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1.1

A New Discipline

Service design, as a new discipline, emerged as a contribution to a changing context
and to what a certain group of design thinkers (notably Morello 1991,' Hollins and
Hollins 1991, Manzini 1993, Erlhoff et al. 1997, Pacenti 1998) started to perceive and
describe as a new design agenda. In the 1990s the growing economic role of the
service sector in most of the developed economies was in clear contrast to the then
dominant practices and cultures of design, which still focused on the physical and
tangible output of the traditional industrial sectors.

As Richard Buchanan has asserted ‘design problems are “indeterminate” and
“wicked” because design has no special subject matter of its own apart from what
a designer conceives it to be’ (Buchanan 1992: 16). This means that the objects and
practices of design depend more on what designers perceive design to be and not so
much on an agreed on or stable definition elaborated by a scientific community.

The subject matter of design is potentially universal in scope, because
design thinking may be applied to any area of human experience
(Buchanan 1992: 16).

The growing relevance of the service sector has affected not only design but
several disciplines, starting from marketing and management moving to engineering,
computing, behavioural science, etc.; recently a call for a convergence of all these
disciplines has claimed the need for a new science, a ‘Service Science’ (Spohrer et al.
2007, 2008, Pinhanez and Kontogiorgis 2008, Lush et al. 2008), defined as ‘the study
of service systems, aiming to create a basis for systematic service innovation’ (Maglio
and Spohrer 2008: 18).

This book explores what design brings to this table and reflects on the reasons
why the ideas and practices of service design are resonating with today’s design
community. It offers a broad range of concrete examples in an effort to clarify the
issues, practices, knowledge and theories that are beginning to define this emerging
field. It then proposes a conceptual framework (in the form of a map) that provides an
interpretation of the contemporary service design practices, while deliberately breaking
up some of the disciplinary boundaries framing designing for services today.

Given the richness of this field, we followed some key principles to build and
shape the contents of this publication:

1. We decided to select service projects that have a direct and clear relationship
with consolidated design specialisations (such as interaction design,
experience design, system design, participatory design or strategic design)

1 Morello, A. 1991. Design e mercato dei prodotti e dei Servizi. Document for the Doctorate programme in
Industrial Design, Milano: Politecnico di Milano.
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or manifesting a designerly way of thinking and doing (Cross 2006), despite
the diverse disciplinary backgrounds;

2. We aimed at organising the different contributions into a systemic
framework delineating a field of practice characterised by some clear core
competences, but having blurred and open boundaries. This framework in
particular illustrates the multidimensional nature of contemporary design
practice and knowledge, apparently fragmented in its description, but
actually able to identify, apply and assimilate multiple relevant contributions
coming from other disciplines;

3. We recognised how services, like most contemporary artefacts (Morin 1993),
are impossible to control in all their aspects, because of their heterogeneity
and high degree of human intensity. In this book we therefore applied
the principles of ‘weak thinking’ (Vattimo and Rovatti 1998), meaning
accepting the fundamental inability of design to completely plan and
regulate services, while instead considering its capacity to potentially create
the right conditions for certain forms of interactions and relationships to
happen.

For these reasons the title of this publication is Design for Services instead of Service
Design (or Design of Services). While acknowledging service design as the disciplinary
term, we will focus more on articulating what design is doing and can do for services
and how this connects to existing fields of knowledge and practice.

This reflection is timely and extremely relevant as more and more universities,
design consultancies and research centres are willing to enter the field of design for
services; we hope that by proposing an orienting framework and a sort of service
designers’ ‘identikit’, we will provide a foundation for these growing initiatives while
stimulating further conversations and research.

The book introduces a map (described in Chapter 2.5) that illustrates how
designers and design research are currently contributing to the design for services.
We generated this map by collecting and reflecting on 17 case studies of design
and research projects that have been reported and described in Section 2 of this
publication.

SECTION 1 SECTION 2 SECTION 3
EXISTING MAP of FUTURE
PARADIGM DESIGN for SERVICES DEVELOPMENTS
®© 90

®e ©®
17 case studies

Figure 1.1 The structure of this book



As a support and complementation to the case studies, Section 1 links design for
services to existing models and studies on service innovation and service characteristics;
while Section 3 projects design for services into the emerging paradigms of a new
economy to help us reflecting on its possible future development.

As Kimbell pointed out (Kimbell and Seidel 2008, Kimbell 2009) design for
services is still an emerging discipline based on mainly informal and tacit knowledge,
but it may develop into a more structured discipline if it develops a closer dialogue
with existing disciplines such as service management, service marketing, or service
operations. We have opened up and engaged in this closer dialogue throughout this
book, in particular considering ‘service marketing’ as historically encompassing all
research study in services (Pinhanez and Kontogiorgis 2008). This book represents a
first attempt in that direction that will require further efforts and collaboration across
disciplines. Appendix 1 actually opens up reflection on future research on design for
services by starting a conversation with a selection of key researchers and professionals
of the field of services. Finally, Appendix 2 presents a selection of tools as introduced
in the case studies.

Before introducing the case studies that will feed into the map of design for
services, we are going to address two key questions that will help us position and
motivate this new field of studies: Why is it necessary to introduce a new subdiscipline in
design? and How has design approached the realm of services so far?

As a response to these questions in the next chapters we will briefly consider the
role and recognition of services and of design in the current economy and, following a
similar path to service marketing in its original development, we will refer design to the
IHIP (Intangibility, Heterogeneity, Inseparability and Perishability) framework,? looking
at how design developed alternative strategies in dealing with service characteristics
to traditional design fields and service related disciplines.

Why Design for Services?

Itis widely acknowledged that in recent decades the developed economies have moved
to what is called a ‘service economy’, an economy highly dependent on the service
industry. In 2007, services represented 69.2 per cent of total employment and 71.6
per cent of the gross value added generated by EU272 (Eurostat 2009).* This means
that services in their different forms and characteristics have developed a fundamental
role for the growth and sustainability of innovation and competitiveness. This role
has been fully recognised of late with a flourishing of innovation studies and policy
debates and programmes specifically aimed at deepening the understanding and at
supporting the development of the service sector at different levels. As a consequence
the European Council called for the launch of a European plan for innovation (PRO
INNO Europe) that could include and generate new understandings of innovation in
general and of service innovation in particular.

2 IHIP is a ‘core paradigm of services marketing, namely, the assertion that four specific characteristics —
intangibility, heterogeneity, inseparability, and perishability — make services uniquely different from goods’
(Lovelock and Gummesson 2004: 21).

EU27 is the European Union in its latest composition of 27 member states.

4 By services we mean the following sectors: financial, real estate, renting and business activities (NACE
Sections ] and K); distribution, hotels, restaurants and catering (HORECA), communications and transport
services (NACE Sections G to I); public administration, health, education, other services and households
(NACE Sections L to P).

w

11



1.1: ANEW DISCIPLINE

Some of the key changes in these late policies have been a growing attention for
the role of design and creativity as well as for user-centred approaches to innovation.
PRO INNO Europe, the focal point of innovation policy analysis and development
throughout Europe, dedicated a series of studies within this platform specifically to
‘design and user-centred innovation’ and to ‘design as a tool for innovation’.* Initial
studies at EU levels are suggesting the need for a more integrated and coherent
measurement of design impact and design policies; recognition is growing on the
role of design for innovation and on the importance to integrate design strategies at
higher executive levels as well as to engage users on an early basis as co-designers
(Bitard and Basset 2008).

The Community Innovation Survey (CIS), the most comprehensive European-
wide approach to measure innovation based on surveys, has been gradually improved
to better capture and report service innovation processes. The Oslo Manual (OECD/
Eurostat 2005), on which the CIS surveys are based, has been updated since 2005
to include, besides product and process innovations, marketing and organisational
innovation, and now considers non-R&D (research and development) sources of
innovation as strategic for the development of service industries. A first attempt to
produce a common measurement for service industry performance at a national
level has resulted in the Service Sector Innovation Index (SSII). Different initiatives
on the national level emerged out of this framework. For example, in the UK, the
National Endowment for Science, Technology and the Arts (NESTA) has coordinated
the development of a new Innovation Index (http://www.innovationindex.org.uk) in
response to the Innovation Nation White Paper by the Department of Industries and
Universities (DIUS 2008), which called for a more accurate measure of innovation in
the UK’s increasingly important services sectors, creative industries and in the delivery
of public services.

The need for a new Innovation Index emerged based on investigations into
UK innovation practices, that revealed a gap between what ‘traditional innovation’
performance metrics — focused on scientific and technological innovation — were
measuring and how ‘hidden innovation’ (NESTA 2006, 2007) was not being captured
through them. At the same time it was being recognised that hidden innovation was
one of the keys to success for the UK economy. Studies suggested the level of complexity
involved in innovation, ill represented by linear models of innovation, the importance
of incremental changes, and the role of diffusion. Moreover, further attention was to
be given to the adoption and exploitation of technologies, organisational innovation
and innovation in services (including public services and non-commercial settings).
This example from the UK shows how our understanding of innovation needs to go
beyond the traditional ‘hard’ dimensions of technologies and physical matter. Instead,
we need to include the ‘soft’ dimensions that are directly related to people, people
skills and organisations (Tether and Howells 2007).

In synthesis, service innovation is ‘more likely to be linked to disembodied, non-
technological innovative processes, organisational arrangements and markets’ (Howells
2007: 11). The main sources of innovation in service industries are employees and
customers (Miles 2001) and new ideas are often generated through the interaction
with users (user-driven innovation) and through the application of tacit knowledge or
training rather than through explicit R&D activities (ALMEGA 2008). A dedicated study
on service innovation by Tekes (2007), the Finnish Funding Agency for Technology

5 For more information see the INNO-Grips web-pages: http://grips.proinno-europe.eu/key_topics/2/
design-user-centred-innovation, accessed 31 July 2010.



and Innovation,® confirmed how customers have replaced the role of competitors as
main source for innovation and how ‘customer services’ is the main area of service
improvement (instead of ‘product-service performance’ in the manufacturing sector).
Given the interactive nature of services, customer services and in general ‘delivery (or
relationship) innovation’ (Gallouj 2002) have been looked at as the most characteristic
form of innovation of services; however this practice is still poorly captured and
understood. Other successful transformations into service companies often concern
their organisational and financial models, moving from improving processes to the
reformulation of their value networks and business models (Tekes 2007).

Service innovation is a complex interdisciplinary effort (Figure 1.2). Even if the role
of design within this process is still not clear, it is starting to gain some visibility. Tekes
for example suggests how design for services can apply design methods to develop a
new offering or improved experiences by bringing ‘many intangible elements together
into a cohesive customer experience’ (2007: 18).

innovation in the value network

I technology |
| training acquisition 1
[ |
: o Organisational innovation ¢ :
| |
| |
| |
| RELATIONSHIP INNOVATION I
| |
| |
| |
: ®  Marketing innovation *® :
| I
| knowledge imitation/ |
I q diffusion |

Figure 1.2 A representation of the main areas of and sources for service innovation

THE TRANSFORMATIONAL POTENTIAL OF SERVICES
Among service innovation studies, special attention is being paid to the role services
have in supporting the development of a knowledge-based economy; moreover
services are often associated with the desired shift from a traditional resource-exploiting
manufacturing-based society to a more sustainable one.

Knowledge-intensive Services (KIS)” have been identified as an indicator for the
overall ‘knowledge intensity’ of an economy representing a significant source for

6  Applying the Ten Types of Innovation framework as developed by Larry Keeley at Doblin, Tekes compared
the analysis of 12 successful service companies in the USA with a previous investigation into 100 service
projects by Peerinsights.

7 KIS can be defined ‘as economic activities conducted by private sector organisations that combine
technology, knowledge (such as R&D) and highly skilled employees to provide a service to the market’
(European Commission 2009: 95). Following the NACE classifications KIS are services such as water and
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the development and exchange of new knowledge. These special kinds of services
are now considered as connected to the overall wealth and innovation capability of a
nation. As a subset of KIS, Knowledge-intensive Business Services (KIBS) have attracted
significant attention. KIBS are services® that ‘provide knowledge-intensive inputs
to the business processes of other organisations’ (Miles 2005: 39) to help solving
problems that go beyond their core business. Their growth is associated mainly with
the increase in outsourcing and the need for acquisition of specialised knowledge,
related to, among others, technology advancement, environmental regulations, social
concerns, markets and cultures.

Services have been traditionally looked at as a possible alternative to the
manufacturing driven model of consumption based on ownership and disposal. The
concept of the Product Service System (PSS) developed out of the engineering and
environmental management literature as an area of investigation to balance the need
for competitiveness and environmental concerns. A PSS ‘consists of a mix of tangible
products and intangible services designed and combined so that they jointly are
capable of fulfilling final customer needs’ (Tukker and Tischner 2006: 1552). Research
has not yet produced evidence that PSS is a win—win strategy in terms of sustainability.
That is, companies employing PSS have not been able to achieve significant or
radical reductions in their environmental impact (Tukker 2004). Despite this, PSS has
helped to show that service-oriented solutions are potentially better in addressing
environmental concerns than approaches that focus on the product when combined
with dimensions of localisation (Walker 2009), shared strategies and changes in
consumption behaviours (Tukker and Tischner 2006, Marchand and Walker 2008),
community engagement (Meroni 2007) or lightness (Thackara 2005).

In addition to the impact on the economy and employment, service innovation
is increasingly viewed as an enabler of a ‘society-driven innovation’ with policies
at national and regional level that are ‘using service innovation to address societal
challenges and as a catalyst of societal and economic change’ (European Commission
2009: 70). Tekes positions service innovation as a core lever for transformative
changes in areas such as health and well-being, clean energy, built environment and
the knowledge society (Tekes 2008).

This transformative potential of services is due to different characteristics: service
innovation brings to the fore new ‘soft’ dimensions that help in reframing artefact
and technologically focused innovation paradigms (Miles 2005); services don’t
imply ownership and therefore can potentially overcome traditional consumption
patterns (Lovelock and Gummesson 2004); services depend on users’ behaviour and
direct participation in the delivery system that can require changes in lifestyles and
consumption modes (Meroni 2007); and their focus on providing solutions (instead of
necessarily products) means that there is an inherent potential for systemic changes,
resource optimisation and value-driven offerings (Manzini and Vezzoli 2003, Manzini
et al. 2004).

FINAL CONSIDERATIONS
We can see that the perception of services as a means to tackle society and economic
challenges is gaining increased attention. In taking this perspective forward certain

air transport; post and telecommunications; financial intermediation; real estate, renting and business
activities; education; health and social work; and recreational, cultural and sporting activities.

8 KIBS services include computer services, R&D services, legal, accountancy and management services,
architecture, engineering and technical services, advertising and market research (Miles, 2005). In the
NACE classifications are identified with the Business Services (NACE 70-74).



important factors come into focus. For example, we need to understand more clearly
how services are and can be innovative, how they complement traditional science
and technology based models of innovation, how they can address societal and
environmental challenges and finally the role of design and creativity as significant
contributors to such innovation and growth. If the relevance of design for services as
a field of action and expertise for designers is accepted, then we need to be clear on
what it is that design contributes, can contribute or cannot contribute to this context.
Considering the multidisciplinary nature of a service project and the current building
of a ‘service science’, it is not easy to identify the role and identity of a ‘designer’.

What is evident however, and is documented in this book, is that design and
design research are practically and necessarily entering into new ‘orders’ (Buchanan
2001) of practice and research as a way to answer new project and society demands.

Buchanan (2001), reflecting on the evolution and future development of design,
talks about ‘places’ or ‘placements’, as areas of discovery and invention that characterise
the practice of design; in doing so he suggests a movement from ‘signs’ (graphic and
communication design), to ‘objects’ (product design), to ‘interactions’ (interaction
design) and ‘systems’ (environment and system design). These placements, or ‘design
orders’, which are not rigidly fixed and separated from each other, represent perfectly
the growing of scale and complexity of design objects and problems in the last
two decades. Moreover they represent the interconnectedness of their dimensions,
from single products to larger environments of living, working, playing or learning.
What Buchanan is suggesting is how the growth of scale and complexity of design
interventions is related to the growth of scale and complexity of contemporary
challenges. Working on higher scales of interventions allows designers to intervene at
an earlier stage and at a more strategic level.

Design for services has been generally identified with the ‘interaction’ order,
where ‘interaction’ refers to how ‘human beings relate to other human beings through
the mediating influence of products’ (Buchanan 2001: 11) and ‘products’ can be
interpreted as physical artefacts, experiences, activities or services.

If design is entering into new ‘orders’ of practice, the next question is then how
design, being traditionally linked with tangible artefacts, has approached the realm
of services. The next section will adopt an existing framework in marketing literature,
as a conceptual tool to relate design practice and research to the main characteristics
of services, i.e. intangibility, heterogeneity, inseparability and perishability (the IHIP
framework); while acknowledging the limitations implicit in this framework in the
contemporary debate on services (Lovelock and Gummesson 2004), we suggest how
this classification can help to systematise and reflect on the work and knowledge
developed in design for services; while doing so we will also aim to bridge and
compare its practice with other service-related studies.

Services and Design for Services

As we have demonstrated, the global economy is moving towards models in which
a ‘service logic’ dominates (Vargo and Lush 2004), challenging traditional ways of
evaluating productivity, innovation and growth. Along with this change, we can
identify shifts in the perception and function of services: for example, service marketing
in the 1970s through to the early 1980s conceptualised the nature of services as
substantially different from that of products.

15
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These initial studies identified four main characteristics (or shortcomings as
compared to products) of services that researchers seemed to agree on. These four
characteristics are intangibility, heterogeneity, inseparability of production and
consumption, and perishability (Zeithaml et al. 1985, Edgett and Parkinson 1993).
Intangibility refers to the quality of services that escape our physical human touch.
Services are thus described as ‘performances, rather than objects, they cannot be
seen, felt, tasted or touched in the same manner in which goods can be sensed’
(Zeithaml et al. 1985: 33). A further distinction has been made between ‘physical
intangibility’ and ‘mental intangibility’, this last related to the difficulty of evaluating
the service before buying it (Bateson 1979).

The characteristic of inseparability of consumption and production alludes to the fact
that services require the presence of customers for the service to exist. This means that
most services are highly interactive and depend on people-to-people or person-to-
person interactions. Heterogeneity thus suggests how, in particular for labour-intensive
services, the quality of the performance may vary from time to time depending on the
situation and service participants.

Finally, a key characteristic identified for services is the fact that services in general
cannot be stored and therefore depend on the service provider’s ability to balance
and synchronise demand with supply capacity. This brings in elements of just-in-time
delivery and relates to perishability as services come into being but can also fall back
into non-existence.

These characteristics, as Lovelock and Gummesson have demonstrated (2004),
have not been grounded in empirical research and can be subject to an ambiguous
interpretation.” Nonetheless, as the IHIP framework has served as a basis for the
growth of service marketing and the development of dedicated service management
strategies, we chose to use its four widely acknowledged parameters to start our
reflection on the peculiar contributions of design for services.

Design has been traditionally associated with shaping tangible artefacts. The
IHIP characteristics, in particular intangibility, explain the resistance in the practising
design community to accepting and understanding design for services. Moving from
tangibles to intangibles questions what design is actually designing. If services are
defined as acts or performances how can design contribute to their shaping? What is
the aesthetic of a performance? And what is the designed outcome?

Design research and practice have approached services from two main perspectives
that have represented two main distinct research streams: the ‘interaction paradigm’,
which has focused mainly on how services are performed, and the ‘functional paradigm’,
which has instead considered what services represent and can offer. We will introduce
both the perspectives and then relate their arguments to the IHIP framework.

The interaction paradigm has considered the interactive nature of services as its
main focus, applying design methods and skills to improve the user experience. It
did so, for example, by better designing the service interface (the visible part of the
service through which users can interact and orient their behaviours and choices).
By focusing on the interactivity dimension, design for services has identified service
experiences as an area of design intervention. Elena Pacenti proposed this perspective

9 Lovelock and Gummesson recognise that the IHIP framework helped to generate the impetus for
and legitimacy of studies about the new field of service marketing; also, if taken separately, the IHIP
characteristics help explain some of the behaviours of specific services. They suggest devoting attention to
another property that seems to fully represent service nature, which is ‘non-ownership’: ‘services involve a
form of rental or access in which customers obtain benefits by gaining the right to use a physical object,
to hire the labor and expertise of personnel, or to obtain access to facilities and networks’ (2004: 34).



for the first time in her Ph.D. research in 1998 where she defined service design as
the design of the area and scene where the interactions between the service and the
user take place. She made an analogy between the design of advanced interactive
devices and the design of services to suggest a shift from the interpretation of services
as complex organisations to one that sees services as complex interfaces to the user.
The introduction of the interaction perspective has enabled a deeper understanding of
the nature of services and of design for services, opening up a liaison with the research
and methodology of human-centred interaction design.

This correlation and analogy between interaction design and design for services
has been further developed, mainly from a methodological perspective, in a reciprocal
way. For example, Holmlid (2007) points out how the service perspective has become
a challenge to interaction design, while technology usage has become a challenge to
design for services. A set of design tools has been adopted and adapted mainly from
interaction design disciplines and practices, including such things as drama, scenarios,
service interface analysis (Mager 2004), storyboards, flow charts, storytelling (Evenson
2006), use case (Morelli and Tollestrup 2007), scripts, personas, role play and
experience prototypes. These tools and methods support the design practice and, at
the same time, contribute to the visualisation and testing of the service experience
and interface, from a general description to detailed implementation specifications.

The functional paradigm instead derives from studies about strategies for
sustainable consumption and production, conducted by a network of scholars in
Europe at the beginning of the Millennium. Among these studies we can mention
SusHouse (1998-2000), an EU-funded'® research project concerned with developing
and evaluating scenarios for transitions to sustainable households (Vergragt 2000); a
series of research projects funded by the Swedish Environmental Protection Agency
and developed at Lund University (Mont 2000, 2002); studies funded by UNEP
about Product-Service System sustainability and developed at Politecnico di Milano
(Manzini and Vezzoli 2002); the EU-funded' Thematic Network of industries and
institutes SusProNet (2002-04) developing expertise on design of product-service
systems for sustainable competitive growth; HiCS (Highly Customerised Solutions), an
EU-funded'? research project (2001-04) aiming to produce methodologies and tools
for designing sustainable solutions (Manzini et al. 2004); and MEPPS (Methodology
for Product-Service System; development of a toolkit for industry), a European
research project coordinated by PricewaterhouseCoopers N.V. (2001-04) aimed at
developing a methodology for product service systems bringing together design with
sustainability evaluation methods (van Halen et al. 2005).

These initiatives apply the ‘functional thinking’ approach (Mont 2000, 2002),
which claims that to reduce material throughput in the economy, ‘functions’ should be
provided, not products. The proposed approach is thinking by functions instead of by
products, using a solution-oriented perspective (Manzini et al. 2004). The underlying
hypothesis is that it is possible to create offerings that provide consumers with the
same level of performance of traditional ones, but using less stuff (dematerialisation)
and therefore having a lower environmental impact (Mont 2000: 6). The basis of
this approach is the so-called ‘revolution of efficiency’, that is a change of values,
consumption modes and lifestyles related to the selling of services instead of products,
which enables an optimisation of logistics and distribution (Mont 2000: 15).

10 EU Environment and Climate Research Programme Theme 4, Human Dimensions of Environmental
Change.

11 EU Fifth Framework Programme (FP5).

12 EU Growth Programme, Fifth Framework Programme (FP5).
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Based on these two original focuses on interaction and functions, design for
services dealt with service specificities adopting different tactics. We have used the
IHIP characteristics as a trigger and as a framework to reflect on and systematise these
tactics. We will outline our considerations in detail below, relating each service quality
with current research and practice of design for services as summarised in Table 1.1.

Table 1.1 A summary of design for services approaches in relation to the main IHIP service
characteristics

Service characteristics Description Design for Services contribution
Intangibility Services cannot be seen, felt, tasted or e  ‘Evidencing’ the service offering and
touched in the same manner in which service experience
goods can be sensed e Making the intangible tangible

e ‘Empathic’ design
e ‘Dematerialisation’ as an innovation lever

Inseparability Most services require the presence of e  Users as sources and not as problems
customers for the production of services e  Co-design approaches
e Collaborative services

Heterogeneity The quality of the performance may vary e Services as ‘situated actions’
from time to time, depending on the e Design the conditions for possible
situation and service participants behaviours and interactions to emerge

. System design
e Customisation and modular service
architecture

Perishability Most services can’t be stored and *  Replication strategies
therefore depend upon the ability to e  Distributed and interconnected service
balance and synchronise demand with solutions
supply capacity e  Enabling platforms

DESIGN FOR SERVICES AND INTANGIBILITY

Intangibility: services cannot be seen, felt, tasted or touched in the same manner
in which goods can be sensed.

From an interaction design perspective design for services has been dealing with the
intangible dimension of services by mainly working on its opposite, that is endeavouring
to make service more tangible by way of ‘evidencing’ the service offering and service
experience. When dealing with intangible performances and interactions that are
hard to communicate and anticipate, designers apply one of their key competencies,
i.e. the capacity to make things and ideas visible and tangible. In design for services
this capacity has proved significant in the design of service evidences (also known as
touch-points) or service interface to better guide the interaction process (usability),
anticipate service outputs and rules (transparency) and create a coherent service
identity. Adopting a theatre metaphor, service designers are described as ‘directors’
that ‘manage the integrated and coherent project of all elements that determine the
quality of interaction’ (Pacenti 1998: 123). Live|work (the first service design studio
based in London) describes design for services as the ‘design for experiences that
reach people through many different touch-points, and that happen over time’ (www.
livework.co.uk).



In order to achieve this design for services starts at the service interface, applying
methodologies that augment the capacity to deeply understand (empathise with) users
and service participants’ needs and evaluate existing or imagine future interactions
(i.e. storytelling, video-based ethnography, observations, interviews, shadowing,
emotional mapping, users’ diaries).

At the same time in a design process designers use different kinds of visualisations
and prototypes to make ideas tangible and let people explore possible future
experiences: this helps experimenting with new service models and behaviours,
reducing perceived risk for organisations and communities and enhancing the capacity
for multidisciplinary teams to engage in co-design processes.

From a functional perspective ‘intangibility’ recalls the concept of dematerialisation,
which means lightening the solution in both a physical and cognitive way. Solutions
based on ‘access’ instead of ownership (Rifkin 2000) can actually reduce the human,
social and environmental burden of owning and managing products. Design for
services has a crucial role in making this change possible: ‘thinking by functions’ in a
creative way can help to imagine everyday life activities and consumption behaviours
in completely different ways. It is about what a solution offers and not only how it
works. In this case ‘intangibility’ is seen as a strategic quality to stimulate innovation.
Design capacities to generate visions via scenarios and to redefine service life cycles
are relevant here.

DESIGN FOR SERVICES AND INSEPARABILITY

Inseparability: most services require the presence of customers for the
production of services.

Design for services has, since its origins, considered the role and presence of users in
the service delivery process as its main focus. Design for services generally conceives
users as a resource rather than a burden or a problem. Besides being a source of
insights and ideas, users have been engaged in design processes to generate more
desirable and usable solutions, and to explore new collaborative service models. The
relevance of co-production in design for services has been explored in particular in
two interconnected fields of study, one oriented to explore more sustainable ways of
living (Meroni 2007, Jégou and Manzini 2008, Thackara 2007) and one specifically
concerned with the redesign of public services (Cottam and Leadbeater 2004, Parker
and Heapy 2