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Abstract

Purpose — The purpose of this paper is to present a critical literature review on design management.
Design/methodology/approach — The map of the field is based on the analysing the chain of associations
between the papers (Latour, 1987). The strategy for this review is informed by the methodology described by
Callon et al. (1986) on following the construction of the arguments. The first search was conducted in EBESCO
and Web of Science looking for papers dealing with design management; “design management”; innovat* and
design* in the management, including title, keywords and abstract. It resulted in 8216 articles that were
exported and downloaded in a database.

Findings — Five groups emerged: design as rational decision making, industrial design, managing as
designing, design as proposals of new meaning and design as a network construction.

Originality/value — This paper maps the role of designers in innovation and design management literature.
Design management is a variegated field of research, and the focus of this paper has been on product design
in business and management literature. To begin with, the research philosophy which was inferred by
analysing the preferred methodology in the papers belonging to five perspectives was analysed, and the
ontology, essence, metaphysics delineated. Then, a map of the field of on the role of designers was proposed.
The author concluded with a reflection of a possible research agenda in design management, focussing on
investigating the role of designers in transformational economies, such as Vietnam.
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Introduction

Design practices are increasingly generating debates among practitioners and academics, as
the numerous reports (e.g. from the British Design Council and British Council) and streams
in workshops and in management conferences demonstrate (e.g. innovation and product
development conference; strategic management society; European group of organisation
studies). The field of design management has progressively moved away from design being
referred as competitive tool for industrial products (e.g. Walsh et al, 1988) to become a tool
for solving problems in the organisational, public sector and social context (e.g. Dorst, 2015).
However, because of its wide range of uses, design is a general term (Heskett, 2002) and it
has different definitions depending on the aim of the research: design can be researched as
an outcome, as a process, or as a purpose (Ravasi and Stigliani, 2012).

Design embraces different areas, such as service design (Blomkvist ef al, 2011),
interactive design, architecture, images and logo, software, engineering and technology,
typography, fashion, arts, crafts and jewellery, engineering processes and structures (Walsh
et al., 1988). In this paper, I focus on product design.

Previous work of Johansson-Skoldberg et al (2013), which critically looks at the design
thinking and designerly thinking discourses. They find five different discourses of
“designerly thinking” that have distinctly different epistemological roots: design and
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designerly thinking as the creation of artefacts; design and designerly thinking as a
reflexive practice; design and designerly thinking as a problem-solving activity; design
and designerly thinking as a way of reasoning/making sense of things; and design and
designerly thinking as creation of meaning.

Design thinking and designerly thinking might be way to see how to increase the
creativity of managers and with a set of tool box. However, as the authors recognise in the
paper, the role of designers is not deeply analysed in these discourses, rather on the role of
managers in the design process:

To talk about design and leaving the designer out is like talking about musicians and leaving the
music out (Johansson-Skoldberg et al, 2013, p. 131).

Also, despite the increasing attentiveness in using the design construct (e.g. the editorial for
the special issue in product design research and practice by Swan and Luchs, 2011), other
systematic review studies in design and innovation management remain focussed mainly
design processes and the role of managers, rather than the role of designers (e.g. Ravasi and
Stigliani, 2012).

Furthermore, only few practitioner papers focus on the role of designers in creating
societally new products. This research interest emerged from the analysis of the data in the
field, and during the analysis phase it emerged how important was social innovation for
designers in this ODA contest.

The paper proceeds as follow. First, I present the literature review on the role of
designers; second; I present the methodology, followed by the discussion.

Third, I will discuss suggest possible research directions. By performing this map of the
literature review, a gap emerged: there is very little engagement with broader issues such as
the impact of design products in the climate change, and what actions designers could take
to alleviate the consequences. Therefore, I suggest possible future research works that
reflect on the role of designers in changing the meaning of production and consumption, and
on the managerial implications of dealing with climate change and societal challenges.

Mapping the literature
Whereas Johansson-Skéldberg ef al (2013) are social constructivists, I am a social scientist
driven by science and technology studies (STS).

My reflections on mapping the field are based on the ANT research works on mapping
and visualising. Maps have the function of representing knowledge. In the last chapter of
Science in Action, Latour (1987) explains the importance of mapping with the explorations
in the seventeenth century:

[the implicit geography of the natives is made explicit by geographers; the local knowledge of the
savages becomes the universal knowledge of the cartographers [...] [and] are turned into precise,
certain and justified knowledge (p. 216).

I am building justified knowledge from the autochthones in design management
(publications in the field), as it is rigorously constructed, but it could be otherwise (Latour
and Woolgar, 1979): another researcher, mapping out other associations, could find out a
different map of the field, as papers are the hands of the reader and are subjected to his/her
interpretation (Latour, 1987).

Review method

The map of the field is based on the analysing the chain of associations between the papers
(Latour, 1987). The strategy for this review is informed by the methodology described by
Callon et al. (1986) on following the construction of the arguments.
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The first search was conducted in EBESCO and Web of Science looking for papers
dealing with design management; “design management”; innovat* and design* in the
management, including title, keywords and abstract. It resulted in 8216 articles that were
exported and downloaded in a database. However, this search also provided articles that
had little connection with design management, for example, informatics system design,
design configurations in companies or papers in the field of supply chain/operations
management. The focus was kept on the use of design for new products development/
innovation management studies with a focus on product rather than services, in order to
delimit the field. The research was then refined by reading the abstract and keywords and
was narrowed to 280 articles in journals in the ABS list. Even if the ABS list is a discussable
tool to assess the quality of publications, it gives an indication of journals in management,
organisation and sociological areas related to business studies.

Since the EBESCO and Web of Science databases do not include a comprehensive list of
books, Amazon, Google and Google Scholar were used to search for books on design
management and management of design. Also in this case, the search produced a massive
number of items that needed to be disregarded.

Then, I read the selected papers. I analysed their literature review and discussion to
identify which authors were mobilised to construct the argument following Latour (1987):
looking at the controversies in the paper, I looked for “friends brought in” (i.e. other
mobilised papers to construct the argument).

As in Callon et al. (1986), I did not use the provided keywords, but I constructed themes
that for each article. Parallel to that, I analysed the construction of the argument in terms of
methodology, and the philosophy of research.

I coded in each paper the definition of design, the role of managers, the role of designers,
how value is created and which are the most recurrent (most cited, described and analysed)
technologies of managing/tools that designers use in each perspective.

Five groups emerged: design as rational decision making, industrial design, managing as
designing, design as proposals of new meaning and design as a network construction.

The following table represents the perspectives based on their philosophical research method.

Table II summarises the conceptualisation — how each perspective was analysed, and
reports the main findings of the five perspectives on design management.

First perspective: design as rational decision making

The first perspective, design as rational decision making, is based on the American
pragmatism which believes in realism: the reality is out there, external to the individual,
tangible, concrete and relatively immutable, ontologically prior to the existence of the single
human beings (Burrell and Morgan, 1979). Realism believes that:

[...] empirical and experimental investigation is unintelligible in the absence of an external world,
and human capacity intervene in that world and monitor the results of their action, it argues that
the world is composed of objects, structures and causal or other powers, and that it is the job of the
scholars to offer revisable theories or hypotheses about these. A distinction is made between the
powers or the empirical (what appears in experience), the actual (actions that occur when power
structures are activated), and the real (that which is there, those structures and powers, and
whether or not this is visible or activated) (Law, 2004, p. 158).

This perspective is based on Simon’s (1969) book, The Sciences of the Artificial. This is the
reference that is often cited as the funder of the design management field (e.g. Hatchuel, 2001).

Design was traditionally a sub-topic of engineer studies. Simon (1969) raises for the first
time the idea that design can become a science, and in particular, the sciences of artificial:
produced by art and synthesised by human beings rather than by nature. Therefore, design
can potentially be related to any discipline.



Designers are concerned with how things ought to be, conceiving and creating artefacts
to reach certain goals (Simon, 1969).

Design is both a process of problem-solving rooted in the creation of new useful things,
and processes for making decisions by designing the courses of actions (Simon, 1969).
Designers start with the process of problem solving begins with the representation of the
problem space and the representation of its solution. Managers make decision based on
these representations, choosing an alternative among a number of presented ones, directed
towards achieving organisational goals (Simon, 1976).

Designers need to know theories related to utility, control, and statistics, computational
methods and algorithms for proposing optimal situations.

The design thinking is different from the engineer thinking, since it adds a creative
component to the process of building ideas. As Simon described the design thinking process,
which include defining the issues that need to be solved, the audience, and the criteria for
pondering the choices, collecting examples to support the choices, weighting of the choices,
ideating, prototyping, choosing through the process before described, implementing,
learning by doing and learning from the mistakes.

Designers are employed in organisations to assist managers by reducing complex things
to simpler interactions of their parts. Designers help to solve problems through the
representation, visualisation, the appointment of the values of the solution, and increase the
novelty, originality, taste and uniqueness of the ways of approaching problem solving
(Simon, 1969).

This approach of design contributed to the development of design thinking
(Johansson-Skoldberg et al, 2013). Design thinking is a stream of research in innovation
believing that everyone can be a designer (Brown, 2008) by learning the inductive, deductive
and abductive reasoning (Dunne and Martin, 2006). However, this is a limiting way to look
at problem solving: contemporary problems are open, complex and networked (Dorst, 2015).
Dorst (2015), instead, suggests a fourth method: framing. In this problem-solving process,
designers know only the outcome, which is the desired value, and they work backward
framing the problem adopting or developing a frame that is new to the problem situation.

Another stream of research within this perspective is design theory. Design theory is a
formal model of design reasoning, which inspires forms of organising collective design
activities, characterised by the role of knowledge in design, the design process and the
design organisation (Le Masson et al, 2011). This stream has been mostly studies in
engineering setting. In design theory, the designer is part of a collective process: design is a
collective action, the outcome of a collective enterprise, rather than the effort of a single
person (Hatchuel et al, 2005).

Second perspective: new product development process in industrial design
The second perspective is based on positivism. Positivism looks for explanations and
predictions of what happened and what could happen, hunting for causal relations between
the different constituents to build up models. Reality is tangible, not transcendental. The aim
of this epistemology is to discover laws and rules, models of synthesis, short descriptions of
the reality in the organisations, to predict the future phenomenon, and to give useful
information for human beings, which are ontologically superior to non-human beings.

The authors, anchoring their arguments on Simon’s book, clarify that design is not
simply an aesthetic add-on or an ornament but a tool to produce value as driver for
innovation (e.g. Walsh et al., 1992; Cooper et al., 2003; Veryzer, 1993). This perspective, based
on industrial design, is mainly researched in UK manufacturing setting.

Borja de Mozota (2003) suggests that design comes from the Latin designare, which is
translated in English both as to design and as to draw. The noun design, in English, has
retained its dual meaning: on the one hand, it refers to a plan, a project, an intention, or a
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sketch, a model, a motive, a decor, a visual composition, a style; on the other hand, it indicates
a process to give form and order (Ulrich, 2011). Design process is a problem-solving activity
(Perks et al, 2005). Therefore, design is also intended as a way of including designers in
developing new products (Walsh, 1996; Hertenstein ef al, 2005), and to make the company
more profitable by presenting superior value for the product (Randall et al, 2005).

Designers work to humanise technologies (Borja de Mozota, 2003), and to address issues of
use such as durability, efficiency, or convenience, and to consider the exploration and
transformation of materials and the relative complexity or simplicity of the arrangement of
forms (Roy et al, 1997). Designers are also concern on how to enhance the sustainability,
ameliorate the living conditions of human beings, create new values and meanings (Kristensen,
2004) and support local identities despite the globalisation (Borja de Mozota, 1998).

Industrial designers are among the several persons that participate in NPD, which is a
simplified version of the stage-gate model diffused by Cooper (1990). They are trendsetters
(Borja de Mozota, 2013), professionals working in multifunctional teams composed by
people from engineering, manufacturing, and marketing (Perks ef al.,, 2005), gatekeeper or
integrator of the customers’ needs (Leonard-Barton, 1992; Bruce and Daly, 2007), and
communicators in marketing campaigns for the products (Walsh et al, 1988):

More specifically, industrial designers focus on improving customer ease of product use and their
graphic and aesthetic capabilities help to differentiate competitive product offerings and attract
customers. These activities together with successful marketing campaigns enhance for customers
the perceived product value, which in turn strengthens demand and/or justifies a relatively higher
selling price, thus increasing sales revenue (sales) (Hertenstein et al, 2005, pp. 5-6).

Designers are expected to meet the constraints that are given by managers (Hertenstein and
Platt, 1997), and they are frequently asked to become active in managing the innovation process,
by applying new ideas in practice of the form of new or improved products, services or processes
(Bruce and Bessant, 2002). They can also act as knowledge brokers, bridging knowledge from
one field to another to create radically new products (Hargadon and Sutton, 1997).

Designers can be both internal or external the organisation, which depends on the
strategic choices of management (Bruce and Morris, 1994). They work to deliver value to
the customers through a product which is distinctive, stylish, aesthetic, high quality,
attentive to the customers’ needs, but also that stimulates emotions, traits and personality
(Norman, 2007). Designer can also work to reinvigorate products in mature markets, and
communicate value to the consumer (Moultrie et al, 2007).

Finally, designers keep a focus on maximising product performance with respect to
customers’ requirements, and minimising the variable costs of production (Ulrich and
Ellison, 1999).

Third perspective: managing as designing
The third perspective, managing as designing is based on constructivism, which is:

[...] the claim that scientific statements or truths are constructed in a way that to a large degree
(in some versions totally) reflects the social circumstances of their production [...] Construction
usually implies that objects start without fixed identities but that these convergences and so
gradually become stabilised as singular in the course of practice, negotiation and/or controversy
(Law, 2004, pp. 157-158).

This is the discourse that Johansson-Skoldberg ef al (2013) describe as “Design and
Designerly Thinking as a Problem-Solving Activity”.

According to Buchanan (2004) and Boland and Collopy (2004), design is a strategic
discipline of management, founded by Simon, whose aim is to facilitate the relationship
between people and objects, and between typologies of knowledge and expertise for



managing organisational operations, taking into account the critical importance of
accounting, finance, human relations, strategic planning and visions, as well as the
sociocultural context.

Constructing design in dynamic environments requires that information from diverse
sources are integrated, that design options are identified, and that exploratory learning
occurs with management of the ongoing organisation (Weick, 1993). Thus, design is not
about filling a gap, but an opportunity to explore. As in the first perspective, designers help
management in the decision-making process, which is most of the times based on
improvising and has unintended consequences. In the book of Boland and Collopy (2004),
managers are asked to observe designers to learn the design thinking to be more creative,
thinking outside the boundaries. This learning needs to be translated into managerial
processes, to facilitate their understanding in the changes in the structure, making sense of
them, and encouraging people to generate novel, compelling and elegant solutions,
grounded in decision making (Weick, 1993). In this perspective, the focus is not on
innovation of a new product, but on how to better managing and designing of organisations
(Boland and Collopy, 2004; Buchanan, 2004). Designers are considered inspirational figures
for better organising.

The design of an organisation determines the distribution of resources and information,
it possibility for managers to make and to implement timely, technically and economically
acceptable decisions to be flexible and rapid in inserting technological changes in the
organisation to increase the organisational efficiency (Weick, 1993):

[...] designing is synonymous with bricolage [...] and the bricoleur is a thinker who makes creative
use of whatever builds up during the process of world (Weick, 1993, p. 352).

The metaphor indicates that the managers act as bricoleurs, drawing and assembling
organisational life from the raw material that is available to them, then using what they
have at their disposal, so what managers do is very close to what designers do. Designers
improvise as part of the decision-making process, choosing and implementing a good
alternative (Boland and Collopy, 2004). Managers learn from them to create value for the
organisation and society, as they need to connect with diverse kinds of knowledge and
experts performing organisational operations, service activities, planning, relates with
customers, suppliers, government, experts on social and cultural context of the
organisations (Buchanan, 2004).

Thus, what managers do is very close to what designers do. Therefore, if managers
become better designers, they can become better managers (Weick, 1993), with new ways of
collaborating, of forming teams in organisations, and of approaching new problems (Boland
and Collopy, 2004).

Fourth perspective: design as proposals of new meaning

This perspective focusses on radical innovation: design, if well managed, leads to radical
innovation, through the process of design-driven innovation (Utterback et al, 2006;
Verganti, 2006, 2008, 2009; Dell’Era et al.,, 2011; Buganza et al., 2015).

The stream was initiated by Verganti based on Krippendorff's (2006) theories of the
semantic turn in design, and translating them into developing innovations through
design-driven innovation. In Johansson-Skoldberg ef al. (2013), this perspective is referred as
Design and Designerly Thinking as Creation of Meaning (rather than Artefacts). However,
they focus predominantly on the work of Krippendorff. I will discuss the management
stream initiated by Verganti. Verganti, differently from design thinking makes a very clear
distinction between the role of managers and the role of designers. The management
activities in this perspective are focussed on the identification and nursing of one or more
visionary and knowledgeable specialists (designers). Managers are persons with a highly
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differentiated knowledge (social, political, organisational, economic and technological), and
they need to be able to create the conditions for certain technologies to arise and to identify
the suitable designers able to connect with the firm and the market (Verganti, 2009).
Managers have to find the best designer for their organisation. The designer leads the
innovation process. Indeed, the designer is the person able to understand the unmet needs of
society. Design-driven innovation is defined as a process producing radical design:

[...] where innovation starts from the comprehension of subtle and unspoken dynamics in
sociocultural models and results in proposing radically new meanings and languages that often
imply a change in sociocultural regimes (Verganti, 2011, p. 387), leading to the development of new
breakthrough innovations in products’ meanings (DellEra and Verganti, 2010).

Design is composed of the product’s aesthetic appearance and its functionality, the
product’s sense, meanings and social significance. Designers start the innovation process by
exploring the ways in which communities of art, design and innovation are amalgamating
and influencing to create radical and breakthrough products that delight the customers
(Dell’Era and Verganti, 2010; Utterback et al., 2006). Hence, a designer produces a successful
design which conveys meanings for all the stakeholders who can move an artefact through
its life cycle making it part of a social process. Verganti (2011) indicates that the term
meaning is intended as the psychological and cultural reason why a product is chosen and
used, stimulating both the individual motivation (psychological and emotional meaning)
and the social motivation (symbolic and cultural meaning). Therefore, the designer involved
in the design process delivers a product that has a unique combination of technology and
market, and is meaningful for the customers (Dell'Era and Verganti, 2010). The designer
leads the creative process which is a collective and networked research process of meanings
and design languages (Buganza et al, 2009; Verganti, 1999, 2006, 2008).

Meaning is intended as sense, as perception, as something that can be experimented.
Meanings are not rooted and permanent, but they can change according to who participates
because of their experiences.

The designer develops an output that satisfies certain needs which are still unmet and
cannot be expressed by the customers. Designers understand them and make explicit
(Verganti, 2009). In the design-driven innovation, ideas from designers are the main output
of the design process (Verganti, 2009) and the company chooses the design that will be
realised (Utterback ef al, 2006). The client (firm that commission the design) is seldom
involved in the generation of ideas at the earliest stage of design.

The designers are specialists, key players in the radical innovation process, as they
have the capacity of getting closer to users, understanding their needs and creatively
generating ideas. Therefore, have to recognise and sense what is contemporary with their
superior sensitivity (Verganti, 2008). They start with a proposal (Verganti, 2009), which is
a vision about possible new product meanings that customers have not thought about but
that they were waiting for (Verganti, 2006). Having graphic capabilities, they visualise the
ideas to speed up the processes and improve the new product development (Utterback
et al., 2006).

Designers stimulate an innovation strategy in the company, based on an approach that
foster the deeper emotional and symbolic side of products, innovating what products mean
for the customers by bridging information from different parts of the wider network they
are part of. Therefore, they act as language brokers by taking advantage of discrepancies in
the level of knowledge possessed by groups, connecting unconnected expertise within a
larger network. Designers are supposed to produce and present one or multiple radical
design proposals from which the management can select and choose the one compatible
with the management risk profile, the targeted market and the strategic orientations
(Verganti, 2009).



Fifth perspective: managing design as translation

This perspective on design management is based on actor-network theory, a stream of
research coming from STS. Even if this sociological approach is widely used in innovation
studies, its use in management and design management is still limited (for notable
exceptions, see Akrich, 1992; Telier ef al, 2011). The study of the reality construction,
mobilisations, interessement process and translations, pillars of actor-network theory, can
lead to a better understanding on how the design process emerge and is managed through
its life cycle (Christiansen and Gasparin, 2016).

In this perspective, the design is defined as the outcome of the process of constructing
things by translating interests and goals, enroling and mobilising actors (Gasparin, 2014).
Design is an outcome emerging from a design process, a technical artefact in which the
designers and other actors belonging to the socio-technical network are inscribing
characteristics, values and behaviours (Akrich et al, 2002b).

ANT has been defined as sociology of relations (Law, 1992) due to the believe that reality
is existing in the relations, thus design is not a discovery momentum or an act of genius by a
designer. If intended as a discovery moment rather than the work of the multiple actors, we
might run the risk of eliminating all the work done by the actors in the socio-technical
networks. Designers are involved in the process of enroling other actors, including workers,
instruments, prototypes, inscriptions, machines and materials (Latour, 1987).

The design process is directed to the creation of the reality (the design), it is the process
through which the design gains strength only by associating with others (Latour, 1984/
1988). During the process, the spokesperson emerges, usually the manager of the design
process (Christiansen and Gasparin, 2016). The spokesperson is an actor who is speaking on
behalf of the allies, who recognise him/her as their representative in the network creating a
stable network of human and non-human actors that are enroled across social,
organisational and technical domains. In this perspective, the designer and the designed
object are equally important due to the principle of generalised symmetry (Callon, 1986).

In STS and ANT work we find a particular stance towards the role of objects and as an
accomplishment (Suchman ef al, 2002) and visualisation as a cascade of inscriptions
(Latour, 1990). Designs are artefacts, which are moved from the periphery of traditional
social science research to the centre of research work and are used to generate a broader
understanding of how knowledge is produced and distributed, the nature and sources of
expertise, and the social and organisational effects of the introduction of new technologies
(Woolgar et al, 2009). Artefacts are semiotic entities that are performative (Latour, 1987),
and engaged in provoking realities (Muniesa, 2014).

More recently, STS researchers have engaged in research in which objects have been
constituted as multiple and enacted in different practices and with a multiplicity of
objectifying practices (Mol, 2002; Law and Singleton, 2005). This suggests interesting
prospects in re-conceptualising and redirecting the investigation of artefacts from a singular
process of construction through which an artefact’s identity might become fixed or black
boxed (as in early Latour) towards considering multiplicity of process and design.

Designers are initiating the design process (Telier ef al, 2011). Design process happens
through translation, which is a process aimed at influencing relationships between the
human and non-human actors to enrol and interest other actors to be in the network and to
make it stable by solving struggles.

A translation:

Mean(s) displacement, drift, invention, mediation, the creation of a link that did not exist before and
that to some degree modifies two elements or agents (Latour, 1994, p. 32).

Designers are involved in a mishmash of decisions that cannot wait in an environment of
complex changing markets and customer tastes, in which actions cannot be planned or
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predicted in any mechanical way. Therefore, the designers work to interess, which means
successfully getting others to support, interact and devote their energy and resources
towards something (Akrich et al, 2002a).

This would suggest that longer and stronger the translations are, higher the likelihood of
the product to be accepted and to become successful. Translation facilitates also solving
problems and struggles.

Discussion and possible research agenda in transformational economies
From the review, designers are problem solvers (perspectives 1 and 3), persons design new
products that are aesthetically pleasant, cost efficient and able to transmit emotions
(perspective 2), work collectively (perspectives 1 and 5) and are able to create radical new
products by proposing new the meanings to the products (perspective 4). All the
perspectives have sporadic researches on the issues of sustainability, corporate social
responsibility. However, despite the positive attitude that designers should be concerned
with designing sustainable products, it is not questioned how organisations are facilitating
the engagement of designers in designing socially responsible products:

However, there is a gap in the literature of design management that needs to be considered:

(1) The literature in innovation and design management does not analyse the political
and ethical implications of designers’ processes, whereas the designers’ practices are
embedded in ethical practices (Steen, 2014).

(2) The literature on design management lacks reflection on wider societal challenges.
Telier et al (2011) discuss how designers are involved in social design to create a
better future, which includes human and ecological reflections, but how can this be
translated into implications for managers?

(3) The role of designers is not investigated in transformational economies like Vietnam.

Design and innovation management studies have not clearly explored the role of designers
for redefining socio-political imaginaries, what can be done to alleviate the climate change
due to the neoliberal capitalist dogma of throw-away culture and planned obsolescence.
Design studies have recently become interested in the political aspects of repair (Rosner and
Ames, 2014), but their implications for organisations and management studies are still
unexplored. Concerning repairing as business model, Slack et al. (2013) propose Patagonia
as case study of successful engagement with ecological issues. Patagonia is a design
company selling out-door equipment that created a competitive advantage by offering their
customers the possibility of repairing the Patagonia’s clothes, if they get damage. However,
still there are very few researchers of how the role of designers in transformational
economies and their role in companies.

Conclusions
This paper maps the role of designers in innovation and design management literature.
I have identified five perspectives with different roles and assumptions of the role of
designers in the innovation process. Design management is a variegated field of research,
and the focus of this paper has been on product design in business and management
literature. This means that the literature on service design, public design, architecture,
engineering, operations management, social projects has been excluded from the search.
To begin with, the research philosophy which was inferred by analysing the preferred
methodology in the papers belonging to five perspectives was analysed, and the ontology,
essence, metaphysics delineated (see Table I). Then, a map of the field of on the role of
designers was proposed (see Table II). I concluded with a reflection of a possible research
agenda in design management, focussing on investigating the role of designers in
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Table 1.
Philosophical

analysis of the
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Table II.
Overview of the
perspectives



transformational economies, such as Vietnam. Vietnam is a transformational economy,
distinct from a developing, emerging or post-communist one, characterised by a recent
history of violence and an ongoing single-party state. Vietnam is transforming by adopting
market practices, changing the relationship between the spread of market mechanisms,
changing companies’ ownership, shifting from planned to market economy yet still
subjected to political decision making. At this moment of transformation, innovation
currently figures as a keyword for achieving a competitive advantage as a nation, in stark
contrast to a history of solely investing in infrastructures, real estate and the establishment
of mass manufacturing for foreign brands, typical of developing economies. The strategy of
the Vietnamese Government is to move towards a democratic, open and innovative
economy, as delineated in the strategy called “Towards Prosperity, Equity, Creativity And
Democracy” (World Bank Group and Ministry of Planning and Investment of Vietnam,
2016). The Global Innovation index (Dutta et al, 2016) reports that Vietnam has
demonstrated a persistent innovation performance over the last few years. Therefore,
I would encourage a development of design studies in transformational economies, as we do
not know yet the role of designers in this transformational setting.

References

Akrich, M. (1992), “The description of technical objects”, in Bijker, W. and Law, ]J. (Eds), Shaping
Technology/Building Society: Studies in Sociotechnical Change, The MIT Press, Cambridge, MA,
pp. 205-224.

Akrich, M,, Callon, M. and Latour, B. (2002a), “The key to success in innovation part I: the art of
interessement”, International Journal of Innovation Management, Vol. 6 No. 2, pp. 187-206.

Akrich, M., Callon, M. and Latour, B. (2002b), “The key to success in innovation part II: the art of
choosing good spokespersons”, International Journal of Innovation Management, Vol. 6 No. 2,
pp. 207-225.

Blomkvist, J., Holmlid, S. and Segelstrom, F. (2011), “This is service design research: yesterday, today
and tomorrow”, in Stickdorn, M. and Schneider, J. (Eds), This is Service Design Thinking: Basics-
Tools-Cases, BIS Publishers, Amsterdamd, pp. 308-315.

Boland, RJ. and Collopy, F. (2004), “Design matters for management”, Boland and collopy (Eds),
Managing as Designing, Stanford Business Books, Stanford, CA, pp. 1-3.

Borja de Mozota, B. (1998), “Structuring strategic design management: michael porter’s value chain”,
Design Management Journal (Former Series), Wiley Online Library, Vol. 9 No. 2, pp. 26-31.

Borja De Mozota, B. (2003), “Design management: using design to build brand value and corporate
innovation”, Design Management Institute, Allworth Press, New York, NY.

Brown, T. (2008), “Design thinking”, Harvard Business Review, Vol. 86 No. 6, pp. 84-92.

Bruce, M. and Bessant, J. (2002), “Design in business: strategic innovation through design”, Financial
Times Prentice Hall (a Pearson Education Company).

Bruce, M. and Daly, L. (2007), “Design and marketing connections: creating added value”, Journal of
Marketing Management, Vol. 23 Nos 9-10, pp. 929-953.

Bruce, M. and Morris, B. (1994), “Managing external design professionals in the product development
process”, Technovation, Vol. 14 No. 9, pp. 585-599.

Buchanan, R. (2004), “Interaction pathways in organisational life”, in Boland, R. and Collopy, F. (Eds),
Managing as Design, Stanford University Press, Stanford, CA, pp. 54-63.

Buganza, T. Dell'Era, C. and Verganti, R. (2009), “Exploring the relationships between product
development and environmental turbulence: the case of mobile TLC services*”, Journal of
Product Innovation Management, Vol. 26 No. 3, pp. 308-321.

Buganza, T., Dell’Era, C, Pellizzoni, E., Trabucchi, D. and Verganti, R. (2015), “Unveiling the
potentialities provided by new technologies: a process to pursue technology epiphanies in the
smartphone app industry”, Creativity and Innovation Management, Vol. 24 No. 3, pp. 391-414.

Role of
designers

217




JABES
25,2

218

Burrell, G. and Morgan, G. (1979), “Sociological paradigms and organizational analysis: elements of
the sociology of corporate life”, Social Paradigms and Organisational Analysis, Ashgate
Publishing Limited.

Callon, M. (1986), “Domestication of the scallops and the fishermen of st brieuc bay”, in Law, J. (Ed.),
Power, Action and Belief: A New Sociology of Knowledge, Vol. 5, Routledge, London, pp. 196-233.

Callon, M., Law, ]. and Rip, A. (1986), Mapping the Dynamics of Science and Technology, The University
of Michigan: Macmillan.

Christiansen, ].K. and Gasparin, M. (2016), “Managing controversies in the fuzzy front end”, Creativity
and Innovation Management, Vol. 25 No. 4, pp. 500-514.

Cooper, R., Bruce, M., Wootton, A., Hands, D. and Daly, L. (2003), “Managing design in the extended
enterprise”, Building Research & Information, Vol. 31 No. 5, pp. 367-378.

Cooper, R.G. (1990), “Stage-gate systems: a new tool for managing new products”, Business Horizons,
Vol. 33 No. 3, pp. 44-54.

Dell’Era, C. and Verganti, R. (2010), “Collaborative strategies in design-intensive industries: knowledge
diversity and innovation”, Long Range Planning, Vol. 43 No. 1, pp. 123-141.

Dell’Era, C., Buganza, T., Fecchio, C. and Verganti, R. (2011), “Language brokering: Stimulating
creativity during the concept development phase”, Creativity and Innovation Management,
Vol. 20 No. 1, pp. 36-48.

Dorst, K. (2015), Frame Innovation, MIT Press, Boston, MA.

Dunne, D. and Martin, R. (2006), “Design thinking and how it will change management education: an
interview and discussion”, Academy of Management Learning & Education, Vol. 5 No. 4, pp. 512-523.

Dutta, S., Lanvin, B. and Wunsch-Vincent, S. (2016), “The global innovation index 2016”, Stronger
Innovation Linkages for, doi: 978-2-9522210-8-5, available at: www.wipo.int/edocs/pubdocs/en/
wipo_pub_gii_2016.pdf

Gasparin, M. (2014), “Management of design as a translation process”, Copenhagen Business School,
Institut for Produktion og Erhvervsekonomi, Department of Operations Management, Copenhagen.

Hargadon, A. and Sutton, R.I. (1997), “Technology brokering and innovation in a product development
firm”, Administrative Science Quarterly, Vol. 78 No. 3, pp. 157-166, 217.

Hatchuel, A. (2001), “Towards design theory and expandable rationality: the unfinished program of
Herbert Simon”, Journal of Management and Governance, Vol. 5 No. 3, pp. 260-273.

Hatchuel, A., Le Masson, P. and Weil, B. (2005), “The development of science-based products:
managing by design spaces”, Creativity and Innovation Management, Vol. 14 No. 4, pp. 345-354.

Hertenstein, J., Platt, P. and Veryzer, R. (2005), “The impact of industrial design effectiveness on
corporate financial performance”, Journal of Product Innovation Management, Vol. 22 No. 3,
pp. 3-21.

Hertenstein, J.H. and Platt, M.B. (1997), “Developing a strategic design culture”, Design Management
Journal (Former Series), Vol. 8 No. 2, pp. 10-19.

Heskett, J. (2002), Toothpicks and Logos. Design in Everyday Life, Oxford University Press.

Johansson-Skéldberg, U., Woodilla, J. and Cetinkaya, M. (2013), “Design thinking: past, present and
possible futures”, Creativity and Innovation Management, Vol. 22 No. 2, pp. 121-146.

Krippendorff, K. (2006), The Semantic Turn: A New Foundation for Design, CRC Press Taylor &
Francis Group, New York, NY.

Kristensen, T. (2004), “The physical context of creativity”, Creativity and Innovation Management,
Vol. 13 No. 2, pp. 89-96.

Latour, B. (1984/1988), The Pasteurization of France, Harvard University Press, Cambridge, MA.

Latour, B. (1987), Science in Action: How to Follow Scientists and Engineers Through Society, Harvard
University Press, Cambridge, MA.

Latour, B. (1990), “Visualisation and cognition: drawing things together”, Visualisation and Cognition,
pp. 65-72.


www.wipo.int/edocs/pubdocs/en/wipo_pub_gii_2016.pdf
www.wipo.int/edocs/pubdocs/en/wipo_pub_gii_2016.pdf

Latour, B. (1994), “On technical mediation — philosophy, sociology, genealogy”, Common Knowledge,
Vol. 3 No. 2, pp. 29-64.

Latour, B. and Woolgar, S. (1979), Laboratory Life: The Construction of Scientific Facts, Princeton
University Press, Princeton, NJ.

Law, J. (1992), “Notes on the theory of the actor-network: ordering, strategy, and heterogeneity”,
Systemic Practice and Action Research, Vol. 5 No. 4, pp. 379-393.

Law, J. (2004), After Method: Mess in Social Science Research, Routledge, London.
Law, J. and Singleton, V. (2005), “Object lessons”, Organization, Vol. 12 No. 3, pp. 331-355.

Le Masson, P., Hatchuel, A. and Weil, B. (2011), “The interplay between creativity issues and design
theories: a new perspective for design management studies?”, Creativity and Innovation
Management, Vol. 20 No. 4, pp. 217-237.

Leonard-Barton, D. (1992), “Core capabilities and core rigidities: a paradox in managing new product
development”, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 13 No. S1, pp. 111-125.

Mol, A. (2002), The Body Multiple: Ontology in Medical Practice, Duke University Press.

Moultrie, J., Clarkson, PJ. and Probert, D. (2007), “Development of a design audit tool for smes*”,
Journal of Product Innovation Management, Vol. 24 No. 4, pp. 335-368.

Muniesa, F. (2014), The Provoked Economy: Economic Reality and the Performative Turn, Routledge,
Abingdon.

Norman, D.A. (2007), Emotional Design: Why We Love (or Hate) Everyday Things, Basic books, Park
Avenue South, NY.

Perks, H., Cooper, R. and Jones, C. (2005), “Characterizing the role of design in new product
development: an empirically derived taxonomy”, Journal of Product Innovation Management,
Vol. 22 No. 2, pp. 111-112.

Randall, T., Terwiesch, C. and Ulrich, K.T. (2005), “Principles for user design of customized products”,
California Management Review, Vol. 47 No. 4, pp. 67-85.

Ravasi, D. and Stigliani, I. (2012), “Product design: a review and research agenda for management
studies”, International Journal of Management Reviews, Vol. 14 No. 4, pp. 464-488.

Rosner, DK. and Ames, M.G. (2014), “Designing for repair? Infrastructures and materialities of
breakdown”, CSCW ‘14 Proceedings of the 17th ACM Conference on Computer Supported
Cooperative Work & Social Computing, Baltimore, MD, pp. 319-331, available at: www.
danielarosner.com (accessed 15-19 February 2014).

Roy, C., Robin, K. and Reidel, J. (1997), “Design and innovation in successful product competition”,
Technovation, Vol. 17 No. 10, pp. 537-548.

Simon, H.A. (1969), “The sciences of the artificial”, The Sciences of the Artificial, 3rd ed., MIT Press,
Cambridge and London.

Simon, H.A. (1976), Administrative Behavior, Vol. 3, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, MA.
Slack, N., Brandon-Jones, A. and Johnston, R. (2013), Operations Management, 7th ed., Pearson, Harlow.

Steen, M. (2014), “Upon opening the black box and finding it full exploring the ethics in design
practices”, Science, Technology & Human Values, pp. 1-32.

Suchman, L., Trigg, R. and Blomberg, ]. (2002), “Working artefacts: ethnomethods of the prototype”,
The British Journal of Sociology, Vol. 53 No. 2, pp. 163-179.

Swan, K.S. and Luchs, M. (2011), “From the special issue editors: product design research and practice:
past, present and future”, Journal of Product Innovation Management, Vol. 28 No. 3, pp. 321-326.

Telier, A., Binder, T., De Michelis, G., Ehn, P., Jacucci, G. and Wagner, 1. (2011), Design Things, The MIT
Press, Boston, MA.

Ulrich, K. (2011), “Design: creation of artifacts in society”, Design, Creation of Artifacts in Society,
University of Pennsylvania, Pennsylvania, PA.

Role of
designers

219



www.danielarosner.com
www.danielarosner.com

JABES
25,2

220

Ulrich, K. and Ellison, D. (1999), “Holistic customer requirements and the design select decision”,
Management Science, Vol. 45 No. 5, pp. 641-658.

Utterback, ] M., Vedin, B.A., Alvarez, E., Ekman, S., Sanderson, S.W., Tether, B. and Verganti, R. (2006),
Design-Inspired Innovation, World Scientific Publishing, New York, NY.

Verganti, R. (1999), “Planned flexibility: linking anticipation and reaction in product development
projects”, Journal of Product Innovation Management, Vol. 16 No. 4, pp. 363-376.

Verganti, R. (2006), “Innovating through design”, Harvard Business Review, Vol. 84 No. 12, pp. 114-122.

Verganti, R. (2008), “Design, meanings, and radical innovation: a metamodel and a research agenda™*”,
Journal of Product Innovation Management, Vol. 25 No. 5, pp. 436-456.

Verganti, R. (2009), Design-Driven Innovation: Changing the Rules of Competition by Radically
Innovating What Things Mean, Harvard Business School Press, Boston, MA.

Verganti, R. (2011), “Radical design and technology epiphanies: a new focus for research on design
management”, Journal of Product Innovation Management, Vol. 28 No. 3, pp. 384-388.

Veryzer, R. (1993), “Aesthetic response and the influence of design principles on product preferences”,
Advances in Consumer Research, Vol. 20, pp. 224-228.

Walsh, V. (1996), “Design, innovation and the boundaries of the firm”, Research Policy, Vol. 25 No. 4,
pp. 509-529.

Walsh, V., Roy, R. and Bruce, M. (1988), “Competitive by design”, Journal of Marketing Management,
Vol. 4 No. 2, pp. 201-216.

Walsh, V., Roy, R., Bruce, M. and Potter, S. (1992), Winning by Design: Technology, Product Design and
International Competitiveness, Blackwell Publisher, Oxford.

Weick, K. (1993), “Organizational redesign as improvisation”, in Glick, W. and Huber, G. (Eds),
Organizational Change and Redesign, Oxford University Press, New York, NY, pp. 346-383.

Woolgar, S., Coopmans, C. and Neyland, D. (2009), “Does STS mean business?”, Organization, Vol. 16
No. 1, pp. 5-30.

World Bank Group and Ministry of Planning and Investment of Vietnam (2016), “Vietnam 2035:
toward prosperity, creativity, equity and democracy”, NW, Washington, DC.

Further reading
Dyer, G. (2010), Climate Wars: The Fight for Survival as the World Overheats, Oneworld, Oxford.

Gosling, J. and Case, P. (2013), “Social dreaming and ecocentric ethics: sources of non-rational insight in
the face of climate change catastrophe”, Organization, Vol. 20 No. 5, pp. 705-721.

About the author

Marta Gasparin is Lecturer in Innovation and Design Management. Her research explores how design
and innovation emerges, how value is created, the role of the actors (objects, managers, designers) in
the innovation and design processes. She draws on ideas from ethnomethodology, science and
technology studies, actor-network theory and the research STS turn to markets and other forms of
organising. She is also interested in design theory and the epistemological dimension of innovation, in
particular the relation between design and decision, design and art, design and aesthetic, design and
epistemology, design and technology. Marta Gasparin can be contacted at: mg352@le.ac.uk

For instructions on how to order reprints of this article, please visit our website:
www.emeraldgrouppublishing.com/licensing/reprints.htm
Or contact us for further details: permissions@emeraldinsight.com



	Role of designers in developing new products: an innovation turn in transformational economies

