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The purpose of this paper is to review the sources of design management and links between design
and business prosperity. The study shows current situation in Czech business in the years 2012 and
2014. Furthermore, this paper also attempts to analyse (comparative study) and identify the awareness
of companies concerning design as a condition of business prosperity. The primary aim of the research
is to compare managers” attitude to design in Czech businesses. The results of the research offer
interesting findings that indicate a change in attitudes. This paper identifies several interesting aspects
regarding design within Czech companies, including the mind-set of management.
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Formulation of the problem generally. Success in business is a vital question for those
businesspersons who want to have a long-term success. The main topic of this paper is how
“design” is linked to business success. Czech market is almost fully saturated; there is no
primary key for the lowest price. Consumers’ preferences may change with increasing living
standards and rising incomes. There are common keys for having a business successful:
innovation, attractive product and effective marketing. A product should have not only its
strong marketing support, but also its design and package.

The success of a company and the question of design is therefore a major challenge,
especially for those companies with high ambitions in business. These companies are not
afraid of innovation and investment of precious financial resources together with a long-term
marketing.

Analysis of recent researches and publications. Design management defines
Hollins [16] as the organization of processes related to the development of new products and
services. Simultaneously, Kathryn Best [3] indicates the area of design management, which
consists of different views and can be very individually oriented.Fundamental problems of
design management according to Bruce and Bessant [7]: “Different views on the whole design
process, Various techniques to help design, How to measure the effects of design, How to
improve processes in design”. According to Design Management Institute in Boston [11],
the definition of design management encompasses the ongoing processes, business decisions,
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and strategies that enable innovation and create effectively designed products, services,
communications, environments, and brands that enhance our quality of life and provide
organizational success. It is the art and science of empowering design to enhance collaboration
and synergy between "design” and "business” to improve design effectiveness. It includes the
use of design thinking or using design processes to solve general business problems.
On the other hand Belas stated that the most important business risk of Czech companies
represents the market risk [2]. Design offers four powers or directions through which to create
value in management, and these four directions can be seen as a system with the vision in the
center according to Mozota [22-24]. Oakley [25] deals with a specific field of management.
He presents the differences between managers and designers. Main advantages of design
management describes Bruce and Bessant [7]: Increasing profit by increasing sales or by
decreasing manufacturing costs, increasing market share, gaining a competitive advantage,
revamp of mature and failing products, providing a strategy for growth, design is a way of
launching a new product or service.

Mazota [23] deals with the topic of design as a competitive edge. The author measures
the impact of design on product, classifying the reasons for launching new products and the
tacit knowledge of design. According to Bruce, Cooper & Vazquez [8], small companies have
a range of business needs for design, but have varying levels of awareness and competency to
manage design effectively. Two different types of companies could be discerned from
the study: ‘confident’ and ‘apprehensive’ design users. Bruce, Junginger & Lockwood [9] also
identify the ways in which small manufacturing and service companies use professional
design skills and their approaches to managing product, engineering and graphic design in
relation to effective design for small businesses.The Roy and Potter [27] research study
confirms the finding that graphic design projects are significantly more likely to be profitable
than projects involving product design expertise or projects involving engineering or
engineering plus industrial design.The UK Design Council focuses on the contribution made
by design and presents mail responses [7]: 91% felt it improved the image of their company.
84% felt it helped to increase profit. 80% felt it helped into new markets. 70% felt it reduced
costs.

An important concept is also thinking about design named “design thinking”. “Design
thinking involves creating choices and then making choices. Design thinking depends upon
observing how people actually use products. They use design thinking in all disciplines and
markets” [5]. Cross [10] defines an overall strategy from the concept to detail of design.
Authors also outline the nature of design thinking, and set it within broader contexts of
product development and design process management.

This is also a philosophy of using the individual stones enabling development of new
product design in order to have business successful. Lidwell et al. [20] state that design is not
just a question of being seen, but it also represents deeper thoughts. The research of
Kozubikova et al. [17] confirmed that perception of innovativeness is very important for the
entrepreneurs in Czech Republic, particularly in the segment of business. The majority of
entrepreneurs in this segment confirmed that they develop new products and services in their
company regularly. According to Verganti Design plays a key role in innovation and has three
key tasks related to innovation management according to design [28]: 1) listening, identifying
customer needs, 2) interpretation, creativity — express solutions, 3) aiming at a selected target
group in order to attract customers. Herrmann [15] mentions that design of product quality is
to be seen not merely as the task of a single functional unit, but as a central challenge for any
company. This altered perspective was brought about by the fact that superior products are
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available in many branches of industry, in terms of both price/cost and quality. Indeed,
Gmuer [13] states these facts in his study: design may contribute to understanding of the
interaction between psychological factors (processing fluency) and sensory processes during
the post-consumption evaluation. In addition, Gemser and Leenders [12] argue that the impact
of design on company performance is very likely to vary depending on skills and talents of the
people involved in design process. Consequently, Krenar and Taraba [19] mention that holistic
competence of an individual should be one of the important factors in order to create a
successful business.

There is a strong link between marketing and design management, which Gorb [14]
mentioned. Also, Melewar, Dennis and Kent [21], and Adir and Pascu [1] present
the importance of a logo as a graphic element to support a corporate identity. They describe
the basic idea that the logo design is a creative aspect which enables a company to be seen
through a symbol as a visual and graphic message. “Design thinking as a mechanism for brand
ambidexterity” was explained by Beverland et al. [4]. The author highlights two key
implications for brand managers recognizing the need for design thinking and organizing in a
way to achieve brand ambidexterity. Similarly, the corporate identity which is related to
design was also mentioned by Vysekalova and Mikes [29]. Beverland et al. [4] defines design
thinking associated with the branding. The authors focus primarily on a strong relationship of
a company's image, brand and design.

Aims of the article. The primary aim is to explore approaches to the concept of design
management in Czech enterprises. Design is a factor influencing the company's
competitiveness and a long-term business success.

For this reason, there are three research questions (RQ), to be compared with the research
results from the years 2012 and 2014:

— RQ;: How important is in general design for business success (managers” opinion)?

— RQ2: How is a company satisfied with their own product design?

— RQs: Does the factor “design” help to achieve company’s economic goals?

— Subsequently, the research hypotheses will be statistically verified:

— Hi: More than 75% of managers (2014) believe that design in general is important for
business success.

— Ha: More than 75% of businesses (2014) are satisfied with their own product design.

— Hs: More than 75% of businesses (2014) believe that design helps to achieve economic
goals.

Simultaneously, another goal is to find out managers” attitudes to design and how design
influences their company.

About 75% or more numerically defined “Most”. The term “firm or company” represents
opinion of managers who have a key position in the company.

Methods. The research was done in two periods, the first survey (original research) was
in 2012 [26]. The research in 2014 [18] was based on the same model.

The research was done by using an electronic questionnaire (16 closed questions).
Respondents were addressed by email. The total amount of distributed emails (to the managers
of major companies in the Czech Republic) was 305 out of the initial email database, which
contained almost a thousand contacts (this database was updated to the final 305 verified
contacts).

The return of questionnaires in 2014 reached 55% (168 completed questionnaires) and
in 2012, it was 47% (144 completed questionnaires). The survey examined the attitude of
firms to design, especially in the context of business prosperity and business importance.

MapkeTHUHT i MeHePDKMeHT iHHOBanii, 2016, Ne 2 13
http://mmi.fem.sumdu.edu.ua/



A. Kpamoniw. BiiHolIeHHs1 YeCbKUX KOMIIaHiii 10 Au3aiiHy — nopiBHAIBHI 1ocaikenHs B 2012 i 2014 pokax

The questionnaire included closed questions and was created by Google Spreadsheets
technology (Google Forms). Subsequently, the data were verified and statistically analysed.
Mosaic graphs (Statgraphics software) for comparisons were used. Research hypotheses were
statistically verified by using Excel XLstatistics5.

The Tables 1 and 2 below show the research group characteristics (previous research of
2012 was very similar).

The research group was relatively balanced (58% of B2B, B2C 42%). None of the
questionnaires contained an item B2G. The current evaluation criteria for public procurement
of design do not assign crucial importance to the contract price.

Table 1 — Research group characteristics — business transactions (authors’ own results)

Year 2014 Relative share Business transactions*

Producers (manufacturers) 16%

- - - o B2C

A service-oriented business 16% 429

Trade companies (merchant) 10% ’
Producers (manufacturers) 23%

- - - B2B

A service-oriented business 22% 589,

Trade companies (merchant) 13% ’

* — some companies are in both B2B and B2C segments, the number of firms included in this
research group is about 20%

Table 2 — Research group characteristics — company size (authors’ own results)

Company size (2014) Number of employees Relative share
micro 1-10 16%
small 11-50 17%
medium 51-200 22%
large 201 and more 45%

A group of companies from industry was not the focus of research. Results of the
questionnaires were mainly from companies operating in services (including IT),
29% engineering (including automotive) 19%, trade 16%, construction 12%, and 5% of
the food industry. Other segments were represented by less than 5%. The aim was to reach the
largest number of companies on the market regardless the industry.

Basic material. The primary aim is to explore approaches to the concept of design
management in Czech enterprises. Design is a factor influencing the company's
competitiveness and a long-term business success. The following section will therefore
analyse defined research questions (RQ) and compare these with the results of surveys from
the years 2012 and 2014. This solution will be made by graphical and numeric comparative
analysis. The analysis of the research questions is visualized in mosaic plots.

RQ; : How important is in general design for business success?

Visually, the mosaic chart demonstrates that colour distribution is almost the same in both
rows, which indicates the independence of categorical variables. The importance of each field
is differentiated by colour; dark colour means high importance, light colour means low
importance. The darkest colour (extremely important) indicates declining by less than three
percent. Generally speaking, only one tenth of managers believe that design is extremely
important.

14 MapkeTHUHT i MeHePDKMeHT iHHOBanii, 2016, Ne 2
http://mmi.fem.sumdu.edu.ua/



Po3znin 1 MapkeTuHr iHHOBauiii

3.0%

2014

2012

9
®m Extremlyimportant ™ Fairly important Notveryimportant  [J Unimportant . 0.7%

Figure 1 — Mosaic plot RQ: (authors’ own results)

“Rather important” opinion is the most represented one in the whole group in both periods.
It is more than two-thirds. Then, it is followed by “rather not important” and “unimportant”
opinion. There was a rapid increase from around 2% to almost one fifth.

RQ>: How is a company satisfied with its own product design?

The mosaic plot (Fig. 2) graphically shows the layout of RQ results of polarity of values.

<
g 34.3% 57.2% 8.4%
o~
§ 28.5% 69.1%

Fully satisfied Half way, in some ways yes, in some ways no M Dissatisfied 2.5%

Figure 2 — Mosaic plot RQ:z (authors’ own results)

Each field of Fig. 2 is differentiated by colour lightness; light colour means high
satisfaction, dark colour means dissatisfaction. It should be noted that manufacturing firms
rate the products they produce, trade companies rate the merchandise, and companies
providing services evaluate “design of services”. There are various aspects (the appearance of
the place where the service is offered, corporate apparel, etc.)

In “dissatisfaction”, more than a triple increase of almost five percent can be seen.
Generally speaking, most managers argue that their satisfaction with the level of design in the
company is “half way, in some ways yes, in some ways no”.
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The “fully satisfied” holds roughly one quarter (2012) and in 2014, there is a noticeable
increase to around one-third.

Unfortunately, we cannot explicitly state that the situation in this area in 2014 improved
because there is a significant increase in “dissatisfied” (almost a triple increase in
dissatisfaction).

RQs: Does the factor “design” help to achieve company’s economic goals?

The constructed mosaic plot (Fig. 3) graphically shows the layout of RQ; results of the
visualized polarity of values.

2014

67.6% 8.1% 243 %

98.6 %

2012

Yes ® No Unable toidentify 1.4%

Figure 3 — Mosaic plot RQ3 (authors’ own results)

From the chart mosaic from above, polarity views are rather obvious. The light colour
displays a positive view, whereas a negative view is displayed by dark colour. The neutral
position is greyed out. There is a significant loss in positive opinion. Generally speaking, vast
majority of managers was aware of the fact that design of their company helps to achieve
economic goals. However, the awareness is slightly different in 2014. A negativism increased
compared to the previous period by almost one third.

The opinion when managers believe that design does not affect the achievement of the
economic goals of their company fundamentally recedes.

To sum up, the overall result of the mosaic graph shows that there is a significant
indecision, more managers maintain a neutral attitude (compared to 2012). Managers (2014)
appear to be sceptical about the effects of design on the economic performance of their
company. The optimistic view in this area increased from one percent to 8%.

Comparative analysis of the years 2012 and 2014. In the table below, the results are
calculated by using the chain index formula. It is done by comparing the values of selected
research questions (RQ) in each period with the value of the same indicator in the previous
period when the base period (t-1) is the year 2012 and the current period is the year 2014 (t).

As we compare multiple periods, chain indexes that are calculated on the previous year
(t-1) were used in the table below where these are designated as the pace of gains in
percentage. In the comparative study, two events were examined and described in the form of
a Table 3, where columns are for variations between the years 2012 and 2014, and rows are
for specified research questions Rj, R, and Rs.
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Minor corrections were made because of inaccuracies settlement from a logical standpoint
as follows:

RQ;: In positive opinions were included in the “extremely important, fairly important” to
negative views have been included in the “rather not important” or “not at all important”.

RQ2: The whole category of “half-way, in some ways yes, in some ways no”’, was
uniformly dispersed into categories “satisfied — positive” and “unhappy — negative” in the
ratio 1:1.

RQ;: This category was reduced (weight) of the total value of the result by 24,3% due to a
substantial proportion of answers in the “I am not able to determine”.

Table 3—-2012 and 2014 comparative table of answers according to research questions
(authors’ own results)

Research question Positive attitudes | Negative attitudes | Variation (%)
q (variation) (variation) (aggregated)*
RQ: HOW important is in general, de§1g_n for 220,63 % +961.90 % - 40,40 %
business success (managers” opinion)?
RQ: | Howisa company satisfied with its S0.11% £0.19% 014 %
own product design?
RQs | Does the factor deglgn help to achieve 2381 % 362,68 % 3774 %
company’s economic goals?
)3 - 78,28 %

* — (.... + mark indicates an increase in positive values; mark - represents an increase of negative
values)

The column of overall change is expressed as the sum of the absolute changes of negative
and positive opinions on individual research questions (RQ) in terms of the total file where
positive values indicate an increase in positive opinion, whereas a negative value indicates an
increase in negativism.

From Table 3, it is evident that there was an increase in negative opinions in all three areas
examined.

Managers, therefore, feel the impact of design in three surveyed areas more negatively
in 2014 than in 2012. The cumulative change towards negativity accounts for 78%.

Hypothesis verification

The exact conclusion could be set by the p-value y’-test below. The Analysis of Data for
Two Categorical Variables was performed in accordance with the hypothesis in XLstatistics —
Excel Workbooks for Statistical Analysis. All hypotheses were tested at a significance level
of a=0,95.

The definition of the term “majority” has been assigned by numerical value of 75% or
more.

The results are shown in the following paragraphs.

— Hi: More than 75% of managers (2014) believe that design in general is important for
business success.

To test this hypothesis, a data correction was done. The categories “extremely important”
or “fairly important” were assigned to the category of “important”. The category “important”
includes “not important” and “rather not important”.

p-value: 0,7901; Z: 0,807.
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The chi-square value was calculated 0.7901 and it is apparently higher than 0.05 value.
Therefore, we can claim a confirmation of the hypothesis H1. As a result, we confirm that:
“More than 75% of managers (2014) believe that design in general is important for business
success”.

— Ha: More than 75% of businesses (2014) are satisfied with their own product design.

To test this hypothesis, a simple data correction towards the poles was done, i.e. the
answer “for half, in some ways yes, in some ways no”, was uniformly dispersed into
categories "satisfied" or “dissatisfied” in the ratio of 1:1.

p-value: 0,000192; Z: -3,551.

The chi-square value was calculated 0.000192 and it is apparently lower than 0.05 value.
Therefore, we claim a disproof of the hypothesis H2. As a result, we cannot confirm that:
“More than 75% of businesses (2014) are satisfied with their own product design™.

— Hs: More than 75% of businesses (2014) believe that design helps to achieve economic
goals.

In order to test this hypothesis, a simple data correction was done, specifically records
“I am not able to determine” were removed from the file. The reason is that these items are
neutral and cannot be assigned to any pre-defined category.

p-value: 0,9932; Z: 2,469.

The chi-square value was calculated 0.9932 and it is apparently higher than 0.05 value.
Therefore, we can claim a confirmation of the hypothesis H3. As a result of this, we can
confirm that: “More than 75% of businesses (2014) believe that design helps to achieve
economic goals™.

Discussion. To summarize the overall result regarding the importance of design in
companies, we can state that the managers (2014) certainly evaluate design as a factor of less
importance to corporate success than the ones in 2012.

In terms of satisfaction with the company's own design (products or services), we can
conclude that there is a significant polarization of views, a neutral stance is taken by fewer
managers. “Completely satisfied’ or “dissatisfied” opinions are becoming more important.

From that result, a better ability to evaluate managers’ satisfaction regarding the level of
design in the company is evident compared to 2012. In 2012, majority of managers were not
able to formulate their stance.

Unfortunately, we cannot explicitly argue that the situation in this area improved in 2014
because there is a significant increase in “dissatisfied” answer (almost triple increase
in dissatisfaction).

There is a possible explanation of that phenomenon that a number of companies having
design on an average level have improved. On the contrary, other companies’ neutral
condition significantly deteriorated. The average figures “in some ways yes, in some ways
no”, are declining.

Does design help companies to achieve their own economic goals? There is a significant
hesitation in managers” attitudes. More managers have a neutral attitude (compared to 2012)
when “I cannot decide”, nobody ticked.

This result means that there are managers not having ability to evaluate the effects of
design in business well compared to 2012. At present, almost one third of managers are not
able to assess this issue properly. Managers in the research of 2014 are sceptical about the
effects of design on the business success. On the other hand, there is an optimistic view on this
area, which increased from 1% to 8%.
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After evaluating all three research questions, we can conclude that managers perceive this
issue more negatively in 2014 compared to 2012. The cumulative change towards negativism
is rather significant.

The general opinion of managers in 2014 research is as follows:

— most managers believe that design is important for a business success;

— most managers are not satisfied with the level of design of their company’s products;

— most company managers believe that design helps to achieve business success;

— despite the sceptical result from the comparative analysis, we can make this statement:
Design is a crucially important factor according to the perception of managers.

Conclusion of research and recommendations for enterprises. Enterprises are strongly
aware (77% of companies) of the fact, that the design is essential for their business success.
Therefore, this area should not neglect even though they are not only in the B2C market.

Due to the economic crisis continued in the years 2009 - 2014 the company had other
worries than to focus solely on the design. They had to deal with fundamental issues such as
the decline in demand, reducing costs and tougher price competition. Czech Republic reached
again the economic growth in 2015. These factof economic growthindicates, that now is the
best time to intensify efforts in design management.

Regarding the satisfaction of businesses with their own design, full of satisfaction is
relatively low (about one third of respondents), demonstrating the critical thinking skills of
managers and their desire for innovation. This critical insight is a major force for innovation,
without which the company would not be successful in the future. Consequently research also
shows an increase of dissatisfaction with their “own design” in the enterprise. This fact can be
interpreted simply. The enterprises in 2012 have not been able to see, or did not confer a poor
quality in their own design. Again this is a positive result, indicating that there is a tendency to
improve their design and invest in design management.

In the opinion of design and its impact on the business prosperity, started in 2014, a big
slump from 99% to 68%. It can be explained by the current problems remain on the market
due to the ongoing economic crisis. Managers were skeptical in field of design, because due to
economical crisis they did not have any resources to solve design. It should be noted that in
2014 was still a crisis, and businesses had no promising prospects for improving the economic
situation in the Czech Republic.

In conclusion, it is necessary that enterprises (B2B and B2C) do not underestimate the
power of design, because quality design management can significantly improve their
competitive advantage. Indeed design management is not a short-term issue, it is necessary
to invest in design at the right stage within each product life cycle.

Despite the negative development of opinions on “design as a factor of business success”
in 2014 compared with 2012, we can still argue that design plays an important role in most
businesses in the Czech Republic.

Design itself is generally a popular topic in the Czech Republic that we face almost every
day and on every step. Czech managers following foreign models assess “the design”
as variable which can influence the business success in a positive way, not only regarding its
market position but overall competitiveness as well. Many managers, however, do not have
conclusive evidence directly linked to a potential success of their company.

That fact may be concluded as follows: The formation and development of the new design
is a long process, a coordination of a number of professions is needed, and the result is not
expected in a short term. If strategic marketing has long-term effects, the effects of design are
also reflected in a long term.
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surveys (see Return of the questionnaires). Nevertheless, a general awareness of the market in
this field obtained from questionnaires can be considered meaningful despite certain
imperfection in a comparative analysis.

1.Adir, G., Adir, V., & Pascu, N.E. (2012). Logo design and the corporate identity. Procedia-Social
and Behavioral Sciences, 51, 650-654 [in English].

2.Belas, J., Machacek, J., Bartos, P., Hlawiczka, R., & Hudakova, M. (2014). Business Risks and the
Level of Entrepreneurial Optimism among SME in the Czech and Slovak Republic. Journal of
Competitiveness, 6 (2), 30-41 [in English].

3.Best, K. (2006). Design Management: managing design strategy, process and implementation.
AVA publishing [in English].

4.Beverland, M.B., Wilner, S.J., & Micheli, P. (2015). Reconciling the tension between consistency
and relevance: design thinking as a mechanism for brand ambidexterity. Journal of the Academy of
Marketing Science, 1-21 [in English].

5.Brown, T. (2009). Change by design How Design Thinking Transforms Organizations and Inspires
Innovation. HarperBusiness [in English].

6.Brown, T., & Wyatt, J. (2015). Design thinking for social innovation. Annual Review of Policy
Design, 3(1), 1-10 [in English].

7.Bruce, M., & Bessant, J.R. (2002). Design in business: Strategic innovation through design.
Pearson education [in English].

8.Bruce, M., Cooper, R., & Vazquez, D. (1999). Effective design management for small businesses.
Design studies, 20 (3), 297-315 [in English].

9.Cooper, R., Junginger, S., & Lockwood, T. (Eds.). (2013). The handbook of design management.
A&C Black [in English].

10. Cross, N. (2008). Engineering design methods: strategies for product design. John Wiley &
Sons.

11. Design Management Institute. (2014). What is Design Management? Design Management
Institute. Retrieved June 14, 2015, from http://www.dmi.org/?What is Design Manag [in English].

12. Gemser, G., & Leenders, M.A. (2001). How integrating industrial design in the product
development process impacts on company performance. Journal of Product Innovation Management,
18(1), 28-38 [in English].

13. Gmuer, A., Siegrist, M., & Dohle, S. (2015). Does wine label processing fluency influence wine
hedonics? Food Quality and Preference, 44, 12-16 [in English].

14. Gorb, P. (1988). Corporate identity design; Its contribution to effective management. European
Management Journal, 6 (3), 205-208 [in English].

15. Herrmann, A., Huber, F., & Braunstein, C. (2000). Market-driven product and service design:
Bridging the gap between customer needs, quality management, and customer satisfaction. International
Journal of production economics, 66(1), 77-96 [in English].

16. Hollins, B. (2002). Design management education: The UK experience. Design Management
Journal (Former Series), 13(3), 25-29 [in English].

17. Kozubikova, L., Belas, J., Kljunickov, A., & Virglerova, Z. (2015). Differences in approach to
selected constructs of entrepreneurial orientation in SMEs segment regarding the selected socio-
demographic factors. Transformations in Business and Economics, Vol. 14, No 3, 333-355 [in English].

18. Kramolis, J., Stankova, P., & Richtr, M. (2015). The importance of design in business practices
of Czech Companies. E + M ekonomie a management, 18 (2), 151 [in English].

19. Krenar, P., & Taraba, P. (2010). The holistic competence of multicultural team member in Czech

20 MapkeTHUHT i MeHePDKMeHT iHHOBanii, 2016, Ne 2
http://mmi.fem.sumdu.edu.ua/



Po3znin 1 MapkeTuHr iHHOBauiii

Organizations. Knowledge Management and Innovation: A Business Competitive Edge Perspective,
Vols 1-3 [in English].

20. Lidwell, W., Holden, K., & Butler, J. (2010). Universal principles of design, revised and
updated: 125 ways to enhance usability, influence perception, increase appeal, make better design
decisions, and teach through design. Rockport Pub [in English].

21. Melewar, T.C., Dennis, C., & Kent, A. (2014). Global design, marketing and branding:
introduction to the special issue. Journal of Business Research, 67(11), 2241-2242 [in English].

22. Mozota, B. (2002). Design and competitive edge: A model for design management excellence in
European SMEs1. Academic Review, 2(1), 88-103 [in English].

23. Mozota, B. (2003). Design management: using design to build brand value and corporate
innovation. Skyhorse Publishing Inc [in English].

24. Mozota, B. (2006). The four powers of design: A value model in design management. Design
Management Review, 17(2), 44-53 [in English].

25. Oakley, M. (1990). Design management: A handbook of issues and methods. Oxford, UK:
Blackwell Reference [in English].

26. Richtr, M.(2012). Design to prosperity. Unpublished manuscript [in English].

27. Roy, R., & Potter, S. (1993). The commercial impacts of investment in design. Design studies,
14(2), 171-193 [in English].

28. Verganti, R. (2009). Design driven innovation. Harvard Business School Press, Boston [in
English].

29. Vysekalova, J., & Mikes, J. (2009). Image a firemni identita. Grada, Prague [in Czech].

A. Kpamonim, PhD, ct. Bukianau xadenpu eKOHOMIKH, (akyiIbTeT MEHEKMEHTY Ta €KOHOMIKH,
VuiBepcurer Tomamia bari B 3nini (M. 31iH, Yexist)

BinHomeHHs1 YecbKUX KOMMaHiil 10 qu3aiiHy — nopiBHsIbHI qocaixkenns B 2012 i 2014 pokax

Memor cmammi € 02150 O0dicepen NPOeKMHO20 YHPAGNIHHA mda 36'A3KYy Midc OusauHoMm i
npoygimanuam 6Oisnecy. Jocniodcenuss nokazye nomouyHy cumyayiro 6 uecvbkomy 6Oisneci 6 2012 i
2014 pokax. 3pobnena cnpoba npoananizyeamu (NOpigHsNbHE OOCTIONCEHHS) | BUSHAYUMU 0DI3HAHICb
KOMNAHIH w000 OU3QUHY K YMOSU npoygimanis Oiznecy. OCHOBHOI MEmOoK OOCIIONCEHHS € NOPIGHHHS
BIOHOWIEHHs. 00 OU3AUHY MeHeddcepie Ha YecbKux nionpuemcmeax. Pesynomamu docnioscenns daiomo
pe3yibmamu, wo 6KA3VIOMb HA 3MiHy 6iOHOWleHHs. Busnaueno Kinbka acnekmis, wo CmMoCylombcs
OU3AIHY 8 YeCOKUX KOMNAHIAX, 30KpeMa Cnocié MUCients YnpasiinCbKo20 nepcoHany.

KitouoBi  cioBa:  JIOBrOCTPOKOBHM  MAapKeTHHI, JU3aifH, yNpPaBIiHHA  IPOCKTYBAHHSM,
KOHKYPEHTOCIIPOMOYKHICTh, IPOLIBITaHHS Oi3HECY.

A. Kpamonuw, PhD, cr. npenonasatens kadeapbl IKOHOMHUKH, (aKyJIbTeT MEHEDKMEHTa W
9KOHOMHUKH, YHUBepcuteT Tomama batu B 3nune (r. 3inuH, Yexus)

OTHolleHHE YeHICKUX KOMHNaHMii K Qu3aliHy — CpaBHHMTe/lbHble HcciaenoBaHuss B 2012 u
2014 rogax

Lenvio cmamvu sAensemcs 0630p UCIOYHUKO8 NPOEKMHO20 YNPABIIeHUs. U CEA3U MedHCOY OUAUHOM U
npoygemaruem ousneca. Mcciedosanue noxkasvieaem mekywyio cumyayuio 8 veuickom ousnece ¢ 2012 u
2014 200ax. Coenana nonvimka npoanamusuposams (CpasHumenbHoe UCCIeO08aHUE) U ONpedeums
0C8e00MNAEHHOCb KOMRAHUL OMHOCUMENbHO OU3alina Kax yciosus npoyeemanusi dusneca. OcHoeHOl
Yenblo UCCIe006aHUs ABTIAEMCS CPAGHEHUEe OMHOWEHUS K OU3AUHY MEHeOICEPO8 YeUCKUX NPeOnPUAMULL.
Pesynemamul  ucciedosanus npeonazaiom pe3yibmamvl, KOMOpble YKA3bIGAIOM HA USMEHEeHUe
omuowenus. Onpedenenvl HEKOMOpble ACHEKMbL, KACAIOWUecs Ou3alHa 68 HeUlCKUX KOMNAHUAX, 6
YaCMHOCMU CNOCOO MbIUNIEHUS YNPABIEHYECKO20 NePCOHANd.

KiroyeBble  croBa:  JIONTOCPOYHBIM ~ MapKeTWHT, [HU3aiiH, YIpPaBICHHE IPOEKTHPOBAHHUEM,
KOHKYPEHTOCIIOCOOHOCTB, ITpOIIBETaHNe OM3HEeca.
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