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WP3: Pre test of parameters to measure design as an  economic factor of production

Work package 2 will result in a draft questionnaire which aims to enable consistent and reliable
measurement of design inputs (e.g. investment), intermediate outputs (e.g. new products) and final
outputs (e.g. revenue).

WP 3 will seek to pre-test this draft questionnaire to ensure that the concepts, explanations and
definitions are robust and consistently understood across the 6 partner nations. This robustness is
especially important as previous attempts to define design in a way which enables measurement in
the Community Innovation Survey have been unsuccessful when trialled in different nations.

In each country, responses from 25 companies will be sought. In order to evaluate the clarity and
robustness of the questions, this sample will be broken into two. In the first instance, the
guestionnaire will be delivered face-to-face to enable respondents to provide feedback on the clarity
of wording and their understanding of the concepts described. The remaining 20 responses will be
provided either by email or online survey, with questions included to capture the feedback from the
respondents on the clarity of the concepts and difficulties in completing the questions.

To enable comparison of results between countries, care will be taken to capture results from firms
with similar profiles where possible. It is anticipated that results from this phase will have two
implications:

- Firstly, the draft questions from WP2 will be evaluated and refined

- Secondly, an initial comparison of design as an economic factor of production in the six
countries will be produced.

capabilities.
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" This document has been prepared for the European Commission; however, it reflects the
views only of the authors. The Commission cannot be held responsible for any use which
may be made of theinformation contained therein."
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1. Summary
This report presents findings from WP3 of the EDesign project.

WP3 took the conceptual foundations articulatedR1 and WP2 as a basis for trialling
alternative questions on design. The aim was totiiyeways in which firms might be asked
about design that would result in data which mightsome way to helping quantify the
benefits of design as an economic factor of pradactt was not the aim of this study to
provide data to demonstrate the economic valuesigd.

Questions were trialled in four stages, each of@nmng the next. Data was collected from

firms in the countries of all six project partnéssenable consideration of the robustness of
guestions across national boundaries. A cognitge-approach was applied to determine
whether respondents were able to understand theeptsintroduced and whether they felt

able to provide reliable data.

This first round of questions demonstrated thatremir questions in the Community
Innovation Survey do not match respondents’ pergeptof design as a part of innovation.
Therefore, independent questions on design aresdeed

Trials highlighted the inherent difficulties in as§ about design, which is acknowledged to
be a ‘slippery concept’ to define. Our proposedirdiébn of design as the integration of
functional, social and emotional utilities has mowuccessful as an underpinning logic to
guestions, but less successful when used dirattyestions.

As a result of these various rounds of testingu8stjons proved to be both successful at
generating useful data on design as an econontiarfatproduction and were also judged to

be understandable and possible to answer in tes@ingstion 1 asks for a comparison of
innovations against competition along a number igfedisions. Question 2 examines the
introduction of different types of innovation. Qtiea 3 explores whether the design

resources used are in-house, outsourced or a catidnirof both.
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2. Approach

The aim of this part of the study was to developv rquestions relating to design that
implement the broad definitions of design concelgad in work packages 1 and 2.

It was not the goal of this work package to collgcantitative data regarding design.
However, in testing a range of different questionsjas necessary to use these questions to
gather data.

The approach used to test alternative question dowas a process known as cognitive
testing. Thus, the study is not concerned withatteal responses to questions and is instead
interested in whether the informants understoodgtestions and to what extent they were
able to provide a reliable answer. Thus, in gatigeresponses, we were explicitly concerned
with determining whether respondents felt questimese based on concepts which were
clear, whether wording was unambiguous and whethestions could be answered simply.
We were interested in whether data was readilyl@vai and to what extent respondents had
confidence in their ability to answer. Cognitivestiag can also be used to provide insight
into how questions might be changed or adaptedderdo avoid measurement errors.

This approach to cognitive testing was felt to bgpeeially important given the
acknowledged challenges in providing definitionsdekign which translate in a consistent
way between nations and between firms of diffetgmes.

Using this approach, it is possible to gather caempeely rich insights into the viability of
alternative question formats, with a comparatisghall sample size.

The study was conducted over 4 test stages. At&agde, alternative questions and question
forms were posed. At the end of each stage, a gsoakereflection informed the generation
of new or revised questions to be tested furthénémnext stage.

The number of respondents at each stage are suseaharnitable 1.

The number of respondents at each stage are susedhanitable 1.

Test 1 Test 2 Test 3 Test 4
Questionnaire V1 | Questionnaire V2 | Questionnaire V3 | Questionnaire V4

Denmark 5 - - 10
Sweden 5 4 - 1
Hungary 5 - 3 15

Spain 5 5 4 20

UK - - 32 24

Austria 5 3 16

Table 1: respondents at each stage of questiangest
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The guestionnaires used at each stage are repobauttee appendix.

Stages 1 and 2 were all conducted through eitheg fa face interviews or telephone
interviews in each country. For stage 3, an onliesion of the questionnaire was trialled in
the UK, and face to face interviews were conduatedther nations. For the final test, data
was collected using an online questionnaire, ireotd gain a larger number of responses.

All face to face or telephone interviews typicaibok up to an hour, and wherever possible,
interviews were recorded to enable reflection amaddcription (where necessary) after the
meeting. Recording also enabled an efficient inésvywith no interruption.

Choice of firm was left to the decision of eachdbpartner. Choices were based on a
combination of factors, including ease of accesdustry and likelihood of interest in the
topic. Wherever possible, the ambition was that firas should be reflective of local
industry, in terms of size and sector. The firmsstspan a wide range of sector and size. At

the start of each interview, the purpose and siracof the interview was explained. All
interviewees had a script to guide them.
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3. Test 1: Questionnaire V1

The first version of the questionnaire includedidenset of alternative approaches to asking
about design, in addition to some questions froenetkisting Community Innovation Survey
(CIS) as a benchmark. As far as possible, new mumesstwere framed in a way which
matches existing questions in the CIS.

These questions were tested through face to faesviews in five companies each in Spain,
Hungary, Denmark, Austria and Sweden. A summarypnewas provided for each nation,
reflecting on the ease of understanding and alidiignswer each question.

3.1 Results

A summary of feedback from each country will beserged first, followed by a synthesis of
feedback for each question. Finally, the implicasi@of the questionnaire as a whole will be
discussed.

Austria

There were five respondents from five firms. Thieiniewees were all top/decision makers
in their companies (2 CEOs, 1 product developmerdnager and 1 marketing
director/manager. None of the companies had a iekigctor.

All of the companies were reluctant to spend timeaoquestionnaire which is at a testing
stage, rather than a “real” (final) questionnaingth the possibility to give quick yes/no
answers or to give some figures and percentages.

Two out of the five companies had not previouslgrdeabout the CIS.

Respondents felt that the questionnaire was tog kEmd preferred providing answers to
matrix or binary (Y/N) questions, rather than pobrg numbers or percentages. Numerical
responses to questions were all very rough estgnate

Respondents felt there were inconsistencies inuiage which resulted in confusion over the
definition of terms. They had no clear understagaheither service or process innovation.
They felt that clearer definitions at the beginnimguld have been helpful.

Respondents felt the questions were geared morardswproduct innovation (although they

had different views on how this was defined). Thees no consistency on the perception of
design within innovation and innovation was seerpasiuct oriented and/or technology

driven.

Respondents generally preferred the newly formdlateestions in comparison with the
existing CIS questions, but there were still issuggs comprehension.

COORDINATOR: PARTHERS: COFINAHCED BY:
& > &
i s @ B UNIVERSETY OF : »n Tll.L\"ﬂ,FT bm
ﬂ designaustria ot R B CAMBRIDGE H i VERKE e

7



€Design | Measuring design value

Denmark

There were five respondents from five firms. Questaires were first sent by mail and
participants were asked to phone back or answeremail mail. Participants included a
design manager in a consulting firm, a product rganan a furniture company, a consultant
in a Fablab who creates 3D models, a former dediggctor in a large company and a
director of TV dramas.

All respondents had concerns over the amount oé tihat the questionnaire would take.
Some were also unsure about how to understanddtesisaim of ‘seeking to understand the
most effective way to measure the contribution ekign to economic value creation’.

Criticism was being voiced on the questionnairekitagg an assessment on whether an
economic contribution has been created.

There was a lot of confusion about the definitidrdesign used to create the questionnaire
and what precisely it embraced (e.g. architectomaerial products, advertising or signage,
as well as numerous other specialties).

Many respondents voiced suspicion on how we coutd shire we would send the
guestionnaire to the right person e.g. in a largéiocal company? Results were therefore not
seen as very sound.

A couple of the participants stated that they cawdd find themselves/their company in the
guestions. Questions were being raised on what &mohdustries the questionnaire was
intended to cover. One participant said it seemgg only intended for industrial firms and
would e.g. not take into consideration multiplekstzolders.

Respondents felt that the questionnaire was nat #&bltake into account the different
concepts of innovation (or design) that people iigave. They also felt that the line
between innovation and design is possibly blurresd aarbitrary. However, they
acknowledged that the focus of the current questadearly is on innovation without directly
linking it to design.

Hungary
There were 5 respondents from 5 firms, all at aosdevel.

Companies were in general supportive of the ideatefjrating questions on design into the
CIS and that of extending the definition of designvards innovation. However, they
claimed that before starting to fill out the questaire, the proposed new definition of
design and also a clear definition of of innovatsmuld be explained in detail. Some
companies were doubtful regarding the general gbalhe project (measuring design) and
therefore there was less willingness to fill og guestionnaire.

Respondents felt that the questionnaire was tog éonl as a result, time consuming.
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Respondents also preferred ‘matrix’ type of questionstead of percentage and simplistic
Y/N questions. Some respondents suggested thatesitapguage would be preferable, and
that when phrasing the questions, more examplesldwbalp increase understanding.
Respondents felt that many questions were limigatdduct innovation.

In general, respondents thought that the questproposed as alternatives to CIS were
improved and more effectively captured the rolelesign. However, at some questions they
argued that design is part of the whole innovapoocess therefore it is difficult to give
accurate answers on the percentage of designlastage of the innovation process.

Spain
There were 5 respondents from 5 firms, all at aosdavel.

Amongst respondents, the perception of design amdvation varied, even when first
presented with a definition of both. Respondents thuickly adopted their own concept of
innovation (or design) and the answering procesarne ‘conceptually polluted'.

When questions or comments are formulated usingtéhas of ‘technical performance’
together with ‘aesthetics or emotions’, comprehemsieemed to improve. This was seen as
preferable to using the term ‘design’. For manypoeglents, innovation is viewed narrowly
as technological and design is purely about agsghet

Comprehension was best when questions are forndulagéeng ‘components’ rather than
using new conceptual terms. For example when asdki@ priority of the company is to
improve emotional elements of goods, to improvepiidormance of goods or a combination
of both, then comprehension was good. In contraspondents found it difficult to state
whether design is a priority, according to the nigbn of design as ‘the integration of
emotional, social and functional utilites’.

Questions 5.4 (introduction of new products) arisl (how do products compete) might be
the most effective questions going forward, butsgadg not limited to products.

Sweden

There were 5 respondents from 5 firms, all at aocséavel. Interviews lasted between 48 and
68 minutes. Two of the firms produced servicesdlproduced manufactured goods. 3 firms
had more than 250 employees, two had between Hivfoyees. 4 of the respondents had
no previous knowledge of CIS. Respondents include€hairman, an Administration
assistant, two Innovation Managers and a Designagken

There was a general impression of uncertainty ceggmhat the concept of design contains.
As the concept remains ‘slippery’, wherever a goasbn design is asked, a definition
should be provided. However, the respondents owdenstanding of design differs and thus,
there is a large risk of measurement of differetgsign” things; even when a definition is
provided. However, in questions where design isaté@ more explicitly, accurate

measurement is more likely.
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3.2  Comments to specific questions

Comments on specific questions have been syntlieBism all responding nations. Please
refer to appendix 1 for the questionnaire. Commenisn each nation are noted in
parentheses (AU=Austria, DK=Denmark, HU=Hungary=Spain, SW=Sweden). In many
firms, the The Community Innovation Survey (CIS)swaot known or had not been seen
before.

Section 1: Defining product innovation and innowatactivity

Design was to be understood as being included engtiestions on innovation. However,

there was confusion in how far ‘products’ also aance.g. services and user interfaces. It
was being suggested, that the conceptual aspgmiodficts should come more into focus.

(DK)

Respondents understood these definitions, but $seemed to be no guarantee that
respondents would subsequently answer questionsrigethis definition in mind. Design is
perceived as being part of this definition, yasihot obvious (SP).

Respondents generally felt that the definitionsensgnsible and that design can be viewed as
part of innovation (SW).

Innovation was viewed by respondents as closeretbnical innovation, and design not
fitting into that for them. Respondents viewed @ definitions of innovation as not
including design (AU).

Q1.2 Innovation Activity CIS: The question is limited to goods and service vation and
does therefore not explicitly capture design (DKhis question is limited to goods and
services innovation, so it is about product innmratand not about the other forms of
innovation (not mentioned in the title). The questis about innovation, not about design
(SP). The question was viewed as not includinggiet&W).

Q1.3 Innovation Activity Alternative : There were comprehension problems with point (b);
changes to experiential or intangible aspects aidycts/services (HU). Problems with
comprehension of point (b); the question was clearneen reformulated using the terms
emotion. Respondents felt more comfortable meaguaations or effects such as emotions
versus performance than dealing with concepts sschnnovation or design. Thus, this
guestion is clearer than current CIS if point @Yyeformulated (SP). Respondents generally
find this alternative wording to the question tornere in line with their interpretation of
design, although there was still confusing distisgung between changes of performance
and changes of experience (SW).

Section 2: Defining other forms of innovation

There was some confusion between section 1 (pradogvation) and section 2 (other forms
of innovation) according to CIS. In these defimtso design is limited to products and
aesthetics and the boundaries are generallyaliirred (AU).
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Q2.1 Process Innovation CISAgain, the focus here is on innovation, not el design,
which leads to confusion (DK). Comprehension isdybot the question does not seem to
cover design as the respondents understand desR®)n This definition does not encompass
design (SW).

Q2.2 Organizational Innovation CIS Confusion about how far the question captures
design as part of innovation (DK). Comprehensiors vaifficult due to fuzzy borders
between the options. The question does not cov@guéSP). Again, does not cover design
or that design is not relevant (SW).

Q2.3 Marketing innovation CIS: Comprehension is good, but astonishment thagddsere
seems to be limited only to aesthetics (DK). Corhpnsion is good, but design is limited to
aesthetics (SP). Design only explicit for changeprbduct packaging , but respondents also
felt that design plays a part in marketing of bsalatid product placement. The question is
also a little unclear whether packaging is parthef product itself. The distinctions between
the categories are thus blurred and not clear (SW).

Section 3: Innovation activities

Q3.1 innovation Activities CIS Very limited concept of design, thus not veryeetive
(DK). Comprehension is good and also ability toriese data, but design is limited to
products and aesthetics (SP). Mostly easy to ansdwiesome respondents feel this addresses
design as it is for their firm clear (SW).

Q3.2 innovation Activities Alternative: to give percentages is always very difficult ® b
provided, respondents would prefer a scale ofigpgo 10%, 10 to 20% etc (AU). Question
would be more appropriate if asked about speciiini«k of designs and design activities.
Responses on questions of percentages will be flawed, as nothing more than wild
guesses (DK). Percentage is difficult to be prodjdespondents would prefer a matrix type
of question form scaling the importance of desigeach activity (HU). Comprehension is
good and retrieval is easy except that it is hardrtderstand the meaning of percentages in
the case of acquisitions and training. Percentagesided are guesses not actual
measurements that would be hard to provide (SPJedlviews from respondents, with one
feeling it better addresses design than 3.1, anthansuggesting that is trying to ‘force fit’
design within innovation. Respondents found it idifit to allocate proportions as
percentages (SW).

Section 4: Innovation investment

Q4.1 Innovation Investment CIS Comprehension of the question is easy and retrisv
not difficult but it does not capture design (SP)e question does neither effectively cover
design activities nor design investment. Providathanight be very flawed as it depends on
the person’s insight into expenditures. Smaller ganies might not distinguish. Respondents
also stated that they work very much on a netwagid) so there is no way to state in
monetary terms the ‘innovation investment’ (DK).sRendents did not have figures to hand
but found the questions mostly clear (SW).
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Q4.2 Innovation Investment Alternative Companies in general could not answer this
guestion as they said that financial data on desigenditure cannot easily be separated as
indicated by the questionnaire (HU). Financial dateery difficult to obtained as figures on
design expenditure cannot be separated within o#ix@enses of the company. Often
employees only work a small percentage of theirkiwours on design / innovation activities
(AU). Data provided would not accurately mirror @aain design investments. It might be
more accurate if categories would be split (intorenthan 2 categories). Some knew how
much they pay for technologies and services, but tiey use this as design device is ill-
defined (DK). Comprehension is good and retriesglassible, using best guesses but actual
data is hard to retrieve. Responses would be diftethan the answers provided under 3.2
about engagement (SP). Polarised responses frordedweith some respondents finding
this an improvement on the CIS question, otheragiee. All agreed that providing financial
data though is difficult (SW).

Section 5: Some alternative ways of asking abosiyde

Q5.1 Importance of Design The question is missing a part on what desigmnighe
company and what kind of design activities are ¢peised. One cannot provide accurate data
on design using this question. Question is tootéthconcerning the design aspect, limited to
goods and services / performance and functiondliti(). Percentage is difficult to be
provided, respondents would prefer Q 5.1. (HU). @bestion presents some comprehension
problems; the question includes components on resedevelopment of goods and services
with respect to performance and the developmetiteintangible or experimental aspect of
goods and services. This taxonomy did not makeesengespondents and was thus hard to
understand. The inclusion of research added cafudi is also tautological to ask whether
aesthetics are important, as everyone tends tgesmwery (SP). Generally felt to be a clear
guestion, and more intuitive than earlier optioHewever, there is a paradox in that all
respondents will say design is important (SW).

Q5.2 Human Resources for DesignNeeds to ask more specifically on what kind of
resources are being used. Question on people eetployhouse should be specified into full
time/part time and comparison to overall numbeemiployees for a more accurate result.
(DK) Comprehension was good and retrieval was da#ythere were concerns about
limiting this just to goods and services. Couldgbly introduce data on the total number of
employees, or the percentages of employees for pachof the question (SP). Generally
straightforward and easy to answer, except wheseurees are not solely used for design.
One respondent noted “Do you have people who arkitly both from an aesthetic
standpoint and from a functionality standpoint? . higl is just going to get lost in so much
of this other stuff. This is an interesting questidhis makes me pause and reflect about my
own organization and who’s good at what and do aertbugh of this” (SW).

Q5.3 Effort in Designing New Goods and ServicePata provided on design using this
guestion is not estimated to be very accurate. @ori about what kind of design is to be
included in questions that broadly ask about R&IXYDAgain there was a problem when
combining a question about design with a questiboutresearch. The question is also
limited to products (SP). Mixed responses from Sawedvith some respondents finding this
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guestion difficult, others finding it easy. Therasvsome uncertainty about the boundaries
between categories (SW).

Q5.4 Introduction of New Products: Design here is limited only to products, whiclséen

a problem. Many found it hard to answer the questitinked to percentages (DK).

Comprehension was good and retrieval easy, butgtmestion is limited to products.

Operational profit is difficult to estimate andntight be preferable to ask about product
margin (SP). The question is too complicated (@spondent sighed!) and is too difficult to
answer (SW).

Q5.5 How do Your Products Competelt is seen as hard to provide data on designgusin
this question, as it is limited to products (DKpadss of competition seemed to be hard to tell
either they say all products represent the anshath* performance and emotions or they
mix a lot of answers, which also refers that contipet basis is different at different markets
(HU). Comprehension was good and retrieval easy, &yain this is limited to products and
might also cover process, marketing and organizatimnovation. There is the problem that
the company may have different strategies for dfie products, one may be based on cost,
another on design. Another issue is that cost nsagxclude the other alternatives. It may be
good design as well as low cost (SP). Generallwettas easy to answer and relevant (SW).

Q5.6 Nature of Innovatiorn It is hard to provide real data for this quest{®). A matrix
structure would be helpful or concrete examples fbe different answers (HU).
Comprehension was good and retrieval not hardsédan perceptions, but not actual data
(SP). There was some confusion over this questimh the language used with some
respondents and the overlap between the concdfitsiltlito judge (SW).

3.3 Conclusions of test 1

The treatment of design in the existing CIS questidoes not match the perceptions of
design in the companies interviewed. Attempts tapadr modify these questions to better
include design was mostly viewed as an improvemauit,did still not result in consistent
approval.

Respondents generally preferred an independenttignesn design. Of the alternatives
tested, matrix/multiple choice questions were pref and questions asking for values
(either absolute or percentages) were not viewesidtipely. Questions focused on perceived
importance are inherently flawed as they becomeesdmat self-fulfilling; respondents of

course view design as important, whether or natttlainslates into action in the firm.

Respondents understood the essence of the newtidefiof design, but found questions
which tried to implement this in a literal sens#idult to answer.

There is a delicate subtlety in phrasing questasut design that are not perceived to be
solely about the creation of new products.
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Views on questions were surprisingly consistenbssdifferent nations.

4. Test 2: Questionnaire V2

Based on responses to the first test, questiong werdified and new questions were
conceived. The revised questionnaire began witleaer statement regarding our definition
of design and did not seek to compare new questigtiisexisting questions in CIS. As a
result, we were more free to frame questions irag tiat we thought might help.

Questions in section 1 related broadly to the farapproach to innovation; three alternatives
were provided for comparison.

From test 1, we identified that questions relatmgompetitive positioning and the focus of
innovation proved more accessible than questioriev@stment or resources. Thus, section 2
presented 5 alternative ways of asking about teisgective, based in each case on the
underlying conceptual model of design regarding ititegration of social, emotional and
functional utilities.

A brief question was included on resources for giesictivities, again using the proposed
definition of design, but without explicitly mentimg design. Finally, three alternative
guestions were including relating to revenue frbese activities.

These questions were tested through face to fadelephone interviews in companies in
Spain, Sweden and Denmark. A summary report wasadead for each nation, reflecting on
the ease of understanding and ability to answer gaestion.

4.1 Results

A summary of feedback from each country will beserged first, followed by a synthesis of
feedback for each question. Finally, the implicasi@of the questionnaire as a whole will be
discussed.

Sweden

4 interviews were conducted in 4 firms, with senimanagers (R&D director, Chief
Operating Officer, Administrative Manager, Key Accd Manager). Three of the interviews
were via telephone and one was conducted face#& Farms represented a range of sectors,
including (Food, Insurance and Web services). Thallgst firm had 7 employees and the
largest more than 250 employees.

There were many and big problems with both thetglof respondents to comprehend the
content of questions and their ability to retrieediable data. In part, this is because the
guestions demanded different data from differeppe However, in general one might say
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that the ability to easily grasp the intention bk tquestions is still low. This further

demonstrated the inherent difficulties of measudegign using the definition of design as
proposed in this project, and that as yet, thetgquresdo not work sufficiently well. This was

especially true for the more quantitative questions

All the respondents were unfamiliar with and haolgbems understanding the meaning of the
introduced design definition. None of the responsieelt that they used design in this

manner, which shows that a very clear descriptiothesign is absolutely necessary if we are
going to get any comparable answers. It also nezd® constantly repeated. However, it
should be noted that respondents were positivéneéoapplicability and perspective of the

design concept.

Spain

Interviews were conducted with senior managersim €ompanies. Companies were from a
variety of sectors, including electronic paymerignting products, textiles and ceramic
home-wares. All interviewees were first emailed thp@estionnaire with a follow up
telephone conversation.

Respondents understood the definition of desigpgsed and confirmed that this definition
is consistent with how they understand design eirtfirms. The addition of examples to
illustrate the definition is helpful.

Questions shall not be drafted following the sggtéo first explain the new definition of
design and then asking about design (under thisdeivition).

Respondents indicated that it is helpful to conswdeether their innovations focus solely on

‘performance’, cost or styling; or whether theyldat an ‘integrated’ approach to design.

However, respondents confirmed the observation teshl that quantitative responses were
difficult to provide. Respondents all preferred sfiens with either binary (yes/no) answers
or with qualitative rating (e.g. always/usuallyeetually/ few cases/never) or similar.

Interviewees felt that broad understanding of tineseof the questions was good, as well as
the respondent’s ability to provide data.

Austria

Interviews were conducted with senior managers ifirids. These spanned a range of
sectors, including: spectacles, windows, baking mmery, gloves and food. All interview

partners were from the top/decision making leveltloé companies, including CEOs,
marketing directors and design managers. Two coifepamere not prepared to give out
financial figures at all due to commercial secrecy.

By not mentioning CIS in this questionnaire, thesbof the interview were much clearer and
demanded less explanation. The examples giveneabelginning were highly appreciated
and made it much easier with subsequent questions.
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Y/N questions, rankings and naming of approx. paeges make it much easier in a direct
interview situation to get a fast answer. Howeitas still not clear that the questions enable
real design awareness!

4.2  Comments to specific questions

Comments on specific questions have been syntlteBism all responding nations. Please
refer to appendix 2 for the questionnaire. Commentsn each nation are noted in
parentheses (AU=Austria, SP=Spain, SW=Sweden).

Q1 Incidence of Innovation:

* The three versions of this question were are easitjerstood. Version (a) was the
easier to respond to. Version (c) allowed more ipi@e, but might be better if
formulated under qualitative alternatives (e.g. &y, usually etc.). Although this
qguestion is not directly about design, it implidge timportance of usually low
technology intensive innovations (marketing, orgational, service...) (SP).

* This was the easiest section for respondents tly tep However there remained
some uncertainties about what innovation is andtwhaincluded. Specifically,
guantifying the ‘amount’ of innovation is difficylas an organizational change can
consist of several “minor” innovations. Is it theaim “aggregated” change or should
one list all, even the minor ones? Thus, the qoestiight need to be qualified to
define the number of “distinct” innovations or tilee (SW).

Q2 Character of Innovation:

* The five versions were easily understood. Q2.4 28dwere the preferred versions
because they enabled greater precision when amgweriHowever, there were
problems when considering cost as a separate aitezn since in the mind of
respondents cost is always an issue (SP).

» This section proved complicated for respondentsspide hearing the definition of
design at the start of the interview, they needdoketreminded as the definition didn’t
necessarily fit with their own preconceived idea “désign”. Specifically, some
respondents felt the definition to be too abstr@esspondents also found it difficult to
grasp the meaning of “integration of utilities”, wh also tends to become too
abstract. Furthermore, there were comments abeutjtlestions not being straight
forward and trying to cover the real request witteo questions (SW).

* Respondents had a hard time to perceive the diifeebetween each of the options.
Specifically, they could not easily distinguish ween saying yes to the first two
items and then the content of the third optione@néation) which was considered
redundant (SW).
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* Respondents reacted to the wording of “technicebpmance or improved function”
which they considered as two different things. @mmmended that only improved
functionality should be mentioned. Two respondentdéed an approval of the
wording in 2.5, which included the word design. Hwer one of these reflected that
this might be a “learning effect”. The better wargliwould however did change their
chosen reply (SW).

Q3 Resources used for design activities:
* This question was believed to be clear and datiade (SP).

* The first impression was that this question wassiibs to answer. But, unfamiliarity
with the definition of design made it hard to idgntelevant activities and resources.
Some test persons expressed their difficulty inewstdnding what people and
activities are referred to in “the integration aftbh performance/functionality and
emotions /experiences”. Thus, it was be difficoltrétrieve the requested figures, as
they did not fully comprehend the definition. Anaexple provided was programmers
constructing code for new interfaces; the respondiehnot know the extent to which
their work was integrating functional and emotioaapects. In general the response
was that estimating the amount of specific desigtivity and the resources
associated with this was near impossible (SW).

Q4 Results from design activities:
¢ Question 4.3 was viewed to be the clearest and thes easiest to answer.
Respondents felt the questions made sense (SP).

* In general the respondents were able to providriglr estimate as to the size of (the
fraction) income to which innovation in general trdouted; although they found this
to be difficult. However, they considered it to ibgossible to determine how much
of this was attributed to design as defined (SW).

4.3  Conclusions from test 2
It is clear that there were very different resparteethese questions in different nations.

Thus, questions built ‘literally’ from the definiin of design as conceived for this project do
not translate consistently to respondents in difieregions.

As a result, it is clear that other alternativesudti be explored.
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5. Test 3: Questionnaire V3
Questionnaire 3 was developed based on insights tine first two rounds of testing.

We designed the questionnaire around two underlgomgepts:
* Firstly, the underlying logic of the questionnaivas the four modes of innovation as
described in the Oslo manual; product (goods/sesyjcprocesses, and marketing
methods.

» Secondly, design’s role in delivering new functiliyfperformance, new
emotions/experiences and an integration of the two.

We had previously discovered that questions seetangirectly analyse this had not been
successful.

Thus, for each type of innovation, we devised daestwhich sought to ask specifically
about the introduction of new innovations, the imaoce of design in each case and the
resources used.

We also added a single question to determine whéiines adopt a technology push or a
design led approach to innovation.

Learning from previous questionnaires, we adopteihiy multiple-choice type questions
which enabled respondents to tick boxes, rathem {hr@vide estimations or quantifiable
answers.

Unlike the first two rounds of testing, this timewesigned the questionnaire to be used on-
line. Each question was followed by a request f®dback on how difficult it was to
understand and how difficult it was to provide amswaer. In total, 38 responses were
received from the UK, 32 of which were completeredponses were received from Spain
and 3 from Hungary. In total, 39 responses araided in the analysis.

Results will be presented for each question, fadldy a short conclusion. This report will
not respond explicitly on the actual responsesessthese help to illustrate an important
point regarding ease of understanding or difficuttgnswering.

Q1 About the respondents

Respondents were first asked to provide contadildeinformation about themselves and
their firms. This included where possible datalm¢ompany size and growth.

28 respondents provided this data, others declkhedto commercial sensitivity. 10 of the
firms were large firms (>250 employees), 7 microng (<10 employees) and 11 were
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medium sized enterprises (>10 and <250 employ@&&®).majority of respondents were in a
senior role in their firm, including managing ditexs, heads of product development and
technical directors.

Q2 Types of Innovation

This question sought to capture perspectives orrdlaive priority on different types of
innovation. This did not include any specific compnot regarding design. Product
innovation was split to include separate categooé&sgoods innovation’ and ‘service
innovation’.

Businesses innovating in services were also mdmylito be innovating in processes,
marketing methods and organisational methods. Lig&w businesses innovating in
marketing methods were also likely to be innovatingorganisational methods. There
appears to be no direct relationship between firmsvating in goods and other types of
innovation.

The majority of respondents felt this question wasy to understand, with a slightly lower
number feeling that they were able to provide aswan easily (figure 5.1).

20 1

18 -
16 - M Ease of understanding

14 - M Ability to answer
12 A
10 -

o N b OO
1

Very difficult Difficult Medium Easy Very easy
Figure 5.1: percieved difficulty of Q2

In open text, a number of respondents commentedl tthia question produces very

generalised results, especially in large orgameati For example, “there are lots of
initiatives happening everywhere, all with varyimgorities, and | doubt that we even have a
system that could compare the importance of diffepeiorities in the different parts of the

organisation.”

Another respondent noted that this kind of quesi®rikely to result in a lot of ‘high
priorities’; “if you ask this sort of question of@mpany that thinks it is innovative it will
give you high priority answers.”
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Some informants wondered about the ‘unit of analysare we answering for the design of
"goods" we produce or goods we use? Also - Am dwaaming the question from the

perspective of our company ... or my function.” Anatimoted that these types of innovation
might not happen in isolation: “I don't see anytlz# innovation types listed as operating in
isolation either, most times they are analogous®another.”

Q3 Introduction of innovations

This question aimed to determine what ‘type’ of dmation had been launched, with a

greater degree of specificity than in question @&tEmajor type (goods, services, process,
marketing, and organisation) was subdivided intahier types of innovation, each with a

focus on either performance/technology change angés in aesthetics/form/experience.
Thus, the question sought to gather informatiorargigg the firms approach to innovation

from a design perspective.

The most dominant forms of innovation seen was vation in goods, through either new
technology, new uses of technology or improved iethigy. The least common forms of
innovation seen were new pricing methods and reduthe cost of delivery processes.
Types of innovation traditionally associated wittesign’ such as changes in product form,
new brands or changes in user experience are dassant (table 5.1).

Rank | Type of innovation Yes No

1 Goods: New use of existing technology 29 6
2 Goods: Use new technology 26 9

3 Goods: Improve performance/function 24 11
4 Process: enables new goods or services 28 11
5 Marketing: New promotion methods 22 13
6 Goods: Lower costs 21 14

7 Service: improvements (e.g. efficiency) 20 15
8 Services: New to firm 20 15

9 Process: increase quality of production 20 15
10 Marketing: new brands 20 15

11 Service: new functionality 19 16

12 Process: reduce cost of production 18 17
13 Process: increase quality of production 18 17
14 Service: changes in user experience 17 18

15 Goods: changes in product form 15 20

16 Marketing: New placement methods 15 20
17 Process: reduce cost of delivery 14 21
18 Marketing: New pricing methods 12 23

Table 5.1: types of innovations introduced
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In general, respondents felt this question was lengpanswer and they were able to provide
data. A few found it a little difficult (figure 5)2

18 1
16 -

14 M Ease of understanding
M Ability to answer
12 A

10 -
8
6 -
4

2 _ - -
O - T T T T e |

Very difficult Difficult Medium Easy Very easy
Figure 5.2: percieved difficulty of Q3

One respondent commented that the overall logicthef question still assumes a
manufacturing based business model. Another inelicttat ‘significant’ needs to be better
defined, as “some of my marketing colleagues thivdt introducing a new colour purple to
the pack is a significant change.”

One respondent was not sure what was meant byuptgalacement’ and suggested not
using ‘utilise’ and replacing it with ‘use’.

One respondent commented that this question igle ‘high level’. But another noted that
“these questions are better than the previous beeause they are more detailed so it is
easier to think of examples.”

Finally, one respondent noted that it is diffictdt recall work that was completed over 3
years ago.

Q4 Importance of design

This question took the same categories used intiqued and asked whether design
resources are in house, outsourced, a combinatithredwo or whether no design resources
are involved. Examples of different types of degiggource were provided.

Respondents typically viewed design to be importambss all types of innovation. Results
were highest for goods and marketing innovationv Fespondents believed design to be not
important in their firm across any of the differéypes of innovation.
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Respondents believed this question to be mediumteasespond to and understand (figure
5.3). This was qualified with some interesting coemts regarding what is being measured.

16 ~

14 -

12 | M Ease of understanding

M Ability to answer

10 A

8 -

6 -

4 -

2 -

0 T

Very difficult Difficult Medium Easy Very easy
Figure 5.3: percieved difficulty of Q4

Several respondents indicated that it isn’t clebatwill be learnt, as “design always has a
role”. Another commented that “design is always ami@nt. In everything that | do that is

NOT traditionally associated with ‘design’ ... | Isfeel that the designers approach adds
huge value.” One more said “trivially, nobody wolnle wrong if they put ‘very important’ to
all.”

Other respondents indicated that this questioniimated value and due both the length and
use of multiple clauses, needs careful reading.

Other respondents suggested that as the defirfidesign used is so broad, it includes the
whole process for developing products, and thusgdes “obviously important for the
implementation of an improved product, becausartipgementation is nothing but ‘Design’.
Therefore the questions above are really measuhi@gubject's understanding of the term
design relative to your definition, rather thanesssng the importance of something which is
supposed to be subset of the whole product devedopprocess.”

Q5 Design resources used for innovation

This question took the same categories used intiqneg and asked whether design
resources are in house, outsourced, a combinatittredwo or whether no design resources
are involved. Examples of different types of desigsource were provided.

The results show that a majority of firms beliekiattthey use either in house, outsourced or
a combination of design resources for all typesobvation (figure 5.2).
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New goods| New goods New
New New .
(technology/ (form/ . marketing
. services | processes
function) appearance methods
Number of In house 12 15 14 14 11
: . Outsourced 1 4 2 1 3
firms using In house and
designers 24 15 16 18 19
outsourced
Numbgr of firms using 1 3 5 5 5
no design resources

Table 5.2: design resources for innovation

These results are possibly challenging to interpretovation of new goods focused on
technology and new processes are least likely toutgourced. Innovation focused on form
and appearance of goods appears to be most likély butsourced.

Respondents generally found this question strasgldrd to understand and answer (figure
5.4). But, several found the question to be togylamd overly complicated, one saying
“much shorter please, using simpler language ... cessarily turgid sub-questions. Cut, cut,
cut.”

More than one respondent noted that the distinstgmovided are not ‘binary’ and there is
overlap between the categories. Thus, one notdéd'deave use ‘both’, | know the answer
even if | don't understand the question!”

25 4

20 1 M Ease of understanding

M Ability to answer

10 -

0 .
Very difficult Difficult Medium Easy Very easy

Figure 5.4: percieved difficulty of Q5

Q6 Resources dedicated to design

This was the sole question that sought a more gaawe answer, seeking to identify the
number of people employed in a design role andbiiget for in house and outsourced
design activities.
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For designers employed, the specific question askeked: “For the year 2012, please

provide an estimate of the resources dedicateds$au, where design resources are those
resources dedicated to integrating technical perdoice and user experience in innovation
activities ... Number of people employed in housa ohesign role.”

To this specific question, 23 respondents providedestimate of the number of designers
employed. As a proportion of the total work-forttee number of designers employed ranged
from 0% (i.e. no designers) to 75% (i.e. 3 desigmer of 4 employees).

However, in the ‘about your company’ section, artsroquestion on designers employed
was also asked. The specific wording was *". Here,explicit definition of design was
provided, other than that given at the start ofghestionnaire. 31 responses were received to
this question, suggesting respondents felt it wasiee to answer. There were also some

significant differences between the estimates gif@neach of these questions. Where
responses were provided to both questions, reagtdtshown in for comparison in table 5.3.
This suggests that the answers to either one drduggstions cannot be treated as reliable.

Design resources are those resources dedicated to
integrating performance and us®&umber of designers Difference in
Company . . . . . .
experience in innovation activities ... number |cdmployed in 2012 estimates
people employed in house in a design role
1 10 2 -8
2 5 5 0
3 25 25 0
4 14 14 0
5 1 1 0
6 1 8 7
7 0 0 0
8 40 30 -10
9 25 25 0
10 3 2 -1
11 40 40 0
12 90 200 110
13 1 1 0
14 12 10 -2
15 3 3 0
16 20 20 0
17 3 3 0
18 3 20 17
19 40 190 150
20 7 2 -5
21 3 3 0
22 3 3 0

Table 5.3: estimates of designers employed
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Respondents generally found these questions toifbeul to answer (figure 5.5), and
possibly the most difficult in the questionnaireiffidulties arose due to the boundary
spanning nature of design and difficulties in ast&sinformation:

“l doubt that anybody in the company could answes guestion without a lot of
effort, because of the way that cost centres akacaglobally, and that we don't
break-down design costs vs. other things.”

“Difficult to understand (estimate design resouroasvague activities), very difficult
to answer.”

“Virtually impossible to answer because: persgndlldon't know and data is
probably not captured consistently. We have vewy {é¢ any) dedicated design
employees.”

“A lot of staff have shared roles. Nobody is empdysolely for design. We expect
our designers to also be involved to some degrée austomer sales and marketing
etc.”

In addition, some respondents found the concepghtan of design difficult to translate
into ‘employees’:

14

12

“l think many people will struggle to understaimistquestion. | think you are trying
ask about "resources dedicated to integrating teahmerformance *with* user

experience”, where in your definition the "techhigeerformance” is somehow
separable from the "user experience". But | ddmtktit is. ... So, I've answered the
guestions above in the understanding that all mfy st R&D have to take account of
the "user experience", because to ignore it itelbp a bad product.

M Ease of understanding

M Ability to answer

Very difficult Difficult Medium Easy Very easy

Figure 5.5: perceived difficulty of Q6
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Q7 Design as a styling add-on or design as an intatpr of experience and performance

This question sought binary responses as to whefigefirm follows a ‘technology-push’
approach to innovation or whether it is ‘design.l@@ firms claimed to be technology push,
24 claimed to be design led and 12 indicated tat tlo both.

Respondents appeared to find this question bothteasmderstand and answer (figure 5.6).

However, their comments suggested that althouglast simple to tick the boxes, there were
significant reasons for questioning the validitytloéir responses. One respondent noted that
the question was “easy to understand and answevjded (not being a theorist) | have
understood correctly ... our innovation is requieats-driven, not innovating for its own
sake or having it imposed upon us (which | preswmeld be ‘push’).”

18

16 A

14 - M Ease of understanding

12 4 M Abilityto answer

10 -
8
6 -
4

2 -

0 .

Very difficult Difficult Medium Easy Very easy
Table 5.6: perceived difficulty of Q7

One respondent thoughtfully noted that by making thstinction, the question undermines
or contradicts the definition of design as providiedegrating performance and experience).

Others also thought that these two approachesnovation are not necessarily mutually
exclusive and that “in reality the innovation presas often very different for everyone. ...
some more alternatives may help to ensure thevieteee knows what they are doing and
what they are not doing.”

More problematic was a perception that the questitnoduces bias through its choice of
words, “the phrasing of the definitions is a litflglgemental, tending to lead the witness. |
can think of examples of both approaches - theeetboth yes!” Another agreed, saying “the
phrase ‘as an add-on’ feels inappropriate”.

Finally, one respondent commented that the questimiudes “too many ‘and/or’
components within the questions that may mix peaplé
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Q8 Relevance of past design activities in today’®sults

This question sought to directly determine whetthesign activities can be connected with
business performance. As a multiple choice questiespondents were asked about the
importance to revenue of innovation projects wiiErgign played a role as an integrator.

This question was answered by all respondentscatidg that they found it simply to
complete. This was confirmed by their views on wieetthe question was easy to understand
and reply to (figure 5.7). However, in their comrtay, several indicated that they had
difficulty. For example, one said “[l] don't und&asd the question. If you are after
something very abstract, you have to be very, cirgr.” Another respondent understood the
guestion, but found it “difficult to answer in adge & highly diverse global company.” This
sentiment was confirmed by another respondent vatednthat it is “difficult to isolate and
determine the direct impact of design in this wayt yes very important if the rest of the
product mix is also on/above par.”

18 -
16 A
14 - M Ease of understanding
12 - B Ability to answer
10 A
8 -
6 -
4 -
2 -
0 —
Very difficult Difficult Medium Easy Very easy

Table 5.7: perceived difficulty of Q8

11 respondents said that the importance of desag'very high’. 11 said it was ‘high’ and a
further 11 said ‘medium’. 5 suggested that desi@s wf low importance to revenue and no
respondents indicated ‘very low’.

These responses perhaps demonstrate a similaepr@d that observed in question 4, where
respondents of course perceive design to be selértly important, regardless of whether
this translates into actual activity or capability.

Conclusion from test 3

Responses indicate that likert-scale type quest@oassimpler to answer than those seeking
guantitative evidence. However, the conceptuabgatchosen must be straightforward.
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Question 5 (in-house or outsourced resources) weasepved as the simplest to understand
and answer, although respondents suggested thengaalld be simplified.

Question 3, focusing on the introduction of innawas was arguably the most successful in
helping identify the companies specific design ®clhe number of elements contributed to
some respondents finding this question difficultl groint towards a simpler version being
sensible.

Questions 2 (type of innovation) was also perceigasceasy to answer, but provides little
useful evidence on design.

Questions 8 (relevance of design to results) afichgortance of design) both sought data on
‘importance’ and whilst comparatively easy to ansvend to be flawed, as respondents will
naturally tend towards a high-importance score.

Question 7 exploring whether firms follow a techowy push or design led approach to
innovation was generally viewed as being diffi¢calanswer.
Finally, question 6 seeking quantitative data wasc@ved as the most difficult to answer

reliably.
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6. Test 4: Questionnaire V4

Each of the questions on design in the first thes¢ stages were aiming to directly test the
viability of the proposed definition of design d®etintegration of social, emotional and
functional utilities. As a simplistic conclusiorhis proved difficult, as the terminology did
not translate well into easily answerable questidiie cognitive testing demonstrates that
despite conceiving a wide array of questions, tlaeg not consistently successful in
generating useful data. Questions have included:

» Design resources The cognitive testing has shown that it is dificto estimate
resources (either investment or staff) in a quativié sense.

* Importance of design cognitive testing has demonstrated that of coyrseple
believe design to be important, as it is ‘self evitlh However, it is not easy to
translate this individual view on importance ingiable data that can be compared
against measures of commercial success.

e Attitude: again, it is difficult to know whether responsa® resulting in what is
‘evidently the right thing to say’ and thus whetitas really believable.

Thus, for the final round of testing, we returneditst principles, as described below.

Our initial assumption is that firms create ecormnaalue when they integrate social,
emotional and functional utilities in deliveringwe&or improved) products and services

(figure 6.1)
Consumer’s surplus T
FUNCTIONAL Utilities (B-P) Creation of
EMOTIONAL Utilities Perceived L Economic
Utilities : ; Value
SOCIAL Utilities (B) Economic Profit
(-P-C)
Price |l N/

Economic Cost

(9]

One unit

Figure 6.1: economic value creation by design

In addition, we pose the hypothesis that that fimwtsch successfully integrate F.E & S
utilities (or in other words, firms that design)ght secure higher margins, as expressed in

figure 6.2.
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4
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A Functional
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A Emotional &
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Figure 6.2: superior margins by design?

One implication of figure 6.3, is that differentdumstries will have different shapes of
‘frontier’, as represented in figure X below.

A Functional A Functional A Functional
utilities utilities utilities

Superior margins? Superior margins? Superior margins?

. Average

! \ .. margins

‘n“ Average Average margins

Low ' margins

margins Y Low Low
} margins margins

A Emotional & A Emotional & A Emotional &
social utilities social utilities social utilities

Figure 6.3: superior margins by design?

These working hypotheses are useful in helping érdhe type of question that we might
wish to ask a large sample of companies. The curestiust be capable of returning data
which enables these hypotheses to be tested. ISoithik ‘analytical’ framework governing
how the results might be used must first be comsdl€eThis is described below:

6.1  Analytical framework

All companies trade on the basis of offering eitpesducts (goods or services —the term
product will be used from now on). In offering teegroducts, they compete against other
offerings in their market place. To compete, they week to differentiate with either
Social/lEmotional Utilities or Functional Utilitiesr a combination of both. Our hypothesis is
that companies whictlesignproducts that do both are likely to be more susfcsit should
also be noted that some firms compete through tidality to deliver efficiently and thus
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provide undifferentiated products at a lower cdstis is represented graphically in figure

6.4.
Social and Functional
emotional utilities
utilities

Non ‘product’
based utilities
(delivery,
efficiency, low
cost)

Performance in relation to main
competitors in the firm’s market

Figure 6.4: Performance in relation to competition

Thus, it is necessary to measure the extent tohadnicompany’s products are either ‘better’
or ‘worse’ than competitive ones along these dinmrss Returning to our basic hypothesis,
we would expect firms whose products sit in therifatces (i.e. integrating F,E,S utilities) to
be more successful than those competing alonggéesiiimension.

The next part of the analytical framework is tockear about what it is that we are seeking to
compare these firms against in order to test soypetheses. There appear to be two things
that would be useful to know. Firstly, whether fhen is ‘successful’ (e.g. turnover growth,
export growth) and secondly, whether the firm’'s dquct command a price premium
compared with competitive products (figure 6.5).

Social and Functional Measures of
emloltlonal utilities financial or
utilities commercial

success

Non ‘product’
based utilities
(delivery,
efficiency, low
cost)

Ability to price
at a premium

J
Figure 6.5: Basic analytical framework

Taking this basic analytical framework, there arfecknt ‘clusters’ of firms, depending
upon the way in which their product's compete (feg6.6). Cluster ‘A’ for example,
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compete primarily through social and emotional itig. Cluster ‘B’ compete primarily
through functional utilities. Cluster ‘D’ integratboth social/emotional and functional
utilities. For each cluster, we might make a hypstt about their relationship to both price
and company success.

A H1 >
B H2 S
Social and Functional Cc —H—  Measures of
emotional utilities D —H4 ' financial or
utilities D E —H5 -~ commercial
A F —H6 success
B G _HT o

E F H8

Non ‘product’

based utilities
D —H—  Apility to price

(delivery, C _
efficiency, low E —%Hls at a premium
cost) F—HS

Moderating influence of

Performance in relation to main
sector?

competitors in the firm’s market
Figure 6.6: Detailed analytical framework

For example, H2 might suggest that there is a ipesitlationship between firms offering
products which have greater functional utilitieartttompetitive offerings. H4 might propose
that there is a strongly positive relationship bedw firms integrating F,E,S utilities and
performance. H11 might propose that there is angtyopositive relationship between firms
integrating F,E,S and the extent to which pricedsat a premium compared to competitive
offerings.

The strength of these relationships might also bderated by the specific industry sector.

6.2  Implications for questions

Questions for the final round of testing were tbudt around this conceptual and analytical
framework. A positive implication is that the defion of design used in this study underpins
the questions, but does not need to be used diplicthe questions.

In addition to standard questions on company perdoice, the design related questions
therefore ask the following 4 things:

1. To what extent are a firm’'s new (or improved) pro@ucompeting based on
social/lemotional utilities compared with compettigroducts in their market place?
Social and emotional utilities are related to brastgle and appearance of products
and services.
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2. To what extent are a firm's new (or improved) producompeting based on
functional utilities compared with competitive prmds in their market place?
Functional utilities are related to technical periance and levels of functionality in
products and services.

3. To what extent are a firm’s new (or improved) producompeting based on cost or
delivery efficiency compared with competitive pratiiin their market place?

4. To what extent are a firm’s new or improved produable to command a price
premium?

The final questionnaire is re-produced in Appentlix

6.3  Results from each country

Responses from each country will be presented faestore discussing the implications of
feedback as a whole.

Hungary
Responses from 17 firms were collected in Hungbsyof which were usable.

* Understanding: All firms completed the questionnaire quickly aatithe companies
uniformly stated that the questions were clear #rad they could be understood
easily. There was no need for clarification in cection with the questions. As
expected, some of the companies were reluctantnswexr questions regarding
financial data. One firm noted that the questiomsesmoo general for their activity.
Another firm noted that their answers were possibfiuenced by their own biases
Another firm noted that there could be differertgnds for comparison and therefore
the answers are not always 100 % obvious.

* Answering: Responses on ease of providing answers echosd tn understanding,
although one respondent noted that it is “diffi¢dalanswer without bias.”

* Other comments There were no other general comments of relexanc

The interviewers noted that some of the companightnhave ‘over-positioned’ themselves,
and that they might be claiming better performathe is seen objectively. To this end, the
interviewers reflected on the businesses indepelyden determine whether their answers
accurately reflect the firms.

From the 15 companies 11 can be considered asessftd’ based on turnover and profit
data, that is either in turnover or in profits &dhslight or significant growth over the last 3
years. 3 of the firms stated that their turnovet profit has been about the same over the last
3 years and one company reported slight reductiolmoth profits and turnover. Of the 11
successful companies, 3 perceived their new praedigctods and services) to be slightly or
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significantly better regarding at least 2 of thetiities (Functional, Emotional, Social) and 8
of them perceived their goods to be slightly ongigantly better regarding all the 3 utilities.
As for the sales prices applied by these 11 congsahie below statistics can be drawn:

e 7 applied about the same sales price as competitors

» 2 applied higher prices (one significantly and anslightly higher prices);
* 1 applied lower prices;

» 1 said that it is not applicable.

As for the 8 companies successfully integratingcfiomal, social and emotional utilities only
2 of them claimed that their sales price is highecomparison with competitors; one stated
that their price is significantly higher and anatlome stated that its sales price is slightly
higher. From the 3 companies that stated that themover and profit has been about the
same over the test period, 2 of them said that ¢aeyapply higher prices than competitors.

United Kingdom

Responses from 24 firms were collected. 20 of them® usable. One firm had not released
any product innovations over the last three yeadsso did not complete further questions.

* Understanding: 9 of the respondents commented that the quesivens ‘clear’, and
‘easy to understand’. One noted that the languaage ckear and another commented
that it made sense. 4 respondents suggested #rat Was some ambiguity, mainly
relating to whether they perceived a product intiomaas including both goods and
services; “It did feel more geared towards physiemhnology. For web or app
developers, whose ‘product’ is a site or appliggtisome of the questions are less
relevant.” Another respondent noted that “we oféervices and consulting, not
products, so | am not sure if the questions wherau$.” One respondent noted that
“it was not always clear what was meant by for eplmechnical performance
versus cost or functionality.”

* Answering: Ten respondents noted that the questions wasy ‘® answer’ and that
they could provide a response quickly and easilye @espondent noted that as a
large firm, it is difficult to generalise acrosgange of products. Another noted that
comparison with competitors isn’'t easy and comnefitevasn't sure if you wanted
my perception of my product or a measured comparissing analytics or market
data.” One respondent also noted that their “coripetis not very well defined.”
One respondent noted possibly overlaps betweenctifumality’ and ‘technical
performance’.

e Other comments Overall, there were few general comments. Ospardent had
also answered questions from the earlier stagesnatedl that “these questions are
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much more connected with commercial reality thaoséhoffered in the previous
survey.”

Spain
Responses from 20 firms were collected. 15 of tlnese complete and thus usable.

* Understanding: 11 respondents commented that the questions clesie and simple
to understand. One respondent suggested that &sti@us are “open to interpretation
in who you regard as a competitor” although thewlifled this by stating that the
“language was clear.” The same respondent notdédhbaorm would be “easier to
fill in for a standard consumer product” and anottemmented that “most of the
guestions focused more on products instead of camyit is difficult to apply the
same terminology.”

* Answering: 7 respondents were confident that they coulavansjuickly and easily.
Two respondents felt that the questions were aiategroduct rather than service
firms, one stating the questions best suited “apaomg with a consumer based
product where the notion of better and worse areeneasily visible.” Another
respondent also felt that there might be some stibiiy in responses unless there is
market research to verify claims. One respondetdachthat the responses must be an
‘average’ when a firm applies “different strategiesdifferent range of products (e.g.
me too, second but better, breaking innovationt swfovation).” One respondent
indicated that “I didn't feel really comfortablénse | do not see the real goal yet.”

» Other comments Significant other comments or suggestions inetld suggestion
that it might be good to include a question abalg ‘general strategy for developing
new products and to include the possibility thateapondent (a Company) may
answer different for each one, to avoid averageso§s a product range].” Another
respondent suggested that the questions should dayeater focus on services.
Finally, one respondent commented “would be bétdrave a scale of comparison,
some of these answers can be very subjective.”

Denmark
Responses were collected from ten Danish firmg.tAese were complete.

* Understanding: Respondents felt the questions could be easilgenstood,
especially if the firm produces products. One ndted it is “difficult to say whether
a new service is more aesthetic than competitoréirst of all, it is the customer that
decides ... and second, the new service has no dioaepetitors. So, the text was
easy to read, but difficult to interpret.” Anothested that the “concepts are clear, but
in case of services the approach may be a bit sorgui

* Answering: Responses on ease of answering echoed thosseserotunderstanding.
In general, respondents found it relatively easgrtswer.
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* Other comments There were no additional comments.

Austria

Responses from 26 firms were collected. There w&necomplete responses, resulting in 15
usable responses. Two of these firms had not esfleasy product innovations over the last
three years and so did not complete further questio

* Understanding: General consensus was that the concepts anddgegised in the
guestions was clear and easy to understand. Opern@snt expressed a reservation
that it was “not difficult at all, but it might bdifferent in a translated form, e.g.
German.” Another noted that “the problem is that wae working in many
departments. In one we have a real innovation sdtia many others only line
extensions with rather less innovative charactert &erything is compared and
evaluated together.” Finally, one respondent contaeteficompared to the response
formulations that do not have enough opportunitiésred, the questions were easy
to understand and consistent in their logic.”

* Answering: Responses on ease of answering were consistdnthese on ease of
understanding. One respondent suggested that ieassbecause “I did it based on
the real innovation from our company;” and anotbed “yes, it was easy for me to
answer. It took me not more than 2 Minutes. Mayte is because | know the market
quite good and be good informed about my compstit@ne respondent noted that
“some of the questions were difficult to answethesy were not exactly applicable to
our business case (i.e. selling premium vegetablésiother respondent suggested
that the questions did not “meet the [design] psecee went through; in terms of
research, idea creation etc.” On a detailed note, ®spondent commented that
“most of the [questions] were easy to answer, b#oime cases it is difficult to say if
the difference is ‘slightly’ or ‘significant’.” Fially, one respondent indicated that it is
difficult to compare a completely new product agaicompetitors when there are no
existing competitive offerings.

* Other comments There were few additional comments which weredokct
relevance. One respondent noted that “questioro®parative pricing] is a little bit
tricky, because the ‘bad thing’ (higher pricing)ois the right; all the other questions
have this ‘bad thing’ on the left, here it is ore thght; so you have to read it very
carefully before answering.”

6.4  Analysis of results from the whole sample

Whist we recognise that this is a small sample, asd result, it is neither possible nor
sensible to develop any statistical analysis, vieintierrogate the data to determine whether
the results look broadly in line with expectations.

Based on their responses, each firm was classfiedrding to the analytical framework. For
example, a firm believing their new products cormepsgnificantly better than competitors
for social/lemotional utilities, functional utiliteand also delivery was coded as ‘G’. For each
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cluster, the average score for financial perforneamas calculated (1=significant reduction,
5=significant growth); an average score for grob#ised on change in staff employed; and
an average score for ‘price premium’ (1=signifitgntiower than competitors,
5=significantly higher than competitors). Results aresented in figure 6.7 and described
further below.

(A) Socialand D) (B) Functional
emotional L0 utilities
- irms
utilities Financial: 3.67 }
7 firms Growth: 2% 9 firms
Financial: 4.05 Price: 4.25 (I;lnancrl‘gll:;)./Q
Growth: 7% Pr_ow_tz. 63 °
Price: 3.25 O(fG) fice. <.
10firms
(E) Kinancial/4.22

5 Firfns Growth?19% 5 firms

Financial: 3.12 Price{3.50 Finansial: 3.73

Growth: 7% Growtt 15%

(C) Non ‘product’ i_fifmS_ s
based utilities G'P;‘\;fr']am/o ( )_
(delivery, efficiency, price: 3/89 25 firms

Financial: 3.22
low cost) Growth: -2%

Price: 2.88

Figure 6.7: High level results for firms in eachieggory

Firstly, it is worth re-iterating that this, by dgs, is a small sample, and the results are not
intended to offer any statistical significance. ¥laee presented here to demonstrate that it is
possible to compare, and to enable a basic ‘semsekcof the responses. For example,
results for companies in category ‘C’ must be wdatarefully, as there were only three
firms. However, the patterns look broadly in linghnexpectations. Firms competing based
on a strong combination of all three dimensionge@ary G) also had stronger financial
scores, growth rates and commanded a higher prasaipm. Firms competing based solely
on functional utilities had a lower price premiuham other firms. Firms without strength in
any area (category H) were the poorest performlhgoand. These results are consistent
with expectations, and demonstrate that a suffigidarge sample would enable a much
more nuanced, statistically significant and thuSabée analysis which would enable
significant progress in demonstrating the econoralae of an integrated approach to design.
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Conclusions from the final test

Framing the question around an underlying analytroadel proved to be a sensible
approach. By embedding the definition of desigro ittte question, rather than using it
explicitly, the respondents felt the question taubderstandable and answerable. As a result,
the proposed question works well in helping catesgofirms based on their perspective
towards design, and should thus enable analysteeoeconomic value of design should a
sufficiently large data-set be collected.

Feedback suggested that minor improvements to ubkstign would improve clarity. These
are shown in section 7.
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7. Conclusions and recommendations for design quéshs

This study has demonstrated that current questiottee Community Innovation Survey do
not match respondents’ perceptions of design agtaopinnovation. Therefore, independent
guestions on design are needed.

Through four rounds of testing, a number of altBweaapproaches to asking about design
have been trialled.

This has highlighted the inherent difficulties iskang about design, which is acknowledged
to be a ‘slippery concept’ to define. Our proposefinition of design (as the integration of
functional, social and emotional utilities) has yen successful as an underpinning logic to
guestions, but less successful when used diractyéstions.

Recommended design questions for CIS 2014

As a result of our testing, we believe that itasgible to introduce a new question to the CIS
which would enable design to be more effectivelyasuged. Below, three possible questions
are proposed. In making these proposals, we belletehe questions are simple to answer,
are easily understood across different nations thad it is possible for firms to produce
reliable data. We have incorporated any necesdaanges as a result of feedback from
testing.

Q1: The first proposed question is from the firalnd of testing, which asks respondents
how their products perform against competitors.aAmeans of asking about design, it is
indirect, but insights relating to the firm’s appoh to design are embedded in the categories.
This question seeks to gauge the extent to whiaghpetitive advantage is gained by
following a design approach. It enables firms togoeuped into those which compete on
performance/functionality, those which compete orogonal/social utilities (e.g. aesthetics
or brand) and those who do both. By clustering girmto these types, it would then be
possible to examine how each group performs. lous hypothesis that those firms
competing in an integrated way (i.e. adopting aewwof design) would be more successful
than the rest.

Q2: The second proposed question is from the tlorthd of testing and asks about the
characteristics of innovations that have been laedco the market. Where Q1 seeks to
measure the extent to which an innovation is dffierfrom competitive products, this
guestion takes a binary (Y/N) approach, and instsid whether innovations have been
launched which take each aspect into considerdtleimg this approach, it is also possible to
cluster firms in the same way as Q1, to identifyseh that follow an integrated approach to
design.

Q3: The final proposed question is also from theltround of testing. This question uses the
same basic classification as in Q2, but is askibgut design resources used for each
element. Examples are given to guide the respond@mhs might be grouped into those
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using in-house, those using out-sourced and theisg @ combination of both for each type
of innovation. Firms might also be clustered aQhand Q2 to isolate those using either in-
house or outsourced whilst adopting an integrapgalcach to design.

Recommended Question 1: Comparison of new productsagainst
competitors

For products (goods and services) introduced inlakethree years, how do they compare against
competitive offerings in your market placK®te: If your firm has multiple product ranges tatgd

at different market segments, please answer forddminant or most significant products in your
portfolio that best characterise your business.

Please Xl one box only for each category

Technical performance or functionality in comparison to competitive products (e.g. efficiency, precision,
speed, accuracy etc)

Significantly Significantly ;
worse . Slightly worse | Aboutthesame . Slightly better better . Not applicable
O O O O O O

Style or aesthetics in comparison to competitive products (e.g. how the product or service looks, its
appearance, shape or graphics)
Slightly more up Significantly |

Very dated, Slightly dated, to date, more up to date,

unattractive or | unattractive or | | attractiveor | attractiveor |
unappealing | unappealing | About the same | appealing appealing | Not applicable

Brand identity in comparison to competitive products (e.g. how strongly customer’s associate with the brand or overall
image of the product)

Very weak brand Weak brand Strong brand Verystrong |
identity identity | About the same | identity | brandidentity | Notapplicable
O O O O O O

Delivery to customers in comparison to competitive products (e.g. speed of delivery, responsiveness, efficiency)

Significantly Significantly
worse . Slightly worse i Aboutthesame . Slightly better | better . Not applicable
O O O O O O

Sales price in comparison to competitive products

Significantly Significantly |
lower i Slightly lower | Aboutthesame | Slightly higher | higher i Not applicable
O O O O O O
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Recommended Question 2: Introduction of innovations

During the three years 20XX-20YY, did your entesprintroduce ...

Please tick Y or N in each case Y N

Goods that:

Provide changes in technology, performance or functionality, including

O o
usability
Provide lower costs of production O 0O
Provide changes to product form (appearance) or packaging O 0O

Services that:

Provide changes in performance (e.g. efficiency, speed) or new levels of
functionality to customers (e.g. internet banking, pick-up and drop-off O 0O
services for rental cars)

O
O

Provide changes in user-experience

Production process,
distribution method
or delivery method
that:

Reduce the cost of manufacturing or delivering goods and services (e.g.
automation equipment)

Increase the quality of manufacturing or delivering goods or services

Enable the production or delivery of an entirely new product or service

Marketing methods

Use new media or new techniques for promoting goods and services

Use new methods for product placement or new sales channels for goods

O Oojoo Od
O oooOo d

that: and services
Create a new brand image, brand symbols or brand identities for goods and oo
services
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Recommended Question 3: Design resources for inndi@n

For the implementation of new products (goods amises), please indicate the type of design

resources thdiestdescribes the resources that you use (examplgsavrieed).

Please Xl one box only for each category

© c
& 27D
° T g
g g 888 353
3 et S 2ig w
o =} o > &= (]
= o £ 0 it O
0 (V2] 1 " O =
& 5 S 2 i0 3
= S ig O
o £ o g 2
Please tick the most appropriate option 2 =z =
Provide changes in technology, 4 €-8- engmeitrmg
. . esigners, software
performance or functionality, eS8 ) O O O O
eludi bili designers, ergonomists,
Goods that: including usability electronic designers
. e.g. Industrial designers,
Provide changes to product form
g FI)( . product designers, O O O O
(appearance) or packaging interface designers
Provide significant improvements in
performance (e.g. efficiency, speed) e.g. Service designers,
. or new levels of functionality to rocess designers, user
Services that: . y. .p g O O O O
customers (e.g. internet banking, interface designers, web
pick-up and drop-off services for designers
rental cars)
Production . . .
process Reduce the cost or increase the e.g. Engineering
NN uality of manufacturing and designers, production
distribution q . y -g g_ P O O O O
. delivering goods and services (e.g. engineers, process
method or delivery automation equipment) designers
method that: quip &
Use new techniques for promotion, . .
e.g. Graphic designers,
. use new methods for product . .
Marketing branding designers,
placement or create a new brand ) . O O O O
methods that: . strategic designers, web
image, brand symbols or brand .
. . . designers
identities for goods and services
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Appendix 1: Questionnaire v1

Test 1: Questionnaire V1

Aim

This study is seeking to understand the most éfieatay to measure the contribution of
design to economic value creation in firms througHsurope.

The main source of data on innovative activityirmg across Europe is provided through the
Community ‘Community Innovation Survey’. Within thisurvey, design is a small
component.

We are seeking your views on the way in which desgytreated within the Community
Innovation Survey. We will then provide you withnse alternative questions about design
for comparison. We are interested to capture yoews on these alternative approaches in
order to influence the design of future questiore®i

This questionnaire should be completed by a semanager within the firm with
responsibility over either product development arketing activities. This might be the
Technical Director, the Marketing Director, the @@sDirector or the CEO (or equivalents).

Section 1: Defining product innovation and innovatbn activity

In this section, we will first present the questias it is currently asked within the
Community Innovation Survey (CIS). We will then peat an alternative wording. In each
case, we are seeking your views on clarity, youlitalio answer with precision and the
extent to which the question captures ‘design’@s ynderstand it.

1.1 Defining product innovation (CURRENT CIS WORDING)

Product (good or service) innovation A product innovation is the market introductionao
new or significantly improved good or service withspect to its capabilities, user
friendliness, components or sub-systems.

* Product innovations (new or improved) must be newdur enterprise, but they do not
need to be new to your market.

* Product innovations could have been originally d@gyed by your enterprise or by other
enterprises or institutions.
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A good is usually a tangible object such as a grharte, furniture, or packaged software, but
downloadable software, music and film are also goédservice is usually intangible, such
as retailing, insurance, educational coursesratret, consulting, etc.

Q1.1.1 Within this definition of innovation, whede you feel design fits?

Q1.1.2 How might you change this definition to betieflect design as a part of innovation
as you understand it?

1.2 Innovation activity

CURRENT CIS WORDING

During the three years 2010 to 2012, did your @mige engage in the following innovation
activities:
Yes| No

Goods innovations: New or significantly improveabds (exclude the simple oo
resale of new goods and changes of a solely a&stiatre)

Service innovations: New or significantly improweraces o|o

Q1.2.1 How effectively does this CIS question ceptiesign as a part of innovation?

Q1.2.2 Any general observations or comments?

ALTERNATIVE WORDING
During the three years 2010 to 2012, did your g@mige engage in the following innovation

activities:
Yes | No

Goods innovations: New or significantly improve gedexclude the simple I
resale of new good)
Service innovations: New or significantly improweraces o | o
What was the main character of the innovation?agedick only one)

a) Changes in functionality or performance to goodsises O

b) Changes to experiential or intangible aspects ofigfservices (e.g. |

aesthetics, forms, user interfaces, meaning artdmes experience) 0
c) Combination of both a) and b)

Q1.2.3 How effectively does this ALTERNATIVE questicapture design as a part of

innovation?
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Q1.2.4 Comparing the CIS question with the ALTERNME, which is the most clear?

Q1.2.5 Comparing the CIS question with the ALTERNYE, which provides the best
definition of design as a part of innovation?

Q1.2.5 Comparing the CIS question with the ALTERNME, which would be

Q1.2.6 Any general comments or observations?

Section 2: Defining other forms of innovation

In this section, we will first present the questias it is currently asked within the
Community Innovation Survey (CIS). We will then peat an alternative wording. In each
case, we are seeking your views on clarity, youlitalio answer with precision and the
extent to which the question captures ‘design’@s ynderstand it.

2.1  Defining process innovation (CURRENT CIS)

Process innovation:A process innovation is the implementation of a rewsignificantly
improved production process, distribution methadsupporting activity.

* Process innovations must be new to your enterpisethey do not need to be new to
your market.

* The innovation could have been originally develofsdyour enterprise or by other
enterprises or institutions.

* Exclude purely organisational innovations — thegecavered in section 8.

During the three years 2010 to 2012, did your entprise introduce: Yes | No

New or significantly improved methods of manufactgror producing O O
goods or services

New or significantly improved logistics, deliveryr adistribution O O
methods for your inputs, goods or services

New or significantly improved supporting activitiés your processes, |O O
such as maintenance systems or operations for @sing) accounting,
or computing

Q 2.1.1 How effectively does this question captigsign as a part of innovation?

Q 2.1.2 How might you change this question to bet#ect design as a part of innovation
as you understand it?
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2.2  Defining and measuring organisational innovatio (CURRENT CIS)

Organisational Innovation: An organisational innovation is a new organisationathod in
your enterprise’s business practices (including vkedge management), workplace
organisation or external relations that has nohlpgeviously used by your enterprise.

* It must be the result of strategic decisions tdkgmanagement.
» Exclude mergers or acquisitions, even if for thstfiime.

During the three years 2010 to 2012, did your entprise introduce: Yes | No

New business practices for organising procedures gupply chain |O O
management, business re

New methods of organising work responsibilities aedision making O O
(i.e. first use of a new system of employee resipdiies, team work,

New methods of organising external relations witheo firms or public O O
institutions (i.e. first use of alliances, partrieps, outsourcing or sub

Q2.2.1 How effectively does this question captwesigh as a part of innovation?

Q2.2.2 How might you change this question to be#éfect design as a part of innovation
as you understand it?

2.3 Defining and measuring marketing innovation (CRRENT CIS)

Marketing innovation: A marketing innovation is the implementation ohew marketing
concept or strategy that differs significantly fropour enterprise’s existing marketing
methods and which has not been used before.

* It requires significant changes in product designpackaging, product placement,
product promotion or pricing.

* Exclude seasonal, regular and other routine changearketing methods.

During the three years 2010 to 2012, did your entprise introduce: Yes | No

Significant changes to the aesthetic design orggogof a good or servic O O
(exclude changes that alter the product’s functionaiser characteristics| —
these are product innovations)

New media or techniques for product promotion (tihe. first time use of | O
new advertising media, a new brand imagéontuction of loyalty cards

-t =)

New methods for product placement or sales char{nelsfirst time use ¢d O
franchising or distribution licenses, direct suili exclusive retailing, ne
concepts for product presentation, etc)

New methods of ficing goods or services (i.e. first time use ofialale O O
pricing by demand, discount systems, etc)
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Q2.3.1 How effectively does this question captwesigh as a part of innovation?

Q2.3.2 How might you change this question to be#éfect design as a part of innovation
as you understand it?

Q2.4  For all of these questions together, coulditkterviewee comment on how design
might fit into this categorisation?

Section 3: Innovation activities

In this section, we will first present the questias it is currently asked within the
Community Innovation Survey (CIS). We will then peat an alternative wording. In each
case, we are seeking your views on clarity, youlitalio answer with precision and the
extent to which the question captures ‘design’@s ynderstand it.

3.1 Innovation activities (CURRENT CIS)

During the three years 2010 to 2012, did your g@mige engage in the following innovation
activities:

Yes| No

In-house R&D |Research and development activities undertakenydnyr
enterprie to create new knowledge or to solve scientifii O | O
technical problems (include software developme#taose tha
meets this requirement)

If yes, did your enterprise perform R&D during ttheee year,
2010 to 2012:

Continuously (your enterprise ©ipermanent R&D sta O | O
in-house)
Occasionally (as needed only) o [d

External R&D |R&D that your enterprise has contracted out to rodmeerprise| O | O
(including other entergses in your group) or to public or prive
research organisations

Acquisition  of| Acquisition of advanced machinery, equipment, safevan¢ O | O

machinery, buildings to be used for new or significantly imped product;
equipment, or processes

software &

buildings

Acquisition  of| Acquisition of existing knowiow, copyrighted works, patent O | O
existing and nonpatented inventions, etc. from other enterprise!

knowledge fronjorganisations for the development of new sgnificantly,
other enterprisgimproved products and processes
or organisations

Training for/In-house or contracted out training for your perso/d |O
innovative specifically for the development and/or introduntiof new ol
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activities significantly improved products and peeses

Market In-house or contracted out activities for the markéoduction O | O

introduction olof your new or significantly improved goods or Sees,

innovations including market research and launch advertising

Design In-house or contracted out activitiesdesign or alter the sha O | O
or appearance of goods or services

Other Other irouse or contracted out activities to implement oe| O | O
significantly improved products and processes ssctfeasibility
studies, testing, tooling up, industrial enginegyietc.

Q3.1.1 How effectively does this question captwesigh activity as a part of innovation?

Q3.1.2 How might you change this question to bettgture design activity as a part of
innovation as you understand it?

3.2 Innovation activities (ALTERNATIVE)
During the three years 2010 to 2012, did your @mige engage in the following innovation

activities:
Yes| No| What
proportion
(%) of
this
activity is
design

In-house Research and development activities undertake
R&D your enterprise tacreate new knowledge or to so
scientific or technical problems (include softw O |O
development in-house that meets this requirement)
If yes, did your enterprise perform R&D during |
three years 2010 to 2012:

Continuously (your enterprise hgermanen O | O
R&D staff in-house)

Occasionally (as needed only) O O
External R&D that your enterprise has contracted out tog O | O
R&D enterprises (including other entagas in your groug

or to public or private research organisations
Acquisition |Acquisition of advanced machinery, equipm(O |O

of software and buildings to be used for new
machinery, |significantly improved products or processes
equipment,
software &
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buildings
Acquisition |Acquisition of existing knowkow, copyrighted works O | O
of existing patented and nopatented inventions, etc. from ott
knowledge |enterprises or organisations for the developmemnieof
from other or significantly improved products and processes
enterprises
or
organisations
Training for|In-house or contracted out training for your perso| O | O
innovative |specifically for the development and/or introduntiof
activities new or significantly improved products and processe

Market In-house or contracted out activities for the ma O | O
introduction |introduction of your new or significantly improv;

of goods or services, including market research amaclz
innovations |advertising

Other Other in-house or contracted aativities to implemery O | O

new or significantly improved products and procs;
such as feasibility studies, testing, tooling ungustrial
engineering, etc.

Q3.2.1 How effectively does this question captwesigh activity as a part of innovation?

Q3.2.2 How easily could you make estimations algmsign effort? Where would you get
the data from?

Q3.2.2 How accurately could you answer this quas8tio

Section 4: Innovation investment

In this section, we will first present a questianitais currently asked within the Community
Innovation Survey (CIS). We will then present twlieaative forms of wording or
structuring this question. In each case, we arkisge/our views on clarity, your ability to
answer with precision and the extent to which thestjon captures ‘design’ as you
understand it.

4.1  Innovation investment (CURRENT CIS)

How much did your enterprise spend on each of dlleviing innovation activities in 2012
only? Innovation activities are defined above. Wide current expenditures (including labour
costs, contracted-out activities, and other relatests) as well as capital expenditures on
buildings and equipment.

Please fill in ‘0’ if your enterprise had no expétudes for an activity in 2012.
With a lack of precise accounting data please ssenates

In-house R&D (Include current expenditures inclgdiabour € __
costs and capital expenditures on buildings andpemgnt 000
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specifically for R&D)

€_
External R&D 000
Acquisition of machinery, equipment, software & ldings €
(Exclude expenditures on these items that are &iD)R 000

Acquisition of existing knowledge from other entesps or €
institutions 000

All other innovation activities including designraining, €
marketing, and other relevant activities 000

Total expenditures on innovation activities (Sunegpenditures€
for all types of innovation activities) 000

Q4.1.1 How effectively does this question captusigh activity as a part of innovation in
order that you might estimate investment?

Q4.1.2 How accurately could you provide data ongitesivestment using this question?

Q4.1.3 How might you change this question to endiddter estimation of design
investment as you understand it?

4.2 Measuring innovation investment (ALTERNATIVE )

How much did your enterprise spend on each of alleviing innovation activities in 2012
only? Innovation activities are defined above. i@ current expenditures (including labour
costs, contracted-out activities, and other relatests) as well as capital expenditures on
buildings and equipment.

Please fill in ‘0’ if your enterprise had no expétodes for an activity in
2012.
With a lack of precise accounting data please stenates
Estimated
proportion of
this
expenditure
that relates to
design
In-house R&D (Include current expenditure
including labour costs and capital expenditures v — — — %
buildings and equipment specifically for R&D)

External R&D —
000
Acquisition of machinery, equipment, software & _ %
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buildings (Exclude expenditures on these iter@ 0

that are for R&D)

Acquisition of existing knowledge from othe€
enterprises or institutions 000

All other innovation activities including, training€
marketing, and other relevant activities 000

expenditures for all types of innovation activijies 000

Q4.2.1 How effectively does this question captusigh activity as a part of innovation in
order that you might estimate investment?

Q4.2.2 How accurately could you provide data ongiesvestment using this question?

Q4.2.3 How might you change this question to endtdtter estimation of design
investment as you understand it?

Q4.2.4 Would it be helpful to split the R&D categanto two separate categories of
Research and Development?

Section 5: Some alternative ways of asking about sign

In this section, we will present some questions #na not aiming to follow or use the CIS
structure. Here, we are trying some alternativesnaywhich we might find out more about
design in your firm. Again, we are seeking to knasvether the question is clear, how
precisely you feel you might be able to answerwahdt changes you might suggest.

5.1

In your view, how important is design to the exemutand completion of the following
innovation activities:

Importance of design

51

Design is Design i Design is| Design is| Don't
Not Slightly | Important| Very know
important important important

Research (Activities undertaken | O O O O O

your enterprise to create n«

knowledge or to solvescientific or

technical problems)

Development of goods and servi( O O O O O

with respect to performance a

functionality

Development of the intangible |O O O O O

experiential aspects of goods &

services (e.g. appearance, aesthe
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packaging, banding, user interface
meaning and customer experience)

Q5.1.1 How accurately can you provide data on aesging this question?

Q5.1.2 How might you change this question to endbdtter estimation of design
investment as you understand it?

5.2  Human resources for design
What design resources do you employ in your firm?

Human resources with the skills Number of people employed in-house
develop goods or services W Nymber of peple working unde
or functionality

Human resources with the skills to cre Number of people employed in-house

new or intangible or experiential aspe Number of people working und
of goods and services (e.g. appeara contract with third parties

aesthetics,  packaging, branding,

interfaces, meaning and custor

experience)

Human resources with the skills Number of people employed in-house
integrate  improvements i DCNymber of people working und
performance  /  functionality ANl contract with third parties
improvements in the intangible

experiential aspectef new products an

services.

Q5.2.1 How accurately can you provide data on desging this question?

Q5.2.2 How might you change this question to endiddter estimation of design
investment as you understand it?

5.3  Effort in designing new goods and services

In your view, what proportion of the overall effart each of these innovation activities is
design?

<1%| 2- | 6- 11- | 21- | 41- | >71% | Don't
5% | 10% | 20% | 40%| 70% know
Research (Activities undertak| O O O O O O O O

by your enterprise to create n
knowledge or to solve scientif
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or technical problems)

Development of goods ai O O O O O O O O
services with  respect
performance and functionality

Development b the intangible O o 0O O O O O O
or experiential aspects of gog
and services (e.g. appearar
aesthetics, packaging, brandi
user interfaces, meaning ¢
customer experience)

Q5.3.1 How accurately can you provide data on aesging this question?

Q5.3.2 How might you change this question to endiddter estimation of design
investment as you understand it?

5.4  Introduction of new products (goods and servis

What is the nature of the new products that youehatroduced to the market place in the
last 2 and the last 5 years?

New products launched in the I{ New products launched in the
2 years last 5 years
Product innovations| Number%  of | % of total| Number |%  of] % of total
launched total operational launched total operational
revenues profit from revenues profit from
from these new from these new
these products these products
new new
products products
New products
introduced to th
market only offering
new or improve(
performance (o
functionality
New products
introduced to th
market oy offering
new or improve(
intangible ol
experiential aspects
e.g. appearanc
aesthetics,
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packaging, branding

user interfaces
meaning an
customer experience)
New products

introduced to th
market offering ¢
good fit of new o
improved
perfamance
functionality =~ AND
User experience
e.g. appearanc
aesthetics,
packaging, branding
user interfaces
meaning an
customer experience)

Q5.4.1 How accurately can you provide data on aesging this question?

Q5.4.2 How might you change this question to endiddter estimation of design
investment as you understand it?

55 How do your products compete?

On what basis do your products have competitiveathge over competing products (please
tick only one)?

Low cost O

Product (good/seige) performance or functionality (e.g. reliabili O
durability, efficiency, precision etc)

Intangible or experiential attributes of the prad(good/service), (e.g. us O
experience, product appearance, appearance, pagkagianding, use
interfaces etc)

BOTH Performance/functionality AND User expeder(e.g. appearan¢ O
aesthetics, packaging, branding, user interfacesning and custom
experience)

Q5.5.1 How accurately can you provide data on aesging this question?

Q5.5.2 How might you change this question to endiddter estimation of design
investment as you understand it?
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5.6 Nature or character of innovation

Which of the following is most important for thempetitiveness of your products (goods
and services). Apportion 100 points between thieiohg 4 categories ... (e.g. if they are all
equally important, then score each 25. If only e@stnportant then score it 100)

Low cost
Performance and functionality
User experience: appearance, packaging, branding

BOTH Perfomance and functionality AND User experience (
appearance, aesthetics, packaging, branding,nisefaces, meaning al
customer experience)

TOTAL 100

Q5.6.1 How accurately can you provide data on desging this question?

Q5.6.2 How might you change this question to endiddter estimation of design
investment as you understand it?

5.0 Your comments

5.1 Do you have any further comments about howgdesan be measured as a part of
innovation

5.2  Would you be willing to talk to the project spors about this work? Yds] No

51.1
Email

5.1.2. Telephone
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6.0 Personal/company information

About You and your company. With this question, we wish to collect basic imf@tion
about you and your company to enable us to compaves from different respondents. We
understand if you would rather not include finahdata, but would like to reassure you that
all data will be treated confidentially.

Your name
Country DROP DOWN LIST
Job Title

Company Name

Company’s main products/services

Company turnover in the last financial year
local currency)

Company profit in the last financial year (in loc
currency)

Percentage change in turnover over the last 5 y
Percentage change in profit over the last 5 yeat
Do you export your goods or services? YesO No O

Number of employees

Thank you for completing the questionnaire. If youhave any questions about this
guestionnaire please contadBarcelona Design Centfemail)
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Appendix 2: Questionnaire v2

Test 2: Questionnaire V2

We are testing different ways in which we might asknpanies about their activities, effort
and perspective on design. In the following questare, there are a number of alternative
guestions regarding design. Could you please cdmphtese to the best of your ability? The
interviewer will then ask you some questions aleaah to determine the extent to which the
concepts are clear and the questions are simplestoer.

Today design is considered much more than aestappiearance. Design is an integrator of
end user characteristics. The aim of such an iategy approach is to maximize end user
values within given restrictions. Thus design as iategrator of new or improved
performance and new or improved emotions may leagrbduct (goods or services)
innovations, process innovations, organizationabwations and marketing innovations.

Our definition of design in the context of a firm 5: To design is [to focus on] the
integration of functional, emotional and social utiities.

Therefore we will be asking about different isswekating to your strategy towards the
implementation of functional and emotional improwsits in order to monitor the role of
design in your innovation activity.

Here are a few well know examples where design bdeen an integrator of functional,
emotional and social values:

* Product innovation: iphone - the integration of telecommunicationfpenances,
ease of use (function), elegance and pleasure & (esotions) and socially
acceptable/desirable (social).

* Process and service innovatianOnline banking — The integration performances,
24h availability of services (function) , freedomuse, independence (emotions) and
socially acceptable (social).

* Process innovation Production and logistic process to deliver custait
computers from factory to customer by Dell Corporat The integration of the
desired combination of performances for each coerpaind the reduction of
distribution costs (functional) freedom to createiyown computer (emotional) and
being perceived by others as someone with indepemaied (social).
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» Organizational innovation: NIKEID Innovation in process enabling to movenro
mass production to mass customization in fashidme integration of better fit
shoes/feet (functional; customized fixtures (emmdlp and socially desired (social).

* Marketing innovation: Expand from physical retail to online/app saldstegration
of performance, accessibility, faster search tifoadtions), freedom to use, sense of
control, personalized apps (emotion) and socialbeptable.

Q1 Approach to innovation

Q1.1 During the years 2011-2012 did your enteeprimplemented any of the following
ways to innovate?

Yes No
Goods innovations O O
Service innovations O O
Process innovation O O
Organizational innovation O O
Marketing innovation O O

Q1.2 During the years 2011-2012 what number ofwviation did your firm implemented?

Number

Goods innovations
Service innovations
Process innovation
Organizational innovation
Marketing innovation

Q1.3 During the years 2011-2012 what was the pyiari your firm towards the different
types of innovation?

Rate 1 to 5 (1
low priority, 5
high priority)

Goods innovations
Service innovations
Process innovation
Organizational innovation
Marketing innovation

Q1.4 Which one of these questions (1.1, 1.2 orWe®) easier for you to answer?
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Q1.5 Which one of these questions (1.1, 1.2 or leBler captures the reality of activity in
your firm?

Q2 Focus of innovations

Q2.1 For your innovations, what are the main wayshich they are differentiated?

Yes No
Offering better functional performances than contpiet O O
Offering better aesthetics, or better emotions xypeeence O O
than competitors, other than derived from perforoean
Offering a better mix/integremin of performances ar O O
emotions than competitors
Offering similar performances and emotions than| O O
competitors but at a lower cost

Q2.2 What priority does your firm give to each fe@f innovation?

Rate 1 to 5 (1
low priority, 5
high priority)

Offering better functional performance than contpesi

Offering better aesthetics, better emotions or ebbetxperience the
competitors, other than derived from performance

Offering a better mix/integration of performancedaemotion tha
competitors

Offering similar performance and emotion as contpetibut at a lowe
cost

Q2.3 How many of each of the following type of imations were implemented by your
firm during the year 2011-20127?

Number of
innovations

Offering better functional performance than contpesi

Offering better aesthetics, better emotions or elbetxperience the
competitors, other than derived from performance

Offering a better mix/integration of performancedaemotion tha

competitors
Offering similar performance aneinotion as competitors but at a loy
cost
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Q2.4 On what basis do your innovations have cortipetadvantage over other offerings in
your market?

Some off None  of
All of our
. . our our
innovations| . : . :
innovations| innovations
Offering better functional perforamce tha
. O O O
competitors
Offering better aesthetics, better emotions orep
experience than competitors, other than den O O O
from performance
Offering a better mix/integration of performar
: : O O O
and emotion than competitors
Offering similar performance and emotion
. O O O
competitors but at a lower cost

Q2.5 Please indicate the main differentiation foglugour innovations:

Yes No

Do you implement technological innovation, provglinew 0 0
improved performance?
Do you add design to ywo new products or services a: a a
styling?
Do your innovations offer a mix or new/improv
performance and emotion, where design plays a &kyas O O
integrator of appearance, applications and perfooea
Do your innovations offer similar stylingnd performance :

, O O
competitors but at a lower cost?

Q2.6 Which one of these questions (2.1 - 2.5) vaasee for you to answer?

Q2.7 Which one of these questions (2.1 - 2.5) betptures the reality of activity in your
firm?

Q3 Resources dedicated to integration activities

Q3.1 Please indicate the resources dedicated tatirggeinnovations, focusing on the
integration of both PERFORMANCE/FUNCTIONALITY AND MOTIONS
/EXPERIENCES

Number of people employed in-house

Economic budget for in-house activities
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Economic budget for in-source activities

Q3.2 Was this question easy to answer?

Q3.3 Does this question capture the reality ofsiheation in your firm?

Q4 Revenue from integrated design activities

Q4.1 What is the percentage of today’s revenueithdtie to innovations implemented in
the last three years which have focused on thgratien of performance/functionality
AND emotions/experiences?

Q4.2 What is the percentage of today’'s MARGINS timtthe result of innovations
implemented in the last three years which have deduon the integration of
performance/functionality AND emotions/experiences?

Q4.3 Over the last three years, how important mmevation activities which have focused
on the integration of performance/functionality ANEnotions/experiences to your
current business performance? (Rate 1 to 5 — lows importance, 5 is high
importance)

Q4.4 Which one of these questions (4.1 — 4.3) vaageefor you to answer?

Q4.5 Which one of these questions (4.1 — 4.3) betptures the reality of activity in your
firm?

Q5  Your comments

5.1 Do you have any further comments about howgdesan be measured as a part of

Innovation
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5.2  Would you be willing to talk to the project sors about this work? Yds]| No
[]

6.2.1
Email

6.2.2. Telephone

Q6  Personal/company information

About You and your company With this question, we wish to collect basic imf@tion
about you and your company to enable us to compaves from different respondents. We
understand if you would rather not include finahdiata, but would like to reassure you that
all data will be treated confidentially.

Your name
Country
Job Title

Company Name

Company’s main products/services

Company turnover in the last financial year
local currency)

Company profit in the last financial year (in loc
currency)

Percentage change in turnover over the last 5 y«
Percentage change in profit over the last 5 yeat

Do you export your goods or services? YesO No O

Number of employees

Thank you

Thank you for completing the questionnaire. If ybave any questions about this
guestionnaire please cont&arcelona Design Centrgemail)
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Appendix 3: Questionnaire v3

Test 3: Questionnaire V3

The goal of this survey is to collect informatiom gour enterprise’s design related
innovation activities during the three years 202@1 and 2012.

After each question we will ask you how difficult @asy the question was to understand and
also how easy or difficult it was to provide an\aas

Basic definitions

Under a technology push model of innovation, dessga styling add-on taking place in the
latter stages of development. Under a systemic haddenovation, to design is [to focus on]
the integration of functional, emotional and soaidlities of new or improved products
(goods and services), processes and marketing deetho

The goal of this questionnaire is to obtain infotim@on the role of design in innovations of
a new or significantly improved product (goods aswtvices), process (manufacturing,
delivery or distribution) or marketing method byuycenterprise. The innovation must be
new to your enterprise, but not necessarily nethhéomarket.

A good is usually a tangible object such as a spitaohe, furniture or software. A service is
usually intangible, such as retailing, insuranckjoational courses, air travel, consulting etc.
Many products contain both tangible and intangdianents.

Using this broad definition:

* For product innovations, design seeks to create pewsignificantly improved
products (goods and services) that are functionaffective (e.g. performance,
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usability, levels of functionality) and that delivappropriate emotional and social
experiences (e.g. aesthetics, ergonomics, imageugiomers.

* For process innovations, design seeks to create orewignificantly improved
processes (manufacturing, delivery and distribQtiom enable the delivery of
products (goods and services) in ways that aretiumally effective (e.qg. efficient,
high quality, low rates of error) and that delivemitable emotional and social
experiences (e.g. image, satisfaction) for allettakders, especially customers.

* For innovative marketing methods, design seeks reate new or significantly
improved marketing methods (e.g. product promotibrend images, placements and
pricing approaches) that are functionally effectimed that deliver appropriate
emotional and social experiences for customers.

1.0 General information about the enterprise

1.1 Person we should contact if there are any gsieegarding the form:

Your name
Job Title
Organisation
Phone

Fax

E-mail

1.2 General information about the enterprise

Name of enterprise

Address of enterprise Postal code
Main activity (products/services)

In 20YY, was your enterprise part of an enterpgsmup (2 or
more legally defined enterprises under common osimp)

In which geographic markets did your enterprisé gebds
and/or services during the three years 20XX to 20YY

YesO No O

Local/regional (within your country) YesO No O
National (other regions of your country) YesO NoO
Other EU nations YesO No O
Other nations YesO NoO

Which of these geographic areas was your largeskenan
terms of turnover during the three years 20XX t§'20
What was your enterprise’s total turnover for 20¥X20YY
(market sales of goods and services) T ———'———
Percentage change in turnover in the period 20XX06Y %

Percentage change in profit in the period 20X2Q¥Y %

What was your enterprise’s average number 20XX 20YY
employees in 20XX and 20YY

a)d b)d c)d d)Od

Number of designers employed in 20YY
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Are you an R&D active firm? YesO No [

2.0 Types of innovation

2.1 During the years 2010-2012, what was the pyiasf your enterprise towards the
different types of innovation?

Very high High Medium Low Very low
priority priority priority Priority priority

Goods innovations

Service innovations

Process innovations

Marketing innovations

Organisational
innovations

O Ooooao
O Ooooag
O Ooooao
O Ooooag
O OoOooag

2.2 How difficult was it to understand this quesfo
Neither difficult

Very difficult to Difficult to Easy to Very easy to
nor easy to

understand understand understand understand
understand

O O O O O

2.3 How difficult was it to provide the answersttis question?

Very difficult to Difficult to Neither difficult Very easy to

Easy to answer
answer answer nor easy answer
O O O O O

3.0 Introduction of innovations

3.1 During the three years 20XX-20YY, did your eptese introduce new or significantly

improved ...
Please tick Y or N in each case Y N
Utilise new knowledge or technologies O
Provide a new use for existing knowledge or techgiels O
Goods that: Provide significant improvements in performance N o
functionality, including usability
Provide lower costs of production without changes the 0O
underlying performance characteristics
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Provide changes to product form (appearance) okaggpmtg
that do not alter the underlying performance charastics

Provide significant improvements in how they areved to
customers (e.qg. efficiency or speed)

Provide the addition of new functions or charastess to
existing services (e.g. internet banking, pick-uyg alrop-off: O O
Services that: services for rental cars)

Provide changes in user experience that do notr ke
underlying performance or basic levels of functidpa

Have not previously been offered by the company O O

Reduce the cost of manufacturing or producing goadd
services (e.g. automation equipment)

Reduce the cost of delivering or distributing goadd services O [

Production

process, ; : ;

distribution Incrgase the quality of manufacturing or producgapds or 00O
services

method or

dellyery method Increase the quality of delivering or distributirgpods or

that: ; O 0O
services
Enable the production or delivery of an entirelyvn@oduct or OO
service
Uses new media or techniques for promotion of goadd 00O
services
Uses new methods for product placement or new sakmsnels 00O

Marketing for goods and services

method that:
Creates a new brand image, brand symbols or bdemtities 00O
for goods and services
Uses new methods of pricing goods or services O 0

3.2 How difficult was it to understand this quesfo

Very difficult to Difficult to Neither_difficult Easy to Very easy to

nor easy to
understand understand understand understand
understand
O O O O O
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3.3 How difficult was it to provide the answerslis question?

Very difficult to Difficult to Neither difficult Easv to answer Very easy to
answer answer nor easy y answer
O O O O O
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4.0 Importance of design to these innovations
4.1 For the implementation of these new or sigaifity improved products (goods and
services), processes and marketing methods, piedisate the importance of design.
Please refer to the definition of design as pravidethe start of this questionnaire.
Utilise new technologies,
or provide new uses for Did not
existing technologies.Design is Design is introduce
Provide performance ornot 1 2 3 4 5 very Not
functional improvements.important important relevant
Goods Provide lower costs of O
that: production.
' Provide changes to .
product form (appearance esign is Design is aﬁodlr}g;
or packaging that do not d 9
. not 1 2 3 4 5 very Not
alter  the  underlying important important relevant
performance P P 0
characteristics
Offer significant
improvements in how they
are provided to customers
(e.q. efﬂmency or speed), Did not
new functions O Design is Design is introduce
Services  characteristics to existing g g
i ) ) not 1 2 3 4 5 very Not
that: services  (e.g. mternetlm ortant important relevant
banking, pick-up and P P O
drop-off  services for
rental cars), or that
provide changes in user
experience.
Reduce the cost of
manufacturing or
producing goods and
Production S€Tvices (e.g. automation
equipment), reduce the .
process, L Did not
AR cost of delivering or Lo R
distribution 7.7 . Design is Design is introduce
distributing goods and
method or . . not 1 2 3 4 5 very Not
. services, increase the .
delivery . . _important important relevant
method quality of manufacturing 0
that: or producing goods or
' services or that enable the
production or delivery of
an entirely new product or
service
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Uses new media or
techniques for promotion
of goods and services,
uses new methods for
product placement or new Did not

Marketing sales channels for good®esign is Design is introduce

method and services, creates aot 1 2 3 4 5 very Not

that: new brand image, brandmportant important. relevant
symbols or brand O
identities for goods and
services, Uses new
methods of pricing goods
or services.

4.2 How difficult was it to understand this quesfo
Neither difficult

Very difficult to Difficult to Easy to Very easy to
nor easy to

understand understand understand understand
understand

O O O O O

4.3 How difficult was it to provide the answergis question?

Very difficult to Difficult to Neither difficult Very easy to

Easy to answer
answer answer nor easy answer
O O O O O

5.0 Design resources used for innovation activities

5.1 For the implementation of new or significaniltpproved products (goods and
services), please indicate the type of design ressithat your firm utilises. Examples
of the types of staff involved in each activity gn@vided. Please select the category
that best describes the resources that you use.

E 5
L o
D QE x Q. Cl.
g c é: c o CU) = (E
295D 2 Dz
_ _ _ "0 ¢ n sax>n G
Please tick the most appropriate option - 38g8 5858¢
. : e.g. engineering
Utilise new technologies, or 9. eng 9
. ... designers,
provide new uses for eX'Stmgsoftware
Goods that: technologies. Provide performancgeSignerS O 0O 0O 0O
or  functional improvements. >
. . “ergonomists,
Provide lower costs of production .
electronic
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designers
e.g. Industrial
Provide changes to product forndesigners,
(appearance) or packaging that dwoduct
. X O O O 0O
not alter the underlyingdesigners,
performance characteristics interface
designers
Offer significant improvements in .
: Service
how they are provided to customerg .
e esigners,
(e.g. efficiency or speed), new
. . - rocess
Services functions or characteristics 10
_ o . . esigners, userd O 0O O
that: existing services (e.g. mterne%i
. . interface
banking, pick-up and drop-off, .
. esigners, web
services for rental cars), or tha?j .
) . : esigners
provide changes in user experience.
Reduce the cost of manufacturing
Production " producing gqods and services _ _
(e.g. automation  equipmeni e.g. Engineering
process, e .
L reduce the cost of delivering odesigners,
distribution distributin oods and servicesproduction
method or . 99 : prod O O 0O 0Od
delivery increase _the qual_|ty ofengineers,
manufacturing or producing goodgrocess
method . ;
) or services or that enable thdesigners
that: . i
production or delivery of an
entirely new product or service
Offer significant improvements in
: e.g. Graphic
how they are provided to customerg
e esigners,
. (e.g. efficiency or speed), ne
Marketing . - randing
functions or characteristics tQ, .
method o . . geS|gners O O 0O 0Od
_ existing services (e.g. interne
that: . Strategic
banking, pick-up and drop-off
. esigners, web
services for rental cars), or tha?j
esigners
provide changes in user experience.
5.2 How difficult was it to understand this quesfo
Very difficult to Difficult ~ to Neither difficult oo to Very easy to
nor easy to
understand understand understand understand
understand
O O O O O
5.3 How difficult was it to provide the answerslis question?
Very difficult to Difficult to Neither difficult Very easy to
Easy to answer
answer answer nor easy answer
O O O O O
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6.0 Resources dedicated to design

6.1 For the year 2012, please provide an estimiatbeoresources dedicated to design,
where design resources are those resources detitateintegrating technical
performance and user experience in innovation idesv

Number of people employed in house Number:
Budget for in house activities (in local currency.e) X ., 000
Budget for outsourced activities X ., __000

X=local currency

6.2 How difficult was it to understand this quesfio
Neither difficult

Very difficult to Difficult to nor  eas o Easy to Very easy to

understand understand y understand understand
understand

O O O O O

6.3 How difficult was it to provide the answersttis question?

Very difficult to Difficult to Neither difficult Very easy to
Easy to answer

answer answer nor easy answer

O O O O O

7.0 Design as a styling add-on or design as an igtator of experiences and
performance

7.1 During the period 2010-2012, did you follow oakthe following approaches to
innovation?

Y N

Did you follow a ‘technology-push’ approach to inn@ation’?
In this approach, your enterprise focused on newsignificantly improved O O
technology and design was used to provide stylmaesthetics as an add-on.
Did you follow a design led approach to innovation?

In this approach, your enterprise focused on thegnation of cost, technical
performance and user experience. To achieve thisplaced design at the core dil | OO0
the innovation process as an integrator of techmeaformance, user experience

and product cost?

7.2 If you followed another approach to innovatipiease describe the role that design

played
7.3 How difficult was it to understand this quesfio
Very difficult to Difficult to Neither difficult Eay to Very easy to
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understand understand nor easy tmderstand understand
understand
O O O O O

7.4  How difficult was it to provide the answersthis question?

Very difficult to Difficult to Neither difficult Very easy to
Easy to answer

answer answer nor easy answer

O O O O O

8.0  Relevance of past design activities in todayesults

8.1 For innovation projects between 2010 and 20dt&re design played a role as an
integrator of technical performance and user erpeg, please indicate their
importance in terms of contribution to total busimeevenue.

Importance to revenue of innovatioVery . , Very
. . . High Medium Low
projects where design played a role as high low
integrator of technical performance anlc_lI 0 0 0 0
user experience
8.2 How difficult was it to understand this quesfto
Very difficult to Difficult ~ to Nerter difficult o o to Very easy to
nor easy to
understand understand understand understand
understand
O O O O O
8.3 How difficult was it to provide the answersttis question?
Very difficult to Difficult to Neither difficult Very easy to
Easy to answer
answer answer nor easy answer
O O O O O
Thank you for your time in answering this questiaing.
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Appendix 4: Questionnaire v4

Test 4: Questionnaire V4

Many firms view design in a narrow sense as regatinthe aesthetics or styling of products.
However, design is increasingly seen as providimgngegration of different types of utility
offered to consumers, including functionality, teial performance, aesthetics, appearance
and image. The impacts of design are not limitegohgsical products. For example, the
design of user interfaces and services is incrghsimportant, such as online purchasing or
airport check-in.

The goal of this survey is to collect informatioegarding your enterprise’s approach to
design during the three years 2010, 2011 and ZB{deifically, we will be asking about how
new products (goods and services) compare agaimspetitive products for a range of
different characteristics.

This study is part of a European project whichasksng to understand how to measure the
value of design. More information on the project isvailable here
www.measuringdesignvalue.eu

1 Innovation activity

Pleasédxl in one box only
During the last three years, has your firm intraetiany new

or significantly improved products or services? yesl  Nol

If you answered No, please progress to question 4

2 How do your new products (goods and services) ropare against competitive
offerings?

2.1 For new or significantly improved products (de@nd services) introduced in the last
three years, how do they compare against competfiferings in your market place?

Pleasdxl one box only for each category
Technical performance in comparison to competifweducts (e.g. efficiency, precision,
speed, accuracy etc)

Significantly Slightly About  the Slightly Significantly Not
worse worse same better better applicable
O (] O (] O (]
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Functionality in comparison to competitive produ@sy. provision of different functions or

capabilities)
Significantly Slightly About  the Slightly Significantly Not
worse worse same better better applicable
O O O O O O

Style or aesthetics in comparison to competitivedpcts (e.g. how the product looks, its
appearance or shape)

Slightly Slightly Significantly
Very dated, dated, more up to more up to
unattractive unattractive date, date,
or or About the attractive or attractive or Not
unappealing unappealing same appealing appealing applicable
O O O O O O

Brand identity in comparison to competitive produ.g. how strongly customer’s associate
with the brand or overall image of the product)

Very weak Very strong

brand Weak brand About the Strong brand brand Not
identity identity same identity identity applicable
O O O O O O

Delivery to customers in comparison to competitmeducts (e.g. speed of delivery,
responsiveness, efficiency)

Significantly Slightly About  the Slightly Significantly Not
worse worse same better better applicable
O (] O (] O (]

Sales price in comparison to competitive products
Significantly Slightly About  the Slightly Significantly Not
lower lower same higher higher applicable
O O O O O

2.2 How difficult did you find it to UNDERSTAND thguestions in this section? Please
describe your thoughts, even if they are brief. &/8re concepts clear? Was the
language clear?

2.3 How difficult did you find it to ANSWER the gsgons in this section. Please describe
your thoughts, even if they are brief. Could yosvaer easily and quickly? Did you
have all of the information you needed?

2.4  Are there any other comments you wish to maganding these questions?
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3.1 For the business as a whole, how has the congeaformed over the last three years?

Pleasdxl one box only for each category

Turnover
Significant Significant
reduction Slight reduction Slight growth growth
(>10%) (0-10%) No change (0-10%) (>10%)
O O O O O
Exports
Significant Significant
reduction Slight reduction Slight growth growth
(>10%) (0-10%) No change (0-10%) (>10%)
O O O O O
Profits
Significant Significant
reduction Slight reduction Slight  growth growth
(>10%) (0-10%) No change (0-10%) (>10%)
O O O O O
4 Contact details and general information about theenterprise
Your nhame
Job Title
Phone
E-mail
Name of enterprise
Main activity (products/services)
Address of enterprise Postal code
What was your enterprise’s total turnover for 2412012 £ 000
(market sales of goods and services) —— ===
What was your enterprise’s average number 2011 2012
employees in 2011 and 2012
Are you an R&D active firm? Yesd NolI

Many thanks for your time in answering this queastiaire. Your assistance is greatly
appreciated. If you require any further informatiptease contact the project coordinator at
Barcelona Design Centre, Email: EuroDesign@bcd.es
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