small and quickly, and
then build up from there. This enables the people responsible for the initiatives to learn
and change the approaches if need be. Also, it makes it possible to easily kill an initiative
if it does not work or there are not enough resources to keep growing the idea. For example, when Telia Finland started the Design Clinic, designers were eager to take part in the
weekly meetings. However, as time went by, it became more and more difficult to get
enough designers to join the meetings. On the other hand, fewer and fewer people took
part in the meetings and due to the small size of the initiative. Due to the small size of the
initiative, it was easy for the designers to rethink the approach and take the initiative to
another direction.
5.2

Limitations of the study and future research

This research was conducted as a mixed method action research where both quantitative
and qualitative methods were used. Through the quantitative survey, enough responses
were gathered to evaluate the current design maturity level at Telia Finland. However,
the language and expressions used in the survey can be understood differently by people
and all of the statements were given an equal value which might be an important thing to
consider if a similar survey is conducted in another company as the statements used in
the survey might have different level of importance to different companies. Also, every
company is different and therefore all the statements used in the survey conducted at Telia
Finland are not applicable in other companies (e.g. statements focusing on our internal
weekly meetings). One aspect which was left outside of the scope of the survey are the
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financial contributions that design thinking can have on business results. This was studied
in the InVision’s (2019) research and therefore it might be an interesting perspective to
add to a design maturity study.
Due to the complex nature of design thinking and the multiple different forms it takes,
the initiatives created at Telia Finland might not work at all companies who are trying to
move from the second maturity level towards the third one. It is also important to notice
that the helpful actions differ depending on which level the company is currently, where
it is aiming to end up, what the organizational structure and size are, how many people
there are to help with the cultural change, and how much resources they have.
Due to the nature of this research, the findings are very context specific and cannot
be directly applied to other companies. For further research, similar issues should be studied by using both qualitative and quantitative approaches and the aspect of design’s financial contributions should be added to the scope of the research. In order to get the most
out of the research findings, the same study should be conducted regularly, and measures
should be taken accordingly to ensure the continuous development of the organization,
so that the company can track the growth of its design maturity in the long run.
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6

SUMMARY

In this thesis, the use of design maturity models as a tool to support the growth of design
thinking cultures was observed. The study was conducted as a mixed method action research, with a strong focus on the practical side of the issue, and an active participation
of the researcher and the target organization. The research was conducted in the context
of a Finnish telecommunication operator, Telia Finland, which has grown its design thinking culture since 2014. The topic for this study was driven by a problem the organization
was facing: how mature is the company’s design culture and how the design thinking
mindset could be spread across the organization. This problem was targeted by first finding out through a literature review what would be the best design maturity model to use
as a reference for the research. Three different maturity models were compared and the
Maturity Solar System by InVision (2019) was chosen as the framework. Then, an organization wide survey was conducted, and the current design maturity level was determined
based on the results. According to the results, Telia Finland is currently on the second
maturity level which means that there are some design activities undertaken by different
teams, e.g. including stakeholders in workshops and conducting user research. Based on
the survey results, interviews were conducted to deepen the understanding of the current
situation and to better understand the obstacles employees were facing at the time. These
methods were able to provide ideas about what the organization could do in order to move
towards the next maturity level. Finally, three concrete initiatives were launched in hopes
to move the organization towards the next level.
The three initiatives included a human centred design workshop, an internal
webpage, and a weekly Design Clinic meetup. The human centred design workshop aims
to train Telia Finland’s employees on the design thinking mindset and process. The workshops offer employees a possibility to get a hands-on experience on the tools used in a
design thinking process hopefully making it easier to adopt the tools in their daily work.
The second initiative was an internal webpage of Telia Design which gathers all the useful
information related to design in one place. The site includes e.g. a wide range of tools that
employees can use in their own projects. Finally, if the employees need help in using the
tools in their work, they can go and meet designers in a weekly Design Clinic where the
designers help them decide which tools to use and how to use them. The initiatives have
gotten a positive welcome by the employees, although the face-to-face initiatives have
proven to be more effective based on the gathered feedback.
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APPENDICES
Appendix 1. Seven stages to a design-based innovation culture
EXISTING CONDITIONS

WHAT CAN YOU DO?

Stage 1: Scepticism
Service design is seen as ‘fluffy’
Build awareness and confidence by
and peripheral, there is no inintroducing key concepts and sharhouse design capacity, no undering stories and evidence of the imstanding of the value that designpact of human-centred, design-led
ers can add to current organisaprocesses by other organisations.
tional activity and a limited under- Measure your success by building
standing of user-centred service
senior managers’ curiosity to indevelopment processes.
vest resources in a limited and safe
way to test new ways of working.
Stage 2: Tokenism
People use terms such as ‘design
Reinforce the importance of adoptthinking’ and ‘co- design’ and use ing new ways of thinking and
Post-it notes liberally (but not alworking to tackle complex, persisways effectively). Design thinking tent challenges. Build awareness of
is more of a fashionable veneer
the mismatch between the organiused by managers wishing to dissation’s design-devoid practice,
play a level of sophistication than
and its use of the language of dea new practice.
sign-based innovation. Help leaders to identify ways of bridging
this gap in a way that adds integrity to the organisation’s mission
and strategy. Measure your success
through senior leaders’ desire to
invest resource in testing new
ways of tackling organisational
challenges using service design
methods.
Stage 3: Curiosity
There is curiosity among senior
It is important to invite external
leadership about the value that ser- design professionals that have the
vice design methods and processes experience and confidence to concan deliver and some resource has front internal sceptics and introbeen allocated to test its viability.
duce new, evidence-based practices that are demonstrably different to existing ones.
Often, during this stage, we find
growing opposition by some members of staff to spending precious
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resources on non-conventional
practice. Adopting
a user-centred design process and
prototyping new solutions can be
profoundly threatening to professional orthodoxies and existing
power structures.

Make sure that any new project has
clear objectives and success criteria that were agreed by senior leadership. Use your resource to run a
demonstration project that involves
colleagues alongside service designers, to tackle a real, live challenge. As a minimum, you could
organise a service design ‘sprint’
for colleagues who want to learn
and experience a new way of
working. This could range from a
48-hour hackathon-type event to a
week-long residential course, during which colleagues’ time is fully
dedicated to this project.
Measure your success through a
growing desire
by colleagues to adopt service design practices in their work, as
well as an appreciation of the value
that professional, expert service
designers and innovation facilitators bring to this type of work.

Stage 4: Experimentation
There is growing curiosity and ac- Build legitimacy for a small group
ceptance of the value of service
of internal change- agents to grow
design practice among staff at all
their knowledge and skill in facililevels. Managers and leaders
tating design-based innovation
would like to see more capacity in- projects. Do this by identifying and
house, rather than develop a deinviting internal change agents,
pendency on external consultants. who are open-minded and respected professionally to join a
new community of practice that is
focused on achieving significantly
better outcomes through innovative practice. Invite them to participate in service development projects alongside external service design partners.
Measure your success through the
enthusiasm and capability of internal design ‘intrapreneurs’ to facili-

75

tate research and co-design projects and advocate for designers’
involvement in future work.
Stage 5: Commitment
There is a recognised team of inConnect the innovation team with
ternal ‘service design champions’
service design and other relevant
who spend some or all of their
communities of practice through
time on design-based innovation
conferences and knowledge sharprojects. However, there are barri- ing activities. Help team members
ers to this team working effecto adopt and disseminate a shared
tively:
language around design and innovation, such as those developed in
• There is no clear leadership the UK by the Design Council,
Nesta or Policy Lab. Work with
or boundary that defines
your human resource team to dewho can or cannot lead an
velop an organisational compeinnovation project.
• There is no adequate physi- tence framework for innovation
that will align skills and
cal space for innovation
knowledge with recruitment and
projects, and insufficient
design skills, software and promotion of staff.
resources.
• Few members of the team
Measure your success through the
are experienced service de- growth of in-house service design
signers or have any design capacity that has a clear vision and
training, and they pull the
strategy, and whose skills are
practice in different direcaligned to broader organisational
tions, leading to a general- needs.
ist and non-distinct practice.

Stage 6: Pushing boundaries
The organisation has an in-house
Keep the size of your team small,
design-based innovation team and and build a diffuse network of ada senior design leader who sets di- vocates across the organisation. Do
rection and advocates on their be- not be afraid to involve external
half. There is a pipeline of projects consultants and experts, as well as
and there are attempts to measure
internal colleagues from different
the value and impact of the team in departments, even if it is easier and
order to sustain their activity.
cheaper to do things yourselves.
Promote the role of the team as an
inclusive hub of design-based inHowever, the success of the team
novation activity, not an exclusive
becomes its own enemy: as it
one.
grows and becomes more expen-
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sive it increasingly focuses on justifying its existence rather than the
impact it seeks to create.

Measure your success by building
the sustainability of your team, ensuring that project budgets significantly outweigh your staff budget.
Refine the success metrics of your
team to ensure it focuses on outcomes and experiences of users, as
well as economic and social sustainability.

Stage 7: New normal
Leaders, managers and staff from
Organisations that have embedded
across the organisation see themdesign culture laterally and have
selves as instrumental in a design
an in-house team of design experts
process. Designing with users and that support a range of innovation
communities is the norm, and
processes are energy-rich and
there are known roles within the
closely attuned to their users and
organisation that include a range
communities. Sustaining this culof design specialists, researchers
ture is difficult and rests on leaderand facilitators. Internal indicators ship that honours the principles
are used to monitor areas such as
and culture of human-centred, decollaboration, creativity, distribsign-based innovation.
uted leadership as well as performance and outcomes.
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Appendix 2. Structure and content of the survey
There are designers at leader positions at Telia
Our team shares our design work in all-hands meetings and in
important executive meetings
I have a possibility to improve my skills and get training about
design
Design Team

In my opinion, Telia’s design community is an attractive option for
job seeking designers
I actively participate and/or follow the design online discussions
(e.g. in Slack or Teams)
If I need help with my work, it is possible for me to get (another)
designer’s help
Me and the key stakeholders have clear understanding about our
roles and responsibilities in the projects
I work in the same space with the key stakeholders
I have joint working sessions with the key stakeholders (e.g. workshops)

Key Partners

I feel that me and the key stakeholders develop and own the prod-

People

ucts, services or processes together
The key stakeholders are well-integrated into the design process
(e.g. by participating in design sprints)
I feel that I get a lot of support from my key stakeholders
Telia’s employees understand what customer-centric design is
Telia’s employees understand why customer-centric design is important
It is possible for Telia’s employees to receive training about customer-centric design themes (e.g. user-centric design)
Telia’s employees participate in design processes
Telia’s employees have good understanding about customers and
Executives and
employees

their needs
Telia’s employees participate in user or customer research
Managers encourage employees to design-centric way-of-working
Managers talk internally about the value design brings to our organization
Managers bring out the work done by our design team
Managers participate in the design processes in person
The top management understands what kinds of design resources
are needed in projects
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Managers enable the use of needed design resources
Managers measure and track how design affects our business results
Managers prioritize decisions that lead to the best possible customer
experience (vs. cost savings)
Managers involve senior level designers in important decision making
User / customer surveys
User / customer interviews
User / customer journeys
User research

Customer profiling / personas
Co-creation with customers
Usability tests
The projects I work with have specific goals for design
In the projects I work with, we track the financial measures such as
revenue and business results
Telia has a design strategy and I know what it includes

Design strategy

Design is part of our company’s strategy
It is possible for me to use already existing market research and
analysis in my work
Our team makes research where we study the future trends and
themes

Practices

I regularly report about my design or development work results
In the projects I work with, we continuously track the customer behavior and satisfaction (e.g. NPS scores)
Telia has a clear operating model through which I can recruit cusExperimentation

tomers for research or interviews
In the projects I work with, we continuously track the results of different tests (e.g. A/B tests)
My team validates ideas with customers before we start developing
them
Design brief
Ideation workshop
Rapid sketching
Prototypes

UI design

Copywriting
Motion design
A/B testing
Accessibility tests
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The managers of designers plan regularly with the top management
the needed number of designers and budget
We track the design team’s actions (e.g. the number of designers,
experiments, used hours etc.)
The projects I work with, have retrospectives where we go through
the project after it’s finished and review how the team succeeded
We have established prioritization criteria through which we decide
Design operations

on which projects the designers work with and we use these criteria
in practice
The projects I work with have weekly stand-ups
I know what the weekly Design Lab (organized by the design team)
is and what kinds of things are discussed during these meetings

Platforms

I regularly participate in Design Lab
Telia has a ”Design Handbook” that tells about e.g. different customer-centric design tools and design’s goals, values and principles
Telia has a team whose responsibility It is to maintain the design
system
With the projects I work with, we regularly go back to already
launched products, services or processes and make the needed improvements
There are integrations between design and developer tools (e.g.
Design systems

JIRA)
We have a set of determined best UI (user interface) practices (e.g.
accessibility, usability and web vs. mobile design)
I know what Telia’s design principles are (e.g. brand values, purpose and goals)
I use Telia’s design system (e.g. style, tone of voice, colors, font,
component library etc.) in my work
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Appendix 3. Interview themes
•

•

•

•

•

Introduction
o Introduction to the topic
o Who is the interviewee and what does s/he do?
Theme 1 – Customer centricity
o What role does customer centricity play in your work?
o How well can you make an impact on customer experience in your work?
How does your manager support you?
o How customer centric do you think the Telians are?
o How do you understand the role of design thinking?
o What role does design thinking play in your daily work?
o What pain points do you recognize regarding to Telias customer centricity
at the moment?
Theme 2 – Leadership
o How is customer experience represented in your goals?
o What role does customer experience play in decision making?
Theme 3 – How to get to the next maturity level?
o What concrete actions could we do during the fall (2019) and spring
(2020) in order to get closer to the next maturity level?
Feedback on the survey and the visualization of the survey results
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Appendix 4. The full list of the survey results
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