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Abstract 
Although service designers have proven their abilities in the fuzzy front end of service 
development, their skills regarding implementation have been criticised and many service 
designs are not implemented successfully. So far, there has been little discussion concerning 
service implementation in service design research and there is potential for further 
development of this aspect of the design of services. This paper intends to contribute to this 
development by presenting different views on implementation from fields that are related to 
service design, such as product and interaction design. These fields mostly see 
implementation as the delivery of generic resources and process models, whereas service 
implementation (also) involves development and change of the (service) organisation as well 
as adaptation in use of resources and service processes models. Still, if discussions on 
implementation in these related fields are translated to a service context, they can provide 
inspiration for (future research on) service implementation.  

KEYWORDS: implementation of service, organisational change, transformation process, 

adaptation, service logic 

Introduction 
In services, there are often no clear boundaries between design, production and 
consumption (e.g. Sleeswijk Visser, 2013), mostly because services are co-created in use (e.g. 
Normann and Ramirez, 1993; Vargo and Lusch, 2008; Grönroos, 2006) and because they 
cannot be fully designed, produced and stored beforehand (Lovelock and Gummesson, 
2004). This suggests that services cannot be developed and implemented in the same way as 
products are. Yet, models of service design consist of similar stages as models for product 
development (e.g. Stickdorn and Schneider, 2011). Service design agencies show a similar 
pattern (e.g; DesignThinkers, 2011; Engine, n.d; Live|Work, n.d.). So, in some ways service 
design seems to have taken on the generic models of a design process, in some cases 
including implementation as a last (add-on) step. But, if design, production and use take 
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place simultaneously, maybe design and implementation of services should also be 
considered simultaneously. Instead, implementation of services could be a mindset 
(Christianssen, 2015), and considered from the start of the project. These two competing 
views indicate that service implementation is not clearly defined yet. 

In addition to the lack of a clear definition, little is known about how to successfully 
implement services and few design agencies include implementation as a part of their work 
or deliverables. Furthermore, Mulgan (2014) stated that service designers have so far failed to 
apply their creative skills to implementation of services, which may have contributed to the 
fact that many service solutions remain on the drawing board. These issues are the reason 
why we look into this topic. 

Knowledge regarding implementation of services could come from service marketing, which 
has been discussing service implementation for several decades (see e.g. Tax and Stuart, 1997 
Roth and Menor, 2003). Recently, Yu and Sangiorgi (2014) tapped into this literature and 
developed a framework that related the development of a service concept to the design of a 
service and the construction of a service delivery system to the implementation of a service. 
However, there are also other views on the relationship between implementation and design. 
This paper looks at how a number of fields that are related to service design, such as product 
design and marketing, interaction design and organisational change processes, view 
implementation. These perspectives on implementation can be used as inspiration for a 
discussion of implementation of well-designed services. When we talk about service 
implementation in this paper, we mean the process of moving from a well-designed service 
concept and service delivery process to a situation where delivery of the intended service 
experience is repeatable and constant.  

Fields close to service design seem to share a view of implementation as putting generic 
resources and process models (that have been developed previously) in use. They are thus 
discussing the implementation of a single entity rather than a complex system of products, 
touch-points, scripts, relations, activities, etc. that a service is made up of. Hence, the 
discussions on implementation in fields related to service design should always be interpreted 
and translated in order to successfully build on the input from these discussions.  

Therefore, this paper includes both an overview and discussion of perspectives of 
implementation in these neighbouring fields as well as how these views can be related to 
implementation in service design.  

Different themes in implementation 
We have identified four themes regarding implementation in fields that are related to service 
design. These themes were developed from an exploratory literature search, aimed at 
gathering knowledge regarding (various views on) implementation of outcomes of a design 
process, rather than making an ultimate compilation of this topic. The perspectives are not 
meant to be mutually exclusive. Rather, to understand and successfully drive implementation, 
all these perspectives are required. 

Literature searches on implementation of outcomes of design and innovation processes were 
done in the Scopus and Elsevier databases as well as ACM digital library formed the starting 
point of this literature search. These three databases were selected because they contain 
publications from various design research fora, amongst others Design Issues (Scopus), 
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International Journal of Design (Scopus), Design Studies (Elsevier) and Interaction Design 
(ACM). The outcome of these initial searches were filtered, to gather those papers that 
included a discussion on the implementation of outcomes of design processes. These papers 
were then used as a source for additional literature regarding the implementation of 
outcomes of design processes. 

The four themes that were developed based on the selected papers are: implementation as part 
of the development process, which sees implementation as a part of going from a design 
(prototype) to a (final) product; implementation as strategy, which sees implementation as the 
delivery of generic resources that are designed and produced in parallel to the process of 
developing the implementation (strategy); implementation as design after design, the stage where 
the outcome of a design process is adjusted to an organisation and vice versa; and 
implementation as change of practices, a perspective that focuses on implementation of new 
routines and ways of working. We discuss these themes in more detail below.  

Implementation as part of the development process 

Both product design and interaction design literature discuss implementation as a part of the 
development process, albeit in different ways. In interaction design, implementation is seen 
as the last phase of the development process (Kienzle, 2008), where a system design is 
transformed into a working (software) product (e.g. Serrano et al., 2008). One aspect is 
software development, where implementation concerns building the software architecture 
(e.g. Réquilé-Romanczuk et al., 2003; Laufer et al., 2014) or the use of a programming 
language to developing the software code (e.g. Bose and Sugumaran, 1999; Sun and Salcic, 
2011). Another aspect of implementation is building hardware (e.g. Li et al., 2015; 
Hazlewood et al., 2010).  

In both cases, implementation is an iterative process (see e.g. Vander Zanden and 
Halterman, 2001; Kim et al., 2007). During this process, the design artefact may change, 
resulting in a final outcome that differs from the original design. This process is called design 
drift (Robillard et al., 2014), which is sometimes also considered a part of design erosion (cf. 
Van Gurp and Bosch, 2002). Drift and erosion are not negative, but rather a consequences 
of an iterative mindset. 

In product design, implementation is also placed at the end of the development process, 
where it consists of prototype development and product launch (e.g. Dobocan and Blebea 
2014; Buijs, 2003; Buijs and Valkenburg, 2005). Product launch includes (ramp up of) 
production and commercial launch of the product (e.g. Lenfle and Midler, 2009). Companies 
seem to face challenges in the transition from development to production and launch 
(Owens, 2007). Liedtka and Ogilvie (2011) discuss learning launches, which are aimed at 
testing this transition, more specifically the assumptions regarding the (launch of) the 
product and its on-ramp strategy (how people “learn about the offering, try it out, become 
users and enlist others”, ibid., p. 174).  

Implementation as strategy 

The perspective of implementation as a strategy is described elaborately in marketing 
literature and is considered important, both because the chosen strategy largely determines 
whether a product is successful or not (e.g. Hultink et al., 1997; Cui et al., 2011) and because 
it is the most cost-intensive phase of new product development (Cui, 2011). Hultink et al. 
(1997) defined launch strategies as “those decisions and activities necessary to present a 
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product to its target market and begin to generate income from sales of the new product” 
(ibid., p. 245). For a more elaborate discussion of literature on launch strategies see Hultink 
et al. (1997) and Hsieh and Tsai (2006). 

Developing an implementation or launch strategy of a product is often seen as a process that 
runs parallel to product development (e.g. Buijs and Valkenburg, 2005), where strategic 
decisions such as what, when, where and why to launch as well as tactical decisions 
concerning how to launch (Hultink et al, 1997) are taken at different stages of the 
development process.  

Finding the proper launch strategies is considered a key to a successful launch process (Chiu 
et al., 2006). Studies of launch strategies have identified best practices (e.g. Rossi et al., 2014) 
and success factors, which suggest a network approach (Bouwman et al, 2010) that focuses 
not only on the company and the customer, but also on other key stakeholders that are part 
of the launch (e.g. Di Benedetto, 1999; Owen, 2007). Ideally, these stakeholders are part of 
the team that plans the implementation of the product (e.g. Kou and Lee, 2015; Smith, 
2011).  

Regardless of the chosen launch strategy, it should be possible to make changes to the 
strategy along the way. Since it is impossible to predict how the market will react to the 
launch of a product, it is important to be able to have a strategy that can be adjusted as soon 
as there is a first idea of how the designed strategy works out in reality (Cui et al., 2011). 

Implementation as design after design 

The view of implementation as a (launch) strategy focusses on presenting a product to its 
target market (Hultink et al., 1997). This perspective neglects the part of implementation that 
happens when “an individual puts an innovation to use” (Rogers, 2003, p. 20) or when trying 
to get a technology to work (Fleck, 1994). Similarly, Voss (1988) defined implementation as 
“the adoption of inventions” (ibid., 55), which starts when an invention has been 
successfully developed and the first attempt at adoption of the invention is made. More 
specifically, this can be seen as the process of mutual adaptation of organisation and 
innovation (Leonard-Barton, 1988; Rogers, 2003), which is argued to consist of agenda 
setting, matching, redefining, clarifying and routinising (Rogers, 2003). In the first phase, the 
problem and need are identified, including the search for existing technologies that can be 
used to fit this need (ibid. p. 422). Next, the match between organisation and technology is 
planned and designed (ibid., p. 423). The third phase (redefining) consists of the reinvention 
of the technology in order to fit the organisation’s structure. (ibid. p. 424). When the 
innovation is then put into use in a larger part of the organisation, “people gradually gain 
common understanding of the innovation as they talk about it with other people in the 
organisation” (ibid. p. 428). In the final step, the new technology will be fully 
institutionalised, meaning that it has lost its newness and that it has become integrated in the 
organisation (ibid.). The reinventions that take place during the redefining-phase can be seen as 
design as well (Park and Chen, 2012), thus becoming design after design (e.g. Shidende and 
Mörtberg, 2014), co-realisation (Hertzum and Simonsen, 2010) or design-in-use (Ehn, 2008). 
This draws parallels to open implementation as discussed in interaction design (e.g. Kiczales 
et al, 1997), where the user can control the components implementation strategy, allowing 
users to determine the exact functionality of various software components (e.g. Wu et al, 
2009; Serrano et al., 2008).  

It has been argued by Xp (2002) that this process of “bringing the system to its user” (ibid., 
p. 204) in software development is often complex. Since then, empirical studies of 
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implementation of (software) innovations have described this process of adjustment of the 
organisation to the technology and vice versa (e.g. Hocko, 2011; Park et al., 2015), 
identifying both causes for failure and success factors.  

Implementation as a change of practices 
The type of implementation of innovations described in the previous section is closely tied 
to change management (Greenhalgh et al., 2004), but there are differences between 
implementation of technology and implementation of more complex process innovation 
(Voss, 1988). Organisations continuously make incremental changes, with periodical projects 
or planned processes to deliver changes in the organisation (Aken, 2007). Such programmes 
usually start with a sense of urgency for change (Kotter, 1995) and are ideally followed by the 
formation of a competent team to drive the change process (Kotter, 1995; Sirkin et al., 
2005). This team forms a shared understanding of the problem as well as a vision for the 
change (Kotter, 1995), which is then communicated to a larger part of the organisation 
(Kotter, 1995; Fixen et al., 2005). In turn, the vision is adjusted on the departmental level, 
allowing employees to act on the vision and define what this means for their work (Beer and 
Nohria, 2000; Fixen et al., 2005). Training and coaching in this stage can help to create 
understanding among employees for the “why” and the “what” of their new practice (Fixen 
et al., 2005, p. 42). Finally, the programme becomes institutionalised, although possibly 
slightly changed with respect to the initial programme design (Fixen et al., 2005).  

This implementation process has also been defined in terms of unfreezing practices, 
changing them and freezing the new practices (Fixen et al., 2005; Aken, 2007). 

Commitment from management is considered important for success (Fixen et al, 2005; 
Sirkin et al., 2005) but should focus on setting the direction, not to push a strict view of the 
required change, allowing bottom-up engagement in designing the detailed changes (Beer 
and Nohria, 2000; Fixen et al., 2005). Additional success factors are regular review of the 
progress of a project and ensuring that people working with implementation have time for 
this (Sirkin et al., 2005). 

Implementing these changes in practice is mostly an organic process, but certain elements 
about change can be designed. According to Fixen et al. (2005), every change process has a 
number of core intervention components; prerequisites that need to be in place in order for 
implementation to be successful. If the principles of intervention (aim and content) 
underlying these core components (of intervention) are known, the form of the core 
intervention components (processes, strategies) can be designed to fit a local site of 
implementation best. This way, strategies and processes can cater for heterogeneity of 
characteristics (e.g. organisational structure, communication styles) among different 
implementation sites (e.g. various branches of one organisation) (ibid., p.25). 

What does this mean for services? 
From the four perspectives on implementation discussed in this paper it follows that product 
and interaction design talk about implementation as part of developing generic resources and 
process models. Product marketing speaks of implementation as setting up the delivery of 
such artefacts to users as a generic process, which can be reproduced. Both these 
perspectives relate to implementation as the final stage(s) of the process of designing and 
selling an artefact, which is a too narrow view in the context of services. The perspective of 
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implementation as change of practices discusses change and adaptation of an organisation, 
but literature on this topic seems to focus on changes in the provider sphere, neglecting 
changes in the customer and joint sphere that might be required for successful 
implementation.  

Instead, implementation of services requires adaptation of generic service resources that are 
the outcome of a design process (e.g. software systems, coffee cups) in order for (members 
of) an organisation to be able to work with these resources. Furthermore, service 
implementation requires the development and adaptation of generic service processes 
models during the delivery of service (e.g. customise scripts, improvising). 

In other words, the generic resources need to be adapted in order to become resources that 
are available, first in the provider and customer sphere and then in the joint sphere where 
provider and customer meet (Grönroos and Voima, 2013). Doing this allows, these generic 
resources to be used for value co-creation as it is conceived in the models of service 
processes that are the outcome of a service design process. In turn, these service process 
models have to be adapted in use, in order to be able to improvise during the service 
process, using the resources that are available in the provider and customer sphere (which 
might be different from the resources that are defined in the service process models). 

To some extent, service design has discussed topics related to development of an 
organisation and adaptation in use of resources and service process models. For instance, 
diffusion and repurposing of technology in services (Blomberg and Darrah, 2014) as well as 
resourcefulness and design while the service is in operation (Holmlid, 2012). Yet, there are 
topics left to learn about and translate from other fields.  

One of these topics is implementation strategies for services. This includes matters such as 
whether and how the development of such strategies can run parallel to the design of the 
service, like in product design (e.g. Buijs and Valkenburg, 2005), and what successful 
implementation strategies for services are. Could the principle of learning launches (Liedtka 
and Ogilvie, 2011) be translated to the launch of services and would it be possible to use the 
principle of beta versions, commonly used in interaction design, for services as well?  
If service implementation is considered an iterative process, aimed at adaptation and 
improvement of the designed service process models and generic resources, design drift is 
likely to occur. This drift can point to which aspects of the context in which the service is 
implemented can be changed and which are unchangeable. Documentation regarding the 
changeable and unchangeable factors can provide insights that can help in the development 
of specifications for the design and implementation of current and future services.  

Changes in the service process models and generic resources that occur during 
implementation would likely need to be discussed with other stakeholders in the service 
delivery (apart from internally, in the service organisation). This requires that stakeholders in 
service delivery are not only involved in the design of the service concept, but also when 
developing its implementation strategy and during implementation itself. What ways of 
involving stakeholders would then be successful, given the nature of service delivery and the 
often complex relations between stakeholders?  

This involvement of the various stakeholders also points to a question of ownership of the 
implementation. Service designers are criticised for their current lack of skills in the 
implementation of services (Mulgan, 2014), but is implementation their responsibility, or 
would it be better if the service organisation takes ownership for this? In the first case, the 
question is what new skills service designers would need to learn in order to facilitate 
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successful service implementation. In the latter case the concerns are, for example, how to 
handle the service design after the design phase, how to safeguard a well-designed service 
(concept) during implementation and how to transfer ownership of the design to the 
organisation.  

Finally, success factors in the implementation of services as new practices could be 
investigated. Is it possible to define best practices when it comes to service implementation? 

Conclusion 
Implementation of services is not yet an integral part of service design, neither in practice 
nor in service design research. There are initiatives that put more focus on implementation 
of services (e.g. Sangiorgi and Yu, 2014; Christianssen, 2015), but research concerning 
implementation in service design is still patchy. This paper aims to contribute to the 
development of this area by reviewing how implementation is discussed in fields that are 
close to service design and how these perspectives could be related to implementation of 
services. Four perspectives on implementation were identified: implementation as part of the 
development process, implementation as strategy, implementation as design after design and 
implementation as changes of practices. These perspectives are all equally relevant and 
should all be understood in order to be able to drive implementation successfully.  

Beyond what is discussed in these four perspectives on implementation, implementation of 
services also requires that generic resources, for example outcomes of interaction or product 
development processes, are adapted to become available as resources in service processes. In 
addition, service implementation requires the adaptation of generic service process models, 
to allow for improvisation with the resources that are available during the service process. 
Discussions regarding implementation in the fields that we have looked at in this paper do 
not seem to include these two additional views on implementation. Therefore, discussions 
regarding implementation in these fields cannot be taken into service design as-is, but can be 
used as inspiration instead. 

Acknowledgements 
We want to thank Vinnova for funding the research project in which this paper was 
produced, via the Fordonsstrategisk Forskning och Innovation (FFI) research programme. 

References 
Aken, J. E., van, (2007). Design Science and Organization Development Interventions: 

Aligning Business and Humanistic Values. The Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 43(1), 
67-88.  

Beer, M., & Nohria, N. (2000). Cracking the code of change. Harvard Business Review, May-
June 2000 Issue. 

Blomberg, J., & Darrah, C., (2014). Toward and Anthropology of Services. In Proceedings of 
ServDes 2014 (pp. 122-132). Linköping, Sweden: Linköping Electronic Press. 

Bose, R., & Sugumaran, V. (1999). Application of intelligent agent technology for managerial 
data analysis and mining. ACM SIGMIS Database, 30(1), 77-94. 

211



ServDes. 2016  
Fifth Service Design and Innovation conference  

Bouwman, H., Reuver, M. de, Hampe, F., Carlsson, C., & Walden, P. (2010). Mobile R&D 
Prototypes: What is Hampering Market Implementation? In Ninth International Conference 
on Mobile Business and Ninth Global Mobility Roundtable (ICMB-GMR) (pp. 17-24). IEEE 

Buijs, J. (2003). Modelling product innovation processes, from linear logic to circular chaos. 
Creativity and innovation management, 12(2), 76-93. 

Buijs, J. A., & Valkenburg, A. C. (2005). Integrale productontwikkeling. Boom Koninklijke 
Uitgevers. 

Christianssen, L. (2015). Strategies and tactics for service implementation. In Proceedings of the 
4th Participatory Innovation Conference (PIN-C) (pp. 168-175). 

Chiu, Y.-C., Chen, B., Shyu, J. Z., & Tzeng, G.-H. (2006). An evaluation model of new 
product launch strategy. Technovation, 26(11), 1244-1252. 

Cui, A. S., Zhao, M., & Ravichandran, T. (2011). Market Uncertainty and Dynamic New 
Product Launch Strategies: A System Dynamics Model. IEEE Transactions on Engineering 
Management, 58(3), 1-51. 

DesignThinkers (2011). DesignThinkers SD method. Retrieved 08 09, 2015 from 
http://www.designthinkers.nl 

Di Benedetto, C. A. (1999). Identifying the key success factors in new product launch. Journal 
of Product Innovation Management, 16(6), 530-544. 

Dobocan, C. A., & Blebea, I. (2014). Application of the Optimal Control Problem in New 
Product Launching Process. Procedia Engineering, 69, 347–350.  

Ehn, P. (2008). Participation in design things. In Proceedings of the Tenth Anniversary Conference on 
Participatory Design 2008 (pp. 92-101). Indiana University. 

Engine (n.d.). What we do. Retrieved 08 09, 2015 from http://enginegroup.co.uk/approach/ 
Fixen, D.L., Naoom, S.F, Blasé, K.A., Friedman, R.M. & Wallace, F. (2005) Implementation 

research: a synthesis of the literature. Tampa, Fl: University of South Florida, The Louis de la 
Parte Florida Mental Health Institute, Department of Child and Family Studies. 

Greenhalgh, T., Robert, G., Macfarlane, F., Bate, P., & Kyriakidou, O. (2004). Diffusion of 
innovations in service organizations: systematic review and recommendations. Milbank 
Quarterly, 82(4), 581-629. 

Grönroos, C. (2006). Adopting a service logic for marketing. Marketing theory, 6(3), 317-333. 
Grönroos, C. & Voima, P. (2013). Critical service logic: making sense of value creation and 

co-creation. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 41(2), 133-150. 
Gurp, J., van, & Bosch, J. (2002). Design erosion: problems and causes. Journal of systems and 

software, 61(2), 105-119. 
Hazlewood, W. R., Dalton, N., Marshall, P., Rogers, Y., & Hertrich, S. (2010). Bricolage and 

consultation: addressing new design challenges when building large-scale installations. In 
Proceedings of the 8th Conference on Designing Interactive Systems (pp. 380-389). ACM. 

Hertzum, M., & Simonsen, J. (2010). Effects-driven IT development: an instrument for 
supporting sustained participatory design. In Proceedings of the 11th Participatory Design 
Conference (pp. 61–70). 

Hocko, J. (2011). User-Centered Design in Procured Software Implementations. Journal of 
Usability Studies, 6(2), 60-74. 

Holmlid, S. (2012). Designing for Resourcefulness in Service: Some Assumptions and 
Consequences. In Satu Miettinen & Anu Valtonen (eds.), Service Design with Theory. 
Discussions on Change, Value and Methods, pp. 150-158. Vantaa: Lapland University Press. 

Hsieh, M. H., & Tsai, K. H. (2007). Technological capability, social capital and the launch 
strategy for innovative products. Industrial Marketing Management, 36(4), 493-502. 

Hultink, E. J., Griffin, A., Hart, S., & Robben, H. S. J. (1997). Industrial New Product 
Launch strategies and product development performance. Journal of Product Innovation 
Management, 14(4), 243-257. 

212



  

Kienzle, J. (2008). On exceptions and the software development life cycle. In Proceedings of the 
4th International Workshop on Exception Handling – WEH, 32-38. 

Kiczales, G., Lamping, J., Lopes, C. V., Maeda, C., Mendhekar, A., & Murphy, G. (1997). 
Open implementation design guidelines. In Proceedings of the International Conference on 
Software Engineering (pp. 481-490). 

Kim, T., Ahn, S., & Lee, S. (2007). Being Mondrian: the public installation for interactive 
drawing with tangible interface. In Proceedings of Designing for User eXperiences (pp. 2-6). 

Kotter, J. P. (1995). Leading change: Why transformation efforts fail. Harvard business review, 
73(2), 59-67. 

Kou, T.-C., & Lee, B. C. Y. (2015). The influence of supply chain architecture on new 
product launch and performance in the high-tech industry. Journal of Business & Industrial 
Marketing, 30(5), 677-687. 

Laufer, R., Salonidis, T., Lundgren, H., & Guyadec, P. Le. (2014). A Cross-Layer 
Backpressure Architecture for Wireless Multihop Networks, IEEE/ACM transactions on 
networking, 22(2), 363–376. 

Lenfle, S., & Midler, C. (2009). The launch of innovative product-related services: Lessons 
from automotive telematics. Research Policy, 38(1), 156-169. 

Leonard-Barton, D. (1988). Implementation as mutual adaptation of technology and 
organization. Research policy, 17(5), 251-267. 

Li, Z., Robucci, R., Banerjee, N., & Patel, C. (2015). Tongue-n-cheek: non-contact tongue 
gesture recognition. In Proceedings of the 14th International Conference on Information Processing in 
Sensor Networks (pp. 95-105). ACM.  

Liedtka, J. and Ogilvie, T. (2011) Designing for growth - a design thinking tool kit for managers, New 
York, NY: Columbia University Press. 

Live|work (n.d.). How we approach projects. Retrieved 08 09, 2015 from 
http://liveworkstudio.com/approach/ 

Lovelock, C., & Gummesson, E. (2004). Whither services marketing? In search of a new 
paradigm and fresh perspectives. Journal of service research, 7(1), 20-41. 

Mulgan, G. (2014). Design in Public and Social Innovation. What works and what could work better. 
Retrieved 23 07, 2015 from: 
http://www.nesta.org.uk/sites/default/files/design_in_public_and_social_innovation.pdf 

Normann, R., & Ramirez, R. (1993). Designing interactive strategy. Harvard Business Review, 
71, 65–77. 

Owens, & D., J. (2007). Why do some UK SMEs still find the implementation of a new 
product development process problematical?: An exploratory investigation. Management 
Decision, 45(2), 235-251. 

Park, S. Y., & Chen, Y. (2012) Adaptation as design: learning from an EMR deployment 
study. In Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (pp. 
2097-2106). ACM.  

Park, S. Y., Chen, Y., & Rudkin, S. (2015). Technological and Organizational Adaptation of 
EMR Implementation in an Emergency Department. ACM Transactions on Computer-
Human Interaction, 22(1), 1-24.  

Réquilé-Romanczuk, A., Mingins, C., Yap, B., & Constant, O. (2003). Leopard: a. net based 
agent architecture. In Proceedings of the second international joint conference on Autonomous agents 
and multiagent systems (pp. 1108-1109). ACM.  

Robillard, P. N., Lavallée, M., & Gendreau, O. (2014). Quality Control Practice Based on 
Design Artifacts Categories: Results from a Case Study. In Proceedings of the 18th 
International Conference on Evaluation and Assessment in Software Engineering (pp. 35-44). 

Rogers, E.M. (2003) Diffusion of innovations. New York, NY: Free Press 
Rossi, M., Kerga, E., Taisch, M., & Terzi, S. (2014). Engineering and Design Best Practices 

in New Product Development: an Empirical Research. Procedia CIRP, 21, 455-460.  

213



ServDes. 2016  
Fifth Service Design and Innovation conference  

Roth, A. V., & Menor, L. J. (2003). Insights Into Service Operations Management: a 
Research Agenda. Production and Operations Management, 12(2), 145-164. 

Serrano, M., Juras, D., & Nigay, L. (2008). A three-dimensional characterization space of 
software components for rapidly developing multimodal interfaces. In Proceedings of the 
10th international conference on Multimodal interfaces (pp. 149-156). ACM. 

Shidende, N. H., & Mörtberg, C. (2014). Re-visiting design-after-design: reflecting 
implementation mediators connectedness in distributed participatory design activities. In 
Proceedings of the 13th Participatory Design Conference: Research Papers-Vol.  1 (pp. 61-70). ACM.  

Sirkin, H. L., Keenan, P., & Jackson, A. (2005). The hard side of change management. 
Harvard business review, 83(10), 108-118. 

Sleeswijk Visser, F. (2013) Service design by industrial designers. TU Delft. 
Smith, A. D. (2011). Competitive approaches to new product development: A comparison of 

successful organizations in an unstable economic environment. Team Performance 
Management: An International Journal, 17(3/4), 124-145. 

Stickdorn, M., Schneider, J. (2011). This is service design thinking: Basics, tools, cases. Amsterdam: 
BIS Publishers. 

Sun, W.-T., & Salcic, Z. (2011). GALS-Designer. ACM Transactions on Design Automation of 
Electronic Systems, 16(4), 1–24. 

Tax, S. S., & Stuart, I. (1997). Designing and implementing new services: The challenges of 
integrating service systems. Journal of Retailing, 73(1), 105-134.  

Vander Zanden, B. T., & Halterman, R. (2001). Using model dataflow graphs to reduce the 
storage requirements of constraints. ACM Transactions on Computer-Human Interaction 
(TOCHI), 8(3), 223-265.  

Vargo, S. L., & Lusch, R. F. (2008). Service-dominant logic: continuing the evolution. Journal 
of the Academy of Marketing Science, 36(1), 1-10. 

Voss, C. (1988). Implementation - a Key Issue in Manufacturing Technology - the Need for 
a Field of Study. Research Policy, 17(2), 55-63. 

Wu, L., De Matta, R., & Lowe, T. J. (2009). Updating a modular product: How to set time to 
market and component quality. Engineering Management, IEEE Transactions on, 56(2), 298-
311. 

Xp, H. U. W. (2002). Organisational Implementation: A Complex but Under- recognised 
Aspect of Information-System Design. In Proceedings of NordiCHI (pp. 201-204).  

Yu, E., & Sangiorgi, D. (2014). Service Design as an approach to New Service Development: 
reflections and future studies. In Proceedings of ServDes. 2014 (pp. 194-204). Linköping, 
Sweden: Linköping Electronic Press. 

214




