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Abstract

Design Management is an academic area that steattdlalisciplines of design and
management, as well as the practice of managingriis and the emerging corporate interest
in the design concept. Drawing on Burrell and Morgd1979) paradigmatic framework, we
problematize the way knowledge from design mergés kmowledge from management. We
claim that design management is a partnership legtirmain-stream management research” and
design. We draw attention to other management gared- and discuss how many of them may
better suit the design discourses.
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Towards a better paradigmatic partnership

Both management and design are practical areasaaattiemic aspirations that have been — and
sometimes still are — questioned by the traditiaisdiplines, who regard them as “pseudo-acadearic”
not rigorous enough (O’Connor 1996, Yagou 2005)ndgement builds on a multidisciplinary platform
of applied social sciences (and some humanitieotrats) for studying organizations. Design, while
difficult to define absolutely, includes art, te@une, and ergonomics. Both areas have developed an
identity of their own, while remaining a combinatiof many disciplines as well as a combination of
practice and academia.

Whether management is a science or art of pralstisdbeen a subject of differing opinions for the
last 100 years, or for as long as the academi@subgs existed. For example, the Stockholm Sabiool
Economics in Sweden has, since its founding in 18@2ussed whether the education it provides shoul
be “academic” or “practical”. In the US it may befessors from physics or engineering who may
consider management as a non-scientific acaderbjeu However, at the same time as being créitiz
for not being academic enough by “scientific” see] the academic area of management is often
criticized for being too academic (Mintzberg, 2004)

If management has been questioned whether ité&&atemic or practical subject, design has been so
to a much higher degree. Many professors of demigrappointed not because of academic merit and
research prowess, but because of practical expeftrsd the discussion about whether there is andlgh
be an academic place and the nature of the knowlpdgduced in the design field still has the charac
of a new subject trying to gain legitimacy.

Within both management and design a number of isldsfexist, (for example, organizational
behavior, organizational development, strategy, dnunesource management for the management area,
and fashion design, industrial design, and gragbsgign for the design area). Both areas embrace
research with different epistemological underpigsiralthough there have been more articulated
discussions within management (where perspectamggerfrom positivism to critical management and

hermeneutics — to name a few).
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Within the area of management, scholars recogheedifferent paradigms or schools of thought co-
exist and develop although they were originallyated in different historical contexts. Most primers
present divisions among schools of management tiipagch as, scientific management, human
relations, contingency and systems thinking, pcavel management, cultural theories, strategy, and so
on. There are, however, some more complex, me&¥eays of dividing management history. The most
well known are Burrell & Morgan’s (1979) sociologiiparadigms for organizational analysis
(functionalist, interpretive, radical humanist, aadical structuralist), Morgan’s (1986) divisioftbe
management history into different metaphors (seerggnizations as machines, organisms, brains,
cultures, political systems, psychic prisons, furd transformation, and instruments of domination),
Hatch's (1997) enunciation of three master paradigmodern, symbolic and postmodern) and
Skoéldberg’s (2002) division of management stylethofight into four master tropes (metaphor,
metonymy, synecdoche and irony). We use Burrell &®&n’s framework due to its claim to be the
innovation that sparked interest in managementdigmas and tropes, although, as Deetz (1996) nibtes,
has shortcomings.

In the design area to the best of our knowledgellghparadigmatic overviews have not been
considered. Instead, design has been more conceitiedroblems and possibilities of design
competences, or of how to go from practical wisdorarticulated knowledge amgistemeand the
practicality of such aims. We do not enter inta tiacussion. Instead, we prefer to consider diffier
ways of making sense of the meaning of “designdl i@tate its epistemological and paradigmatic
grounds to the foundations of management thinking. starting point (thought not, of course, the
starting point of “design”) is the writing of HentheSimon (1969) who considered both design
epistemology and management theories in his worttemision-making. We continue with the work of
other design researchers and their discussion af istspecific with design, (Alexander 1964, Budman
1992, Cross 2001, Edeholdt 2004, Krippendorff 198%9yson, 1989, among others). While each of these

authors have engaged in systematized thinking aderoontributions to the design discourse, these ha
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been little attempt to categorize the network aliagptions that they represent, or to connect tteese
schools of management thought.

Drawing on Burrell and Morgan’s approach, we hageetbped a rudimentary paradigmatic
framework for the discipline of design as an emdrpur main purpose, which is to make a contribyutim
the theoretical underpinnings of the disciplinegle§ign management. In our opinion there is an @irgen
need to give credibility to the discipline of desigganagement in the eyes of both management and
design scholars who do not subscribe to a pureigtionalist view. In addition, the field of design
management as an academic discipline in contrast toea of practice can grow only through lively
debate among scholars with differing paradigmagicspectives.

The paper begins by introducing Burrell and Morgaamalytical framework and discussing its
relevance for management as well as the designdes& we provide an overview of existing
management discourses and how they relate to ¢aehlzefore presenting similar overview of design
discourses. The fourth section contains an anadyxigeflections on the discourse of design managem
and its taken-for-granted paradigmatic platforrmally, we demonstrate alternative paradigmatic
partnerships between design and management angslisow some of these may inspire new debates

and directions for design management.

Burrell and Morgan’s paradigmatic framework
In this section we describe Burrell and Morgan’algtic framework and then use their matrix to place
(1) management theories, (2) design theories, @ndelsign management theories. Our aim is tofglari
the different paradigmatic distributions in thepestive fields. We also want to highlight the spee-
and to our mind problematic — paradigmatic relaiaonderlying design management, which is a
discourse that bridges management and design.
In 1979 Gibson Burrell and Gareth Morgan presetited influentialSociological paradigms and

organizational analysis — elements of the socioloiggorporate life. This treatise can be seen as a social
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science analysis of the paradigms of managemeatitrational research. Influenced by, but not strictly
following, Thomas Kuhn’s (1962) concept of a “pagad’ as a fundamental view on life, or a broad
view that affects the way particular aspects adetstood. Burrell and Morgan analyzed
organizational/managerial research to reveal tiadigmatic grounds or taken-for-granted assumptions
that guide all approaches to research in sociahsei, and to articulate distinctions between diffier
schools of thought. Their aim was “to show whatheaf the paradigms has to offer, given the
opportunity to speak for themselves.” (p. 395)

Burrell and Morgan’s analysis scheme focuses offidi@ving two dimensions that represent the
different ways in which scholars view the sociakld@nd the nature of society:

Objectivism versus subjectivism(Ch. 1 pp. 1-9) The objective-subjective distiontrelates to the
philosophical underpinnings of different approactzesocial science. This distinction relates to the
debate on the nature of organizational phenomemtal@my), and the nature of knowledge
(epistemology) in social sciences and philosophindithe last centuries. It also relates to theatieb
about “the model of man” and methods for invesiigathe social world (methodology).

One endpoint of this debate is groundethim subjectivist approach representing:

* A nominalist ontology (assumptions that the soaiatld external to individual cognition is
made up of nothing more than names, concepts adnedsi that are used to structure reality.)

* An antipositivist epistemology (the social worlchaanly be understood from the point of view
of the individuals who are directly involved in thetivities that are to be studied.)

» A voluntarist view of human nature (man is comgietaitonomous and free-willed.)

An ideographic methodology (the social world calydre understood by obtaining first-hand
knowledge of the subject under investigation.)
The other endpoint of this debatdhg objectivist approach representing:

* A realist ontology (the world is made up of haahdible, and relatively immutable structures.)

! Organizational refers to a sociological approett embraces both organization and managemeriattae by
Academy of Management being defined as “building #sting theory about organizations their membadstheir
management, organization-environment relationsaagenizing processes”.
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* A positivist epistemology (the social world canwelerstood through regularities and causal
relationships between its constituent elements.)

* A deterministic view of human nature (man and kisvéies are completely determined by the
situation or “environment” in which he is located.)

* A nomothetic methodology (focus on an analysistdtronships and regularities between the
various elements which it comprises.)

Burrell and Morgan’s division into objectivism asdbjectivism is therefore grounded in a
complex and multidimensional conceptualization. bialy is it a sociological analysis, but it alséers
to a much broader philosophical discussion abouttwehknowledge and what is the (objective or
subjective) world that we try to research, refigobn, and examine by experimenting.

Research for regulation or radical changeThe second dimension of the analytic framework is
grounded in whether the research presupposes tobuda to a society in social order or to social
change. These research ideas can be both constiategjies and taken-for-granted assumptions. This
dimension is not as complicated as the subjectibjeetive dimension.

Burrell and Morgan introduce the term “sociologyrefulation” orregulation in human affairs
(p.17). Research with this concern emphasizes anitycohesiveness, attempting to explain why spciet
tends to hold together rather than fall apars ttancerned with social order rather than confligith
integration and cohesion rather than contradictonl, with solidarity rather than emancipation I$bas
concerned with actuality rather than with poteitgal

The opposite endpoint from research for regulasaasearch for radical change This type of
research is concerned with finding explanationsstarctural conflict, modes of domination and stuwal
contradiction. It is concerned with man’s emandgrafrom the structures that limit and stunt his
potential for development (p17).

Paradigmatic framework. The two dimensions form a grid with four quadraAighough each

dimension is identified by its end-points, in piegteach forms a continuum expressing a range of
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assumptions and approaches. Together the two diomsn®rm a 2x2 matrix with four distinct

paradigms that encompass a wide range of sociatiise as shown in Figure 1. The four paradigms are

labeled:

1.

2.

Radical humanist paradigm (with endpoints of subject radical change)

Radical structuralist paradigm (with endpoints bjective + radical change)

Interpretative paradigm (with endpoints of subjexti regulation)

Functionalist paradigm (with endpoints of objectiveagulation).

Figure 1: Burrell and Morgan’s Four Paradigms

Radical Change

RADICAL HUMANIST RADICAL STRUCTURALIST
PARADIGM PARADIGM
Subjective Objective
INTERPRETIVE FUNCTIONALIST
PARADIGM PARADIGM
Regulation

Management discourse(s)

There are many ways to divide the research aresofgement. Most divisions fall, in some way or

other, into a historical sequence. This does na@mtleat one theory displaced another in chronoébgic

order. Rather, each topic area was born in theemmdconversation of a particular context and eeerg

to take care of deficiencies and criticisms ofttien-current theoretical perspective. Key comptmeh

the previous theory remained and continued to émibe the practice of management. Therefore it igmo

relevant to regard the different areas as familynbvers born in different times but most still aleed

having quite different and complicated relationshigth each other.

The starting point of management research is aftered back to the beginning of the last century

when Frederick Winslow Taylor (1911) published ni®k onScientific Managementhereby indicating
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that his treatise wasot about rules of thumb but science. Taylor's thenabout how to manage workers
were widely accepted in businesses of that timadeethey created efficiency and promised a system
that would standardize the work of artisans anduaérs. The rules and ways of making sense of
management that characterize Taylorism (the bigliebjectivism and the possibility of finding an
optimizing and universal way of managing work) haeen both heavily criticised and defended. There
are still many active scholars, even if they thduesemay not recognize their roots, among scholars
proposing theories of Business Process Re-engneBiPR), lean production, and many of the fads of
thel1980s and 1990s. Morgan, in his btrolkges of Organizationd986) uses the metaphormfchine

to describe the way these theories picture thentmgton and its character.

During the 1930s and 1940s Taylorism became heasitigized, in particular after the famous
Hawthorne experiments that could not be interpretithin the framework of scientific management
(Roethlisberger and Dixon 1961). As a consequaetaions between human beings rather than on thei
physical actions formed the grounding for the humaations movement. In Morgan’s (1986)
characterization, this view looks at the organatis arorganism This view is also still common under
the name of HRM (Human Resource Management) andallyta large number of new studies and
perspectives have been added, including the pmrevaiscourse on diversity. For the most part nedea
is concerned with investigating functional cause effiect relationships, but some falls into the
interpretive paradigm with concern for subjectirgiessions of organizational life.

During the 1950s and 1960s management theoriesimferenced by a number of new fields, in
particular the diverse fields of computer sciersystems theory, and psychoanalysis. Emerging
discourses considered the organization as a syatmnnany models of an organization resembled those
drawn by computer scientists (Katz & Kahn 1978)e@pystems theory lead to consideration of
organizational environments, and the influencedditipal and societal changes on the internal and
external relationships of organizations (Emery 8T1965). Also theories of power merged into
management theories, and theories of leadership ereloped as a separate area, as well as

organizational development (representing a mergivden organization theory and pedagogical



Towards a better paradigmatic partnership

perspectives) (Levitt & March 1988). Morgan’s mdtags for the main theoretical developments during
this period were the organization alsrain and as @ystem

During the last two decades of thé"2@ntury, the 1980s and 1990s, cultural perspectie
organizations recognized individual members withigpecific context and its specific taken-for-geaht
and institutionalized assumptions (e.g., Hofste@#0] Powell & Dimaggio1992, Schein 1985). What has
been labeled as “cultural theory”, however, cossidtresearch with different paradigmatic
underpinnings, ranging from anthropological caséist (e.g., Kunda 1992, Van Maanen 1988) to more
positivistic survey studies (e.g., Hofstede 198Dheories of organization change emerged, rangong f
structural perspectives (Hannan & Freeman 198#bpta values driven organizational development
(Beckhard 1965), to ethnographic studies (Czarrkawi®erges &evon 1996). Morgan’s metaphors of
organizations apsychic prison®r asflux and transformatiorapture the variety of perspectives active in
organization theory during this period.

Another stream from this period, not the least intgot for design management, is the strategy
stream that continues to be popular among resaaraaucators and practitioners alike. While tias
of strategy may be traced back to military endeswworancient Greece and in China over 2,500 yegos a
the subject of strategic management as appliedganizations and businesses draws heavily on thke wo
of Michael Porter (1980, 1985) and his conceptsoofipetitive strategy and competitive advantage.
Strategy is clearly functionalist in the nomendtataf Burrell and Morgan, and is so dominant witthia
management discourse that it lays claim to beitgpeadigm” of its own (Prahalad and Hamel 1994).

During the last decade both traditional “main stiéand more “critical management” (see Alvesson
and Wilmott 1992 for an overview) perspectives hageome equally accepted within the Academy of
Management. Even so, the number of scholars wgrkith the critical radical humanist perspective ar
far fewer than those with mainstream functionalistvpoints, and critical scholars who desire radica

structural change are even fewer in number.
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Management research/discourses within Burrell and Mrgan’s paradigms
In the late 1970s, as Burrell and Morgan analyhedties of management and organization within each
paradigm, they found that dominant theories beldngehe functionalist quadrant (i.e., having
assumptions of objectivism and regulation). Theas wome, but very little, research within the other
guadrants that relied on assumptions of subjegtovitradical change.

Since that time organizational research has breatbigmo other areas as demonstrated by the current
Management and Organization The®@ivision domain statement of the Academy of Mamagpet:

Specific domain: involves building and testing tlyesbout organizations, their members and
their management, organization-environment relajand organizing processes. The area has a
rich intellectual heritage. Theoretical advancesnganization theory have included strategic
choice, resource dependence theory, organizatiecalogy and institutional theory. More
recently, we have provided a home for critical, ifeést, cognitive, and post-modern theorists. We
encourage new theory development and the applitati@mur existing theory base to such
emerging and continuing management challenges altgjimprovement, strategic alliances,

new technology implementation, organizational nesiring, governance and control, and
strategic global diversity. The division celebratlsoretical activity, methodological pluralism
and linkages between theory and practice. (www.pace.edu )

Today there is rich research in at least threb®fdur quadrants of Burrell and Morgan’s analytica
framework. Below we map our interpretation of masragnt research within Burrell and Morgan’s

framework.

Figure 2: Paradigmatic Representation of ManagemenDrganization Theories

RADICAL HUMANIST Radical Change RADICAL STRUCTURALIST
PARADIGM PARADIGM

Critical THeory

Organizational
Development

Subjective Objective
) . Human -
Cultural, Hermeneutic, & Interpretive Relations Scientific
Theories Management
Strateav & subsequent fads
Systems Theory
INTERPRETIVE FUNCTIONALIST
PARADIGM Regulation PARADIGM

10



Towards a better paradigmatic partnership

We can simplify the paradigmatic pattern of manag@mesearch from the Burrell and Morgan
paradigm with the following shape that shows thatdreater part of mainstream management research

still lies in the functionalist paradigm, althouttiving research exists in the others.

Figure 3: Schematic of Research in Organization/Maagement

RADICAL HUMANIST RADICAL STRUCTURALIST
PARADIGM PARADIGM

INTERPRETIVE
PARADIGM

FUNCTIONALIST PARADIGM

The design discourse(s)

Like the management discourse, the design discaairse one but many. Design embraces a number of
subfields such as architecture, fashion desigmhicalesign, industrial design, , interaction desig
interior design, and textile design. The disciploae also be divided into different perspectivashewith

its own research area, such as design for all, deatio design, gender and design, and sustainable
design. In this way design resembles managemesanes— the Academy of Management has special
divisions for gender and diversity, social issw®] so forth. The design area is distinguished fitzam
management area by its smaller size and fewernde®ma, and maybe because the area is younger, the
epistemological discussion has not reached the saamesity. This is not to say epistemological cams
are non-existent, and indeed, similarities candled between the two disciplines. In this papeaves
primarily concerned with industrial design and glemeric and epistemological interest in design as a

method and way of thinking, that is, in the degigocess rather than the result of this process.

11
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The special character of design research has bseusded ever since Simon (1969) wrbthe
science of the artificialh which he claims that design research has asterpology of its own,
distinguishing it from the humanities, social scienand natural science. Because design is creatiag
has never existed before, research must takentioi€onsideration and can be neither explanatory no
descriptive but rather experimental, Simon asseféder scholars have also discussed the attrilofites
design research. Lawson (1989) theorizes desigipetance as a specific way of making sense of
problem-solving in a comprehensive and synthetig, wdnile Buchanan (1992) describes the core of the
design competence as handling and solving “wicketlpms”. Edeholt (2004) identifies two specific
characteristics for design that distinguish it frbath social science and technical areas: firstigies
about how things “ought to be” — about creatingat@rnative world, and second, it starts with peobl
solution rather than problem analysis.

Design methods and how to capture and describe, thremmelated, but not the same as the
epistemologocial and methodological discussioneHeifferent paradigms have replaced one another.
For example, in the 1960s and 1970s structurglistaaches, like Alexander’s (1964) methods for
complex problem-solving without preset conceptians,e prominent. Later, influenced by the general
interest in system theory in academia, scientifid systems-theory oriented descriptions prevailed
(Cross, 2001). Such views were subsequently clgglby Schon’s (1983) literal and reflexive
approach. Over the last few years, design mettestsarch has partly merged into the epistemological
debate and partly been influenced by broader ssciahce methods. Design has become part of a
multidisciplinary cooperation of scholars.

Within the field of industrial design, Bauhaus iar&pe and Dreyfus in the US might be considered
the founding fathers of research. The prominentBas group in Germany had a clear ideological base,
from which they both wrote and acted as designedsaachitects (Droste 1990). Their motto was “form
follows function” and simplicity was not only be#ut but also a means to the end — to enable everyo
to benefit from modernity. Dreyfuss (1967) carsken as the Bauhaus’ American counterpart, with a

passion for industrial design and ergonomics. Heged (not without similarities with early manageine

12
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theorists Taylor and the Gilbreths) on the humadiyland its types and range of motion, thereby orgat
the research area of ergonomics (Clark & Corlé&B841www.hfes.org. Research into functions and
ergonomics have been a substantial area ever $inttes extent of being taken-for-granted, witheak

in the 1960’s and 1970’s. Many researchers erddrgen the ergonomic school with a specific intéres
in how things and the environment could be chargdxz inclusive for individuals with disabilitieghe

areas of inclusive design (Clarkson 2003) and aefsigall (www.designforall.oryy became dominant in

the 1960’s and have been active fields of reseavehsince. Here, when using Burrell and Morgan’s
framework, design methods have moved away frommetimnalist perspective to a more radical
humanistic view.

The desigh community has always included an etkiica¢nsion, and design and ethics are
frequently a conference theme. Eco-design and aésigsustainability have emerged from this impotta
area of design research and practice. Eco-desmeusrent business “hot topic” with its emphasis o
using recyclable materials (Brezet & Hemel 199 #ilevdesign for sustainability advocates radical
change in all systems. Among the forerunners ingddsr sustainability are researchers like (Man&n
Jégou 2003, Margolin 2002, Thackara 2005, Thorpe 2007

The semiotic design discourse lies at the bordevden design and design management and has
grown both in research and practical use overasetWo decades (Butter 1989, Mono 1997). Semiotic
research has a different character from the scltadmige. It has deep philosophical roots and coiorect
to many interdisciplinary areas, as well as belrggtopic for special conferences. Semiotic design
research (Krippendorff & Butter 1984, Krippendadtfi89, Vihma 1995) is concerned with how images
are perceived and “read” by different audiencessaakieholders, and most research is related to
regulation rather than radical change. When usegdaatice, it is mostly in order to determine ttie
business goals are met by the way products, adeeréints and other touch-points are expressed in
images.

A design area that began at the interface betwastahs and machines, both mechanical and

computers, known as interactive desfBaeholt & Lowgren, 2003), has become a large afeasearch,

13
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given the prevalence of information technology hathan-computer interaction (HCI) in all aspects of
life. While not strictly a subfield of industridesign, but rather an area in itself, methods ef aentered
design are now used in other design areas. Beoaasg studies in interactive design consider the
computer from a more holistic view, regarding itea®ol for work and pleasure, this area has came t
intersect with organization studies, specificaigde in the radical humanist paradigm (Ehn 20086,

Bjorgvinsson 2007)).

The design discourse within Burrell and Morgan’s famework

It is somewhat problematic to squeeze design thipkito the paradigmatic framework of Burrell and
Morgan. However, there is value in making an epistegical comparison between management and
design research, and we find the Burrell and Mdsgdimensions (objectivity/subjectivity and
regulation/change) applicable to both areas.

Following the definitions of design discussed byEalt (2004), for example, one might think that
design should fall into the radical humanist pagadior the one that is defined as subjective (retien
objective) and interested in radical change (rati@n regulation). However, our discussion of défe
fields and groups within design research made wseathat design research, though predominatelyisn t
guadrant, also has areas located in other paradigifter categorizing design research first interttes
on the basis of themes from design conferencespaaial issues of design journals, and then mapping
research from individual researchers within eaeldfonto Burrell and Morgan'’s framework, we

developed the following schematic figure:

14
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Figure 4: Paradigmatic Representation of Design Téories

RADICAL HUMANIST Radical Change RADICAL STRUCTURALIST
PARADIGM PARADIGM

Design for Sustainability

Inclusive Design

Eco-desian

Interactive Desian
Design Methods
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Semiotics
FUNCTIONALIST
Regulation PARADIGM

We are struck by our observation that when desigaarch is placed within Burrell and Morgan’s
framework, design theories rely on assumptionsaraelmost a diagonal inverse from those in
management theories. Some of the foundational ajmhemic design research is found in the
functionalist grid, as well as most semiotics resegalthough these areas of research aim to inepifos
company'’s products from the user’'s perspective; thainly assume that this can be done by objective
methods, and the result will not involve radicahebe. Some of the earlier methodological researth (
Alexander 1964), is to be found in the radical ¢nealist quadrant. However, most contemporarygiesi
researchers, and probably also a majority designenk under assumptions that locate them within th
radical humanist quadrant. Therefore, the conclusicour review of the design research field from
Burrell and Morgan’s framework is that design reskas dominated by radical humanist assumptions

i.e. subjectivism and radical change.

15
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Figure 5: Schematic of Design Research Paradigms

RADICAL HUMANIST
PARADIGM

FUNCTIONALIST
PARADIGM

The design management discourse
If managementiscourse is about a hundred years old, andek&ndiscourse is about half of that, then
designmanagemerdiscourse is only a few decades in age. In fhetfitst academic masters course in
design management was introduced in the 1970% atdhdon Business School, and it was not until the
1980s that the Royal College of Art was the fidtiaol worldwide to teach design management to
designers (Johansson & Svengren 2006).

Design management is concerned with the integrati@esign into management and vice versa. The
design management area is more coherent thantmtlesign area and the management areas alone; this
might be due to the relative smallness of the detalso because of foundational assumptions.sicba
assumption, partly rooted in research and partixiperience, is that management most often lacks
sufficient knowledge about design to take advantddke strategic potential that design promisesaA
conseguence, research is most often of a normatidgrescriptive character.

The TRIAD project can be viewed as the beginnindedign management research. TRAID, a
collaborative research project over three contsienas initiated in 1988 by the Design Management
Institute (DMI—formed in 1975 to “heighten awares®$ design as an essential part of business
strategy”) and also involved the Harvard Businedso8l. The project’s purpose was to develop case

studies in desigh management, and the thirteen ledecpcase studies from US, European and Japanese
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contexts formed a platform for design managemesgarech (see Svengren 1995 awvadwv.wmi.org)

DMI webpage and Svengren 1995). The TRIAD projecused on descriptive cases from companies
where design was an integrated part of the pragiextlopment and innovation process and companies
where design had been a considerable part of tteess of the company, so called “excellence cases”.
This type of research became a role model for nafithe subsequent research in design management.

Research on corporate identity forms a separaténtautwined area of research and development
within design management. When at its peak inabe21980s, “corporate identity” was a way to inégr
the different visual messages coming from the cawigdogo, written material (graphic design),
products (industrial design), and the environmemlhich production and selling take place (interior
design and visual merchandising) to provide theéatner with a stronger and more coherent visual
message. And, researchers claimed, this strongesage should be in coordination with business
strategy and goals, not merely as unrelated p&ficat (Olins 1989). In this way, corporate identbuld
be seen as a forerunner to the brand discoursediffaeence, according to Johansson and Svengren
(2005) is that brand is related to marketers amdarate identity to designers.

In the 1990's the “brand” discourse flourished iarketing and management, and the design
management discourse now focused on design aategitrresource. Research questions focused on
ways in which design is a strategic resource andihshould relate to and be integrated within top
management’s general strategies (Cooper and P965s Svengren 1995, Olsson et al 1998, Ravasi and
Lojacono 2005) in addition to marketing stratedi@sice and Cooper 1997, de Mozota 2003). During the
1990s and early 2000s, design as a strategic/nmagketsource was the focus of several articles and
books and became a platform for education in mauoyties.

A related, but also somewhat different, discourst subfield of design management considers
design and innovation (Stamm 2003, Verganti 2006, Mippel 1978, Utterback &uarez 1993),
looking at the partnership of designers, enginaetsmanagers. During the early 2000 “design and
innovation” has become a fad that had overtakematbe of “design and strategy”. Also, the “desigd a

innovation” discourse has found a place in the grmisiness media. Specifically in the U.S. inrimra
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and creativity have become buzzwords and “drivimgds for the new economy” as Tom Kelley claims
his bestseller about practices at IDEO (2001). &gement in the US is that with the manufacturiageb
lost to overseas producers, innovation is lefbasdriver of the economy. Design in this situai®tess
about giving aesthetic and form and more aboutigeethinking, and newness more than improvement.
It is design thinkindBuchannan 1992) that is requested as the ses¥amiovation. Design and
innovation can be seen as a creative alternatigemplement to the operational management discourse
Service design is another emerging area withingaeisi practice as well as in design management
research. Morelli (2002), for example, sates tiesigners should not be focused on products, thera
on the product-service-system (PSS) and its désigm a user value perspective. The service design
discourse thereby is expanded and transformed tlhermore traditional “design of products” to inatud
management-related research for improved cooparaiith the customer in the “fuzzy front end” of
product development. This is currently an activeaan research that most likely will expand evetiier
(Goldstein, Johnston et al. 2002, Heskett 1986stalcé 1984).
Design management discourse within Burrell and Morgn’s framework
Below, in Figures 6 and 7, we present our represient of the paradigmatic base for design
management. Because design management bridgge des management, we might expect its
research areas to be spread over the areas whhrddsign and management are well represented.
However, this both is and is not the case. It isthe case because there is almost no design maerage
research in three out of four of Burrell and Morgaquadrants. Design management is scarcely
represented in the radical humanist paradigm, wtlesegn has its base. Instead most design managemen
research belongs to the functionalist paradignyjmglon objectivity and regulation as foundational
assumptions. This is somewhat problematic frondeéssgn perspective, because design thinking as such
is differentiated from rational, analytical processrather being defined as a holistic way of angat
something new and unanticipated. However, designagement has a comfortable place within
management research, relying on mainstream managéiteeature and gurus such as Porter (1990) and

Kotler (Kotler & Rath 1984).
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Figure 6: Paradigmatic Representation of Design Maagement Theories
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Figure 7: Schematic of Design Management Researclafdigm
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Summary reflections on the paradigmatic partnershipbetween design and management
We can summarize our findings about research iragement, design, and design management within
the context of Burrell and Morgan'’s four paradigassfollows:

First, management research started in the fundtsmaadrant, with assumptions of objectivism and
regulation of the existing society, then spreadtounclude work in all four quadrants, butinstream

management research still has its centre of grawitye functionalist paradigm
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Second, thelesign researchthough spread all over the four paradigms,itsasentre of gravity in the
radical humanist paradignwhere the assumptions are a combination of subitycand radical change.
This situation reflects a change from early desagearch, when objectivity was taken for grantethas
norm for “real” research, and there was functistaksearch.

Third, the design management research does nadsprer the different paradigms (with some few
exceptions)Most design management research relies on theituradist paradigm

Figure 8 illustrates the way in which the threeeegsh areas overlap. The boundaries are drawn
schematically to demonstrate the relative extemiagh area rather than to place coordinates exattly

the axes.

Figure 8: Schematic of Overlap of Management, Degin, and Design Management
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The result is probably not a surprise to those hdage been involved in design management.
However, it is not the result as such, but how &kensense of it that is important. What are the
consequences and reflections that follow from tésuilt?

Ouir first reflection is that we might expect a nesearch area that seeks legitimacy among both
academics and practitioners to originate in thensteeam area. The early research would then belwvid
recognized and accepted by practitioners becaugauid confirm what they already knew. Having said

this, however, we believe it is just as importamr-even required — for a research area to encampas
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different paradigms so that the range of underlgisgumptions become broader and deeper. In
particular, a research area that does not incltitleat and reflexive research is in danger of lpeiimo
shallow. Research in the desigh management aredelvaioped to a point where it is time to look dor
paradigmatic broadening. Richer methodological gidtemological debates within design management
research would contribute to its intellectual depehent.

Our second reflection is that because the reseaeas of “design” and “management” have different
paradigmatic centers, it is important for “desigamagement” to have a paradigmatic awareness in
addition to a broad paradigmatic base for the reheaDesigh management researchers need to be awar
of the way in which they embrace approaches basdiferent underlying assumptions. There has been
a lively debate among management scholars as ttheutine various paradigms are incommensurable,
that is, whether it is even possible for reseacbeased in different frameworks to work togethér, (c
Gioia & Pitre 1990). Rather than engage in thisatiebwe suggest that design management researchers
consider deliberately espousing an alternativedigna by working with research methodologies from
frameworks other than functionalism.

In our opinion, the reason for design managemehtdaden its perspective beyond that of the
mainstream management paradigm is more than asadlermic exercise. There is a real danger that the
important dimensions of design cannot come thrawigiin the functionalist paradigm. Many researchers
interested in design methodology, design thinkingd design epistemology (Simon 1969, Buchanan
2001, Lawson 1998, Edeholt 2004) claim that thegiesrofession is by its very nature subjective
because an important feature of practical desigpkitig is that designers are creatively constructiew
possibilities rather than analyzing problems. Tradgssional knowledge of design practitioners tfoeese
falls into the subjective and change paradignthe radical humanist. Over the last few decades, th
research community of Art and Design has also eebidte assumptions underlying research, and
concluded that research in design needs to hav@anadigmatic grounding (Edeholt 2006). Not having

any research within the radical humanist paradigmtpntherefore, be seen as fundamentally problemati
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for the desigh management area. As a initial agbré@ broadening the research base of design
management, we suggest the following possibilibeshe three clearly underrepresented paradigms:

Radical humanist paradigm. To date, most case studies in design managemeathaalthe nature
of “analyzing success stories” (e.g., Svengren 1998ngren & Johansson 2006, Johansson and
Svengren 2008). Alternative methodologies couldvdram action research (Baburoglu &. Ravn 1992,
Whyte 1991), collaborative research (Adler, Shar8tghre 2004) and other approaches where the
researcher him or herself takes a more experimeviggltrying to find out what is actually happemin
the relation between design and management. Tlteseative approaches mean relating more to the
“organizational development” discourse than to“tirganizational strategy” discourse. Also, working
the radical humanist paradigm means that the rels@aojects can embrace enabling values like
sustainability, gender, and inclusiveness. For gteyiDesign against crime” (Cooper et al) and “Boo
for perception” (Thackara) are design researchdavelopment projects that could be extended or used
to inspire design management research.

Critical management. Critical management studies already have an estedalibase within

management research. The area includes schadansaft over the world, working, for example, with

the Interest Group within the Academy of Managenfemiw.aomonline.org/aom.asp?id318r

participating in the biannual Critical Managemewn@@&renceww.criticalmanagement.org/

Opportunities therefore exist for design reseasb®engage with critical management researchers to
develop dynamic and fresh perspectives. For exardpgn researchers might participate in the
upcoming CMS6 conference to be held at Warwick Brsity in July 2009 to sample the range of
scholarship and initiate conversations with otléith similar interests.

I nter pretative and reflexive methodology. There is room in design management for more reféexi
research: reflexive around the practical encouriteiesign and management, and reflexive around the
paradigmatic differences and the communication lprob that arise. What really happens when design
thinking meets management thinking? In order tav@nghis question — that of course can be answared

several ways — both empirical material and assegiedflections are needed (Alvesson & Skoldberg
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2000), and the nature of the reflections would fchiatention. We would welcome more ethnography
that includes researcher reflections, for examiphlar to Kunda’'s (1992) study of the culture of a
multinational company, but instead focusing on glesis and what is happening when they enter the
world of business. Other examples are the workd#helt (2006) and Buchanan (2001) where they
reflect about the profession of design; similatefons are needed within the design management
discourse.

To concludein writing this paper, we set out to problemetize tvay in which knowledge from
design merges with knowledge from management. dBinrell and Morgan’s paradigms for this
purpose has been a paradoxical exercise: on theamk the framework allowed us to speak definigive
about differences, yet on the other hand, the cursay in which we placed research areas within the
framework had left much room for critique and fertldiscussions. We recognize our limitationshim t
hopes that our broader argument — that design neamagt research needs to broaden its paradigmatic
base — will be accepted, and our suggestions fgs\wawhich to open up conversations on the rebearc

agenda, will spark interest among participantfiat@MI Conference.
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