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Abstract  

Modern work environments call for collaborative work. The agile work approach expects 
employees to share concepts, ideas, and perspectives to work towards the organization's growth 
and goals. These systems have pushed the individuals to be the best but also posed serious 
psychological threats, resulting in silos, and limiting creativity.   

Through this research, the author has emphasized the use of collaborative work mainly using 
service design, design thinking, emotional agility, and psychological safety theories, along with 
a hands-on approach by using service design tools and methods such as survey, benchmarking, 
interviews, personas, journey maps, stakeholder map, co-creation workshops, and blueprint. 
The goal was to build trust and enhance psychological safety within a newly formed design team, 
and to extend that trust further to collaborating team that the design team is working for. The 
focus was on finding unspoken pain points and addressing the obvious ones, mainly related to 
expressing opinions, sharing ideas, effective communication, and identifying the areas where 
silos are being built.  

Using the service design approach and empathy as the core value, the critical pain points were 
identified. The key development was observed in areas with communication gap and other pain 
points such as breaking silos, difficulty asking for help or contribution, and idea-sharing. The 
ideas were co-created to resolve these pain points. 

Proposed solutions are given in the form of using developed customer journey maps, 
communication blueprint, sharing personal experiences as ice breakers, and suggesting other 
areas of development such as active co-creation sessions with the stakeholders and developing 
stakeholder map. 

The conclusion of this thesis holds that most resilient teams are built on a culture of openness of 
emotions and transparency. Although trust and psychological safe cultures are built at their own 
pace, the use of effective processes such as service design methods can help to speed up that 
process and the work experience can be improved when all the key players are involved. 

_________________________________________________________________________  

Language: English       Key words: Service design, design thinking, psychological safety, emotional 
agility, co-creation, silos, effective teams   
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1 Introduction  

Complex work environments require people to work in an interdisciplinary manner. 

Challenges arise when different individuals and two different teams work towards achieving 

the same goal, but with different work approaches. Such situations form silos and sometimes 

result in misunderstandings that affect the sense of psychological safety of the team members, 

which may affect communication, creativity, agility, and performance.   

“Psychological safety describes perceptions of the consequences of taking interpersonal risks 

in a particular context such as a workplace” (Edmondson & Lei 2014, 23), thus giving 

employees a fearless environment to grow in. Psychological safety is an important factor in 

understanding how people collaborate to achieve a shared outcome. (Edmondson & Lei 2014, 

24). It has become very significant in recent years because of service design focus in 

organizations, which calls for an interdisciplinary work approach. Experiencing 

psychological safety at work affects creative work involvement, effective communication, 

and commitment to the organization. Ramaswamy and Gouillart (2010) point out that when 

all the stakeholders are given a bigger say, they will contribute to useful insights and profits. 

Through this thesis, the researcher would try to identify the factors that affect compatibility, 

communication, and possibly forming silos within a group or between teams, and come up 

with possible solutions to provide them with a psychologically safe environment to work in. 

This thesis is empirical research, in which service design methods and processes are used to 

co-create psychological safety and build trust for effective team building. 

  

1.1 Commissioner and problem  

Company X is a global leader in the electronically operated products industry. Company X 

provides solutions on both personal and commercial levels. Operating and collaborating in 

many countries, Company X is well globalized.  

Company X already places the health and safety of its employees first but now being more 

user-centric with a focus on agile work approach and diverse team involvement, vivid 

processes need to be developed. Any possibly forming silos need to be broken, to allow the 

teams to work seamlessly, in a psychologically safe work culture.   
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 Company X believes in sharing ideas effectively between teams for innovation. Team C, 

who is responsible to design and develop solutions for the users of the products of Company 

X, works closely with designers from different design disciplines (Service Design, UI/UX 

Design, and Industrial Design). These designers represent their respective departments and 

have voluntarily formed a group (Team A) to break the silos that are created between the 

teams. Team structure can be seen in figure 1. 

There is now a need to build trust among these designers from different disciplines. It would 

help to ensure that creative ideas are surfacing effectively, are discussed openly, are being 

communicated well and are welcomed to be explored. Company X wants to use the service 

design approach to make sure that they give the employees a psychologically safe and 

effective co-creation environment to ensure that an effective team culture is promoted.  

In this research, the author will study the functioning, workflow, and journeys of Team A’s 

members, and try to identify the touchpoints where silos are built, and communication is lost. 

This research will also majorly focus on co-creating an environment of psychological safety 

where everyone has a voice and ideas are generated and executed collectively. It would look 

into the pain points that the employees experience but do not voice. 

 

 

Figure 1. Team structure 

  

company X team C team A

UI designers

Service designers

UX designers

Industrial designers
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1.2 Purpose   

Creativity, defined as the generation of new ideas, is critical for organizational performance 

and success. Group practicing and sharing of ideas on an individual level from different 

cultures and disciplines, give a whole new perspective to design thinking and problem-

solving. In environments where people might feel their voice is getting lost, work should be 

based on an empathic approach.  

People only show a part of their personality which according to them would be accepted or 

approved. However, in psychologically safe environments, they are not in a defense mode 

and can let their guard down. This helps them to be more creative and better at problem 

solving without worrying about others’ opinions and thinking about who to trust. 

Druckenmiller writes (according to Colletta 2019), that all good and positive things take place 

when the focus is not on trying to protect ourselves. Constantly putting a guard up could drain 

people’s energy, which could eventually lead to burnout. Davis (according to Lindzon 2021), 

explaining burnout, states that it is a misconception that solutions or causes of burnouts are 

hidden inside individuals, and he alone needs to work on them. Whereas it’s more of a 

workplace and team culture issues. 

The purpose of this thesis is to identify possible communication gaps and investigate into 

the touchpoints among the team members which perhaps lead to anxiety, frustration and 

holding back of ideas. Service design approach could be used to address the problem areas, 

and an environment of psychological safety could be built within the organization, to 

increase individual self-assurance and creative productivity. Amy Edmondson’s three ways 

to create psychological safety (figure 2) will be combined with openness and trust 

(Vollebregt 2018) (figure 3), to create team effectiveness and an environment of 

psychological safety.  

According to Edmondson (2014, 23) psychological safety is a critical factor to understand 

phenomena such as team learning, organizational learning, and voice. Since psychological 

safety is something that you cannot just offer as a company’s culture, this thesis will look at 

it holistically, how individuals can create a culture of learning and supporting each other 

through co-creation and service design methods. 
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Figure 2. Amy Edmondson’s psychological safety (Vollebregt 2018) 

 

Figure 3. Trust cycle for psychological safety (Vollebregt 2018) 

 

1.3 Scope 

The author will be focusing on a new team (Team A) that consists of individuals already 

working in different teams and now coming together to cater a specific business segment. 

Besides enhancing team dynamics, the research will also work on Team A’s interaction with 

other stakeholders specially Team C and other teams within the organization. Figure shows 

how the focus will be on communication and team building through feedback, speaking up, 
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team engagement and sharing, and by extending team learning through collaboration 

dialogue and practice. 

 

Figure 4. Focus of the research 

 

1.4 Frame of reference 

A frame of reference can help model a form of the problem that you are trying to solve. It 

helps to keep your focus on the objective of your research. Figure 5 shows the frame of 

reference used for this thesis. It would help to outline the main concerns of this thesis of how 

service design, design thinking and co-creation can help to build effective teams, enhance 

communication, break silos, work on self-management and in return improve psychological 

safety.  
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Figure 5. Frame of reference 

 

  

 

1.5 Research questions  

The research questions are:  

• How can co-creation help to design effective teams and make psychological safety a 

central part of a team’s culture? 

• How can emotional agility and creativity be enhanced to enable better communication 

and innovation?   

• How can service design methods help break the silos within teams and build trust for 

a proactive design approach? 

 

The research questions were modified and narrowed down through an iterative process 

during the research. Stickdorn, Lawrence, Hormess and Schneider (2018a, p101) 

explains that due to “iterative and explorative” nature of the design research, the 

research questions often need to be refined. 

Effective
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Self
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Silos
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Emotional 
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environ-
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1.6 Approach  

The author will try to address these questions by finding the problem areas through various 

research and service design methods (figure 6). The vision is to develop workshops that build 

trust and open an opportunity for more dialogue within the team, investigate communication 

channels and develop canvases and journey maps as a solution, along with a communication 

blueprint. Kanban would also be suggested as a process plan for the ideas developed during 

the research. Stanford Design School model for design thinking (figure 10) is used as the 

design approach.  

 

 

Figure 6. Service design methods used for the research 

 

1.7 Schedule 

The initial discussions started in November 2019, but the proper research started in January 

2021 and continued till December 2021- The thesis process was broken down into a schedule 

(figure 7) after discussion with the commissioner. A detailed schedule can be seen in 

appendix 9. 
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 Figure 7. Thesis schedule 

 

2 Theoretical background  
This chapter focuses on the theoretical framework for this thesis. The concept of service 

design and its relation to design thinking and co-creation will be presented here. Furthermore, 

the concept of psychological safety will be examined.  

2.1 Design thinking 

Design is as old as humans on this earth. Every tool that the man invented was an extension 

of his body that served a purpose. From hunting tools, to painting on cave walls for 

communication, every design was invented to perform a certain function. As discussed in 

Mindshake (2021) “Design has always been a catalyst for innovation.”  

According to Vianna M., Vianna Y., Adler, Lucina and Russo (2012,12), innovation meant 

new technological solutions in a traditional world. It was later realized that path to innovation 

is directly linked to Design Thinking: an approach that was human centered and focused on 

solving a problem and innovating through “multidisciplinary, collaborative perspectives”. 

Furthermore, Vianna et al. (2012,12) argues that design thinking renders thoughts and finds 

a solution to process the paths that lead to innovation.  

Design thinking gives the courage to ask questions that we do not know the answer to 

(Liedtka & Ogilvie 2011,16). According to Brown (2008, 1-2), anyone can think the way 

designers think and operate and apply that system to their operations. This can result not only 

in innovation of services and products, but also in how the organization functions. This can 

transform the development process of services, products, and strategies. 
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IDEO U (2021) describes that innovation by design is hence a multi-disciplinary approach 

that lies at the intersection (figure 8) of the three design thinking elements:  

1. Feasibility: If the solution is technologically feasible  

2. Viability: Profitability, sustainability etc. according to business point of view 

3. Desirability: If the solution fulfills the needs and desires of the users 

 

Figure 8. Elements of Design Thinking (IDEO U, 2021) 

In order to achieve the true essence of innovation, design thinking has to be approached 

through a mindset of empathy, rationality and subjectivity, all at the same time and since 

design thinking is fundamentally human centered, it has to be approached collaboratively, 

through co-creation methods. (Tschimmel 2012.) 

As seen in figure 9, Mindshake (2021) explains the basics of the Design thinking as the sweet 

spot that is created at the intersection of actions, thoughts and mindset.  
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Figure 9. Basics of Design Thinking (Mindshake 2021) 

Liedtka (2018) stresses that a successful innovation process must deliver premium solutions 

along with lower risks and costs of change. These superior solutions involve discovering of 

original ideas through asking interesting questions and putting the users above anything else. 

The important part of these superior solutions is listening to diverse opinions along the way. 

2.2 Stanford design thinking model 

To apply Design thinking, it is always perspicacious to define a design process which would 

break down and plan the approach to a particular problem. The author has used Stanford 

design thinking model (figure 10) as a design approach for this thesis. Stanford design 

thinking model is a five-stage design thinking model, explained below. 
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Figure 10. Stanford Design Thinking model  

Empathize 

Empathy is the core of human-centered design process. Observing, engaging, and combining 

these two into “watch and listen”, guides one to what people do and say and how they think 

and feel. It can be done for example through observation, interviews, surveys and creating 

journey maps. (Plattner 2021, 2.) 

Empathy helps to build a solid base for a better design by providing an extensive 

understanding of the challenges, issues, and approach to a need (Plattner 2021; Friis & Siang 

2020) It holds great importance in developing a process for emotionally sensitive subjects 

such as psychological safety and trust. 

Define 

The define phase helps to focus and create meaningful research questions. This phase frames 

the most significant challenges by evaluating the gathered information (Plattner 2021, 3). 

Inspiring and empowering a team at this stage and working together with them will bring out 

better insights. 

Ideate 

While we narrow down the problem area during the define phase, we GO BIG During the 

ideation phase we diverge and explore all the possibilities of concept creation and selecting 

the best solutions to move forward with. (Plattner 2021, 4.) 
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Prototype 

According to Plattner (2021, 5), a prototype phase intends to begin a conversation, get 

everyone thinking, fail fast and test the possibilities of the ideas generated during the ideation 

phase. It allows you to take on different ideas without committing to one too early and 

wasting resources. This phase needs to be in conjunction to the next phase that is Test. 

Test 

During the test phase, all the feedback is gathered from the prototypes being used and it is 

determined if the prototype and solutions need to be refined or modified. This phase also 

allows you to fail fast and iterate and sometimes it might also indicate that the research needs 

to be reframed. (Plattner 2021, 6.) 

Plattner (2021, 6) also suggests that this phase is another opportunity to empathize. Testing 

could provide certain new and fruitful insights and add results of the “behavioral testing” to 

the new approach or modified version of the process. (Plattner 2021; Stickdorn & Schneider 

2013, 55.) 

 Therefore, it is important to have a cycle of design, testing, and then rethinking to design 

again, since design thinking is an iterative process. Being a non-linear process, the result from 

each stage makes the understanding of the problem better and navigate us to better solutions. 

(Interaction Design Foundation 2021, 18; Stickdorn & Schneider 2013, 55.) 

 

2.3 Service design 

Since service design is still a comparatively new and developing approach and as Marc 

Stickdorn explains it, there is no one true definition that encapsulates the true metal of service 

design. Sticking to one definition may affect and confine the prospects of this evolving field 

and limit its use in design thinking. “Service design is all about making the services you 

deliver useful, usable, efficient, effective and desirable” (UK Design Council in Stikdorn & 

Schneider 2018a, 19). 

Mortiz in Stickdorn et al. (2018a, 19) defines service design as a holistic, multi-disciplinary 

and integrative design approach that is effective for both the clients and organizations and 

can help to solve challenges that the organizations face. This cross-disciplinary practice 



  13  

combines numerous skills in design, management, and process engineering (Stickdorn & 

Schneider 2013).  

Service design is composed of touchpoints that define the interaction of the users. Service 

design tools and methods can help to understand the user behaviors, and needs, which in 

return can bring new solutions that are closer to the values of the consumers. (Design Council 

2015a, 4.) 

Service design can help develop existing or creating new services but since service design 

drafts processes to provide a holistic experience and great services, it does not forget the 

people who deliver it (Stickdorn & Schneider, 2013, 24). All the stakeholders are considered 

during the process of service design and The Copenhagen Institute of Interaction Design 

(according to Stickdorn, & Schneider 2013, 23) believes that it creates “new socio-economic 

value in society.” 

As can be seen with a few definitions above, Service Design is deeper and more versatile 

than what could most of the time be conceived as the tip of the iceberg. Service design 

experience focuses both on tangible and intangible mediums with an equal focus on process 

development, management, and design (Stickdorn & Schneider 2013, 23), keeping empathy 

as its core value.  

2.4 Emotional agility 

For maximum expression, the inner experiences should not be suppressed, instead they 

should be approached in a mindful and value driven way which is called emotional agility. 

(David & Congleton, 2013.) 

Tuomala and Nothnagel (2020) explain that to achieve any goal, including psychological 

safety, there must be a collective understanding of the goal, its importance and how to achieve 

it. According to Kuhel (2018), emotional agility gives the capability to accept, drive and 

make use of difficult emotions, to be open to new information. Goyette (2021) argues that 

instead of hiding from negative emotions, accept them and build work culture based on values 

rather than emotions.  

David (2016) describes that during a survey with over 70,000 people it was evident that a 

third of people either judge their negative emotions or lockdown them down at time of 

difficulty and only let out the emotions that are so called legitimate. When one feels a strong 

emotion, he should express that. David (2016) further explains that when people have the 
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comfort of expressing the emotional truth, creativity and engagement grow in the 

organization. The most agile and resilient teams are built on the culture of an openness of the 

emotions. Emotional agility lets you express your emotions with courage and mindfulness. 

Instead of labelling others as negative, push aside assumptions and listen to people’s concerns 

and difficulty. This can help you move in the direction of positive change. She further 

suggests that prioritize your values and take actions towards them. Distinguish between your 

“want to” goals from “have to” goals (David 2018). Your “want to” goals help you define 

your actions and values. For example, if fairness is something that you value, would you 

choose to have a difficult conversation or would you choose to avoid it? And how fair it is to 

yourself, or the person involved or the team, to avoid it? As a team, deciding what your values 

are, and how you want to interact with each other and the other teams involved, can help you 

through. With emotional agility you see things differently; things are not obligatory, but your 

choice, and a psychological safe environment helps you to be open and expressive about your 

emotions and choices, helping you step toward emotional agility and avoid burnouts. (David 

2018.) 

2.5 Psychological safety 

Psychological safety, as described by Edmondson (1999, 6), is a feeling of safety and belief 

that the team will not “embarrass, reject, or punish” a member for speaking up or sharing 

their part of the ideas. Psychological safety builds an atmosphere of mutual respect and trust 

within the teams which allows people to be themselves. This team climate, in return gives 

people more confidence in taking interpersonal risks.  

Organizational improvement requires everyone to speak up and have a voice (Edmondson & 

Lei 2014; Detert & Burris 2007). Psychological safe environments give employees a voice 

and the comfort to share ideas, information, and knowledge for organizational improvement 

(Edmondson & Lei 2014). When people do not feel psychologically safe in their work 

environment, they feel disconnected from the other members in the group (Kahn 1990, 19). 

This disconnection effects the dynamics and effectiveness of a group and prevents the 

individuals to focus on collective goals. As Schein (1993) discusses, psychological safety 

helps individuals to overcome learning anxiety (which makes us go back to the behavior 

patterns to avoid embarrassment or punishment) and people let down their defensive guards 

to focus on organizational goals instead of raising self-defense mechanism which as 

discussed earlier in chapter 2.4, is important for emotional agility. 
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Most of the time, learning in organizations takes place when the members of a team or group 

interact with each other (Edmondson 2002), and these learning behaviors are constrained 

when team members have fear and concerns about interpersonal consequences. Together with 

improving organizational culture and conditions, psychological safety can help in building 

team culture and learning behavior (Edmondson 2011). (Figure 11) 

 

Figure 11. Model of antecedents and consequences of team psychological safety 
(Edmondson 2011, 44) 
 

Edmondson (1999, 6-7) discusses that to be effective, psychological safety must be a major 

construct of the group, and all the group members must have an equal and similar 

understanding of it. Engagement is enabled by psychological safety, and a psychological safe 

environment makes collaboration more likely in complex, uncertain and interdependent 

teams within an organization. (Kahn 1990; Tuomala & Nothnagel 2020.) 
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2.6 Integrative model for team development 

Since the beginning of human history, man has learned to share, solve, and survive by 

forming groups. This model of groups is applied in organizations to get the work done 

systematically. 

The agile approach towards work has shifted the focus on integrated teams from the 

traditional waterfall model (Gren, Torkar & Felt 2017). Susan Wheelan introduces us with 

such an integrated approach, named Integrated Model of Group development. Wheelan 

mainly built upon the theory of group development with four stages; forming, storming, 

norming and performing by Bruce Tuckman in 1965 and further implies her own 

observations to the model (according to Ivanov 2015). Wheelan presents a more holistic 

approach on shaping a group for a mature collaboration.  

According to the model, all groups go through four stages (figure 12): 

1. Dependency and inclusion 

2. Counter dependency and fight 

3. Trust and structure 

4. Work and productivity 

 

 

Figure12. Integrative model of group development (IMGD) by Susan Wheelan (Wijaya 

2018) 
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Stage 1: Dependency and inclusion   

The first stage of any group’s development is determined by a member’s dependency on the 

leader (if there is one), safety concerns and anxiety over feeling included in the group. Group 

members are dependent on the group leader to make the decisions and for the next course of 

actions. Acceptance by the others is more of a concern than the ongoing task, which results 

in everybody not expressing different points of views. (Wheelan 2010, 26.) 

How to identify stage 1 within a group 

It is often seen that personal safety within the group is of a concern. The group’s goals are 

not clear, and the members do not try to clarify them either. The initial goal of the group is 

rarely questioned, and the communication is mostly done through the assigned group leader. 

At this stage, there is often fear of rejection and members are concerned with inclusion and 

acceptance by others. There is no or minimum conflict and coalitions and subgroups are 

rarely formed. The fear of rejection limits the participation of the group members to the vocal 

members only. (Wheelan 2010, 26-27.) 

Stage 2: Counter dependency and fight  

Wheelan (2010, 27) suggests that at this stage, the group questions the goals and procedures 

of the group and conflicts arise. There needs to be a clear set of goals, values and processes 

at this stage and conflict should be seen as a positive attribute because this helps in 

establishing trust within the team. Only a clear vision will unify the group and resolve the 

conflicts or difference of opinions, through collaboration. 

How to identify stage 2 group 

There is a conflict about group values and goals. Group members feel comparatively 

comfortable in speaking up their mind. This comfort level gives them the courage to ask more 

questions and even challenge each other. This might also result in some conflicts, but the 

group tries to use a conflict management approach. This results in efforts to resolve conflicts 

and if successful, the approach leads to trust and coherence. (Wheelan 2010, 28.)  
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Stage 3: Trust and structure 

Wheelan (2010, 28) further unfolds that when a group sails through the stage 2 and the 

obstacles created by the conflicts that may arise during that stage, the trust and structure 

within a group increase. Cooperation and collaborations result in a stronger relationship 

among the team members.  

How to identify stage 3 group 

Communication within the group becomes flexible and there is an increase in trust within the 

group. The group members are focused on the goals of the group which leads to happy 

coalitions. 

Conflicts still arise but mostly they are healthy conflicts or are effectively resolved. The group 

is more focused on achieving the goals, which is now vivid to all the team members. 

(Wheelan 2010, 29.)  

Stage 4: Work and productivity 

This is the stage when the team is at the peak of effectiveness. Since most of the issues are 

resolved during the former stages, the team can now focus on productivity and development. 

How to identify stage 4 group 

Members of the team are now focused on achieving the goal, which is clear and accepted by 

everyone. Everyone participates in constructive feedback in a workspace where they feel safe 

to voice their opinion (Wijaya 2018).) This stage requires team effort, rather than the 

individual effort, even though everyone is doing a specialized task assigned according to his 

ability. The feedback is given and used for team effectiveness, which results in the 

encouragement of innovation. This results in high performance and success of the group. 

(Wheelan 2010, 30.) 
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Table 1. Integrated model of group development according to Wheelan (modified by Roslöf 

J. 2019, 1) 

 

Integrated Model of Group Development (IMGD) 
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3 Design process and research  
 
Research is the process of collecting, analyzing, and interpreting data, to understand a 

phenomenon (Leedy and Ormrod 2015, 20). This chapter discusses the design approach used 

for this thesis and the coalescence of the research using service design methods. Following 

the Stanford Design thinking model for an in-depth sight (figure 10), the author broke down 

the research and development into five phases (figure 13).  

 

 

Figure 13.  Design process (following Stanford Design Thinking model) 

 

3.1  Empathize – seek to understand          

 To start the project, the researcher used different research and service design methods and 

tools at the empathize stage of the design process. The purpose was to create multiple types 

of data to get a richer dataset (Stickdorn et al. 2018a, 108). 
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 Preparatory research 

Preparatory research is carried out to learn more about the context and perception of a 

research problem (Stickdorn et al. 2018b, 15). Desk research was carried out to further 

explore the topic and formulate a starting point for the research questions. A structural review 

of academic papers, research reports and concept analysis presented by the experts (more 

importantly founder of the term that is, Amy Edmondson) was concluded. 

This helped in formulating the direction of the research and identifying the appropriate 

methods to be used to carry out the research and synthesize data (Stickdorn 2021). The 

commissioner was then approached with the concept in fall 2020 and approaching the subject 

of co-creating psychological safety using service design was discussed.  

The author also learned more about the commissioner and the company values at this point, 

initially through the data that is available online, in form of Company X’s websites, blogs 

and PDFs and then through discussions with experts from various departments (discussed 

further in this chapter, under interviews). These discussions were carried out virtually, in 

form of unstructured interviews, using Microsoft Teams. A summary of pros and restrictions 

of the method can be seen in table 2. 

Table 2. Pros and restrictions of the preparatory desk research 

Pros Restrictions 

Formulate research direction Limited information available on the 

internal systems and team functionality of 

the organization. 

Identify appropriate research methods  

Learn more about Commissioner  

 

 

 Benchmarking 

 Camp (1989) describes benchmarking as searching and implementing the best industry 

practices which may lead to extraordinary performance. Since benchmarking  is a way of 
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focusing on the best possible practices in similar environments, the author decided to use it 

as one of the research methods to authenticate the foundation of the thesis topic, of team 

effectiveness through psychological safety. Voss and Blackmon (1994, 6) suggest that 

benchmarking results in the understanding of strengths and weaknesses of processes.  

Google’s project Aristotle was chosen as a benchmark for this thesis. Google’s journey from 

a small startup run from a garage in 1998 to a rapidly growing organization has been rather 

inspiring. Google LLC is an American search engine company, founded in 1998 by Sergey 

Brin and Larry Page. It handles more than 70 percent of worldwide online search requests 

and offers more than 50 Internet services and products besides the search engine (Britannica 

2021). This makes Google a complex organization where work is done collaboratively by 

teams. This collaboration results in innovative ideas, but the collaborative work also results 

in interpersonal issues and obscurity and may cause friction (Rework 2021). 

After the success of its research to find out what makes a great manager (Project Oxygen 

research), Google applied similar research to find out team effectiveness at Google. The 

project was named Project Aristotle taking on Aristotle’s quote “the whole is greater than the 

sum of its parts”. (Rework 2021.)  

Google first determined what makes a team and focused on the groups with interdependent 

working structure, for this research. Google studied 180 teams (115 teams in engineering and 

65 in sales), for this project. The teams consisted of as little as three and as large as fifty 

members, with a median of nine members. It was then determined that what makes a team 

‘effective’.  For this, both qualitative and quantitative evaluations were carried out to assess 

both the culture and concrete metrics. Some sample questions can be seen in table 3. 

The study consisted of both the high – and low-performing teams. The team composition, 

dynamics and effectiveness were tested through “double-blind” interviews and existing 

survey data from employee engagement survey and Google’s longitudinal study on work and 

life. 

 

 

 

 



  23  

Table 3. Some sample questions used in the study for Project Aristotle (Rework 2021) 

 

Project Aristotle’s original hypothesis was that the perfect team is made by bringing the right 

people together, but after the research through survey and interviews, with over 100 teams, 

Google discovered that how the team interacts is much more important than who is on the 

team. The group culture, norms and unwritten rules are what makes a team effective. (Duhigg 

2016.) The research showed that the successful teams shared 5 traits (figure 14) with 

psychological safety, being the most important factor in team effectiveness. 

 

 

Figure 14.  Five traits of an effective team (Rework 2021) 
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Summary of benchmarking 

The findings of project Aristotle validated the hypothesis of the research of this thesis, which 

is that psychological safety is the most important ingredient to construct an effective team 

and a successful organization. Bench marking this project also directed towards the 

importance of a team having structure and clarity, both on individual and group level. Table 

4 displays the pros and restrictions of benchmarking. 

 

Table 4. Pros and restrictions of benchmarking 

Pros Restrictions 

Validation on the effectiveness of 

psychological safety 

Different organization culture 

Direction towards the structure & clarity of 

team goals and purpose 

 

Learning the importance of group culture 

for team effectiveness 

 

 

  Interviews 

After the initial research of co-creating psychological safety was discussed with the design 

expert team, five semi-structured, and unstructured interviews were carried out with different 

personnel from the company X’s human resource, safety, communications & IT and design 

departments. The time for these interviews spanned from January 2021 to March 2021.  

Interviewing is a form of data collection, where you can gather a lot of qualitative data and 

often restructure your research questions according to the flow of response. According to 

Oakley (1998), qualitative interview is a type of framework in which the practices and 

standards are not only recorded, but also achieved, challenged and as well as reinforced.  
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Since every research interview has some sort of structure, most of the qualitative research 

interviews are either semi-structured, lightly structured, or in-depth (Mason 1994). These 

interviews were also a dialogue between the researcher and the commissioner, where the 

personnel from different departments inquired about the research scope. 

The research required a deeper study into the psychological barriers that employee might be 

facing within an organization; lightly structured interviews from the author’s side, provided 

more data that was useful in understanding the friction points and understanding the culture 

of the organization. It also helped define the needs and narrow down the scope of the research. 

The interviews were more about seeking information about how different teams in the 

company work. 

Key insights 

• During the interviews it was evident that there is a need for making psychological 

safety an integral part of the team culture in the company, when the company is 

working more towards the wellbeing of the employees, inclusion, and diversity. 

• Sometime individuals fear sharing work. They either think it is incomplete or they 

fear that their idea might be rejected or stolen by someone else. 

• It was important to identify and spread the ways of working and functions that are 

effective. 

• Teams need to be engaging and sustainable. How can we provide them tools to do 

so? 

• How can we encourage people more to being people forward? 

• How psychological safety impact the innovation aspect of the company?  

• Culture diagnosis. How can we strengthen the culture of inclusion and sharing? 

• Communication is sometimes not as easy in tech centered departments of the 

company. A service design approach might narrow down the communication gap with 

its human centered approach. 

These interviews also helped in forming the first direction of the research questions. The 

interview with Leena M. on 20.02.2021 and Sara B. on 4.03.2021, from the safety department 

alongside Maria L., the design expert of the company, also helped co-creating a survey (See 

appendix 2) with the right tone of voice that the Company X uses with its employees and 

followed the organizations cultural code. 
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3.2 Define – framing the problem   

The empathize mode transitions into the define phase. 

These two phases are very closely knit because you constantly find yourself 

empathizing while analyzing the findings and defining the problem. Define mode is 

important to synthesize scattered findings into useful insights (Plattner 2021, 3). To 

define the right challenge and bring focus and clarity to the research, the following 

service design methods and tool were used. 

 
 Survey through questionnaire 

Survey design is used to gather the primary data that will help us understand what the team 

needs, and what their expectations are. A questionnaire at an early stage of empathizing and 

defining can help to test concepts and reflect attitude of people. (Saunders, Lewis & 

Thornhilll 2016, 439.) 

Saunders et al. (2016, 439) further suggests that descriptive research such as opinion 

questionnaire, can identify the variability in different aspects of the research, which was 

helpful to find the focus for further study and development in case of this thesis study. 

As discussed earlier in 3.1.3, a survey was co-created with stakeholders from safety and 

design department of the organization (see appendix 2) The anchor of this survey was Amy 

Edmondson’s survey on psychological safety in teams (table 5) . The survey was sent out to 

the team to fill out in April 2021.  

Table 5.  Survey questions to measure Team Psychological Safety (Edmondson1999) 

 

Empathize

Define

Team Psychological Safety
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This survey (table 5) consisted of closed ended questions to gather quantitative data, using 

likert chart, and one open ended question to attain qualitative data out of a small group of 

people. Since the team is already busy on multiple channels and have very little time in their 

hand, the likert chart survey was thought to be an apt approach.  

The author thinks that adding an open-ended questionnaire to gather some qualitative data 

through survey will be useful, because if there is something that is not being said, a discreet 

way of sharing their thoughts will be effective, in comparison to the interview. Especially 

for people, who have an introvert personality and who avoid conflicts and discussions.  

Main findings   

The main findings of the survey carried out, can be seen in table 6. The survey was sent out 

to eight team members, out of which six responded, and only four responded to the open-

end question. This already depicts that individual are either short of time, or there are diverse 

personalities who do not want to express their opinions in writing. In author’s point of view, 

such personalities can be touched with other service design methods such as observation and 

workshop. 

 

 

Table 6. Survey questions and results 

Questions Strongly 
agree 

Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 
disagree 

I am good at navigating roadblocks and 
overcoming communication barriers. 

40%  40% 20%  

It is easy to share info with this team.  60% 20% 20%  

Members of this team are able to bring up 
problems and difficult discussion topics 

20% 40% 40%   

I feel comfortable expressing differing 
opinions in the team. 

 60% 20% 20%  

It is difficult to ask other members of this 
team for help. 

  60% 20% 20% 

Working with members of this team, my 
unique skills and talents are valued. 

 80%  20%  

I have a trusting relationship with my 
team members. 

20% 40% 20% 20%  
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I venture outside of my job descriptions 
to support other teammates 
 

 20%  60%  20% 

No one on this team would deliberately 
act in a way that undermines my efforts 

 60% 40%   

There are hardly any disagreements in the 
team 

 20% 60%  20% 

The team’s objectives and tasks are 
always clear and easy to follow 
 

 20% 40% 40%  

I feel included in the team 
 

 60% 40%   

The team members’ different cultural and 
professional backgrounds and experiences 
are well respected in our team. 
 

40% 40% 20%   

In case I have a problem, I always know 
how to communicate and collaborate with 
my team members (e.g., reach them 
through e-mail, Whatsapp, Teams, or in-
person) 
 

 100%    

 

As seen in the table above, some individuals feel that there might be communication barriers. 

For instance, 20% believe it is difficult to share info in this team. It could be argued that 

perhaps difficulty in sharing info is about reaching out to other team members, but it could 

be ruled out because when later asked in the questionnaire that in case the team members 

have a problem, they always know how to communicate and collaborate with other team 

members ( for example, reach them through e-mail, WhatsApp, Teams, or in-person), 100 

%agreed, which leads to an assumption at this stage that speaking up might be a problem for 

someone somewhere.  

Again, when later asked if they feel comfortable expressing differing opinions in the team, 

20% disagreed and 20 % were neutral alongside 60%, who agreed to the statement. This 

reflected that maybe some of the team members do not yet feel psychologically safe enough, 

to express a differing opinion. But it was also seen that members of the team were able to 

bring up problems and difficult discussion topics. 20% strongly agreed and 40% agreed to 

this, while 40% stayed neutral which gives the impression that perhaps it is easy to provide 

the psychological safety to the members of the team who are somehow not opening up. 

When asked if working with members of this team, their unique skills and talents are valued; 

20% disagreed. To give employees an environment to thrive in, they need to feel that their 

skills and talents are being utilized properly.  
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It was noted that 20% of the team members strongly felt that they had a trusting relationship 

with their team, whereas 20% also disagreed to it.  

The survey results also depicted that the team’s objectives and tasks are not always clear. 

Another question was asked about the clarity of the team’s goals (the question cannot be 

displayed in the paper, due to it being the intellectual property of the organization X) to which 

60% were neutral and 20% disagreed. These results prompted to first develop clear goals and 

understanding of the team in the form of a team canvas as discussed later in this chapter 

(3.2.8), so that the team is aligned and everybody has a clear direction, which is important 

for effective team building and preparing the mental space and expectations of the team 

members.  

 

An open-ended question was also asked in the survey about the biggest potential for 

improvement in the team. Only four out of six responded to this question. The answers were: 

• “well, mostly establishing the team. This part of organization X is relatively young, 

so I'd say my answers are colored by that.” 

• “everything is open and possible!” 

• “to work together on same goal” 

• “processes and organizational structure” 

The response was mostly about the establishment of the team and its structure and process, 

which is important when designing an effective team. But in the author’s point of view, it can 

also be seen that when not asked about the psychological safety and having a voice, people 

often ignore it as part of a daily team function. To overrule this point of view, we can say that 

the statement given above by the author is an assumption, therefore, we try to combine data 

from other research methods to look deeper into any such possibility. The summary of the 

benefits of the use of this service design method for this study can be seen in table 7. 

Summary of survey 

• Survey provided a good statistical point for this study. Though the team size is small, 

we still get enough data to analyze and measure the comfort level of the team 

members and psychological safety to an extent. 

• It is also thought to be a good starting point to get initial information from diverse 

personalities, especially introverts. 
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• Six responses and even lesser responses(four) to open end question display that 

survey cannot extract qualitative data at times.  

 

Table 7. Pros and restrictions of survey 

Pros Restrictions 

Good statistical starting point for the study Taking time out to fill a survey 

A platform for introverts to voice their 

opinions 

Diverse personalities not wanting to express 

in open ended questions 

 

 

 Qualitative interviews 

During the preliminary interviews, it was yet to be decided which team to finalize for the 

study of this thesis. The idea was to send out surveys to three different teams, preferably 

design, R&D and IT or development, and then select the team with the most challenging 

survey results. But during this process, it was decided that it would be best to move forward 

with Team A, which represent different design departments and the barriers they face. 

After the selection of team A for further research, the survey was sent out to the team and in-

depth semi-structured interviews were carried out with four of the group members and one 

stakeholder. In-depth interviews help to understand more about expectations, concerns, 

problems needs and ideas (Stickdorn, Lawrence, Hormess & Schneider, 2021b, 31). The 

author thinks that an individual interview reflects on how individuals voice their opinions 

when they do not have any social or group psychological pressure. 

Due to the virtual work situation, the interviews were carried out through Microsoft Teams, 

therefore, much body language could not be observed, but since the interviewees had their 

camera on, it helped build a friendly and somewhat intimate atmosphere. The interviews were 

carried out in April 2021. The group was already given a presentation about the research; 

therefore, they were sent an email (see appendix 1) with a short intro and purpose of the 

interview. A calendar of available times and dates was created on Calendly.com, so that the 
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group members could choose the time that suited them best. The duration of each interview 

ranged between forty to sixty minutes. 

The participants were asked if the interview could be recorded for in-depth notes. The 

recording was then used to take detailed notes and the time during interview was spent in 

active listening to build an empathic relationship with the interviewee.  

Following Stickdorn et al. (2018b, 34) suggestion, the questions were structured in form of a 

“funnel”, starting with general and broad questions using a set of questions as an anchor (see 

appendix 3) which mostly were modified during the interview because the interview was 

more of a discussion. The interview became more specific using the boundary objects such 

as personas, and employee journey map (see chapter 3.2.4 & 3.2.6). This could be seen as an 

interview that also acted as a small co-creation workshop at an individual level. 

First part of the interview 

The participants were first casually welcomed with an ice breaker and introduced to the topic. 

They were then asked to talk   about themselves and their experience with organization X. 

Two of the team members were new and had joined company X during the pandemic, so their 

encounter with the peers has pretty much been virtual, and they had never met the people on 

their team.  

Then narrowing down, the interviewees were asked if they were able to bring up problems 

and tough issues, or if questions are being asked during the meeting, to which they replied 

that some people might not be putting their opinions on the table, out of being introvert or 

shy, otherwise this team was built to break the silos that were being created among different 

design departments that work towards a similar product. One of the participants responded 

that they do not know if their ideas are being welcomed or not, because they put forward a 

whole ideation process and later do not get an update on whether or not has it been taken 

forward by the stakeholders from team C.  

When asked about if the team is safe for taking interpersonal risks and what it meant to them, 

they answered that building this team is a step towards breaking the silos they felt they were 

working in, but they do not have a clear idea on the process and goals of the team A.  

Another thing that came up during the conversation with the interviewees was that processes 

are delayed due to the hierarchal nature of the Company X. Everything needs to be agreed 

upon, which takes away from the freedom of quick iterations. An interesting comment came 
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up that “you need to be a politician to come over the hierarchal hindrances”. The author thinks 

that such a comment might mean that certain individuals are facing psychological barriers 

within the organization.    

  

Figure 15. Comments from the interview 
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The figure above (figure 15), displays comments under different areas of discussions. The 

interviewees also shared a few ideas to resolve some of the barriers they are facing. As the 

data from the interview was further clustered down (discussed earlier here in 3.2.2), we can 

see the opportunity of coming up with processes to embed psychological safety in the team 

(table 8).  

 

Table 8. Psychological Safety as an impact (data from qualitative interview with team A) 

 

 

Encourage positive 
attitude & make it a 
part of team culture. 
Create an atmosphere 
of trust and build 
“home” feel within the 
team

VISION for impact

Create Team C level 
design approach for 
why Team A 
exists.What is the 
reason/motivator for 
why the design 
team(Team A) is 
working together.

Create processes & 
channels for visibility & 
contribution

Create best design 
approach through 
working together

Make team members feel 
at home, provide a culture 
of openness

Create processes for 
project and ideas related 
feedback

Empower designers for 
fast and productive 
turnover

Avoid burnouts

CHALLENGES

Interpersonal risk taking 

in teams

Silos among different 
design teams and different 
stakeholders

It is difficult to ask for help 
or contribution from other 
designers

Difficulty speaking up/ 
diverse personalities

Not many questions are 
being asked

Unsure if the ideas are 
being welcomed by the 
stakeholders

Feeling of working alone 
in projects

Hierarchy slows down 
design process

Not enough feedback is 
being given, 
Hierarchy slows down 
design process

WHY

New people might have 
speaking up issues. 
Diverse personalities: shy, 
introverts, Thinking in 
their own time. Silos with  
other stakeholders

Do not know where or 
how to ask for help 
sometimes 

Not enough collaboration 
or dialogue happening. No 
channel for advice or 
support outside work 
scope

People could either be 
quiet or skeptical

Everything has to be 
agreed on, mostly by 
product owners and Team 
C lead members

Psychological Safety as an Impact
Qualitative interview
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Similarly, during the interview with one of the stakeholders from Team C, some barriers were 

discovered. When it was discussed why designers feel that sometimes they do not know if 

their ideas are being implemented or the new ideas are being welcomed or not, the reply was 

that implementation takes time and important things need to be done first, which often result 

in pushing back many good ideas. It was further discussed that sometimes ideas presented 

are good, but the execution feels challenging from the designer‘s side. The stakeholder’s 

point of view is displayed in table 9 where we can see the challenges faced by Team C and 

why they might happen. We can also see the expectations of Team C, which at this stage 

cannot be defined as a vision, and the author believes that bringing up these challenges and 

trying to find solutions for them in a co-created ideation workshop will solve many barriers 

and give an opportunity to define clear vision regarding the team functioning. 

Table 9. Stakeholder’s point of view (derived from a qualitative interview with the 

stakeholder) 

 

Slice big tasks and 
design concepts into 
small applicapble  
deliverables.

EXPECTATIONSCHALLENGES

Design ideas are good, 

why is execution challeng-

ing?

Milestones pushback new 
ideas that might result in 
designers thinking that 
ideas are not being 
welcomed

Questions are being 
asked, not sure if enough 
questions are being 
answered by Team C

Push the results. why 
implementation takes 
time.

Working in virtual 
environment

Need a design mediator or 
manager to push the tasks 
and make sure they are 
implemented

Absence of F2F discus-
sions and visibility

WHY

As discussed in the 
interview with Team A 
members, everything 
needs to be agreed upon 
and hierarchy slows 
design process

As discussed in the 
interview with Team A 
members, everything 
needs to be agreed upo 
and hierarchy slows 
design process

Self management  or 
introduce a  design 
mediator or manager.

Simplify Usability,
Team commitment

Early results get things 
started e.g mobile app.  
Important things get done 
first

Lack of dialogue and 
progress discussions 
between Team C and Team 
A. The challenges faced by 
the designers are sometimes 
not known. Similalry 
restrictions regarding 
projects and progress is not 
visible to the designers

Stakeholder’s point of view(Team C)
Qualitative interview

More F2F discussions. 
Increase relatability with 
team members especially 
the  new ones
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It is interesting to see that the stakeholder from team C said that the designers from Team C 

need to focus on self-management and raised a concern that perhaps a design mediator or 

design manager is needed to make sure the tasks are implemented. Whereas during the 

interview with the designers from Team C, the designers emphasized on hierarchy and how 

everything must be approved and agreed upon, before proceeding. These statements from 

both the sides, show that both teams want the designers to be empowered, but a dialogue has 

never been carried out to address this, and the teams never had an opportunity to co-create 

solutions for this barrier. This situation provides a great opportunity for service design 

methods to work as a mediator instead, and give the teams an opportunity to possibly solve 

a pain point within given resources, that could otherwise create frustration and effect 

psychological safety. 

 The challenges of working in a virtual environment also surfaced and importance of face-to-

face discussion and visibility was mentioned as one of the factors for being a catalyst for 

these barriers.  

These discussions show that there is not just the need to build trust and safety within the team, 

but also a need to break the silos that are being formed with the stakeholder. 

 

Second part of the interview 

The second half of the interviews was supported by the boundary objects that were personas, 

stakeholder map and journey map (the employee journey maps were created with two of the 

interviewees only). The interviewees were invited to the miro board and asked to fill the 

persona template (see figures 17,18, 19, 20 in 3.2.4). They discussed about their goals, 

motivations, expectations, and challenges. More details can be found under personas, 

stakeholder map and journey map in the next chapter. This half of the interview helped in 

getting precise views of the individuals on the required subjects. The interviews revealed the 

concerns, expectations, and pain points of the team members, and the opportunity and 

strengths that the group holds.  

Besides using personas and employee journey, the data from the interview was used to build 

a SWOT analysis (see figure 25) for the team, which is discussed further under SWOT 

analysis, in the same chapter (3.2.7). Data from the interview was combined with data from 

the observation and survey and was organized in the form of an affinity diagram (figure 16 
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and 17), to be used in the ideation workshop. Since qualitative data can produce complex and 

large data, cluster analysis through affinity diagram can clarify and simplify findings (Henry, 

Dymnicki, Mohatt, Allen & Kelly 2015, 1).  

As seen in figure 16, when representing the pain points and concerns of the designers, the 

qualitative data was organized into four groups: why design team, speaking up, interpersonal 

risk taking and challenges working with other teams. The first cluster, why design team, was 

mainly formed to highlight the importance of team A, and how it can be utilized to address 

one of the main barriers that the designers face, which is silos. During the interviews it was 

brought up in every conversation that there was a feeling of working alone and that there was 

no support outside work scope. It also highlights the pain point of designers not feeling 

empowered, and the hierarchy slowing down the design process.  

The second cluster touched the barrier that restricts psychological safety in a team, which is 

speaking up. The difficulty of speaking up was found to be related to personality traits such 

as being shy or introverts, or just being new on the team. It was also found that people 

sometimes find it difficult to ask for time or contribution from others. This cluster is somehow 

related to the next cluster, interpersonal risk taking, which is again extremely important when 

we gauge psychological safety in a team. The uncertainty of acceptance of new ideas and 

sometimes people not sharing enough ideas, were listed under this cluster. 

The fourth cluster displays the challenges of working with other teams. It can be seen that a 

few inclusion processes might be a problem here. Less discussion or feedback while a product 

is being developed might result in not utilizing the maximum potential and creativity of the 

team members. 

   

Figure 16.  Affinity diagram of data from team A’s interviews and observation  

Designer’s Perspective
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Similarly, the point of view of the main stakeholders (team C), were clustered down in three 

groups(figure 17). We can already see that their response to implementation of ideas is that 

based on importance of the tasks to be done effectively. The stakeholder on the other hand 

also expects the execution pace to match the ideas and would like a design mediator to break 

processes into smaller achievable goals. The challenges they face include uncertainty if the 

questions are being answered (which leads to the lack of continuous feedback processes), 

milestones pushing back new ideas and challenges of virtual environment working. 

 

Figure 17.  Affinity diagram of data extracted from stakeholder’s interview 

 

Summary of the interviews 

Interviews, when used as one of the service design methods to investigate into the pain points 

that the team members might be facing, turned out to be one of the most important method 

for this study and provided a large amount of qualitative data. The pros and restrictions (see 

also table 10) that were observed are as follows: 

• The participants were able to bring up their journey like story telling.  

• The semi structured interview turned more into a chat where the focus remained to 

the main subject, but the participants opened more, and the researcher was able to 

gather more data.  
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• The one-on-one nature of the interview also provided the individuals, an opportunity 

of expressing their opinions, because we never know if we have a diverse personality 

in the team who would rather not like to voice their opinions in groups. 

•  The interviews also helped in aligning the research on what are the challenges, why 

they exist and what could be the future vision to create an impact. 

There were however challenges using this method. 

• The virtual nature of the interviews restricted the researcher to observe the body 

language fully.  

• Limited time allocation for the interview, because of other commitments the 

participants had to pursue.  

 

Table 10. Pros and restrictions of interviews 

Pros Restrictions 

An in-depth study in the journey, needs and 

ideas of the team members 

Due to interviews being held in virtual 

environment, some body language could 

not be studied 

One of the most useful methods to derive 

qualitative data 

If there is an introvert personality, they still 

might not open up during interviews 

Captured the emotions and behaviors Time restriction, for the second half of the 

interviews  

Connected the researcher to the user   

Virtual interview environment provided 

comfort of participant’s own space, to 

reflect. 

 

One on one interview gave the participant 

the full space to discuss their point of view 
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Helped align what the challenges are, why 

they exist and individual vision to create an 

impact 

 

 

 

 Observation 

In general, observation is a systematic way to collect data by observing people in natural 

situations or settings. There are many different types of observation, each with its strengths 

and weaknesses (Atlan 2018). The author was involved in a non-participant observation. 

This non-participant observation was overt, which means that the research subject knew that 

the researcher is present, but no interaction was made with them (Stickdorn et al. 2018b, 42).   

This observation continued for four biweekly meetings that were carried out virtually on the 

following dates, 8th April 2021, 22nd April 2021, 6th May 2021, and 17th June 2021.  

The global economy already demanded rapid decisions, and 24/7 interaction overburdening 

leaders and all the stakeholders in the organization. Then came the pandemic and most of 

the work scope went digital. People have forgotten about compassion that is only triggered 

by personal interaction, because now our interaction is all digital (Sutton 2017). It was hard 

for the author to read body languages virtually, especially when some of the participants do 

not like to turn on the camera, but other general observations were made, and the 

observations combined with interview explored different perspectives of the participants. 

 

Figure 18. Observation action plan 

 

Before 
Observation

During
Observation
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research
area
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As seen in figure 18, the research areas were already defined. It was determined to focus on 

the phenomenon of voice, speaking up and other occurrences related to psychological safety. 

The author had to differentiate between concrete observations and own interpretation, 

therefore the author concentrated more on re-occurring events. 

The major findings were: 

• Most of the team members do not know each other from before. They have met 

virtually for the first time and that too, only for the meeting where everybody gives 

a quick slide presentation of what are they working on. 

• Designers sometimes do not know what the other team is doing, though the task 

affects their contribution as well.  

• Designers want to be a part of the early ideation with the other team. 

• Only three of the members actively ask questions and get involved in the 

discussion. 

• When groups are smaller, even the quiet ones talk. When things outside work are 

discussed, the mood gets lighter and the members bond with each other. 

• Though team A was created voluntarily and there is no team leader, the biweekly 

sharing is mostly dependent on the presence of the design team lead member from 

team C, who is mainly responsible to put forward the idea of creating the design 

team (team A).  

Summary of the observation 

It is often feared that during the observation, the researcher’s bias might cloud the research, 

but the researcher’s plan to concentrate on the focused area and re-occurring events provided 

with data that was useful to go ahead with this study. The following benefits were drawn 

from the observation: 

• Simple and common method to study behaviors and events. 

• Helped study some of the personalities in detail (for example are some people 

always quiet?)  

• Helped understand group dynamics 

• Identified some barriers which were otherwise left out during the interviews (for 

example some team members missing out on meetings they expressed they should 

have been a part of). 
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• Identified some of the barriers and their effects, caused by the virtual work 

environment. 

 

 Internal stakeholder map 

A stakeholder map represents various groups or individuals involved with a particular service 

or process (Stickdorn 2013, 143). The aim of building a stakeholder map was to identify the 

stakeholders involved and understand the complexity of the working environment and 

investigate possible issues. The stakeholder map also gave the researcher a detailed 

understanding of the structure of the work environment that the team members face since the 

researcher does not know the anatomy of the organization in detail. Similarly, it can give an 

overview of the structure of the team when new members join the team.  

Since the team is new, all the team members can benefit from a stakeholder map because this 

will give an understanding of the order of importance of the involved stakeholders (Stickdorn 

2013, 144) and who to reach, when things come up (it can be further co-developed as systems 

map with all the team members involved). 

The stakeholder map, presented in figure 19, was co-created during the individual interviews 

(as discussed earlier in 3.2.3) and Miro was used to create it, since the interviews were being 

carried out virtually. Connecting arrows have been drawn between the stakeholders that are 

directly involved. Main stakeholders without any arrow connect with mostly all the Direct 

and involved stakeholders. 
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Figure 19.  Stakeholder map  

 

Summary of stakeholder map 

When co created, stakeholder map can be of great importance for this study, where the 

organizational structure is complex and new processes are unclear and time consuming. The 

pros and restrictions of using this service design method for this study are displayed in table 

11. A stakeholder map used as a service design method for this study brings the following 

benefits: 

• Gives a clear understanding of the structure of the work environment. 

• Can guide who to reach when needed (can be further co-developed as a systems map). 

• Can help new team members to understand the stakeholders. 
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Table 11. Pros and restrictions of stakeholder map 

Pros Restrictions 

Clear structure of the collaborating teams Needs to be fully developed in a co-

creation workshop with the whole team 

Guide who to access in a complex work 

environment 

 

Help new and onboarding team members  

 

 

 

 Personas 

Personas are profiles that represent a particular group of people, in the case of this research, 

employees or stakeholders. These profiles are not “stereotype, but archetype based on real 

research” (Stickdorn et al. 2018a, 41). Personas help to make the needs clearer and more 

understandable. During this research, personas (figure 20, 21, 22, 23 and 24) were introduced 

in the second part of the interview as one of the boundary objects and were co-created with 

the participants during the interviews as discussed earlier in 3.2.2. The participants were 

asked to make the persona personal or add what they think would be appropriate for a persona 

that matches their job description. 

Due to the nature of the team structure, these personas are very close to reality but the purpose 

of building them goes beyond the research for this specific team. The design team members 

might change according to the product being developed, and thus these personas can also 

help represent individuals with similar job description. Secondly, organization X is a large 

and complex organization with several product teams, each having their own designers. Other 

teams with the same structure can utilize this research and can identify with one of the 

personas.  
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The personas were filled with personality, interests, goals, and motivations of the individuals. 

Expectations and challenges were also discussed and filled in. These personas give a valuable 

insight into the challenges faced by the team members or even by other individuals with 

potentially the same job description. 

Persona of an industrial designer 

The persona of an industrial designer, John (figure 20), was created during the second half of 

the interview (chapter 3.2.2). The participant was asked to fill the already designed persona 

template. The participant was told that this persona can either depict his own goals, 

motivations, expectations, and challenges, or he can think of a superficial person doing the 

job of an industrial designer and create the persona accordingly. In the end, we ended up 

developing a very personal persona with realistic goals, motivations expectations and 

challenges. 

The goal of John is to co-create the team goals and enhance cross disciplinary work and 

motivation is a channel, where John can influence future products developed in the company. 

He expects that the ideas that he presents, or the team comes up with, will be executed. John 

is a creative and practical problem-solver and believes that the lack of empowerment, 

organizational hierarchy, time and establishment of team A on a high level are the challenges 

he faces.   

 

 

Figure 20. Persona of an ID 
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Persona of a service designer 

The persona of the service designer, Sara (figure 21), was supposed to be co-created during 

the second half of the interview, but due to time restrain the persona could not be discussed 

while created. The researcher developed some of the persona, based on the interview and job 

description of a service designer in Organization X. The link of Miro board, with service 

designer persona, was sent to the interviewee and the detailed persona was later created by 

the participant in their own time.  

As we can see, the main goal remains co-creating the goals of Team C, it can also see that 

breaking communication barriers is also seen as one of the goals. 

 

 

 

Figure 21. Persona of a service designer  

 

 

Persona of the team lead 

The persona of the team lead, Pekka (figure 22) was co-created with the participant during 

the second half of the interview in Miro. It can be seen clearly that Pekka’s goal is to align 

and inspire the team. He believes in breaking the silos while building a “home like” feeling 

Team C
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within the team. He expects a team environment where people are not afraid to share ideas 

and speaking up. Pekka wants to create trust and build bridges to extend that trust to Team 

C. His empath and motivator personality could be the binding force that keeps this team 

together. 

 

Figure 22. Persona of the team lead 

 

Persona of UI designer 

The persona of the UI designer, Ren (figure 23), was also created during the second half of 

the interview using Miro. The participant filled out the already designed template and talked 

about the motivations, goals and expectations, a UI designer would carry. Clear 

communication of issues is seen as a challenge by Ren and wants to share ideas and 

brainstorm together with the team since he is comparatively new to the organization. Ren’s 

personality shows that he is a social team player, which means he might be receptive to co-

create a team culture with his team members. Ren’s outlook on his goals and motivations 

shows that he is a very practical individual, along with being creative.  
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Figure 23. Persona of a UI designer 

 

All the personas of the designers from Team A discussed above, clearly show that all the 

individuals are experiencing silos or at least want to break them and think of it as a challenge 

or hurdle. The other thing that most of the individuals viewed as a challenge was finding 

common time and having unclear communication. The need for clear tasks was also seen in 

expectations. The author thinks that these expectations and silos experience affects 

psychological safety and team climate. The desire to collaborate outside of Team C was 

expressed, while creating personas with the participants and in the author’s point of view, 

this drives towards individuals of the team bonding more, not just over the biweekly 

meetings, but some other ways as well.  

These co-created personas helped in aligning the research and match certain similarities of 

the team members, which can later be utilized in improving the touchpoints. For e.g. sports 

and design can be seen as one of the mutual interest among the individuals and can be used 

for the team to bond over.  

Persona of stakeholder 

A persona of the stakeholder (figure24) was also created during the interview with the 

member of Team C. This was a very realistic persona which reflected the expectations, 

motivations and challenges faced by the stakeholder. Jacob wants an effective work 

approach and believes in fast delivery of ideas. He expects to slice the bigger task into 
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smaller parts, for it to get done. Jacob expects to see a design mediator to achieve team C’s 

goals and have an effective work approach for faster delivery of ideas.  

Jacob’s persona shows that working in a virtual environment and not having enough face-

to-face interaction with design team members might be creating some of the silos that are 

being experienced by the designers. For example, the challenge Jacob faces is the 

completion of old task, versus the development of new ideas presented by the designers; 

New ideas might end up in backlog, leaving the designer to think what happened to their 

idea. Since there is no visible backlog and process to check upon the new idea 

development. 

 

 

 

Figure 24. Persona of stakeholder 

 

Jacob’s persona give a starting point of the expectations and challenges faced by the 

stakeholder, and provides foundation, on which Team A can plan a certain co-creation 

workshop, where these specific issues could be addressed and resolved together. 

Summary of personas 

It was observed that using a persona as a boundary object during interview was an effective 

and practical way of gathering to the point data in limited time. First half of the interviews 

was utilized in gathering large amount of qualitative data, whereas during the second half of 
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the interviews, personas gathered qualitative data, in a precise manner. The pros and 

restrictions can be observed in table 12. The personas helped in: 

• Understanding motivations and needs. 

• Understanding challenges and expectations. 

• Clarifying what mutual interests bring the team individuals together. 

 
 

Table 12. Pros and restrictions of personas 

Pros Restrictions 

Investigate needs and motivations Very close to reality 

Understand challenges and expectations  

Find mutual interests to prepare for future 

possible team building activities. 

 

 

 
 Employee journey maps  

A single day journey map of the team members was created, which included maximum 

numbers of important activities that might otherwise happen in different days (for example 

biweekly meeting with Team A shown in light green and virtual coffee break with working 

teams as shown in figure 25, under break). Working with Team A is shown in light green. 

The thoughts during the journey are depicted in two colors: green and yellow, with green 

being the positive thought and yellow being the frustrations. 

 
Emotional employee journey maps are incorporated in these journey maps which are built 

upon the model of Emotional Customer Journey Map introduced by Stickdorn and Schneider 

(2013, 222). We start “above water”, with the user and slowly dive deeper and deeper into 

the organizational structures and context. It lets us be submerged in their world, their reality, 

to get a deeper insight into the needs, perceptions, experiences, and motivations. (Stickdorn 

& Schneider 2013, 222-223.) 
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Emotional Employee journey map will help to answer questions like what employees are 

trying to achieve in meetings and discussions? How do they try to achieve this? Why do they 

make certain choices or decisions? What are their emotions and feelings while trying to reach 

the desired outcome from a discussion and meeting? What are the touch points that evoke the 

most negative emotions?   

Company X drafts an employee journey map already, but it is more of a life cycle of an 

employee at company X, from starting point, till the end of their work at company X. The 

researcher thinks that creating a journey map, focused on a day in an employee’s life, with 

the most activities involved, can create a better learning opportunity and help to identify the 

touchpoints where psychological safety is being threatened or a feeling of working alone is 

being experienced. An emotion graph has also been developed to increase the readability of 

the emotions in visuals. 

 

Journey map of an ID 

Employee journey map of an industrial designer, John (figure 25) was created during the 

interview with one the participants during the second half of the interview as mentioned 

earlier in 3.2.2. The participant was presented with the skeleton of an employee journey map, 

that was already created by the researcher on the Miro board. The participant then filled in 

the template presented to him with how a day in an industrial designer’s life will go. The 

participant had a chance to spot the steps and touch points where he is happy or feels 

discomfort.  

The participant was also presented with a set of emoticons and was allowed to talk about 

perhaps what kind of a feeling he would have at some of the touch points. The participant 

filled almost 80% of the feeling and emotion part of the map. It was evident that the designers 

still want to work more together because it can be seen under the journey phase of ‘working 

with team A’, that the participant expresses his feeling that the whole design team should 

work more together, instead of just meeting at biweekly. It can also be seen that after meeting 

discussions are missing because of remote environment as expressed by the participant in 

the journey map. Because usually when you are on site and have face -to-face meetings, 

there is usually time to discuss things later over coffee. This can create barriers and effect 

the need to voice opinions or point of views in a casual environment. 
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The researcher also used an empathy approach based on research and observation and 

contributed to the rest of the 20% of the journey map. For example, the feeling of discontent 

and frustration under the “work” phase of journey was derived from fear of sharing 

incomplete work, expressed during the qualitative interview part 1(3.2.2). 

 

 

Figure 25. The industrial designer journey map 

 

Journey map of a service designer 

The narrative of the user journey map of a service designer, Sara (figure 26) was created by 

the researcher, based on observation and data driven from the qualitative interview. For 

example, during the interview, when the service design participant was asked to tell 

something about themselves and their role in the team (appendix 3), it was expressed that 

the work scope is too big to be shared in just 5 minutes during the biweekly meeting. At this 

stage it was also discussed about how the participant is always looking forward to share ideas 

but have a feeling of working alone.  

During the discussion about interpersonal risk taking and what it meant to the participant, it 

was expressed that due to less engagement with the stakeholders, it is sometimes unclear if 

the ideas are being listened to or left out. 

The participant’s views on building a culture of trust and empowering others (appendix3) 

helped in mapping the actions such as good to share the work during the biweekly, great to 

A

Employee Journey Map
Design team(teamA)



  52  

know what others are working on, and looking forward to sharing the ideas. The researcher 

has then used empathy and general observation to create possible emotions at the touch 

points. 

 

 

Figure 26. Service designer journey map 

 

Journey map of a UI designer 

The journey of the UI designer (figure 27) was partly co-created during the interview with a 

template pre-constructed by the researcher, and partly created from the data derived from the 

in-depth interview (3.2.2).  

Ren’s journey reflects the journey of the interviewed participant. The response to question 

number 2 from the interview (appendix 3) is used to point out the pain points in Ren’s 

journey. Ren’s journey shows that he also experiences silos at some places, which might 

affect his psychological safety. As we see under the ‘work’ journey phase, Ren can be seen 

struggling with getting quick help from particular design discipline, because there is no 

dedicated person available, therefore he mostly sorts things out on his own, but still does not 

feel fully empowered because hierarchy might delay finalizing processes. Similar barrier was 

seen earlier in John’s journey (figure 25) as well, that there is no channel where he could seek 

help.  

team

A A

Employee Journey Map
Design team( Team A) Design team( Team A)
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When we also go back and view Ren’s persona (figure 23), we can see that he sees clear 

communication of issues as a challenge. During his journey, he also wants things to be clear 

and expects the design team to have a vision. As seen during working with design team, Ren 

feels that the team has shared what everyone is doing but where to head from here? Not 

having a clear vision of where the team is heading can cloud the psychological safety as well, 

because you feel your discussions are not turning into something concrete. 

  

 

Figure 27. UI designer journey map 

 

Summary of journey maps 

The journey maps play a vital role in understanding the pain points of the team members, 

especially when co-created. It adds an important amount of value to the research the 

following benefits could be drawn from the journey maps when used for study like 

psychological safety. In the research, the journey maps created the following befits. (pros 

and restrictions can be seen in table 13) 

• Help empathize and identify the pain points. 

• Help understand where the challenges are being faced. 

• Identify the specific touch points where silos are being built. 

• When co-created, a deeper understanding of what affects team member’s emotions, 

is achieved. 

A

Employee Journey Map
Design team(Team A)
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Table 13. Pros and restrictions of journey maps 

Pros Restrictions 

Identify pain points Need more time to be developed, so that 

more touch points can be added 

Understanding the exact points where pain 

points are experienced  

The whole team needs to work on 

developing the journey maps further, so 

that they can come up with the solutions 

collectively 

Identify touchpoints where silos are built  

Developing emotional journey provide a 

deeper insight into the feelings of the team 

members 

 

Give a clear insight of what factors might 

be affecting an employee’s emotions  

 

 

 

 

 SWOT analysis 

The SWOT analysis (figure 28) for the team was created from the data derived from the 

discussions, interviews, and survey. During earlier discussions while finalizing this team, 

there was a need to establish a reason/ motivator for why team A is created. SWOT analysis 

gives a starting point to that reasoning and measures the effectiveness of the team at present. 

It also stresses very important subjects as its weakness, which is team members (or 

collaborators) not having a strong bonding at personal level and with very limited time to 

connect with each other.  
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Figure 28. SWOT analysis of team A 

 

Summary of SWOT analysis 

• Displays the summary of the research in one visual. 

• A quick overview of the team A’s strengths and opportunity, for further development. 

• An overview of the weakness and threats to work on. 

• Can act as a quick guide to why design team is formed. 

 

 

 

 Team Canvas workshop 

Based on the findings from the research methods used in this chapter, for example when 

asked in the survey in chapter 3.2.1, what is the biggest potential of improvement in the 

team, one of the answers stated, “to work on the same goal”. Also, during observation 

(3.2.3), it was realized that most of the team members did not know each other before and 

needed alignment as a team. Therefore, to proceed any further, it was important for the group 

to recognize themselves as a team and have a clear vision and combined goals.  
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To build trust and a psychologically safe environment in the team, there was a need to create 

a clarity for why the design team (Team A) exists and what are the reasons/ motivators for 

why the design team is working together. Creating a team canvas allowed for a structured 

representation of the team’s values and existence and brought everyone on the same page. 

This workshop also gives a starting point to answer two of the research questions of this 

paper. How can co-creation help to design effective teams and make psychological safety a 

central part of a team’s culture? And how can service design methods help break the silos 

within teams and build trust for a proactive design approach?  

A team canvas creation workshop was carried out on 20th May 2021 for this purpose. A total 

of six out of eight team members joined this workshop. This team canvas building workshop 

is a part of the defining phase of the research, but the author believes that since it was a 

solution to the problem identified during the research that the team does not have clear goals, 

its purpose expands from defining the problem to acting as a prototype of giving the team a 

clear vision that they co-created during this workshop. Sometimes during design, you find 

that a design approach is not restricted to a single design phase and act as a bridge, connecting 

and allowing to move back and forth on. 

This co-creation workshop was carried out virtually through Miro (appendix 4). The agenda 

was established earlier and explained to the participants in the biweekly meeting. Participants 

were given two minutes to read the instructions (appendix 5).  

Since time was an issue, the team was given a choice to come back to the canvas anytime 

they want and fill in or modify the canvas anytime later, as well. This is also important in this 

research development because individuals can freely express or even change their opinions 

after discussions and self-reflection. It also allowed the absent team members to go through 

the team canvas in their time and give their input. 

Starting the workshop, the participants were first asked to do an emotional check in, as a little 

ice breaker (figure 29).  They were asked to choose a given emoji or any other emoji they 

wanted and place it in the “how are you feeling today?” field. According to Salovey and 

Mayer (1990, 9), when people express emotions, they are better able to understand and 

respond to the emotions of others.  
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Figure 29. Emotional check in for the Team Canvas workshop 

 

The participants were then guided to the team canvas and asked to spend two minutes to fill 

each section of the Team Canvas (figure 30). The rules and activities section were left out, 

since the researcher thinks that it did not fit the time limitation and the unconventional nature 

of this team, coming up with how to make decisions and executing and evaluation is a 

separate process in itself.  However, the researcher suggests that once ideas are generated 

through the ideation workshop, the rules and activities can be defined upon re-visiting the 

team canvas.  

The personas and SWOT analysis were also displayed on the workshop space (Miro board), 

in case the participants needed to take some reference for expectations and goals section of 

the canvas. It was observed that participants also discussed the goals, motivations, and 

weaknesses of their team while they were filling out the canvas. In author’s point of view, 

discussing motivations and goals, as well as weaknesses of the team, brought the team 

members closer. Everyone knew they were working for the same vision while discussing 

what the weaknesses of the team might be. This already started building a transparent trust 

among the team members.  

The team was aware what it stood for, but having it in a written form, that too, created 

together with all the team members involved, gave the purpose of the team a sloid validation. 

The personal goal section gave the team members an opportunity to talk about what their 

personal goals are or if there are any agendas they want to open. In author’s point of view, it 

was a great opportunity for people to put forward their thoughts that are otherwise sometimes 

neglected. The team canvas was also a significant way of getting every one’s opinion on 

board. 
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Figure 30. Team Canvas workshop 

 

At the end of the workshop participants were asked for verbal feedback on how they felt 

about this co-creation activity. Their response was positive, and the activity was well received 

and stated as useful and effective.  

 

Summary of Team Canvas 

Like any other method, there were pros and possible restrictions (seen in table 14) to this 

method. The biggest restriction is seen as time. The team already meets on biweekly basis, 

so revisiting it and discussing it together is seen as the restriction at the moment, but at the 

same time the canvas being on a digital co-creation platform, can be visited and modified in 

the time that suits the team members. Notes and comments can be left either on Miro board, 

or/ and on the team’s Microsoft Team channel. 

 

 

team team
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Table 14. Pros and restrictions of the team canvas 

Pros Restrictions 

Clear Team vision Time to revisit and discuss the canvas 

Increased interaction and discussion during 

the activity which is good to build trust 

Process identification for application of 

goals and values 

Transparency Process identification to reduce weakness 

& risks 

Common goals that are co-created  

Team alignment  

New members and onboarding members 

can have a quick walkthrough of the team’s 

goals, value, and purpose. They can add 

their own personal goals and expectations, 

opening to other team members. 

 

It can be revisited and aligned every two to 

three months and the progress and 

hindrances could be assessed 
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3.3 Ideate   

 Ideation phase is a transition from the problem identification 

phase to creating solutions. This is the phase where you can push the multiple range of ideas 

from which you can find the best solution. 

 Developed journey maps  
 
The journey maps are further developed at the ideation phase by trying to address the touch 

points, where the emotional graph seems to be low (figure 31, 32, 33).  The opportunity row 

is added to the journey maps (figure 31, 32, 33).  The suggestions placed in the opportunities 

are taken from the ideation workshops (3.3.2 and 3.3.3) and the qualitative data of the 

interview (3.2.2), where the participants were asked about their views on building a culture 

of empowerment and trust (appendix 3).  

For example, referring to the pain point of help not always being available, a possibility of 

having a design help channel was presented by the participants during the ideation workshop 

1 (3.2.2). Later during the ideation workshop 2 (3.2.3) also, the idea of having a common 

Miro board for not just sharing ideas but also pain points was brought up by the participants, 

which can be seen as a help channel suggestion here in the journey maps. 

These journey maps were not only developed as a part of the ideation phase, but also as part 

of the solution because these journey maps can be used in the common Miro board used by 

the team, for ideation and problem solving, and can act as a starting point for newcomers in 

the team, who might identify with one of the personas. This can also help empower the 

designers and perhaps they can add their ideas and develop them constantly and discuss the 

pain points quarterly, during biweekly meetings. 

ID journey development 

• To address the feeling of discontent that biweekly is not enough, and the team should 

work together more, the suggestion is put forward to rotate design team members on 

regular cycle and ensure the learnings are passed on to the contributors. 

ideate

define
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• John feels that it would be nice to see others when he does not know everyone on the 

team properly and have not even met some of the team fellows. To make sure 

everyone knows each other, it is suggested that the first five minutes of the meeting 

should be utilized for the team getting to know each other. The recommendation is 

that the team is split into pairs using breakout rooms and everyone talks about 

anything but work. This would create a comfort zone for the teammates, outside the 

work scope. 

• During work in his own team, john feels that no one is there to help when needed and 

wants more cross disciplinary collaboration. Fear of sharing incomplete work in main 

channels and help taking too long create barriers can affect the psychological safety 

of individuals. Emotionally John is at the lowest at this point. It is suggested that there 

is a rotation of designers from different departments at least 2 days a month as a 

visiting designer. Separate design help channel where help can be requested, backlog 

for support, and more co-creation sessions can help address this pain point. 

• Working in a remote environment John does not get to see his colleagues in person 

or have a chat with them that is not just work focused. There is a virtual break, but all 

the organization is there and lacks intimacy. Short virtual coffee and game breaks are 

recommended for the Team A, so that the employees get some time to loosen up and 

know each other more, if they are working in virtual environment. 
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Figure 31. Developed journey map of an ID 

 

Service designer journey development 

• As can be seen in the figure 32, the service designer, emotion is a bit low where she 

feels that her works scope is bigger than the 5 min presentation that she needs to 

deliver during biweekly. To touch this pain point, it is recommended that there is a 

presentation for all the designers from other departments, after each customer 

interview is carried out by the service designer and the resources are also shared. 

• When Sara thinks that many people do not voice their opinions, it is important that 

there is a way to make contribution to other’s ideas after biweekly as well. Ideas come 

at different pace, so give people time to think and contribute later in collaboration 

tools such as Miro. To encourage everyone to speak, share experiences, especially 

failures as ice breakers.  

• During work scope outside of Team A, it is seen that often there is an uncertainty, if 

the ideas are welcomed or not. This is when Sara’s emotions are at the lowest. The 

suggestion to have co-creation workshops with the stakeholder, addressing silos in 

touch points, can be useful here. The process of feedback and dialogue with the 

collaborating teams should be identified through co-creation workshop. 
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Figure 32. Developed journey map of a service designer 

UI designer journey development 

• Since busy schedule is an issue for the UI designer, his pain point of rushing to 

compile a slide to share before biweekly could be addressed by establishing that it is 

ok not to have a slide to share (this has already been established during the last few 

meetings now, and the participants seem more relaxed). 

• Ren wants to know that where does the sharing through biweekly leads and what the 

next plan of action is. The proposal of using service design methods to identify 

barriers and make a plan of action could be applied here. Building Gantt chart and co-

creating team canvas and visiting it regularly can clarify the vision and plans for all 

the team members. 

• Ren’s emotions are seen at the lowest when he is working in his team. He wants to 

break interdisciplinary silos and work closely with collaborating teams. Need for help 

is also a concern and these pain points are addressed by suggesting rotating design 

team members on regular cycle, to ensure that the learning is passed on. 
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• Since hierarchy delays processes, it is suggested to create transparency and build trust 

through co-creation sessions, to give autonomy to designers. Co-create 

communication blueprint and extensive stakeholder map, so that the delays are not an 

issue. 

 

 

Figure 33. Developed journey map of a UI designer 

 

Summary of developed journey maps 

This is the starting point of developing these journey maps. The researcher recommends 

developing them together and document a new barrier every time one of the team member’s 

face one. They can identify with one of the personas and contribute to its development on 

Miro board.  The benefits and restrictions of the developed journey maps can be seen in table 

15 Some of the benefits that can be derived from these developed journey maps are as 

follows: 
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• When co created with finalized solutions, these maps can act as a guide to someone 

facing a barrier and not knowing what to do. 

• Every time a new barrier is identified; it can be documented. The team can then look 

into the possible solutions together or if needed, with the stakeholders. 

• These maps can act as a template/prototype for other design teams. 

• They can act as guide for new members. 

 

Table 15. Pros and restrictions of the developed journey maps 

Pros Restrictions 

A guide on what to do when a barrier is 

faced during work journey 

Time to develop the maps together 

Barriers and their relation to the journey 

phase can be quickly identified  

Lack of dedicated plan of action  

When constantly updated, developed and 

documented, it can act as a quick handbook 

on what to do when a barrier is faced 

 

 Can be used by other design teams and 

common barriers could be addressed 

together through an employee journey pain 

point solution, workshop 

 

 

 

 

 Ideation workshop 1 
 
“Co-creation” is the most important tool to get opinions and views of a diverse group of 

people in a multidisciplinary team (Stickdorn 2018a, 391). An ideation workshop was carried 

out on 3rd June 2021, in which team A’s members participated who represent their respective 

departments that work towards the development of products in team C. The purpose of this 
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workshop was to create possible solutions for the pain points that were discovered earlier, 

during the define phase. 

 The agenda and outline of the workshop were made on google presentation (appendix 6) and 

sent to the participants through e-mail, one day before the workshop. The workshop was 

designed on Miro (appendix 7), and the activity flow was numbered for guidance. The 

workshop started with an ice breaker and the participants were divided into two teams (figure 

34). There were a total number of five participants who formed two groups. 

 

 

 

Figure 34. Withdrew cards and team forming according to match finding 

 

The teams were then asked to split into breakout rooms and discuss and choose at least three 

problems or pain points from each cluster of the affinity diagram (figure 16) developed earlier 

at the define phase. As seen in figure 35, a total of seventeen problems or barriers were 

chosen. The participants were then asked to vote on the three most important barriers that 

they think should be addressed first and the rest of the issues could be investigated in the 

future. This time the participants voted individually and not as a team.  

The three prioritized or chosen problems/pain points were  

1. Silos: 

a.  Silos in Experiences 

b. Silos created among developing applications 

2. Difficult to ask others for contribution 
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3. Idea sharing: 

      a.  Don’t know if the ideas are being welcomed 

      b.  Uncomfortable speaking up 

These pain points that the participants chose, show that it is important for the team members 

to address subjects that indirectly affect the psychological safety climate within a team.  

 
 

  

Figure 35. Ideation workshop 1: step 1, 2 & 3 

 

The participants were then guided to the next step (figure 36), where everyone created ideas 

for the chosen problem/pain point. Each participant was assigned a box with their virtual 

identity (figure 34) and asked to think of a possible solution for the selected pain point. They 

were then asked to move to the box next to them after 1 minute and built on the idea that was 

already suggested by someone else in that box. This continued until everyone had visited all 

five boxes. Every box ended up having a developed version of each idea that was started in 

these boxes. This way each participant ended up building the ideas presented by the other 

participants of the workshop.  

This process was repeated for the next two problems/ pain points (figure 37, figure 38) and 

the participants were then asked to vote for the 3 ideas that they think can be further 

developed and implemented. The researcher thinks that everybody building on each other’s 
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ideas is a good way to promote support. This way an idea is a product of contribution from 

everyone and no one’s idea is left out. Since all the participants were given virtual identities, 

this ice breaker also helped the researcher to help guide the participants through the rest of 

the workshop. Only team members knew the virtual identities of their team members, which 

also helped in the concept that when these idea boards are further developed or revisited, it 

would not matter who started the idea. The only important thing will be that everyone worked 

on each other’s idea and ideas are now a product of mutual contribution. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 36. Ideation workshop 1: ideas to solve selected problem 1 
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Figure 37. Ideation workshop 1: ideas to solve selected problem 2 

 

Figure 38. Ideation workshop 1: ideas to solve selected problem 3 

 

Due to time restrain and other commitments, not all participants could finish the workshop, 

but they were sent a link and a reminder to write their ideas whenever they are free. Some of 

the participants voted and added to ideas in a time and pace that suited them, after the 

workshop. The remaining voting was done in September during the biweekly meeting.  
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 Ideation workshop 2 
 
A second ideation workshop was carried out with team A on 18th November 2021. It was 

carried out virtually through Miro. A sketch of the layout of the workshop can be seen in  

appendix 8. The ideas collected during Ideation workshop 1 were further discussed and 

developed during this workshop. This time around, the participants discussed the short-listed 

ideas together as a group. The team was asked to go through the ideas that the team co-created 

earlier in workshop 1(3.2.2) and discuss how the ideas can be further developed and applied.  

Pain point number one 

As we can see in figure 39, the first pain point that was discussed was “silos in experiences 

and among developing applications”. The three ideas that were chosen to address this pain 

point were further developed by the team. All three ideas filtered down one point which was 

sharing the barriers and insights, with all the involved collaborators and stakeholders. It was 

also discussed that there should be a tool through which collaboration can be done easily. At 

this point, having a Miro board dedicated to a single project, shared with everyone, was 

suggested by the participants. For this, collaborators need to involve the stakeholders from 

management in the process. They also need to be introduced to Miro through an initial 

workshop since the researcher observed during the research, that even some of the design 

team members were new to online collaboration tools such as the Miro board. They are 

mostly focusing on the tools used within their departments, such as UX using Figma. 

The researcher also thinks that introduction of a communication blueprint at this point 

(discussed in the next chapter under suggestions) would be helpful to put the process into a 

systematic plan of action. 
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Figure 39. Ideation workshop 2: further development of ideas from workshop 1  

 

Pain point number two 

The second chosen problem or pain point, “difficulty faced while asking for contribution or 

help” (figure 40), was addressed by the participants by developing earlier ideas into having 

backlogs or help requests. At this point, the UX team shares how they are resolving their help 

request backlogs through different tools used in their local team. Effective practices being 

used in UX teams could be borrowed to apply a system that works. This opened doors to 

effective practices used by certain team members in team A, that can be shared with the rest 

of the team A, for effective approach. The author believes, that discussing this pain point was 

vital to this research, because silos and limited help seeking processes affect the creative 

involvement of individuals.  
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Figure 40. Ideation workshop 2: further development of ideas from workshop 1 

 

Pain point number three 

Addressing the third pain point of sharing ideas, individuals feeling unsure about the 

reception of their ideas or not knowing if their ideas are welcomed, the participants stressed 

on everyone creating a culture of sharing (figure 41). The team discussed how Team A was 

formed voluntarily as a meta team to share what everyone is doing, and how proper processes 

and plans of action can create a transparent culture. 

To build a team culture around the mindset that “it is ok to make mistakes”, it was suggested 

that teammates discuss one failure in each biweekly they had. It can be personal or work-

related. Such ice breakers let individuals know that in this team they are allowed to be the 

human self that they are, who can make mistakes and do not have the pressure to put on a 

perfect persona. 
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. 

 

Figure 41. Ideation workshop 2: further development of ideas from workshop 1  

 

Summary of the workshops 

The use of co-creation workshops as a service design method not only added value to the 

team’s functioning, but also brought up implementation worthy ideas. The benefits derived 

from the workshop are listed below and can also be seen in table 16. 

• Ideas were created together. 

• Everyone built on each other’s ideas. In the end it did not matter whose idea it was. 

• Problems were discussed as a team and team members had opportunity to reflect on 

them individually as well.  

• Diverse personalities, who might otherwise stay quiet in meetings, had time to put 

forward their ideas. 

• Team members had a chance to go add to the idea board in their own time and pace, 

because ideas come at different pace to different individuals. 

• Members who were absent, could later come and contribute. 
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Table 16. Pros and restrictions of the co-creation workshops 

Pros Restrictions 

Collaborative thinking Less time for an idea generation workshop 

Create and build together Some individuals might feel more 

productive in a physical workshop 

environment rather than virtual 

Build on each other’s ideas Longer time gap between the idea 

generation and idea development workshop  

Ideas are a product of collective thinking 

valuing diverse professional and personal 

opinions 

 

Due to virtual nature, team members could 

come and add ideas at their time and pace  

 

Absent collaborators could add their 

comments and ideas later 

 

 

 

 

3.4 Prototype  

As discussed earlier in chapter 2.2 of this research, a 

prototype helps to form the basis of a conversation. It gives a starting point to the thinking 

and it is necessary to fail fast and test all the ideas generated during the ideation phase 

(Plattner 2021).  To implement the ideas generated during ideation workshop it is necessary 

ideate

prototype
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to have a clear plan of action, as it has already been established in the research that the 

hierarchal nature of the company X slows processes down and everything must be agreed on. 

Secondly, in this case where we are trying to build psychological safety in a self-managed 

team, a process needs to be followed, so that things just do not end at discussion.  

 Kanban board  
 
For these reasons given above, the researcher suggests a Kanban board for the prototype 

phase of the project, so that the ideas get implemented through a process. A Kanban board 

helps to optimize the flow of your work, promotes focus and visibility (Lynn 2021). The team 

can decide on starting with the ideas they want to get rolling first. The researcher has created 

an example of the Kanban board (figure 42) and how it can be used. It has been kept very 

basic and simple with a clear process of ideas to be implemented.  

As the team discussed during ideation workshop 2 in chapter 3.3, that a shared Miro board 

for project communication can be used. Similarly, this Kanban board can be used on the rese 

ideation workshop wall in Miro. The process of this Kanban board can be broken down into 

seven columns which are: ideas to progress, in progress, teams needed to support the process 

and change, help request, help offers, validate and review. The ideas that need to be 

implemented can come under ideas to progress. The ideas that are in progress could have the 

change supporting team column next to it, which could hold the concerning team’s name and 

any comments related to the idea development. Any help requests and offers can be left here 

along with the help requests on the Microsoft Teams channel that the team A already use. 

This way the help comments can be seen in front of the ideas in an organized way, and the 

comments, help offers, and requests do not get lost in the long discussion threads of the 

Microsoft Teams channel. The Kanban board then contains a validation column where the 

ideas could be tested or iterated and lastly, the ideas could be reviewed collectively after a 

while, if they are functioning and effective or not. 

The team members can come and contribute to the progress of ideas. It could be questioned 

that why the members cannot ask for help in the communication channel they are already 

using, for example Microsoft teams. But in researcher’s point of view the help requests and 

help offer in the Kanban board keeps the requests and offers related to the topic in one place. 

In Teams channel the team members are already discussing about the projects and sharing 

things related to the ongoing projects.  



  76  

 

Figure 42. Example of a Kanban board proposed to be used by team A. 

 

Summary of Kanban board 

When used as a service design tool, to implement the ideas that are formed during ideation 

process, Kanban can: 

• Provide a concrete process to go ahead with prototyping of ideas. 

• Give a clear and structured process to the generated ideas. 

• Seeking and offering help is easier. 

• Comments can be easily accessed. 

• Involved teams for a certain idea, could be identified, if you miss out on a meeting or 

development. 

 
 
 

 Communication blueprint 
 
 
A communication blueprint (figure 43) is suggested by the researcher to the team, so that all 

the actors involved in different stages of product development with Team C are visible. This 

communication blueprint presents the flow of communication as it should be, based on the 

findings earlier discussed in this research. For example, stakeholders need to be involved in 

the early ideation phase, and UX and Service designers need to work together on the earlier 

development phase as well. This communication blueprint is suggested for developing a 

digital feature to an existing application; therefore, the industrial designer is seen as a part of 

ideation and feedback, but not active implementation. If a blueprint is created to represent a 

new product development process, it will determine the participation of the actors 

accordingly. It can also be seen that the designers can be empowered at most of the stages 

Ideas to progress In progress
Teams we need to support the 
change / process suggestion Help Requests Help O!er Validate/ Iterate Review

KANBAN BOARD
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and not everything needs to be agreed on by the management, as expressed earlier by the 

participants during this research.  

 

Figure 43. Communication blueprint: developing feature for an existing application 

 
 
When produced collaboratively, the blueprint can act as a road map for future functioning 

and will also help in creating a shared awareness of the functions of the teams.   

Giving the feedback on the blueprint, the lead designer of team C suggests that this blueprint 

could be built in detail for a product development process, following the double diamond 

design approach (figure 45). According to Design Council (2015b), double diamond (see 

figure 44) is a nonlinear process that clearly displays the design process from divergent to 

convergent thinking. It consists of four stages: discover, define, develop and deliver. The 

process starts with addressing a challenge which follows these four stages. At the discover 

phase, the challenge is discussed, and insights are discovered. This phase also defines the 

research methods that will be used. The second phase of the first diamond is define, at which 

the insights gathered during the discover phase are used to define and focus the challenge 

area. The research then enters the first phase of the second diamond which is develop. This 

phase is the heart of co-creation. Questions are asked and people are encouraged to give 

creative views on the questions identified during the discover phase. This phase transitions 

into the last phase of this design process which is deliver. At this stage, solutions are tested, 

filtered, and improved. (Design Council 2015b.) 

The double diamond process will help identify the stage of the product or feature 

development, and the involvement of the related designers according to the stage. This can 

help especially when designers join the product team (team C) at a point where the product 
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has already progressed from the discover phase. Figure 47 shows a draft (without displaying 

any actions) of how the blueprint could be developed according to the product and the 

involvement of the designers could be planned for each stage. 

 

 

Figure 44. The double diamond design thinking process (Design Council 2015b) 

 

 

Figure 45. Skeleton of communication blueprint following double diamond  
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Summary of blueprint 

Many benefits can be drawn out of this service design tool when we talk about inclusion in 

processes. 

• When co created with teams, it will give clarity of design process. 

• When created following double diamond process, the right stage of involved teams 

could be identified. 

• Teams and individuals will know the support process. 

• Team members will know who to approach at the given point in project development. 

• Team members will feel included and valued having a say during important processes 

concerned with them 

• Transparency.  

 

 Trust building activities 

As this has been established throughout the research that designers do not know each other 

outside work scope and the only time they all perhaps gather is through biweekly meetings, 

in which everyone shares their development of the past two weeks. This creates some 

psychological safety barriers such as difficulty to ask for contribution or time. We discussed 

earlier in chapter 2.5 that psychological safety forms a team climate, where everyone feels 

comfortable being themselves, due to the presence of interpersonal trust. To build that level 

of comfort and trust among the designers, the researcher proposed that first five minutes of 

the meeting could be used to create breakout rooms with the team members having one on 

one session with each other. They have to discuss about anything but work. Even if there are 

individuals who do not want to open up much, it is seen in personas (3.2.4) that design or 

sports are mutual interests of these personas and perhaps they can talk about ideas in general. 

This would lay a level of comfort between the team members, and the team members who 

still have not gotten a chance to have a face to face or one on one meeting with each other, 

will get a chance to know each other. This comfort level will increase the trust and people 

will feel more comfortable putting forward their concerns or ideas. 

The other trust building activity, ideated during the ideation workshop 2 (3.3.3) as a solution 

to the fear of sharing ideas, was that the team members should share their failures as ice 

breaker. This would generate an atmosphere in the team that it is ok to fail. This idea was 

prototyped during the biweekly on 2nd December 2021. Though only four out of eight team 
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members were present who shared one experience of failure with the team, it was seen as a 

useful activity. The researcher observed that the sharing was both personal and professional 

and participants could relate to one of the shared professional failures, which lead to a 

positive discussion of ideas. The research has not proceeded with the feedback on this activity 

as a trust building activity, since in researcher’s point of view, it is necessary for all the team 

to experience this activity first. 

Summary of trust building activities 

• The designers will know each other outside work scope, which will help build 

trust and extend comfort zone. 

• When discussing in pairs, there is more active listening. 

• Discussing failures, a team culture is established that it is ok to fail. 

• One individual’s failures might be relatable to another and can give them the 

courage to speak up about their failures or mistakes and holding back is not 

thought to be necessary. 

 

 

4 Concept evaluation 
Though the evaluation of the ideas needs to be done after prototyping, the evaluation of the 

research concept and the research question, that service design methods can help in co 

creating psychological safety, was carried out through a presentation of the case study, 

delivered to the design department of Company X. The audience consisted of members from 

various teams of Company X. After the presentation, the participants were asked to take part 

in a short feedback workshop. 

The participants were asked if they think that"Service design methods and co-creation 

tools can contribute to build a psychologically safe environment in teams". The 

participants were sent a link to Mural board and were asked to give their answers in two of 

the boxes below using “Yes but” and “yes and” approach (figure 46) without having a 

discussion with the other participants. 
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Figure 46. Results from the concept evaluation workshop 

Yes and 

Empathy is seen as a pro for using service design method when approaching a subject like 

psychological safety. It can also be seen that the participants think visualizing done through 

various service design methods and tools, also helps in giving a concrete approach. Giving 

voice to people who otherwise are not very vocal or outspoken, is also a validation that is 

very important for this research.  

The factor of transparency and trust building was also expressed by the participants as can 

be seen in figure 46. A comment about showing that “soft” values matter, by approaching the 

subject of psychological safety through visible methods and taking the stakeholders along, 
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service design methods and the solutions for those teams will be accordingly. For example, 

the repair team that works in the field, needs a totally different set of tools. Perhaps their 

workshops will not be carried out in a virtual environment, and they will need more physical 

evidence to apply as prototypes. 

The concern of prioritization, putting into practice and ownership is also raised. The author 

thinks that when the organization X is working towards the diversity and psychological safety 

of the employees, it will need to make the whole process a part of its company values and 

culture, and cultures are not something that you present over an introductory document; 

cultures are embedded through practice. The author thinks if this research process is seen as 

an approach by the company, it can perhaps be embedded into the HR and research and 

development department system, and a clear roadmap and plan of implication can be created 

on an organizational level.  

It is also seen that the respondents think that still not everyone might share emotions. The 

researcher feels that this is also a point where the value of this research lies, because when 

we talk about catering to the unspoken needs through service design, that is where such a 

user is targeted. Methods like silent observation combined with survey, interviews, and 

empathy-based persona building, helps to determine emotions and thinking of the target user. 

. 

 

5 Analysis  
Though the thesis topis seem complex, service design approach helped to reveal and simplify 

the findings in a systematic way. This research builds a possibility of using the similar service 

design methods for its employees that the company uses to look into the pain points of its 

consumers. This would help build a more psychological safe environment for diverse 

personalities working for the organization. The newly formed design team (team A) was a 

suitable match for this study, since it represented the complex work nature of the company 

X. The focus during the research was kept on factors affecting psychological safety, sharing, 

communication, trust and identifying silos.  

Analyzing the findings, it was evident that the starting point of the thesis were based on actual 

phenomenon of psychological safety that people face. No matter how small the team is or 
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highly efficient the team members are, everyone faces some kind of challenges or barriers 

that somehow affect the maximum creative expression of the individuals within a team.  

Like discussed in chapter 1.3, the focus of the research was kept on communication and 

building team culture through feedbacks, speaking up, learning behaviors and team 

engagement. Simultaneously, the focus was on extending this team learning through 

collaboration, dialogue, and practice with the stakeholders. Using service design 

methodology for the research turned out to be useful and appropriate. The subject of finding 

the pain points regarding silos and speaking up was approached through empathy, using 

service design methods such as interviews, survey, co-creating personas and employee 

journey maps and co-creation workshops. The pain points were identified and were discussed 

by the team collectively. Identifying the problems and trying to find a solution for them, 

already brought the team closer. The need for the team to recognize themselves as a group 

was identified through the early gathered data. For that a Team Canvas building workshop 

was arranged. The activity was thought to be useful, as everybody could now see in concrete 

what they were working together for. The value of bringing everyone together, where 

everyone can put their ideas quietly or through discussion, can already be seen at this point 

because we see everyone adding their point of view, and their personal goals along with the 

team’s goals, to the team canvas. 

This research later adds value to the concept of breaking silos and barriers and giving 

everyone a voice, when two co-creation ideation workshops were carried out. In researcher’s 

point of view, these workshops not only acted as idea generating tool, but were also a solution 

to the main pain points of silos and people not being able to speak up. These workshops give 

diverse personality the space, pace and time they want to put ideas in. The ideas generated 

during the workshops to address the pain points are touched through the recommendation of 

a communication blueprint. According to the feedback from the team, the blueprint can be 

further developed on the same format suggested by the researcher, but this time following 

double diamond design approach, because in real life things are not textbook perfect.  

Employee journey maps could be further developed, so that the team can look into the pain 

points their peers face and give realistic and execution able solutions. If common pain points 

are identified, there could be a separate unified journey map as well, which represents all 

design disciplines. 

The author thinks that the stakeholder map can also be developed further. Since the 

organization is complex in nature, even simplest of tasks must go through a process as 



  84  

discussed in the thesis. A detailed stakeholder map can help with this problem, and like 

journey maps, every time someone goes through a complex procedure and series of 

stakeholders, that can be documented in the stakeholder map in form of systems map. This 

way the team can create a systems map, making it easy for the other team members facing 

the same situation. 

Service design methods have helped to look at the concept of embedding psychological safety 

holistically. As described in figure 47, psychological safety can be approached as a service 

concept. Service concept narrates value and desired outcome of a service. In this study it can 

help us determine the desired value it brings to the organization. 

Keeping co-creation of psychological safety at the heart and using the service design methods 

to investigate the pain points and approaching them through the solutions created during the 

research can generate value, both to the teams and to the organization. These generated 

values; sharing, efficient work flow, avoiding burnouts, emotional agility and efficient flow 

of ideas, support the culture of sharing, innovation, diversity and inclusion that represent the 

philosophy of the organization X. 
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Figure 47. Service concept model  

 
6 Conclusion and evaluation 
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bring up issues and were able to speak about them and create solutions together. One of the 

team members left a comment, in the channel shared with team A, that “Your work pushes 

also us to think of better ways to work and structure our thinking of the pains and how to 

overcome! Thank you, Saima!” This comment displayed that the research flowed in the right 

direction.  

The opening of dialogue between the team, through the co-creation workshop already gave 

individuals a portal to speak up about psychological safety and other elements related to it, 

such as silos. The systematic findings helped the team to stay focused on the areas that need 

to be improved, and it was evident that to ensure everyone has a voice there needs to be co-

creation embedded in the team’s culture (as seen in 3.3.3, the idea generation workshop 2, a 

shared Miro board is suggested for future collaboration and a medium where help requests, 

and help offers can be posted). This flexible culture, where everyone can contribute 

regardless of time and place constraints, gives everyone a chance to put forward their ideas 

without holding back and more ideas in a fearless environment mean, better solutions. This 

addressed the first research question that “How can co-creation help to design effective 

teams and make psychological safety a central part of a team’s culture?” 

 Most of the time, when complex subjects like psychological safety are discussed, only 

leaders are trained and equipped with the tools to ensure a psychological safe environment 

within the team. During this research, the needs of the team were identified using service 

design methods, such as developing team canvas workshop in 3.2.8. This was done after 

early service design methods used in this research such as survey, observation, and 

interviews, that the team should align by having clear goals and vision. Presenting the team 

with concrete findings, in form of affinity diagrams, personas, and employee journey maps, 

and then asking to build on each other’s idea by taking them through a systematic workshop 

is how, service design methods and tools can help provide a solid plan of action to take 

things forward, resulting in transparency and trust, for a proactive approach.  

Though trust builds at its own pace, the author believes that use of service design tools such 

as collaborative workshops and suggestions generated through the findings carried out 

through service design approach, the transparency can result in faster building of trust and 

structure for high performance, as discussed in 2.6. Service design methods also helped in 

extending this trust and identifying the silos between two teams. For example, a designer’s 

psychological safety is affected when they do not know what happened to their ideas.  Was 

it welcomed? And why was it not implemented? During the qualitative interview with the 
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stakeholder from Team C their approach towards proceeding with the ideas was discovered 

(discussed in 3.2.2 and table 9). The author thinks that systematic dialogues and workshops 

(service design methods) with the stakeholder can help resolve many of the issues that 

perhaps affects the psychological safety of the individuals. Having a structured dialogue will 

let people know of the restrictions faced by the collaborator and a solution can be created 

collectively, breaking silos, instead of leaving people to think that their ideas are not good 

enough and can result in burnouts. The methods used in the research above, along with 

authors arguments presented here, addresses the research question of “How can service 

design methods help break the silos within teams and build trust for a proactive design 

approach?” 

As we discussed earlier in chapter 2.4, that inner experiences should not be suppressed but 

should be approached in a mindful way and later we discuss in the same chapter, that to 

achieve any goal there needs to be a collective understanding of that goal. Using the service 

design methods, the author thinks that the team is trying to build a culture which lets 

everyone one to express their emotions with mindfulness. Psychological safety is not just 

about giving the members a voice, but about giving them a mindful voice. Creating Team 

canvas together and defining the values of the team together, was the first step towards 

creating a collective goal that everyone discussed and aligned on. 

As suggested in figure 33 of 3.3.3, team members allowed to share their failure in biweekly 

meetings is a huge step towards establishing even more open culture where it is okay to show 

emotions and discuss failures. Not everyone can share a personal failure, because of diverse 

personalities, but they can at least start with something as small as not being able to make a 

perfect sunny side up fried egg.   

Individual can go contribute to the journey maps and try to voice an opinion if they are not 

very vocal during the meetings. When a work culture is built on accepting negative emotions 

and is based on values, there are less chances of burn out. This research is an effort towards 

co- creating the values of the team and giving the right outlet to voice if any negative emotion 

seems to be bringing the team members down. It is an effort to come to a mutual 

understanding through dialogue ( using service design methods), instead of assumptions. 

Behaviors are contagious and sharing can help develop the culture of sharing and acceptance 

as well. We also talked about empowering designers during our interviews in this research. 

Everybody had an issue with the hierarchy of the organization. And even the stakeholders 

want the designers to be more empowered, which means that in future works, empowerment, 
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paired with self-management and self-leadership can promote even more emotional agility. 

The most agile and resilient teams are built on the culture of openness of emotions, and the 

transparency that co-creation intends to create in this research, is to build foundations for 

emotional agility and creativity. This justifies the third research question of this thesis, which 

is, “How can emotional agility and creativity be enhanced to enable better 

communication and innovation?” 

Although the results of the research were not validated through a proper feedback survey 

with the team or by applying the suggested prototypes and testing their functionalities, going 

through the answered research questions, it could be concluded that the thesis achieved its 

goal of advising the use of service design methods to co-create psychological safety and 

shape effective teams. The methods and their results, improve the processes to establish an 

idea sharing culture, in the team and can be used as a case study to be applied to the other 

teams, because co-creating psychological safety is seen as a chain effect, that spreads 

throughout the interlinked departments in an organization. As shown in figure 48, the service 

design methods can be applied to the teams connected to each other and learnings can be 

passed, evolved and shared. At the moment only team A and C can be seen  in yellow, which 

means the service design methods are used on these teams to embed psychological safety. 

 

Figure 48. Example of using the research in a chain effect manner 
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 As humans, we have survived centuries, by living together in groups since the earliest of 

times, and by default consents to some of the mutually formed laws and restrictions. This 

does not mean that it takes away from our freedom of expression. When cultures are formed 

with a mutual understanding and everyone is involved in forming the systems, it is easy to 

build a space where everyone can voice their opinions mindfully. 

 

6.2 Proposal for future works 

Though due to the time restrictions and the hierarchal nature of the organization, the research 

process was slow and still the prototypes need to be developed, implemented and tested. the 

author thinks that the following points summarize the prospects of integrating psychological 

safety in the teams by using service design methods.  

 
• The research reveals that to fully ensure that silos are broken, and psychological 

safety is a part of the team, the co-creation workshops have to be conducted with the 

collaborating team too, so that the pain points could be fully addressed. It is necessary 

that all the stake holders are involved.  

• For now, the research represents a skeleton of the blueprint with an example 

displaying its function. To get the maximum value out of this tool, co-creating the 

blueprint with collaborators, for improving communication processes would improve 

engagement, and give a clarity. It will also give the team members a sense of safety 

that they are not being left out in the early phases of ideation and development, 

because during research it was voiced that most of the time, the team members feel 

that by the time they want to contribute to an idea, it is already “too developed”. The 

team suggested that the blueprint can follow a double diamond process, so that the 

identification of onboarding a product development stage is easy. For that a design 

mediator needs to be appointed, in order to ensure that the product development is 

going through a double diamond phase. 

• Use the Kanban board suggested in 3.4.1, to implement the ideas generated during 

the ideation workshop. A functioning process ensures that the ideas are progressed, 

otherwise they are just lost after ideation process. 

• Having one on one sessions for the first five minutes in break out rooms, before the 

biweekly meetings, will help bring individuals together, and since most of the team 

has not even met in person, this would help everyone to know each other. In virtual 
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environments where we do not have the luxury of talking to our teammates during 

coffee or lunch break, this activity can lie a certain comfort zone between individuals. 

This can later be turned into active listening exercises. 

• Introducing small icebreakers and discussing failures as an ice breaker during the 

biweekly meetings, would help establish the climate that it is okay to fail, which gives 

the employees a fierce environment to grow in. 

• Develop employee journey maps in a co-creation workshop. Make these journey 

maps available in the help board suggested in the ideation workshop 2. 

• Co-create a detailed stakeholder map and document new learnings of processes 

through the stakeholder map. For example, when a new stakeholder is identified, 

going through a specific task, the difficulty faced during that procedure of finding the 

right person to contact, can be documented in the stakeholder map, making it easier 

for other teammates going through the same process in future. 

• Working in virtual environments, employees do not have time to loosen up and talk 

to each other outside work context. Ensure that employees have virtual coffee or 

sessions with their team. Now the only virtual coffee gathering the employees have 

an option for, is the one where all the department is present. And as a participant 

expressed during the qualitative interview, it is impossible to talk in such a large 

group. The researcher also observed during the biweekly meetings that when people 

were smaller in number and waiting for everyone to join in, even the quietest ones 

talk. And bonded over a conversation that was not specifically work related. Time is 

an issue but then if the organization X is working towards building an inclusion 

culture, it would need to assign time slots out of the workday, for such activities to 

happen; for example, a virtual game session on one of the working days. 

• Although, each individual and team is unique. The findings from this research can be 

applied to the teams with similar work structure. For more unique teams, similar 

service design methods and processes used in the research can be applied to find their 

pain points. For example, on field repair team will have totally different pain points 

than design team. 

Companies spend a lot, when the employees face burn outs, which are a result of stress 

in work environment. Companies put the effort to introduce external workshops or sprints 

on learning how to be an effective team but using its own internal resources like R&D, 

service design and human resource departments, company X can contribute to build a 



  91  

psychological safe environment without spending on hiring external sources and look 

into factors that affect psychological safety and lead to burn outs. 

 

 

6.3 Restrictions and lessons learned 

 
Since it is important for a service design process to involve all the factors affecting a certain 

project, the researcher was unable to carry out the proper research with the stakeholders (team 

C) the only method that was used was qualitative interview and stakeholder persona. 

Hierarchal nature of the organization and limited time restricted the research, and a close 

involvement of the stakeholders could not be studied.  

The time restriction also affected the ideation workshops, because for an ideation workshop 

which is not just related to a product response, but complex subject as silos and psychological 

safety, the time used in one go was seen as less. But this also gave a lesson in how the 

workshop can then be divided over two sessions, and the benefits of collaborating remotely 

through Miro board or any other digital platform were also realized, because the researcher 

then had to ask the team members to add to the ideas in their time after the workshop. The 

researcher was also able to understand the schedule and how it works in real life. The 

schedule should be formed loosely based on major milestones, because there are always other 

priorities that can take up the reserved time. 

 The team consisted of a very limited number of people. A larger group would give a more 

diverse data to work with. During this research, professional and personal diversity was 

observed, but the company being international and having multiple ethnic people within the 

organization, cultural diversity could have exposed more silos and barriers.  

The prototype and testing phases could not applied during the research, to get an evaluation 

of the solution, which the researcher thinks, could have given more insights on the delivery 

of the solutions and would have helped in distinguishing text book approach from hands on. 

Using service design methods to contribute to building psychological safety, and breaking 

silos, the whole research system needs to be a part of HR department, that is already 

constantly working towards the health and safety of the employees. When this process is 



  92  

viewed as an important process, its application will be ensured through systems defined by 

the organization X, and time or taking everyone onboard will not be an issue. 

Due to anonymity contract, the researcher had to modify the visuals and descriptions at many 

places. This added to the work scope and consumed more time, and at places the description 

had to be kept vague, for example the construct of the teams. 

Though the methods used for the research were appropriate, there were challenges, like how 

to create personas for such a small team, when they could easily represent a real-life person. 

The team was small, but the extensive quality data generated from interviews and observation 

had to be filtered down, which required a lot of time. Working on the findings with a team 

could have pointed out to some areas that the researcher might have overlooked. Having a 

second opinion is such studies also cancels the biases of a single researcher, that might occur 

at places. Some of the technical service design terminology was also seen as a little bump in 

the road, for example ‘stakeholder’ is a proper business term used for a group within the 

organization, and while the stakeholder map was being constructed with the participants 

during interviews, the term stakeholder left them confused initially.  

The researcher also learned that when you are not actually a part of an organization and you 

have to align processes, that too of an organization that is already so hierarchal, you often 

find yourself at dead ends or face roadblocks. Fortunately, enough the continuous support of 

the contact person sailed the research through. 

Regardless of these challenges, the researcher was able to conduct the research in a systematic 

way and have learned that volatile nature of our surroundings, and unique challenges of 

dealing with unique individuals can always pose threats or cause barriers, but that is where 

the design thinking comes in and you try to find an alternative way to carry on. After this 

research, the author can exclusively take on a service design project.  

 

 

 

 

 



  93  

 

 

References  

Atlan. 2018. Humans of Data. [Online] https://humansofdata.atlan.com/2018/02/how-

when-collectobservational-data/ (retrieved: 14.11.20). 

Brown, T. 2008. Design Thinking. Harvard Business Review  

Camp, R.C. 1989. Benchmarking: The Search for Industry Best Practices that Lead to 

Superior Performance. Milwaukee, WI: ASQC Quality Press. 

Colletta, J. 2021. 3 Ways to Improve Psychological Safety.  [Online] 

https://hrexecutive.com/ (retrieved: 30.12.19). 

David, S. 2016. Susan David on Emotional Agility. [Video] https://youtu.be/0_6hu6JLH98 

(retrieved: 02.05.2021). 

David, S. 2018. The gift and power of Emotional Agility [Video]. TED conference 

https://youtu.be/NDQ1Mi5I4rg (retrieved: 02.05.2021). 

David, S. & Congleton, C. 2013. Emotional Agility. [Online] Harvard Business Review. 

https://hbr.org/2013/11/emotional-agility (retrieved: 4.07.2021). 

Design Council. 2015a. An introduction to service design and a selection of service 

design tools . Design methods for developing services. [Online] 

https://www.designcouncil.org.uk/resources/guide/design-methods-developing-

services  (retrieved: 24.03.2021). 

Design Council. 2015b. What is the framework for innovation? Design Council's evolved 

Double Diamond. [Online] https://www.designcouncil.org.uk/news-opinion/what-

framework-innovation-design-councils-evolved-double-diamond (retrieved: 07.12.2021). 

Detert, J. & Burris, E. 2007. Leadership Behavior and Employee Voice: Is the Door Really 

Open? Academy of Management Journal, 50(4), 869–884. 



  94  

Duhigg, C. 2016. How the Saturday Night Live team keeps it safe (and funny). [Video] 

https://rework.withgoogle.com/blog/how-SNL-keeps-it-safe-and-funny/ [retrieved: 

7.08.2021].  

Edmondson, A.C. 1999. Psychological safety and learning behavior in work teams. 

Administrative Science Quarterly, 44 (2), 350–383. 

Edmondson, A.C. 2002. The Local and Variegated Nature of Learning in Organizations: A 

Group-Level Perspective. Organization Science, 13 (2), 128-146. 

Edmondson, A. C. & Lei, Z. 2014. Psychological safety: The history, renaissance, and 

future of an interpersonal construct. Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and 

Organizational Behavior, 1 (1), 23-43.  

Edmondson, A.C. 2011. Psychological safety, trust, and learning in organizations: A group-

level Lens. Trust and Distrust in Organizations: Dilemmas and Approaches. 

Encyclopedia Britannica. 2021. Google | History & Facts. [Online] 

https://www.britannica.com/topic/Google-Inc  (retrieved: 08.08.2021). 

Friis, R. & Siang, T. Y.2021. Design Thinking: Getting Started with Empathy. [Online] The 

Interaction Design Foundation. https://www.interaction-design.org/literature/article/design-

thinking-getting-started-with-empathy (retrieved:17.07.2021). 

Goyette, P. 2021. What Is Emotional Agility & Its Importance to Leadership. [Online] 

https://www.eaglesflight.com/blog/what-is-emotional-agility-its-importance-to-leadership  

(retrieved: 19.08.2021). 

Gren, L., Torkar R. & Feldt R. 2017. Group development and group maturity when 

building agile teams: A qualitative and quantitative investigation at eight large companies. 

Journal of Systems and Software, 124, 104-119. 

Henry, D., Dymnicki, A. B., Mohatt, N., Allen, J. & Kelly, J. G. 2015. Prevention science : 

the official journal of the Society for Prevention Research, 16  (7), 1007–1016.  

IDEO U. 2021. Design Thinking. [Online] https://www.ideou.com/pages/design-thinking  

(retrieved: 27.03.2021). 

Interaction Design Foundation. 2021. The Basics of User Experience Design. 



  95  

Ivanov, A. 2015. On Creating Effective Teams by Susan A. Wheelan. [Online] Medium. 

https://medium.com/integral-coaching/on-creating-effective-teams-a-guide-for-members-

and-leaders-by-susan-a-wheelan-a274a11b8c7b  (retrieved: 29.07.2021). 

Kahn, WA. 1990. Psychological conditions of personal engagement and disengagement at 

work. Academy of Management Journal 33, 692-724. 

Kuhel, B. 2021. Council Post: How Great Leaders Model, Enable and Encourage 

Emotional Agility. [Online] Forbes.  

https://www.forbes.com/sites/forbescoachescouncil/2018/04/30/how-great-leaders-model-

enable-and-encourage-emotional-agility/?sh=4a5b41ad2daf  (retrieved 19.08.2021). 

Leedy, P.D. & Ormrod, J.E. 2015. Practical Research, Planning and Design, 11th Edition. 

Harlow: Pearson. 20 

Liedtka, J. & Ogilvie, T. 2011. Designing for growth: a design thinking toolkit for 

managers. New York: Columbia University Press. 

Liedtka, J. 2018. Why Design Thinking Works. [Online] Harvard Business Review. 

https://hbr.org/2018/09/why-design-thinking-works  (retrieved 12.07.2021). 

Lindzon Jared. 2021. Why psychological safety at work is key to preventing employee 

burnout. [Online] https://www.fastcompany.com/90604528/why-psychological-safety-at-

work-is-key-to-preventing-burnout  (retrieved: 01.03.2021). 

Lynn R. 2021. What is a Kanban Board? - Kanban Board Definition | Planview. [Online] 

https://www.planview.com/resources/guide/introduction-to-kanban/what-is-kanban-board/  

(retrieved: 21.11.2021). 

Mason, J. 1994. Linking qualitative and quantitative data analysis. Analyzing qualitative 

data. London: Routledge. 89–110 

Mindshake, 2021. Design Thinking | Mindshake. [Online] 

https://www.mindshake.pt/en/design-thinking/  (retrieved: 27.03.2021). 

Oakley, A.  1998 . Gender, methodology and people's ways of knowing: Some problems 

with feminism and the paradigm debate in social science. Journal of Sociology, 32, 707–31.  

Plattner, H., 2021. An introduction to design thinking. [Online] 

http://web.stanford.edu/~mshanks/MichaelShanks/files/509554.pdf (retrieved: 17.05.2021)  



  96  

Ramaswamy, V. & Gouillart, F. 2010. Building the Co-creative Enterprise. Harvard 

Business Review. Journal of Service Science and Management, 88, 100-109. 

Rework. 2021. Understand team effectiveness. re:Work Guide. [Online] 

https://rework.withgoogle.com/guides/understanding-team-effectiveness/steps/introduction/  

(retrieved: 08.08.2021). 

Roslöf, J. 2019. C4 IMGD model. Course material. Lecture of senior lecturer/lecturer at 

Novia University of Applied Sciences, 2019. 

Salovey, P. & D. Meyer, J. 1990. Emotional Intelligence. [Online] 

http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.385.4383&rep=rep1&type=pdf 

(retrieved: 16.8.2021). 

Saunders, M., Lewis, P. & Thornhill, A. 2016. Research Methods for Business Students, 7th 

Edition. Harlow: Pearson. 439 

Schein, E. 1993. How Can Organizations Learn Faster? The Challenge of Entering the 

Green Room. [Online] https://sloanreview.mit.edu/article/how-can-organizations-learn-

faster-the-challenge-of-entering-the-green-room/  (retrieved: 01.08.2021). 

Stickdorn, M., Hormess, M., Lawrence, A. & Schneider, J. 2018a. This Is Service Design 

Doing. O'Reilly Media, Inc. 

Stickdorn, M., Hormess, M., Lawrence, A. & Schneider, J. 2018b. This Is Service Design 

Methods. O'Reilly Media, Inc 

Stickdorn, M., Hormess, M., Lawrence, A. & Schnieder, J. 2021. #TiSDD Method: 

Secondary research. [Online] 

https://www.thisisservicedesigndoing.com/methods/secondary-research (retrieved: 

6.8.2021). 

Stickdorn, M., Lawrence, A., Hormess, M. & Schneider, J., 2021. #TiSDD Method: In-

depth interview. [Online] https://www.thisisservicedesigndoing.com/methods/in-depth-

interview (retrieved: 09.07.2021). 

Stickdorn, M. & Schneider, J. 2013. This is Service Design thinking. Amsterdam: BIS 

Publishers.   



  97  

Sutton, R.I. 2017. Memo to the CEO: Are you the source of workplace 

dysfunction? [Online] https://www.mckinsey.com/featured-

insights/leadership/memo-to-the-ceo-are-you-the-source-of-workplace-dysfunction 

(retrieved: 02.02.2021) 

Tschimmel, K. 2012. Design Thinking as an effective Toolkit for Innovation. 

10.13140/2.1.2570.3361. 

Tuomala, R. & Nothnagel, B. 2020. Using Emotional Intelligence to create 

Psychological Safety and Engagement. Leading in Extraordinary Times Webinar 

Series. https://aaltoee.videosync.fi/emotionalintelligence?seek=1  

Vianna, M., Vianna, Y., Adler I.K., Lucena, B. &Russo, B. 2012. Design Thinking: 

Business Innovation. Rio de Janeiro: MJV Press. 

Vollebregt, M. 2021. Why Psychological Safety Is Essential for Your Team’s Success. 

[online] https://marcvollebregt.medium.com/why-psychological-safety-is-essential-for-

your-teams-success-fa9d43903a39  (retrieved: 12.07.2021). 

Voss, C.A. & Blackmon, K. 1997. Benchmarking and Operational Performance: 

Some Empirical results. International Journal of Operations & 

Production Management, 17 (10), 1046-1058. 

Wheelan, S. 2010. Creating effective teams. (3rd ed.) Los Angeles, Calif: Sage. 

Wijaya, K. 2021. Guide for Effective Projects & Teams Management. [Online] 

https://blog.prototypr.io/guide-for-effective-projects-teams-management-bc6852738dcb  

(retrieved 29.07.2021). 

Williams, C. 2007. Research Methods, Journal of Business & Economic Research.(Vol 5) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  98  

List of figures 
 
Figure 1. Team structure..........................................................................................................2 

Figure 2. Amy Edmondson’s psychological safety..................................................................4 
Figure 3. Trust cycle for psychological safety.........................................................................4  

Figure 4. Focus of the research................................................................................................5 
Figure 5. Frame of reference....................................................................................................6  

Figure 6. Service design methods used for the research..........................................................7 
Figure 7. Thesis schedule.........................................................................................................8 

Figure 8. Elements of Design Thinking...................................................................................9 
Figure 9. Basics of Design Thinking.....................................................................................10 

Figure 10. Stanford Design Thinking model.........................................................................11 
Figure 11. Model of antecedents and consequences of team psychological safety...............15 

Figure 12. Integrative model of group development (IMGD) by Susan Wheelan.................16 
Figure 13. Design process (following Stanford Design Thinking model) ............................20 

Figure 14. Five traits of an effective team.............................................................................23 
Figure 15. Comments from the interview..............................................................................32 

Figure 16. Affinity diagram of data from team A’s interviews and observation...................36 
Figure 17. Affinity diagram of data extracted from stakeholder’s interview........................37 

Figure 18. Observation action plan........................................................................................39 
Figure 19. Stakeholder map...................................................................................................42 

Figure 20. Persona of an ID...................................................................................................44 
Figure 21. Persona of a service designer................................................................................45 

Figure 22. Persona of the team lead.......................................................................................46 
Figure 23. Persona of a UI designer.......................................................................................47 

Figure 24. Persona of stakeholder..........................................................................................48 
Figure 25. The industrial designer journey map....................................................................51 

Figure 26. Service designer journey map...............................................................................52 
Figure 27. UI designer journey map......................................................................................53 

Figure 28. SWOT analysis of team A....................................................................................55 
Figure 29. Emotional check in for the Team Canvas workshop............................................57 

Figure 30. Team Canvas workshop........................................................................................58 
Figure 31. Developed journey map of an ID.........................................................................62 

Figure 32. Developed journey map of a service designer......................................................63 
Figure 33. Developed journey map of a UI designer.............................................................64 

Figure 34. Withdrew cards and team forming according to match finding...........................66 



  99  

Figure 35. Ideation workshop 1: step 1, 2 & 3......................................................................67 
Figure 36. Ideation workshop 1: ideas to solve selected problem 1......................................68 

Figure 37. Ideation workshop 1: ideas to solve selected problem 2......................................69 
Figure 38. Ideation workshop 1: ideas to solve selected problem 3......................................69 

Figure 39. Ideation workshop 2: further development of ideas from workshop 1.................71 
Figure 40. Ideation workshop 2: further development of ideas from workshop 1.................72 

Figure 41. Ideation workshop 2: further development of ideas from workshop 1.................73 
Figure 42. Example of a Kanban board proposed to be used by team A...............................76 

Figure 43. Communication blueprint: developing feature for an existing application..........77 
Figure 44. The double diamond design thinking process......................................................78 

Figure 45. Skeleton of communication blueprint following double diamond.......................78 
Figure 46. Results from the concept evaluation workshop....................................................81 

Figure 47. Service concept model..........................................................................................85 
Figure 48. Example of using the research in a chain effect manner......................................88 

 

 

List of tables 
Table 1. Integrated model of group development according to Wheelan.............................19 

Table 2. Pros and Restrictions of the preparatory desk research...........................................21 
Table 3. Some sample questions used in the study for Project Aristotle..............................23 

Table 4. Pros and restrictions of benchmarking....................................................................24 
Table 5. Edmondson’s survey questions to measure team psychological safety..................26  

Table 6. Survey questions and results...................................................................................27 
Table 7. Pros and restrictions of survey................................................................................30 

Table 8. Psychological Safety as an impact (data from qualitative interview with  
team A) .................................................................................................................................33 
Table 9. Stakeholder’s point of view (derived from a qualitative interview with the 
stakeholder) ..........................................................................................................................34 

Table 10. Pros and restrictions of interviews........................................................................38 
Table 11. Pros and restrictions of stakeholder map...............................................................43 

Table 12. Pros and restrictions of personas............................................................................49 
Table 13. Pros and restrictions of journey maps....................................................................54 

Table 14. Pros and restrictions of the team canvas................................................................59 
Table 15. Pros and restrictions of the developed journey maps.............................................65 

Table 16. pros and restrictions of the co-creation workshops................................................74 



  100  

 

 

Appendices 
 
Appendix 1.  

 Invitation to interview 

  
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  101  

Appendix 2.  

Survey results 
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Appendix 3   

Questions from the interview with Team A 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1. Ice breaker

2. Would you like to tell me something about  you and your role in the
     team?

3. Are you able to bring up problems and tough issues?

4. When we say that the team is safe for taking interpersonal risks
     what does that mean to you?

5. Are Questions being asked during or after the meeting?/ How  
    would you encourage people, who are not very vocal/ are introvert?
  
6. Does the team involve in di!cult conversations?

7. Is there a task uncertainty?

8. Your views on building a culture of trust and empowering others.
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Appendix 4    

Team canvas workshop layout 

 

 

 

Appendix 5   

Instructions for team canvas workshop 
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Appendix 6   

Agenda for ideation workshop 1 
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Appendix 7  

Walkthrough of ideation workshop 1 on Miro 
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Appendix 8   

An overall sketch of ideation workshop 2 on Miro 
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Appendix 9  

Schedule detail  
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