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Abstract
This thesis has investigated design award programs at a national and international level with
the aim of developing new knowledge and understanding about the characteristics of these
programs and their respective design evaluation systems, especially in the context of an
Australian case study. The Australian International Design Awards program (AIDA) has been
investigated in detail, along with a selection of comparable, international design award
programs employed in major industrial countries. Particular attention has been directed to
analysing the respective design evaluation methods used in these programs and the associated
theory and criteria on which they are based. A critical review of literature and information on
product and industrial design evaluation methods has not detected any comprehensive,
theoretical and empirical studies, which could be used to improve the Australian International
Design Awards case. The design evaluation criteria used in all of these programs is often
unclear, and frequently expressed as abstract concepts whose meanings or semantic content
require further clarification in order to improve communications between all the parties
concerned. Consequently, there is a need for further research in this area of professional
design to establish the rationale and pragmatic basis of these programs. In this inquiry, novel,
conceptual models of a design evaluation system have been developed based on a substantial
theoretical and empirical investigation employing a mixed-methods research design. A useful
database of empirical information has been established for future reference and study. The
writer’s close association with the coordination of the Australian International Design Awards
over many years, informed by critical feedback from industry, judges and participants, has
been a major motivating factor underpinning this research. It is anticipated that the findings of
this investigation will be applied to future Australian International Design Awards program
operations in which products from international as well as national manufacturers are
evaluated by expert panels of judges. Recommendations are also made for future research in
the AIDA and other design award contexts, with the possibility of deploying findings in other
countries.
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1.

INTRODUCTION

1.1

Background

The promotion of design and its importance to a country’s economic competitiveness and
social well-being is an increasing trend in a global context. Typically, governments in the
United Kingdom, Korea, Taiwan, India and China are investing millions of dollars in
strategic design promotion and the development of national design policies. These countries
have concluded that successful economies of the future will be those that drive new design
thinking and research, and use professional design to generate innovative solutions to
complex social and environmental problems.

Design and innovation have been identified as critical paths to developing new products,
better services and increased productivity. For instance, a report from the UK Design Council
has highlighted the critical role good design—a loosely understood term whose specific
meanings are further investigated and developed in this inquiry—plays in helping
organizations transform their performance in increasingly challenging times, and explains
why design is an integral part of the UK Government’s plans for innovation and growth
[Design for Innovation, 2011]1.

From

a

commercial

perspective,

research

conducted

by

the

consultancy

firm

PriceWaterhouseCoopers (a study based on Return on Investment) suggested that high
performing companies usually give design a high strategic priority [Better by Design, 2012]2.
Further studies carried out by the UK Design Council have shown that a hypothetical fund

1

UK Design Council (Dec 2011). Design for Innovation. Facts, figures and practical plans for growth. A Design Council paper published to
coincide with the Government’s Innovation and Research Strategy for Growth.
2
Better by Design (July, 2012) Retrieved from http://www.betterbydesign.org.nz/why-design/proof-of-success.aspx

1

made up of 95 “design embracing” companies outperformed their competitors on the FTSE
index by an average of 10 percent, with a range of between 5 and 28 percent.

Measuring the financial impact of investing in professional design has been documented in
various countries. For example, in the United Kingdom an average financial investment made
in professional design has been calculated to multiply turnover by a factor of 2.25, when
compared with the resources invested. In Denmark, research indicated that companies
investing in design have grown by 22 percent more than companies that did not consider
design as a strategic investment. [Design ROI, 2012]3.

Design award programs and competitions lie at the heart of efforts to promote the benefits of
design to governments, industry and consumers of products, services and systems. Many
kinds of good design competitions and awards are held annually all over the world. These
include awards for excellent or good design outcomes for such professional disciplines as
Architecture, and Interior, Industrial, Furniture and Fashion Design. Design awards are also
coordinated in various countries by formal statutory and semi-government bodies, such as
Standards Australia in the Australian context, mainly for evaluating consumer and technical
products submitted for recognition by commercial companies and organizations.

It is clear that, progressively, these design award schemes have contributed to a better
understanding of the role of professional design by showcasing examples of design
excellence, and highlighting the value of good design to business, industry, government and
the general public. Although, the ways in which professional design is evaluated, has not
been articulated widely, and it is generally unclear as to what theoretical and empirical

3

Design ROI (November, 2012) Retrieved from: http://wdchelsinki2012.fi/en/program/2011-12-30/design-roi

2

studies have been employed by design award organizations to establish design assessment
processes and related evaluation criteria.

In academic circles, this focus on good design is partly the result of the current world-wide
movement on design thinking as, reportedly, representing a new way forward in solving
problems, through intelligent application of the design process. As a case in point, Cross
[2011] has presented a series of case studies to describe the general thought processes that
designers adopt when designing products, systems, and services, etc. Interestingly, he has
suggested that past attempts to rationalize the design process have been based on a desire to
impose order onto design thinking [Cross, 2011], and recast design almost as a new form of
science—but how this may apply for developing a rationale for design award programs has
not been discussed.

In a notable trend, consumers are also becoming more selective about what products they
spend their money on, and the quality and sustainability of the goods and services they
purchase—the challenge for designers is to be mindful of the needs of these selective buyers
[Sawhney, 2011]. This is especially the case in Australia as the need for operating sustainably
and the effects of climate change hit home. However, consumers also need to be better
informed as to how the “excellence” of products is assessed, preferably with descriptive
terminology that is easy to understand, in everyday language terms, to further guide and
influence their purchasing decisions.

According to the International Council of Societies of Industrial Design [ICSID, 2012], the
world organization for industrial design, more than half the world’s population is now living
in urban areas and the role of design and design thinking is becoming an increasingly

3

fundamental tool to make cities more competitive, attractive, livable and efficient. Design is
claimed to have the potential to improve people’s lives while making the smallest possible
impact on the planet [Good Design Plan, 2008]4.

Nevertheless, there is still a general lack of awareness amongst the government, general
public and business communities of the important role that professional design can play in
the development of industry and society as a whole, especially in the Australian context. In
addition, few experimental studies appear to have been published in the academic literature,
and in professional design circles, about the ways in which professional design may be
evaluated on a systematic and rational basis in the context of design award programs.

Furthermore, much of the data underpinning the rationale in developing design evaluation
systems appear to reside unpublished in the archives of various national and international
design award organizations. If good design is to result in objects, places, systems or services
that, presumably, work aesthetically, functionally, sustainably and commercially—it follows
that further research is needed on the evaluation systems or tools which may be employed in
design award programs, and how they contribute a better understanding of the role of design
in the Australian context.

1.2

Context and scope of research

This research is set in the context of the Australian International Design Awards (AIDA)
program and its associated design assessment procedures. It also includes critical reviews and
analysis of comparable design award systems in some major industrial countries to better
inform the theoretical and empirical research documented in this thesis. In brief, AIDA is

4

Definition adapted from The Good Design Plan, Design Council (UK), June 2008, p.9.

4

Australia’s longest standing national design award and promotion program, and one of the
few forums for professional industrial/product designers and manufacturers to showcase their
design expertise to national and international audiences. In 1958, the foundations of AIDA
were established by the Industrial Design Council of Australia (IDCA) [Standards Australia,
2008].

Since then, many AIDA products have gone on to become household names such as the
Dolphin Torch, the Decor Wine Cooler, the Esky, the Holden Ute and the Breville Sandwich
Maker, to name just a few. As a result of more than 50 years of design benchmarking, the
AIDA program has focused on progressively raising the standard of Australian design.
However, there is still much work to be done in the continual improvement of design
standards as global environmental and economic circumstances change. This is particular
relevant since no published, theoretical and empirical investigations on design evaluation
methods or systems have been detected in the archives of the AIDA program since its
inception in 1958.

This research has been undertaken primarily with the AIDA program as the thesis case study,
including reference to the development and evolution of AIDA from the period 1997 to 2008.
This is supported by an information search and a critical review of the literature, along with
an analysis of six major international design award programs in order to establish a baseline
for comparison regarding design evaluation criteria and related operational considerations.

5

This thesis presents a theoretical and empirical investigation of the following areas of
inquiry:

1. The characteristics of the AIDA program from 1997 to 2008 with particular respect to
design evaluation criteria that have been developed over this time;
2. The features of comparable international design award programs in relation to the design
evaluation systems (and related criteria) used for assessing the properties of designs for
various categories of manufactured products;
3. Development of a new model for a Design Evaluation System (DES) in the AIDA
program case, justified by a conceptual rationale and an empirical database.

1.3

Aims and research questions

The aims of this research are as follows:
1. To carry out a theoretical and empirical investigation of the AIDA program with
particular respect to developing a Design Evaluation System (DES) and related criteria;
2. To investigate the characteristics of comparable design award programs operating in
selected, major industrial countries—namely, Japan, USA, Korea, China and Europe—in
order to establish a basis for comparison;
3. In light of 1 and 2 above—and in the context of an Australian case study grounded in a
theoretical and empirical inquiry—to propose a rational set of design evaluation criteria
and their associated semantic interpretations;
4. Finally, in view of the above findings of 1 through 3, to develop an improved model for a
DES with guidelines for potential application to the AIDA case, and with the possibility
for deployment in other national/international design award programs, subject to further
research.

6

The following research questions have been investigated in relation to the above aims:
1. What are the notable characteristics of major design award programs?
2. What are the desirable characteristics of a DES as a subsystem of a design award
program?
3. What evaluation criteria are employed in current design award models and what is the
rationale for their deployment?
4. What theoretical and empirical research design and methods of inquiry are relevant to this
investigation?
5. In light of the above questions, what set of design evaluation criteria would form a
practical and meaningful basis for an improved model for a DES that is integral to a
design awards program in the Australian context?

In addressing the above aims and research questions, the following activities have been
undertaken and documented in this thesis:
1. A critical review of the literature, including a review of notable views of what constitutes
good design as proposed by leading design professionals and in leading international
design award programs—with a focus on their assessment processes and design
evaluation criteria;
2. An in-depth analysis of the AIDA program from 1997 to 2008, followed by a wider
empirical investigation based on a qualitative and a quantitative mixed-methods research
design (or plan);
3. In light of 1 and 2, the design and development of a proposal for an improved model for a
DES for the Australian context, with scope for deployment in other award programs in
the future; and
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4. A summary of findings and conclusions, and their significance in relation to the original
aims, with recommendations for future research.

1.4

Writers motivation guiding this research

The writer’s motivation for undertaking this research topic stems from his close association,
as an employee of Standards Australia, with the development and coordination of the
Australian International Design Awards program over many years. In a parallel manner, he
has been and continues to be interested in comparable design award program developments at
an international level through his association with the International Council of Societies of
Industrial Design (ICSID), the world body representing the profession of industrial design.
These associations, along with modest experience as a judge and observer in several
international design award programs, have made the writer acutely aware of their apparent
shortcomings and advantages, and the need for further research to enhance understanding of
the AIDA program and its assessment of good design.

1.5

Research Design (Plan)

The overall research plan used to guide this investigation is depicted graphically in Figure
1.1 overleaf.
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Figure 1.1 Overall research plan—graphic outlining the theoretical and empirical activities
carried out in this research project
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Basically, three phases of research activities have been employed by the writer beginning
with Phase 1, which covers a critical literature review and search for relevant information (as
documented in Chapter 2 of this thesis). This phase has informed the development of an
interim model of a Design Evaluation System (DES) with potential for use in the AIDA
program.

The theoretical development, research methods employed and experiment planning are
indicated in Phase 2 of Figure 1.1—this phase (documented in Chapter 3 of this thesis) also
includes details about the specific mixed-methods research design adopted, the design of the
survey questionnaire, selection of participants and the collection method for the empirical
data. Phase 2 also documents (in Chapter 4 of the thesis) the analysis of the empirical results
obtained and a discussion of the results of the triangulation study (based on the noted mixedmethods research design).

Finally, Phase 3, as reported in Chapter 5 of this thesis, presents the findings and conclusions
of this research including details of a proposed, refined DES model as well as a review of
findings in light of the original aims and research questions. The thesis is supported by
Appendices containing a substantial database of empirical information, and a Bibliography of
the references consulted.

The literature review and information search follows hereafter in Chapter 2.
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2.

INFORMATION SEARCH AND TASK CLARIFICATION

2.1

Preamble

This chapter reviews the relevant literature, and other information sources, to investigate any
precedents and shortcomings in the development of design evaluation criteria used in
Australian and international design award programs. It surveys the various descriptions and
criteria of what constitutes ‘good design’ and searches for information related to developing a
conceptual framework for modeling design evaluation criteria and related associated
variables.

This information search has been grouped into four main areas, namely:
1.

An overview of the academic literature in the field of product and industrial design
assessment.

2.

An examination of design evaluation criteria proposed by design professionals with
particular reference to:
(a) A review of published opinions expressed by leading international design
professionals regarding the attributes of ‘good design’ and how these may be
interpreted; and
(b) A pilot study, conducted by the writer as a pre-test to an empirical inquiry, of the
opinions of past Australian and international judges and participants associated with
the Australian International Design Awards (AIDA) program over the years 2008 to
2012.

3.

A detailed review of the AIDA program, as the main case study, and a selection of
leading international programs, with particular respect to evaluation criteria and
design award procedures.
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The Venn diagram in Figure 2.1 illustrates the scope of this information search including the
anticipated intersection of common areas of interest (juxtaposing areas). This broad-based
approach has been found useful in providing information from which to identify gaps in
existing knowledge and develop the theoretical and experimental work documented in this
thesis.

Figure 2.1, Scope of the information and literature search and pilot study

2.2

Review of design evaluation criteria from the academic literature

From the perspective of a design award program, it is reasonable to expect that the definitions
or descriptions of ‘good design’—obtained from various inputs such as designers, industry,
consumers and end users of design—will differ in their evaluation of good design as they will
most likely be coming from different perspectives, cultural backgrounds, industry sectors and
design professions. Given the well-known difficulty of defining the term, the strategy in this
investigation has been to search for specific, desirable attributes or design evaluation criteria
that may be used in design award programs from a national perspective.
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In keeping with the aims of this thesis, an underlying purpose of this research is to develop a
common set of design evaluation criteria, and underlying semantic elements—that is,
questions that may be posed to clarify the meanings of abstract criteria or yardsticks used to
evaluate product designs—that, in turn, may be applied in a Design Evaluation System (DES)
to significantly improve the evaluation and understanding of ‘good design’ within the
Australian International Design Awards (AIDA) program9.

The meaning of ‘good design’ is generally understood as being the ‘best in class’ or the
‘benchmark’ to which other products in a particular group or class can aspire to [Demirbilek
and Park, 2001]. Demirbilek and Park have proposed that, while a core of common criteria
exists within selected design award programs, good design means different things to different
groups and people, and that there is unlikely to be universal agreement on this subject. They
have argued that the diversity of product types, contexts, conditions and environments in
which they are applied are too great to be summed up as a list of attributes that relate to good
design without further research into this area.

In design award programs, the range of products submitted for review extend well beyond
consumer products and aesthetic appeal is but one of many design evaluation criteria that
need to be applied to determine what constitutes ‘good design’. Unfortunately, there still
exists a preconception in some circles that professional design primarily relates to the form or
outer appearance of products [Wong, 1993; De Sausmarez, 2002; Wallschlaeger, Busic and
Snyder, 1992].

9
It is important to point out that the AIDA is in fact a holistic “system” whose processes were already well established and
embedded. Furthermore, it needs to be pointed out that the term “system” is not used in describing design award programs.
The writer has used the word “system” in the context of a “conceptual framework” or “method” for a component of a design
awards “program”.
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Interestingly, in a survey of product designers in five countries in Europe and North America,
aesthetics was declared as a key aspect of design by more than 75% of respondents [Walker,
1995]. In addition, the appearance of a product was considered integral to capturing
consumer attention [Dumaine, 1991] and in determining consumers’ affective responses
towards a product (i.e., their liking or emotional reaction toward a product [Holbrook and
Zirlin, 1985; Norman, D 1998]. Whilst aesthetics and the related form (or visual language) of
products are important design considerations, there are other fundamental criteria, such as
safety and utility that must be addressed accordingly [McKim, 1980].

When assessing, for example, a fundamental attribute of good design such as function,
Bonollo [2010] has proposed a pragmatic approach where this overarching or generic
criterion may be associated on the one hand, with use functions (i.e., the job or task that the
product is primarily designed to do), and on the other with esteem functions (e.g., the features
that evoke feelings of desiring or appreciating ownership) where these functions are
interdependent and embodied in the syntax or physical configuration of the product. Further
subdivision may also be applied when assessing attributes such as technical functions,
signaling functions, connectivity functions and socially oriented functions [Roozenburg &
Eekels, 1995]

Figure 2.2 overleaf indicates the interdependent relationship between use and esteem
functions on the basis of attributes embedded as meaningful sensory stimuli in the product
syntax or structure.
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Bonollo has described how the functions of a product can be analysed systematically on the
basis of a pragmatic (how it is used, e.g., ergonomic attributes [Pheasant, 1998]), syntactic
(how it is constructed) and semantic10 (embodied sensory or emotional meanings
[Krippendorff, 2006]) attributes.

Figure 2.2, Venn diagram illustrating the relationship between use and esteem functions
[from Bonollo, E. (2010). Product Design: a course in first principles]
These functional relationships signal the complexity of accurately and clearly describing a
single criterion, such as function, in assessing ‘good design’ in a design award program,
where a rational set of evaluation criteria are required in order to recognize, reward and
promote design excellence. For instance, the pragmatic attributes of a product not only
contribute to its use functions, but may also contribute to its esteem functions (and may well
influence emotional attributes such as satisfaction, pleasure and joy of use). Additional
stimuli such as shapes, colours [De Grandis, 1986], materials [Ashby and Johnson, 2002] and
textures also become factors in how end-users and judges interpret the design of products.
10

The term Semantics refers to the study of meanings embodied in the syntax of a product. In this thesis, it is used in the
everyday sense or understanding of the words and not strictly according to linguistic or semiotic definitions [Norman, 2004;
Sebeok, 2001].
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By incorporating these necessary and interdependent functions in product design, it follows
that they may be assigned corresponding “values” as perceived by observers, consumers and
designers.

These values, in the form of evaluation criteria, may be associated with variables such as
purchase cost, quality of materials, precision engineering of components, performance,
reliability, style, reputation and brand image. What can be inferred from this is that it is
important to carefully identify the needs and requirements of intended consumers (or endusers of designs) mindful of context, demographic and cultural factors [Marzano, 1999]. In
this way, it should be possible to identify the associated evaluation criteria for a design award
program, although no specific guidelines have been detected in the academic literature.

Furthermore, when generating new designs for products, the evaluation criteria need to be
consistent with the principles of user-centered design and inclusive design, where the
objective is to get the best possible match between the product and, ultimately, its end uses in
the social and environmental context in which the product will be used [Pheasant, 1988;
Krippendorff, 2006].

It is now timely to describe in more detail the meanings attributed to the concept semantic
elements, in the context of this research. In the field of linguistics, semantics is used to denote
the study of meanings. More specifically, the emphasis on semantics in this investigation
relates to the meanings (or underlying explanatory descriptions) attributed to each individual
design evaluation criterion used in design award programs.
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As reported, the concept of semantics may be used in a “roughly analogous and everyday
sense to describe meanings that may be attributed to the features or properties (i.e., embedded
stimuli) of a product that evoke sensory responses in this context.” [Bonollo, 2010]. In this
thesis, therefor, the term semantic elements refers to specific questions that may be posed to
clarify individual design evaluation criteria whose meanings are abstract or simply not clear
enough to the parties concerned in the design evaluation process.

In general, these meanings may relate to emotional or psychological responses as well as
considered responses in relation to understanding the functionality of a product. In this design
context, it is generally acknowledged that the term product semantics was coined in
pioneering work on design in 1984 by Krippendorff and Butter [Krippendorff, 2006].

Relatedly, Crilly, et al [2004], have investigated consumer responses to the visual domain in
product design. They noted that Maslow’s well-known hierarchy of needs has often been
compared to the users’ requirements of designed products. They have suggested that once
issues of “utility, safety and comfort have been satisfied, emphasis may shift towards the
decorative, emotional and symbolic attributes of design.” In their perspective “a semantic
approach to design places emphasis on the opportunity for consumers to interpret a product’s
utility and associated qualities.” Regrettably, no empirical data were presented to support
these views.
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Judging the merits of good design, within a design award environment as hinted at above, is
often appreciated to be a challenging task due to the wide range of products that are
submitted, as well as the often differing opinions from the wide range of industry experts
(judges) who are assembled to perform the task of identifying what constitutes good design
and what doesn’t.

Certain design characteristics of a product may be more or less important than others
depending on what the product is and what it is used for. For example, some products must
be extremely reliable and safe with potentially less focus placed on aesthetic form—e.g.,
critical medical equipment where function and reliability are paramount—while other
products need to place greater emphasis on aesthetic appeal and less so on function (e.g.
jewelry and fashion items).

To continue, the perception that good design is more expensive, in terms of cost to the
consumer or end user, is a subject that has been keenly debated. Anon [1994] has suggested
that good design costs no more than bad design, implying that good design is independent of
cost. Overhill [1997], who looked at the subject from a juxtaposing position, has defined bad
design as ugly, inconvenient, polluting, expensive, fragile, pretentious, time consuming and
impossible to maintain and keep clean.

An interesting study into consumer-based assessment of product creativity concluded that a
more detailed model of product creativity—and the related measuring tools—needed to be
developed and validated before the impact of product creativity on consumer attitudes and
purchasing intentions could be better understood [Horn and Salveny, 2006].
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In addition, several other factors were described to contribute value to the consumer’s overall
product experience, including product ergonomics, quality, aesthetics, emotion, identity,
impact and core technology [Cagan and Vogel, 2002]. Interestingly, much of the related
literature appears to focus largely on the measurement of product creativity, and by
implication innovation or novelty, and the difficulty in measuring its impact.

For instance, in The Handbook of Creativity [Mayer, 1999], the conclusion reached is that
there is not a clear cut definition of creativity and that while numerous methods for
measuring

creativity

exist—psychometric,

experimental,

biographical,

biological,

computational and contextual—the different measuring tools used to capture specific goals or
aspects of creativity are all utilized separately.

Horn and Salvendy [2006] have attempted to better understand creativity by concentrating on
how creativity is reflected in products. They have said that measurement of creativity is
dependent on both the measurement tool as well as the perspective one takes to view
creativity. A study by Christiaans [2006] attempted to determine whether human judgment of
creativity is a reliable and valid method in design evaluation and selection. Christianns stated
that the vast majority of research conducted to date highlighted the lack of objective methods
of measuring creativity in product design. He concluded that as long as no absolute criterion
for creativity exists, the assessment of it remains largely dependent on subjective judgment.
This view also supports the need for further theoretical and empirical research in relation to
creativity, but with particular respect to assessing the originality or novelty of products
[Kelly, 2006] in design award programs.
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Bonollo and Lewis [1995] have presented a study into models of the industrial design
profession where the key objectives included the identification of design knowledge and the
goals relevant to design education. While this study focused on developing a useful
operational model of the design process from a generic viewpoint, the context regarding
creativity was within an academic framework and thus has limited relevance to identifying
specific design evaluation criteria used within a design award program—although their
general criteria of originality, novelty and social worthwhileness still apply.

On the other hand, Moultrie, Clarkson and Probert [2006] have described the development of
an audit tool to enable practitioners in SME’s to assess the design of their products and to
raise the awareness of good design issues. This study found a correlation between the receipt
of design awards and the commercial success of products. This would suggest that design
awards are not only an important benchmark for determining the implementation of a
successful design process, they also point to how profitable a product may be in the
marketplace. In another study, Bloch [1995] reviewed the judging criteria of 17 major
international design award programs to identify consistent themes. He found that the design
criteria usability and desirability were most important, but no supporting empirical data were
presented.

Bernsen [1983] has argued that design qualities, in terms of industrial design, can be
described through the use of terms such as “purpose”, “economy of manufacturing and
construction”, “beauty”, “interaction with the user” and “relationship to the environment”. He
proposed that the designs of nature and the designs of man can be “analyzed according to a
common set of criteria,” and that this stems from the fact that they have common attributes in
that they are “solutions to a problem”.
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Figure 2.3 illustrates Bernsen’s proposed evaluation criteria that support this notion of
similarities between the design of nature and man.

Figure 2.3, Bernsen’s proposed design evaluation criteria [Source: Bernsen, J (1983)
DESIGN: the problem comes first. Danish Design Council, ISBN 87-87385-10-4]

While the literature on creativity in design and higher education is extensive, no
comprehensive studies have been detected that specifically relate to design evaluation criteria
in design award programs. From this review of the academic literature, it is also found that
there is a lack of theoretical and empirical evidence to support an in-depth examination into
design evaluation criteria, and the related semantic elements (posed as qualifying questions)
used to clarify these criteria—hence, the need for further research in this area.
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2.3

Review of design evaluation criteria proposed by design professionals
(a) Published opinions expressed by leading international design professionals

A notable understanding and appreciation of design, especially among business and industry
personnel, has been driven by high profile international designers who have expressed their
personal views about what constitutes the definition of good design. For example, Sir
Jonathan Ive [2012], Senior Vice President of Industrial Design at the Apple corporation, has
described good design as ‘inevitable’, going on to say that “products should leave you with
the sense that that’s the only possible solution that makes sense” [Shaer, 2012]. Ive has
described his overarching design principles as “simplicity, accessibility, honesty and
enjoyment”. In like manner, Yves Behar [2011] has described good design as “a set of
propositions established to provoke the design process.” These ideas are laudable but too
broad to be applied as criteria to specific products, in a design award environment, unless
their meanings can be elaborated upon by the use of supporting questions or, for want of a
better term, semantic elements11.

In the late 1970s, German industrial designer Dieter Rams [Vitsoe, 2010], highly regarded for
his time as Chief Designer at Braun consumer products’ company, proposed ten principles of
good design. These principles were borne out of Rams becoming “increasingly concerned by
the state of the world around him—an impenetrable confusion of forms, colours and noises.”
Rams concluded that good design cannot be measured in a finite way and, alternatively, set
about developing an expression of the ten most important principles that he considered
reflected ‘good design’ as listed overleaf.

11

As used in this thesis, more explanation of the term semantic elements is given in Chapter 3.
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It is now opportune, to examine these ten general principles in more detail in order to
categorize them in a logical manner as potential evaluation criteria in this investigation. As
demonstrated below, and as an important part of the rationale developed in this thesis, the
writer has interpreted the principles suggested by Rams as potential evaluation criteria (as
shown by the comments in parentheses) with respect to developing a set of encompassing or
generic criteria that may be subsequently used in a design award program:

1. Good design is innovative (the equivalent generic criterion may be interpreted as
innovation)
2. Good design makes a product useful (criterion≈function12)
3. Good design is aesthetic (criterion≈form)
4. Good design makes a product understandable (criteria≈function, form)
5. Good design is unobtrusive (criteria≈form, function, sustainability)
6. Good design is honest (criteria≈quality, function, form, simplicity)
7. Good design is long-lasting (criteria≈quality, sustainability)
8. Good design is thorough down to the last detail (criteria≈function, quality, form)
9. Good design is environmentally friendly (criterion≈sustainability)
10. Good design is as little design as possible (criteria≈function, form)

Interestingly, the Braun Company has asserted that Braun Design is: “the orientation towards
lasting worthwhile values: innovation, distinctive, desirable, functional, clear, honest, and
aesthetic”.

12

The criteria “Form” and “Function” are used as shorthand throughout this thesis. The rationale for attributing a shorthand
descriptor to these criteria centres around the requirement of a DES, and its various attributes to be universally understood as
explained throughout this thesis.
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Similar interpretive comments have been applied by the writer in the following cases from
here on (again shown in parentheses):

Kenji Ekuan, a notable Japanese designer, has described good design as the result of an
excellent idea going into a good form (criterion≈form), an excellent immaterial entity going
into a good material one. He has suggested that creating reality is always a synthetic activity,
and the end result must be beautiful (criteria≈form). Ekuan has emphasized the need to
“humanize technology, democratize design and seek the soul in material things” [Fiell, 2003].

Raymond Lowey [Estate of Raymond Lowey, 2008], considered by many as the farther of
industrial design, described good design as “keeping the user happy, the manufacturer in the
black (criterion≈commercial viability13) and the aesthete (criterion≈form) unoffended”.
Lowey was also credited with a design technique known as “streamlining”, describing the
concept as “beauty through function and simplification” (criteria≈form, function). Moreover,
Lowey is remembered for his first business card that read: “Between two products equal in
price,

function

and

quality—the

better

looking

one

will

outsell

the

other”

(criteria≈commercial, function, quality and form, respectively) [Fiell, ibid].

Le Corbusier [Fiell, ibid] summarized good design as intelligence made visible
(criteria≈form) while Victor Papanek [Fiell, ibid], regarded as one of the most influential
designers of present times, proposed that good design must be meaningful, with meaningful
replacing the “semantically loaded noise” of such expressions as beautiful, ugly, cool, cute,
disgusting, realistic, obscure, abstract, and nice.

13
The terms, commercial, commerciality and commercial viability are used interchangeably throughout this thesis with a
preference given to the term: Commerciality when used in the context of design evaluation criteria
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The views of several other leading designers are also worth noting: British industrial
designer, Kenneth Grange regards design as “a means of innovation,” and believes that
design should be an “integral part of the manufacturing process”. Grange is well known in his
work for combining what are sometimes claimed to be the traditional attributes of British
design, honesty, integrity and appropriateness—considered critical to creating high-quality,
meticulously detailed products that meet the criteria for good design. His work has been
described as “having a skillful balance of functional and aesthetic requirements”
(criteria≈function, form) [Fiell, ibid].

D.J. De Pree, co-founder of the world-renowned furniture company Herman Miller, described
his criteria for good design as consisting of the following attributes: “Durability, Unity,
Integrity and Inevitability.” [Fiell, ibid]

Industrial designer, Henry Dreyfuss [1955] talked about the emotional appeal of products in
terms of their sales: “Sales appeal is an elusive, psychological value. It is the subtle, silent
selling the product must do, over and above its eye appeal. The product must express quality
through the unity of design, though texture, through simplicity and forthrightness...an
amalgam of how a product feels to the touch, how it operates, and the association of pleasant
ideas it conjures up in the purchasers mind.”

Dreyfuss [1960] was also a strong advocate of clean functional design and opposed the
trendy use of “streamlining” products for the mere sake of styling: “The designer was in the
right stable but on the wrong horse...out of the era of so-called streamlining, the designer
learned a great deal about clean, graceful, unencumbered design. Call it cleanlining instead of
streamlining, and you have an ideal that the designer today still tries to achieve.”
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A number of other leading international designers have made similar contributions in this
area as reported by the Industrial Design Council of Australia [IDCA, 1970 & 1971] but
nothing of particular relevance to this specific area of design evaluation criteria.

Finally, as a recent Australian view, Andy Dong [2012], Warren Centre Chair in Engineering
Innovation, University of Sydney, pointed to a common set of factors that influence the
commercial success of a well-designed product, system or service, as how these affect
innovation in engineering companies. Dong has pointed out that the challenge for engineers
is to “apply what good design means in relation to managing engineering practices across a
broad portfolio of products and services.”

Dong’s proposition centers around the conception that good design criteria, in an area such as
consumer electronics, could also relate to the elements of good design as it may apply to
mining equipment. Dong also refers to the work of Jane Fulton-Suri, from American design
firm IDEO, in describing three key factors related to good design and the commercial success
of a design, namely: human (e.g., customer needs, delight, desirability); technical (e.g.,
manufacture and assembly, reliability, durability, environmental impact); and financial (e.g.,
ROI, value, market size). Dong has added one more factor, namely: regulatory (e.g., product
regulation and consumer protection laws) as detailed in Figure 2.4 overleaf.
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Figure 2.4, Factors contributing to design-led innovation. [Source: Dong, A. 2012, Good
design is always good engineering, Engineers Australia General Edition, Vol. 84 No. 10,
October 2012]

(b) A pilot study, conducted by the writer, of past Australian and international
judges and participants associated with the AIDA program over the years 2008
to 2012.
As an insider and participant observer involved with coordinating the AIDA program over
the last fifteen years, the writer has been able to record, firsthand, the opinions of many
AIDA judges and participants in the course of its evolution. In support of this research
program, and as a pre-test to the empirical study described in Chapter 4, a pilot study was
conducted via a number of video interviews of judges sharing their views on the attributes of
good design. The full interviews conducted by the writer have been published on the
following websites with the kind permission of AIDA management and the interviewees:
-

www.youtube.com/australiandesign

-

www.facebook.com/designawards

These interviews have served two purposes: firstly, to gather information on possible
evaluation criteria relevant to this inquiry and, secondly to also promote the positive
outcomes of the AIDA from a marketing perspective.
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Table 2.1 presents a summary of a selection of interviewee voice data responses, extracted
from the above video interviews, with reference to potential evaluation criteria, along with
further interpretation by the writer in the manner noted above; personal details have been
omitted here for privacy reasons.

Judge’s area of

Year

Recorded comments relating to: “what is good design?”

2008

“...when a product comes through that is environmentally fantastic

expertise
Architecture

(criterion≈sustainability), functionally brilliant (criterion≈function) and
totally appealing to the senses” (criterion≈form)
Industrial Design

2008

“...when all things are equal, you look for the differentiators…design and
usability become the differentiator” (criterion≈function)

Engineering Design

2008

“…quality of manufacture (criterion≈quality) and how well the design has
been translated into the end product”

Industrial Design

2008

“Visual aspect of the product is critical (criterion≈form) as well as
excellence in interface design (criterion≈function)…very simple and easy to
understand, uncomplicated…thorough understanding of the customer and
the design brief”

Industrial Design

2009

“...shows a high level of manufacturing expertise and skill, innovation and a
little bit of joy” (criterion≈quality)

Interior Design

2009

“Good design is about turning a creative idea into something that is
tangible, innovative and new” (criterion≈innovation)

Interaction Design

2009

“...if you have two products that are essentially the same product, one that
has been designed is probably going to do better on the market and be a
more successful product” (criterion≈commercial)

Industrial Design

2009

“...industrial design by its very nature is wasteful of resources, we create
new versions of products all the time” (criterion≈sustainability)

Industrial Design

2009

“...designers can be looking for new materials that are more environmentally
and ecologically sound and we should be specifying theses materials in our
designs” (criterion≈sustainability)

Industrial Design

2009

“...what separates good design from excellent design is emotion more than
anything else”

Industrial Design

2009

“...there is enjoyment that comes from using a well designed product”

Table 2.1, Interviews with key judges participating in the AIDA program from 08-12.
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Industrial Design

2009

“...joy is not accidental…joy is that extra little quality that has been designed
in because somebody cared enough to find out what the user really needs
and wants” (criterion≈functionality)

Engineering Design

2009

“Good design must be unique, and solve everyday problems…design must
result in a product that is significantly better than the one it replaces”
(criterion≈innovation)

Furniture Design

2009

“Good design results in clean and crisp design detailing in every aspect of
the product (criterion≈quality). It must be beautifully resolved at every step”

Environmental

2010

Design
Industrial Design

“80% of a product’s environmental impact is determined at the design
stage” (criterion≈sustainability)

2010

“Good design is technologically new (criterion≈innovation), aesthetically
‘shocking’ (criterion≈form) and something that works seamlessly from every
aspect (criterion≈function)”

Industrial Design

2011

“Good design ticks all the boxes, great design has an emotional
connection...when you forget what you are doing and function is automatic –
that is great design” (criterion≈function)

Industrial Design

2011

“Good design is an experience”

Software-electronics

2011

“Good design should talk for itself. Communication is a big part of design. If

Design

an object speaks for itself, then people will know what to do with it”
(criterion≈function)

Industrial Design

2011

“Good design is about a target customer looking at a product and
immediately knowing what the product will do and how it benefit them”
(criteria≈function and form)

Industrial Design

2011

“It is one thing to have designed a really beautiful object or product but
another thing to actually see its longevity (criterion≈sustainability) for the
long-term future and how it might shape society, culture and wellbeing”

Industrial Design

2011

“… we are in an interesting new twist of design events where design has
moved from drawing and styling and product development into strategic
integrated business planning as part of the company structure”
(criterion≈commercial)

Industrial Design

2011

“Design is only one part of the quality of the product – the most important
thing is if we (designers) do something new it must be better in terms of cost,
use, production, right down to the safety of workers who produce the design”
(criterion≈safety)

Interior Design

2012

“Good design…is represented by elegance and aesthetics
(criterion≈form)…and is about utilitarian perfection” (criterion≈function)

Table 2.1, cont., Interviews with key judges participating in the AIDA program from 08-12.
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Engineering Design

2012

“Good design is elegant solution to a problem…it has to have an aesthetic
elegance (criterion≈form) and it also has to have a conceptual engineering
elegance” (criterion≈function)

Fashion Design

2012

“Good design is about quality (criterion≈quality) and about something that
lasts, but more importantly it is about something that brings you joy”

Industrial Design

2012

“Good design is creating connections between products, experience and
people…really good design is intuitive, unseen and not really noticed until it
is not there. If you (the users) are not thinking about it too much, then we
(designers) have done a good job” (criterion≈function)

Industrial Design

2012

“…something that naturally does what it is supposed to do…it should
delight” (criterion≈function)

Industrial Design

2012

“Good design is about four things…desirability, viability, feasibility
(criterion≈commercial) and finally, elegance” (criteria≈form and function)

Engineering Design

2012

“Good design has to be innovative (criterion≈innovation), sustainable
(criterion≈sustainability) and pleasing to the eye – it must be aesthetically
pleasing” (criterion≈form)

Industrial Design

2012

“Good design is to bring innovation and usability together and if you can do
that in an exciting way, then it can help to improve people’s lives”
(criteria≈innovation and function)

Table 2.1, cont., Interviews with key judges participating in the AIDA program from 08-12.

While the views expressed by the above professionals (mainly industrial designers, engineers,
and architects) are valuable—and provide interesting insights into particular design principles
across a range of national cultures and industry sectors—these broad statements and guiding
principles for good design are somewhat limited in interpretation as they assume informed
observers have been involved in the AIDA judging process. Specific evaluation criteria for a
design award program need to be more specific, meaningful and pragmatic in order to be
understood by all parties concerned. Hence, statements presented by Dieter Rams, for
instance, have more relevance to explaining design award evaluation criteria since they can
be more widely understood and interpreted by uniformed users and lay consumers.
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From the above review of the literature, the writings of the selected design professionals and
the video recordings of the noted design award judges, it is reasonable to propose that design
evaluation criteria should, as a first approximation, include the following: function; form (or
aesthetics); commercial (or return on design investment); quality (finish and manufacture);
sustainable design (or environmental considerations); safety considerations and innovation
(or creativity and originality of design). This line of investigation continues hereafter.
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2.4

Review of international design award models

Figure 2.5 shows the seven international design award programs (including the Australian
International Design Awards program) that have been investigated with respect to their
assessment processes and evaluation criteria—with similar interpretations of evaluation
criteria as explained above. This review begins with a detailed examination of the AIDA
program as the prime case study in this investigation. This is then followed by a critical
review of another six international design award programs generally recognized as being
leaders in this field. Apart from the Australian case, these design award programs were
selected based on the following considerations:

1. Geographic location and international standing;
2. Assessment process, breadth of design specializations and categories; and
3. Evaluation criteria and related explanatory questions (or semantic elements).

Figure 2.5, World map showing geographic location of selected international design awards
programs
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2.5

Review of the Australian International Design Awards (AIDA) model
2.5.1

Background and history14

It is important to note that the history of the AIDA has been largely unpublished in a cohesive
format, except for selected aspects held in past AIDA Yearbooks, published annually and
edited by the writer, and some outlines donated to the Powerhouse Museum, Sydney.
However, in his role as coordinator of these awards over many years, the writer has
documented and archived a large body of historical information on behalf of Standards
Australia. The following outline comes mainly from these archives (with the permission of
Standards Australia) and, at the time of compiling this thesis, from the records of the recently
established design promotion organization, Good Design Australia15. This historical outline is
presented hereunder.

In 1958, a group of design and industry professionals established the Industrial Design
Council of Australia (IDCA) funded by the Commonwealth Government. In an era when
Australian industrial design was still in its infancy, the goal of the IDCA was to educate
manufacturers and consumers on the value of design, encourage and promote high standards
in design of manufactured goods, and foster an appreciation of good design among Australian
consumers. During the early 1960s, the IDCA and the Australian industrial design profession
began to expand and flourish.

14

Part of this history has been documented by the writer from IDCA archival material and donated to the Powerhouse
Museum, Sydney, refer:
http://www.powerhousemuseum.com/collection/database/theme,998,Industrial_Design_Council_of_Australia
A substantial part of this history has been compiled by the writer as part of his normal duties with Standards Australia.
15
Refer Good Design Australia: www.gooddesignaustralia.com/about/history
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Figure 2.6, The Good Design Label, Introduced in 1964 became visible indicators of quality
design and manufacturing and began appearing on products in the marketplace. [Source:
AIDA archives; www.designawards.com.au]16
From 1964, the Good Design label, a visible indicator of quality design and manufacturing
(see Figure 2.6), began appearing on products in the marketplace, and the IDCA-led
Australian Design Index became a well-known register of the best designed-and-made
products in Australia. Together, these initiatives represented the formal start of design
assessment and promotion in Australia, stimulating competition, debate, high standards of
quality and industry growth. Judges evaluated products against criteria including standard of
manufacturing and attention to detail and finish, suitability of materials used, durability,
value for money, construction (all may be interpreted as the potential criterion≈quality),
comfort of use (criterion≈functionality), safety factors (criterion≈safety), and overall
appearance (criterion≈form). Products meeting these criteria received the Good Design Label,
while manufacturers failing in these areas were given constructive criticism on how to
improve their products, as well as the opportunity to resubmit.

16

Refer also to AIDA 50th Anniversary Yearbook (1958-2008), Standards Australia Archives.
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In 1967, the Prince Philip Prize for Australian Design was introduced, supported by His
Royal Highness, Prince Philip, the Duke of Edinburgh, with the aim of promoting greater
awareness of good design in Australian engineering. This prestigious award recognised
Australian designed products or systems that were closely associated with Australian life and
industry, and which had made or were likely to make a substantial contribution to Australia’s
economic progress.

The judging criteria for the Prince Philip Prize included the following:
1. Standard of manufacture and construction (criterion≈quality);
2. Inventiveness of design (criterion≈innovation);
3. Originality (criterion≈innovation);
4. Aesthetic appeal (criterion≈form);
5. Ease of operation (criterion≈functionality); and
6. Marketability (criterion≈commercial).

The first Prince Philip Prize was awarded in 1968, and Prince Philip visited Australia to hand
over the Award in person (refer Figure 2.7). More than 90 entries were received in this
inaugural year and the winning product was a self-propelled grain header, designed by
Kenneth Gibson. The Prince Philip Prize flourished for the next 10 years with Australian
manufacturers and designers strongly supporting the program. This period also saw a rapid
increase in the positive perception of design among Australian consumers. The core objective
of promoting the value of design to manufactures was being achieved with Industrial Design
regarded as an essential phase in any product development project.

35

Figure 2.7, The Price Philip Prize for Australian Design, presented by His Royal Highness,
Prince Philip, the Duke of Edinburgh in 1967. [Source: www.designawards.com.au]

The first Australian Design Award (ADA) was created in 1976 to recognize high quality and
innovative Australian designed products. This became a valuable promotional tool for
Australian manufacturers and designers. The Prince Philip Prize continued to be awarded, but
only to products which had first received the ADA.

During this time, ADA publicity was at an all-time high. Televised coverage of the Awards
presentation on ABC TV reached audiences of over 4 million, and in 1979, the first annual
Yearbook17 of ADA winners was published. For the next two decades, however, continuing
funding issues, dwindling industry support and an apparent lack of clear direction plagued the
IDCA. In 1987, in an effort to reinvigorate the design awards movement, the Australian
Government re-launched the IDCA as the Australian Design Council. The Prince Philip Prize
was discontinued, leaving the ADA as the county’s most respected design accolade.

17

Standards Australia archives; Yearbook copies available from the writer.
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Figure 2.8, The Australian Design Award Presentation Ceremony broadcast live on ABC
National Television in 1979 with host and Australian television personality, Ita Buttrose.
[Source: archives-www.designawards.com.au]
In 1991, control of the Australian Design Council and the ADA program moved to Standards
Australia, Australia’s national standards body. Closely aligned with Standards Australia’s
aim of providing guidance to encourage basic levels of acceptability for products and
services, the ADA was recognized as an important motivator of continual improvement and
international best practice in Australia’s industrial design industry.

In 2008, on the 50th anniversary since the IDCA was established, internationally designed
products, available for sale in Australia, were allowed to enter the Awards for the first time.
This move was aimed at allowing Australian design to be benchmarked against the best in the
world, now under the new banner of the Australian International Design Awards (AIDA).
Relatedly, in 2007 the AIDA established a stand-alone Award for Excellence in Sustainable
Design in partnership with Sustainability Victoria and the Design Institute of Australia
(DIA), the professional body for Australian designers.
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Dummet [2008] has drawn attention to the notion that the manufacture and consumption of
products and services forms the basis of the global economy. He has pointed out that
although everyone wants the “latest, hippest product—the manufacture, distribution, use and
disposal of these products is the source of virtually all the major environmental and social
problems confronting the planet today.” This reinforces the now widely accepted and
critically important role that design can play in the area of sustainability [IDSA, 2008],
particularly in the light of a growing community awareness of issues such as climate change,
and the environmental consequences of rapidly expanding developing economies such as
China and India [Bres, 1997; Fuad-Luke, 2004]

Entries in the AIDA program have demonstrated that industrial designers are currently
considering the wider implications of sustainable design, including energy, water, material
considerations, and waste reduction. Other factors include choice of materials, manufacturing
processes and areas such as responsible use, re-use and disposal, cradle to cradle design and
the overall impact of products and services on society at large. Recent examples of AIDA
entries that clearly indicate a focus on sustainable design include the Electrolux Refrigeration
Collection (Figure 2.9).

These refrigerators are considered to be the most energy efficient class of products on the
Australian market (i.e., at the time of writing this thesis). All models in this class have an
energy rating of five stars or better, which means they use 49% less energy than a 10 year-old
model of equivalent capacity.
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Figure 2.9, Electrolux Refrigeration Collection 2008, designed by Electrolux Home
Products. [Source: archives- www.designawards.com.au]

Another notable example of design for sustainability is a building and construction product,
called Enviromesh (Figure 2.10), which received the Award for Excellence in Sustainable
Design in 2010. This product is a simple and lightweight building product that improves
current concrete reinforcing practice and is comprised of a recyclable polymer and glass fiber
construction material used as an alternative to traditional steel reinforcement mesh.
Reputably, it is corrosion resistant and significantly improves the longevity of civil, industrial
and residential structures. The product is lightweight for ease of transport, saves onsite labour
costs, reduces workplace health and safety issues associated with handling and fixing of steel
mesh products and is a cost competitive solution.

Figure 2.10, Enviromesh, designed by Infinity Design and Development and Ozsafe
Industries. Winner, Award for Excellence in Sustainable Design in 2010. [Source: archiveswww.designawards.com.au]
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It is generally recognized that the AIDA, like many other international design award
programs, is an important vehicle to promote the benefits of professional industrial design.
This is achieved by showcasing examples of products where investment in professional
design has created commercial success. More importantly, it is accepted that design award
programs such as this play a very important role in promoting the outcomes of good design to
consumers and end users in the of products and services that they buy and use on a daily
basis.

2.5.2

Detailed review of the AIDA from 1997 to 2008

[1997]
In 1997 a revamped format, developed in close consultation with the design industry, was
introduced to invigorate the Australian Design Awards. Featuring a world-first online
application form and first round internet online shortlisting, the new program attracted a
record 100 applications, with an encouraging 70 per cent submitted by the local design
industry—an example of a typical entry in shown in Figure 2.11.

Figure 2.11, Telstra Multimedia Payphone, designed by Design+Industry and Tesltra
Corporation, Australian Design Award recipient. [Source: archiveswww.designawards.com.au]
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Although it provided an important mechanism to shortlist products for further consideration,
the online shortlisting process was problematic at times. Products with professional imagery
were more likely to proceed to the final round judging process, and ones that may very well
have been Design Award worthy, but with poor photography and presentation, sometimes ran
the risk of not being shortlisted. As a result of these issues, the shortlisting process was
disbanded in 2010 and all entries into the Awards were given the opportunity of a hands-on
evaluation.

Assessment was subject to the following list of evaluation criteria:
1. Aesthetics and user consideration (criterion≈form)
2. Functionality and design (criterion≈function)
3. Appropriately engineered for economical manufacture (criterion≈sustainability)
4. Value as an example of contemporary Australian industrial design.

[1998]
In 1998, the AIDA profession-based categories were introduced as follows:
1. Industrial Design
2. Engineering Design
3. Software-Electronics Design
4. Furniture Design

This new structure caused challenges for the judges due to the complexity in assessing
various components of a product rather than assessing a product for good design in its
entirety. Situations occurred where a product received an Australian Design Award in
recognition for excellence in engineering design, but was poorly designed from an industrial
design perspective.
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Likewise, certain products receiving an Australian Design Award for industrial design were
poorly engineered or had inadequate software-electronics componentry. The end result was
that this system caused much friction within the design industry, and was later abolished and
replaced in 2004 by a product categorisation system (as discussed later) to better reflect
international design award programs at the time. A typical product entry is depicted in Figure
2.12 hereunder. Assessment criteria remained unchanged.

Figure 2.12, Protector™ HC600 Safety Helmet, designed by OPSM and KWA Design Group,
Australian Design Mark recipient. [Source: archives- www.designawards.com.au]

[1999 - 2001]
In 2000, a new two-tiered approach was introduced—the Australian Design Mark to
recognise ‘good design’ and an Australian Design Award in recognition of ‘design
excellence’. This two-tiered system allowed for a greater number of products to be
recognised for their design merits and created a distinction between products that met the
criteria for good design, and those that exceeded it.
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The relevant Assessment criteria are listed below, and a representative entry follows in
Figure 2.13.
1. Functionality (criterion≈function)
2. Ergonomics (criterion≈function)
3. Aesthetics (criterion≈form)
4. Creativity (criterion≈innovation)
5. Originality (criterion≈innovation)
6. Safety (criterion≈safety)
7. Environmental considerations (criterion≈sustainability)
8. Manufacturing (construction and use of materials) (criterion≈quality)
9. Price (value for money) (criterion≈quality)
10. Packaging (criterion≈form)
11. Marketability (criterion≈commercial)

Figure 2.13, Cochlear Nucleus 24 Contour hearing implant, designed by Cochlear Limited,
Australian Design Award of the Year, 2000. [Source: archives- www.designawards.com.au]

43

[2002 – 2004]
This period saw the continuation of the online shortlisting process that involved a wide
selection of industry experts to shortlist products over the Internet before proceeding to
further, hands on evaluation. A major change to the assessment process during this period
was the discontinuation of face-to-face presentations by applicants to the judges assessing the
submissions. This system was replaced with a process where applicants sent in their products
and supporting material to be assessed by a closed-door panel of judges. In comparison to the
previous system, where products were assessed by splintered sub-panels, each specializing in
only one discipline of design, the process was widely accepted by the design community as
being far superior and more equitable.

The new system involved a single, multidisciplinary team of experts of industrial design,
engineering design, software-electronics design, furniture-lighting design, textile design,
architecture, and other specializations as required. Each entry was assessed one-by-one in a
confidential manner against the judging criteria. The time allocated was between 40 minutes
to an hour, plus overall discussion time at the end of the week-long process—again, a sample
product is shown in Figure 2.14.

The following assessment criteria were applied:
1. Design competence (round one shortlisting only)
2. Innovation (criterion≈innovation)
3. Intelligence (criterion≈innovation)
4. Visual impact (criterion≈form)
5. Functionality (criterion≈function)
6. Quality (criterion≈quality)
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7. Ergonomics (criterion≈function)
8. Safety (criterion≈safety)
9. Value for money (criterion≈quality)
10. Eco-design (criterion≈sustainability)

Figure 2.14, Victa Razor Lawnmover, designed by Victa and Blue Sky Design Group,
Australian Design Award, 2000. [Source: archives- www.designawards.com.au]

[2005 - 2007]
Under Standards Australia, the evaluation process continued to be refined with an everincreasing emphasis on safety and compliance with Australian and International Standards.
This thoroughness ensured that any product passing through the process received a hands-on
evaluation by an expert panel of judges representing product development professions all
working in one group, with the decision-making process more streamlined, and the overall
selection of products more consistent.

Judges continued to represent a broad range of expertise including:
1. Industrial Designers
2. Mechanical Engineers
3. Design Engineers
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4. Software-Electronics Engineers
5. Interior Designers and Architects

These professional experts were assisted by subject matter experts—including automotive
experts, ergonomists, furniture design experts, consumer advocates, medical experts, etc.—to
ensure that the broad range of products received as thorough an evaluation as possible. Under
this model, the jury assessed each entry based on the evaluation criteria. All applicants were
asked to submit a commercial sample, such as in Figure 2.13, and related material in support
of their entry.

Figure 2.15, Sunbeam Accura Digital Resilium Iron SR6900, designed by Sunbeam,
Australian Design Mark, 2007. [Source: archives- www.designawards.com.au]

[2008]
Arguably, the most significant change in the ADA’s 50 year history occurred in 2008 when
the program widened its entry criteria to accept internationally designed products on the
Australian market. The Australian Design Awards changed its name to the Australian
International Design Awards (AIDA) to reflect this major change to the program as it
prepared to attract a much larger volume of products across a broader range of industries, and
placed more focus on the promotion of design to consumers and end users of design.
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Assessment criteria applying in 2008 were as follows:
1. Innovation (criterion≈innovation)
2. Visual and emotional appeal (criterion≈form)
3. Functionality (criterion≈function)
4. Quality of manufacture (criterion≈quality)
5. Human factors (criterion≈function)
6. Environmental sustainability (criterion≈sustainability)

This evolution of the Awards program has opened up the judging process to international
critique. The two-tier AIDA system is still largely unchanged and operational, nowadays18,
where products meeting the evaluation criteria are recognized with the Good Design mark,
and those that, in the opinion of the judges, exceed the criteria, are granted a Design Award.

Figure 2.16, Flaik personal tracking device for skiers and snowboarders, designed by Flaik
Interactive and CMD Design and Innovation, inaugural winner of the Australian
International Design Award of the Year, 2008. [Source: archiveswww.designawards.com.au]

18

Note: in 2010, custodianship of the AIDA was transferred to Good Design Australia, a new national design promotion
organization established to operate the AIDA and promote the value of good design to consumers, business and the
government.
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2.5.3

Summary of findings of the AIDA review: 1997 to 2008

It is found that the AIDA design assessment process and criteria has been developed and
refined over a period of some 50 years. Emphasis has been placed on maintaining the
thoroughness of the assessment process by ensuring a broad cross section of expertise was
represented on judging panels—from industrial design, engineering design, softwareelectronics design and other design specializations.

Despite positive developments over the years, there are still a number of apparent
problematic issues with the AIDA program. These include ongoing confusion over how
individual evaluation criteria are interpreted and how products can be evaluated for their
design merit in both objective and subjective terms. The evaluation criteria listed in 2008,
although a progressive step forward, were not clarified with respect to their meanings
(semantic elements) and how these may be interpreted and applied in a design award
evaluation context—hence the need for further research of international design award
programs is required to further inform the development of a model for a Design Evaluation
System (DES).

The evaluation criteria identified up to this stage of this review have been interpreted with
respect to establishing, as a first approximation, a set of possible encompassing or generic
criteria suitable for formulating an interim model of a DES. (At the time of writing this
thesis, the AIDA evaluation criteria and assessment procedures were in a state of evolution
guided essentially by the results of this research—this will be discussed further in Chapter 5,
the Findings and Conclusions of the thesis). A group of international award programs will
now be reviewed along similar lines to the above to further inform the development of the
noted DES model.
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2.6

Review of selected leading international design award programs
2.6.1

International Design Excellence Awards (USA)

The International Design Excellence Awards (IDEA) commenced in America in 1980, with
the stated objective of fostering business and public understanding about the impact of
industrial design excellence on the quality of life and the economy. With its roots reaching
back to 1938, and founded in 1965, the Industrial Designers Society of America (IDSA) is
purportedly the world’s oldest and largest, member-driven society for industrial design
[IDSA, 2009]. IDSA represents professionals in product and industrial design, interaction
design, human factors, ergonomics, design research, design management, universal design
and related design fields. The International Design Excellence Awards accepts entries from
products and services designed and developed in the USA and internationally (selected
examples are shown in Figure 2.17).

[1]

[2]

[3]

Figure 2.17, [1] T-Tech LED Dimmable Light Bulb/Nature, designed by Hsu Wei Shen and
Corina Zuberbuehler of Process Taiwan, 2010 IDEA winner. [2] Mini Countryman designed
by BMW Group Design of BMW Group, 2010 IDEA winner. [3] IPLEX Ultra Light industrial
videoscope, 2012 IDEA winner, designed by Olympus Imaging Corporation, Yasuo
Funakoshi and Tomomi Uemura. [Source: http://www.idsa.org]
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[4]

[5]

[6]

Figure 2.17, cont., [4] Ultra-Relief user friendly handheld nebulizer designed by Questto
Design for Ultronic Indústria e Comércio de Produtos Eletrônicos, 2008 IDEA winner. [5]
Rosenbauer Panther High-Performance Firefighter designed by Daniel Huber of Spirit
Design for Rosenbauer International AG, 2008 IDEA winner [6] Bavaria Cruiser 55,
designed by BMW Group DesignworksUSA, Germany, 2010 IDEA winner. [Source:
http://www.idsa.org]

In 2008, in order to reflect this international dimension, these awards changed their name
from the Industrial Design Excellence Awards to the International Design Excellence Awards
(IDEA). Figure 2.17, above, illustrates a selection of products submitted to the IDEA
program, indicating the broad range of products across various categories. Initial entry is
made through an electronic application form to enable a shortlisting evaluation process to
take place. Jurors do their initial scoring online in teams of two for assigned categories. In
this first stage of judging, the jury evaluates all entries for eligibility, completeness,
thoroughness, appropriateness and general conformance to award criteria.

The jury process is ‘blind,’ and the designers’ identities and the names of consulting firms
may not appear anywhere on the entry form—other than the obvious areas such as branding
or promotional imagery relating to the entry. Specific criteria can be weighted differently in
different categories and this process is conducted at the judges’ discretion.
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Finalists that meet a minimum score after the first round are then invited to submit samples or
other supplementary material for a physical evaluation. In the second final judging stage, the
jury as a whole meets in teams to review supplementary entry material sent in by the finalists
in their categories.

Each jury team then decides which of these entries exemplify the key principles of design
excellence according to the IDEA evaluation criteria summarized in Table 2.2 overleaf (the
writer’s interpretation of these criteria are shown in parentheses as for the AIDA case and
previous reviews). Recommendations are then made by the jury as a whole for Gold, Silver
and Bronze winners. The entire jury votes to make final award determinations.
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Evaluation criteria

Related semantic elements (attributed meanings)

1. Innovation

-

Design, experience, manufacturing

-

Performance (criterion≈function), comfort, safety (criterion≈safety), ease

(criterion≈innovation)
2. Benefit to User

of use (criterion≈function), usability (criterion≈function), user interface
(criterion≈function), ergonomics (criterion≈function), universal function
(criterion≈function) and access, quality of life, affordability
3. Responsibility

-

(criterion≈sustainability)

Benefit to society, environment (criterion≈sustainability), culture and
economy (criterion≈commercial)

-

Improved accessibility to a greater percentage of the population, improves
education, meets basic needs of low income populations, reduces disease,
improves competitiveness (criterion≈commercial), raises wealth,
improves the quality of life, supports cultural diversity, improves energy
efficiency (criterion≈sustainability), durability (criterion≈quality),
addresses product lifecycle effects on the environment
(criterion≈sustainability), uses low impact materials and processes
throughout lifecycle (criterion≈sustainability), designed for repair, reuse,
recyclability, addresses issues of toxicity, reduced material usage and
waste reduction (criterion≈sustainability)

4. Benefit to the client

-

(criterion≈commercial)
5. Visual appeal and

Profitability, increased sales, brand reputation, (criterion≈commercial)
employee morale

-

Not published

appropriate aesthetics
(criterion≈form)

Table 2.2, IDEA, evaluation criteria and related semantics

The IDEA program appears to be well managed, and attracts some of the best brands around
the world who invest in professional design. A significant improvement in the process was
achieved when a physical, hands-on evaluation of the entries was introduced in 2006 (prior to
this, judges assessed entries by looking at images of the entries only). The evaluation criteria
cover many areas; however, it is apparent that they are too broad to be clearly understood at a
pragmatic level and run the risk of being misinterpreted by judges.
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2.6.2

Korean Good Design Awards model (Korea)

The Good Design (GD) Selection in Korea was inaugurated in 1985 as a system by which the
government officially endorses professionally designed products that are being, or will be,
sold nationally or internationally [KIDP, 2009]. The program is operated by the Korea
Institute of Design Promotion (KIDP) and funded by the Ministry of Knowledge Economy
(MKE). Key criteria include form (criterion≈form), functionality (criterion≈function), and
economic competitiveness (criterion≈commercial). The GD system was established as a
means to promote design and encourage innovation in Korean industry. Typical examples of
award products are depicted in Figure 2.18.

[1]

[2]

[3]

Figure 2.18, [1] WinGuard Sport UHP Winter Tire Range, designed by Nexen Tire Corp.,
2011 Korea Good Design Selection. [2] Sambo Shopping Cart, designed by Hanyoung Lee,
Kijin Shin, Jongwon Park, 2011 Korea Good Design Selection. [3] Samsung Notebook PC,
designed by Samsung Design Team, 2010 Good Design Selection.

A reported important objective of the program is to assist in the growth of exports and the
ongoing development of the national economy (criterion≈commercial). The formal design
award evaluation criteria are listed in Table 2.3.
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Entry is open to product manufacturers, designers, and retailers of professionally designed
products, which have been on the market for two years or less, or are scheduled to go into the
market during the year of the awards program. At a social level, the GD system aims to
improve Koreans’ quality of life by improving the design of manufactured goods to meet the
diverse demands of Korean consumers.

Design evaluation criteria

Related semantic elements

1. Economic Efficiency / Customer-oriented (criteria≈commercial and

-

Not published

2. Interaction / Usability (criterion≈function)

-

Not published

3. Material / Environmental Friendliness (criterion≈sustainability)

-

Not published

4. Shape / Aesthetics (criterion≈form)

-

Not published

5. Integration Design

-

Not published

quality)

Table 2.3, Korean Good Design Awards; evaluation criteria and related semantic elements19

Overall, this is a comprehensive assessment process covering a broad area of design, and is
typical of many Asian design promotion organizations. The evaluation criteria applied are
fairly broad, and do not include any related semantic elements (posed as explanatory
questions) to explain the meanings of these criteria. As many design award programs, dealing
with large volumes of entries poses challenges for the judges given the very short timeframe
available to the jury. Testing of products in a short real time environment may not result in a
thorough evaluation from a user perspective, especially if the criteria are abstract in meaning.

19

Industrial Designers Society of America (IDSA) website, (January 2011). Retrieved from: http://idsa.org/awards
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2.6.3

Good Design Awards (Japan)

The Good Design Awards, organized by the Japan Institute of Design Promotion (JDP), is a
comprehensive program for the evaluation and encouragement of design. The Award
program is commonly known as the G Mark system, and was established in 1957 by the then
Ministry of International Trade and Industry (currently the Ministry of Economy, Trade and
Industry). [JDP, 2012].

Public recognition of the Good Design Awards and the G-Mark among Japanese consumers
appears to be one of the highest of many developed countries. The majority of the Japanese
public appears to recognize the Good Design Awards, and many companies and designers
from Japan and neighboring countries participate in the program—Typical examples are
shown in Figure 2.19.

[1]

[2]

[3]

Figure 2.19, [1] Asics Track and Field Shoe, designed by Asics Corporation (Japan), 2011
Japan Good Design Awards winner. [2] Heat Resistant Ceramic and Silicone Tableware,
designed by OSORO, 2012 Design Best 100 Selection. [3] Konica Minolta Bizhub, designed
by Konica Minolta Technology Center, Inc, 2012 Japan Good Design Gold Award. [Source:
http://www.g-mark.org]
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The assessment procedure used by the Japanese Good design Awards is essentially a two
stage process that, firstly, recognizes the basic attributes of good design through related
evaluation criteria, and then applies a secondary set of criteria to recognize superior design as
outlined overleaf in Table 2.4.1 and Table 2.4.2, respectively. Again, the writer’s
interpretation is denoted in parentheses.
Evaluation criteria

Related semantic elements

1. Humanity

Inspiration for products and conceptual embodiments

2. Honesty

Perceptiveness toward contemporary society

3. Innovation

Concepts to pioneer the future

4. Esthetics

Imagination for prosperous lifestyle culture

5. Ethics

Reflecting on society and environment

Table 2.4.1, Stage 1: Japan Good Design Awards, evaluation criteria and related semantic
elements
Evaluation criteria

Related semantics

1. Is it good design?

-

Is it aesthetically superior? (criterion≈form)

-

Is it designed with safety in mind? (criterion≈safety)

-

Is it sincere?

-

Is it designed to fit the environment where it is used?
(criteria≈function and sustainability)

-

Is it original? (criterion≈innovation)

-

Does it meet the needs of consumers?

-

Is it good value for the price? (criterion≈quality)

-

Does it offer good functionality and performance?
(criterion≈function)

-

Is it user friendly? (criterion≈function)

-

Is it attractive? (criterion≈form)

2. Is it superior design from a

-

Is the design concept superior?

design perspective?

-

Is the process or the management of the design superior?

-

Is the formal expression new and exciting? (criterion≈form)

-

Is the design superior in its overall sense of completeness?

Table 2.4.2, Stage 2: Japan Good Design Awards, evaluation criteria and related semantics
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3. Is it superior design from a

-

Does it show a high level of solving the problems facing the user?

user perspective?

-

Does it put the principle of universal design into practice?

-

Does it present new modes of behavior and manners?

-

Does it convey versatility and a high degree of functionality in an
easily understandable way? (criterion≈function)

-

Has consideration been given to maintenance, improvements and
expansion during usage? (criterion≈function)

4. Is it superior design from an

-

industry perspective?

Does it make skillful use of new technology and new materials?
(criterion≈innovation)

-

Does it offer solutions through the creation of systems?

-

Does it utilise high-level technical skills? (criterion≈innovation)

-

Does it demonstrate new modes of production?
(criterion≈innovation)

-

Does it embody new ways of selling and providing?
(criterion≈innovation)

-

Does it play a leading role in developing regional industry?

5. Is it superior design from a

-

Does it present new modes of communication among people?

society perspective?

-

Will it have a long useful life? (criterion≈sustainability)

-

Does it put the principles of "ecology design" into practice?
(criterion≈sustainability)

6. Does the design break new

-

Does it enhance a harmonious landscape?

-

Has the designer discovered an expression that is at the forefront

ground for the future in terms

of the era? (criteria≈form and innovation)

of life, industry and society

-

Will the design lead to a global standard for the next generation?

from a design perspective?

-

Does the design take a leading role in fashioning Japanese
identity?

7. Does the design break new

-

Does it encourage creativity in the user?

ground for the future in terms

-

Does it create a new lifestyle for the next generation?

of life, industry and society
from a user perspective?

Table 2.4.2, cont., Stage 2: Japan Good Design Awards, evaluation criteria and related
semantics
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8. Does the design break new

-

Does it give rise to new technology? (criterion≈innovation)

ground for the future in terms

-

Can it lead to the humanisation of technology?

of life, industry and society

-

Will it contribute to the creation of new industries and businesses?

from an industry perspective?

(criterion≈commercial)

9. Does the design break new

-

Does it give rise to social and cultural values?

ground for the future in terms

-

Will it contribute to a broadening of the social base?

of life, industry and society

-

Will it contribute to the realisation of a sustainable society?

from a society perspective?

(criterion≈sustainability)

Table 2.4.2, cont., Stage 2: Japan Good Design Awards, evaluation criteria and related
semantics

As will be realized from the above tables, the Japanese G Mark program is one of the few
leading programs which goes to the trouble of explain the meanings of the evaluation criteria.
This is achieved by posing questions (termed semantic elements by the writer, as mentioned
earlier) that explain the meanings of each of the main criteria. The composition of the
categories, screening policies and evaluation criteria describe an awards program that is
recognized internationally as having embedded a design culture into Japanese industry,
government and society. This program has possibilities for further adaption applicable to the
AIDA case.

2.6.4

Red Dot Design Awards model (Germany)

The origins of the red dot design award started in 1954 with the foundation of "Haus
Industrieform" in Essen, Germany. The purpose of this organization was to "facilitate an
appropriate design of the environment for the public at large" [Red Dot, 2012]. The
organization later evolved into what is today known as the Design Zentrum Nordrhein
Westfalen and, through the Red Dot Design Award, is widely recognized for the role it plays
in promoting design to industry, government and society. Eligibility extends to all German
and foreign manufacturers and designers of industrially manufactured products.
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Products must be in production and available on the market for no more than two years—
examples follow in Figure 2.20. The respective evaluation criteria, as outlined in Table 2.5,
are very detailed, and relatively easy to understand in the context of product assessment.

[1]

[2]

[3]

[4]

Figure 2.20, [1] A40 Articulated Hauler, designed by Stina Nilimaa Wickström and Volvo
Construction Equipment, red dot design award, best of the best winner 2012.
[2]Lamborghini Jacket, designed by X-BIONIC, 2012 red dot design award. [3] Lifetrons
High Tech Multi Adaptor Sync and Charge, designed by Lifetrons Switzerland GmbH, red
dot design award 2012. [4] BMW K 1600 GT Motorcycle, designed by BMW Group Design,
Germany, 2012 red dot design award. [Source: www.en.red-dot.org]
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Evaluation criteria

Related semantic elements

1. Degree of innovation

-

(criterion≈innovation)
2. Functionality (criterion≈function)

Is the product new in itself or does it supplement an
existing product with a new, desirable quality?

-

Does the product fulfill all requirements of handling,
usability, safety, and maintenance, and does the manual
explain its use in a comprehensible way?

3. Ergonomics (criterion≈function)

-

Is the product adapted appropriately to the physical and, if
necessary, psychic conditions of the user?

4. Self-explanatory quality

-

(criteria≈function and form)
5. Formal quality (criteria≈function and

What does the product convey about its purpose and use
without knowing the manual?

-

How distinct are product semantics and product graphics?

-

How logical is the constructive structure and the congruity

form)

of the formal composition? How is the form related to the
function?

6. Ecological compatibility

-

(criterion≈sustainability)

Are materials, material costs, manufacturing technology
and energy consumption in an appropriate proportion to the
product utility?

-

To what extent have disposal problems and recycling issues
been considered?

7. Durability (criterion≈quality)

-

Have the product’s material, formal, and non-material value
been designed for a long life-span?

8. Symbolic and emotional content

-

What does the product offer the user beyond its immediate
practical purpose in terms of sensual quality, possibilities of
a playful use or emotional attachment?

9. Product periphery

-

How is the product as part of a system integrated into the
system environment?

-

How have packaging and disposal issues been solved?

Table 2.5, Red Dot Design Awards, evaluation criteria and related semantics

The Red Dot Design Award appears to be a widely recognized and highly regarded design
awards program. The sheer volume of products entered into the program results in a
significant amount of promotion, thus providing designers and manufacturers with significant
exposure. In parallel with the Japanese case, this award program is worthy of further
investigation as discussed later in Chapter 3.
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2.6.5

iF Product Design Awards model (Germany)

The iF Design Awards program originated in 1953 from the "Sonderschau formgerechter
Industrieerzeugnisse" (i.e., Special Show of Well-Designed Industrial Goods)—the
associated exhibition opened its doors to the public for the first time in Hannover, Germany.
The exhibition was eventually renamed "Die gute Industrieform" (The Good Industrial form)
in 1959 [iF, 2009]. It was only in 1990 that the exhibition and awards were renamed as iF
Industrie Forum Design, Hannover. Nowadays, iF is positioned at the intersection of design
and industry and appears as a showcase of current trends in international design.

The iF Product Design Award honours offers an important platform for manufacturers to
have their products’ design quality professionally validated by an international jury of
experts. Manufacturers and designers of mass produced products that have not been on the
market for longer than three years, or that have entered production in the awards year, are
eligible to compete for an iF award.

Typical examples are illustrated in Figure 2.21. The related design evaluation criteria
outlined in Table 2.6 are reasonably clear and easy to understand. However, regrettably, they
are not supported by related semantic elements to further explain their meanings in the
context of the judging procedures, and this a serious limitation.
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[1]

[2]

[3]

Figure 2.21, [1] Little Perillo Visitor and Lounge Chair, designed by Design Ballendat and
Züco Bürositzmöbel AG, 2012 iF product design award. [2] TI 15 Impact Drill and
Screwdriver, designed by Schirrmacher Product Design Landsberg, Germany for Festool
Gmbh, 2012 iF product design award. [3] emporiaSOLID, Mobile Phone, designed by
Industrie Design Fasching Wilhering, Austria Emporia Telecom, Linz, Austria, 2012 iF
design award.
Evaluation criteria

Related semantic elements

1. Design quality (criterion≈quality)

-

Not published

2. Finish (criterion≈quality)

-

Not published

3. Choice of materials ((criterion≈sustainability)

-

Not published

4. Degree of innovation (criterion≈innovation)

-

Not published

5. Environmental impact (criterion≈sustainability)

-

Not published

6. Functionality (criterion≈function)

-

Not published

7. Ergonomics (criterion≈function)

-

Not published

8. Safety (criterion≈safety)

-

Not published

9. Visualization of intended use (criteria≈function and form)

-

Not published

10. Brand value and branding

-

Not published

11. Universal design (criterion≈function)

-

Not published

Table 2.6, iF Design Awards, evaluation criteria and related semantic elements.

Apparently, the iF Design Awards are regarded as one of the oldest and most respected
design awards in the world alongside the Red Dot program. However, the iF program shares
many of the challenges the Red Dot and other programs experience in that it has a very high
volume of entries to assess in a very short timeframe.
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2.6.6

China Red Star Design Awards (China)

As a final review of leading international programs, the China Red Star Design Award,
established in 2006, is organized by the Beijing Industrial Design Center (BIDC). As well as
promoting the role of good design in manufactured goods, it also promotes the protection of
intellectual property rights [Red Star, 2009]. The Red Star Design Award is widely promoted
throughout China but not internationally—typical products submitted for assessment are
shown in Figure 2.22. The respective evaluation criteria follow in Table 2.6.

[1]

[2]

Figure 2.22, [1] Tupperware Steam It, designed by Tupperware (China) Co. Ltd. 2010 China
Red Star Design Award. [2] CPR Assistant, designed by UK Industrial Design Consultancy
Co., Ltd. 2011 China Red Star Design Award. [Source: http://en.redstaraward.org]
Evaluation criteria

Related semantic elements

1. Innovation

-

(criterion≈innovation)

The product stresses on the integration of technology and art and
effectively makes use of new technology, material and craft.

-

It possesses a unique design concept and provides new problemresolving methods and directs the trend of product development –
enhancing people’s mode of living and production.

2. Utility (criterion≈function)

-

The product is human oriented, possesses rational function and
structure, and shows good performance of ergonomics, safety and
duration.

Table 2.7, China Red Star Design Awards, evaluation criteria and related semantics
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3. Economic Benefit

-

(criterion≈commercial)
4. Environment

The product meets market demands, represents good value for the
price, helps to increase profit and enhance brand value.

-

(criterion≈sustainability)

The product considers green, energy saving, recycling as well as
application of new energy technologies, including energy saving
technology of industry, transportation and emerging environmental
technologies.

5. Craft

-

The product makes good use of crafts and materials and its quality

(criteria≈sustainability and

meets related domestic and international standards and is suitable for

commercial)

mass production.

6. Aesthetics (criterion≈form)

-

The product possesses a unique style, harmonious appearance and
color.

Table 2.7, cont., China Red Star Design Awards, evaluation criteria and related semantics

The China Red Star Design Award has a traditional but reasonably comprehensive
assessment process. The assessment criteria and associated semantic elements outlined in
Table 2.7, appear to be thorough and articulate, considering the translation barriers into the
English language.

2.7

Summary of findings from the review of selected international design awards

On reflection, there appears to be no standard methodology or universal assessment processes
that link the various award programs reviewed above. Major variances occur in areas such as
the application process, categorization process, judging process and methodologies, and the
actual evaluation criteria which lack clarity in many cases. Except for the Chinese case, all
design award programs have an international focus with global aspirations. Importantly, there
does not appear to be an established set of evaluation criteria within these design awards
programs that could be amenable to design awards programs in general. Significantly, no
evidence of notable empirical investigations or relate research has been found in all of the
programs reviewed above, including the AIDA program.
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2.8

Overall summary of findings from the information search and task clarification

It is found that many design awards programs have undergone continual refinement over the
years and evolved as the design profession itself changed and broadened into other areas.
From the review of the Australian Design Awards—and later, the Australian International
Design Awards and the major international design award programs—there appears to be very
little consistency in the areas of design evaluation criteria and, more specifically, in
formulating the underlying semantic elements that explain the meanings of these criteria and
how they may be applied by independent judges in a design awards environment. It follows
that additional theoretical and experimental investigations are urgently needed, particularly in
the case of the Australian International Design Awards program. The theoretical
development, research methods and experimental planning underpinning this research thesis
are presented in the following chapter.
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3.

THEORETICAL DEVELOPMENT, RESEARCH METHODS AND
EXPERIMENT PLANNING

3.1

Preamble

This chapter reports on theory development (in the form of models of a Design Evaluation
System - DES), selection of an appropriate research design and related mixed-methods of
inquiry; and the experiment plan adopted in this investigation of design award programs.

The overall research plan graphic is shown again in Figure 1.1 for ease of recollection: Recall
that three phases of research activities have been employed by the writer beginning with
Phase 1 (refer to Chapter 2) covering a literature and information search followed, in this
chapter, by the conceptual development of an interim model of a design evaluation system
(DES).
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Figure 1.1, Overall Research Plan—graphic outlining the theoretical and empirical activities
carried out in this research project
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As will be explained, this DES model has been derived from a thematic analysis of the
literature, including the published views of design professionals as discussed in Chapter 2 and
the reported characteristics of the major design award programs reviewed—with particular
reference to design evaluation criteria. The specific research design, as outlined in Phase 2 of
Figure 1.1, comprised two main parts: The first part employed a quantitative (Likert scale)
survey; the second part used a qualitative survey based on open-ended questions related to
each evaluation criterion in the first part.

These were followed by a third part consisting of a final qualitative, open-ended question,
which sought to identify any other criteria over and above the seven presented in Chapter 2.
All of these components were incorporated in one overall, self-completion questionnaire
[Bryman, 2012] issued online to 50 participants as explained further hereunder.

The rationale underpinning this specific research design is explained under the research
methods sub-heading in this Chapter, and is based on a concurrent mixed-methods strategy
[Cresswell, 2009]. This strategy includes a triangulation comparison of the quantitative and
qualitative survey data, leading, in turn, to a refined model of a DES that is based on
empirically validated evaluation criteria and related semantic elements posed as questions.

Finally, Phase 3 of this research thesis comprises a review of the original aims and research
questions, a proposed refined model of a DES, a discussion of the significance of this inquiry,
and a summary of findings and conclusions with recommendations for future research.
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3.2

Theoretical Development
3.2.1 Modeling a Design Promotion System

From the literature and information reviewed in Chapter 2, it is reasonable to propose that for
a design promotion system to be effective—in the development and promotion of the benefits
of professional design to consumers—then the design of this overall system will generally be
influenced by the key subsystems outlined in Figure 3.1 hereunder.

In this Australian case study context, this Figure depicts the largely iterative and
interdependent cycle of events typical of a national design promotion system, beginning with
(1) consumer demands or needs followed by (2) business activity to meet these demands, (3)
the related intervention of designers and, finally, (4) the assessment of designs through
elements 4 and 5 leading to, hopefully, better informed consumer demands, and so on. The
subsystems (4) design awards and (5) design assessment represent the substantive
components of the Australian International Design Awards program (AIDA).

Figure 3.1, Conceptual model of a design promotion system—showing interconnectedness of
the key sub-system elements ‘design awards’ and ‘design assessment’ (‘evaluation criteria’)
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The design assessment subsystem is effectively a design evaluation system that acts as the
critical measurement instrument or mechanism in deciding if the products submitted by
various companies merit design award recognition. In more detail, a design promotion system
[Australian International Design Awards, 2010] should ideally operate as a closed loop
system in which:

1. Consumers drive demand through the purchase of well-designed products and services
that have satisfied predetermined evaluation criteria;
2. Businesses design, manufacture, market and distribute products and services and seek to
meet the demands of customers who are more informed and better engaged with design
as a result of effective design promotion;
3. Professional designers are driven to meet the needs of businesses (their clients) and aim
to design products that satisfy the evaluation criteria applied within a Design Evaluation
System (DES).
4. The design awards program provides the mechanism to evaluate, endorse and promote
well-designed products and services to consumers and end users of design.

It follows that, in the context of the AIDA program, a DES should appeal to the rationality of
all participants and stakeholders, including competing companies, their respective designers,
judges (comprising professional engineers, industrial designers, managers and informed
consumers), companies and lay-consumers (at least indirectly) contemplating the merit or
purchase of awarded products. In particular, the evaluation criteria should be seen to be
comprehensive, simple to understand, fair and equitable to all parties concerned.
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A few comments about what constitutes a system, and a systems design strategy, are timely.
A system may be regarded as a generic term, which has many possible meanings but, in a
design context, it can be taken to mean a set of “objects” where these objects are the
interconnected components of the system as a complex whole [Hall, 1962; SESA, 2011;
INCOSE, 2011; Bonollo, 2010; Klimek & Bonollo, 2011].

In addition, the components of the system (in this case the parameters of the DES—meaning
the evaluation criteria) usually have their own individual set of interconnected attributes or
constituent variables. In this case the variables (termed semantic elements in this study) when
posed as questions, explain the meanings in simple everyday language of the respective
evaluation criteria—such as noted earlier in Chapter 2. A systems design strategy is
essentially the iterative application of the design process [Lewis & Bonollo, 2002] at a
systems and/or subsystems level in order to develop an improved model and understanding of
that system, which can be further investigated through empirical testing.

3.2.2

Modeling a Design Evaluation System (DES)

Developing a preliminary model of a DES has involved several steps, namely:

(1) A plain English language mapping exercise was conducted to group frequently occurring
criteria (as themes and word concepts) identified in literature review and information search
earlier. These criteria were then cross referenced thematically to published criteria from the
seven design award programs reviewed (including the existing AIDA program). From this it
has been possible to establish seven baseline or generic criteria (i.e., as system parameters)
whose meanings (i.e., their semantics elements) could be generally understood, but which
lacked specific explanatory meanings.
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These found criteria are Form, Function, Quality, Safety, Sustainability, Commerciality1 and
Innovation, respectively. This mapping of generic criteria, in relation to the published criteria,
is described in Figure 3.2 which follows shortly. However, by themselves, these criteria are
open to many possible interpretations of their meanings, which is in turn can be problematic
for a design award program where clear interpretations of evaluation criteria are essential.

(2) These generic criteria were then qualified by applying a related set of three semantic
elements—as noted, themes and word concepts expressed in the form of qualifying
questions—that could be applied consistently to the generic criteria in order to better
understand the meanings that could be attributed to them. A set of three semantic elements
were considered a reasonable minimum for clarifying any particular criterion. Whilst the way
has been left open for the identification of additional criteria in the empirical investigation,
applying these semantic elements is considered to be a fundamental step in the process of
explaining the meanings of the evaluation criteria in everyday language terms, and for
establishing rational guidelines for a design award program.

The derivation of these generic criteria and related semantic elements will now be explained
with respect to the following DES models (labeled A & B for convenience), which
progressively map the evaluation criteria in relation to the semantic elements inherent in the
design award programs reviewed in Chapter 2.

1

Recall, the terms, commercial, commerciality and commercial viability are used interchangeably throughout this thesis with
a preference given to the term: Commerciality when used in the context of design evaluation criteria
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3.2.2.1 Modeling design evaluation criteria
As informed by the literature review and information search, the seven (generic) criteria
identified have been cross-referenced and mapped against the individual evaluation criteria
found for each of the design award programs reviewed, including the AIDA case:

Referring to Figure 3.2 overleaf, it will be noticed, for instance, that criterion 2
(Functionality) for the Red Dot Design Awards program corresponds to Function in the noted
seven criterion set; similar comments apply to the Japan and iF programs. By applying this
reasoning (in consultation with the writer’s supervisors) across this mapping, it has been
possible to link many of the individual criteria of the six international and AIDA programs
with the generic criteria proposed by the researcher.

However, except for the Japan Good Design Awards program criteria (which, interestingly,
poses its semantic elements in the form of qualifying questions), and a few of the other design
award program criteria listed, further qualification is clearly needed in order to gain a
consistent understanding of what the inherent meanings of each criterion are—this applies
especially to the encircled criteria in Figure 3.2, which appear vague or abstract in meaning at
this stage of the investigation, and will be discussed further in the noted third part of the
qualitative analysis results tabled in Chapter 4.
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Figure 3.2, DES Model A: Mapping of proposed generic criteria in relation to the
corresponding evaluation criteria in seven international design award programs

3.2.2.2 Modeling semantic elements
As foreshadowed, following the development of the DES Model A as depicted above, a
similar thematic mapping operation was carried out in order to identify a set of three semantic
elements (as a sensible minimum) which could be associated meaningfully with each of the
seven generic criteria. This mapping is shown as DES Model B in Figure 3.3─for clarity, this
Figure is spread over consecutive pages.
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This Figure illustrates how the Japanese GD evaluation criteria (and a few of the Red Dot
Design Awards, IDEA, and Red Star Design Awards)—that have been posed as questions
and, therefore, are amenable to being interpreted as meaningful semantic elements—have
been mapped relationally with respect to the seven criteria established and depicted earlier in
Figure 3.2. For clarity, the resulting thematic parsing (with cross-linkages) for each of the
seven generic criteria, is summarized in Figure 3.3—with respect to what appear to be the
three most plausible and relevant semantic elements.

Figure 3.3, DES Model B: Mapping of respective semantic elements against evaluation
criteria
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Figure 3.3, cont., DES Model B: Mapping of respective semantic elements against evaluation
criteria
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Figure 3.3, cont., DES Model B: Mapping of respective semantic elements against evaluation
criteria

The graphic in Figure 3.3 illustrates the interdependence between the noted evaluation criteria
and their respective semantic elements posed as qualifying questions. For clarity and
questionnaire design purposes, the criteria and related semantic elements shown in Figure 3.3
are reproduced below. These represent a straightforward interpretation, in simple language, of
the criteria and semantics depicted above in Figures 3.2 and 3.3, respectively.
1. Form
Related semantic elements (with emphasis on linguistic clarity and simplicity):
-

Has the design been appropriately styled for the intended market?

-

Is the design visually resolved and does it evoke an emotional connection with the user?

-

Does the form convey the function of the product adequately?
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2. Function
Related semantic elements:
-

Does the design perform the function it was designed for?

-

Is the product easy to use and understand?

-

Has the product been ergonomically designed?

3. Safety
Related semantic elements:
-

Does the design protect the user from harm?

-

Does the design safeguard against unintentional use?

-

Does the design comply with all applicable standards and regulations?

4. Quality
Related semantic elements:
-

How well has the product been made and finished?

-

Is the product durable?

-

Are the chosen materials and manufacturing techniques appropriate?

6. Commerciality
Related semantic elements:
-

Does the product represent good value for money at the intended price point?

-

Is the design likely to increase the brand value of the company?

-

Is the design likely to result in a significant return on the investment made on design?

7. Innovation
Related semantic elements:
-

Is the design new and original?

-

Does the design use new materials and technology in a clever way?

-

Does the design have any world-first features?
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Mindful of the above reasoning and thematic analysis, DES Models A and B have been
merged to construct an interim model of a Design Evaluation System (DES) as illustrated in
Figure 3.4.
3.2.3 Interim Model of a Design Evaluation System (DES)

Figure 3.4, Interim model of a Design Evaluation System (DES)

Although derived from published information, it is realized that this proposed interim model
of a design evaluation system is largely hypothetical, and not necessarily inclusive in terms of
design evaluation criteria and related semantic elements, especially as no empirical studies
were detected in literature or in the archives of the Australian International Design Awards
program over the period investigated.
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While all of the above criteria may be regarded as very important, there is little information
available about their relevance or relative importance, or about guidelines on their application.
Consequently, an empirical investigation has been needed to refine this theoretical model, to
validate or confirm the feasibility of the related criteria and to detect the possibility of
additional criteria not identified above. The associated empirical investigation supporting this
theoretical development, and carried out in accordance with the following research methods,
is reported in Chapter 4.

3.3

Research methods and experiment planning
3.3.1 Underlying research strategy

In view of the writer’s close association and coordination role with the AIDA program over a
over a period of 15 years, it was felt that participant observation, based on a pragmatic
approach, was the most relevant research strategy to employ in this case study, along with a
mixed-methods research design—this decision is based on the following rationale:

Firstly, participant observation means that the researcher can be closely involved (as an
insider) with what is going on, what is involved and how things progress, without interfering
unduly with normal AIDA program procedures [Jorgensen, 1998; Bryman 2012].

A participant observation strategy is considered appropriate when the following aspects of an
investigation appear to be relevant (as in this AIDA case):
i.

“the research problem is concerned with human meanings and interactions viewed
from the insider’s perspective;

ii.

the phenomenon of investigation is observable within an everyday life situation or
setting;

iii.

the researcher is able to gain access to an appropriate setting;
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iv.

the phenomenon is sufficiently limited in size and location to be studied as a case;

v.

study questions are appropriate for a case study, and

vi.

the research problem can be addressed by qualitative data gathered by direct
observation and other means pertinent to the field setting.” [Jorgensen, 1998]

Secondly, the pragmatic approach generally applies to mixed-methods research (as
commonly used in the Social Sciences) wherein “inquirers draw liberally from quantitative
and qualitative assumptions when they engage in their research. Individual researchers have a
freedom of choice. In this way, researchers are free to choose the methods, techniques and
procedures of research that best meet their needs and purposes.” [Cresswell, 2009]

Thirdly, “case studies are a strategy of inquiry in which the researcher explores in depth a
program, event, activity, process, or one or more individuals. Case studies are bounded by
time and activity, and researchers collect detailed information using a variety of data
collection procedures over a sustained period of time.” [Cresswell, 2009] This strategy may
be supported with purposive sampling, a form of non-probability sampling in which the
“researcher aims to sample cases/participants in a strategic way so that those sampled are
relevant to the research questions being posed.” [Bryman, 2012]

Finally, a mixed-method research design (as first indicated in Figure 1.1) was deemed suitable
especially in view of the subjective, and sometimes controversial, nature of design award
programs generally. This mixed-methods design is explained in more detail next.
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3.3.2

Qualitative and quantitative mixed methods

Research designs are “plans and procedures for research that span the decisions from broad
assumptions to detailed methods of data collection and analysis.” [Cresswell, 2009]. Mixedmethods research designs usually combine or compare quantitative and qualitative forms of
research. The design adopted in this study has been described by Cresswell [2009] as a
concurrent mixed-methods procedure, in which quantitative and qualitative data are collected
at the same time, and the information is then integrated to achieve a more comprehensive
understanding of the research problem or questions.

This concurrent procedure is also referred to as a triangulation design as indicated below in
Figure 3.5 (and previously in Figure 1.1 above).
Quantitative data
and results of
analysis

Interpretation and
comparison of
results

Qualitative data
and results of
analysis

Figure 3.5, Graphic of concurrent mixed-method, triangulation research design [from
Cresswell, 2009]

It has also been argued that this integration or comparison of the respective data “complement
each other and allow for a more robust analysis, taking advantage of the strength of each.”
[Ivankova, et al, 2006]. Similar comments about mixed-method research designs have been
reported by Thomas [2003] and Bergman [2008]. However, it is also important to be mindful
of any predispositions of bias that may arise from misinterpreting qualitative and quantitative
observations [Strauss, 1987] and [Babbie, 2010].
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3.3.3

Questionnaire design

In view of the mixed-methods employed in this study, a self-completion Likert scale
questionnaire [Bryman, 2012; Uebersax, 2006] was used as the vehicle to collect quantitative
and qualitative data. The questionnaire design was influenced primarily by the theoretical
development noted above, and by the following research questions as stated in Chapter 1,
namely:
1. What are the desirable characteristics of a Design Evaluation System (DES), as a sub
system of a design awards program?
2. What evaluation criteria are employed in current design award programs, and what is the
rationale for their deployment?

The following modifying factors were also taken into account:
1. Practicality and understanding of design evaluation criteria and related semantic
elements; and
2. Alternative design evaluation criteria and how these may be implemented within a DES.

The complete questionnaire design is given in Appendix A2—the following extract of the
first three questions will suffice to explain the layout of the questionnaire. The ascending
Likert scale is numbered 1 (strongly disagree) through to 5 (strongly agree), in keeping
with Likert scale conventions, which can be ascending or descending (as in question 1) as
required. Note that the respective semantic elements (posed as questions, in question 2.1,
parts a., b. and c., for the innovation criterion) correspond to the semantic elements
proposed in the interim DES model illustrated in Figure 3.4 earlier.
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Similar questions follow for the other six criteria ending with question 2.7, for the criterion
commercial. The semi-structured, open-ended Question 3, located at the end of the
questionnaire, was included to allow the participants freedom to voice their own particular
views and preferences regarding other possible criteria and semantic elements in this context,
and to minimize the potential for bias, which may result from limiting the choices that
participants could make compared to a fully open-ended interview.

The structured questions in parts a., b. and c., along with that posed in part d of question 2.1,
were compiled mindful of guidelines regarding the use of such questions in a questionnaire—
this approach is good for obtaining defined answers to defined questions [Walliman, 2005].

DESIGN ASSESSMENT CRITERIA SURVEY
This questionnaire is part of a PhD in Design Research. Complete confidentially is assured and
the survey results will be used for academic purposes only.
There are three main questions to this survey.
QUESTION 1: asks you to rank, in order of importance to you, seven design criteria as they
apply to major design award programs around the world
QUESTION 2: asks poses three sentences that aim to best describe each of the seven criteria
and you will be asked to select which sentence, in your opinion, best describes each criteria.
You will also be asked to suggest a sentence that you believe best describes the criteria.
QUESTION 3: asks you to suggest any additional criteria as they apply to design award
programs, if they are not already covered in this survey.
The survey should not take more than 15-20 minutes to complete.

Table 3.1, Extract from survey questionnaire (refer Appendix A2 for full details)
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QUESTION 1:
In your opinion, please rate the following design criteria from most important to least
important (1 being most important to 7 least important)
Criteria
Innovation
Form
Function
Quality
Safety
Sustainability
Commercial

Rating (1 to 7)

QUESTION 2:
In your opinion, how closely do the three questions for each design criteria below best describe
the overall criteria?

Table 3.1, cont., Extract from survey questionnaire (refer Appendix A2 for full details)

Reportedly, the use of a self-completion questionnaire has certain advantages, namely;
“absence of interviewer effects, little or no interviewer variability, and convenience for
respondents and interviewer.” It also has some disadvantages in that the interviewer
“cannot elaborate on some questions, questionnaires can be read as a whole thus limiting
the independence of each question, it is difficult to ask a lot of questions, possible lower
response rates.” [Bryman, 2012].

However, some of these disadvantages may be alleviated by the professionalism (noted
below) of the informed participants. The questionnaire was issued to a group of 50
participants via the internet and drawn from a number of relevant categories as described in
section 3.3.4.
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2.1. Innovation

a. Is the design new and original?
5

4

Strongly
Agree

2

Agree

Disagree

1
Strongly
Disagree

3
Undecided

b. Does the design use new materials and technology in a clever way?
5

4

Strongly
Agree

2

Agree

Disagree

1
Strongly
Disagree

3
Undecided

c. Does the design have any world-first features?
5

4

Strongly
Agree

2

Agree

Disagree

1
Strongly
Disagree

3
Undecided

d. If you had to select one of the descriptions above that best describes the criterion of
Innovation, which one would it be?
a.

b.

c.

none

e. In one sentence, how would you best describe the criterion of Innovation?

QUESTION 3:
Of the seven design criteria above, what other criteria do you believe should be included in
the context of a design award program?

Table 3.1, cont., Extract from survey questionnaire (refer Appendix A2 for full details)
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3.3.4

Selection of participants

The empirical survey in this study involved notable representatives from the industrial design
and related professions. The 39 participants who responded to the online questionnaire (i.e., a
workable response rate of 78%) came from four groups consisting of:

1. Leading Australian industrial design practitioners
2. Past AIDA applicants (Australian and international)
3. Past AIDA jury members (Australian and international)
4. Representatives from selected design promotion bodies (Australian and international).

The respective details for each of these survey groups are listed in the following tables, which
show the related disciplines and the number of respondents:

Location

Specialisation / Category- group total 9

NSW

Industrial Design

NSW

Industrial Design / Consumer Appliances

VIC

Industrial Design / Automotive Design

NSW

Industrial Design / Furniture Design

NSW

Industrial Design / Medical Equipment

NSW

Industrial Design / Consumer Appliances

SA

Industrial Design / Engineering Design

QLD

Industrial Design / Design Strategy

QLD

Industrial Design

Table 3.2, Group 1, Leading Australian industrial design practitioners
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Location

Specialisation / Category-group total 12

USA

Industrial Design

FRANCE

Telecommunications

AUSTRALIA

Industrial Design / Electronics Design

USA

User Experience Design

AUSTRALIA

Industrial Design

JAPAN

Industrial Design / Urban Design

NETHERLANDS

Industrial Design

GERMANY

Consumer Appliances

AUSTRALIA

Industrial Design

AUSTRALIA

Industrial Design / Urban Design

AUSTRALIA

Industrial Design

CANADA

Automotive and Transport

Table 3.3, Group 2. Past AIDA applicants (Australian and international)

Location

Specialisation / Category-group total 13

AUSTRALIA

Interior Design and Architecture

AUSTRALIA

Industrial Design / Engineering

AUSTRALIA

Industrial Design / Automotive Design

AUSTRALIA

Software-Electronics Design / Medical Device Design

USA

Interior Design and Architecture

AUSTRALIA

Architecture / Furniture Design

NETHERLANDS

Industrial Design / Medical Device Design

JAPAN

Consumer Appliances / Environmental Design

AUSTRALIA

Engineering Design / Standards and Regulation

KOREA

Industrial Design / Urban Design

AUSTRALIA

Industrial Design / Engineering Design

AUSTRALIA

Automotive and Transport

AUSTRALIA

Industrial Design

Table 3.4, Group 3. Past AIDA jury members (Australian and international)
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Location

Specialisation / Category-group total 5

USA

Industrial Design

FRANCE

Telecommunications

AUSTRALIA

Industrial Design

JAPAN

User Experience Design

SOUTH AFRICA

Industrial Design

Table 3.5, Group 4. Representatives from selected design promotion bodies
(Australian and international)
3.3.5 Analysis of quantitative and qualitative data
The quantitative, Likert scale response data were analysed by means of the well-known,
Microsoft Excel software spread sheets, and will be discussed in detail later in Chapter 4. A
brief explanation of the qualitative data coding process is now timely with reference to
analyzing the responses to the structured questions allied to each criterion in the
questionnaire. This process is based on NVivo qualitative analysis software [Bazeley, 2007;
Bazeley & Richards, 2000]. The textual responses were parsed and coded into thematic
groupings (or clusters) according to the respective criteria (i.e., the parameters of the DES)
and related semantic elements (i.e., the constituent variables of the parameters).

Organizing criteria and semantic element concepts into coding hierarchies (listed as Tree
Nodes2 in NVivo software output tables) enabled identification of the related patterns of
association. These patterns (in the form of criteria and semantic elements) have been used to
identify relationships (e.g., interconnections between criteria and semantic elements) in these
qualitative data [Basely, 2007; Strauss, 1987; QSR, 2008]. A snapshot of the typical output of
this NVivo-based procedure is given in Figure 4.1 below (as retrieved from Chapter 4—for
the purposes of a brief explanation with a full discussion given later).

2

Tree Nodes in this study are organized in a hierarchical structure, moving from a general category at the top (the parent
nodes or parameters) to more specific categories (children nodes or constituent variables).
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Figure 3.6, Qualitative analysis of the innovation criterion

In NVivo terminology, the ‘Nodes’ in Figure 3.6 represent themes or parent nodes (i.e., the
generic criteria) and sub-themes or children nodes (i.e., the semantic elements), as identified
from coding the structured question responses. For example, in the first column, the criterion
innovation is characterized by three semantic elements. The coded response information
relative to each semantic element can be categorized as Positive or Negative/Neutral—as
perceived by respondents.

The second column indicates the number of ‘Sources’ (i.e., the number of questionnaires (1))
and the ‘References’ in the next column specify the frequency of keywords or phrases
mentioned in and coded from the questionnaire responses related to each of semantic
elements. The frequency of phrases related to the semantic elements can give an approximate
indication of their relevance and/or relative importance as perceived by respective
participants—the detailed interpretation of these data follows in Chapter 4.
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3.3.6

Experiment planning

The participants outlined above were issued, online, with an informed consent form and the
survey questionnaire (Appendix A2), which contained the noted quantitative (Likert Scale)
and qualitative (structured and semi-structured) sets of questions. As noted the total number
of actual respondents to the survey was 39 with the number of individual responses to each of
the quantitative and qualitative responses tabulated in each of the output tables, which follow.
While the survey questions were mainly focused on the design evaluation criteria used by
design award programs and related semantic elements, these four groups of participants were
seen to be well-informed and who could, at least indirectly, be very aware of the attendant
views of lay as well as commercial consumers.

In essence, these participants were special, focused groups of professionals who were
experienced in design practice, marketing and manufacture and informed about what criteria
had been applied historically in design award programs. Some of their interesting views had
been pre-tested by the writer and recorded in the pilot study [Cresswell, ibid] discussed earlier
in Chapter 2 and it was therefore feasible to use a Likert type questionnaire, in combination
with structured and semi-structured qualitative questions, to further inquire into their
perceptions/conceptions regarding design evaluation criteria and associated elements.

Anonymity of all participants was maintained, and personal information collected through the
consent form and questionnaire was coded and secured in confidential records in the
University. Participants were informed that their involvement in this research project was a
voluntary activity and that they had the opportunity to decline, to take part or withdraw at any
time, without any justification, in compliance with the University’s standards for ethical
conduct in human research. The results of the empirical investigation will now be presented
and discussed.
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4.

EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

4.1

Preamble

This chapter begins by describing the empirical data collected in this research project. For
brevity, only a brief outline of this quantitative and qualitative data is given here with the full
database of results presented in Appendix A4 and A5. This is followed by detailed analyses of
these data, which are presented and discussed in the order of the three main questions for
eliciting participant responses described in Chapter 3, namely:

The first question (1) surveyed the 39 respondents in a straightforward, pragmatic manner
with respect to finding an overall ranking (in terms of relative importance) of the noted seven
evaluation criteria (or parameters).

The second question (2) consisted of three component questions (recall the layout of
questionnaire as given in Appendix A2) namely, a quantitative (Likert scale format) question
(e.g., question 2.1 for innovation)—effectively a set of similar questions applied to each
criterion, that surveyed participants with reference to each of the seven evaluation criteria and
respective semantic elements (i.e., the system parameters and constituent variables posed as
questions to explain the meanings of the respective generic criteria). Each of these questions
were qualified, in turn, by a qualitative, semi-structured question (applied at the end of each
Likert scale question for each of the noted criteria) and posed to validate, drawing from the
perceptions of the participants, which semantic best described each of the evaluation criteria.
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Finally, the third qualitative (open-ended) question in this set, sought responses with regards
to finding any other evaluation criteria not previously identified, and which could be included
in the original set of criteria. The qualitative and quantitative analyses of data generated by
the above questions are compared progressively, and discussed on the basis of the concurrent
mixed-method, triangulation research design explained in Chapter 3 [Bergman, 2008;
Cresswell, 2009]. The findings from all these analyses are then used to refine the previously
derived interim model of the Design Evaluation System (DES) —with evaluation criteria and
respective semantic elements included.

4.2

Quantitative and qualitative empirical results

Typically, Table 4.1 provides a ‘preview’ of the quantitative results collected from the noted
questionnaire for the criterion of innovation, with the full sets of empirical data for the
remaining criteria given in Appendix A4.
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Table 4.1, Example of survey empirical results for quantitative analysis of the innovation
criterion

The first three columns (A, B and C) list the Likert scale questions and responses
(subsequently transposed numerically) posed in relation to the semantic elements (a., b., and
c.) for this criterion. The fourth column (D) describes the qualifying question applied to these
elements to establish their respective ranking. Similarly, Table 4.2 provides a typical example
of the qualitative data results for the semi-structured, open-ended question for the innovation
criterion (again, the full sets of data for each criterion are given in Appendix A5.)
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Table 4.2, Example of qualitative empirical survey data for the innovation criterion

The empirical data for the noted third qualitative (open-ended) questions also follow the
format shown in Table 4.2 (and also recorded in Appendix A5), for the purpose of finding any
other evaluation criteria not previously identified. As mentioned, the participant code
numbers are listed in the far, left-hand column of Table 4.2—identities and personal
particulars have been withheld for privacy reasons, and are held in a secure, confidential file
in Faculty of Arts and Design at the University of Canberra.
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These responses have been parsed and coded subsequently by means of the NVivo qualitative
analysis software [QSR, 2008] mentioned in Chapter 3. Each of the above analyses will now
be explained for all of the noted generic evaluation criteria.

4.3

Comparative ranking of evaluation criteria

As foreshadowed, the first question (1) surveyed participants with respect to finding an
overall ranking of the seven evaluation criteria. The participants ranked these criteria in
descending order from most important (with a ranking of 1) to least important (with a ranking
of 7, in this case) as shown in Figure 4.1—that is, based on 38 responses (out of 39
participants), the criterion with the lowest ranking was perceived as being the most important.
Note that this ranking is an approximate, relative measure as all criteria have been identified
by participants as being important (with safety, function and sustainability being necessarily
essential).

It is interesting to find that innovation (rated average 2.43) was perceived as the most
important criterion, probably due to its widely held association with novelty, newness and
leading-edge design [Domb, 2006; Hirsberg, 1998]. Not surprisingly, the criterion,
functionality ranked a very close second to innovation as the most important criterion.
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Figure 4.1, Comparative ranking, in terms of rated averages, of seven product evaluation
criteria

These are followed by form (usually also rated highly in design evaluations) with the criteria
commerciality, sustainability, safety and quality all ranking closely together as the least
important. The similarity in ranking between function and innovation supports the universally
accepted notion that functionality and safety are critical evaluation criteria in the design of a
product—not only to qualify for use by consumers, but to be also eligible for an award in the
AIDA program.

4.4

Qualitative and quantitative analyses: innovation criterion

These analyses are presented in the following order: firstly, a quantitative analysis of this
criterion, secondly, a comparative ranking of respective semantic elements and, thirdly, a
qualitative analysis of this innovation criterion, including cluster analysis and correlation
tests. A similar order is followed subsequently for all the other criteria.
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4.4.1

Quantitative analysis

In keeping with part 1 of survey question 2, Figure 4.2 shows an Excel software-based
analysis of the empirical results for the relative importance of the semantic elements (posed as
questions) that qualify and explain the proposed meanings attributed to the criterion
innovation. Note that the numerical ranking in this, and the following cases, is
counterintuitive to the case in Figure 4.1, with [5] as the most important and [1] the least
important over the five categories of possible responses—in keeping with common Likert
scale construction norms [Uebersax, 2006].

Figure 4.2, Comparative ranking of semantic elements related to innovation

Recall that this criterion has three semantic elements (labeled a., b., and c.), where element a.
(Is the design new and original?) is found to have the highest rated average (4.39) when
compared to element b. (Does the design use new material and technology in a clever way?),
and c. (Does the design have any world-first feature?). Hence, element a. is regarded by
respondents to best explain the meaning of the innovation criterion from this quantitative type
of test.
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However, rated average values (or means), in a Likert scale context, can have a number of
possible interpretations as considered here with respect to Likert scale question 2.1 for
semantic element a. (Is the design new and original?) in Figure 4.2. The relevant part of the
questionnaire is reproduced below in Table 4.3.
[5]
Strongly
Agree

[4]
Agree

[2]
Disagree

[1 ]
Strongly
Disagree

[3]
Undecided

Table 4.3, Likert scale for innovation criterion (extracted from the survey questionnaire)

In this tabulation, it is noticed that [3] is the “Undecided” value for the rated averages (or
means) while [5] corresponds to participant responses that “Strongly Agree”, and [1] to those
who “Strongly Disagree”, respectively. In line with the common interpretation of Likert scale
mean values [Cowdell, 1995], an average of [3] would indicate that there are an equal number
of respondents who agree with a specific element compared to those who disagree.

A rated mean of [2] suggests that, on average, the respondents disagree with the particular
semantic element, while an average of [4] indicates that the participants who responded to the
semantic agree with the question contained therein. It is realized that an “undecided” value
may also have several interpretations such as a respondent not being confident to make a
judgment, or perceiving the question as irrelevant, or that opinion is equally divided (note,
there were 36/39 actual responses to this question).

The standard deviations listed in the table (and computed automatically with the Excel
STDEVP function) are a measure of the spread of the responses—the smaller the value the
higher the level of agreement among the respondents to that item [Cowdell, 1995].

99

The numerical value of the standard deviation, positive or negative (sometimes referred to as
the standard error of the mean for normally distributed populations) also needs to be
considered with respect to how it may increase or lower the mean values by a corresponding
amount—bearing in mind, however, that non-parametric data associated with Likert scale
tests are not considered as normally distributed (note, a sample size of 39 participants
appeared reasonable [Peat, et al, 2002], given that the respondents to the survey covered a
wide range of disciplines and professional expertise). Hence, for average values close to the
“undecided” mean of [3], a negative standard deviation value could add uncertainty to the
result. Given that the standard deviation statistics in Figure 4.2 are fairly large, which is not
unexpected with a limited range of small numbers on a discrete scale, it appears that semantic
element c. (Does the design have any world- first features?), is possibly not regarded as being
that relevant for evaluating this criterion.

It is also important to bear in mind that these analyses are searching participant responses for
possible consensus or discordant views rather than testing for significant differences between
rated averages in a particular set of elements. In this respect, it will be seen that the rated
average values in Figure 4.2 do not differ greatly, especially between semantic elements a.,
and b. (refer also to correlation tests tabled below). In fact, these two elements pose questions
that are consistent with the views often expressed in the literature and in professional circles
about what constitutes a creative outcome [e.g., Kelley, 2006; Amabile, 1996]. It is realized
that some of these semantic elements may appear to be self-evident to informed parties.
However, in an AIDA context, it is important that all concerned are clear on the relevance and
meanings attributed to the respective criteria, hence the need to establish criteria and related
semantic elements justified by empirical as well as theoretical evidence.
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4.4.2

Comparative ranking of semantics: innovation criterion

With respect to part 2 of survey question 2, Figure 4.3 shows the results of the analysis for the
qualitative, structured (directly posed) question which followed the Likert scale for the
semantic elements on innovation noted earlier in Figure 4.2.

Figure 4.3, Comparative ranking of semantic elements related to innovation

These graphs tend to confirm the results for question option a. (Is the design new and
original?) as the preferred element which best explains the meaning of the innovation
criterion. Questions b. and c. are also found to follow the pattern shown earlier in Figure 4.2.

4.4.3

Qualitative analysis of the innovation criterion (NVivo analysis)

Although this analysis follows on from the third part of question 2 in the questionnaire, it is
treated separately here as these results represent the main qualitative component of the
concurrent mixed–method, triangulation research design described earlier with respect to
Figure 1.1, in Chapters 1 and 3.
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As indicated in Figure 4.4, the participants’ responses have been parsed and coded
thematically—by means of NVivo qualitative analysis software—with the innovation
criterion as the parent node and the respective semantic elements as children nodes; the latter
acting as search themes for this software (refer to Appendix A5 for records of these
qualitative data).

NVivo assisted parsing of the content of participants’ responses involved interpretation of
word and sentence concepts which were allied to the noted semantic elements in two ways,
namely, positive (if the responses agreed substantially with the element listed, such as “Does
the design has any world-first features?”, or neutral or negative if there was a vague or
negative response to the noted element—few negative responses were actually detected in the
data, but other potential elements, not obvious in this analysis at this juncture, are discussed in
the later part of this chapter as a check on possible bias and/or additional criteria.

Figure 4.4, Qualitative analysis of the innovation criterion
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Referring to Figure 4.4, recall that the number of Sources represents the (one) questionnaire in
this study, and the Reference column indicates the number of participant responses to the
particular semantic elements in this questionnaire. Thus, the semantic element: the design is
new and original drew the highest score with 26 positive responses (and 3 neutral or
negative), followed by: the design uses new materials and technology (20 positive responses)
and, lastly: the design has any world-first features (2 positive responses).

If the frequency of responses is assumed to indicate the relative importance of the semantic
elements (mindful of the well-known Pareto Principle)1, then it is reasonable to infer, at least
inductively, that the results shown in Figure 4.4 indicate the relative importance (and the
relevance) of the respective semantic elements in the perception of the participants.
Importantly, these qualitative results agree with and complement the quantitative findings
noted in the Likert scale analysis described in Figure 4.2, as well for as the qualitative
indicators shown in Figure 4.3. This positive outcome further validates the experimental
results and also demonstrates the utility of the mixed-method triangulation research design
employed in this thesis.

This qualitative analysis, based on the use of NVivo software, can be usefully extended by
means of an inbuilt cluster and correlation analysis facility as shown in Figure 4.5 and Table
4.4, respectively, hereunder. The cluster analysis is based on word similarity as shown by the
close association between the elements, the design uses new materials and technology and the
design is new and original, respectively.

1

Vilfredo Pareto (1848 - 1923) an Italian-French economist who proposed that 20% of the population owned 80% of a country’s wealth –
hence the rough 20/80 rule of thumb used cautiously in quality control and elsewhere).
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Figure 4.5, Cluster analysis for the innovation criterion (NVivo software)
The strong correlation between the two most important semantic elements is also apparent
below in Table 4.4 (highlighted in red) with a reasonably high Pearson correlation coefficient
of 0.85 (a coefficient of magnitude 1 (±) being theoretically ideal). This further supports the
results discussed above in terms of the relative importance of these elements. The percentage
coverage of the questionnaire responses’ textual material in Table 4.4 also shows a close
agreement between these two semantic elements (highlighted in red).
Node
Nodes\\Innovation\The design has any world-first features
Nodes\\Innovation\The design is new and original
Nodes\\Innovation\The design uses new materials and
technology in a clever way
Node A
Node B
Nodes\\Innovation\The
design is new and original

Nodes\\Innovation\The design
uses new materials &
technology in a clever way
Nodes\\Innovation\The
Nodes\\Innovation\The design
design is new and original
has any world-first features
Nodes\\Innovation\The
Nodes\\Innovation\The design
design uses new materials & has any world-first features
technology in a clever way

Percentage coverage
8.02%
80.17%
68.46%
Pearson correlation
coefficient
0.853087
0.193971
0.081245

Table 4.4, Analysis of semantic elements (innovation criterion) showing nodes, percentage
coverage and Pearson Correlation Coefficient (NVivo software)

The quantitative and qualitative analyses of the empirical data pertaining to the other six
evaluation criteria will now be explained, for ease of reference, in the ranked order noted
earlier in Figure 4.1, and to the format documented above for the innovation criterion. For
brevity, and to avoid repetition as much as possible, these results are presented with a
minimal essential discussion.
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This will be followed by a summation of the findings for all of the criteria before moving to
propose a refined model of a Design Evaluation System (DES) in the light of these findings.

4.5

Qualitative and quantitative analyses: function criterion
4.5.1 Quantitative analysis

Figure 4.6, shows the analysis which ranks the semantic elements chosen to qualify and
explain the meanings attributed to the function criterion. As previously recorded, this criterion
was allocated three semantic elements (labeled a., b., and c.), where question a. (Does the
product perform the function it was design for?) is found to have the highest rated average
(4.56), and b. (Is the product easy to use and understand?) not much different with a value of
(4.38). The lowest ranking element is found to be c. (Has the product been ergonomically
designed?) with a value of (3.91)—but, for all practical intents and purposes, this is only
marginally different from the other two average values.

Figure 4.6, Comparative ranking of semantic elements relating to function
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It is realized that, for similar cases where the semantic elements have roughly the same rated
averages—mindful of the respective standard deviation values and non-parametric data—
respondents are effectively agreeing that all three semantic elements are relevant and, hence,
could all be included in a refined DES model for this criterion.

4.5.2

Comparative ranking of semantic elements: function criterion

Figure 4.7 presents the qualitative results for the semi-structured question which followed the
quantitative ones regarding function. These results tend to validate the relative standing of
element a. (Does the product perform the function it was designed for?) as the preferred
question that best explains the meaning of the function criterion. The data for semantic
elements b., and c. are also found to correspond to the quantitative results noted above in
Figure 4.6.

Figure 4.7, Comparative ranking of semantic elements related to function
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These results, therefore, support the noted logic for using triangulation, in this mixedmethods inquiry, to compare the corresponding quantitative and qualitative results
(concurrently). Further empirical evidence, supporting validation on this triangulation basis,
follows in the next qualitative analysis section of this chapter.

4.5.3

Qualitative analysis of the function criterion (NVivo analysis)

In keeping with the above logic, the results for the corresponding qualitative NVivo analysis
are depicted in Figure 4.8.

Figure 4.8, Qualitative analysis of the function criterion

In terms of frequency of occurrence, semantic element a. (22 positive references: the product
performs the function it was designed for?) has the highest ranking, followed) by b. (11
references: the product is easy to use and understand?) and then c. (5 references: the product
has been ergonomically designed). Again, these qualitative results are found to correspond
with the quantitative findings noted in the Likert scale study described in Figure 4.6.
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To continue, Figure 4.9 illustrates the related NVivo cluster analysis in keeping with the
previous format for presenting these results. In this instance, the word similarity is shown by
the close association between the elements a. the product performs the function it was
designed for, and b. the product is easy to use and understand.

Figure 4.9, Cluster analysis for the function criterion (NVivo software)

It is clear that semantic elements a. and b. are closely related, on the basis of word similarity,
compared to element c. The relevant correlation figures in Table 4.5 (highlighted in red) tend
to confirm the above NVivo results, with a reasonably high Pearson correlation coefficient of
0.82 approximately; the percentage coverage for element a., is also high.

Node

Percentage
coverage
Nodes\\Function\The product has been ergonomically designed
25.92%
Nodes\\Function\The product is easy to use and understand
49.44%
Nodes\\Function\The product perform the function it was designed for 85.58%
Node A
Node B
Pearson
correlation
coefficient
Nodes\\Function\The product
Nodes\\Function\The product is
0.816933
perform the function it was
easy to use and understand
designed for
Nodes\\Function\The product
Nodes\\Function\The product has 0.567902
perform the function it was
been ergonomically designed
designed for
Nodes\\Function\The product is
Nodes\\Function\The product has 0.545405
easy to use and understand
been ergonomically designed

Table 4.5, Analysis of semantic elements (function criterion) showing nodes, percentage
coverage and Pearson Correlation Coefficient (NVivo software)
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In the light of these low-ranking results for semantic element c. (quantitative and qualitative),
the question needs to be raised again with respect to its relevance in the set of elements
chosen to explain the meaning of the function criterion. This follows since consideration of
product ergonomics would normally be implied in the respective questions for elements a.
and b. It may be prudent, as will be discussed later, to omit this semantic element from the set
applying to the criteria of function.
4.6

Quantitative and qualitative analyses: form criterion
4.6.1 Quantitative analysis

Figure 4.10 shows an Excel-based analysis of the experimental results for the relative
importance of the semantic elements that qualify and explain the meanings attributed to the
form criterion. The three elements for this criterion are as follows: a. (Has the product been
appropriately styled for the intended market?), b. (Is the design visually resolved and does it
evoke an emotional connection with the user?) and c. (Does the form convey the function of
the product adequately?).

Figure 4.10, Comparative ranking of semantic elements relating to form
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These results indicate fairly clearly that b. (Is the design visually resolved and does it evoke
an emotional connection with the user?) is the preferred element option (4.38), with elements
c. and a. ranking very closely together (3.97 and 3.88 respectively), and indicating possible
uncertainty in the minds of the participants, with opinions equally divided.

4.6.2

Comparative ranking of semantics: form criterion

In keeping with the corresponding results above for innovation and function, Figure 4.11
shows that b. (Is the design visually resolved and does it evoke an emotional connection with
the user?) is again the preferred element which best explains the meaning of the form
criterion.

Figure 4.11, Comparative ranking of importance of semantic elements relating to form
4.6.3

Qualitative analysis of the form criterion (NVivo analysis)

As indicated in Figure 4.12, hereunder, the element b. “the design is visually resolved and
evokes an emotional connection with the user” has drawn the highest number of references,
with 24 positive responses (and only 3 neutral or negative).
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Figure 4.12, Qualitative analysis of the form criterion
This result agrees strongly with the results noted in Figure 4.11. It also mirrors the reference
count for semantic c. “the form conveys the function of the product adequately” in Figures
4.10 and 4.11 above. At this stage, it would appear that the semantic elements b. and c. are
potential candidates for explaining the form criterion, but possibly not a.—in sum, these
qualitative results agree with and complement the quantitative findings noted in the Likert
scale analysis.

The corresponding cluster analysis in Figure 4.13, hereunder, also suggests a close association
between these elements, namely: “the design is visually resolved and evokes and emotional
connection with the end user” and “the form conveys the function of the product adequately”.
This strong correlation follows on in Table 4.6 (highlighted in red) with a moderate Pearson
correlation coefficient of 0.71, further supporting the results discussed earlier regarding the
relative importance of the semantic elements.
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Figure 4.13, Cluster analysis for the form criterion (NVivo software)
Node
Nodes\\Form\The design is visually resolved and evokes an emotional
connection
Nodes\\Form\The form conveys the function of the product adequately
Nodes\\Form\The product has been appropriately styled for the
intended market
Node A

Node B

Nodes\\Form\The form conveys the Nodes\\Form\The design is
function of the product adequately visually resolved and evokes an
emotional connection
Nodes\\Form\The product has been Nodes\\Form\The form conveys
appropriately styled for the intended the function of the product
market
adequately
Nodes\\Form\The product has been Nodes\\Form\The design is
appropriately styled for the intended visually resolved and evokes an
market
emotional connection

Percentage
coverage
78.42%
39.90%
7.38%

Pearson
correlation
coefficient
0.705607
0.663403
0.522239

Table 4.6, Analysis of semantic elements (form criterion) showing nodes, percentage
coverage and Pearson Correlation Coefficient (NVivo software)

4.7

Quantitative and qualitative analyses: quality criterion
4.7.1 Quantitative analysis

As will be observed in Figure 4.14 which follows, semantic elements a. and c. are closely
related (4.50 and 4.25 respectively) in terms of perceived relevance. This is not surprising
since they are usually essential considerations in the design and manufacturing process.
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Figure 4.14, Comparative ranking of importance of semantic elements relating to quality
4.7.2 Comparative ranking of semantics: quality criterion
Figure 4.13, overleaf, depicts results for the, semi-structured question which followed the
above quantitative, questions on quality. These results support the outcomes noticed earlier in
Figure 4.12, namely, a. (How well has the product been made and finished?) accounted for 23
of the respondents’ selections – again, further validating the quantitative results above.
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It is noteworthy that only one respondent selected b. (Is the product durable) in answering
this question—which suggests that this element could possibly be omitted from the set of
elements finally adopted to explain the meaning of quality (although, it is clearly an
important, general consideration for consumers, but difficult to assess in an AIDA judging
context without a previously related history).

Figure 4.13, Comparative ranking of semantic elements related to quality
4.7.3

Qualitative analysis of the quality criterion (NVivo analysis)

Figure 4.14 provides the qualitative analysis results for the corresponding semantic elements
relating to the quality criterion namely: “the chosen materials and techniques are
appropriate; the product has been made and finished well and the product is durable”. In this
instance, there were 16 positive references that referred to the element: the product has been
made and finished well, confirming the earlier quantitative results.
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Figure 4.14, Qualitative analysis of the quality criterion
The cluster analysis results are shown in Figure 4.15, and the correlation and percentage
coverage numbers in Table 4.7. These results reinforce the close association between the
elements: the chosen materials and techniques are appropriate, and the product has been
made and finished well, as discussed earlier, noting the possible impact this may have on the
refinement of a refined DES.

Figure 4.15, Cluster analysis of form criterion (NVivo software)
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Node
Nodes\\Quality\The chosen materials and manufacturing techniques are
appropriate
Nodes\\Quality\The product has been made and finished well
Nodes\\Quality\The product is durable
Node A

Node B

Nodes\\Quality\The product has been
made and finished well

Nodes\\Quality\The chosen
materials and manufacturing
techniques are appropriate
Nodes\\Quality\The chosen
materials and manufacturing
techniques are appropriate
Nodes\\Quality\The product has
been made and finished well

Nodes\\Quality\The product is durable
Nodes\\Quality\The product is durable

Percentage
coverage
55.91%
78.99%
42.58%
Pearson
correlation
coefficient
0.860918
0.667832
0.635558

Table 4.7, Analysis of semantic elements (quality criterion) showing nodes, percentage
coverage and Pearson Correlation Coefficient (NVivo software)
4.8

Quantitative and qualitative analyses: safety criterion
4.8.1 Quantitative analysis

Figure 4.16, Comparative ranking of semantic elements relating to safety
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Figure 4.16 illustrates the results for the semantic elements that best explain the meanings
attributed to the criterion safety. The three elements for safety are: a. (Does the design protect
the user from harm?), b. (Does the design safeguard against unintentional use?), and c. (Does
the product comply with all standards and regulations?). The highest scoring element in this
case is a. with a rated average of (4.38). The similarity in results for the other two semantic
elements (c.=4.06) and (b.=4.00) provide an indication that these elements should all be
included in the safety criterion when refining the interim model of the DES. These results also
imply a strong and appropriate response from the participants as safety is a mandatory awards
qualifying criterion under the AIDA program.

4.8.2

Comparative ranking of semantics: safety criterion

Recall that in the relevant part of the survey questionnaire, a structured question was posed to
provide a further level of validation of the quantitative results recorded above. Here, Figure
4.17 indicates a strong agreement with respect to element a. (Does the design protect the user
from harm?) with 15 references.

Figure 4.17, Comparative ranking of semantic elements related to safety
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4.8.3

Qualitative analysis of the safety criterion (NVivo analysis)

As indicated in Figure 4.18, the participant responses have been coded and parsed
thematically with the safety criterion as the parent node and the respective elements as
children nodes. The element: the design protects the user from harm received 20 positive
responses, followed by: the design safeguards against unintentional use (8 positive
responses). The element with the lowest number of references is: the product complies with
all applicable standards (4 positive responses).

Figure 4.18, Qualitative analysis of safety criterion
Once again, the qualitative results shown here correspond with those reported above. The
cluster analysis for safety show a close association between the elements: a. “the design
protects the user from harm” and b. “the design safeguards against unintentional use” as
represented in Figure 4.19. The correlation between these two important elements is shown in
Table 4.8 (again, for consistency, highlighted in red) with a Pearson correlation coefficient of
0.74.
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Figure 4.19, Cluster analysis for the quality criterion (NVivo software)
Node
Nodes\\Safety\The design protects the user from harm
Nodes\\Safety\The design safeguards against unintentional use
Nodes\\Safety\The product complies with all applicable standards and
regulations
Node A

Node B

Nodes\\Safety\The design
safeguards against unintentional
use
Nodes\\Safety\The product
complies with all applicable
standards and regulations
Nodes\\Safety\The product
complies with all applicable
standards and regulations

Nodes\\Safety\The design protects
the user from harm

Percentage
coverage
80.74%
45.84%
27.18%

Pearson
correlation
coefficient
0.742345

Nodes\\Safety\The design safeguards 0.586974
against unintentional use
Nodes\\Safety\The design protects
the user from harm

0.555573

Table 4.8, Analysis of semantic elements (safety criterion) showing nodes, percentage
coverage and Pearson Correlation Coefficient (NVivo software)
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4.9

Quantitative and qualitative analyses: commercial criterion
4.9.1 Quantitative analysis

Figure 4.20 shows an Excel analysis summary of the empirical results ranking the semantic
elements explaining the meanings attributed to the commercial criterion.

Figure 4.20, Comparative ranking of semantic elements related to the criterion commercial

While the data listed in Figure 4.20 are largely self-explanatory, all of the explanatory
elements are clearly important in the minds of the participants, as witnessed by the
consistently high rated averages for element c. (4.19), a. (4.16) and b. (4.13), respectively. It
follows that all three are perceived to be relevant to this criterion in the order noted above in
the Likert scale analysis.
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As may be expected, if a product represents good value for money then it would likely be
successful in the consumer market, and result in a degree of commercial success. Similarly, if
the design were to increase the brand value of the manufacturer, then this could also likely
result in commercial success, and ultimately provide a reasonable return on investment.

4.9.2

Comparative ranking of semantic elements: commercial criterion

The comparative analysis of these elements is presented in Figure 4.21—these results support
the respective outcomes noted in Figure 4.20 earlier. In sum, 15 of the respondents selected c.
(Is the design likely to result in a significant return on investment made on design?) as best
describing the commercial criterion of when asked to select only one of the listed elements.
This was followed by 10 respondents selecting a. (Does the product represent good value for
money at the intended price point?), and then 5 opting for b. (Is the design likely to increase
the brand value for the company).

Figure 4.21, Comparative ranking of semantic elements related to commercial
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4.9.3

Qualitative analysis of the commercial criterion (Nvivo analysis)

As indicated in Figure 4.22, the semantic element: “the design is likely to result in a
significant return on investment” drew the highest number of references from the open ended
questions regarding this criterion, with 15 positive responses indicating a further
correspondence to the results shown in Figures 4.20 and 4.21. It is also heartening, at least
from a consumers’ viewpoint, to find that the semantic element drawing the second highest
number of references is “the product represents good value for money at the intended price
point.”

Figure 4.22, Qualitative analysis of commercial criterion
The supporting cluster analysis shown in Figure 4.23 illustrates the close association between
the elements: “the design is likely to result in a significant return on the investment made on
design” and “the product represents good value for money at the intended price point”.
Similarly, the correlation (based on word similarity) between the two most relevant elements
is also apparent in Table 4.9 (highlighted in red), with a Pearson correlation coefficient of
0.76. The percentage coverage in the textual response material also shows the high emphasis
placed by the respondents on these two semantic elements.
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Figure 4.23, Cluster analysis of commercial criterion (NVivo software)

Table 4.9, Analysis of semantic elements (commercial criterion) showing nodes, percentage
coverage and Pearson Correlation Coefficient (NVivo software)

At this juncture, and before proceeding with discussing the analyses for the final criterion
(sustainability), it is timely to pause and confirm that of the six evaluation criteria analysed
above, the qualitative results agree with and complement the quantitative findings across all
three analytical tests employed. Whilst not necessarily anticipated, this progressively reported
outcome is in line with the purported benefits of the concurrent mixed-method research
design implemented in this thesis [Cresswell, 2012; Bergman, 2008].
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4.10

Quantitative and qualitative analyses: sustainability criterion
4.10.1 Quantitative analysis

In keeping with the format adopted above in presenting these empirical results, Figure 4.24
presents the comparative analysis for the semantic elements related to the sustainability
criterion. Recall, from Figure 4.1, that this criterion received the lowest comparative ranking
in the perception of the respondents. However, the writer is reminded of the basic theoretical
position, assumed in Chapter 3, that all of these criteria are important, interdependent and
interrelated, especially as they are all inherent in the physical embodiment or syntax of a
product. In this case, it will be seen from Figure 4.24 that element c. (Has the product been
designed for disassembly and recyclability?) and b. (Is the design water, material and or
energy efficient?) have received a rated average of 4.13, while element a. (Is there a need for
the product?) scored a rated average of 3.91. In essence, since these rated averages are
essentially the same (the bar chart graphing scale is somewhat misleading) all of these
semantic elements can be regarded as being acceptable in the minds of the respondents.

Figure 4.24, Comparative ranking of semantic elements relating to sustainability
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4.10.2 Comparative ranking of semantics: sustainability criterion
As shown in Figure 4.25 below, element b. (Is the design water, material and or energy
efficient?) attracted 12 references on the question of which element best described the
criterion of sustainability, followed closely by semantic a. (Is there a need for the product?).
Compared to the results portrayed earlier in Figure 4.24, this finding appears to present an
alternative insight into the relative standing of these elements (of course, it is widely
understood that all new products have sustainability implications, so questioning the need for
the product may be a legitimate concern, although usually outside of the scope of the AIDA
judging decisions).

Figure 4.25, Comparative ranking of semantic elements related to sustainability
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4.10.3 Qualitative analysis of the sustainability criterion (NVivo analysis)
These results are represented in Figure 4.26, where it is seen that element b. (the design is
water, material and/or energy efficient) scored highest with 18 positive responses closely
followed by c. (the product been designed for disassembly and recyclability) with 17 positive
rated averages. While it may be argued holistically that element b. is relatively more
important than c. arguably, both elements are worth including or combining in the
sustainability criterion.

It is also important to recall that—assuming that the frequency of responses may be taken to
indicate the relative importance of the semantic elements—then it is reasonable to infer that
the results shown in Figure 4.35 indicate the relative importance of the respective elements in
the perception of the participants.

Figure 4.26, Qualitative analysis of the sustainability criterion
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The associated cluster analysis data are shown in Figure 4.27 and Table 4.10, respectively.
The word similarity cluster reflects the close association between the elements: b. (the design
is water, material and/or energy efficient) and c. (the product been designed for disassembly
and recyclability).

Figure 4.27, Cluster analysis for the sustainability criterion (NVivo software)

The strong correlation between the two most relevant elements is also apparent in Table 4.10
(highlighted in red) with a relatively high Pearson correlation coefficient of 0.96. The
percentage coverage in the textual response material also shows a close agreement between
these two elements (81.65% and 80.32% respectively).
Node
Nodes\\Sustainability\The design water, material and or
energy is efficient
Nodes\\Sustainability\The product has been designed for
disassembly and recyclability
Nodes\\Sustainability\There is a need for the product
Node A

Node B

Nodes\\Sustainability\The
product has been designed
for disassembly and
recyclability
Nodes\\Sustainability\Ther
e is a need for the product

Nodes\\Sustainability\The
design water, material and or
energy is efficient

Percentage
coverage
81.65%
80.32%
53.67%
Pearson
correlation
coefficient
0.958741

Nodes\\Sustainability\The
0.617952
product has been designed for
disassembly and recyclability
Nodes\\Sustainability\Ther Nodes\\Sustainability\The
0.558695
e is a need for the product design water, material and or
energy is efficient

Table 4.10, Analysis of semantic elements (sustainability criterion) showing nodes,
percentage coverage and Pearson Correlation Coefficient (NVivo software)
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As indicated progressively in this chapter, the above findings are expected to inform the
refinement of the model for a refined model of a design evaluation system (DES).

The next section in this chapter, discusses the results of the qualitative analysis of the semistructured, open-ended question posed to identify any additional potential evaluation criteria
not considered in the above analyses.

4.11

Qualitative analyses: possible additional criteria

Recall, from the layout of the survey questionnaire in Appendix A2, that the last question (3)
was posed in order to elicit responses that might indicate what other criteria the participants
would like to see included in a DES as part of the AIDA program. This semi-structured
question is phrased as follows:

“Of the seven design criteria above, what other criteria do you believe should be included in
the context of a design award program?”

This is a significant question because it is considered very important to allow AIDA judges
the freedom to fully express their views and, thus reduce the chances of bias by not having an
evaluation system that is too structured or rigid. In order to identify possible themes for
conducting an analysis with NVivo software, an initial parsing of the content of the text in
Table 4.11 was carried out as highlighted in red. This involved identifying themes and word
concepts, which were not previously mentioned or closely allied to the existing criteria or
semantic elements—such as: user experience, social benefit, does the design satisfy the design
brief…, does the design promote efficiency and effectiveness, beauty, delight, total experience,
emotional value, user acceptance, impact, joy, etc.
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It will be noticed that this question received responses from 24 participants (out of a possible
39). The application of NVivo qualitative analysis to these results follows on from this Table.

Table 4.11, Qualitative responses to semi-structured, open-ended question 3.
4.11.1 Qualitative analysis (NVivo software)
The initial number of seed themes (and hence, potential criteria) selected from Table 4.11 for
analysis of the content were: context of design, emotion, honesty, productivity and efficiency,
simplicity, and social and cultural benefit, as shown in Figure 4.28.
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Figure 4.28, Qualitative analysis (using NVivo software) of survey Question 3
From this figure, it is noted that the potential criterion emotion has the highest number of
references (10) followed closely by social and cultural benefit (9), context of design (9) and
productivity and efficiency (8). These criteria are followed by honesty (6) and simplicity (5),
respectively, thus reasonably indicating, on the basis of frequency, their relevance and
importance in the perception of the participants. The corresponding bar chart is depicted in
Figure 4.29, the related cluster analysis is shown in Figure 4.30, and the correlation and
percentage coverage results in Table 4.12, respectively.
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Figure 4.29, Bar chart of comparative frequencies for the noted potential criteria.
The fact that 24 out of 39 participants answered this question (i.e., 38.5% did not respond)
leads to several possible interpretations, namely: (a) the participants were generally satisfied
with the seven criteria proposed earlier; (b) the survey questions were not unduly biased; (c)
question 3 was not seen to be relevant; (d) the semantic elements in the seven proposed
criteria cover many of the other possibilities that the respondents may have had in mind (e.g.,
simplicity may be covered by function; social and cultural benefit by sustainability; and
productivity and efficiency is usually a manufacturing consideration, although it may also
indicate, from the product syntax details, that the related components have been designed with
ease of manufacturing in mind).

Figure 4.30, Cluster analysis for additional, potential criteria criterion (NVivo software)
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This cluster analysis, based on word similarity, suggests that social and cultural benefit,
context of design and productivity and efficiency are more closely related than the cluster
simplicity, emotion and honesty, respectively.
Node
Nodes\\Additional criteria\Context of design
Nodes\\Additional criteria\Emotion
Nodes\\Additional criteria\Honesty
Nodes\\Additional criteria\Productivity and efficiency
Nodes\\Additional criteria\Simplicity
Nodes\\Additional criteria\Social and cultural benefit
Node A
Node B
Nodes\\Additional criteria\Honesty Nodes\\Additional
criteria\Emotion
Nodes\\Additional
Nodes\\Additional
criteria\Productivity and efficiency criteria\Context of design
Nodes\\Additional criteria\Social
Nodes\\Additional
and cultural benefit
criteria\Context of design
Nodes\\Additional criteria\Social
Nodes\\Additional
and cultural benefit
criteria\Productivity and
efficiency
Nodes\\Additional
Nodes\\Additional
criteria\Simplicity
criteria\Honesty
Nodes\\Additional
Nodes\\Additional
criteria\Simplicity
criteria\Productivity and
efficiency
Nodes\\Additional
Nodes\\Additional
criteria\Simplicity
criteria\Emotion
Nodes\\Additional
Nodes\\Additional
criteria\Simplicity
criteria\Context of design
Nodes\\Additional criteria\Social
Nodes\\Additional
and cultural benefit
criteria\Simplicity
Nodes\\Additional criteria\Emotion Nodes\\Additional
criteria\Context of design
Nodes\\Additional
Nodes\\Additional
criteria\Productivity and efficiency criteria\Emotion
Nodes\\Additional criteria\Social
Nodes\\Additional
and cultural benefit
criteria\Emotion
Nodes\\Additional
Nodes\\Additional
criteria\Productivity and efficiency criteria\Honesty
Nodes\\Additional criteria\Honesty Nodes\\Additional
criteria\Context of design
Nodes\\Additional criteria\Social
Nodes\\Additional
and cultural benefit
criteria\Honesty

Percentage coverage
27.36%
38.29%
26.09%
23.50%
13.38%
29.36%
Pearson correlation
coefficient
0.82424
0.787378
0.727615
0.700343
0.685001
0.591948
0.585772
0.550673
0.534858
0.519389
0.500168
0.472333
0.446191
0.413628
0.383167

Table 4.12, Analysis of additional criteria showing nodes, percentage coverage and Pearson
Correlation Coefficient (NVivo software)
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From this table, it is noteworthy to find that honesty and emotion have the highest correlation
coefficient, followed by social and cultural benefit and context of design (leaving aside
productivity and efficiency as a potential criterion, unless it is applied to the productive,
sustainable and efficient use of materials and components in the actual product itself).
Simplicity and honesty also correlate reasonably strongly at an r value of 0.6850. These
results opens the possibility of including a subjective, holistic evaluation of a product as a
final check in addition to the focussed, seven objective criteria identified systematically
earlier.

As a further cross-check on the relevance of these subjective criteria, a manual parsing
operation was carried out of the structured questions (labelled d.) associated with each of the
respective semantic elements (i.e., questions labelled a., b. and c.) for the seven generic
criteria listed above, and previously analysed by means of quantitative (Likert scale) and
qualitative (NVivo software) methods. For instance, for the innovation criterion, element d. is
listed as:
“In one sentence, how would you best describe the criterion of innovation?” The results of
this parsing are shown in Table 4.13, with the potential semantic elements highlighted in red.
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Criterion

Manual parsing of open-ended question and corresponding supporting semantic

Innovation

- Does the design demonstrate more than an incremental advance?
- Does the new design offer a solution to an existing problem which is significantly more
elegant than alternative, conventional solutions?
- Does the design effectively address a need in a new and original way?
- Intelligent application of creativity and knowledge.
- A product's form should convincingly convey it's personality, without distraction.
- Is the design appealing and desirable?
- Is the design fully resolved visually and in a way which conveys the function of the
product?
- Does the form convey the function and use of the product unambiguously and
attractively?
- A visually resolved product that creates a strong emotional connection with the user or
client.
- Elegant, emotionally engaging, visually resolved and appropriate to the task and user.
- A functional product performs it's role quietly and transparently.
- Does the design advance the user experience and/or the functional outcome?
- A product must perform the intended function in an unambiguous and safe manner.
- Does the design ensure the safety of all who may come in contact with it whilst
complying with applicable Standards and regulations?
- Does the design implicitly limit the possibility of unintentional use?
- Safe during normal or reasonable use - knives would not exist if we had to consider
abnormal use for all objects.
- Is the product manufactured using materials and processes that are renewable, continual,
sustainable (not finite)?
- Does the design of this product minimise the impact [of] its manufacture, use and
disposal?
- Does it have the least possible impact on the environment?
- "Quality" is not a useful term in itself. It needs qualification. In this context
"construction quality" or "build quality" should be used. Durability it is also not
especially useful since some products are appropriately single use (for hygiene
purposes, etc.).
- Durability addressing life cycle of materials, experience, maintenance and end of life
cycle disposal
- Is the material selection, build and finish appropriate for the market and projected
lifespan
- Are the chosen materials and manufacturing techniques appropriate?
- Does the consumer get what they paid for?
- The commercial value of a design is it's ability to outperform it's rivals in the market
- Is the product likely to exceed expectations of return on investment?
- Will the investment in design reap a financial return?
- Does the product represent good value for the company and customers

Form

Function

Safety

Sustainability

Quality

Commercial

Table 4.13, Manual parsing of criteria with possible additional semantic elements
highlighting in red
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It will be observed that the potential semantic elements identified in this table do not differ
markedly from those found earlier in Figure 4.28 with the associated comments (no pertinent,
additional subjective criteria are apparent in the questions referring to the remaining criteria,
namely, safety, quality, sustainability and commercial). It will be recalled, that these
additional criteria are consistent with the subjective criteria identified in Chapter 2, as
expressed by professionals in the literature, and in the published interview data obtained in
the pilot test conducted by the writer.

A concise summary of the results tabled progressively in this chapter is given in Figure 4.31
and associated Table 4.14 hereunder—as found from the mixed-methods research design
analyses reported above (with triangulation of quantitative {Likert scale} and qualitative
{NVivo software}). This will be followed by proposing a refined model for a design
evaluation system appropriate for the AIDA program case.

4.12

Summary of experimental results
4.12.1 Primary evaluation criteria

The bar chart below is a graphical summary of the results for the seven primary evaluation
criteria, as found from the Likert scale questionnaire reported in detail above. They are
referred to here as primary criteria here since they represent the mainly objective views2 of
the respondents to this survey.

2
It is realised that all of these criteria are essentially subjective in nature and difficult to define precisely. However, these
primary criteria tend to be more objective due to the high level of agreement found in favour in the information search and
experimental results.
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Figure 4.31, bar chart summary for the semantic elements (questions a., b. & c.) in ranked
order, showing Likert scale, rated average values for each of the seven criteria

Criterion

1. Innovation
2. Function
3. Form
4. Quality
5. Safety
6. Commercial
7. Sustainability

Semantic element: a

Semantic element: b

Semantic element: c

Quantitative
data
average /
std dev

Qualitative
data
frequency
(NVivo)

Quantitative
data
average /
std dev

Qualitative
data.
frequency /
(NVivo)

Quantitative
data
average /
(std dev)

4.39 /
1.05
4.56 /
0.92
3.88 /
0.93
4.50 /
1.19
4.38 /
1.10
4.16 /
1.03
3.91 /
1.32

26

4.22 /
1.06
4.38 /
1.02
4.38 /
1.31
3.84 /
1.66
4.00 /
1.15
4.13 /
0.96
4.13 /
0.98

20

3.97 /
0.95
3.91 /
0.98
3.97 /
1.20
4.25 /
1.23
4.06 /
0.93
4.19 /
1.22
4.13 /
1.13

22
1
16
17
10
11

11
24
8
8
5
18

Qualitative
data
frequency
/
(NVivo)
2
5
9
11
4
15
17

Table 4.14, summary table for Figure 4.31, listing rated average values (from quantitative,
Likert scale analysis) and also frequency of occurrence (from qualitative, NVivo software
analysis)
Table 4.14 provides the numerical values of the rated averages and standard deviations for the
semantic elements related to each criterion in Figure 4.31, but also adds the respective
frequencies as found from the qualitative NVivo software analyses (for the associated
questions regarding which semantic element best describes the relevant criterion).
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The latter NVivo analyses, including the cluster analyses and correlation coefficients have
also been discussed comprehensively earlier. It will be seen that the high rated average values,
listed for the respective semantic elements in Table 4.14, are practically always associated
with correspondingly high frequency values—this further exemplifies the power of the
mixed- methods research design employed in this empirical investigation.

Given that the minimum rated average values are found to be 3.88 (for a.), 3.84 (b.) and 3.91
(c.), respectively, it may be logical to include all three semantic elements in proposing a
refined model of a design evaluation system (DES), subject to further examination of the
possible implications. Recall that this is a reasonable inference as rated average values close
to 3 (allowing for variations when standard deviations are taken into account) denote that
there is a more or less evenly divided opinion among the respondents as to the relevance of a
particular element.

It is now timely to make any potential modifications and additions to the sets of semantic
elements posed in the interim model of the DES shown in Figure 3.4, Chapter 3. As a logical
step in the DES model refinement procedure, a number of the semantic elements associated
with the primary evaluation criteria listed in Figure 4.31 and Table 4.14 have been modified
along the following lines in order to arrive at a simpler and clearer configuration.

1. Semantic elements with a rated average of [4] have been considered feasible
interpretations of the corresponding evaluation criteria and hence should be included
verbatim in a refined DES model.
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2. Any semantic element that scored a Likert scale rated average of less than [4] has been
examined closely for possible modification in the light of all the above findings, including
those listed in Table 4.13. These modifications and combinations are shown in Table 4.15
below, which depicts the original semantic elements and the modified ones, along with a
brief explanation (shown in red) justifying these refinements and edited inclusions and
refinements resulting from the analyses discussed above (shown as underlined).
Criterion

Original semantic element

Refined semantic element

Innovation

a. Is the design new and
original?

a. Is the design new and original and does it have
any world-first features? (a. & c. combined, as c.
scored rated average (ra) of 3.97 and is thus
considered to still be relevant to this criterion)

c. Does the design have any
world-first features?

c. Does the design demonstrate more than an
incremental advance? (new, since ra=3.97) see Table
4.13.

a. Has the design been
appropriately styled for the
intended market?

a. Is the design styled to be appealing and desirable
for the intended market? (new as ra=3.88) see Table
4.13

c. Does the form convey the
function of the product
adequately?

c. Does the form convey the function and use of the
product unambiguously and intuitively? (new as
ra=3.97)

Function

c. Has the product been
ergonomically designed?

c. Has the product been ergonomically designed and
does it advance the user experience? (new as
ra=3.91)

Sustainability

a. Is there a need for the
product?

a. Is the product manufactured using materials and
processes that have the least possible impact on the
environment? (new as ra=3.91)

Quality

c. Is the product durable?

c. Does the quality of the product correspond with
the desired price point? (new as ra=3.84)

Form

Table 4.15, Refinement of semantic elements for DES model – refer also to Table 4.13 for
data supporting these modifications
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4.12.2 Secondary evaluation criteria
These are referred to here as secondary criteria since they represent the mainly more
subjective views of the respondents to the survey, as found from analysis of responses to the
semi-structured question placed at the end of the questionnaire (as described in detail in
section 4.10.1 before). The consensus among the respondents has favoured honesty and
emotion (with the highest correlation coefficient), followed by social and cultural benefit and
thirdly, context of design) as potential additional criteria.

At this point in the thesis, and as hinted at above, it is important to distinguish the sets of
criteria (and related semantic elements) that may be interpreted as being objective, and those
that may be distinguished as being subjective in their nature. This is important as recognising
this distinction values both sets of criteria and provides the context and an extra dimension—
in terms of freedom of decision making—to the judges who may be involved in an actual
AIDA program assessment process.

Evaluation of subjective criteria is usually considered to be more challenging compared to
objective criteria, and therefore requires a set of corresponding semantic elements (posed
again in the form of questions) to clarify the meanings of such criteria (e.g., honesty and
emotion). As informed by the literature review, the information search and the above
experimental findings and rationale, a proposed listing of subjective criteria and related
semantic elements is shown in Table 4.15.
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Proposed subjective

Proposed semantic elements

criteria
Honesty and

a. Does the design have the potential to evoke a sense of joy and

Emotion

emotion in the user?
b. Is the design honest, sincere and as simple as possible?
c. How accurately has the design been translated into the end
product?

Context of design

a. Does the design consider an appropriate understanding of
regional, cultural and economic sensitivity in the intended
market?
b. Is the design empathetic and does it display a thorough
understanding of the user and intended market?
c. How well has the design addressed the context of the original
brief?

Social and cultural

a. Will the design have a positive impact from a societal,

benefit

environmental, cultural and environmental perspective?
b. Will the design open new opportunities to design and innovate
in the future?
c. Will the design have the potential to improve the way we live?

Table 4.16, proposed subjective evaluation criteria and explanatory semantics

The experimental results indicate that a purposive separation between objective and subjective
evaluation criteria is a plausible strategy that accounts for such views as put forward by
judges (and participants) in a design award assessment process. Allowing for these two levels
of assessment recognises both the objective and subjective nature of the evaluation procedures
and provides the opportunity to arrive at a more holistic assessment.
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4.13

Proposed refined model for a Design Evaluation System (DES) - AIDA context

A refined DES model is presented in Figure 4.32. This figure depicts the refined conceptual
structure of the DES as derived from the theoretical and empirical investigations carried out in
this thesis with final modifications to the sematic elements shown in red as explained by the
logic discussed above. The model includes the primary (objective) criteria and related sematic
elements, and the secondary (subjective) criteria and related semantic elements, and signifies
the interrelationship between the two.
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Figure 4.32, Basic refined model of a design evaluation system, AIDA context, depicting
primary and secondary evaluation criteria and supporting semantic elements
A proposed further refinement of the DES is presented in the final chapter of the thesis that is
more amenable to practical application in a design award judging environment, together with
a brief implementation framework (although more work on the latter is outside of the scope of
this study).
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5.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

5.1

Overview

This thesis has researched design award programs at a national and international level with
particular reference to developing a comprehensive and rational model of a Design
Evaluation System (DES) suitable for the AIDA case and with possibilities for deployment
elsewhere. This work has been informed by an information search and critical review of
academic literature, published professional views, a pilot survey of the views of judges
involved in the AIDA program, and a systematic evaluation of the AIDA program from
1997-2008, along with a constructive review of six comparable international design award
programs.

The available information about design evaluation procedures and criteria adopted by these
award programs has been analyzed, and the advantages and limitations discussed. No
comprehensive theoretical and empirical inquiries into design evaluation systems or methods
were detected in these sources despite the internationally acknowledged importance of design
award programs, especially in relation to well-known social, environmental and economic
benefits associated with design promotion schemes─in which design award programs play a
significant role in terms of recognition, education and communication of the benefits of
professional design.

Nevertheless, by applying a thematic analysis of the above information sources, it has been
possible to break new ground and develop an interim, conceptual model of a DES, based on a
set of seven common, objective generic evaluation criteria, plus three additional subjective
criteria, whose meanings can be explained by an associated group of carefully crafted
questions termed semantic elements in this work.
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This interim model of a DES has been developed by means of a three-stage conceptual
strategy resulting in two original intermediate models─denoted A and B, respectively. These
DES models clearly map and show how the design evaluation criteria, and related semantic
elements, are interrelated to the criteria identified in the noted reviews. This model has been
tested subsequently by a rigorous empirical investigation based on a concurrent, mixedmethods research design to facilitate interpretation, validation and projection of the
experimental results obtained in the form of quantitative and qualitative data.

The findings of this robust empirical investigation have enabled the writer to propose a
refined model of a DES with potential application to the AIDA program in the foreseeable
future. This model represents a novel philosophical breakthrough expected to add
cohesiveness and an easily understandable framework for investigating design award
programs, as well as serving to update and improve the current AIDA design evaluation
methodology─bearing in mind that no theoretical and empirical research into the latter was
found in the AIDA archives over the last fifteen years. It follows that this new DES research
strategy is long overdue in this case.

The refined model of a DES outlined above has been taken one step further again and
projected as a potential, operational model suitable for use by judges, participants and
observers in the AIDA program process. As will be explained in more detail in the following
discourse, this model is expected to significantly assist these stakeholders in gaining a better
understanding of the AIDA design evaluation criteria and how they may be sensibly applied,
as well as aiding communication, reducing the instances of contention in the judging process
and adding a significant measure of transparency with respect to how the Australian
International Design Awards are actually realised.
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Mindful of the challenges involved in analyzing what are mainly qualitative or subjective
variables in design award programs of the type reviewed in this inquiry, the outcomes of this
pragmatic research, based on participant observation, will serve as an important methodology
that may be used in future research in this area of product design assessment in the Australian
context, and potentially internationally as well. The findings, conclusions and promising
applications of the proposed model for a DES will now be briefly summarized and discussed
in an order roughly following the original research plan, but with emphasis on key findings
including their significance to research in this field

5.2

Findings of the information search and task clarification

Recall that Chapter 2 documented an information search and literature review of the
following sources:
(1) The academic literature dealing with design evaluation; (2) published opinions on the
descriptions of what represented ‘good design’ as perceived by a selection of leading design
professionals; (3) comments from past judges and participants in the AIDA program
spanning the last 5 years, approximately; and (4) chronological developments in the AIDA
program as well as similar information about some leading international design award
programs.

Overall, whilst some useful data have been obtained in relation to possible design evaluation
criteria and associated semantic elements, a thematic analysis of the first two sources has
been employed to provide detailed, interesting information about generic (meaning
reasonably encompassing) criteria that could be included in a design evaluation system.
Seven criteria were identified, namely, form, function, quality, safety, sustainability,
commerciality and innovation, not necessarily in that order of importance.
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Whilst some of these largely objective criteria, such as the mandatory safety criterion, may be
determined during a product evaluation procedure by a simple definitive response (yes, it is
safe versus no, it is not), it is clear that all of the design award programs surveyed require
further improvements to bring them up to a contemporary level with regards to clear and
informative standards of design evaluation─both in terms of basic criteria and related
semantic elements. The above four sources of information are discussed critically hereunder.

(1) This review of literature highlighted the challenge of reaching a common descriptive
understanding of individual design evaluation criteria with respect to developing a ‘common
language,’ in straightforward and simple everyday terms, acceptable to all parties involved in
the design, manufacture and consumption of design. Significantly, no empirical studies were
found that had a specific focus on design evaluation criteria and their interrelationship with
related semantic elements in the context of a design award program. The need and
opportunity for further research into this area has been clearly established in this review.

(2) The review of opinions from selected design professionals highlighted the confusion in
interpretations of what constituted ‘good design’ but, nevertheless, provided useful clues
about potential DES criteria, as witnessed by the thoughtful comments provided by leading
international designer, Dieter Rams. However, this information was not relevant in a design
award environment without any associated cohesive framework or context for possible design
award program applications.
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(3) The most relevant findings in this review have come from the comments expressed by
past judges and participants in the AIDA program (as found from the noted pilot study). This
is not a surprising finding as the participants were well informed and the area of commentary
related specifically to their role within the AIDA program. Whilst the views expressed have
led to useful insights about general design principles, they are found to be still too broad for
specific design evaluation applications where clear and unambiguous criteria are required.

This pilot study did, however, prove to be valuable in the early identification and mapping of
key criteria and is found to have played an important role in informing the design of the
survey questionnaire, as well as conceptualizing the proposed interim model of a DES
relevant to the AIDA case. Pretests of this type are generally accepted as a sensible strategy
before designing and applying follow-up questionnaires probing for more detailed
information [Cresswell, 2009, Bryman, 2011]. It is reasonable to conclude that this open
ended, face-to-face style interview process with judges, directly partaking in a design award
evaluation process, could in future provide a valuable mechanism for the continual
refinement of the DES as the model continues to evolve.

(4) What is most evident in the review of the AIDA program is the strong association the
design evaluation criteria and assessment process have with factors such as quality, safety,
environmental considerations (sustainability) and function. These criteria, although initially
lacking in descriptive semantic elements, have all been included as generic criteria in the
proposed DES models – a welcome finding that links the heritage of the AIDA to its original
foundations in the Industrial Design Council of Australia, and with its reported aim of
stimulating competition, debate, high standards of quality and industry growth in Australia at
the time.
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Finally, the review of the six selected international design award programs revealed that there
was no consistency in the evaluation criteria used by any of these programs. In some cases,
the criteria used were duplicated and open to misinterpretation. For example, in the
internationally recognized Red Dot Design Awards, two separate criteria are found to exist
for the criterion of quality, namely, self explanatory quality and formal quality. Another
finding is the lack of consistency in how the criteria are supported by explanatory sentences
or questions (sematic elements), as in the case of the iF Design Awards and Korean Good
Design Awards programs—this are serious limitations.

As described in detail in Chapter 3 of the thesis, the above reviews have provided pertinent
details about existing evaluation criteria subsequently adapted and refined in the progressive
development of the DES models that are significant outcomes of this research. This
theoretical and experimental work is summarized hereunder.

5.3

Modeling a Design Evaluation System (DES)

As reported in Chapter 3 in this thesis, it is exciting to find that an interim, hypothetical
model of a DES can be developed in contiguous stages by an insightful cross-linking-thought
process applied to each criteria identified for the seven design award programs investigated
(including the AIDA case). The first stage (Model A), and especially the second stage (Model
B) represent the conceptual breakthroughs that the writer was searching for in the progressive
formulation in the third stage, of a proposed model for a DES, informed by the noted
literature reviews and information search. In effect, a rational configuration of interdependent
criteria and associated semantic elements that could be applied to evaluate designs in a design
award program─subject to validation and further refinement based on the results of empirical
testing. The configuration of Model B is reproduced in part below for ease of recollection.
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Figure 3.3, DES Model B, Mapping of respective semantic elements against evaluation
criteria (reproduced here in part for the function and innovation criteria)

These two modeling stages (A & B) enabled the researcher to develop the third stage,
namely, the proposed interim model for a design evaluation system portrayed in Figure 3.4 in
Chapter 3 of this thesis. The necessary experimental testing required to further explore and
validate this proposed DES model discovered several pertinent findings as follows:
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5.4

Testing a Design Evaluation System (DES)

The use of the concurrent, mixed-methods research design, underpinning the detailed
empirical investigation documented in this thesis has resulted in the compilation of a
comprehensive database of quantitative and qualitative information. It is found that by using
such a pragmatic research approach (influenced largely by research methods widely used in
the social sciences) it is possible to compare and validate empirical results compiled from a
quantitative inquiry (based on Likert scale analyses for each of the seven primary evaluation
criteria and associated descriptive semantic elements) with reference to a qualitative
investigation (based on the use of NVivo qualitative analysis software – found, in itself, to act
as a powerful research tool). This triangulation comparison of these two sets of empirical
data has added robustness and validity (including a significant degree of agreement in the
respective findings) to the research which would not have been available if only one of these
methods had been used.

In turn, these empirical findings have revealed interesting information and dimensions,
especially with respect to identifying and interpreting new semantic elements in a cohesive
way, which have guided the design of the refined DES model depicted in Figure 4.32 of
Chapter 4. In the context of the AIDA program, this comprehensive model represents a novel
and up-to-date conception that illustrates the interdependent relationships between the set of
evaluation criteria, including the three new subjective criteria covering honesty and emotion,
context of design and social and cultural benefit. When trialed in the future, the latter should
provide design award judges with the opportunity to provide further comments and arrive at a
more holistic evaluation of the various products submitted for design award consideration,
where these criteria may be applicable.
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5.5

An operational model for a Design Evaluation System (DES)

At this point in time in the research project, it was realized (in the light of the third aim of this
research) that an operational field version of the above refined DES model─based on a more
practical configuration layout─would be required by design evaluation panel experts and
judges for possible application in the context of the AIDA program. Consequently, a
simplified operational model for a DES has been designed as shown overleaf.
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Figure 5.1, Proposed operational model for the AIDA Design Evaluation System (note
starred items are each mandatory qualifying requirements)

152

Figure 5.1 encapsulates the logic and contents of the refined DES model proposed in Chapter
4, but is presented in a more clearly articulated form expected (upon future publication of this
work) to assist AIDA judges, panel experts, participants submitting products for evaluation
and researchers, as well as the public at large, to better understand what constitutes the
essential evaluation criteria and descriptive semantic elements involved. Whilst outside the
scope of this inquiry, relevant commentary and guidelines on interpreting and applying this
operational model is recommended as one of the topics of future study (see also below).

It is now appropriate to bring this thesis to a close with salient concluding remarks, including
a review of findings in relation to the original aims and recommendations for future research:

5.6

Concluding remarks and recommendations

In retrospect, this theoretical and empirical investigation set out to achieve three main aims,
in the context of the Australian International Awards program, the first of which is
reproduced below:

1. To develop an in-depth understanding of the AIDA program in the context of a Design
Evaluation System (DES) at a national level:

This aim has been comprehensively achieved as witnessed by the interesting findings of the
detailed information search and task clarification conducted in this area. In this respect, the
writer has had the advantage of being an insider as well as a participant observer, and thus
privy to information and archival material not usually available through research publications
or other public sources.
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This positive aspect has also had its down side: although not unduly worrisome, some
difficulties were experienced in maintaining an ongoing research momentum since, as an
employee of the AIDA organization, the researcher has been constrained by the pressure of
normal duties, planning and coordinating the annual schedules for the AIDA activities, and
the sometimes unavoidable delays in obtaining relevant research information from judges,
and participants and other sources.

2. To investigate the characteristics of comparable design award programs operating in
selected, major industrial countries—namely, Japan, USA, Korea, China and Europe—in
order to establish a basis for comparison:

Significant progress in achieving this aim has been achieved as seen from the results of the
thematic analysis of the six international programs and the useful information, both positive
and negative, found about the related design evaluation criteria and associated semantic
elements. Constraints experienced by the writer in this area were mainly related to the lack of
published data about the basic rationales applying to these award programs, limited access to
archival material and the apparent trait of maintaining confidentiality about intellectual
property and the details about judging decisions.

3. In light of 1 and 2 above—and in the context of an Australian case study grounded in a
theoretical and empirical inquiry—to propose a rational set of design evaluation criteria
and their associated semantic interpretations:

This part of the investigation represents a significant step forward in developing new
knowledge regarding a rational set of design evaluation criteria and associated semantic
elements (posed as questions expressed in simple everyday language terms).
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These criteria and elements have been validated by the theoretical arguments presented in
Chapter 3, and by the experimental program results explained in Chapter 4.

A valuable database of original information, quantitative and qualitative, has been complied
in keeping with the noted mixed-methods research design and associated experiment plan
employed.

4. Finally, in view of the above findings of 1 through 3, to develop an improved model for a
DES with guidelines for potential application to the AIDA case, and with the possibility
for deployment in other national/international design award programs, subject to further
research.

Achievement of this last aim follows largely from having satisfied the first three aims,
bearing in mind that all of these aims are interdependent in the research design and
experiment plan projected in this thesis. As illustrated in Figure 4.32 in Chapter 4, along with
the all the noted documented theory and experimental analyses, an improved model for a
Design Evaluation System—DES has been developed for application in the AIDA context.
Whilst informed by criteria and semantic elements found in the cited sources, this DES
outcome is significantly different and leading in terms of its basic rational because it has been
justified by the logic, analyses and empirical evidence presented in this work.
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Finally, in closing this thesis, the following recommendations are presented for future
research in this area:
(i)

The operational DES model proposed above needs further elaboration including
supporting commentary and explanatory guidelines for use in actual design award
judging events. This is important to ensure that all persons participating in these
events are fully briefed on its potential applications.

(ii)

This model also needs to be trialed in actual AIDA judging events with one or
more judging panels and groups of participants as part of this future research.

(iii)

Case studies need to be constructed from the results of design evaluations for the
various categories of products submitted for awards so that there is clarity and
benchmarks about how this DES instrument is applied in practice.

(iv)

Finally, in the light of the findings resulting from aims (1) thorough (3), the
possibilities for deploying this design evaluation methodology in other counties
needs to be investigated in collaboration with the relevant authorities, especially
with those countries contemplating similar developments.

A Bibliography and supporting Appendices are enclosed.
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APPENDICES A1 to A3

Appendix A1
Contains the Participant Information and Consent Form that outlines the original project title:
Investigation into the promotion of Industrial Design in the context of the Australian
International Design Awards, with details of the researcher and Chair of the Supervisory
Panel, together with a general outline of the project, confidentiality information, details of
anonymity of all participants, data storage, ethics committee clearance and a consent
statement.

Appendix A2
Contains the Survey Questionnaire Form issued to participants.

Appendix A3
Contains an example of the email correspondence inviting survey participants to partake in
the Survey Questionnaire that was conducted through a web-based survey solution called
Survey Monkey (see: www.surveymonkey.com.au)
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Appendix A1

PARTICIPANT INFORMATION FORM

Project Title
Investigation into the promotion of Industrial Design in the context of the Australian International
Design Awards.
Researcher
Brandon Gien
B. Des (Industrial Design)
PhD Candidate
Faculty of Arts and Design
University of Canberra
Chair of Supervisory Panel
Professor Elivio Bonollo
CAV. Rep. Italy, BE, MEngSc, PhD (Melb.), MIEAust, MIET (London)
Emeritus Professor of Industrial Design
Faculty of Arts and Design
University of Canberra
Project Aim
The overall aim of this research is to investigate the product quality assessment process and criteria
used by major design promotion bodies around the world, and to propose an improved model for the
Australian International Design Awards (AIDA) system as conducted by Standards Australia.
Benefits of the Project
The outcomes of this research project will lead to an enhanced design promotion and evaluation
model for Australia and internationally. When implemented, it is expected that this new model will
provide Australian consumers (and end users of products and services on the Australian market) with
more informed choices with respect to the goods and services they buy and use – through an
enhanced design evaluation system.
General Outline of the Project
A brief overview of the project methodology is outlined below. Data from the research project will be
collated, analysed (through appropriate qualitative data analysis software) and presented to
participants in the form of a briefing report.
Participant Involvement:
Participants will be invited to complete a short questionnaire via email that focuses on various
assessment processes and criteria used by design award programs in Australia and internationally.
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Participants will be drawn from four main groups mainly:
1. Selected Industrial Design Professionals across Australian States and Territories;
2. Design Award Industry Applicants located in Australia and overseas;
3. Design Award Judges as recruited by Standards Australia; and
4. Selected Design Promotion bodies around the world.
It is anticipated that between 20 and 30 subjects will be selected for interview from each of the above
groups.
Project Methodology Outline:
The research methodology for the empirical investigation part of this project will consist of two main
parts:
1) Participants will be invited to complete a short questionnaire by email that focus on the
various assessment processes and criteria used by design promotion bodies in Australia and
internationally. The structure of this survey will follow the Likert scale type of questionnaire
and an open ended set of questions.
2) The outcomes of the above questions will then analysed using relevant software such as
Leximancer and NVivo.
Participants will be clearly informed that their involvement in this research project is a voluntary
activity and they may decline to take part or withdraw at any time without any justification.
Confidentiality:
Information gathered as a result of this research project will remain confidential and will only be
accessible by myself as the principal researcher and my direct supervisors at the University of
Canberra. The identity and personal details of the participants will be suppressed and a coded system
will be used to identify their responses.
Anonymity:
Anonymity of all participants will be preserved. Any information collected through the questionnaire
will be coded and individual comments from participants will be maintained in confidential records in
the University of Canberra, and will not be discussed in the researcher’s PhD Thesis or subsequent
publications. In keeping with privacy rules, all personal and identifiable information will be removed
before dissemination of any publications.
Data Storage:
Confidential data from this research project including the security of personal information will be
maintained during the collection, analysis and preparation of the results and will be securely stored at
the University of Canberra for a period of five years.
Ethics Committee Clearance
The details of this research project are submitted for approval to the Committee for Ethics in Human
Research of the University of Canberra. [Refer to initial application submitted to the Committee on 22
October 2009].
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Consent Statement
I have read and understood the information provided to me about this research project. I am not
aware of any conditions that would prevent my participation, and I agree to participate in this project.
I have had the opportunity to ask questions about my participation in the research and these have
been answered to my satisfaction.
A summary of the research report can be forwarded to you when published, if requested.
Queries and Concerns
For more information regarding this research project, please contact:
Brandon Gien
Level 10
20 Bridge Street
Sydney NSW 200
P: 02 9237 6060
E: gien@designawards.com.au
Professor Elivio Bonollo
Emeritus Professor of Industrial Design
Faculty of Arts and Design
University of Canberra
ACT 2601
P: 02 6201 5211
E: livio.bonollo@canberra.edu.au
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Appendix A2
DESIGN ASSESSMENT CRITERIA SURVEY
This questionnaire is part of a PhD in Design Research. Complete confidentially is assured and the
survey results will be used for academic purposes only.
There are three main questions to this survey.
QUESTION 1: asks you to rank, in order of importance to you, seven design criteria as they apply to major
design award programs around the world
QUESTION 2: asks poses three sentences that aim to best describe each of the seven criteria and you will be
asked to select which sentence, in your opinion, best describes each criteria. You will also be asked to suggest a
sentence that you believe best describes the criteria.
QUESTION 3: asks you to suggest any additional criteria as they apply to design award programs, if they are not
already covered in this survey.
The survey should not take more than 15-20 minutes to complete.

QUESTION 1:
In your opinion, please rate the following design criteria from most important to least important (1 being
most important to 7 least important)

Criteria

Rating (1 to 7)

Innovation
Form
Function
Quality
Safety
Sustainability
Commercial

QUESTION 2:
In your opinion, how closely do the three questions for each design criteria below best describe the
overall criteria?

2.1. Innovation
a. Is the design new and original?
5
Strongly
Agree

4
Agree

2
Disagree

1
Strongly
Disagree

3
Undecided

b. Does the design use new materials and technology in a clever way?
5
Strongly
Agree

4
Agree

2
Disagree

1
Strongly
Disagree

3
Undecided
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c. Does the design have any world-first features?
5

4

Strongly
Agree

2

Agree

1

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

3
Undecided

d. If you had to select one of the descriptions above that best describes the criteria of Innovation, which one
would it be?
b.

a.

c.

none

e. In one sentence, how would you best describe the criteria of Innovation?

2.2. Form
a. Has the product been appropriately styled for the intended market?
5
Strongly
Agree

4

2

Agree

Disagree

1
Strongly
Disagree

3
Undecided

b. Is the design visually resolved and does it evoke an emotional connection with the end user?
5
Strongly
Agree

4

2

Agree

Disagree

1
Strongly
Disagree

3
Undecided

c. Does the form convey the function of the product adequately?
5
Strongly
Agree

4

2

Agree

Disagree

1
Strongly
Disagree

3
Undecided

d. If you had to select one of the descriptions above that best describes the criteria of Form, which one would it
be?
a.

b.

c.

none

e. In one sentence, how would you best describe the criteria of Form?
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2.3. Function
a. Does the product perform the function it was designed for?
5
Strongly
Agree

4

2

Agree

1

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

3
Undecided

b. Is the product easy to use and understand?
5
Strongly
Agree

4

2

Agree

1

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

3
Undecided

c. Has the product been ergonomically designed?
5
Strongly
Agree

4

2

Agree

1

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

3
Undecided

d. If you had to select one of the descriptions above that best describes the criteria of Function, which one would
it be?
b.

a.

c.

none

e. In one sentence, how would you best describe the criteria of Function?

2.4. Quality
a. How well has the product been made and finished?
5
Strongly
Agree

4
Agree

2
Disagree

1
Strongly
Disagree

3
Undecided

b. Is the product durable?
5

4

2

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Disagree

1
Strongly
Disagree

3
Undecided

c. Are the chosen materials and manufacturing techniques appropriate?
5

4

2

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Disagree

1
Strongly
Disagree

3
Undecided
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d. If you had to select one of the descriptions above that best describes the criteria of Quality, which one would it
be?
b.

a.

c.

none

e. In one sentence, how would you best describe the criteria of Quality?

2.5. Safety
a. Does the design protect the user from harm?
5

4

Strongly
Agree

2

1

Disagree

Agree

3

Strongly
Disagree

Undecided

b. Does the design safeguard against unintentional use?
5

4

Strongly

2

Agree

1

Disagree

3

Strongly

Undecided

c. Does the product comply with all applicable Standards and regulations?
5

4

Strongly
Agree

2

Agree

1

Disagree

3

Strongly
Disagree

Undecided

d. If you had to select one of the descriptions above that best describes the criteria of Safety, which one would it
be?
b.

a.

c.

none

e. In one sentence, how would you best describe the criteria of Safety?

2.6.
Sustainability
a. Is there a need for the product?
5
Strongly
Agree

4
Agree

2
Disagree

1
Strongly
Disagree

3
Undecided
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b. Is the design water, material and/or energy efficient?
5
Strongly
Agree

4

2

Agree

1
Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

3

Undecided

c. Has the product been designed for disassembly and recyclability?
5

4

2

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Disagree

1
Strongly
Disagree

3
Undecided

d. If you had to select one of the descriptions above that best describes the criteria of Sustainability, which one
would it be?
b.

a.

c.

none

e. In one sentence, how would you best describe the criteria of Sustainability?

2.7. Commercial
a. Does the product represent good value for money at the intended price point?
5

4

2

1

3

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Undecided

b. Is the design likely to increase the brand value of the company?
5

4

2

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Disagree

1
Strongly
Disagree

3

Undecided

c. Is the design likely to result in a significant return on the investment made on design?
5
Strongly
Agree

4

2

Agree

Disagree

1
Strongly
Disagree

3

Undecided

d. If you had to select one of the descriptions above that best describes the criteria of Commercial, which one
would it be?
a.

b.

c.

none
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f. In one sentence, how would you best describe the criteria of Commercial?

QUESTION 3:
Of the seven design criteria above, what other criteria do you believe should be included in the context
of a design award program?

END
Thank you for your participation in this survey.
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APPENDICES A4 to A5

Appendix A4
Contains the empirical data and quantitative analyses including the Microsoft Excel based
analyses and raw data from the survey questionnaire.

Appendix A5
Contains the empirical data and qualitative analyses including the NVivo outputs.
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APPENDIX A5

Appendix A5
Contains the empirical data and qualitative analyses including the NVivo outputs.

NVIVO QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS – SOFTWARE OUTPUTS
FORM CRITERION
Node
Nodes\\Form\The design is visually resolved and
evokes an emotional connection
Nodes\\Form\The form conveys the function of the
product adequately
Nodes\\Form\The product has been appropriately
styled for the intended market

Percentage coverage
78.42%
39.90%
7.38%

Node A
Node B
Nodes\\Form\The form conveys the Nodes\\Form\The design is visually
function of the product adequately
resolved and evokes an emotional
connection
Nodes\\Form\The product has been Nodes\\Form\The form conveys the
appropriately styled for the intended function of the product adequately
market
Nodes\\Form\The product has been Nodes\\Form\The design is visually
appropriately styled for the intended resolved and evokes an emotional
market
connection

Pearson correlation coefficient
0.705607
0.663403
0.522239

1

Consumers always look before they touch! Sorry, two sentences
Does the form convey the function and use of the product unambiguously and attractively?
A visually resoloved product that creates a strong emotional connection with the user or client.
Form must holistically encompass all of the above stated criteia for it to be good enough
Good form implies that a product is well resolved, made from appropriate materials, likely to appeal visually to its intended users and
conveys an idea of its purpose.
ellegant, emotionally engaging, visually resolved and appropriate to the task and user.
It has to be balanced, elegant and "executed as well as possible from a professional's / expert's point of view", all along generating appeal
in the intended customers' eyes (which by the way does not mean "consensual" - the appeal can be one of surprise, shock or even
disapproval at first...)
Does the design let a heart feel the beauty?
A design which implements the product's function in a way that the end user's senses (visual, tactile, etc) are satisfied, even excited, by its
appearance, feel, etc.
I feel that " B" covers the best criteria of form as it also encompasses aspects of "A" and "C"
The form of the product should compliment function and perfomance in a manor that visually relates with the desired of the targated
consumer.
Are the visual qualities a positive and significant influence in the emotional regard for the design?

I don't see a division between function and form. I believe what is often called "form" is actually aesthetic function and symbolic function (ie.
meaning) and what is here called "function" should be labelled practical function. Successful products must function appropriately for their
users in all three categories. Refer to Gerhard Heufler's book, "Design Basics: From Ideas to Products".
A product's form should convincingly convey it's personality, without distraction.
Successful form corresponds succinctly to the cultural and emotional requirements of its users either engaging with past experiences
connecting familiar contexts or reinventing experience for yet to be captured emotions.
The overall shape and detailing of a device or system including interface graphics and programming if these are integral to the function of
the device or object.
Is the design appealing and desirable. It doesn't have to suit it's intended market it look like everything else. It's form has to be appealing to
assist in completing a purchase.
Form is the visual appearance that embodies an object or space
Is the design fully resolved visually and in a way which conveys the function of the product?
Does the customer recognise the value of the design through the aesthetic (emotional) and then experience the promise through the
function (rational)?

Form does not follow function - it expresses the function and makes an emotional connection with the user.

FORM

CODED REFERENCES
Numb
er

2
3
4
5
6
7
8

9
10
11
12
13
14

15
16
17
18
19
20

21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

a technical package cover or casing that is sympathetic to the users needs, desires, emotions, trends and finishes
User centred design
the satisfying conveyance of a design's true merit
Does the design evoke an emotional connection and will it stand the test of time?
Form is the physical embodiment of a design solution.
A well resolved form which evokes emotional connection with end users and offers intuitive access to its functions and intended use.
The form should enhance the functionality and safety of the product. The degree of styling relates to the intended industry sector.
Form should follow function

The design is visually resolved and evokes an emotional connection.
<Internals\\5_FORM> - § 27 references coded [78.42% Coverage]

Form does not follow function - it expresses the function and makes an emotional connection with the user.

Reference 1 - 2.80% Coverage
1

A product's form should convincingly convey it's personality, without distraction.

Reference 2 - 2.17% Coverage
3

Successful form corresponds succinctly to the cultural and emotional requirements of its users either engaging with past experiences
connecting familiar contexts or reinventing experience for yet to be captured emotions.

Reference 3 - 5.82% Coverage

4

The overall shape and detailing of a device or system including interface graphics and programming if these are integral to the function of the
device or object.

Reference 4 - 4.26% Coverage

5

Is the design appealing and desirable. It doesn't have to suit it's intended market it look like everything else. It's form has to be appealing
to assist in completing a purchase.

Reference 5 - 4.73% Coverage

6

Form is the visual appearance that embodies an object or space

Reference 6 - 1.64% Coverage
7

Is the design fully resolved visually and in a way which conveys the function of the product?

Reference 7 - 2.46% Coverage
8

Consumers always look before they touch! Sorry, two sentences

Does the customer recognise the value of the design through the aesthetic (emotional) and then experience the promise through the function
(rational)?

Reference 8 - 3.97% Coverage

9

Consumers always look before they touch! Sorry, two sentences

Does the customer recognise the value of the design through the aesthetic (emotional) and then experience the promise through the function
(rational)?

Reference 9 - 1.61% Coverage

9

Does the form convey the function and use of the product unambiguously and attractively?

Reference 10 - 2.33% Coverage
10

A visually resoloved product that creates a strong emotional connection with the user or client.

Reference 11 - 2.54% Coverage
11

Reference 12 - 2.35% Coverage

12

Form must holistically encompass all of the above stated criteia for it to be good enough

Good form implies that a product is well resolved, made from appropriate materials, likely to appeal visually to its intended users and
conveys an idea of its purpose.

Reference 13 - 4.42% Coverage

13

ellegant, emotionally engaging, visually resolved and appropriate to the task and user.

Reference 14 - 2.30% Coverage
14

It has to be balanced, elegant and "executed as well as possible from a professional's / expert's point of view", all along generating appeal
in the intended customers' eyes (which by the way does not mean "consensual" - the appeal can be one of surprise, shock or even
disapproval at first...)

Reference 15 - 7.80% Coverage

15

Does the design let a heart feel the beauty?

Reference 16 - 1.16% Coverage
16

A design which implements the product's function in a way that the end user's senses (visual, tactile, etc) are satisfied, even excited, by its
appearance, feel, etc.

Reference 17 - 4.42% Coverage

17

I feel that " B" covers the best criteria of form as it also encompasses aspects of "A" and "C"

Reference 18 - 2.51% Coverage
18

The form of the product should compliment function and perfomance in a manor that visually relates with the desired of the targated consumer.

Reference 19 - 3.78% Coverage
19

Are the visual qualities a positive and significant influence in the emotional regard for the design?

Reference 20 - 2.64% Coverage
20

a technical package cover or casing that is sympathetic to the users needs, desires, emotions, trends and finishes

Reference 21 - 3.01% Coverage
21

User centred design

Reference 22 - 0.50% Coverage
22

the satisfying conveyance of a design's true merit

Reference 23 - 1.35% Coverage
23

Does the design evoke an emotional connection and will it stand the test of time?

Reference 24 - 2.17% Coverage
24

Form is the physical embodiment of a design solution.

Reference 25 - 1.43% Coverage
25

A well resolved form which evokes emotional connection with end users and offers intuitive access to its functions and intended use.

Reference 26 - 3.52% Coverage
26

Form should follow function

Reference 27 - 0.74% Coverage
28

The form conveys the function of the product adequately.
<Internals\\5_FORM> - § 12 references coded [39.90% Coverage]

I don't see a division between function and form. I believe what is often called "form" is actually aesthetic function and symbolic function (ie.
meaning) and what is here called "function" should be labelled practical function. Successful products must function appropriately for their
users in all three categories. Refer to Gerhard Heufler's book, "Design Basics: From Ideas to Products".

Reference 1 - 10.36% Coverage

2

The overall shape and detailing of a device or system including interface graphics and programming if these are integral to the function of the
device or object.

Reference 2 - 4.26% Coverage

5

Does the form convey the function and use of the product unambiguously and attractively?

Reference 3 - 2.33% Coverage
10

Form must holistically encompass all of the above stated criteia for it to be good enough

Reference 4 - 2.35% Coverage
12

Good form implies that a product is well resolved, made from appropriate materials, likely to appeal visually to its intended users and conveys an
idea of its purpose.

Reference 5 - 4.42% Coverage

13

A design which implements the product's function in a way that the end user's senses (visual, tactile, etc) are satisfied, even excited, by its
appearance, feel, etc.

Reference 6 - 4.42% Coverage
17

Reference 7 - 3.78% Coverage

19

The form of the product should compliment function and perfomance in a manor that visually relates with the desired of the targated consumer.

User centred design

Reference 8 - 0.50% Coverage
22

Form is the physical embodiment of a design solution.

Reference 9 - 1.43% Coverage
25

A well resolved form which evokes emotional connection with end users and offers intuitive access to its functions and intended use.

Reference 10 - 3.52% Coverage
26

The form should enhance the functionality and safety of the product. The degree of styling relates to the intended industry sector.

Reference 11 - 1.80% Coverage
27

Form should follow function

Reference 12 - 0.74% Coverage
28

The product has been appropriately styled for the intended market.
<Internals\\5_FORM> - § 4 references coded [7.38% Coverage]

Form must holistically encompass all of the above stated criteia for it to be good enough

Reference 1 - 2.35% Coverage
12

The form of the product should compliment function and perfomance in a manor that visually relates with the desired of the targated consumer.

Reference 2 - 3.78% Coverage
19

Reference 3 - 0.50% Coverage

22

User centred design

Form should follow function

Reference 4 - 0.74% Coverage
28

NVIVO QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS – SOFTWARE OUTPUTS
FUNCTION CRITERION
Node
Nodes\\Function\The product has been ergonomically
designed
Nodes\\Function\The product is easy to use and
understand
Nodes\\Function\The product perform the function it
was designed for
Node A
Nodes\\Function\The product
perform the function it was designed
for
Nodes\\Function\The product
perform the function it was designed
for
Nodes\\Function\The product is
easy to use and understand

Percentage coverage
25.92%
49.44%
85.58%

Node B
Nodes\\Function\The product is
easy to use and understand

Pearson correlation coefficient
0.816933

Nodes\\Function\The product has
been ergonomically designed

0.567902

Nodes\\Function\The product has
been ergonomically designed

0.545405

Function is the outcome the design is intended to achieve
A functional product performs it's role quietly and transparently.
Carefully observed user interfaces interpreted with economy to use of materials, visual and touched tactility, and undisrupted communication
of features transcending spoken language
The device or object's reason for existence.
Does the design advance the user experience and/or the functional outcome
Does the product perform the function it was designed for? Good function must extend to all areas of functionality not just it's primary
function.
to use an age old quotation, "form follows function" Louis Sullivan, mentor of Frank Loyd Wright
After using this product for some time, would you be completely happy with the way it works?
Does the functionality of the design deliver on the 'form' promise?
Is the product designed to perform a needed function in an effective, efficient and accessible way?
A product or object that successfully integrates ergonomics to perform a specified function and is easy to use and understand.
The well designed product must perform well, be intuitive and self expressive of its intended use
It must work and perform its intended function perfectly.
I believe it really boils down to usage and usability - the function has to be as natural as possible: who would have thought, for instance, that
typing with two thumbs could be "easy" and "natural"?
Does the function revolutionize society?
A product which performs its purpose, is intuitive or easy to use, manufacture and maintain, in a reliable and safe manner
Function is a critical part of a good design, if the product fails to performed as required by the user/market then the design is a failure.
Does the design deliver a balanced and enhanced level of usability and functional benefit?
works intuitively
Fulfil the need of the user
a product's ability to satisfy without surprise
Is the utility of the product enhanced by its design features?
Function is the performance of the intended purpose for which the product or system has been designed.
The ability of a product to satisfy ergonomics, perform desired function, meet end user expectations and business objectives.
A product must perform the intended function in an unambiguous and safe manner
Does it do the job it was made for?

FUNCTION

CODED REFERENES
Numb
er
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
The product has been ergonomically designed .
<Internals\\6_FUNCTION> - § 9 references coded [25.92% Coverage]
Reference 1 - 2.28% Coverage

1

Function is the outcome the design is intended to achieve

to use an age old quotation, "form follows function" Louis Sullivan, mentor of Frank Loyd Wright

Reference 2 - 3.97% Coverage
7

A product or object that successfully integrates ergonomics to perform a specified function and is easy to use and understand.

Reference 3 - 5.05% Coverage
11

I believe it really boils down to usage and usability - the function has to be as natural as possible: who would have thought, for instance, that
typing with two thumbs could be "easy" and "natural"?

Reference 4 - 4.05% Coverage

14

I believe it really boils down to usage and usability - the function has to be as natural as possible: who would have thought, for instance, that
typing with two thumbs could be "easy" and "natural"?

Reference 5 - 2.04% Coverage

14

Does the function revolutionize society?

Reference 6 - 1.64% Coverage
15

works intuitively

Reference 7 - 0.72% Coverage
19

Fulfil the need of the user

Reference 8 - 1.12% Coverage
20

The ability of a product to satisfy ergonomics, perform desired function, meet end user expectations and business objectives.

Reference 9 - 5.05% Coverage
24
The product is easy to use and understand.
<Internals\\6_FUNCTION> - § 15 references coded [49.44% Coverage]

Function is the outcome the design is intended to achieve

Reference 1 - 2.28% Coverage
1

Carefully observed user interfaces interpreted with economy to use of materials, visual and touched tactility, and undisrupted communication
of features transcending spoken language

Reference 2 - 7.25% Coverage

3

Does the design advance the user experience and/or the functional outcome

Reference 3 - 3.04% Coverage
5

to use an age old quotation, "form follows function" Louis Sullivan, mentor of Frank Loyd Wright

Reference 4 - 3.97% Coverage
7

After using this product for some time, would you be completely happy with the way it works?

Reference 5 - 3.73% Coverage
8

Is the product designed to perform a needed function in an effective, efficient and accessible way?

Reference 6 - 4.01% Coverage
10

Reference 7 - 3.89% Coverage

12

The well designed product must perform well, be intuitive and self expressive of its intended use

I believe it really boils down to usage and usability - the function has to be as natural as possible: who would have thought, for instance, that
typing with two thumbs could be "easy" and "natural"?

Reference 8 - 4.05% Coverage

14

I believe it really boils down to usage and usability - the function has to be as natural as possible: who would have thought, for instance, that
typing with two thumbs could be "easy" and "natural"?

Reference 9 - 2.04% Coverage

14

Does the function revolutionize society?

Reference 10 - 1.64% Coverage
15

A product which performs its purpose, is intuitive or easy to use, manufacture and maintain, in a reliable and safe manner

Reference 11 - 4.93% Coverage
16

Does the design deliver a balanced and enhanced level of usability and functional benefit?

Reference 12 - 3.61% Coverage
18

works intuitively

Reference 13 - 0.72% Coverage
19

Fulfill the need of the user

Reference 14 - 1.12% Coverage
20

A product must perform the intended function in an unambiguous and safe manner

Reference 15 - 3.17% Coverage
25
The product performs the function it was designed for.
<Internals\\6_FUNCTION> - § 26 references coded [85.58% Coverage]

Function is the outcome the design is intended to achieve

Reference 1 - 2.28% Coverage
1

A functional product performs it's role quietly and transparently.

Reference 2 - 2.64% Coverage
2

Carefully observed user interfaces interpreted with economy to use of materials, visual and touched tactility, and undisrupted communication
of features transcending spoken language

Reference 3 - 7.25% Coverage

3

The device or object's reason for existence.

Reference 4 - 1.84% Coverage
4

Does the design advance the user experience and/or the functional outcome

Reference 5 - 3.04% Coverage
5

Does the product perform the function it was designed for? Good function must extend to all areas of functionality not just it's primary
function.

Reference 6 - 5.89% Coverage

6

Reference 7 - 3.97% Coverage

7

to use an age old quotation, "form follows function" Louis Sullivan, mentor of Frank Loyd Wright

After using this product for some time, would you be completely happy with the way it works?

Reference 8 - 3.73% Coverage
8

Does the functionality of the design deliver on the 'form' promise?

Reference 9 - 2.72% Coverage
9

Is the product designed to perform a needed function in an effective, efficient and accessible way?

Reference 10 - 4.01% Coverage
10

The well designed product must perform well, be intuitive and self expressive of its intended use

Reference 11 - 3.89% Coverage
12

It must work and perform its intended function perfectly.

Reference 12 - 2.32% Coverage
13

I believe it really boils down to usage and usability - the function has to be as natural as possible: who would have thought, for instance, that
typing with two thumbs could be "easy" and "natural"?

Reference 13 - 4.05% Coverage

14

I believe it really boils down to usage and usability - the function has to be as natural as possible: who would have thought, for instance, that
typing with two thumbs could be "easy" and "natural"?

Reference 14 - 2.04% Coverage

14

Does the function revolutionize society?

Reference 15 - 1.64% Coverage
15

A product which performs its purpose, is intuitive or easy to use, manufacture and maintain, in a reliable and safe manner

Reference 16 - 4.93% Coverage
16

Function is a critical part of a good design, if the product fails to performed as required by the user/market then the design is a failure.

Reference 17 - 5.65% Coverage
17

Does the design deliver a balanced and enhanced level of usability and functional benefit?

Reference 18 - 3.61% Coverage
18

works intuitively

Reference 19 - 0.72% Coverage
19

Fulfil the need of the user

Reference 20 - 1.12% Coverage
20

a product's ability to satisfy without surprise

Reference 21 - 1.92% Coverage
21

Is the utility of the product enhanced by its design features?

Reference 22 - 2.52% Coverage
22

Reference 23 - 4.13% Coverage

23

Function is the performance of the intended purpose for which the product or system has been designed.

The ability of a product to satisfy ergonomics, perform desired function, meet end user expectations and business objectives.

Reference 24 - 5.05% Coverage
24

A product must perform the intended function in an unambiguous and safe manner

Reference 25 - 3.17% Coverage
25

Does it do the job it was made for?

Reference 26 - 1.44% Coverage
26

NVIVO QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS – SOFTWARE OUTPUTS
SAFETY CRITERION
Node
Nodes\\Safety\The design protects the user from harm
Nodes\\Safety\The design safeguards against
unintentional use
Nodes\\Safety\The product complies with all applicable
standards and regulations
Node A
Nodes\\Safety\The design
safeguards against unintentional
use
Nodes\\Safety\The product complies
with all applicable standards and
regulations
Nodes\\Safety\The product complies
with all applicable standards and
regulations

Percentage coverage
80.74%
45.84%
27.18%

Node B
Nodes\\Safety\The design protects
the user from harm

Pearson correlation coefficient
0.742345

Nodes\\Safety\The design
safeguards against unintentional
use
Nodes\\Safety\The design protects
the user from harm

0.586974
0.555573

The design must protect all who come in contact with the product (including nearby and remote personnel, users and maintenance
personnel, animals and the environment) from unintentional harm or damage, whether the device is in use or not, and in conformance with
all relevant standards and regulations, whether mandatory or not.
Difficult to rate by importance earlier in your survey as I believe that providing high safety levels of a product safety by design is a
fundamental requirement for all designers.
In my mind I'm not sure that the issue of "safety" is a strong and direct judgment of good design... it falls more into a standards and
regulations issue.
safe during normal or reasonable use - knives would not exist if we had to consider abnormal use for all object
The evaluation of the design through usability testing with actual users
loaning it to a loved one without apprehension
Does the design encourage use in a way so as not to cause harm?
Safety is expressed through the inclusion of visual and physical clues that guide the user through appropriate engagement and through
physical and performance mechanisms that protect the user from harm.
Product safety is in essence the protection of users against risks of injury when/by using a product.
Is it safe to use?

Safety means that a product will not cause any harm during use and misuse of the product/service
I like your description: "Does the design protect the user from harm?"
A multiple level consideration accounting for product or service user and maintainer interfaces and end of life cycle disassembly and reuse
The safety of a design is integral to the efficient functionality of the design to perform as intended in a user fault tolerant manner.
Does the design ensure the safety of all who may come in contact with it whilst complying with applicable Standards and regulations
Is the product safe to use preventing unintentional use, unexpected breakage, finger traps, unexpected hard?
Safety is a term that describes being "safe" and of being protected against harm, be it physical, social, mental or financial or emotional.
Does the design elegantly address the questions safety stemming from use, misuse, abuse of the product?
Designing a product that during its life allows all users the operate the product without concern over safety of self or others.
Does the design implicitly limit the possibility of unintentional use?
safety encompasses all of the above, as well as projecting a sense of ease and comfort
Will the product operate safely and reliably
To be safe a product must comply with standards which are generally based on a mixture of common sense and previous experience.
Again, varies greatly depending on sector / type of products - but the criteria of safety needs to be handled as thoroughly as possible - and
here designers must bring their observation and scenario-building abilities to think of all potential uses of a design, including the dangerous
ones (danger can lurk in the product's materials!) to design accordingly.

SAFETY

CODED REFERENCES
Numb
er
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13

14

15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

The design protects the user from harm.
<Internals\\3_SAFETY> - § 20 references coded [80.74% Coverage]

Safety means that a product will not cause any harm during use and misuse of the product/service

Reference 1 - 3.02% Coverage
1

I like your description: "Does the design protect the user from harm?"

Reference 2 - 2.20% Coverage
2

A multiple level consideration accounting for product or service user and maintainer interfaces and end of life cycle disassembly and reuse

Reference 3 - 4.37% Coverage
3

Does the design ensure the safety of all who may come in contact with it whilst complying with applicable Standards and regulations

Reference 4 - 4.15% Coverage
5

Safety is a term that describes being "safe" and of being protected against harm, be it physical, social, mental or financial or emotional.

Reference 5 - 4.37% Coverage
7

Does the design elegantly address the questions safety stemming from use, misuse, abuse of the product?

Reference 6 - 3.24% Coverage
8

Designing a product that during its life allows all users the operate the product without concern over safety of self or others.

Reference 7 - 4.02% Coverage
9

safety encompasses all of the above, as well as projecting a sense of ease and comfort

Reference 8 - 2.70% Coverage
11

Will the product operate safely and reliably

Reference 9 - 1.38% Coverage
12

Again, varies greatly depending on sector / type of products - but the criteria of safety needs to be handled as thoroughly as possible - and
here designers must bring their observation and scenario-building abilities to think of all potential uses of a design, including the dangerous
ones (danger can lurk in the product's materials!) to design accordingly.

Reference 10 - 11.28% Coverage

14

The design must protect all who come in contact with the product (including nearby and remote personnel, users and maintenance
personnel, animals and the environment) from unintentional harm or damage, whether the device is in use or not, and in conformance with
all relevant standards and regulations, whether mandatory or not.

Reference 11 - 10.30% Coverage

15

Difficult to rate by importance earlier in your survey as I believe that providing high safety levels of a product safety by design is a
fundamental requirement for all designers.

Reference 12 - 5.62% Coverage

16

In my mind I'm not sure that the issue of "safety" is a strong and direct judgment of good design... it falls more into a standards and
regulations issue.

Reference 13 - 4.84% Coverage

17

safe during normal or reasonable use - knives would not exist if we had to consider abnormal use for all object

Reference 14 - 3.49% Coverage
18

The evaluation of the design through usability testing with actual users

Reference 15 - 2.26% Coverage
19

loaning it to a loved one without apprehension

Reference 16 - 1.45% Coverage
20

Does the design encourage use in a way so as not to cause harm?

Reference 17 - 1.98% Coverage
21

Safety is expressed through the inclusion of visual and physical clues that guide the user through appropriate engagement and through
physical and performance mechanisms that protect the user from harm.

Reference 18 - 6.35% Coverage

22

Product safety is in essence the protection of users against risks of injury when/by using a product.

Reference 19 - 3.17% Coverage
23

Is it safe to use?

Reference 20 - 0.57% Coverage
24

The design safeguards against unintentional use.
<Internals\\3_SAFETY> - § 11 references coded [45.84% Coverage]

A multiple level consideration accounting for product or service user and maintainer interfaces and end of life cycle disassembly and reuse

Reference 1 - 4.37% Coverage
3

The safety of a design is integral to the efficient functionality of the design to perform as intended in a user fault tolerant manner.

Reference 2 - 4.24% Coverage
4

Is the product safe to use preventing unintentional use, unexpected breakage, finger traps, unexpected hard?

Reference 3 - 3.39% Coverage
6

Does the design elegantly address the questions safety stemming from use, misuse, abuse of the product?

Reference 4 - 3.24% Coverage
8

Does the design implicitly limit the possibility of unintentional use?

Reference 5 - 2.20% Coverage
10

safety encompasses all of the above, as well as projecting a sense of ease and comfort

Reference 6 - 2.70% Coverage
11

The design must protect all who come in contact with the product (including nearby and remote personnel, users and maintenance
personnel, animals and the environment) from unintentional harm or damage, whether the device is in use or not, and in conformance with
all relevant standards and regulations, whether mandatory or not.

Reference 7 - 10.30% Coverage

15

Difficult to rate by importance earlier in your survey as I believe that providing high safety levels of a product safety by design is a
fundamental requirement for all designers.

Reference 8 - 5.62% Coverage

16

In my mind I'm not sure that the issue of "safety" is a strong and direct judgment of good design... it falls more into a standards and
regulations issue.

Reference 9 - 4.84% Coverage

17

safe during normal or reasonable use - knives would not exist if we had to consider abnormal use for all object

Reference 10 - 3.49% Coverage
18

Reference 11 - 1.45% Coverage

20

loaning it to a loved one without apprehension

The product complies with all applicable standards and regulations.
<Internals\\3_SAFETY> - § 7 references coded [27.18% Coverage]

A multiple level consideration accounting for product or service user and maintainer interfaces and end of life cycle disassembly and reuse

Reference 1 - 4.37% Coverage
3

Does the design ensure the safety of all who may come in contact with it whilst complying with applicable Standards and regulations

Reference 2 - 4.15% Coverage
5

safety encompasses all of the above, as well as projecting a sense of ease and comfort

Reference 3 - 2.70% Coverage
11

To be safe a product must comply with standards which are generally based on a mixture of common sense and previous experience.

Reference 4 - 4.05% Coverage
13

Difficult to rate by importance earlier in your survey as I believe that providing high safety levels of a product safety by design is a
fundamental requirement for all designers.

Reference 5 - 5.62% Coverage

16

In my mind I'm not sure that the issue of "safety" is a strong and direct judgment of good design... it falls more into a standards and
regulations issue.

Reference 6 - 4.84% Coverage

17

loaning it to a loved one without apprehension

Reference 7 - 1.45% Coverage
20

NVIVO QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS – SOFTWARE OUTPUTS
SUSTAINABILITY CRITERION
Node
Nodes\\Sustainability\The design water, material and or
energy is efficient
Nodes\\Sustainability\The product has been designed
for disassembly and recyclability
Nodes\\Sustainability\There is a need for the product
Node A
Nodes\\Sustainability\The product
has been designed for disassembly
and recyclability
Nodes\\Sustainability\There is a
need for the product
Nodes\\Sustainability\There is a
need for the product

Percentage coverage
81.65%
80.32%
53.67%

Node B
Nodes\\Sustainability\The design
water, material and or energy is
efficient
Nodes\\Sustainability\The product
has been designed for disassembly
and recyclability
Nodes\\Sustainability\The design
water, material and or energy is
efficient

Pearson correlation coefficient
0.958741
0.617952
0.558695

* not a word, I know - hope it's understandable (that's what happens when you get a Frenchman to answer ;-)
Does it revolutionize the way of thinking of the person?
The product must be "easy" on the environment.
A sustainable product needs to be designed with innovative features in the endeavor to strive to minimize water and energy consumption while
being recyclable.
I find "sustainability" is still a grey area and difficult to measure or generalize about, this question is better formed by others who are better
informed in this area
has the product been made with quality and reparability to fulfill a consumer need
Life-cycle design of products
designing for your grandchildren
Is the design appropriate in terms of the complete life-cycle of the product?

Sustainability is a measure of the total life cycle cost of a product in terms of the energy and resources used to make, use and discard/recycle
a product.
A sustainable product runs on sunlight, uses only the energy it needs, fits form to function, recycles everything, rewards cooperation, banks on
diversity, demands local expertise, curbs excesses from within, and taps the power of limits. (inspired by Janine Benyus)
Observing social, environmental and economic considerations in equal measure across the life cycle of the product.
A sustainable design provides a time, energy & material efficient solution that can become an heirloom.
Does the production, sale, use and end of life outcomes or the design present an increased benefit to the environment
Is the product manufactured using materials and processes that are renewable, continual, sustainable (not finite)?
Sustainability is the life expectancy. For humans, sustainability is the potential for long-term maintenance and well being, for a product it is
about, design for purpose, its validity in the market and its competitiveness with the standards that are expected today
Does the design of this product minimize the impact its manufacture, use and disposal has on the planet?
Give full consideration at the beginning of the design process (briefing/ plan) to the efficient use of resources, based on manufacturability,
market positioning and price position vis a vis competitors.
Does the design minimize all forms of resource and labor waste?
sustainability encompasses all of the above along with additional criteria of minimal and essential parts/material usage while ensuring lack of
off-gasing or other such untended harm
Doe the market really need this product
to be sustainable a product needs to be made from materials that are renewable and or recyclable, use energy and water efficiently and not
pollute the environment either during its useful life or afterwards.
Sustainability is a field to which designers have a lot to contribute to (but which they, for the time being, mostly "ignore" -- because there might
not have been enough "realization" of the "criticity"* of the problem AND the huge potential of impact designers could have in improving the
situation) - as "counselors" to the industry and to its decision-makers.

SUSTAINABILITY

CODED REFERENCES
Numb
er
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13

14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

23
24
25

Sustainability encompasses the full lifecycle of the product from material selection and manufacturing through packaging, usage scenarios,
retirement and disposal.
The popular definition: "Meeting the needs of the present generation without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their
needs." embodies the social, environmental and economic considerations
Does it have the least possible impact on the environment?

The design water, material and or energy is efficient.
<Internals\\1_SUSTAINABILITY> - § 21 references coded [81.65% Coverage]

Sustainability is a measure of the total life cycle cost of a product in terms of the energy and resources used to make, use and discard/recycle
a product.

Reference 1 - 4.21% Coverage

1

A sustainable product runs on sunlight, uses only the energy it needs, fits form to function, recycles everything, rewards cooperation, banks on
diversity, demands local expertise, curbs excesses from within, and taps the power of limits. (inspired by Janine Benyus)

Reference 2 - 7.23% Coverage

2

Observing social, environmental and economic considerations in equal measure across the life cycle of the product.

Reference 3 - 3.15% Coverage
3

A sustainable design provides a time, energy & material efficient solution that can become an heirloom.

Reference 4 - 2.77% Coverage
4

Does the production, sale, use and end of life outcomes or the design present an increased benefit to the environment

Reference 5 - 3.18% Coverage
5

Is the product manufactured using materials and processes that are renewable, continual, sustainable (not finite)?

Reference 6 - 3.10% Coverage
6

Sustainability is the life expectancy. For humans, sustainability is the potential for long-term maintenance and well being, for a product it is
about, design for purpose, its validity in the market and its competitiveness with the standards that are expected today

Reference 7 - 7.21% Coverage

7

Does the design of this product minimize the impact its manufacture, use and disposal has on the planet?

Reference 8 - 2.83% Coverage
8

Give full consideration at the beginning of the design process (briefing/ plan) to the efficient use of resources, based on manufacturability,
market positioning and price position vis a vis competitors.

Reference 9 - 5.52% Coverage

9

Does the design minimize all forms of resource and labor waste?

Reference 10 - 1.60% Coverage
10

sustainability encompasses all of the above along with additional criteria of minimal and essential parts/material usage while ensuring lack of
off-gasing or other such untended harm

Reference 11 - 4.95% Coverage

11

to be sustainable a product needs to be made from materials that are renewable and or recyclable, use energy and water efficiently and not
pollute the environment either during its useful life or afterwards.

Reference 12 - 5.63% Coverage

13

Sustainability is a field to which designers have a lot to contribute to (but which they, for the time being, mostly "ignore" -- because there might
not have been enough "realization" of the "criticity"* of the problem AND the huge potential of impact designers could have in improving the
situation) - as "counselors" to the industry and to its decision-makers.
* not a word, I know - hope it's understandable (that's what happens when you get a Frenchman to answer ;-)

Reference 13 - 9.84% Coverage

14

Does it revolutionize the way of thinking of the person?

Reference 14 - 1.52% Coverage
15

The product must be "easy" on the environment.

Reference 15 - 1.25% Coverage
16

A sustainable product needs to be designed with innovative features in the endeavor to strive to minimize water and energy consumption
while being recyclable.

Reference 16 - 4.30% Coverage
17

I find "sustainability" is still a grey area and difficult to measure or generalize about, this question is better formed by others who are better
informed in this area

Reference 17 - 4.57% Coverage

18

designing for your grandchildren

Reference 18 - 0.87% Coverage
21

Is the design appropriate in terms of the complete life-cycle of the product?

Reference 19 - 2.01% Coverage
22

Sustainability encompasses the full lifecycle of the product from material selection and manufacturing through packaging, usage scenarios,
retirement and disposal.

Reference 20 - 4.43% Coverage

23

Reference 21 - 1.47% Coverage

25

Does it have the least possible impact on the environment?

The product has been designed for disassembly and reliability.
<Internals\\1_SUSTAINABILITY> - § 21 references coded [80.32% Coverage]

Sustainability is a measure of the total life cycle cost of a product in terms of the energy and resources used to make, use and discard/recycle
a product.

Reference 1 - 4.21% Coverage

1

A sustainable product runs on sunlight, uses only the energy it needs, fits form to function, recycles everything, rewards cooperation, banks on
diversity, demands local expertise, curbs excesses from within, and taps the power of limits. (inspired by Janine Benyus)

Reference 2 - 7.23% Coverage

2

Observing social, environmental and economic considerations in equal measure across the life cycle of the product.

Reference 3 - 3.15% Coverage
3

Does the production, sale, use and end of life outcomes or the design present an increased benefit to the environment

Reference 4 - 3.18% Coverage
5

Is the product manufactured using materials and processes that are renewable, continual, sustainable (not finite)?

Reference 5 - 3.10% Coverage
6

Sustainability is the life expectancy. For humans, sustainability is the potential for long-term maintenance and well being, for a product it is
about, design for purpose, its validity in the market and its competitiveness with the standards that are expected today

Reference 6 - 7.21% Coverage

7

Reference 7 - 2.83% Coverage

8

Does the design of this product minimize the impact its manufacture, use and disposal has on the planet?

Give full consideration at the beginning of the design process (briefing/ plan) to the efficient use of resources, based on manufacturability,
market positioning and price position vis a vis competitors.

Reference 8 - 5.52% Coverage

9

sustainability encompasses all of the above along with additional criteria of minimal and essential parts/material usage while ensuring lack of
off-gasing or other such untended harm

Reference 9 - 4.95% Coverage

11

to be sustainable a product needs to be made from materials that are renewable and or recyclable, use energy and water efficiently and not
pollute the environment either during its useful life or afterwards.

Reference 10 - 5.63% Coverage

13

Sustainability is a field to which designers have a lot to contribute to (but which they, for the time being, mostly "ignore" -- because there might
not have been enough "realization" of the "criticity"* of the problem AND the huge potential of impact designers could have in improving the
situation) - as "counselors" to the industry and to its decision-makers.
* not a word, I know - hope it's understandable (that's what happens when you get a Frenchman to answer ;-)

Reference 11 - 9.84% Coverage

14

Does it revolutionize the way of thinking of the person?

Reference 12 - 1.52% Coverage
15

The product must be "easy" on the environment.

Reference 13 - 1.25% Coverage
16

Reference 14 - 4.30% Coverage

17

A sustainable product needs to be designed with innovative features in the endeavor to strive to minimize water and energy consumption
while being recyclable.

I find "sustainability" is still a grey area and difficult to measure or generalize about, this question is better formed by others who are better
informed in this area

Reference 15 - 4.57% Coverage

18

has the product been made with quality and reparability to fulfill a consumer need

Reference 16 - 2.23% Coverage
19

Life-cycle design of products

Reference 17 - 0.82% Coverage
20

designing for your grandchildren

Reference 18 - 0.87% Coverage
21

Is the design appropriate in terms of the complete life-cycle of the product?

Reference 19 - 2.01% Coverage
22

Sustainability encompasses the full lifecycle of the product from material selection and manufacturing through packaging, usage scenarios,
retirement and disposal.

Reference 20 - 4.43% Coverage

23

Does it have the least possible impact on the environment?

Reference 21 - 1.47% Coverage
25

There is a need for the product.

<Internals\\1_SUSTAINABILITY> - § 14 references coded [53.67% Coverage]

Observing social, environmental and economic considerations in equal measure across the life cycle of the product.

Reference 1 - 3.15% Coverage
3

Sustainability is the life expectancy. For humans, sustainability is the potential for long-term maintenance and well being, for a product it is
about, design for purpose, its validity in the market and its competitiveness with the standards that are expected today

Reference 2 - 7.21% Coverage

7

Give full consideration at the beginning of the design process (briefing/ plan) to the efficient use of resources, based on manufacturability,
market positioning and price position vis a vis competitors.

Reference 3 - 5.52% Coverage

9

sustainability encompasses all of the above along with additional criteria of minimal and essential parts/material usage while ensuring lack of
off-gasing or other such untended harm

Reference 4 - 4.95% Coverage

11

Doe the market really need this product

Reference 5 - 0.95% Coverage
12

Sustainability is a field to which designers have a lot to contribute to (but which they, for the time being, mostly "ignore" -- because there might
not have been enough "realization" of the "criticity"* of the problem AND the huge potential of impact designers could have in improving the
situation) - as "counselors" to the industry and to its decision-makers.
* not a word, I know - hope it's understandable (that's what happens when you get a Frenchman to answer ;-)

Reference 6 - 9.84% Coverage

14

Does it revolutionize the way of thinking of the person?

Reference 7 - 1.52% Coverage
15

The product must be "easy" on the environment.

Reference 8 - 1.25% Coverage
16

I find "sustainability" is still a grey area and difficult to measure or generalize about, this question is better formed by others who are better
informed in this area

Reference 9 - 4.57% Coverage

18

has the product been made with quality and reparability to fulfill a consumer need

Reference 10 - 2.23% Coverage
19

designing for your grandchildren

Reference 11 - 0.87% Coverage
21

Sustainability encompasses the full lifecycle of the product from material selection and manufacturing through packaging, usage scenarios,
retirement and disposal.

Reference 12 - 4.43% Coverage

23

The popular definition: "Meeting the needs of the present generation without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their
needs." embodies the social, environmental and economic considerations

Reference 13 - 5.71% Coverage

24

Does it have the least possible impact on the environment?

Reference 14 - 1.47% Coverage
25

NVIVO QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS – SOFTWARE OUTPUTS
QUALITY CRITERION
Node
Nodes\\Quality\The chosen materials and
manufacturing techniques are appropriate
Nodes\\Quality\The product has been made and
finished well
Nodes\\Quality\The product is durable
Node A
Nodes\\Quality\The product has
been made and finished well
Nodes\\Quality\The product is
durable
Nodes\\Quality\The product is
durable

Percentage coverage
55.91%
78.99%
42.58%

Node B
Nodes\\Quality\The chosen
materials and manufacturing
techniques are appropriate
Nodes\\Quality\The chosen
materials and manufacturing
techniques are appropriate
Nodes\\Quality\The product has
been made and finished well

Pearson correlation coefficient
0.860918
0.667832
0.635558

There is intrinsic quality in the selection of materials, the finishes, the processes and the workmanship in a product, but there is
also perceived quality from the external finishes and form that communicate the intrinsic qualities.
"Quality" is not a useful term in itself. It needs qualification. In this context "construction quality" or "build quality" should be used.
Durability it is also not especially useful since some products are appropriately single use (for hygiene purposes, etc.).
A quality product demonstrates attention to detail at all levels, from appropriate material selection to fit and finish.
Durability addressing life cycle of materials, experience, maintenance and end of life cycle disposal
Quality of design is an overall character of the product which reflects the value of that product to the end user, which can be of
an enduring or ephemeral nature.
Is the material selection, build and finish appropriate for the market and projected lifespan
Is the product well detailed with appropriate fit, material selection and surface finish?
Quality is the superior level of detail applied in the making which distinguishes one product from another.
Would you be satisfied with this product long after the novelty of ownership has waned?
Assuming form and function are realized, then the ability to use the design for a period expected of the design (accepting the
value for money proposition) is a key measure of actual quality to the consumer.
Has the product been made and finished appropriately to consistently and reliably satisfy the user?
a well made and durable object or product defines its level of quality
Quality must encompass teh above stated criteria along with inspiring an innate sense of substance and pleasure
Will the end user know that the product is well made for that application
Good quality requires the use of durable and appropriate materials in a workmanlike manner.
Varies greatly from industry / market to industry / market - I however believe that the notion of quality needs to be associated to
that of "perceived quality" (and here "perception" is not to be understood negatively, it is not a trick of "deception") -- the quality
achieved needs to be right (or "beyond" right) for the intended customers of the product or service.
Does it impress to heart?
Quality is a critical part of the visual and operation feel of a product design.
Are the chosen materials and manufacturing techniques appropriate?
lasts for years of use - repairable To develop, design and manufacture a product that meet user requirements
the ability of a product to satisfy as long as it lasts...and vice versa
is the build of the product commensurate with the desired price point?
Quality is the superior expression of material selection, fit and finish and the exceptional performance of all functionality through
repeated use and under extraordinary circumstances.
"The common definition of quality refers to "fitness for intended use" and that quality is "meeting or exceeding customer
expectations
Does the consumer get what they paid for?

QUALITY

CODED REFERENCES
Numb
er
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15

16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

The chosen materials and manufacturing techniques are appropriate.
<Internals\\4_QUALITY> - § 15 references coded [55.91% Coverage]

There is intrinsic quality in the selection of materials, the finishes, the processes and the workmanship in a product, but there is
also perceived quality from the external finishes and form that communicate the intrinsic qualities.

Reference 1 - 7.19% Coverage

1

A quality product demonstrates attention to detail at all levels, from appropriate material selection to fit and finish.

Reference 2 - 3.69% Coverage
3

Quality of design is an overall character of the product which reflects the value of that product to the end user, which can be of
an enduring or ephemeral nature.

Reference 3 - 5.01% Coverage

5

Is the material selection, build and finish appropriate for the market and projected lifespan

Reference 4 - 2.86% Coverage
6

Is the product well detailed with appropriate fit, material selection and surface finish?

Reference 5 - 2.70% Coverage
7

Would you be satisfied with this product long after the novelty of ownership has waned?

Reference 6 - 2.64% Coverage
9

Quality must encompass teh above stated criteria along with inspiring an innate sense of substance and pleasure

Reference 7 - 3.41% Coverage
13

Good quality requires the use of durable and appropriate materials in a workmanlike manner.

Reference 8 - 2.80% Coverage
15

Varies greatly from industry / market to industry / market - I however believe that the notion of quality needs to be associated to
that of "perceived quality" (and here "perception" is not to be understood negatively, it is not a trick of "deception") -- the quality
achieved needs to be right (or "beyond" right) for the intended customers of the product or service.

Reference 9 - 11.31% Coverage

16

Does it impress to heart?

Reference 10 - 0.77% Coverage
17

Are the chosen materials and manufacturing techniques appropriate?

Reference 11 - 2.06% Coverage
19

To develop, design and manufacture a product that meet user requirements

Reference 12 - 2.24% Coverage
21

is the build of the product commensurate with the desired price point?

Reference 13 - 2.24% Coverage
23

Quality is the superior expression of material selection, fit and finish and the exceptional performance of all functionality through
repeated use and under extraordinary circumstances.

Reference 14 - 5.71% Coverage

24

Reference 15 - 1.29% Coverage

26

Does the consumer get what they paid for?

The product has been made and finished well.

<Internals\\4_QUALITY> - § 21 references coded [78.99% Coverage]

There is intrinsic quality in the selection of materials, the finishes, the processes and the workmanship in a product, but there is
also perceived quality from the external finishes and form that communicate the intrinsic qualities.

Reference 1 - 7.19% Coverage

1

"Quality" is not a useful term in itself. It needs qualification. In this context "construction quality" or "build quality" should be used.
Durability it is also not especially useful since some products are appropriately single use (for hygiene purposes, etc.).

Reference 2 - 4.27% Coverage

2

A quality product demonstrates attention to detail at all levels, from appropriate material selection to fit and finish.

Reference 3 - 3.69% Coverage
3

Quality of design is an overall character of the product which reflects the value of that product to the end user, which can be of
an enduring or ephemeral nature.

Reference 4 - 5.01% Coverage

5

Is the material selection, build and finish appropriate for the market and projected lifespan

Reference 5 - 2.86% Coverage
6

Is the product well detailed with appropriate fit, material selection and surface finish?

Reference 6 - 2.70% Coverage
7

Quality is the superior level of detail applied in the making which distinguishes one product from another.

Reference 7 - 3.26% Coverage
8

Would you be satisfied with this product long after the novelty of ownership has waned?

Reference 8 - 2.64% Coverage
9

Assuming form and function are realized, then the ability to use the design for a period expected of the design (accepting the
value for money proposition) is a key measure of actual quality to the consumer.

Reference 9 - 6.36% Coverage

10

Has the product been made and finished appropriately to consistently and reliably satisfy the user?

Reference 10 - 3.01% Coverage
11

a well made and durable object or product defines its level of quality

Reference 11 - 2.15% Coverage
12

Quality must encompass teh above stated criteria along with inspiring an innate sense of substance and pleasure

Reference 12 - 3.41% Coverage
13

Will the end user know that the product is well made for that application

Reference 13 - 2.27% Coverage
14

Varies greatly from industry / market to industry / market - I however believe that the notion of quality needs to be associated to
that of "perceived quality" (and here "perception" is not to be understood negatively, it is not a trick of "deception") -- the quality
achieved needs to be right (or "beyond" right) for the intended customers of the product or service.

Reference 14 - 11.31% Coverage

16

Does it impress to heart?

Reference 15 - 0.77% Coverage
17

Quality is a critical part of the visual and operation feel of a product design.

Reference 16 - 2.46% Coverage
18

To develop, design and manufacture a product that meet user requirements

Reference 17 - 2.24% Coverage
21

is the build of the product commensurate with the desired price point?

Reference 18 - 2.24% Coverage
23

Quality is the superior expression of material selection, fit and finish and the exceptional performance of all functionality through
repeated use and under extraordinary circumstances.

Reference 19 - 5.71% Coverage

24

"The common definition of quality refers to "fitness for intended use" and that quality is "meeting or exceeding customer
expectations

Reference 20 - 4.15% Coverage

25

Does the consumer get what they paid for?

Reference 21 - 1.29% Coverage
26

The product is durable.

<Internals\\4_QUALITY> - § 13 references coded [42.58% Coverage]

"Quality" is not a useful term in itself. It needs qualification. In this context "construction quality" or "build quality" should be used.
Durability it is also not especially useful since some products are appropriately single use (for hygiene purposes, etc.).

Reference 1 - 3.75% Coverage

2

Durability addressing life cycle of materials, experience, maintenance and end of life cycle disposal

Reference 2 - 3.10% Coverage
4

Would you be satisfied with this product long after the novelty of ownership has waned?

Reference 3 - 2.64% Coverage
9

a well made and durable object or product defines its level of quality

Reference 4 - 2.15% Coverage
12

Quality must encompass teh above stated criteria along with inspiring an innate sense of substance and pleasure

Reference 5 - 3.41% Coverage
13

Good quality requires the use of durable and appropriate materials in a workmanlike manner.

Reference 6 - 2.80% Coverage
15

Varies greatly from industry / market to industry / market - I however believe that the notion of quality needs to be associated to
that of "perceived quality" (and here "perception" is not to be understood negatively, it is not a trick of "deception") -- the quality
achieved needs to be right (or "beyond" right) for the intended customers of the product or service.

Reference 7 - 11.31% Coverage

16

Reference 8 - 0.77% Coverage

17

Does it impress to heart?

lasts for years of use - repairable -

Reference 9 - 1.17% Coverage
20

To develop, design and manufacture a product that meet user requirements

Reference 10 - 2.24% Coverage
21

is the build of the product commensurate with the desired price point?

Reference 11 - 2.24% Coverage
23

Quality is the superior expression of material selection, fit and finish and the exceptional performance of all functionality through
repeated use and under extraordinary circumstances.

Reference 12 - 5.71% Coverage

24

Does the consumer get what they paid for?

Reference 13 - 1.29% Coverage
26

NVIVO QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS – SOFTWARE OUTPUTS
COMMERCIAL CRITERION
Node
Nodes\\Commercial\The design is likely to increase the
brand value of the company
Nodes\\Commercial\The design is likely to result in a
significant return on the investment made on design
Nodes\\Commercial\The product represents good value
for money at the intended price point
Node A
Nodes\\Commercial\The product
represents good value for money at
the intended price point
Nodes\\Commercial\The product
represents good value for money at
the intended price point
Nodes\\Commercial\The design is
likely to result in a significant return
on the investment made on design

Percentage coverage
30.09%
76.77%
59.85%

Node B
Nodes\\Commercial\The design is
likely to result in a significant return
on the investment made on design
Nodes\\Commercial\The design is
likely to increase the brand value of
the company
Nodes\\Commercial\The design is
likely to increase the brand value of
the company

Pearson correlation coefficient
0.759179
0.63917
0.594506

Commercial is a measure of the change in the business as a result of a product meeting the user needs, being innovative,
of high quality and increasing a company’s sales, profit margins and overall growth.
I like your answer: "Is the design likely to result in a significant return on the investment made on design?"
A plan for optimizing the social worth beyond the breakeven point of investment
The commercial value of a design is its ability to outperform it's rivals in the market
Is/ will the design be a (commercial) success and generate wealth for the company?
Commercial is economic value and return on investment, such as goods, services. It is is user orientated.
Is the product likely to exceed expectations of return on investment?
Design must communicate the corporate standards by which the brand recognized and respected, which will then position
each individual product (under the brand halo) to the consumer, consistent with expected price, technology, quality and
image.
Is the design likely to attract customers to the brand and maintain customer satisfaction in the brand?
all of the above criteria are essential for a good commercially viable product
Does the product represent good value for the company and customers
To be commercial a product needs to sell at least the volume required by the original feasibility study.
Design is, whether we designers like it or not (I am personally OK with it!), at the service of an industry - which itself
generally intends to provide the best value to its customers -- so, design is there to deliver, among other things, the best
products / services at the best price!
Does it have adapted economic value in social value and cultural value?
How successfully does the design engage market interest/up-take and add value to the company's brand.
Commercially a company develops a product that while meeting all other needs of the market and the environment will
deliver a good financial return to its share holders.
is accepted by its intended user base
A product that translate an idea or new design into an economic reality
that its role in a design's ultimate judgment be unremarkable
Does the design achieve its price point goal with a competitive advantage?
Commercial is best described as the convergence of brand perception value for the price point.
Commercial refers to the degree of financial success of a product in the market and the return on investments made.
Will the investment in design reap a financial return?

COMMERCIAL

CODED REFERENCES
Numb
er
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

8
9
10
11
12

13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

The design is likely to increase the band value of the company.
<Internals\\2_COMMERCIAL> - § 8 references coded [30.09% Coverage]

Is/ will the design be a (commercial) success and generate wealth for the company?

Reference 1 - 3.11% Coverage
5

Design must communicate the corporate standards by which the brand recognized and respected, which will then position
each individual product (under the brand halo) to the consumer, consistent with expected price, technology, quality and
image.

Reference 2 - 9.30% Coverage

8

Is the design likely to attract customers to the brand and maintain customer satisfaction in the brand?

Reference 3 - 3.76% Coverage
9

How successfully does the design engage market interest/up-take and add value to the company's brand.

Reference 4 - 3.83% Coverage
15

is accepted by its intended user base

Reference 5 - 1.40% Coverage
17

that its role in a design's ultimate judgment be unremarkable

Reference 6 - 2.31% Coverage
19

Does the design achieve its price point goal with a competitive advantage?

Reference 7 - 2.81% Coverage
20

Commercial is best described as the convergence of brand perception value for the price point.

Reference 8 - 3.57% Coverage
21

The design is likely to result in a significant return on the investment made on design.
<Internals\\2_COMMERCIAL> - § 18 references coded [76.77% Coverage]

Commercial is a measure of the change in the business as a result of a product meeting the user needs, being innovative,
of high quality and increasing a company’s sales, profit margins and overall growth.

Reference 1 - 7.78% Coverage

1

I like your answer: "Is the design likely to result in a significant return on the investment made on design?"

Reference 2 - 4.17% Coverage
2

A plan for optimizing the social worth beyond the breakeven point of investment

Reference 3 - 3.00% Coverage
3

Is/ will the design be a (commercial) success and generate wealth for the company?

Reference 4 - 3.11% Coverage
5

Commercial is economic value and return on investment, such as goods, services. It is is user orientated.

Reference 5 - 4.06% Coverage
6

Is the product likely to exceed expectations of return on investment?

Reference 6 - 2.62% Coverage
7

Design must communicate the corporate standards by which the brand recognized and respected, which will then position
each individual product (under the brand halo) to the consumer, consistent with expected price, technology, quality and
image.

Reference 7 - 9.30% Coverage

8

Is the design likely to attract customers to the brand and maintain customer satisfaction in the brand?

Reference 8 - 3.76% Coverage
9

Design is, whether we designers like it or not (I am personally OK with it!), at the service of an industry - which itself
generally intends to provide the best value to its customers -- so, design is there to deliver, among other things, the best
products / services at the best price!

Reference 9 - 10.85% Coverage

13

Does it have adapted economic value in social value and cultural value?

Reference 10 - 2.50% Coverage
14

Commercially a company develops a product that while meeting all other needs of the market and the environment will
deliver a good financial return to its share holders.

Reference 11 - 6.41% Coverage

16

is accepted by its intended user base

Reference 12 - 1.40% Coverage
17

A product that translate an idea or new design into an economic reality

Reference 13 - 2.69% Coverage
18

that its role in a design's ultimate judgment be unremarkable

Reference 14 - 2.31% Coverage
19

Reference 15 - 2.81% Coverage

20

Does the design achieve its price point goal with a competitive advantage?

Commercial is best described as the convergence of brand perception value for the price point.

Reference 16 - 3.57% Coverage
21

Commercial refers to the degree of financial success of a product in the market and the return on investments made.

Reference 17 - 4.36% Coverage
22

Will the investment in design reap a financial return?

Reference 18 - 2.05% Coverage
23

The product represents good value for the money at the intended price point.
<Internals\\2_COMMERCIAL> - § 14 references coded [59.85% Coverage]

The commercial value of a design is its ability to outperform it's rivals in the market

Reference 1 - 3.30% Coverage
4

Design must communicate the corporate standards by which the brand recognized and respected, which will then position
each individual product (under the brand halo) to the consumer, consistent with expected price, technology, quality and
image.

Reference 2 - 9.30% Coverage

8

Is the design likely to attract customers to the brand and maintain customer satisfaction in the brand?

Reference 3 - 3.76% Coverage
9

Reference 4 - 2.96% Coverage

10

all of the above criteria are essential for a good commercially viable product

Does the product represent good value for the company and customers

Reference 5 - 2.35% Coverage
11

To be commercial a product needs to sell at least the volume required by the original feasibility study.

Reference 6 - 3.95% Coverage
12

Design is, whether we designers like it or not (I am personally OK with it!), at the service of an industry - which itself
generally intends to provide the best value to its customers -- so, design is there to deliver, among other things, the best
products / services at the best price!

Reference 7 - 10.85% Coverage

13

Does it have adapted economic value in social value and cultural value?

Reference 8 - 2.50% Coverage
14

Commercially a company develops a product that while meeting all other needs of the market and the environment will
deliver a good financial return to its share holders.

Reference 9 - 6.41% Coverage

16

is accepted by its intended user base

Reference 10 - 1.40% Coverage
17

that its role in a design's ultimate judgment be unremarkable

Reference 11 - 2.31% Coverage
19

Reference 12 - 2.81% Coverage

20

Does the design achieve its price point goal with a competitive advantage?

Commercial is best described as the convergence of brand perception value for the price point.

Reference 13 - 3.57% Coverage
21

Commercial refers to the degree of financial success of a product in the market and the return on investments made.

Reference 14 - 4.36% Coverage
22

NVIVO QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS – SOFTWARE OUTPUTS
INNOVATION CRITERION
Node
Nodes\\Innovation\The design has any world-first
features
Nodes\\Innovation\The design is new and original
Nodes\\Innovation\The design uses new materials &
technology in a clever way
Node A
Nodes\\Innovation\The design is
new and original

Percentage coverage
8.02%
80.17%
68.46%

Node B
Nodes\\Innovation\The design uses
new materials & technology in a
clever way
Nodes\\Innovation\The design is
Nodes\\Innovation\The design has
new and original
any world-first features
Nodes\\Innovation\The design uses Nodes\\Innovation\The design has
new materials & technology in a
any world-first features
clever way

Pearson correlation coefficient
0.853087
0.193971
0.081245

Whilst acknowledging through reflection the precedence of quality via the 'smart' use of materials and technologies in a variety of fields of
endeavor, an efficient and functional outcome has been achieved which synthesizes current knowledge and challenges the foundation for
future explorations.
original, never been seen before
A new form, device or use of material, manufacturing method or combination of these factors for the type of product or device or industry
segment of the item being considered.
Does the design demonstrate more than an incremental advance
New thought, process or function that has never been used/ applied before. Perhaps just in that industry but better to be truly a world first.
Innovation is the creation of an idea that embraces, new technologies and thinking as a competitive design solution. Innovation, can apply to all
areas of design, and can embrace, fields beyond design and engineering to include design thinking. Innovation is also closely linked with the
output of the process.
Does the new design offer a solution to an existing problem which is significantly more elegant than alternative, conventional solutions.
(Note: In my view it must be an existing problem because the solution to a new problem will be "innovative" by definition, rather than because it
is good design.)
Can the design be considered breakthrough in terms of innovative thinking, the application/ integration of appropriate technologies and sound
market opportunities?
Does the design effectively address a need in a new and original way?
Criteria for innovation would include new ways of looking at existing problems, or of seeing new opportunities that will become practical and
original propositions for users or customers.
Either that which has not been done before or exposing an aspect of that which has not been done before
Intelligent application if creativity and knowledge
For something to be innovative it simply has to do something differently - it doesn't have to be original in every way.
Develop elegant solutions (technical or otherwise) to complex problems which improve peoples lives in harmony with nature in a meaningful,
relevant and appropriate way.
Innovation is tied to market "expectation"; it is a proposal that meets some unmet need or expectation in such a (typically positive) way that the
market recognizes it right away (even if it needs to be explained, it cannot, will not be questioned, because it is "obvious")
Does the design produce new value?
A way of solving a design issue with a novel solution, especially if a new design paradigm is offered.
It makes new value.
B +C

Innovation is something that a person is willing to cut a cheque for.
In other words it is meaningful, has added value and differentiated a product to the point someone desires it enough to pay for it.
Useful novelty.
An innovative design creates new opportunities, or solves existing problems, through original technology, or a clever combination of existing
(formerly disconnected technologies), or a re-imagining of an old technology, all at the service of a clear new insight.

INNOVATION

CODED REFERENCES
Numb
er
1
2
3

4
5
6
7
8

9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32

A design incorporating original technologies/features that provide distinct advantages/features over other available designs in its area.
Does the design change the way people feel-about or benefit-from their interaction with the design?
A new solution to a perceived problem
The successful application of technology in new products to improve design, quality and manufacturing processes
An original solution embodying elegance, intelligence and economy
does the design have a commercial advantage through features not seen in it's competitors?
Innovation is the coalescence of clever thinking, technologies, materials and processes that expands problem understanding, identifies
opportunities and, ultimately, leads to the development of optimal design solutions.
the successful implementation of new ideas into a product which leads to a desired and unique set of features or functions not seen in the
product or system before.
Clear distinction should be made between invention and innovation. A new and original design, encompassing new materials and world first
features, is not yet an innovation until it has gone full circle to be developed to a viable application.
Ground breaking design

The design has any world-first features.
<Internals\\7_INNOVATION> - § 3 references coded [8.02% Coverage]

Innovation is something that a person is willing to cut a cheque for.
In other words it is meaningful, has added value and differentiated a product to the point someone desires it enough to pay for it.

Reference 1 - 4.49% Coverage

1

Useful novelty.

Reference 2 - 0.36% Coverage
2

New thought, process or function that has never been used/ applied before. Perhaps just in that industry but better to be truly a world first.

Reference 3 - 3.18% Coverage
8

The design is new and original.
<Internals\\7_INNOVATION> - § 29 references coded [80.17% Coverage]
Reference 1 - 4.49% Coverage

1

Innovation is something that a person is willing to cut a cheque for.
In other words it is meaningful, has added value and differentiated a product to the point someone desires it enough to pay for it.

Useful novelty.

Reference 2 - 0.36% Coverage
2

An innovative design creates new opportunities, or solves existing problems, through original technology, or a clever combination of existing
(formerly disconnected technologies), or a re-imagining of an old technology, all at the service of a clear new insight.

Reference 3 - 5.80% Coverage

3

original, never been seen before

Reference 4 - 0.73% Coverage
5

A new form, device or use of material, manufacturing method or combination of these factors for the type of product or device or industry
segment of the item being considered.

Reference 5 - 3.91% Coverage

6

Does the design demonstrate more than an incremental advance

Reference 6 - 1.33% Coverage
7

New thought, process or function that has never been used/ applied before. Perhaps just in that industry but better to be truly a world first.

Reference 7 - 3.18% Coverage
8

Innovation is the creation of an idea that embraces, new technologies and thinking as a competitive design solution. Innovation, can apply to all
areas of design, and can embrace, fields beyond design and engineering to include design thinking. Innovation is also closely linked with the
output of the process.

Reference 8 - 6.96% Coverage

9

Does the new design offer a solution to an existing problem which is significantly more elegant than alternative, conventional solutions.
(Note: In my view it must be an existing problem because the solution to a new problem will be "innovative" by definition, rather than because it
is good design.)

Reference 9 - 6.69% Coverage

10

Can the design be considered breakthrough in terms of innovative thinking, the application/ integration of appropriate technologies and sound
market opportunities?

Reference 10 - 3.65% Coverage

11

Does the design effectively address a need in a new and original way?

Reference 11 - 1.56% Coverage
12

Criteria for innovation would include new ways of looking at existing problems, or of seeing new opportunities that will become practical and
original propositions for users or customers.

Reference 12 - 4.16% Coverage

13

Either that which has not been done before or exposing an aspect of that which has not been done before

Reference 13 - 2.31% Coverage
14

Intelligent application if creativity and knowledge

Reference 14 - 1.16% Coverage
15

For something to be innovative it simply has to do something differently - it doesn't have to be original in every way.

Reference 15 - 2.67% Coverage
16

Innovation is tied to market "expectation"; it is a proposal that meets some unmet need or expectation in such a (typically positive) way that the
market recognizes it right away (even if it needs to be explained, it cannot, will not be questioned, because it is "obvious")

Reference 16 - 6.09% Coverage

18

Does the design produce new value?

Reference 17 - 0.80% Coverage
19

A way of solving a design issue with a novel solution, especially if a new design paradigm is offered.

Reference 18 - 2.29% Coverage
20

It makes new value.

Reference 19 - 0.42% Coverage
21

B +C

Reference 20 - 0.09% Coverage
22

A design incorporating original technologies/features that provide distinct advantages/features over other available designs in its area.

Reference 21 - 3.07% Coverage
23

Does the design change the way people feel-about or benefit-from their interaction with the design?

Reference 22 - 2.20% Coverage
24

A new solution to a perceived problem

Reference 23 - 0.82% Coverage
25

The successful application of technology in new products to improve design, quality and manufacturing processes

Reference 24 - 2.47% Coverage
26

An original solution embodying elegance, intelligence and economy

Reference 25 - 1.44% Coverage
27

Does the design have a commercial advantage through features not seen in it's competitors?

Reference 26 - 2.00% Coverage
28

The successful implementation of new ideas into a product which leads to a desired and unique set of features or functions not seen in the
product or system before.

Reference 27 - 3.65% Coverage

30

Clear distinction should be made between invention and innovation. A new and original design, encompassing new materials and world first
features, is not yet an innovation until it has gone full circle to be developed to a viable application.

Reference 28 - 5.40% Coverage

31

Ground breaking design

Reference 29 - 0.49% Coverage
32

The design uses new materials and technology in a clever way.
<Internals\\7_INNOVATION> - § 23 references coded [68.46% Coverage]

Innovation is something that a person is willing to cut a cheque for.
In other words it is meaningful, has added value and differentiated a product to the point someone desires it enough to pay for it.

Reference 1 - 4.49% Coverage

1

Useful novelty.

Reference 2 - 0.36% Coverage
2

An innovative design creates new opportunities, or solves existing problems, through original technology, or a clever combination of existing
(formerly disconnected technologies), or a re-imagining of an old technology, all at the service of a clear new insight.

Reference 3 - 5.80% Coverage

3

Whilst acknowledging through reflection the precedence of quality via the 'smart' use of materials and technologies in a variety of fields of
endeavor, an efficient and functional outcome has been achieved which synthesizes current knowledge and challenges the foundation for
future explorations.

Reference 4 - 6.65% Coverage

4

A new form, device or use of material, manufacturing method or combination of these factors for the type of product or device or industry
segment of the item being considered.

Reference 5 - 3.91% Coverage

6

Does the design demonstrate more than an incremental advance

Reference 6 - 1.33% Coverage
7

Innovation is the creation of an idea that embraces, new technologies and thinking as a competitive design solution. Innovation, can apply to all
areas of design, and can embrace, fields beyond design and engineering to include design thinking. Innovation is also closely linked with the
output of the process.

Reference 7 - 6.96% Coverage

9

Can the design be considered breakthrough in terms of innovative thinking, the application/ integration of appropriate technologies and sound
market opportunities?

Reference 8 - 3.65% Coverage

11

Intelligent application if creativity and knowledge

Reference 9 - 1.16% Coverage
15

For something to be innovative it simply has to do something differently - it doesn't have to be original in every way.

Reference 10 - 2.67% Coverage
16

Develop elegant solutions (technical or otherwise) to complex problems which improve peoples’ lives in harmony with nature in a meaningful,
relevant and appropriate way.

Reference 11 - 3.80% Coverage

17

Innovation is tied to market "expectation"; it is a proposal that meets some unmet need or expectation in such a (typically positive) way that the
market recognizes it right away (even if it needs to be explained, it cannot, will not be questioned, because it is "obvious")

Reference 12 - 6.09% Coverage

18

Does the design produce new value?

Reference 13 - 0.80% Coverage
19

It makes new value.

Reference 14 - 0.42% Coverage
21

B +C

Reference 15 - 0.09% Coverage
22

A design incorporating original technologies/features that provide distinct advantages/features over other available designs in its area.

Reference 16 - 3.07% Coverage
23

Does the design change the way people feel-about or benefit-from their interaction with the design?

Reference 17 - 2.20% Coverage
24

A new solution to a perceived problem

Reference 18 - 0.82% Coverage
25

An original solution embodying elegance, intelligence and economy

Reference 19 - 1.44% Coverage
27

Does the design have a commercial advantage through features not seen in it's competitors?

Reference 20 - 2.00% Coverage
28

Innovation is the coalescence of clever thinking, technologies, materials and processes that expands problem understanding, identifies
opportunities and, ultimately, leads to the development of optimal design solutions.

Reference 21 - 4.87% Coverage

29

Clear distinction should be made between invention and innovation. A new and original design, encompassing new materials and world first
features, is not yet an innovation until it has gone full circle to be developed to a viable application.

Reference 22 - 5.40% Coverage

31

Ground breaking design

Reference 23 - 0.49% Coverage
32

NVIVO QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS – SOFTWARE OUTPUTS
ADDITIONAL CRITERION
Node
Nodes\\Additional criteria\Context of design
Nodes\\Additional criteria\Emotion
Nodes\\Additional criteria\Honesty
Nodes\\Additional criteria\Productivity and efficiency
Nodes\\Additional criteria\Simplicity
Nodes\\Additional criteria\Social and cultural benefit
Node A
Nodes\\Additional criteria\Honesty
Nodes\\Additional criteria\Productivity and
efficiency
Nodes\\Additional criteria\Social and cultural
benefit
Nodes\\Additional criteria\Social and cultural
benefit
Nodes\\Additional criteria\Simplicity
Nodes\\Additional criteria\Simplicity
Nodes\\Additional criteria\Simplicity
Nodes\\Additional criteria\Simplicity
Nodes\\Additional criteria\Social and cultural
benefit
Nodes\\Additional criteria\Emotion
Nodes\\Additional criteria\Productivity and
efficiency
Nodes\\Additional criteria\Social and cultural
benefit
Nodes\\Additional criteria\Productivity and
efficiency
Nodes\\Additional criteria\Honesty
Nodes\\Additional criteria\Social and cultural
benefit

Percentage coverage
27.36%
38.29%
26.09%
23.50%
13.38%
29.36%

Node B

Pearson correlation
coefficient
Nodes\\Additional criteria\Emotion
0.82424
Nodes\\Additional criteria\Context of design 0.787378
Nodes\\Additional criteria\Context of design 0.727615
Nodes\\Additional criteria\Productivity and
efficiency
Nodes\\Additional criteria\Honesty
Nodes\\Additional criteria\Productivity and
efficiency
Nodes\\Additional criteria\Emotion
Nodes\\Additional criteria\Context of design
Nodes\\Additional criteria\Simplicity

0.700343
0.685001
0.591948
0.585772
0.550673
0.534858

Nodes\\Additional criteria\Context of design 0.519389
Nodes\\Additional criteria\Emotion
0.500168
Nodes\\Additional criteria\Emotion

0.472333

Nodes\\Additional criteria\Honesty

0.446191

Nodes\\Additional criteria\Context of design 0.413628
Nodes\\Additional criteria\Honesty
0.383167

It really depends on what is being accessed - value to public good would be key if looking at the design of services; digital design would need
to consider ability to adapt and respond to users as well as advances in technology; architecture would consider integration with the urban
environment - then there should be questions about core values that the design delivers to Australia and to the world.
The overall experience of the product (how it feels or makes me feel) is of an equally important factor in the assessment of good design
In a global environment I would loike to see a criteria that covers appropriatents and understanding regional cultural/economic sensitivity in
target markets
Regards Paul H
Although it's a very subjective area, I do feel that any well designed product will have a beauty of its own. But, as this is so much a matter of
opinion, I do understand why there is no "good looks" category. It's likely that anything which scores well in all the listed categories will also be
beautiful. So, I can't see that anything is missing!

Thank you for the opportunity to participate.
It may be advantageous to have "Productivity" included in the criteria, particularly in the context of current economic priorities. Does the design
allow more to be achieved with less input? Does the design promote efficiency and effectiveness, with reduced heads? Will the design
empower a greater number of users to do things without requiring specialist skills? Will the product open new opportunities to design and
innovate?

I feel that Form, Function, Quality, Safety, Sustainability and Commercial are equivalent characteristics but Innovation is different. Innovation is
a useful criterion in assessing the design in each of the other categories. In the words of Charles Eames: Innovate only as a last resort.
Innovation in itself has no value unless it improves some characteristic of the product.
I am comfortable with the criteria listed.

Brief - Does the design satisfy the design brief that was prescribed?
GOOD DESIGN a criteria that reflects on an international level, a symbol of a company's firm continued commitment to innovation and
superior design embodiment.

Social beneficence - this links your firm's endeavor to the interconnectedness of one's attempt to exceed the other seven stated design criteria
within a framework where the design is an experience for the brand owner and for the recipient, the user. (Caution: thinking about this too long
about this concept may cause one's head to explode..! )
The amount of improvement over existing products by the same company and it's competition, would be a good criteria to add. A most
improved criteria. This would encourage development of areas that are lagging.
Delivery - Was the design delivered efficiently, cost effectively, successfully (hard to judge I know and would have an influence on
"Commercial").

User Experience
- Ultimately the design should demonstrate how it has made a difference to humanity through an improvement in the user experience with a
product and change it makes in a persons life.

ADDITIONAL CRITERIA

CODED REFERENCES
Numb
er

1

2
3

4
5

6

7

8

9
10

11

12

13
14
15

16

17
18
19
20

21
22

23
24

"Delight"? I know, it sounds a bit easy or cliché… And I know that design jurors typically have this "criteria" in the back of their heads in any
case (well, designers, not just jurors) - but still, it's an important notion in today's over-competitive and sometimes confusing world/market.
Delight not just from a "formal" point of view, but as a "total experience": form, use, novelty, ability to provoke some question in one's head or
generate change painlessly / enthusiastically ("ah, this will make me change my ways of doing thing… wonderful!").
Not sure how you'd "bake" that into criteria, but as I think Design can be a game-changing tool, it will succeed in doing this more easily when
helping the industry develop (better, more respectful of the environment, etc.) products and solutions that "delight" its users.
Mind conscious
Manufacturability and Maintainability are implied under most of the seven criteria, and so don't need their own heading, but should be
considered in each category.
I think that the seven criteria above are quite sufficient to judge against. From some experience, I think its hard enough to compare the
importance of each criteria against the nature of each product (weighting).More criteria would just confuse issues. In reality, weather a product
is well designed or not is vindicated by its commercial success.
From my experience a primary judgment on "design" can be clouded or overwhelmed by an equally important by different focus on innovation
or life-saving. Design success is often an intangible/immeasurable factor, whereas innovation/life-saving advances are more
tangible/measurable and therefore are quick/easier to be awarded. If a program wants to award innovation or life-saving advances then there
perhaps should be a separate "innovation award". Good design to me is broader and more inclusive, and therefore I would include criteria like
"Emotional Value" in place of other criteria like Safety.
I believe that the above seven criteria are the key criteria that need to be applied when evaluating products for a Design Award. Can suggest
no other additional key criteria of the same importance of the above.
All of the above and all of the seven design criteria should have equal weight in the decision making
I think consideration should be given to the economic success of the product relative its the direct competition in the market place.
Equal value should not be given to the seven criteria.
All seven design criteria are appropriate for inclusion within the context of a design award program.
The difficulty for jurors often occurs when fundamentally low-tech items (flatware, dish ware, furniture, etc.) must compete side by side with
high-tech items. Too often, jurors feel compelled to score more traditional items lower due to a lack of perceived "innovation" based on the
false notion that "innovation" somehow equals technology. Jurors need to feel comfortable with the idea that form, function or sustainability
may, in fact, be the only innovations - and that's okay. It's easy to forget the best designs are often the simplest, elegant and clever solutions,
not the most technologically advanced.
Although the criteria "Sustainability" touches on it, I believe in the current era a dedicated consideration should be on "Environmental Impact"
Validation of claims - i.e. test reports, research etc. More emphasis on end user acceptance of the product. Often consumer or business
uptake is a key driver in any project, and the design i successful will challenge this but still strive to create commercial success. Awards often
do not know if the product has been accepted well or not. Free wine for the whole industry.
Joy

Context of design.
<Internals\\8_ADDTIONAL CRITERIA> - § 9 references coded [27.36% Coverage]
Reference 1 - 3.02% Coverage

3

The amount of improvement over existing products by the same company and it's competition, would be a good criteria to add. A most
improved criteria. This would encourage development of areas that are lagging.

GOOD DESIGN a criteria that reflects on an international level, a symbol of a company's firm continued commitment to innovation and
superior design embodiment.

Reference 2 - 2.33% Coverage

5

I feel that Form, Function, Quality, Safety, Sustainability and Commercial are equivalent characteristics but Innovation is different.
Innovation is a useful criterion in assessing the design in each of the other categories. In the words of Charles Eames: Innovate only as a
last resort. Innovation in itself has no value unless it improves some characteristic of the product.

Reference 3 - 3.82% Coverage

6

It may be advantageous to have "Productivity" included in the criteria, particularly in the context of current economic priorities. Does the
design allow more to be achieved with less input? Does the design promote efficiency and effectiveness, with reduced heads? Will the design
empower a greater number of users to do things without requiring specialist skills? Will the product open new opportunities to design and
innovate?

Reference 4 - 2.34% Coverage

8

"Delight"? I know, it sounds a bit easy or cliché… And I know that design jurors typically have this "criteria" in the back of their heads in any
case (well, designers, not just jurors) - but still, it's an important notion in today's over-competitive and sometimes confusing world/market.
Delight not just from a "formal" point of view, but as a "total experience": form, use, novelty, ability to provoke some question in one's head or
generate change painlessly / enthusiastically ("ah, this will make me change my ways of doing thing… wonderful!").
Not sure how you'd "bake" that into criteria, but as I think Design can be a game-changing tool, it will succeed in doing this more easily when
helping the industry develop (better, more respectful of the environment, etc.) products and solutions that "delight" its users.

Reference 5 - 3.92% Coverage

13

I think that the seven criteria above are quite sufficient to judge against. From some experience, I think its hard enough to compare the
importance of each criteria against the nature of each product (weighting).More criteria would just confuse issues. In reality, weather a
product is well designed or not is vindicated by its commercial success.

Reference 6 - 1.95% Coverage

16

I believe that the above seven criteria are the key criteria that need to be applied when evaluating products for a Design Award. Can suggest
no other additional key criteria of the same importance of the above.

Reference 7 - 3.08% Coverage

18

All of the above and all of the seven design criteria should have equal weight in the decision making

Reference 8 - 1.47% Coverage
19

Validation of claims - i.e. test reports, research etc. More emphasis on end user acceptance of the product. Often consumer or business
uptake is a key driver in any project, and the design i successful will challenge this but still strive to create commercial success. Awards often
do not know if the product has been accepted well or not. Free wine for the whole industry.

Reference 9 - 5.43% Coverage

23
Emotion.

<Internals\\8_ADDTIONAL CRITERIA> - § 10 references coded [38.29% Coverage]

User Experience
- Ultimately the design should demonstrate how it has made a difference to humanity through an improvement in the user experience with a
product and change it makes in a persons life.

Reference 1 - 2.90% Coverage

1

Brief - Does the design satisfy the design brief that was prescribed?

Delivery - Was the design delivered efficiently, cost effectively, successfully (hard to judge I know and would have an influence on
"Commercial").

Reference 2 - 0.88% Coverage

4

The overall experience of the product (how it feels or makes me feel) is of an equally important factor in the assessment of good design

Reference 3 - 1.98% Coverage
10

Although it's a very subjective area, I do feel that any well designed product will have a beauty of its own. But, as this is so much a matter of
opinion, I do understand why there is no "good looks" category. It's likely that anything which scores well in all the listed categories will also be
beautiful. So, I can't see that anything is missing!

Reference 4 - 5.02% Coverage

12

"Delight"? I know, it sounds a bit easy or cliché… And I know that design jurors typically have this "criteria" in the back of their heads in any
case (well, designers, not just jurors) - but still, it's an important notion in today's over-competitive and sometimes confusing world/market.
Delight not just from a "formal" point of view, but as a "total experience": form, use, novelty, ability to provoke some question in one's head or
generate change painlessly / enthusiastically ("ah, this will make me change my ways of doing thing… wonderful!").
Not sure how you'd "bake" that into criteria, but as I think Design can be a game-changing tool, it will succeed in doing this more easily when
helping the industry develop (better, more respectful of the environment, etc.) products and solutions that "delight" its users.

Reference 5 - 7.92% Coverage

13

I think that the seven criteria above are quite sufficient to judge against. From some experience, I think its hard enough to compare the
importance of each criteria against the nature of each product (weighting).More criteria would just confuse issues. In reality, weather a product
is well designed or not is vindicated by its commercial success.

Reference 6 - 1.95% Coverage

16

From my experience a primary judgment on "design" can be clouded or overwhelmed by an equally important by different focus on innovation
or life-saving. Design success is often an intangible/immeasurable factor, whereas innovation/life-saving advances are more
tangible/measurable and therefore are quick/easier to be awarded. If a program wants to award innovation or life-saving advances then there
perhaps should be a separate "innovation award". Good design to me is broader and more inclusive, and therefore I would include criteria like
"Emotional Value" in place of other criteria like Safety.

Reference 7 - 6.44% Coverage

17

I believe that the above seven criteria are the key criteria that need to be applied when evaluating products for a Design Award. Can suggest
no other additional key criteria of the same importance of the above.

Reference 8 - 3.08% Coverage

18

All of the above and all of the seven design criteria should have equal weight in the decision making

Reference 9 - 1.47% Coverage
19

All seven design criteria are appropriate for inclusion within the context of a design award program.
The difficulty for jurors often occurs when fundamentally low-tech items (flatware, dish ware, furniture, etc.) must compete side by side with
high-tech items. Too often, jurors feel compelled to score more traditional items lower due to a lack of perceived "innovation" based on the
false notion that "innovation" somehow equals technology. Jurors need to feel comfortable with the idea that form, function or sustainability
may, in fact, be the only innovations - and that's okay. It's easy to forget the best designs are often the simplest, elegant and clever solutions,
not the most technologically advanced.

Reference 10 - 6.65% Coverage

21

Honesty.
<Internals\\8_ADDTIONAL CRITERIA> - § 6 references coded [26.09% Coverage]

Although it's a very subjective area, I do feel that any well designed product will have a beauty of its own. But, as this is so much a matter of
opinion, I do understand why there is no "good looks" category. It's likely that anything which scores well in all the listed categories will also be
beautiful. So, I can't see that anything is missing!

Reference 1 - 5.02% Coverage

12

"Delight"? I know, it sounds a bit easy or cliché… And I know that design jurors typically have this "criteria" in the back of their heads in any
case (well, designers, not just jurors) - but still, it's an important notion in today's over-competitive and sometimes confusing world/market.
Delight not just from a "formal" point of view, but as a "total experience": form, use, novelty, ability to provoke some question in one's head or
generate change painlessly / enthusiastically ("ah, this will make me change my ways of doing thing… wonderful!").
Not sure how you'd "bake" that into criteria, but as I think Design can be a game-changing tool, it will succeed in doing this more easily when
helping the industry develop (better, more respectful of the environment, etc.) products and solutions that "delight" its users.

Reference 2 - 7.92% Coverage

13

I think that the seven criteria above are quite sufficient to judge against. From some experience, I think its hard enough to compare the
importance of each criteria against the nature of each product (weighting).More criteria would just confuse issues. In reality, weather a product
is well designed or not is vindicated by its commercial success.

Reference 3 - 1.95% Coverage

16

I believe that the above seven criteria are the key criteria that need to be applied when evaluating products for a Design Award. Can suggest no
other additional key criteria of the same importance of the above.

Reference 4 - 3.08% Coverage

18

All of the above and all of the seven design criteria should have equal weight in the decision making

Reference 5 - 1.47% Coverage
19

All seven design criteria are appropriate for inclusion within the context of a design award program.
The difficulty for jurors often occurs when fundamentally low-tech items (flatware, dish ware, furniture, etc.) must compete side by side with
high-tech items. Too often, jurors feel compelled to score more traditional items lower due to a lack of perceived "innovation" based on the
false notion that "innovation" somehow equals technology. Jurors need to feel comfortable with the idea that form, function or sustainability
may, in fact, be the only innovations - and that's okay. It's easy to forget the best designs are often the simplest, elegant and clever solutions,
not the most technologically advanced.

Reference 6 - 6.65% Coverage

21
Productivity and efficiency.

<Internals\\8_ADDTIONAL CRITERIA> - § 8 references coded [23.50% Coverage]

Brief - Does the design satisfy the design brief that was prescribed?

Delivery - Was the design delivered efficiently, cost effectively, successfully (hard to judge I know and would have an influence on
"Commercial").

Reference 1 - 1.14% Coverage

4

It may be advantageous to have "Productivity" included in the criteria, particularly in the context of current economic priorities. Does the
design allow more to be achieved with less input? Does the design promote efficiency and effectiveness, with reduced heads? Will the design
empower a greater number of users to do things without requiring specialist skills? Will the product open new opportunities to design and
innovate?

Reference 2 - 3.79% Coverage

8

Reference 3 - 3.92% Coverage

13

"Delight"? I know, it sounds a bit easy or cliché… And I know that design jurors typically have this "criteria" in the back of their heads in any
case (well, designers, not just jurors) - but still, it's an important notion in today's over-competitive and sometimes confusing world/market.
Delight not just from a "formal" point of view, but as a "total experience": form, use, novelty, ability to provoke some question in one's head or
generate change painlessly / enthusiastically ("ah, this will make me change my ways of doing thing… wonderful!").
Not sure how you'd "bake" that into criteria, but as I think Design can be a game-changing tool, it will succeed in doing this more easily when
helping the industry develop (better, more respectful of the environment, etc.) products and solutions that "delight" its users.

I think that the seven criteria above are quite sufficient to judge against. From some experience, I think its hard enough to compare the
importance of each criteria against the nature of each product (weighting).More criteria would just confuse issues. In reality, weather a
product is well designed or not is vindicated by its commercial success.

Reference 4 - 1.95% Coverage

16

I believe that the above seven criteria are the key criteria that need to be applied when evaluating products for a Design Award. Can suggest
no other additional key criteria of the same importance of the above.

Reference 5 - 3.08% Coverage

18

All of the above and all of the seven design criteria should have equal weight in the decision making

Reference 6 - 1.47% Coverage
19

I think consideration should be given to the economic success of the product relative its the direct competition in the market place.
Equal value should not be given to the seven criteria.

Reference 7 - 2.72% Coverage

20

Validation of claims - i.e. test reports, research etc. More emphasis on end user acceptance of the product. Often consumer or business
uptake is a key driver in any project, and the design i successful will challenge this but still strive to create commercial success. Awards often
do not know if the product has been accepted well or not. Free wine for the whole industry.

Reference 8 - 5.43% Coverage

23
Simplicity.

<Internals\\8_ADDTIONAL CRITERIA> - § 5 references coded [13.38% Coverage]

Although it's a very subjective area, I do feel that any well designed product will have a beauty of its own. But, as this is so much a matter of
opinion, I do understand why there is no "good looks" category. It's likely that anything which scores well in all the listed categories will also
be beautiful. So, I can't see that anything is missing!

Reference 1 - 5.02% Coverage

12

I think that the seven criteria above are quite sufficient to judge against. From some experience, I think its hard enough to compare the
importance of each criteria against the nature of each product (weighting).More criteria would just confuse issues. In reality, weather a
product is well designed or not is vindicated by its commercial success.

Reference 2 - 1.95% Coverage

16

I believe that the above seven criteria are the key criteria that need to be applied when evaluating products for a Design Award. Can
suggest no other additional key criteria of the same importance of the above.

Reference 3 - 3.08% Coverage

18

All of the above and all of the seven design criteria should have equal weight in the decision making

Reference 4 - 1.47% Coverage
19

All seven design criteria are appropriate for inclusion within the context of a design award program.
The difficulty for jurors often occurs when fundamentally low-tech items (flatware, dish ware, furniture, etc.) must compete side by side
with high-tech items. Too often, jurors feel compelled to score more traditional items lower due to a lack of perceived "innovation" based
on the false notion that "innovation" somehow equals technology. Jurors need to feel comfortable with the idea that form, function or
sustainability may, in fact, be the only innovations - and that's okay. It's easy to forget the best designs are often the simplest, elegant and
clever solutions, not the most technologically advanced.

Reference 5 - 1.87% Coverage

21

Social and cultural benefits.
<Internals\\8_ADDTIONAL CRITERIA> - § 9 references coded [29.36% Coverage]

Social beneficence - this links your firm's endeavor to the interconnectedness of one's attempt to exceed the other seven stated design
criteria within a framework where the design is an experience for the brand owner and for the recipient, the user. (Caution: thinking
about this too long about this concept may cause one's head to explode..! )

Reference 1 - 4.96% Coverage

2

It may be advantageous to have "Productivity" included in the criteria, particularly in the context of current economic priorities. Does
the design allow more to be achieved with less input? Does the design promote efficiency and effectiveness, with reduced heads? Will
the design empower a greater number of users to do things without requiring specialist skills? Will the product open new opportunities
to design and innovate?

Reference 2 - 2.34% Coverage

8

It really depends on what is being accessed - value to public good would be key if looking at the design of services; digital design would
need to consider ability to adapt and respond to users as well as advances in technology; architecture would consider integration with the
urban environment - then there should be questions about core values that the design delivers to Australia and to the world.

Reference 3 - 5.78% Coverage

9

In a global environment I would loike to see a criteria that covers appropriatents and understanding regional cultural/economic sensitivity
in target markets
Regards Paul H

Reference 4 - 2.26% Coverage

11

I think that the seven criteria above are quite sufficient to judge against. From some experience, I think its hard enough to compare the
importance of each criteria against the nature of each product (weighting).More criteria would just confuse issues. In reality, weather a
product is well designed or not is vindicated by its commercial success.

Reference 5 - 1.95% Coverage

16

I believe that the above seven criteria are the key criteria that need to be applied when evaluating products for a Design Award. Can suggest
no other additional key criteria of the same importance of the above.

Reference 6 - 3.08% Coverage

18

All of the above and all of the seven design criteria should have equal weight in the decision making

Reference 7 - 1.47% Coverage
19

Although the criteria "Sustainability" touches on it, I believe in the current era a dedicated consideration should be on "Environmental
Impact"

Reference 8 - 2.10% Coverage

22

Validation of claims - i.e. test reports, research etc. More emphasis on end user acceptance of the product. Often consumer or
business uptake is a key driver in any project, and the design i successful will challenge this but still strive to create commercial success.
Awards often do not know if the product has been accepted well or not. Free wine for the whole industry.

Reference 9 - 5.43% Coverage

23

