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1 INTRODUCTION

Design is a significant, potentially powerful management resource,
susceptible like every other management resource to intelligent direction
and control.

(Wally Olins 1985)

1.1 From managing design to designing management

Design has been acknowledged for influencing companies’ competitiveness in
numerous studies since the 1980s (cf. Kotler & Rath 1984; Lorenz 1986; Walsh, Roy,
Bruce & Potter, 1992; Trueman & Jobber 1998; Borja de Mozota 2002; Bruce &
Bessant 2002; Design in Britain 2003; Muotoilulla menestykseen? 2007). Since mere
technological superiority is no longer sufficient to make a new innovation a success (cf.
Kotler & Rath 1984, 16; Lindman, Scozzi & Otero-Neira 2008, 53), and as
technological features are becoming more and more uniform between competing
products, there is a need for companies to differentiate themselves and their offerings
with something else. The former CEO of Sony, Norio Ohga, encapsulated this
challenge: “At Sony we assume that all products of our competitors have basically the
same technology, price, performance and features. Design is the only thing that
differentiates one product from another in the marketplace.” (cf. Centre for Design
Innovation 2011). Furthermore, as the production of the world gravitates more and more
towards the Far East, keeping up with the pricing structures and labor costs of low
production cost countries is becoming an impossible task for companies of the Western
world. This further imposes a need for alternative competitive edge.

Design, difficult to outsource or automate (Pink 2008, 86), and praised for its
capability of turning inventions into much needed innovations, might be a crucial
competitive factor for companies and small and open economies, such as Finland (cf.
Salimaki 2003). According to a study by Lindstrom, Nyberg and Yla-Anttila (2006, 72),
countries that have succeeded in international competitiveness comparison, use design
more than the average. Major steps in linking design with the national innovation
system have, in fact, already been taken in Finland: In order to initiate a formal design
policy for Finland, Sitra, the Finnish innovation fund, commissioned a survey
identifying the present state and future challenges of Finnish design. The results of the
survey were reported in Muotoiltu etu (Designed Asset), which was published in 1998
(Valtonen 2007, 90; Korvenmaa 2009, 309). In the 1999 government program, design
was identified as a central change factor in terms of Finland’s future economy and
culture (P&&ministeri Paavo Lipposen Il hallituksen ohjelma 15.4.1999), and soon after



that, in 2000, a national design program Muotoilu2005! was launched (Korvenmaa
2009, 311). The most significant and recent structural change in the field of design in
Finland took place when Aalto University was formed in 2010 by combining Helsinki
School of Economics, Helsinki University of Technology, and University of Art and
Design Helsinki (Korvenmaa 2009, 319), with an objective to bring together design,
technology and business. These are all signs of design being approached from the
perspective of national economy and international competitiveness.

At Wharton Business School in 1966, Thomas Watson Jr. of IBM famously declared
“good design is good business” (cf. Best 2006, 23). Ever since, the phrase has appeared
in numerous publications and texts that link design with business. Good design, and
good business for that matter, however, does not emerge by chance, but as a result of a
managed process, as has been illustrated by a considerable body of research (cf. Walsh
et al. 1992, 7; Bruce & Bessant 2002, 38; Chiva & Alegre 2009, 436). Numerous
studies (cf. Blaich 1993, 8, 32; Cooper & Press 1995, 3; Lockwood & Walton 2008, 2)
have stated that design, like any other corporate activity, requires management.
Although managers might nowadays recognize the importance of design, they often
ignore its management aspect as an ingredient for success (Chiva & Alegre 2009, 436).
Organizations might not, for instance, have sufficient understanding of how they could
actually utilize design, often associating it only with aesthetics and styling (Trueman
1998, 594). However, the design investment is only the primary input for the design
process, design management skills are required to carry out the process effectively. This
means that simply investing in design is not enough to enhance performance (Chiva &
Alegre 2009, 436.): the investment shows in the bottom line only if design is integrated
into the core business processes and managed well (Bruce & Cooper 1997, 3).

Over and above, a company always projects an image — a sum of the company’s
products and/or services, communications, the environment where it operates — about
what it does. This image will always be projected, regardless of whether it is managed
or not. (Blaich 1993, 176.) Design management is the activity that gives the company
control over this image (Blaich 1993, 176). As everything that is made is designed, and
the process of it is always managed one way or the other (Gorb 1990a, 8-9), be it a
conscious or an unconscious activity, why not manage it well?

As the ways in which companies utilize design differ (cf. Dumas & Whitfield 1990,
55; Hasu, Keinonen, Mutanen, Aaltonen, Hakatie & Kurvinen 2004, 12; Best 2006, 16),
and the ways in which design is managed and organized are numerous (cf. Gorb 1990a,
7-8; Walsh 1992, 138), research on organizations’ different in-house design
management practices needs to be conducted. The state of design management practices
— where design is located within the firm, who does design in the firm, and what status
do they have in the firm — reflect the importance, which is given to design within the
firm (Walsh et al. 1992, 118). Hence, the research at hand recognizes the need for



knowledge about how in-house design management is organized and managed within
Finnish companies: knowledge on the current practices enables implementing an
effective and a company appropriate design management strategy, as well as developing
the future of design management in the company also in a larger sense. In short, the
state of design management needs to be understood in order to contribute to better
design management today and in the future, in order to make the most of design in
business.

1.2 Historical development of design management

It is important to know the development of design management to be able to evaluate
where it stands today. Design management as a field is fairly young, both abroad and
especially in Finland, and many of the early practitioners and researchers continue to
influence the field today.

The origins of explicit design management stem from 1960s’ Great Britain. In 1966,
a new function, the design manager, was observed. The design manager’s task at that
time was to make sure that the projects were executed smoothly and to maintain good
communications between a design agency and its clients. (Borja de Mozota 2003, 68.)
Milestones in establishing the concept of design management included The Royal
Society of Arts’ first Design Management awards in 1966 (Gorb 1990a, 1), and
founding the Design Management Institute (DMI) in Boston in 1975 (Borja de Mozota
2003, 68). Despite all this, in practice, design management, i.e. managing the design
function, design process, and professional designers, has existed as long as industrial
design itself (cf. Johansson & Svengren Holm 2008, 47-48), although it was not
perhaps explicitly pronounced in the companies. For example, Harley Earl’s, General
Motors’ director of styling, thinking was said to dominate the company’s visual policies
from 1927 to 1954 (Lorenz 1986, 15). In the postwar years, Charles Eames, George
Nelson and Elliot Noyes, were in the forefront of the establishment of the integrated
design program for corporations, which included product, graphic, communication, and
architectural design (Blaich 1993, 22). For instance, Nelson, the director of design for
Herman Miller, was a pioneer of a corporate identity program, by directing design of all
the company publications, consulting marketing strategies, and exerting a strong
influence on the design of the company in general. He was an early practitioner of the
philosophy where a company’s corporate identity is a sum of its activities (Blaich 1993,
49, 81).

The birth of design management research then again takes place in the 1970s, when
the teaching of design was pioneered at the London Business School in 1976 (Gorb
19904, vii). Design management issues were not, however, discussed broadly until in



the 1980s (Valtonen 2007, 174), when the field grew especially in Great Britain (cf.
Johansson & Svengren Holm 2008, 48). For many, the eighties, according to Gorb
(1990b), was the decade in which design became a central business preoccupation.

In Finnish companies, the first educated industrial designers were hired in the mid
and late 1960s and early 1970s (Valtonen 2007, 201). The design tasks were still
performed by individual designers, as opposed to formal design organizations, all the
way to late 1980s and early 1990s (Valtonen 2007, 202). According to interviews with
design-conscious companies done by Perheentupa (1989) in 1986, it seemed that, at the
time, the companies were waking up to work for design management questions, and
were quite untrained in handling design questions (Perheentupa 1989, 16). In Finland, a
certain milestone for design management took place in 1991, when the University of
Art and Design launched an educational Design Leadership program (Korvenmaa 2009,
306). When the economic importance of design and the areas of its application grew,
management of design emerged in fast growing internationalizing companies
(Korvenmaa 2009, 306). Design management became topical in Finland in the late
1980s and early 1990s (Valtonen 2007, 176), and during the late 1990s and the first
decade of the 21% century, many companies developed formalized in-house design
organizations (Valtonen 2007, 202). In general, the design profession is said to come
into its maturity in the 1990s: design’s responsibility went beyond creating beautiful
things and became regarded as a source of gaining competitive advantage (Joziasse
2000, 36).

In the end of the first decade of the 21" century, management literature on design has
focused on managing radical innovation, design as its driver (Verganti 2006, 2009;
Esslinger 2009). Esslinger (2009, 55) sees innovation and design as the two most
powerful forces for crafting a more successful future, regardless of the type of business.
Also the concept of design thinking (cf. Brown 2008; 2009) emerged during the decade.
Design thinking refers to a methodology that approaches innovation activities with a
user-centered design mindset (Brown 2008, 86). Design thinking emphasizes design’s
involvement in the strategic level in the organization (Brown 2009, 7, 37), as well as the
holistic approach to design i.e. design not as styling but as part of the process from the
very beginning (Brown 2009, 7).

As discussed above, the field of formalized design management, both in terms of
practice and research, is young, particularly in Finland. The birth and development of
the practices of Finnish in-house design management have happened in the last two
decades, and formal design organizations that exist today in Finnish companies, have
been established in a fairly short time. On the level of the general discussion, at least,
the trend is going towards the strategic role of design management, which shows in the
emergence of concepts such as design thinking.
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1.3 Defining key concepts

What do we mean exactly when we talk about design? After all, everything around us is
designed somehow by someone. In the words of James Pilditch (1990, 14), “The good,
the bad, the ugly, all are designed”. There is only good design and less good design, the
difference, according to Hornby (1988, 228), being, that good design works and is
pleasing, bad design fails in either or both areas.

There is little uniformity in the definition of design (cf. Cooper & Press 1995, 7-8;
Lindstrom & Pajarinen 2006, 1), as it means different things to different people (Walsh
et al. 1992, 13). Design can be regarded as an art-based activity, where the emphasis is
on the visual aspects of product design, but on the other hand it can also be thought of
as an engineering-based activity, where the concern might be for instance on the correct
application of components to complex systems (Barlow 1988, 86; Walsh et al. 1992, 13,
24-25). There has been a prevailing mindset of associating designers to people who add
taste or style to an already created piece (cf. Pilditch 1990, 14-15; Blaich 1993, 35).
Pilditch (1990, 14-15) uses as an example the chrome trim they used to add on as
surface treatment to cars as a final nuance to an otherwise ready end-product. Even if
design might sometimes still be viewed merely as the finishing touch of a product or as
plain functional design, this study strives to a definition that covers both: design is seen
as a relation between production, functional and aesthetic qualities (Johansson &
Svengren Holm 2008, 22). Since effective design both works well and looks right
(Pilditch 1990, 16), aesthetics are an integral part of design (Johansson & Svengren
Holm 2008, 22).

As stated by Bruce and Bessant (2002, 19-20), design comprises planning, problem
solving and combining function with materials in a way that is appealing to customers.
According to the classic definition by Kotler and Rath (1984, 21), design is the process
of seeking to optimize consumer satisfaction and company profitability through the
creative use of major design elements (performance, quality, durability, appearance, and
cost) in connection with products, environments, information and corporate identity.

In the same way as everything around us has been designed, design management, as
in making decisions regarding design and designers, can be thought of as being
conducted everywhere, consciously or unconsciously. In fact, even the decision that
design and design management do not matter is a design management decision.
However, Blaich (1993, 11) for example, has argued that design management makes the
existence of design activities visible within the company structure, and establishes the
fact that company does not regard design as an informal activity, but instead, has a
formal design program. Also Borja de Mozota (2003, 79) has emphasized that design
management is the planned implementation of design in order to achieve company
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objectives. Thus, in unison with Blaich (1993) and Borja de Mozota (2003), the term
design management would refer to something that is done explicitly, not implicitly.

The definition of design management best suited for this study views design
management as the organizational and managerial practices and skills that allow a
company to attain good, effective design (Chiva & Alegre 2009, 425). Even though this
study consistently uses the term design management, aspects of design leadership
(design strategy and vision) are also handled in this study, since in practice many design
managers work in the field of design leadership and design leaders in the field of design
management. Design management and design leadership are not, however,
interchangeable as concepts.

Companies have three options for organizing design work: Having in-house
designers, hiring outside consultants, who can be either a single designer or a design
consulting company, or appointing a mixture of in-house and outside design capabilities
(cf. Blaich 1993, 171; Bruce & Morris 1994, 586; Korvenmaa 1998, 61; Borja de
Mozota 2003, 167-168). In-house design management, the main interest of this study,
refers to a situation where the design function is located within the organizational
structure. An in-house function is said to enable effective design, providing that the
company recognizes design’s strategic value for business (Lockwood 2004, 37).

The person in charge of design in the company is the design manager (Borja de
Mozota 2003, 79). An in-house design manager has the role of managing design, but
what the exact job description entails, varies greatly from organization to organization
(Best 2006, 12), and will be one of the main subjects of interest in this study. It is to be
noted that the role of the in-house design manager is very different compared to a
design manager in a design agency (Valtonen 2007, 276). In an agency, the manager’s
typical role is to find new projects and clients for the agency, and, due to the usual small
size of the agencies, to also act as a general manager (Valtonen 2007, 276). In
organizations, design decisions and activities are also frequently carried out by people
who are not designers or design managers. This is called silent design (Gorb & Dumas
1987). This study, however, focuses on design management that is carried out by people
who have explicitly recognized themselves as in-house design managers.

1.4 Purpose and structure of the study

Although design management as a field of academic research is still comparatively
small (cf. Johansson & Svengren Holm 2008, 49), design and its state have been the
interest of the research community also previously. One of the earliest in-house design
studies in Finland was made by Juha Jérvinen and llpo Koskinen (2001); they studied
how design is organized in machine manufacturing and medical equipment companies
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and compared them to well-known international companies. More recently, Finnish in-
house design has been studied in a joint project by the University of Art and Design
Helsinki and the University of Helsinki, PROOMU (Proaktiivinen muotoilu, Proactive
design), where Hasu et al. (2004) studied the development paths of design activities in
three Finnish companies in the technology industry, offering viewpoints to the
development challenges in organizing and managing design work in the 21st century.
This study was followed by another in the same project; Mutanen, Virkkunen, and
Keinonen (2006) described the development of design activities and capabilities in
connection with new business models in Finnish international technology companies in
cases such as Nokia, Metso and Rautaruukki. Valtonen (2007) has studied the
development of, and the change in, Finnish industrial design. As a part of her
dissertation, Valtonen (2007) has described the development of four Finnish companies’
in-house design functions. Although these previous four studies do handle in-house
design, they, however, approach the topic from the point of view of only a few
companies, which, in the first three cases, were also from a limited industry. There
seems to be a research gap in systematically studying the in-house design management
practices through a broader sample of companies or design managers. Moreover,
approaching the issues from the point of view of the design manager job profile is new
to the field. As Table 1 indicates, the field of in-house design management research
lacks a recent study that would focus only on in-house design management regardless of
the industry, and studies the topic through a broad sample.

Table 1 Review on similar previous studies in Finnish design management
Author(s) Research objective Company focus Geographical
viewpoint
Jarvinen & Organization of industrial | Machine Finland
Koskinen (2001) design in machine and manufacturing
medical equipment companies and medical
manufacturing industries equipment producers
Hasu, Keinonen, Development paths of Technology companies | Finland
Mutanen, Aaltonen, | design activities in three
Hakatie & Finnish companies
Kurvinen (2004)
Mutanen, New business models and | Technology companies | Finland
Virkkunen & developing design
Keinonen (2006) | capabilities in technology
companies
Valtonen (2007) The development of the in- | The change of Finnish | Finland
house design function in industrial design from
four Finnish companies operational to strategic
role
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Internationally, however, the topic has been studied through larger samples. For
instance, Dumas and Whitfield (1989) conducted a pioneering study on a variety of
design management issues in manufacturing and service sector companies in the UK. In
2003, Design Council UK (Design in Britain 2003) conducted a National Survey of
Firms, interviewing thousand companies across all sizes and sectors in order to assess
the state of the design industry. A very recent survey was done by DME, Design
Management Europe, (Kootstra 2009), where European SMEs were surveyed of their
design management practices. Although these examples of studies have approached
their topics through a larger sample of companies, they do not handle Finnish
companies, and usually concentrate on design in general, not necessarily only on in-
house design.

The topic for this study arose from the need for an initial state study for a larger
research project, Employment of Design Strategies (EDEST), conducted in the Aalto
University in Helsinki, Finland. A comprehensive research on the state of in-house
design management in Finnish companies was yet to be done, and in addition to being
the first step towards the design strategy research project, it is seen to contribute to the
development work of the area also in a larger sense.

The purpose of this research is to analyze the different managerial and organizational
in-house design management practices in Finnish companies. The sub-objectives are:

e to analyze the managerial practices of Finnish in-house design managers,

consisting of the job content and focus of design management

e to analyze the organizational practices, including both the horizontal and vertical

position of design management in the organization.

This research focuses on design management practices that are conducted and
perceived by persons that have identified themselves as in-house design managers. The
study will examine design management through the perceptions of these design
management professionals.

The study is constructed as follows: The introduction describes the key concepts and
objectives of this study. The theory chapter provides a framework based on the current
theoretical knowledge on organizational and managerial design management concepts,
and evidence to support further argumentation. The theoretical framework is used for
analyzing in-house design management practices. Chapter three describes how this
study was conducted, as well as evaluates the trustworthiness of the study. The results
of the study are provided in chapter four, which aims to answer to the objectives of this
study. Chapter five draws the conclusions from the results, and chapter six aims to
summarize the entire study.
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2 IN-HOUSE DESIGN MANAGEMENT PRACTICES

It is far easier to determine what design management is, and how it is
valued, than to lay down rules how it should be organized, and who
should do it.

(Peter Gorb 19904, 7)

Design management was defined in chapter one as the organizational and managerial
practices and skills that allow a company to attain good, effective design (Chiva &
Alegre 2009, 425, 435). The theoretical background of this study aims to look at these
areas of in-house design practices. This chapter is divided into the organizational and
the managerial practices in in-house design management, which aim at reflecting the
context and the content of design managers’ work in organizations. The organizational
practices (sub-chapter 2.1) form the context where the work of the design manager,
handled in the chapter of managerial practices (sub-chapter 2.2), is conducted. A
framework for evaluating the state of in-house design management practices will be
formed based on the following theoretical background and presented in the end of this
chapter. The framework will be further used to identify the different ways of organizing
and managing design, and to evaluate the current state of the design management
practices in Finnish companies.

2.1 Organizational practices in in-house design management

Managing design is about creating a context where design can participate in all
decisions that will shape the points of contact with, or the perceptions of, customers (cf.
Powell 1998, 10). As the context where design is managed is a company that most often
qualifies as an organization, being a group of people joined together to achieve a
common goal (cf. Anderson 1988, 6), the organization structure serves as a suitable
starting point for the theoretical background for developing an understanding of the key
organizational design management practices.

Organizational structure can be defined as the framework in which the organization
defines how tasks are divided, resources are deployed, and departments are coordinated
(Daft 1997, 319). The organizational structure is said to consist of two dimensions
essential to effective organization: division of labor, (also: specialization and task
structure), and coordination (also: reporting relationships) (cf. Anderson 1988, 620;
Certo 1992, 267-268; Daft 1997, 319; Oliver 2002, 152; Vanhala, Laukkanen &
Koskinen 2002, 188). Division of labor (task structure or specialization) refers to the
allocation of different tasks to different units (such as marketing or product
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development) in the organization. This realizes the horizontal division of labor, which is
the central characteristic of organized activity, enabling substantially higher efficiency
than without it. (Anderson 1988, 620; Certo 1992, 267; Oliver 2002, 152; Vanhala et al.
2002, 188.) Reporting and coordinating relations are relations between members of the
organization, groups, and managers that create the organization’s traditional hierarchy
perceived by the members of the organization and outsiders. This is also division of
labor, but now vertical, because it is centrally related to decision making and therefore
defines how authority is allocated. (Vanhala et al. 2002, 189.) The two dimensions of an
organizational structure are illustrated in Figure 1.
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division of

labor, d
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e
n
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Horizontal dimension
Horizontal division of labor, task structure
Figure 1 Two dimensions of an organizational structure

The design function’s place in the organizational structure and the reporting (i.e. the
horizontal and vertical division of labor) illustrates design’s mission in terms of the
company’s business strategy (Borja de Mozota 2003, 218). These two dimensions will
form the basic structure for the framework for assessing design management in
organizations.
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2.1.1 Vertical design management dimension

Design can be managed on three different levels of design management: operational,
tactical, and strategic (cf. Walsh et al. 1992, 8-9; Borja de Mozota 1998, 244-245;
Joziasse 2000, 39; Best 2006, 17; Kootstra 2006, 248), as portrayed in Figure 2. These
levels form the vertical, or hierarchical, division labor in design management, and thus
the other dimension of the context that lays a foundation for the design manager’s
responsibilities, tasks, and routines.

Strategic
importance Tactical
of design _
management Function
Operational
Project
Figure 2 Levels of design management

Starting from the bottom of the pyramid, operational design management is design
management on the individual project level (Walsh et al. 1992, 8; Borja de Mozota
1998, 244; Joziasse 2000, 39), and thereby focuses on design action (Kootstra 2006,
263). On this level, design manifests itself as physical and tangible products, services
and experiences (Best 2006, 17). According to Kootstra (2009), who calls this level
design management as project (also: [repeated] design project management), this type of
approach to design management is found in companies who deploy design on a limited
basis to meet direct business needs. Design is used as a way to add value to the existing
product offering for example by ad-hoc style changes or product improvement projects,
through appearance, styling, packaging, marketing communications, or visual identity.
Design joins the product development process at the end of the process, and it is barely,
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if at all, integrated into other business processes. Moreover, there is limited or no
collaboration between other departments, such as marketing or R&D. On this level,
coordination of design activities is minimal, and the design responsibility is kept on an
operational level. (Kootstra 2009, 12-13.) In short, operational design management is
about achieving the goals set on the strategic level.

Tactical design management (cf. Joziasse 2000, 39; Best 2006, 17; Kootstra 2006,
248), also called functional design management (Borja de Mozota 1998, 244; 2003,
214), concerns creating a structure for design: managing and organizing the design
function and the design process on the level of single business units within the
organization (Borja de Mozota 1998, 244; Joziasse 2000, 39; Best 2006, 17; Kootstra
2006, 260). On this level, design management also generates unique product concepts
and searches for new market opportunities (Joziasse 2000, 39). The company has
appointed employees or a department with formal responsibility for the design
management in the organization, which acts as an interface between different design
specialists, departments, and company management (Kootstra 2009, 13). Tactical design
management can be thus said to work as a mediator between the strategic level goals
and the operational level implementation.

Situated at the apex of the pyramid, strategic design management’s focus is on
managing the design vision (cf. Borja de Mozota 1998, 245; Kootstra 2006, 258), which
means that design is present on the board level (Borja de Mozota 1998, 248). On the
strategic level, design is perceived as a source of competitive advantage, and it is used
as a catalyst for change to the overall scope and direction of the organization (Borja de
Mozota 1998, 248; Joziasse 2000, 39). It is on the strategic level in the company, where
the overall policies, missions, and agendas are defined, and strategic design
management should ensure that design is connected to those agendas (Best 2006, 17).
Strategic design is fully involved in the corporate strategy process (Joziasse 2000, 39).
Kootstra (2009, 13), who has called this level design management as a culture (also:
strategic management of design, or design leadership), states that it is an approach
typical for companies that aim at a market leader position through design innovation.
These companies are highly design-driven and they have design at the core of their
differentiation strategy. In companies on this level, design can be described to be a way
of life. In addition to the senior management, the employees are aware and committed to
the importance of design. Design as part of the corporate culture is the most successful
and broadest use of design (Kootstra 2009, 13.) In short, strategic design management
sets the goals for design management in the organization.

This framework proposes that the higher a company makes it up on the pyramid, the
greater the strategic importance of design management in the company is. Although
Kootstra (2009, 13) himself has suggested that the highest step of the design
management levels is not always the aim, since not every company will need to have
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strategic design as their driving force, this study sees that ideally, design should be
integrated into the total strategy and made equal with other core activities (Korvenmaa
1998, 93). Design is said to be the most beneficial to companies’ competitiveness when
used strategically. Design decisions should not be separated from the general business
strategy, and every design-related decision should be a result of the chosen business
strategy (Saliméki & Vékeva 1998, 101).

The commitment of the top management plays a major role in the successful
implementation of design in business processes, since without the support of the top
management the impact of design can be smaller than intended (Korvenmaa 1998, 69).
The reason why design should be on the responsibility of the executive group is that it
enables connecting design with strategic planning (Muotoilulla menestykseen? 2007, 7).

Successful design has also been linked with organization culture (cf. Blaich 1993;
Cooper & Press 1995; Lockwood 2004). Blaich (1993, 178) has described a corporate
culture where design flourishes as “the fertile ground factor”. According to Blaich
(1993, 179) the fertile ground factor is fundamental to the success of design in any
company and it must exist company-wide. Also Lockwood (2004, 39) has argued that
the stronger an organization’s culture for design is, the greater its commitment to using
design as a resource is. He claims that in order to achieve the true power of the idea of
design as a business resource, as a means of reaching business objectives, businesses
need to develop their own design culture by applying design leadership and effective
design management practice, in order to produce effective design and achieve business
results. According to Cooper and Press (1995, 240), a creative and design sympathetic
climate involves lateral interaction and communications between design and other
functions of the firm.

In this study, it is presumed that all design managers in the scope of this study
perform at least on one of the three levels of design management, strategic, tactical or
operational, since they all have identified themselves as design managers.

2.1.2 Horizontal design management dimension

Previously we looked at one half of the organizational structure, the vertical dimension.
The following aims to illustrate the other, horizontal, half: where design can be located
in the horizontal structure in organizations. The place the design function occupies in
the organizational structure is a good starting point for the examination of the role of
design management in the company (Gorb 1990a, 2). Moreover, by understanding the
relationship of design to organizational functions and activities, design can be used
appropriately to achieve corporate goals (Cooper and Press 1995, 180). Usually design
responsibilities are assigned to a department, or it is made its own independent
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department (Borja de Mozota 2003, 218). Some companies also choose to divide the
design function between different departments (Walsh et al. 1992, 122), i.e.
decentralizing the design activities. Most common places for design in the organization
are inside the product development or within the research and development staff, as part
of marketing department or located directly under the top management (Jevnaker 1998,
24; Borja de Mozota 2003, 218-219). Design can also be organized as part of
communications (Borja de Mozota 2003, 218-219). These options are summarized in
Figure 3.

Options for the horizontal organization of
in-house design

De- As a part of Independent
centralized another unit unit
R&D/PD || Marketing || Communi-
cations
Figure 3 Options for the horizontal organization of in-house design

Design as the responsibility of the R&D department is a solution that is frequent in
evolving technology businesses characterized by dominant technological culture and
complex products. This kind of a company usually employs a large amount of engineers
and technicians, and it expects the designer to possess creative talent that meets the
technical constraints of the product. (Borja de Mozota 2003, 218.) In some companies,
an R&D department where design is involved is called research, design, and
development (Walsh et al. 1992, 122).

Even if design would not be the direct responsibility of R&D, cooperation between
them is crucial, since R&D information is essential to designers working on product
development: Designers need to know what is happening on the forefront of technology.
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R&D should inform design about new materials, machines, and manufacturing methods
(Cooper & Press 1995, 148, 180). This kind of knowledge feeds the creative process
and enables designers to develop innovative concepts. It also works the other way
around: understanding of design activities enables R&D to contribute more effectively
to the designers’ work. Design can guide R&D on research directions for new products.
(Cooper & Press 1995, 148, 180.) The prevailing view in design management literature
is that the key to success, regardless of company size, location or field of business, is
involving design early on in the product development process or value chain (cf. Kotler
& Rath 1984, 19; Blaich 1993, 165; Korvenmaa 1998, 93; Muotoilulla menestykseen?
2007, 7).

Design as the responsibility of the marketing department is a common organization
model in businesses that are dominated by commercial preoccupation and operate in
highly competitive markets (Borja de Mozota 2003, 219). When design is on the
responsibility of marketing, it is likely to focus on industrial design, with an emphasis
on style, image and packaging design (Walsh et al. 1992, 122), and the selling power of
the product and its attributes in general (Borja de Mozota 2003, 219). The role of design
is usually controlled by the brand. This situation is also encountered in service
industries, where the focus of design management is, instead of products, on
commercial space and signage. (Borja de Mozota 2003, 219.)

In general, design and marketing can be seen as interdependent (Cooper & Press
1995, 181; Bruce & Cooper 1997, 6). A change in marketing usually acts as a trigger for
design (Bruce & Cooper 1997, 6), as design has a connection with all the aspects of the
marketing mix (Cooper & Press 1995, 149-150, 181; Bruce & Cooper 1997, 3). In
Product, design is naturally a major factor. Design has an impact on the quality,
function, service, usability, and appearance of the product, all the features that
differentiate one product from another. Moreover, design can contribute to the product
features and to the added value of the product. (Cooper & Press 1995, 149.) In Price,
design can affect the costs of manufacture and distribution, but design can also add
value and margin. In Place, design contributes directly to packaging, distribution,
designing outlets, such as stores, and stands. In Promotion, designers have a key role in
e.g. brochures and point of sales displays. (Cooper & Press 1995, 181.)

In service industries, the scenario of design as the responsibility of corporate
communications department is most commonly used in the management of visual
identity. In this scenario, if there is a product design department, it is separate from the
communications design department. When design is part of the communications
function, it is often viewed as mere signs and graphics. Hence, in this scenario, design is
rarely taken seriously in terms of evaluation business performance on the executive
level. (Borja de Mozota 2003, 219.)
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In the solution design as an independent department, design is linked to general
management and participates in product concept design and defining product
specifications very early on. This solution is most often a preference of directors who
consider design a strategic, rather than a subordinate, department. (Borja de Mozota
2003, 219.)

The vertical and horizontal dimensions can be summarized into a grid (Figure 4) that
forms the core of the theoretical framework of this study, and through which different
design management practices of companies can be recognized and classified. The first
dimension is the vertical division of labor, i.e. from operational to strategic level of
design management. The other dimension is made up of the horizontal division of labor,
i.e. the different functions that can be responsible for design management. The four
functions, which were mentioned in the literature as the most common functions where
design is located, were chosen to be included in the grid. This does not, however, rule
out the possibility of other functions being responsible for design and design
management in organizations.
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Figure 4 Organizational structure grid

These dimensions realize the organizational practices in design management. Both
dimensions of this figure will be developed by adding the managerial practices part in
order to achieve the final theoretical framework. The vertical (hierarchical) dimension
will be broadened by uncovering the strategic, tactical, and operational nature of design
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managers’ job descriptions. In addition to studying the hierarchical role of the design
managers, the horizontal nature of the design managers’ job descriptions, i.e. to which
aspect of design is the design manager’s job description focused on, will be discussed.
E.g. Walsh et al. (1992, 129) have argued that there is a strong correlation between the
way design is defined and the department that is responsible for it. The issues related to
design managers’ job descriptions and the focus of design are handled in chapter 2.2 in
order to complete the framework of design management practices.

2.2 Managerial practices in in-house design management

This chapter focuses on the content of the work of in-house staff with design
responsibility, their roles, tasks and responsibilities. The horizontal and vertical division
of labor, discussed in the previous chapter, illustrate design’s mission in terms of the
company’s business strategy. The horizontal dimension is easy to determine by looking
at where the design department is located, but how to determine whether design
management is on operational, tactical, or strategic level? This study uses the content,
i.e. the job descriptions of the design managers, to determine which level of design
management the design manager reaches. The focus of design management, which
aspect(s) of design is the design manager focused on managing, are handled in this
chapter to further explore the horizontal dimension.

2.2.1 Design manager career levels and job descriptions

As discussed already in chapter 2.1.1, design can be managed on three levels,
operational, tactical, and strategic. Thus, there are also design management roles on
each of these levels. This makes it reasonable to allocate design responsibility by the
levels of design management in the following way: strategic design manager, tactical
design manager, and operational design manager. The levels are not to be viewed as
isolated: simultaneous communication should pass between each group. The levels can
also vary depending on the size and structure of the organization. (Cooper & Press
1995, 224-225.) Moreover, a design manager’s tasks can be interpreted and carried out
in different ways in different companies (Blaich 1993, 17).

Some earlier studies classify design manager career levels a bit differently: Crump
(cf. Best 2006, 17) has classified designer’s range of profession to three basic role
levels: design leader, who is responsible for the vision, design manager, who is
responsible for the process, and designer, who is responsible for the content (Figure 5)
(Best 2006, 17).
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Design leader Design manager Designer
A A 4 A 4
Vision > Process > Content

Figure 5 Roles in the design profession (Best 2006, 17)

This differs from the three (strategic, tactical, and operational) levels of design
management somewhat: As we have noticed with the three levels of design
management, it distinguishes the tactical (function, process) and operational (design
project management) levels, whereas Crump’s (cf. Best 2006, 17) range of design
profession only specifies one design management role (process), in addition to the
strategic design leader. The central idea in this framework might be the case that the
design manager title covers both the tactical design management and the operational
design management, and that there is no separate operational design manager between
the tactical design manager, and the designer is the one who does the operative work,
i.e. creating the content. Moreover, being a framework that focuses on design
management, the three levels of design management framework naturally does not
specify any level for just design and designers, but which is a natural part of the range
of the design profession.

Anne Haerle (cf. Borja de Mozota 2003, 73) has illustrated design career levels from
designer to strategic design manager in the following manner: The career levels start
from a designer, then advancing to a design project manager, a design staff manager, a
design organization manager, and finally to the last step, a strategic design manager.
The design project manager clearly corresponds to the operational level, in which the
focus is on managing design projects. The design staff manager could be either tactical
or operational, depending on how the job description is defined. However, the design
organization manager, who develops the design group or the organization, corresponds
to the tactical level, which is focused on the design function, systems, and processes,
whereas then the strategic design manager clearly corresponds to the strategic level.
This study, however, prefers to use the more simple system of strategic design manager,
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tactical design manager, and operational design manager at this point to clearly
distinguish the differences between the levels and tasks. This approach is also used in
other studies such as Kootstra (2006) and Cooper & Press (1995).

However, it must be noted that this classification does not mean that one person is
limited to only one role: this framework does not rule out the option that the same
person can be contributing to design management on all the levels of design
management. This can be, in fact, far more realistic in real organizations. Nor does it
rule out that the same person who started out as an operational design manager could
advance to a strategic role for example. It is probable that in organizations where design
management is a new a concept and function, there is only one design manager who is
responsible for all design management in the company, and hence has roles for instance
in both operational and tactical levels. Valtonen (2007) has studied the design manager
tasks specific to Finland. Valtonen (2007, 267, 276) explains that if an internal design
department has less than ten members, which is almost without exception the case in
Finland, the role of the design manager typically consists of two main areas of focus:
external / corporate-wide functions, such as representing the design function upwards,
coordinating the design road maps and guidelines, and internal functions, such as
managing the finance and personnel issues of the design function. Valtonen’s (2007)
classification corresponds very well to the traditional definition presented by Blaich
(1993): promoting and identifying the strategic role of design in the company, and
coordinating design resources and the day-to-day interface with colleagues they are
working with (Blaich 1993, 13). Let us now look at operational, tactical, and strategic
design manager tasks more closely. All the levels and their typical tasks are summarized
in Table 2.

2.2.1.1 Operational level

Operational design manager’s focus is on managing individual design projects (Borja de
Mozota 2003, 186-196; Kootstra 2006, 263). The operational design manager works
therefore as a project manager, project leader, or team leader (Borja de Mozota 2003,
186-196; Kootstra 2006, 263). These managers manage design, implement, monitor and
evaluate design work (Cooper & Press 1995, 226).

The operational manager’s key tasks include defining the design brief (cf. Cooper &
Press 1995, 267; Borja de Mozota 2003, 186-196; Kootstra 2006, 263). The process
consists of brief, research, concept, detail design, and finally, implementation and costs
(Cooper & Press 1995, 267). They ensure that the design brief is performed within the
agreed schedule and budget (Haerle cf. Borja De Mozota 2003, 73; Borja de Mozota
2003, 186-196; Kootstra 2006, 263). The tasks also include evaluating the design
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project outcome against the brief objectives (Cooper & Press 1995, 271; Borja de
Mozota 2003, 186-196) and project documentation, archiving, and control (Cooper &
Press 1995, 262; Kootstra 2006, 263).

Operational design managers are responsible for finding, motivating, and instructing
the appropriate designers, and ensuring there is sufficient skills and experience (such as
design skills, presentation, management skills) for the project to succeed (Cooper &
Press 1995, 248; Borja de Mozota 2003, 186-196; Kootstra 2006, 263). They are also
responsible for providing a good working environment (Kootstra 2006, 263) and team
building between designers and with other functions (Cooper & Press 1995, 258). Also
this level has to maintain good relationships with internal clients and other stakeholder
through the design process (Kootstra 2006, 263).

Operational design managers are responsible for implementing the design policy
(Cooper & Press 1995, 224). Their role is also to inform the design policy (that is
formed on the higher level) and define design specifics, e.g. colors, shapes, sizes
(Cooper & Press 1995, 235). Their work includes maintaining awareness of design
trends (Cooper & Press 232). Other possible titles for an operational design manager
include, according to Haerle (cf. Borja de Mozota 2003, 73), design project manager,
project manager, senior designer, and associate design director.

Design managers, regardless of the level, can also have a hands-on designer role: The
designer’s responsibility is, in accordance to the brief, on schedule, and within budget
limits, to create and deliver a solution to design problem that satisfies customer needs
(Haerle cf. Borja de Mozota 2003, 73; Best 2006, 17).

2.2.1.2 Tactical level

Being focused on managing and organizing the design function (Joziasse 2000, 39;
Borja de Mozota 1998, 244; Best 2006, 17; Kootstra 2006, 260), tactical design
management is responsible for creating the design organization (Kootstra 2006, 261), or
management structure (Cooper & Press 1995, 226), and the design manager role
(Cooper & Press 1995, 245), and for making management decisions that drive the
development of a design group or organization (Haerle cf. Borja de Mozota 2003, 73).
The tactical design manager ensures that there is a clear set of procedures (Cooper &
Press 1995, 237), working structure, and a good distribution of tasks and responsibilities
(Kootstra 2006, 262), and that the design processes, procedures, and internal functions
are adding value to the company (Best 2006, 17). The tactical design manager is further
responsible for monitoring the processes, progress, and finances (Kootstra 2006, 261),
and evaluating the design process, product, and the return on investment (Cooper &
Press 1995, 270).
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The tactical design manager contributes to the design policy making, and also
manages and monitors its implementation (Cooper & Press 1995, 224), and ensures
consistency of policy across products, communications, and environments (Cooper &
Press 1995, 234), i.e. oversees the coherence of the total look of the company. Sufficient
coordination within the department is needed to deliver the required quality and
coherence (Kootstra 2006, 262). Furthermore, different quality, legal, and
environmental standards relating to design (including materials, safety, service, and
design) are defined on this level (Cooper & Press 1995, 234).

Tactical design manager’s responsibility area includes managing (providing,
allocating) design resources (cf. Cooper & Press 1995, 245, 253, 265; Kootstra 2006,
261), such as human resources, facilities (materials, equipment, systems), and financial
resources, and ensuring that they are sufficient in terms of quantity and quality. Tactical
design manager makes sure that the design staff has the required knowledge and skills
(Kootstra 2006, 261), providing new tools, techniques, and training for designers,
regardless of the design being executed in-house or by consultants. The tactical design
manager duties also include training staff from other departments, and motivating and
encouraging employees, as well as ensuring a good working climate (Kootstra 2006,
261).

Tactical design manager responsibilities further include building up the level of
design awareness (Cooper & Press 1995, 256), as well as integrating and coordinating
design strategy with other functions (Cooper & Press 1995, 256, 230). They also write
program plans for marketing, design, and production on how to achieve corporate goals,
in conjunction with the functions (Cooper & Press 1995, 260). They can be also
responsible for choosing the suppliers, keeping a list of design agencies, designers and
suppliers, and for which activities they can be used for (Cooper & Press 1995, 253;
Kootstra 2006, 261).

Tactical design management also maintains good communication with the top
management and specialists, in order to allow information flow and avoid conflicts
(Kootstra 2006, 261). They also maintain good relationships with internal clients and
external vendors (Kootstra 2006, 262).

Managing the design department is in the scope of tactical design management, if the
person is responsible for the development of the central policy. However, when it comes
to controlling the day-to-day activities, the tasks fall out of the scope of the tactical
design management and into operational design management. (Kootstra 2006, 261.)
Operational design management is directly responsible for the implementation, whereas
tactical management function does not deal with implementation as such, but with the
policy for implementation (Kootstra 2006, 261). The tasks of the tactical design
manager apply in fact to also other department managers. However, what sets the
tactical design manager apart is their key role in understanding the value of design for
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the organization and identifying and exploiting new opportunities for design (Joziasse
2000, 39), and making sure that they generate added value for the organization
(Kootstra 2006, 262). Other possible titles for a tactical design manager include,
according to Haerle (cf. Borja de Mozota 2003, 73), design organization manager,
design director, and principal.

2.2.1.3 Strategic level

Design strategy refers to how the company is going to use design to achieve overall
corporate goals (cf. Cooper & Press 1995, 228). Strategic design management’s main
focus being the design vision (cf. Borja de Mozota 1998, 245; Kootstra 2006, 258, 263),
the manager’s responsibilities includes identifying the strategic role of design in the
company (Blaich 1993, 13), defining and developing the corporate strategic objectives
and mission (Cooper & Press 1995, 228; Haerle cf. Borja de Mozota 2003, 73; Best
2006, 17), and ensuring that design strategy is connected to the strategic agenda (Best
2006, 17) to help to meet business goals (Haerle cf. Borja de Mozota 2003, 73).

The strategic design manager chooses the best design strategy in relation to the
corporate strategy (Kootstra 2006, 258), and sets the strategic or policy direction
(Cooper & Press 1995, 224), or vision for how design could be used within an
organization (Cooper & Press 1995, 226; Best 2006, 17). The strategic level approves
policies, standards, or guidelines on design (Cooper & Press 1995, 232), or develops a
comprehensive design program, which includes product portfolio, corporate identity,
and brands (Kootstra 2006, 258).

The design manager on this level is responsible for communicating, promoting, and
selling the vision to key stakeholders and decision makers (Blaich 1993, 13; Cooper &
Press 1995, 259; Best 2006, 17), as well as building up understanding of the value of
design, and developing a design and creativity supportive climate and structure (Cooper
& Press 1995, 255). Finally, the strategic design manager monitors and evaluates the
design policy’s performance against the design strategy (Cooper & Press 1995, 224,
268).

This kind of role can also be acted by the CEO of the company, a “design champion”
(cf. Dumas & Mintzberg 1989; Blaich 1993, 33; Kotchka 2008, 115), who by using his
top position ensures design an essential role in the corporate business activities (Blaich
1993, 33). In fact, according to Haerle (cf. Borja de Mozota 2003,73), possible titles for
a strategic design manager include, in addition to chief design officer, chief executive
officer, the CEO. Blaich (1993, 33) mentions Apple, Sony, IBM, and Philips as
examples of companies, where the presidents were dedicated advocates for design. The

top management’s commitment plays a major role in the impact of design (cf.
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Korvenmaa 1998, 69), and thus, a position of this level should ideally be secured with a
permanent and a structured position to ensure the continuation of the leadership of a
design program (Blaich 1993, 33). This is due to the issue that when the commitment to
design is concentrated to one individual design advocate, what happens after the design

champion passes? It is also recommended that the status of the design manager on this

level is at peer level with senior managers in marketing, manufacturing, research, and
finance. Moreover, the director of design should report directly to the president, CEO,
or executive vice president of the company (Blaich 1993, 33).

Table 2

Design manager tasks on the levels of design management

Level (other titles)

Task focus

Examples of task groups

Strategic design manager | Vision — 1. Identifying the strategic role of design
(chief design officer, chief |setting the 2. Defining and developing corporate
executive officer) strategic strategy
design 3. Ensuring design is connected to the total
direction strategy
4. Selling and promoting the design strategy
5. Approving design policies or guidelines
6. Monitoring and evaluating the policy
against strategy
Tactical design manager Function— |1. Creating, managing, and developing the
(design organization managing design organization, processes, and
manager, design director, | design resources
principal) function, 2. Defining design policy and standards
processes, related to design
and 3. Implementing and monitoring design
resources strategy
4. Staff training and building up the level of
design awareness
5. ldentifying new opportunities for design
6. Evaluating the design process
Operational design Project — 1. Controlling day-to-day activities of
manager managing individual design projects
(design project manager, individual 2. Implementing the design policy
project manager, senior design 3. Defining the design brief
designer, associate design | projects 4. Ensuring the brief is performed within
director) agreed schedule and budget
5. Managing designers (finding, motivating,
instructing, ensuring skills)
6. Evaluating design outcome against brief
Designer Content Creating and delivering a solution in

(associate designer,
assistant designer,
designer)

accordance to the brief, on schedule and
within budget limits
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To conclude, there are clear differences in the tasks of design managers on different
levels of design management, which define the strategic extent of the design manager’s
scope. It can be said that the operational level is about managing design in the project
level, tactical level is about managing design management and the design policy, and
the strategic level about managing the design vision.

2.2.2 Key aspects of design management

Identifying the key aspects of design management, i.e. the areas of design that design
managers manage, and by looking at design as a concept that covers a range of
disciplines, we will see what different types of design there are and how they can
contribute to companies activities, such as marketing and R&D (Cooper & Press 1995,
28-29). Walsh et al. (1992, 129) have argued for the existence of a strong correlation
between the way design is defined and the department that is responsible for it. For
instance, design seen mainly in terms of engineering and function is likely to be the
responsibility of development staff (in an R&D department) or of production engineers,
whereas design, which is concerned more directly with customer appeal might be the
responsibility of marketing (Walsh et al. 1992, 129). What kind of connection, if any,
there is between the focus of design (i.e. which of the key aspects the design manager’s
work is focused on) and in which department design is located in, is one issue that will
be uncovered during this study. Key aspects of design management, which comprise the
design industry, have been classified in a few different ways in previous literature,
summarized in Table 3.

Table 3 Different categorizations of the aspects of design management
Author(s), | Topic Aspects by author
year
Lockwood | Design as an | Product | Communications | Information | Environment | Service
& Walton |outcome design |design design design design
2008
Borjade |The disciplines | Product | Package design | Graphic Environmental | -
Mozota | of design design design design
2003
Blaich Distinguishing | Product | Communications | - Environment |-
1993 between design |design design

design

activities
Gorb Classifying Product | Corporate Information | Environment |-
1990a design design |identity design | design design
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Gorb’s (1990a) classification of design is regarded as the classic approach, and it is
cited upon in many subsequent studies, such as in Blaich (1993), Cooper & Press
(1995), and Best (2006). Blaich (1993, 8) has modified Gorb’s (1990a) categorization of
design activities by distributing corporate identity throughout product, communications,
and environment design activities. This modification seems appropriate, since Gorb
(1990a) himself stated that corporate identity design embraces and shapes all the other
three aspects of design (Gorb 1990a, 6). Blaich (1993, 8) believes that corporate identity
is not limited to corporate logos and letterheads, which fall under communications
design. The same thinking can be seen in Lockwood and Walton’s (2008) classification,
by the absence of a category for corporate identity design. Olins (1988, 55) has
presented the same kind of ideas: identity emerges through three areas of design:
products or services (what you make or sell), environments (where you make or sell it),
and communications (how you present what you do, and how you do it). According to
Blaich (1993, 8), corporate identity is the sum of product, communications, and
environment design. Blaich (1993, 10) also believes that this distinction should not
mean that the activities should function in isolation from each other. In this study, the
main classification that will be used later on is Lockwood & Walton’s (2008), for its
comprehensive and up-to-date qualities.

Product design is an aspect that all the authors have chosen to take into the
classification. Product is usually the most visible and well-known aspect of the
company among the crowds (Lockwood & Walton 2008, xii), and is essentially the
reason why the company is in business (Blaich 1993, 8). Design management issues in
this category depend on the industry and the product in question, but these issues might
include for example product innovation, product range, development, and quality (Best
2006, 14). By adding value to the product, design can affect the gross margin
performance of the product, a critical measure for all businesses (Gorb 1990a, 3—4; Best
2006, 14). According to Gorb and Schneider (1988, 3), the design value of those
products are calculated in the gross margin of the business. Product design is a highly
relevant category in design since, as Blaich (1993, 9) has argued, no amount of
advertising or corporate identity slickness will make up for substandard product design.
Product design is usually a function of either product development and manufacturing,
or marketing (Blaich 1993, 10). Industrial designers’ nature of work includes creating a
coordinated range of products, new product development, product improvements, and
product appearance and styling (Walker 1990, 44), and thus falls naturally under this
aspect. Product design can also involve production engineering, which does process
improvements, and manufacturing specialists, who give specialist advice on e.g.
materials and manufacturing (Walker 1990, 44).

Communication design affects all touch-points that rely on visual communications.
Those include for example symbols, corporate identity, packaging, advertising,
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instructions, and directions. (Lockwood & Walton 2008, xii). Communications design
also supports the product in the marketplace directly with advertising, promotional
materials, packaging, exhibition design, and logo design, as well as indirectly by
communicating the message the company wants to convey about its business to its
various stakeholders (Blaich 1993, 9). Blaich (1993, 10) further suggests that most
usually the activity of communications design is a function of marketing. However, it
would also be safe to assume that communications design can also be a function of the
communications department. Borja de Mozota (2003, 7) has distinguished package
design and graphic design as their own areas. In the Lockwood & Walton (2008)
classification used here, these would be elements of communications design. According
to Borja de Mozota (2003, 7), package design constitutes the most of the business for
the design profession. Graphic design, as defined by Borja de Mozota (2003, 7), works
with graphic symbols and typography that represent the name, brands and products of
the firm. The graphic designer creates and updates a graphic system, or completes the
visual identity for an item, such as packaging or an invitation (Borja de Mozota 2003,
7). A graphic designer’s nature of work can further entail designing retail display,
packaging and sales literature, letterheads, logos, and exhibitions (Walker 1990, 44).
Information design (also: interface design) constitutes, for example, the design of
web and product interfaces, signage, wayfinding, and information architecture
(Lockwood & Walton 2008, xii). Literature does not state under which department the
function of information design belongs to, but when it comes to interface design and
information architecture, it could be assumed that it is most likely linked to R&D or
product development. Gorb’s (1990a) view on information design is somewhat different
compared to Lockwood & Walton’s (2008). According to Gorb (1990a, 5, 7), the term
comprises packaging, advertising, and PR messages, which would go under
communications design in the Lockwood & Walton (2008) categorization. Best (2006),
who has studied Gorb (1990a), describes information design as design of advertising,
sales promotion and public relations materials, (design for external audiences), and
design for managers, employees and owners (design for internal audiences) (Best 2006,
14). This study, however, adheres to the definition of Lockwood and Walton (2008).
Environment design consists of the planning and creation of a space for a firm and
spaces that physically represent the firm (Borja de Mozota 2003, 5), but it can also be
described as design of the investment in fixed assets (Gorb 1990a, 5). How, and in what,
the company invests in, and manages fixed assets (Best 2006, 14). These fixed assets
comprise factories, offices and retail shops, showrooms, exhibitions, and the equipment
(machinery, communication equipment, transportation etc.) and furnishings within (cf.
Gorb 1990a, 5; Blaich 1993, 9; Best 2006, 14; Lockwood & Walton 2008, xii). Gorb
(19904, 5) argues that describing it this way, environmental design tends to have higher
value in the eyes of the management. According to Gorb and Schneider (1988, 4) and
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Gorb (1990a, 4-5), the value of environmental design is a contribution to fixed assets,
and return-on-capital-employed ratio, that is used by businesses to measure their
performance. Blaich (1993, 10) has presented similar ideas. Environment design, i.e.
maintaining and improving fixed assets with the consultation of architects and designers
makes practical business sense, and has both financial and social rewards: in addition to
being involved with the hard values of capital investment (Blaich 1993, 10),
environment design also plays a role in creating the work environment for a firm,
building up a culture, as well as in the quality of the production and in the
communication of the company strategy (Borja de Mozota 2003, 5-6). Environment
design is usually managed under a facilities department (Gorb 1990a, 7; Blaich 1993,
10). The design of major buildings or landscapes, which fall under environment design,
belongs to the work of architects, and the design of factory, workshop or office
environments usually belongs to architectural and interior specialists. This category also
includes interior design, which involves the design of retail environments, shop fittings,
furniture, and accessories. (Walker 1990, 44.)

Service design is an emerging discipline in the field of design and design
management (Lockwood & Walton 2008, xii) and it has been added to the version of
Lockwood and Walton (2008) of the categories of design. For instance, a well-designed
bank-teller process is an example of service design (Lockwood & Walton 2008, xii).

Out of all the aspects of design management presented above, product design is quite
naturally the most traditional form of design in Finland (Valtonen 2007, 280), and the
focus of many companies’ design activities. However, where design is mainly focused
can depend on the industry of the company (Valtonen 2007, 203). Valtonen (2007, 203)
further suggests that in B2B products, designers’ work is primarily focused on product
design and ergonomics, whereas in consumer goods, designers’ work area might include
marketing, packaging and branding (Valtonen 2007, 203). Together, however, all the
aspects form the full spectrum of design management. These typologies are analyzed in
this study, since the different categories of design in the company may help to describe
and analyze the role and focus of design in the company, and the connection between
the role of design and the horizontal location of design.

Coming back to the framework, the horizontal dimension can be completed with the
role of design, which according to the theory corresponds to the functions design can be
located in. The vertical dimension was also added with the tasks of design managers on
the corresponding levels (Figure 6).
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2.3 Synthesis

Theoretical framework for assessing the state of in-house design management practices
is formed based on the theory. It consists of two dimensions and two layers (Figure 6):
the inner layer comprises the organizational practices, i.e. the context where design is
managed. The outer layer consists of the managerial practices, i.e. the job content of a
design manager. The analysis starts from the managerial practices. The strategic extent
of the design manager’s tasks, i.e. the role of the design manager, is analyzed in order to
determine the level of design management. The focus of design management tells on
which aspect of design is the design manager focused. The inner layer is about
determining the horizontal and vertical location of design management in the
organization. The horizontal dimension illustrates the horizontal division of labor, i.e.
where design management is horizontally located, and the vertical dimension, on which
level in the vertical hierarchy design management is located.

Role of
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Figure 6 Framework for assessing the in-house design management practices in

Finnish companies

This is the literature-based framework of in-house design management practices. The
results obtained from the survey and the interviews will be studied against the
framework, and it will also be tested and developed along the process of analysis. Based
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on the data analysis, the companies studied can be placed on the grid to form an overall
image of the current state of design management practices in Finnish companies.

Design and design management maturity models have been presented by several
authors (cf. Walker 1990; Jarvinen & Koskinen 2001; Ramlau & Melander 2004;
Kootstra 2009). The framework created for this study is also in a way a design
management maturity model. The maturity models are used to assess or evaluate
companies’ design and design management practices (cf. Kootstra 2009, 12). Like the
framework built for this study, maturity models usually consist of a hierarchical
structure, which suggest that as the company matures in terms of design or design
management, it moves up in the structure. The concept of maturity in the context of
design and design management usually refers to the organization’s experience in
dealing with design or design management (Walker 1990, 43). It does not imply that an
organization would be young or inexperienced in any other ways (Walker 1990, 43).

Examples of maturity models by Kootstra (2009) and Jarvinen and Koskinen (2001)
can be found in Appendix 1. Like the aforementioned maturity models, the framework
of this study also consists of two dimensions, which form a grid on which companies
can be placed based on their location in terms of the two dimensions. The operational—
strategic dimension is present in many of the maturity models (cf. Jarvinen & Koskinen
2001; Ramlau & Melander 2004; Kootstra 2009), although it is in many cases expressed
differently. For example, in the Kootstra (2009) design management staircase
(Appendix 1), the vertical dimension consists of “no design management”, “design
management as project”, “design management as function”, and “design management as
culture”, which correspond well to the operational, tactical, and strategic levels.
However, unlike any of the maturity models mentioned here, the framework built for
this study has taken into consideration the horizontal organizational location of design
management, and the focus of design management. The design manager job description
approach is also something that is new compared to many of the earlier models. The
framework by Jarvinen and Koskinen (2001) (Appendix 1), has, however, a dimension
that handles the aspects to which the designer has control over, which comes closest to
the design manager job content approach of the framework of this study.

In general, the maturity models mentioned here have not examined design
management from the organizational structure point of view, and rarely also from the
design manager job content perspective, whereas this framework assesses design
management practices from both the organizational and managerial standpoint. Since
there are many different ways for different companies to handle design in practice,
developing a simple and coherent framework that would summarize the main aspects of
design management has proven to be difficult. Thus, the framework at hand does not try
to comprise everything there is to design management, but instead, concentrate on the
organizational and managerial aspects that were handled in the theory chapter.
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3 RESEARCH DESIGN

Research design is a plan for the collection, measurement, and analysis of data (cf. Gray
2009, 131). The purpose of the research design chapter is to report the methods and
design that have produced all the knowledge in this study (cf. Kvale 1996, 255). The
specific steps, procedures, and decisions taken during the research are described as
precisely as possible so that the procedures of data collection and analysis would be
known to everyone who reads this report, and that the readers would be convinced that
the material was collected in a systematic and thoughtful way (cf. Rubin & Rubin 1995,
42; Kvale 1996, 256). Information on the methodology is essential and mandatory, not
only for reinterpreting or applying the results, but also for evaluating the trustworthiness
of the study (cf. Kvale 1996, 255), and that is why a section is dedicated to the
evaluation of the trustworthiness of this study in the end of this chapter.

3.1 Research approach

The research approach describes how the researcher will start to answer the research
question(s) of the study (cf. Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill 1997, 74). The justification
for the choice of research approaches and methods lies in their relevancy and fit to the
research question(s), and thus to the purpose of the study (cf. Hirsjarvi, Remes &
Sajavaara 1997, 123; Saunders et al. 1997, 74; Silverman 2005, 6; Eriksson &
Kovalainen 2008, 27). When looking at the research objectives of this study, this
research is both exploratory and descriptive by nature. A descriptive study refers to
documenting the phenomenon of interest, for example identifying salient structures or
processes that occur in a certain phenomenon (Marshall & Rossman 1989, 78), or
presenting accurate descriptions of people, events, or situations, and documenting the
central, interesting characteristics of a phenomenon (Hirsjarvi et al. 1997, 130), or
showing how things are related to each other (Gray 2009, 35-36). Exploratory studies
then again aim at finding out what is happening, seeking new insights and assessing
phenomena in a new light (Saunders et al. 1997, 78), in order to investigate and
generate hypotheses for further research (Marshall & Rossman 1989, 78), and to explore
what is happening and ask questions about it (Gray 2009, 35). Exploratory studies are
useful especially when not enough is known about the phenomenon (Gray 2009, 35).
The dominant theoretical drive of this study is inductive (cf. Morse 2003, 193; Gray
2009, 14-15), as it attempts to establish patterns, consistencies and meanings and as it
does not set out to corroborate or falsify a theory (Gray 2009, 15).

The research approach of this study is a mixed methods approach. The mixed
methods approach, which is also called triangulation or multiple methods (cf.
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Hurmerinta-Peltoméki & Nummela 2006, 441), refers to combination of methodologies
in a single study (cf. Denzin 1978, 291; Creswell 2003, 210; Morse 2006, 318).
Methodological triangulation, i.e. the use of different data collection strategies using
quantitative and qualitative data collection sources in the same study (Teddlie &
Tashakkori 2009, 237), or mixed methods, is, in fact, only one form of the triangulation
strategy. Denzin (1978, 295) has identified a typology for four types of triangulation,
data, investigator, theory and methodological triangulation, of which methodological
triangulation is used in this study and thus focused on from here on.

This study utilizes the mixed methods approach by mixing survey methods with
qualitative interviewing. Integrating survey methods and fieldwork, such as qualitative
interviewing, is one of the most common and classic combinations in mixed methods
research (cf. Jick 1979, 604; Bryman 2006, XLVII-XLVIII; Teddlie & Tashakkori
2009, 35), as quantitative methods can significantly contribute to fieldwork and vice
versa (Jick 1979, 604). The mixed methods approach was selected to this study since it
is compatible with the research objectives and it can offer multiple advantages to the
study. The benefits of mixed methods for this particular study include triangulation,
complementarity, and development (cf. Gray 2009, 213-214).

Using two or more different methods in the same study, i.e. between-method
triangulation (cf. Denzin 2006, 208), increases the validity of findings (cf. Jick 1979,
602, 603). According to Jick (1979, 604), field methods, such as interviews, can
contribute to surveys by validating results, interpreting statistical relationships, and
clarifying unclear findings. Collecting different kinds of data on the same phenomenon
can also contribute to the confidence in the generalizability (cf. Jick 1979, 604; Johnson
& Onwuegbuzie 2006, 39), accuracy (Jick 1979, 602; Teddlie & Tashakkori 2009, 35),
and strength (Teddlie & Tashakkori 2009, 33) of the results. The rationale for the
between-method triangulation is that by combining methods, the best of each method
can be achieved, while overcoming their unique deficiencies, since the flaws of one
method are often the strengths of another (cf. Jick 1979, 604; Marshall & Rossman
1989, 103; Denzin 2006, 208; Johnson & Onwuegbuzie 2006, 39; Gray 2009, 213). The
assets and liabilities of interview and survey methods will be handled later in their own
respective chapters, with other issues relating to interview and survey methods.

Mixed methods can also go further validation and generalizability, it also allows
capturing a complete, holistic picture (cf. Jick 1979, 603; Morse 2003, 189; Johnson &
Onwuegbuzie 2006, 39), in-depth understanding (Denzin & Lincoln 1994, 2), and new
knowledge (Hurmerinta-Peltomaki & Nummela 2006, 454) of the subject being studied,
as well as provides an opportunity for a greater assortments of divergent views (Teddlie
& Tashakkori 2009, 33). As mixed methods research brings insights and understanding
that might be missed when using a simpler, single method research design (cf. Jick
1979, 603-604; Johnson & Onwuegbuzie 2006, 39), a research design employing both
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survey and interview methods is the most suitable option for this study, since this
research strives for describing and analyzing the design management practices as
holistically as possible. Although quantitative and qualitative approaches yield different
kinds of data, they often complement each other (cf. Hurmerinta-Peltomaki & Nummela
2004, 175-176), as aptly noted by Teddlie and Tashakkori (2009, 35), one type of data
gives greater depth, whereas the other type gives greater breadth.

In the third benefit, development, the results of one method are used to inform the
development of the second. This means that for example, a quantitative study can be
used to identify important themes that qualitative fieldwork could then deepen (Gray
2009, 208), or a survey can be used to identify meaningful groups of respondents, to
follow up with in-depth qualitative interviews (Hirsjarvi et al. 1997, 128; Gray 2009,
213), which was also done in this study, where the interviewees were chosen based on
the survey results.

There are a few methodological decisions to be taken into account when designing a
mixed methods research (cf. Creswell 2003, 211; Hurmerinta-Peltomaki & Nummela
2004, 165, 176; Johnson & Onwuegbuzie 2006, 42-43). The key components included
in most mixed method design typologies are priority (also: role or weight, dominance)
and implementation (also: order) (cf. Creswell 2003, 211-213; Morse 2003, 198;
Hurmerinta-Peltoméki & Nummela 2004; Johnson & Onwuegbuzie 2006, 42-43).

Priority concerns whether a greater weight is given to the quantitative or qualitative
method (Creswell 2003, 212), or whether the researcher wants to operate within one
dominant paradigm or not (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie 2006 (42—-43). The priority might
be equal or skewed towards either method (Creswell 2003, 212). The methods in this
study are of equal importance. There is no clear distinction of which method would play
a bigger role. Even though the qualitative data will give richer material to work on, it
would not exist without the quantitative part. It cannot be said that either one would be
the main source of information.

When it comes to order of implementation, in this research the phases were
conducted in a sequential mode (cf. Creswell 2003, 211; Hurmerinta-Peltomaki &
Nummela 2004, 165; Teddlie & Tashakkori 2009, 26), i.e. the quantitative data was
collected first and the qualitative data after that. The implementation is sequential
because the qualitative strand emerges or is dependent on the previous, quantitative
strand (cf. Teddlie & Tashakkori 2009, 26-27, 143), i.e. the companies selected for the
qualitative interview were selected on the basis of the quantitative study. The decisions
related to mixed methods research design are presented in a matrix in Figure 7.
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Time order decision
Concurrent Sequential
QUAL + QUAN QUAL - QUAN
Equal QUAN > QUAL
status
Paradigm
emphasis
decision QUAL + quan QUAL - quan
Dominant qual > QUAN
status QUAN + qual
QUAN - qual
guan »> QUAL

Figure 7 Mixed-method design matrix (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie 2006, 42)*

The research design utilized in this study is located in the upper right hand corner of
the matrix, where the two methods have equal status, but they are implemented
sequentially. In this case, the design is QUAN - QUAL.

Many mixed methods typologies have other aspects: Creswell’s (2003, 211-213)
typology includes integration of the two types of data, which might occur at several
stages in the process of research; the data collection, the data analysis, interpretation, or
some combination of places. For example, in data collection, integration might involve
combining open-ended questions with closed-ended questions in the survey, like in this
study. Integration at the data analysis and interpretation stage might involve
transforming qualitative themes or codes into quantitative numbers and comparing that
information with quantitative results. (Creswell 2003, 212.) Hurmerinta-Peltomaki and
Nummela’s (2004) typology includes purpose. This study’s purpose is topic-related.
This purpose can be identified in this case, since there is some information available,
but it is insufficient and scattered. Topic-related purposes reflect the researchers need to
become familiar with the phenomenon that is yet rather unexplored (Hurmerinta-
Peltoméki & Nummela 2004, 166). The quantitative part also has a method-related

! Note: “qual” stands for qualitative, “quan” stands for quantitative, “+” stand for concurrent “->” stands
for sequential, capital letters denote high priority or weight, and lower case letter denote lower priority or
weight (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie 2006, 42).



39

purpose since it facilitates the selection of companies to be interviewed. Method-
relatedness refers to using mixed methods for technical reasons, such as identifying
theoretically interesting cases (Hurmerinta-Peltomaki & Nummela 2004, 167). Next, the
data collection issues of this research are discussed in more detail.

3.2 Data collection

The data collection for this research consists of two stages: In the first stage of the data
collection, the members of the Finnish Desigh Management Association were addressed
with a web-based survey in order to find out what are the current organizational and
managerial practices in each company. In the second stage, five design managers were
selected out of the respondents in order to gain a deeper understanding of how design
management is organized and managed in few cases. This step was carried out by
interviewing the design managers.

Data collection should be related to the type of information sought: the research
questions determine the technique to be used (Marshall & Rossman 1989, 108). Suitable
data collection techniques in relation to research approaches and questions are presented
in Table 4. The collection techniques in italics are the techniques used in this study.

Table 4 Data collection techniques for exploratory and descriptive studies
(Adapted from Marshall & Rossman 1989, 78)
Purpose of the study |Research question Research | Examples of data
Strategy collection techniques
EXPLORATORY What are the salient Case study | Participant
to investigate little themes, patterns, and Field study | observation
understood categories in participants’ In-depth interviewing
phenomena meaning structures? Elite interviewing
to identify / discover | How are these patterns
important variables linked with one another?
to generate hypotheses
for further research
DESCRIPTIVE What are the salient Field study | Participant
to document the behaviors, events, beliefs, | Case Study | observation
phenomenon of attitudes, structures, and | Ethno- In-depth interviewing
interest processes occuring in this | graphy Document analysis
phenomenon? Unobtrusive measures
Survey questionnaire

As the research objective of this study is to analyze the in-house design management
practices in Finnish companies, it contains questions similar to the example research
questions presented by Marshall and Rossman (1989, 78) in Table 4. Questions, such as
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what are the salient themes, patterns, and categories in participants’ meaning structures,
how are the patterns linked with one another, and what are the salient behaviors, events,
beliefs, attitudes, structures, and processes occuring in this phenomenon, resemble the
questions related to the objective of this study: what are the existing in-house design
management practices, and what are their connections to each other.

As mentioned earlier, being an exploratory and a descriptive study by nature, a
survey and in-depth interviewing are examples of data collection techniques well suited
for descriptive studies (cf. Marshall & Rossman 1989, 78). In-depth interviewing is an
example of a data collection technique that suits exploratory studies (Marshall &
Rossman 1989, 78). As the data was collected in a sequential manner, as opposed to
simultaneous, the issues related to data collection by surveying and interviews are
organized into their own subchapters.

3.2.1 Survey

The first part of the study was conducted using a web-based survey, which is a method
where the data is collected in a standardized manner (Hirsjarvi et al. 1997, 182; Gray
2009, 219), i.e. respondents are asked the same set of questions in a predetermined
order (Gray 2009, 337). A survey was suitable for this study since the purpose of this
survey was not to go into tacit beliefs or deeply held values, which would have limited
the use of a survey (cf. Marshall & Rossman 1989, 83), whereas it was used to collect
information about the distribution of characteristics (Marshall & Rossman 1989, 83),
facts, behavior, actions, and views (cf. Hirsjarvi et al. 1997, 186), for which surveying is
a suitable method.

Furthermore, utilizing a survey in the first stage of the study was the most sensible
option in terms of resources granted for this study: First of all, interviewing all the
design managers in the FDMA database, a number which amounts up to 43 (33
individual companies), while theoretically possible, would have been a largely time
consuming task in practice, and thus out of reach of the resources of this study. Even
with one interview per working day, it would have taken approximately two months
only to collect the information, let alone handling and transcribing the data. Thus,
without the survey, there would not have been a feasible way to get such broad
overview of the field.

The evidence from a survey can be used to describe, explain, and/or to test a
hypothesis (Remenyi, Williams, Money & Swartz 1998, 150). This survey is
descriptive, as it was designed to measure the characteristics of particular population
(Gray 2009, 220). The assumption behind choosing a survey method was that the design
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managers were capable of self-reporting the characteristics of the managerial and
organizational practices in their own companies (cf. Marshall & Rossman 1989, 83).

Internet-based surveys have multiple advantages, such as low cost both in terms of
time and money: rapid time of data collection (cf. Hirsjérvi et al. 1997, 184; Gray 2009,
338; Teddlie & Tashakkori 2009, 239), and the simplicity analysis of closed questions
(cf. Hirsjarvi et al. 1997, 184; Gray 2009, 338). The weaknesses of a web survey,
however, include for example that it totally relies on the honesty and accuracy of the
participant’s responses (cf. Marshall & Rossman 1989, 83). Furthermore, designing a
good survey takes time and requires knowledge and skills from the researcher (Hirsjérvi
etal. 1997, 184), and it must be kept short (Teddlie & Tashakkori 2009, 239).

3.2.1.1 Population and sample

A sample is a set of individuals who are to provide information, and it comes from a
larger group of individuals or objects that is called the target population (Remenyi et al.
1998, 192). This study focuses on design managers that are members of Finnish Design
Management Association (FDMA). At the moment, the FDMA database is the most
comprehensive database of design managers as it includes all Finnish design managers
that have identified themselves as such.

One of the first considerations is to obtain a working definition of the population
which constitutes the sampling frame, which is a comprehensive list of individuals or
objects which the sample is to be drawn. For example, a membership list of an
association can be used as a sampling frame (Remenyi et al. 1998, 193). The sampling
frame in this study was the FDMA database of all the people who had identified
themselves as design managers in Finnish companies. It was naturally acknowledged
that the frame was not perfect. In this research no sample was drawn, because the
sampling frame was so small. Hence, the survey was sent to all the people in the FDMA
database.

The database consisted of 43 design managers from 33 individual companies. In
comparison, the survey of industrial design in Finland 2006 identified a total of 23
Finnish companies with in-house designers at the time the survey was conducted
(Holopainen & Jarvinen 2006, 10). The population, sampling frame, and the
respondents are illustrated in Figure 8.
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_____________________________________________________________________

1. All design managers in Finnish companies: unknown number

2. FDMA members: 43 design managers, 33 companies

3. Survey respondents: 32 (29 companies)

Figure 8 Population and sample

The population (1) consists of all design managers in Finland, which at the moment
is an unknown number. Sampling frame (2) consists of all design managers who are
members or FDMA, and finally (3) consists of the design managers who responded to
the survey.

3.2.1.2 Survey design and administration

As it is common, the survey (Appendix 2) of this study was made to consist of sections
(cf. Remenyi et al. 1998, 154). The survey started off with a section of background
questions, providing information about the respondent and the firm, which most surveys
have (Hirsjarvi et al. 1997, 186; Remenyi et al. 1998, 154; Gray 2009, 344). The
background questions, also called classification questions, provide a basis for analyzing
associations between variables (Gray 2009, 344). Section two, “job description”,
focu