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The glossary can be used to look up abbreviations or difficult terms. Words are placed in alphabetical 
order below.

CM   Client Manager
Cross-selling  Encouraging clients to leverage additional services offered by Total Design
HoT   Head of Teams
KPI   Key Performance Indicators
LoB    Line of Business, also known as a team
Qmeeting  Quarterly meeting
Synergy  The collective outcome of collaboration that surpasses what individuals could have  
   achieved independently
TD   Total Design
Yuma   A group of companies focused on digital transfomation, that TD has recently   
   joined
ZL   Zuiderlicht, the location of Total Design in Maastricht

Key Terminology

This report describes the graduation project in 
collaboration with Total Design (TD), a creative 
agency specialised in Branding, Communications 
and Technology. The primary objective of this 
thesis is to enhance the internal collaboration 
between these three domains. To achieve this goal, 
the study explores the barriers to collaboration, 
using co-creation sessions with TD employees 
as a key method to gather insights. The process 
follows a general approach consisting of four 
phases, Exploring the Current Context, Reframing 
the Problem, Creating Opportunities to Improve 
Collaboration and Catalyse Synergy Creation at 
TD, each described in its dedicated chapter. 

Leveraging co-creation sessions and interviews 
with employees of TD, the study shows that 
the internal team’s focus is seen as the main 
barrier to multidisciplinary collaboration within 
TD. This focus stems from team-specific targets, 
that discourage collaborative efforts between 
teams and cause each team to prioritise their 
own proposition to clients. As a result, clients 
are unaware of other services offered by TD and 
employees under-utilise the expertise of their 
colleagues. This internal team focus comes from 
TD’s existing organisational structure. Therefore, 
a new organisational structure is proposed as the 
final solution for TD. The proposed organisational 
structure introduces dynamic, project-based teams 

that replace traditional, static teams, facilitating 
fluid cross-domain collaboration and enabling a 
more agile response to client needs. The expected 
positive impact of the final design for clients is 
a broader service offering and improved client 
satisfaction, and enhanced learning and innovation 
for employees of TD.

The report concludes with recommendations 
for the adoption of the new structure and 
recommendations for future work. The first aim to 
mitigate the reorganisation’s potential challenges, 
like coordination & communication and a loss of 
team identity and include involving employees for 
successful implementation. The latter suggested 
areas for further research, including broadening 
the focus group, incorporating diverse research 
methodologies and conducting follow-up studies to 
assess the impact of the changes implemented. 

The findings provide valuable insights into 
employees’ perception of the current situation, 
the barriers to collaboration and the desire for 
engaging employees in decision making. To 
align with employee demands and enhance 
multidisciplinary collaboration, TD is recommended 
to transition towards the proposed organisational 
structure that facilitates dynamic project team 
configurations. 

Summary
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This report describes the process on discovering 
and overcoming barriers to collaboration within 
Total Design (TD). The project is carried out during 
a graduation internship conducted at Total Design, 
guided by Martijn Arts, Partner and Strategy 
Director of Total Design.  Activities in this project 
are in collaboration with Total Design employees 
and fellow peers from SPD and academic oversight 
is provided by Erik-Jan Hultink (TU) and Fernando 
Secomandi (TU). 

This first chapter offers a short introduction on 
Total Design and introduces the problem definition, 
assignment and scope of this project. The 
chapter is concluded with a section including key 
takeaways.

1. Context setting
Total Design is a creative agency, founded 60 
years ago by Wim Crouwel, Friso Kramer, Paul 
Schwarz, Dick Schwarz and Benno Wissing. 
Currently the highest-ranked Dutch Agency in 
the International Design Awards (Total Design, 
2024), TD’s legacy includes iconic projects like 
Schiphol Airport’s signage during the 1960s (Sturt, 
2017), the redesign of the Dutch passport (Total 
Design, n.d.b) and the recent new brand identity of 
Hema (Total Design, n.d.c.). TD is known for their 
holistic design and has evolved over the years to 
accommodate in-demand skills. TD’s expansive 
skill set is organised into fixed, multidisciplinary 
teams. Each team specialises in different areas 
such as house styles, web development or 
campaigns.

For effective communication of their skills, Total 
Design grouped its capabilities into three pillars: 
Branding, Communications and Technology. The 
teams are roughly organised into these three 
categories, also referred to as ‘domains’. The three 
domains have been used in TD’s communications 
for the past two years to break away from Total 
Design’s exclusive association with ‘design’ implied 
by its name. This report therefore refers to Total 
Design as TD, in line with their preferred style of 
communication.

1.1 Introduction to Total Design

1.1.1 The Three Pillars Branding, 
Communications and Technology
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1.2.3 Scope
Total Design states in their external 
communications that they strive to ‘perfect 
the synergy between the domains Branding, 
Communications and Technology’ (TD, n.d.). 
This served as the starting point for the project. 
The primary objective was to delve into how 
Total Design facilitates collaboration between the 
three domains and to capture this ‘TD method’. 
During the formulation of the project brief, informal 
discussions revealed pre-existing challenges: the 
absence of a consistent strategy for collaboration 
makes it hard to illustrate a working method typical 
for TD. Additionally, there seemed to be a lack of 
support for the envisioned synergy creation by 
domains, as employees state that the collaboration 
between the domains does not reach its full 
potential. In conclusion, there are barriers in place 
that prevent synergy creation within TD that need 
to be identified and overcome. 

Total Design is a creative agency that brings 
together different areas of expertise to best serve 
the client, but as the previous paragraph illustrates, 
the collaboration between the three domains can 
be optimised. This research aims to improve the 
cross-disciplinary collaboration at Total Design 
to foster synergy. The revised objective of the 
project is ‘To explore the current barriers to synergy 
creation at TD and improve the collaboration 
between the domains Branding, Communications 
and Technology’.

This project will investigate the underlying issues 
and propose recommendations for improvement. 
The initial assignment, as agreed upon in the 
project brief (which can be found in Appendix A1) 
is as follows: “Investigate the structure, culture & 
processes within TD to understand and overcome 
the barriers to synergy and finally write an advisory 
report and/or design an intervention to stimulate 
integration of the domains. This intervention can 
be a tool, method, framework or strategy meant to 
improve the collaboration between domains”.

1.2 Project Brief
1.2.1 Problem Definition

Since its acquisition in 2023, Total Design 
operates under the larger umbrella of the Yuma 
digital transformation group. Yuma encompasses 
companies with expertise in IT consulting, IT 
architecture and in cloud & data architecture. The 
main goal of the Yuma group is to create end-to-
end solutions by improving collaboration between 
its different companies (Yuma, n.d.). This is similar 
to the goal behind Total Design’s structure, which 
is home to the three domains. Figure 1 illustrates 
TD within a larger bubble to indicate the scope of 
this research. The research focuses on improving 
collaboration within Total Design, with the premise 
that improvements within TD could potentially be 
replicated in the other companies within the Yuma 
group.

1.2.2 Assignment

Figure 1: The scope of the project.

Total Design operates from two locations in the 
Netherlands: Amsterdam, being the main office, 
and Maastricht. The Maastricht office, known as 
Zuiderlicht, became part of Total Design after its 
acquisition in 2022. Zuiderlicht’s expertise lies 
in creating ideas to enhance an organisation or 
brand’s performance, like TD but with a distinct 
focus on their geographic region. Cascade, now 
a team within TD but formerly an independent 
company acquired in 2021, is also located in 
Amsterdam. Their expertise lies in shaping annual 
reports. 

Figure 1 shows that Total Design consists of three 
entities: Zuiderlicht, Cascade and Total Design.  
The research focuses (as Figure 1 highlights) on 
TD in Amsterdam, initially Zuiderlicht due to its 
similar proposition, functioning as a distinct entity 
in another region. 
Cascade is excluded in the final design as well, as 
it is not represented in the voluntary co-creation 
activities, from the second co-creation session 
onwards. Therefore, the final design centers on the 
input of the TD Amsterdam employees.
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Introduction TD
This chapter introduces Total Design, a creative agency known 
for their holistic service offering. TD has grouped its capabilities 
into three domains: Branding, Communications and Technology. 
Client projects are performed in fixed, multidisciplinary teams, 
which can be roughly categorised into these three domains. 
Each team specialises in different areas such as house styles, 
web development or campaigns.

Problem Definition
The problem is that there is no coherent strategy for 
collaboration and a lack of support for the intended synergy 
between the domains. Employees state that collaboration 
between the domains is not reaching its full potential. In 
conclusion, there are barriers that need to be identified and 
overcome for optimal collaboration and possible synergy 
creation.

Project Assignment
The initial assignment is as follows: “Investigate the structure, 
culture & processes within TD to understand and overcome the 
barriers to synergy and finally write an advisory report and/or 
design an intervention to stimulate integration of the domains. 
This intervention can be a tool, method, framework or strategy 
meant to improve the collaboration between domains.”

Scope
The scope of the project is focused on TD Amsterdam, as the 
research and design efforts are mainly in collaboration with 
members of the TD Amsterdam teams, excluding Cascade and 
Zuiderlicht.

Key Takeaways of Chapter 1

This chapter provides an overview of the research 
project’s general approach and presents the four 
distinct phases that lead to the final outcomes. 
The first section, Section 2.1, outlines these four 
phases along with their associated activities. 
Section 2.2 delves into a detailed description of the 
co-creation methods employed in this study.

2. Approach and Methods
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Figure 2: The Double Diamond method.

The process is structured based on the Double 
Diamond methodology (Design Council, 2023). 
This is a systemic design framework developed 
by the UK government’s advisor on design, the 
Design Council, which outlines ways of working for 
the different parts in a design process. The Double 
Diamond describes four phases: Explore, Reframe, 
Create and Catalyse. Each phase has a dedicated 
chapter in this report. In Figure 2, the four phases 
are depicted including the title of the dedicated 
chapter. The four phases form two diamonds 
which shows the diverging and converging 
characteristics of the phases: the left half of each 

diamond is a diverging phase and the right part is 
a converging phase. For the exploring and creating 
phase, diverging means zooming out and seeking 
opportunities. Contrastingly, the reframing and 
catalysing phases are converging stages in which 
the focus is narrowed.

It is important to note that the process was not 
followed strictly linearly, but involved iterative 
movements back and forth across stages, as 
indicated with arrows in Figure 2. However, for 
presentation purposes within this report, the 
process is presented in a linear order.

2.1 General approach: Double Diamond

Figure 3: The four phases of the Double Diamond including their activities.

In Figure 3, the different activities of each phase 
are depicted in a chronological order. All four 
phases involve individual efforts and collaborative 
efforts involving interviews and co-creation (Co-
C) sessions. Paragraph 2.2.2: ‘Three types of 
Co-creation’ will delve deeper into types of joint 
efforts.  
Figure 3 also illustrates the output of each phase. 
The following paragraphs will describe the 
objective of each phase into more detail.

In the first phase, the aim was to understand 
what is happening within TD related to internal 
collaboration and to retrieve a more in-depth 
perception of the problem. As said before, the 
Explore phase shows divergence: it entailed 
collecting different perspectives and investigating 
how things are connected. The following research 
methods were used: a literature review, desk 
research and co-creation (joint efforts). The 
following page elaborates on these research 
methods in detail.

2.1.1 Explore
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Literature Review
The literature review concerns different topics: co-
creation methodologies, qualitative data analysis, 
synergy creation and organisational structures for 
creative agencies.
Co-creation methodologies are explored, including 
creative sessions and interviews. Section 2.2 
describes the benefits of co-creation and different 
methods. 
Qualitative data analysis is performed to process 
the collected qualitative data, derived through co-
creation. A literature review is performed on how to 
analyse the data. This is discussed in Paragraph 
2.2.5.
Synergy creation and its key factors are 
explored to define the term ‘synergy’ and to gain 
understanding in important factors for synergy 
creation. The findings are discussed in Paragraph 
3.1.1.
Organisational structures for creative agencies 
are explored to create understanding in TD’s 
structure and possible alternatives. The findings 
are discussed in Paragraph 3.1.2. 

Desk Research 
The primary objective of the desk research was 
to understand the organisational framework of 
TD and to review the external communications 
concerning their interdisciplinary collaboration. 
This phase of the research consisted of reviewing 
various slide decks (presentation slides), relating 
to different topics, including employee satisfaction, 
TD’s vision, structural aspects and TD’s business 
model. Slide decks are TD’s preferred form of 
transferring information to employees. 

Co-creation
The facilitation and activities of creative sessions 
are inspired by the book Road Map for Creative 
Problem Solving Techniques (Heijne & van der 
Meer, 2019). In the phase, Explore, co-creation is 
used to understand the context. Section 2.2 further 
describes the used co-creation methods and the 
outcomes are presented in the dedicated sections.

In the second phase, Reframe, the greater 
understanding of the problem established in the 
previous phase was reframed in order to come up 
with new opportunities. As Illustrated in Figure 2, 
this phase embodied a process of convergence, to 
redefine the focus of the project. This refinement 
process involved individual problem reframing and 
collaborative problem reframing, which lead to a 
design statement. 

2.1.2 Reframe

The third phase, Create, focused on creating 
different solutions to address the reframed problem 
statement and design statement. In a co-creation 
session, participants thought of a future vision and 
of different ways to facilitate the design statement. 
Design criteria were set up for the evaluation of 
ideas. Three design directions were evaluated, 
leading to two design proposals. 

2.1.3 Create

The conclusive phase of the diamond, Catalyse, 
focused on narrowing down to one design proposal 
that addresses the problem statement. With use of 
the design criteria, one of the design proposals is 
selected to refine. The ultimate design is presented 
to TD. In a final co-creation session, the potential 
positive impact and challenges are discussed the 
chapter concludes with recommendations and a 
final evaluation.  

2.1.4 Catalyse

2.2.1 Benefits of Co-creation
There are different reasons to include co-creation 
in this assignment. First, involving employees 
in co-creation processes encourages employee 
participation (Mogstad et al., 2018). Co-creation 
can foster commitment and therefore increase 
the acceptance of outcomes (Sha et al., 
2022). Moreover, co-creation involves different 
perspectives and the knowledge of employees can 
lead to solutions better suited to TD (Eckhardt et 
al., 2021). In addition, working in groups offers the 
opportunity to inspire each other. Finally, creating 
in groups allows for simultaneous in-depth critical 
evaluation of plans (Sillak et al., 2021). 

This project creates employee involvement 
through planned co-creation activities and informal 
discussion with employees. Paragraph 2.2.1 
describes the benefits of co-creation. Paragraph 
2.2.2 describes the three types of joint efforts: 
informal discussion with employees, creative 
sessions and interviews. Paragraph 2.2.3 outlines 
activities used in the creative sessions and 
Paragraph 2.2.4 discusses the processing of 
interview output by elaborating on qualitative data 
analysis.

2.2 Co-Creation Methods
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Figure 4: Advantages and disadvantages of each type of joint effort. Figure 5: Instructions of activities utilised in the creative sessions.

2.2.3 Creative Session Facilitation
The creative sessions are hosted in collaboration 
with employees in different phases of the project. 
Figure 5 provides detailed instructions for 
frequently used activities. As previously stated, 
activities are inspired by the book Road Map for 
Creative Problem Solving Techniques (Heijne & 
van der Meer, 2019). The report will delve into 
the procedure of each creative session in later 
paragraphs, providing detailed descriptions and 
outcomes of the activities.

2.2.2 Three Types of Co-creation
Three types of joint efforts are used in this project: 
talking to employees on an informal basis and 
co-creation, including creative sessions and 
interviews. Figure 4 illustrates the different reasons 
of choice for each type. 

Informal Discussion
As the figure shows, initiating conversations with 
employees on an informal basis is easy, requiring 
little effort or planning. These conversations take 
place in their natural environment, providing 
‘naturalistic’ data that is true to day-to-day life 
(Swain & King, 2022). They serve as a low-key 
method for knowledge creation, making them a 
valuable way to discuss findings and ask questions 
regularly. Moreover, conversations motivate 
open communication and can build trust between 
the researcher and employees (Thomas et al., 
2009). However, it’s essential to note that informal 
conversations may reflect personal or group 
interests, potentially offering highly subjective 
opinions from employees (Iosim et al., 2010).

Creative Session
The creative sessions require more preparation, 
but facilitate to gather insights in a more targeted 
and efficient manner.  A creative session with a 
group encourages participants to discuss their 
answers, resulting in more substantiated insights 
than from an individual participant (Sillak et al., 
2021). In addition, the output of a group session is 
less subjective than the output of one individual. 
In Section 2.2.3, different activities used in the 
creative sessions are illustrated. 

Interviews
The third type of employee engagement takes the 
form of one-on-one interviews. In this project, semi 
structured interviews are the preferred format. This 
flexible format motivates in-depth conversation 
and allows the researcher to follow up on ideas 
and react to (non-)verbal cues during the interview 
(Kakilla, 2021). Interviews provide an opportunity 
to explore employees’ opinions on specific topics in 
greater depth, as they allow for follow-up questions 
and ensure privacy (Indhira & Shani, 2014). While 
interviews offer a more targeted approach to data 
collection, they demand careful planning and the 

transcription and data processing can be time-
consuming. 

As informal discussions were mostly spontaneous 
and thus not recorded, this report concentrates 
on insights derived from creative sessions and 
interviews. Henceforth, the term “co-creation” will 
specifically refer to these creative sessions and 
interviews.
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2.2.5 Co-creation Confidentiality 
Disclosure

2.2.4 Qualitative Data Analysis

The findings of the co-creation sessions and 
interviews are reported using quotes. The quotes 
utilised in the report have been carefully translated 
to accurately capture the context and to reflect 
the intentions of the employees. Finally, they have 
been approved to use in this report by the speaker. 
As statements may contain sensitive information, 
they have not been linked to the group formations 
or individual speakers. 

This section describes the processing of the data, 
collected through semi-structured interviews. 
The interviews are recorded and transcribed. 
For privacy reasons, they are not included in this 
report. After collecting the data, it is analysed, 
based on a set of analytical stages, as described 
by Ritchie & Spencer (1994): familiarization with 
the data, identifying a thematic framework and 
finally mapping and interpretation.

Familiarization
The data from the interviews was created by 
taking notes during the interview, listening to 
the recordings and making transcripts. The 
familiarization with the data already started 
during the interviews, as the researcher takes the 
interviews, transcribes them and analyses the data. 

Identifying a Thematic Framework
The number of interviews was small and all 
transcripts were thoroughly reviewed. This 
immersion in the data allowed for faster 
identification of recurrent themes. In reviewing the 
transcripts, interesting quotes were highlighted and 
compiled per speaker.

Mapping and interpretation
The data was mapped by categorising quotes 
from speakers and determining inclusion of 
quotes based on their relevance to the research. 
During these data processing stages, categories 
and connections from previous research were 
incorporated, as insights from the interviews were 
expected to align with those from the co-creation 
sessions.

This chapter presents the general approach and methods used 
in the project. 

General Approach
The project follows the approach of the Double Diamond 
methodology, consisting of four consecutive phases: Explore, 
Reframe, Create and Catalyse. Each phase has a dedicated 
chapter in this report, and the activities conducted during these 
phases are presented in chronological order, thereby shaping 
the report’s overall structure. Activities comprise individual 
efforts and co-creation, which involve creative sessions and 
interviews.

Benefits of Co-creation
This chapter presents various types of co-creation and 
their benefits. Co-creation processes encourage employee 
participation and commitment, which can lead to better 
acceptance of the outcomes. Furthermore, co-creation involves 
diverse perspectives and includes inside knowledge from 
employees, resulting in better-suited solutions. Finally, working 
in groups enables simultaneous in-depth critical evaluation of 
plans.

Co-creation Activities
This research project frequently employs various co-creation 
activities, which are outlined in Paragraph 2.2.3. Other activities 
are explained in the dedicated sections of the creative session.

Key Takeaways of Chapter 2
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Figure 6: The activities in the exploration phase.

This chapter presents the outcomes of the first 
phase of the Double Diamond methodology: 
Explore. The objective of this phase is to 
understand the current situation within TD and this 
is done through several activities. Figure 6 lists 
the activities of this phase in chronological order. 
Collaborative activities are presented including 
their aim and the session plan in short.

Section 3.1 presents the findings of the literature 
review and desk research. The subsequent three 
sections explore how employees perceive the 
organisational structure and identify potential 
barriers to synergy creation. This is achieved 
through two co-creation sessions and employee 
interviews.  The chapter concludes with an 
assessment of the team structure in Section 3.5.

3. Exploring the Current System
This section presents the findings of the literature review and the desk research. In Paragraph 3.1.1, the 
definition of synergy is presented and factors important for collaboration. Subsequently, in Paragraph 
3.1.2, the teams of TD are discussed, outlining the roles and responsibilities. In Paragraph 3.1.3 five 
organisational structures for creative agencies are presented. Finally, Paragraph 3.1.4 elaborates further 
onto TD’s structure, descussing its characteristics, advantages and disadvantages.

TD is dedicated to achieving optimal synergy 
across its three key domains: Branding, 
Communications and Technology. As the current 
level of collaboration does not support this, this 
thesis aims to improve the collaboration among 
these domains. This paragraph first defines 
synergy to better grasp TD’s objectives. 

Synergy is “the combined power of a group of 
things when they are working together that is 
greater than the total power achieved by each 
working separately” (Cambridge Dictionary, sd). 
In the context of this thesis, synergy then relates 
to the outcomes of the collaboration between the 
three domains, that are greater than what the 
domains achieve separately. The definition shows 
that collaboration is a requirement for synergy 
creation. Factors important for collaboration are 
further explored and described in the following 
paragraph. 

Collaboration
In the research of Patel et al. (2012), various 
factors related to the collaborative context are 
presented, which include culture, environment, 
business climate and organisational structure. The 
authors also suggest that collaboration can be 
enhanced through adequate support and a team 
composition aligned with the tasks to be performed. 

Csikszentmihalyi (1996), one of the leading 
researchers on creativity, states that creativity is 
a collaborative process. Therefore, it does not 
happen solely inside people’s heads but rather in 
the interaction between a person’s thoughts and 
a sociocultural context (as cited in Climer, 2016). 
Particularly diverse teams, such as multidisciplinary 
teams, can enhance creative performance (Miura 
& Hida, 2004). Leveraging different perspectives is 
expected to improve decision-making quality and 
problem-solving innovativeness (Chasanidou et 
al., 2015). Moreover, teams can combine multiple 
areas of expertise to develop integrated solutions, 
which suggests the possibility of improved 
collaboration not only enhancing creativity but also 
resulting in more comprehensive and holistic work 
outcomes. Therefore, effective collaboration can 
be significant within creative agencies as it serves 
as a fundamental tool for generating creative 
outcomes. 

This paragraph stresses the importance of 
collaboration in creative agencies and highlights 
that working in diverse or multidisciplinary teams 
leads to improved creative performance, better 
decision-making and more innovative problem-
solving. The following paragraphs describe how 
TD and other creative agencies are structured to 
facilitate collaborative processes.

3.1.1 Synergy Creation

3.1 Literature Review and Desk Research
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Figure 7: The three domains and creative teams at TD.

TD works in multidisciplinary teams. Figure 7 
depicts the current teams of TD, including the 
three teams of Zuiderlicht (ZL), from TD’s location 
in Maastricht. The teams each offer a unique 
proposition to clients. This team centric structure 
dates back to 2017. Before that time, the teams 
were small companies within the holding Total 
Design. As small companies, they had to send 
invoices to each other when they wanted to work 
together. Removing the operational action of 
sending internal invoices and transforming the 
companies into teams of one company aimed to 
stimulate collaboration between the teams.

All TD teams have their own targets to reach 
and undergo performance evaluations based on 
profit & loss (P&L). Each team represents a line 
of business (LoB), collectively contributing to an 
extensive service offering for clients. A HoT leads 
a team and is responsible for the acquisitions. 
This is meant to stimulate an entrepreneurial 
spirit throughout the whole company. The HoT is 
ultimately responsible for establishing and reaching 
the team targets and monitors the teams financial 
performance.

3.1.2 Teams and Roles within TD

Figure 8: The different roles within a team.

In Figure 8, the different roles and responsibilities 
within a team are shown. Ideally, a team has one 
HoT, one or more client managers and one creative 
director and strategy director. However, not all 
teams have a creative director or strategy director. 
There are three creative directors and two strategy 
directors, each assigned to a specific team. These 
also offer support to other teams when needed. 
By creating these autonomous cells, clients have 
immediate access to all specialists, according 
Partner & Strategy Director at TD (Arts, personal 
conversation, 16 January, 2024).

Roles and Responsibilities within a Team
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The organisational structure of a creative 
agency can have different forms. Five common 
organisational structures and their characteristics 
are found in literature that will be further discussed. 
Creative agencies often work in variations of these 
structures, sometimes derived through trial and 
error. This paragraph is followed by elaborating 
upon the organisational structure of TD and its 
underlying rationale.

Different Organisational Structures 
Creative agencies work in various organisational 
structures, each with its own characteristics. Five 
common structures are described below.

[1] Traditional/Functional model: This model is 
characterised by centralised authority and is 
divided into departments with specialised services. 
It works in silos and does not stimulate cross-
departmental collaboration (Waal et al., 2019). 

[2] Matrix Model: The matrix model groups 
employees of similar skills and works with 
additional layers of management and/or 
communication. It promotes cross-departmental 
collaboration and uses a double reporting system, 
where team members report to both the team lead 
and department head (Gillard, 2005).

[3] Hub/Pod-Model: This model organises teams 
per client type or sector, instead of a specialty. 
Pods have little to no dependency on each other 
(Sinclair-Brooks, 2023).

[4] Holacracy: In this model, there are no clear 
assigned roles and employees are free to take on 
tasks and move around teams. The structure gives 
employees empowerment, but potential unclarity 
of roles can lead to a lack of accountability and 
inefficiency (Bernstein et al., 2016). 

[5] Flat structure: This structure is often found 
in small creative agencies and has little or no 
hierarchical layer between management and 
employees. Instead of a top-down approach, 
decisions are often made collectively (Sinclair-
Brooks, 2023).

Advantages and Disadvantages
Each organisational structure has distinct 
advantages and disadvantages. For instance, 
the traditional model promotes specialization and 
streamlined communication, but often fosters silos, 
structures that divide employees into discrete 
groups (Indeed, 2022) and hinder collaboration 
across departments (Waal et al., 2019). In contrast, 
the matrix-model is often a response to silos in 
corporations, promoting collaboration across 
departments (Vantrappen & Wirtz, 2016), but it 
can be confusing due to its dual reporting system 
(Gillard, 2005). A model with more streamlined 
communication is the pod-system. It functions in 
autonomous pods, promoting efficiency (Sinclair-
Brooks, 2023).
An organisational structure should be carefully 
considered based on the size of the business, the 
number of employees and the company’s values 
to determine the most suitable model for the 
organisation. 

3.1.3 Organisational Structures for 
Creative Agencies

Figure 9: TD’s current organisational structure.

TD’s organisational structure is a blend of the 
matrix model and the pod model. The teams 
are autonomous, like independent pods, but the 
structure is meant to facilitate cross-disciplinary 
collaboration, like the matrix model. Figure 9 
depicts the organisational structure. The teams are 
supported by the board and overhead roles, such 
as finance and administration officers. 

Essentially, the teams are small agencies within the 
framework of Total Design. Specialists (individuals 
or teams) can be acquired or detached accordingly, 
to meet client demands and consistently create the 
right value. This entails that the teams depicted 
in Figure 9 can interchange team members to 
address the needs of clients. 

3.1.4 TD’s Organisational Structure



30 31

Characteristics of TD’s structure
Below, the organisational structure of TD is further 
explained describing five main characteristics.

Small dedicated teams: Each team is 
accustomed to working together and has their own 
working methods and rituals, fostering a sense of 
comfort and close collaboration. The teams can 
undergo dynamic changes, such as fluctuations in 
team size, mergers, splits, and expansions of their 
proposition. 

Entrepreneurial spirit: Each team develops and 
promotes its unique proposition to offer clients, 
reflecting an entrepreneurial spirit. The teams are 
multidisciplinary in order to independently execute 
their assignments. 

Financial performance: To enhance financial 
team performance, each team is assigned Profit 
and Loss (P&L) targets. The Head of Teams (HoT) 
is in charge of determining and steering these 
targets.

Inter-team collaboration: Teams are encouraged 
to collaborate with other teams or experts from TD 
when necessary, allowing non-team members to 
contribute billable hours to specific projects. This 
flexible approach enables non-team members to 
collaborate with a team temporarily or on a more 
extended basis. 

Client management: Client relationships are 
managed through dedicated client managers within 
TD. Each client manager oversees projects for their 
assigned clients. When a different team takes on a 
client assignment, it becomes the responsibility of 
the teams’ client managers to ensure a thorough 
transfer of client knowledge, facilitating seamless 
client transitions.
 

Potential Benefits and Possible Downsides
A slide deck relating to the team structure lists 
intended benefits and possible downsides, as 
proposed by the board. Table 1 provides an 
overview of them in English and the original slides 
can be found (in Dutch) in Appendix B1. The 
potential downsides to the existing team structure 
are explained in more detail below, as these could 
potentially contribute to barriers to collaboration.

Teams go for themselves and/or compete: The 
teams tend to pursue their own targets, potentially 
leading to a scenario where a team prioritises its 
own objectives over helping another team in need.

Colleagues are scattered across teams: The 
independent operation of teams may result in 
some individuals never collaborating because they 
belong to different teams, even when they have 
similar roles within TD. 

Fragmented offering instead of Total: Because 
each team knows their own proposition best and 
wants to reach their targets, teams may provide 
clients with only a selection of services rather than 
all of TD’s services.

“Best team on the job” doesn’t always work: 
The current proposition teams may not be best 
suited to all client assignments. In such a case, the 
team composition for certain projects may need to 
be altered to align with the assignment, considering 
budget constraints and availability.

Client can experience the mentioned 
downsides: Client dissatisfaction can have 
negative consequences for TD as an organisation.

As Table 1 describes, the structure is flat (stated in 
benefit [3]). However, there is a certain hierarchy 
at TD, roughly separating the board from the 
teams and their members. New initiatives from the 
board are presented to employees. This has lead 
to disagreement, for example in response to the 
recent mandate for TD employees to work at the 
office at least three days a week. This decision was 
presented as a potential solution to ussues relating 
to remote working. However, employees perceived 
this directive as a top-down imposition and it was 
met with resistance. Perhaps the resistance stems 

from lack of ownership of the solutions, lack of 
understanding or disagreement from employees. 
Overall, there seems to be low adaptation of 
initiatives presented by the board. This is outside 
of the scope of this research and further research 
would be needed to prove this. However, this adds 
reason to the use of co-creation in this project. To 
stimulate acceptance of a new initiative supporting 
cross-disciplinary collaboration, employees of TD 
will be involved in the decision making process 
through co-creation. 

Table 1: Benefits and downsides to the team structure, as proposed by the board.

Low Adaptation of Top-Down Impositions
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This section stresses the importance of 
collaboration to fostering synergy. In this 
report, synergy relates to the outcomes of the 
collaboration between the three domains, that 
are greater than what the domains achieve 
separately. Consequently, collaboration is seen as 
a requirement for synergy creation. 

Effective collaboration primarily depends on the 
context, like the culture, environment, business 
climate and organisational structure. Collaboration 
can be enhanced with the right support and team 
for the task. This is particularly relevant for creative 
agencies, where collaboration can contribute to 
creative performance. Working in multidisciplinary 
groups brings together different expertise and 
holds the potential to elevate creative performance. 

TD embodies multidisciplinary collaboration in 
teams, that each have a unique proposition to 
clients, such as branding, web development or 
campaigns. They are lead by a HoT and can 
operate independently. To stimulate collaboration 
between teams, the board members removed 
the operational action of having to send invoices 
when a team requires assistance of someone from 
another team.

As previously stated, an organisational structure 
that supports collaboration is crucial to fostering 
synergy. Thus, different organisational structures 
are explored that creative agencies can adopt to 
facilitate collaboration. TD’s structure resembles 
a mix of the matrix-model and pod-model, as the 
teams operate autonomously, but can collaborate 
across teams as well. The various intended 
advantages and potential drawbacks of TD’s 
existing structure are described.

The section concludes by adding reason to 
leveraging co-creation in this report, as it is 
expected to lead to employee involvement and a 
higher potential acceptance of solutions.

In the following section, co-creation will be 
employed to gain insights into how employees 
perceive the organisational structure and to identify 
other possible barriers to synergy creation. 

3.1.5 Summary and Implications

Figure 10: Procedure of co-creation session 1.
*Association Web and brainstorming are described in Paragraph 2.2.3 Co-Creation Methods

This section aims to uncover the motivation of Total Design for striving for synergy creation and describes 
a co-creation session, hosted to identify the rationale behind housing the different domains and 
instigating the teams’ structure for multidisciplinary collaboration. The deeper understanding of why TD 
strives for synergy can help to redefine the problem statement and discover current challenges. 

Figure 10 presents the procedure of the session: 
after a brief association web, functioning as a 
purge, the main activity is performed which clarifies 
the rationale behind housing the three domains 
and striving for synergy. 

3.2.1 Procedure

3.2 Exploring the Value of Synergy: Co-creation Session 1

The CEO, a Creative Director and Strategy Director 
& Partner participated in this session. Besides 
the main objective of the session to discuss the 
motivation for synergy creation, this session was 
also meant to create support and understanding 
from the board members by involving them early 
on in the project.

3.2.2 Participants
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The outcomes of the session show how members 
of the board define synergy and what they consider 
to be synergy’s value. Their shared definition, 
as comprised in the first activity, is that synergy 
means “to deliver better brands & strategies and a 
better culture & collaboration at TD”. 
In Figure 11, an overview is shown of what 
participants think the value of synergy can be for 
clients and for TD. The figure shows the underlying 
reasons for striving for synergy, as seen in column 
Goals, separated between the clients and TD. The 
second column, Results, shows what achieving 
these goals would lead to. The last row, Means, 
shows examples of how the board thinks TD 
can work towards these goals. The figure shows 
that the value of synergy between the domains 
is a broad perspective, which can lead to more 
strategic and better solutions for clients and 
improved client relations. For TD, the value of 
synergy is the better collaboration between the 
different in-house skills, leading to a culture of 
collaboration and sharing clients.

Downsides to the Team Structure
During the session, the board members 
acknowledged that the current structure involves 
challenges to synergy creation and attribute these 
to the team structure. The existing team structure 
is meant to promote collaboration between 
teams. Team changes and collaboration with 
individuals from other teams are done frequently, 
they say. However, teams can be hesitant to do 
so, to minimise the costs. To foster a culture that 
encourages collaboration, different means can 
be initiated (as seen in Figure 11). For instance, 
a centralised payment for all teams, fluid team 
structure and making decisions unrelated to profit.
Furthermore, the board states that clients often 
remain within one team, hindering the desired 
culture of sharing clients and cross-selling 
(encouraging the client to leverage additional 
services of TD). This is not done enough and the 
board attributes this to the P&L targets, as the 
targets may foster a sense of competition within 
teams. 

Figure 11: The value of synergy to TD and its clients.

The sessions objective was to uncover the 
motivation of TD for striving for synergy creation. 
The findings show that the value of synergy for 
TD is better collaboration between the different 
in-house skills. The value of synergy for clients is 
that different perspectives of the three domains 
can lead to better solutions for client and improved 
client relations. 
The session concludes that the current situation, 
including the teams structure, does not fully 
support the interdisciplinary collaboration. The 
board members state that the team targets may 
create hesitance relating to inter-team collaboration 
and sharing clients. Despite this, they affirm that 
the team structure will remain unchanged. 

The following co-creation session will seek to 
identify barriers to synergy creation and will 
seek to hear the employees perspective on the 
environment for collaboration within TD.

The board admits that they see these downsides, 
but that the structure will stay, though ideas 
for reorganisation are mentioned as means for 
reaching the goals in the first column. Notably, 
Partner & Strategy Director of TD expresses 
openness to change, as long as the benefits of 
the teams structure are maintained (Arts, personal 
conversation, 16 October 2023).

3.2.4 Summary and Implications3.2.3 Findings
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Figure 12: Procedure of co-creation session 2.
*5W1H and Clustering are described in Paragraph 2.2.3 Co-Creation Methods

The previous co-creation session primarily aimed to uncover the board’s aspirations to strive for synergy. 
This following session shifts the focus to how the current situation is experienced by employees. The co-
creation session seeks to identify factors that hinder and facilitate synergy creation, commonly referred to 
as barriers and enablers. 

This more extensive session was hosted during 
the quarterly meeting (Qmeeting) of TD. The 
participants’ view on synergy creation between 
the three domains Branding, Communications and 
Technology is explored through various activities, 
outlined in Figure 12. 

The output of this particular session is translated 
into a report to offer to TD. The report is provided 
the repository, in an accompanying file, ‘Report 
on co-creation session 2’. It includes a more 
thorough description of all activities and contains 
the participants input and notes taken during 
discussions and presentation moments. 

3.3.1 Procedure

3.3 Exploring the Collaborative Environment: Co-creation 
Session 2 Participants attending the Qmeeting session 

included the CEO, Partner & Strategy Director 
and the Commercial Director of TD, as well as all 
the HoTs1. A list of the participants can be seen in 
Figure 13. The HoTs are good representatives of 
the multidisciplinary teams at TD, as they are in 
close contact to their team members. Especially 
the thoughts around the team structure at TD are 
interesting to note, as this structure is more directly 
experienced by the HoTs.
This meeting was attended by all HoTs. It is worth 
noting that even though they do not hold a HoT 
title, this report consistently refers to all participants 
as HoT, including the CEO and other functions.

1 At the time of the session, there was not yet a third 
team of Zuiderlicht.

3.3.2 Participants

Figure 13: Participants of co-creation session 2.

The first activity of the session aims to uncover 
the shared definition of synergy. The participants 
were randomly separated into three groups, each 
with the assignment to formulate a definition. The 
definitions from the three groups can be seen 
in Figure 14. The three definitions show that the 
HoTs have a broader definition of synergy creation 
than the aforementioned definition, ‘outcomes that 
surpass the collective outcome’. According to the 
HoTs, synergy is more than optimal collaboration. 
As stated in their shared definition, synergy is ‘not 
rational, but intuitive’, and defies logic: ‘1+1=3’. 

3.3.3 Findings

Figure 14: The definition of synergy, as presented by the three groups.
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Barriers to Synergy Creation
The activities reveal many perceived barriers to 
creating synergy. All the perceived barriers are 
grouped into themes. The themes result from 
combining the input from the different groups, all of 
which presented different clusters of barriers. The 
eight themes are shown in Figure 15.

Not all of the perceived barriers are explicitly 
related to collaboration. For instance, a lack of 
HR and diversity are also mentioned. To stay 
within the scope of the project, focus lies with 
perceived barriers to synergy creation, related to 
collaboration. The table in Appendix B2.1 presents 
the themes related to collaboration (themes [1]-[5]), 
accompanied by a quote for illustrative purposes. 
All barriers not explicitly related to collaboration 
([6]-[8]), can be found in Appendix B2.2. 

During the session, participants also describe 
the objectives behind striving for synergy. The 
figure in Appendix B3 includes the findings of the 
activity Defining Objectives. The findings show 
that for TD, synergy means ‘working together in a 
collective direction’. The participants state that to 

foster synergy, TD needs ‘structures that support 
collaboration’. However, the described barriers, 
as seen in Appendix B2.1 and B2.2, show that 
the existing structure based on teams receives 
criticism from the HoTs. For instance, they state 
that teams frequently prioritise themselves rather 
than collaborating or seeking a more suitable team 
to undertake an assignment. The barriers related 
to collaboration appear most crucial to synergy 
creation and their effect should be further explored.

Enablers to Synergy Creation
The session also presents enablers to synergy 
creation. The findings are summarised into four 
themes and can be seen Appendix B4. These four 
themes are considered important factors to enable 
synergy and are described below. First, the people 
of TD and its culture are important for fostering 
synergy. Second, the skills and operations within 
TD. Third, a supporting structure for synergy 
creation and lastly, a common strategy.

Figure 15: Eight barriers to synergy creation derived from co-
creation session 2.

This section describes the second creative 
session, participated in by all HoTs and three other 
team-overarching roles. The sessions objective 
was to identify factors that hinder and facilitate 
synergy creation and to hear their view on the 
current organisational structure. The participants’ 
shared definition shows that synergy is more than 
optimal collaboration and not all mentioned barriers 
to synergy creation explicitly relate to collaboration. 

The activities presented many barriers standing 
in the way of synergy creation, which have 
been categorised into eight themes, as seen in 
Figure 15. The mentioned barriers show that 
HoTs criticise the current structure and that the 
structure does not fully support synergy creation. 
Of the 8 barriers, barriers [1] to [5] are explicitly 

related to multidisciplinary collaboration. These 
are most crucial to be addressed to improve the 
collaboration and their effect should be further 
explored.

The session offered an extensive output from 
different perspectives, leading to a broad overview 
of perceived barriers to synergy creation. 
However, it is unclear how pressing the barriers 
are considered to be. Working with three different 
groups made it challenging to follow all discussions 
simultaneously or to ask follow-up-questions. In the 
subsequent activity, the focus shifts from exploring 
which barriers are present in the current context, to 
delve deeper into their effect on synergy creation. 
This will be done in form of one-on-one interviews. 

3.3.4 Summary and Implications
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Figure 16: Procedure of the interviews.

This section describes the procedure and outcomes of the one-on-one interviews. The interviews primary 
goal is to uncover employees’ perception of what facilitates and stands in the way of synergy creation. 
More specifically, this activity aims to create increased understanding of what stands in the way of 
multidisciplinary collaboration. This section will discuss the identified barriers in detail and how they are 
related.

To identify the barriers to multidisciplinary 
collaboration at TD, interviews were held with 
different employees of TD. The interviews are 
performed at the TD office, in a one-on-one setting 
to offer privacy and room for in-depth questioning.  
The full set of questions from the can be found in 
Appendix B5. Figure 16 describes the main topics 
of the interview.

3.4.1 Procedure

3.4 Exploring the Barriers to Synergy: Interviews
Five employees participated in the interviews.
The interviewees have various roles within TD 
and hold a different perspective from the board 
members and the HoTs. All participants described 
their role within TD, duration of employment at TD, 
language(s) spoken at the office and age. Figure 
17 illustrates the diverse group of interviewees, 
without names. 

Participation of the interviews is on a voluntary 
basis, thus the participant selection is 
predominantly comprised of individuals who were 
either not overly occupied during that particular 
week or held a personal interest in the research 
project.

3.4.2 Participants

Figure 17: Information on interviewees. 
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The interviews show that participants see the 
multidisciplinary collaboration within TD as an 
‘added value’ to clients. Additionally, a respondent 
states that as assignments are becoming more 
complex, a cross-disciplinary approach in which 
different expertise work together is needed, 
affirming the relevance of this research.

Eleven Barriers to Synergy Creation
The interviewees offered insights into what they 
perceive to be barriers to synergy. These insights 
are categorised into eleven themes which are 
summarised below. 

[1] Too little use of shared knowledge 
The available knowledge from different domains at 
TD is not utilised to increase the collective shared 
knowledge. Learning from others by working 
together or giving feedback is considered valuable. 
Currently, there is little interaction or opportunities 
that invite input on projects. Using shared 
knowledge of the different domains can lead to 
more novel and better solutions. 

[2] Attaching experts for multi-disciplinary 
collaboration not done (early) enough
The three domains are currently working 
separately from each other. Involving someone of  
another expertise can be valuable as they offer a 
different perspective. Additionally, they can come 
up with certain solutions faster and deliver them 
with higher quality. Finally, to uncover the clients’ 
underlying needs, it is advantageous to look from 
a broad perspective to see what TD can do for the 
client. 

[3] Strong internal team focus
Teams are very focused on themselves and 
their own service offering. When teams meet 
with clients, they often only pitch their own 
capabilities, instead of showing them the full TD 
service offering. Because teams want to reach 
their targets, there is a hesitancy to collaborate 
or hire expertise from other TD teams as this has 
associated costs. 

[4] Clients’ unawareness of the broad service 
offering 
Assignments ask for integrated solutions, but 
there are no Total projects collaborating (only) with 
different Total teams (there are always other parties 
involved). Clients are not always aware of TD’s 
broad service offering or they are not interested 
due to limitations on time or money. Unfortunately, 
clients often approach TD with specific needs in 
mind and already have partners for their other 
needs, being unaware of TD’s full capabilities.

[5] Unawareness of skills at TD
Employees are unaware of the skills that others 
at TD have. One of the respondents states that 
not knowing the portfolio, drive or ambition is the 
biggest bottleneck to synergy creation. 

[6] Productivity over creativity
There is a pressure on being productive, which 
takes away the time to be creative. Writing hours 
puts pressure on creativity, as creativity needs 
time and zooming out. It is risky to take time to be 
creative because this costs money and success 
is not guaranteed. It is only possible with clients 
that are “willing to put more time into it, and more 
money and if they agree that not everything works 
in one go”, as a respondent states.

[7] & [8] Obstacles of working remote ([7]) and 
at the office ([8])
Both working remote and working at the office 
are said to not support collaboration. The office 
does not facilitate creative working well, however 
working remote has issues too, like being unaware 
of when you can reach others, or simply being 
unable to. Contrasting statements pose that 
working remote can be more effective in terms of 
concentration.

[9] Lack of passion for creativity 
There is a lack of passion for creativity around 
the office. A respondent states that the lack of 
passion to be creative is a number one barrier to 
synergy creation. Another respondent states that 
in a creative design agency, one works better if 
they are super driven and that it is a designer’s 
responsibility to be ahead of trends.

3.4.3 Findings [10] Lack of personal development
There is demand for an employee growth budget 
and more workshops on skill development. A 
respondent states that TD should encourage more 
employee growth. Currently, there are not enough 
creative workshops hosted to teach you skills. 
TD’ers could be more encouraged to learn from 
each other.

[11] Working atmosphere
There is no human resources management at 
TD and one of the respondents exclaims to be 
unsure if there is a culture that supports being 
creative. People should feel good at the office, 
hence this respondent suggests that there should 
be an instance to guard or create a comfortable 
atmosphere.

Five Barriers to Multidisciplinary 
Collaboration
Like in the previous session, not all mentioned 
barriers are explicitly related to collaboration. The 
relation of the first five themes to multidisciplinary 
collaboration has been made clear through the 
interviews. These barriers and their value to 
synergy creation are described in more detail 
in the Table B6.1 in Appendix B6, using quotes 
as illustrative examples.  In order to provide a 
comprehensive understanding, the barriers that are 
not directly related to collaboration are described in 
Table B6.2. This inclusion ensures a holistic view of 
employees’ perceived barriers to synergy.
The tables include a description of the barrier, 
the participant agreement, which indicates how 
many of the five participants addressed the theme 
and were in agreement with each other. The 
barriers are accompanied by a quote serving as 
an illustrative example of the barrier and a second 
quote, illustrating the potential value of addressing 
the barrier. 

Relations between Themes
The five themes explicitly related to 
multidisciplinary collaboration can be divided into 
two groups, illustrated in Figure 18. The themes 
[1] and [2] describe a lack of multidisciplinary 
collaboration. Themes [3], [4] and [5] are barriers 
to multidisciplinary collaboration and have an effect 
on themes [1] and [2]. 
As previously said, the relation of the other themes 
([6] Productivity over creativity, [7] Obstacles of 
working at the office, [8] Obstacles of working 
remote and [9] Lack of passion for creativity, [10] 
Lack of personal development and [11] Working 
atmosphere) to multidisciplinary collaboration 
was not explicitly described in the interviews. This 
relation remains unclear, thus these themes appear 
to fall out of the scope. 
The relation between themes [1] to [5] as described 
in the interviews is depicted in Figure 18 and 
described in more detail below.
The  [3] Strong internal team focus results in 
teams offering their own proposition to clients 
and therefore leads to [4] Clients’ unawareness 
of the broad service offering. Secondly, the team 
focus results in little inter-team collaboration, 
which results in an [5] Unawareness of skills 
at TD amongst employees. This general lack 
of awareness of skills results in a lack of 
multidisciplinary collaboration in two forms: [1] Too 
little use of shared knowledge and [2] Attaching 
experts for multidisciplinary collaboration is not 
done (early) enough. 

In short, the strong internal focus has an effect 
on the general awareness and therefore on the 
utilization of other teams’ expertise. Overall, it 
seems to have the greatest effect on the cross-
disciplinary collaboration and should thus be the 
area of focus.
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Figure 18: Schematic overview of the relation between themes.

The interviews show that participants see the 
multidisciplinary collaboration within TD as 
an ‘added value’ to clients and state that as 
assignments are becoming more complex, a 
cross-disciplinary approach in which different 
expertise work together is needed. Unfortunately, 
the respondents propose many factors that stand 
in the way of cross-disciplinary collaboration, many 
of which related to the current team structure. The 
insights drawn from the interviews are categorised 
into eleven themes that are perceived to be 
barriers to synergy.

Barriers mentioned in the interviews can be seen 
in Figure 18. The relation of the first five themes 
to multidisciplinary collaboration has been made 
explicit through the interviews. The strong internal 
team focus is considered to have a large effect on 
the multidisciplinary collaboration, as indicated in 
Figure 18. Thus, the strong internal team focus, 
resulting from the team structure, will be the focus 
of the research. 

3.4.4 Summary and Implications
Co-creation session 2 and the five one-on-one interviews illuminate the perspective of the employees 
regarding the team structure, revealing several issues. Figure 19 lists the barriers mentioned in co-
creation session 2 (light blue) and connects these to the similar barriers, mentioned in the interviews 
(dark blue). The barriers show significant overlap, all but ‘Lack of vision and strategy’, a barrier not 
prominently present in the interviews. This section will present a comparison of the intended benefits and 
potential downsides of the team structure to the experience of employees.

3.5 Assessment of Team Structure: Employee Perspectives

Figure 19: Barriers to synergy creation derived from co-creation session 2 and interviews.



46 47

The outcomes of co-creation session 2 and the 
interviews are compared to the intended benefits 
and potential downsides of the team structure, as 
proposed by the board. This comparative analysis 
is detailed in Table 2 and Table 3, seen on the next 
pages. The tables offer a general description of 
participants’ experience and include employees’ 
quotes for illustrative purposes. 
Table 2 shows alignment between the findings 
from the two activities and the potential downsides, 
indicating that all potential drawbacks are in 
fact experienced. Additionally, Table 3 shows 
statements of the two activities in contrast to the 
intended benefits, suggesting that employees do 
not experience these benefits. Overall, the team 
structure receives mostly negative criticism in the 
two activities.

The findings from the activities do not affirm 
that the intended benefits are experienced, as 
certain statements contradict the advantages the 
structure is meant to provide. During the activities, 
the participants primarily highlighted barriers to 
synergy, emphasising the downsides of the current 
team structure. The tables show that the two 
activities have trouble addressing the benefits.  

Emphasis on Barriers over Benefits 
The structure’s benefits came forward less 
prominently during the co-creation session. This is 
possibly due to the orientation of the co-creation 
session. This session’s format may have had an 
emphasis on stating barriers over benefits, thus 
leading to an underrepresentation of the structure’s 
perceived benefits.

Difficulty in Citing Positive Examples
As the session format of the co-creation session 
was possibly not suited to extract the team 
structure’s benefits, interviewees were explicitly 
asked to give examples of (past) incentives that 
have stimulated synergy creation. However, 
they struggled to provide examples. Overall, the 
activities provided limited insights into aspects 
of collaboration that are currently going well. 
Consequently, comparison of the interview findings 
with the intended benefits only shows contrasting 
statements and suggests the current structure 
has no benefits. It is important to note that this 
interpretation may not be reflective of the actual 
situation, as there likely are benefits within the 
existing structure.

3.5.1 Participants Affirm Potential 
Downsides

3.5.2 Underrepresentation of the 
Structure’s Perceived Benefits

Table 2: Comparison of potential downsides to employee experiences
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Table 3 [1/2]: Comparison of intended benefits to employee experiences Table 3 [2/2]: Comparison of intended benefits to employee experiences

The findings from co-creation session 2 an 
interviews reveal that participants experience 
challenges to multidisciplinary collaboration, 
due to the team structure. The board members 
have proposed potential downsides and intended 
benefits of the structure. The findings confirm 
that the potential downsides are experienced by 
participants and show an underrepresentation 
of the structure’s perceived benefits. This 
underscores the need to address the challenges 
associated with the team structure.

3.5.3 Summary and Implications
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Value of Synergy
The literature review emphasises the importance of 
collaboration in creative agencies and highlights that working in 
diverse teams leads to improved creative performance, better 
decision-making and more innovative problem-solving. In a first 
co-creation session, TD’s board members state that the value 
of synergy for TD lies in a better culture for collaboration. The 
session emphasises that creating synergy requires in-house 
collaboration by sharing clients and working across domains.

TD’s Organisational Structure
TD has adopted a team structure to facilitate collaboration 
across teams. This existing organisational structure offers 
several advantages, but holds potential downsides, too. 
Leveraging co-creation, the employees’ perspective on the 
structure is explored and what they perceive to be barriers to 
collaboration. 

Barriers to multidisciplinary collaboration
Co-creation session 2 and the interviews result in various 
perceived barriers to synergy creation, some not explicitly 
related to collaboration. To remain inside the scope of this 
project, focus lies with the barriers related to multidisciplinary 
collaboration. The internal team focus is seen as the most 
important barrier to multidisciplinary collaboration. This focus 
stems from the team-specific targets and leads to each team 
prioritising their own proposition to clients. This prevents clients 
from being aware of other services offered by TD and does 
not motivate collaborative efforts between teams. Clients and 
employees may not be fully aware of TD’s skill set, which can 
limit the effective use of expertise from other teams and hinder 
multidisciplinary collaboration.

Experienced Drawbacks of the Team Structure
The comparison between the findings of co-creation session 
2 and the interviews with the intended benefits and potential 
drawbacks of the organisational structure indicates a negative 
experience with the structure. This confirms the need to address 
the challenges associated with the team structure. The study 
will prioritise addressing the issue of employees’ expressed 
concerns about the internal team focus, as identified in the co-
creation session and interviews.

Key Takeaways of Chapter 3

Figure 20: The activities of the reframing phase.

This chapter presents the outcomes from the 
second phase of the Double Diamond: Reframe. 
The objective of this phase is to redefine the 
problem to lead to new opportunities. Figure 20 
presents the activities of this phase. This phase 
consists of less activities, but is equally important 
as it translates the research findings into a design 
statement and will thus form the basis of the final 
design. 

Section 4.1 presents an individual problem 
reframing activity, followed by a collaborative 
reframing session with TD employees outlined in 
Section 4.2.  The chapter concludes with a design 
statement.

4. Reframing the Problem
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Figure 21: Outcomes of the Five Why’s exercise.

With the gathered insights of the exploration phase, an individual problem reframing activity can create 
a deeper understanding of why the problem exists. The initial assignment was to explore the barriers to 
synergy creation. This exploration has uncovered multiple barriers, of which the biggest one is related 
to the current structure. This section describes the first step of reframing the problem to lead to new 
opportunities. 

The input for the exercise is a new problem 
statement based on the findings of the exploration 
phase: “The current structure does not support the 
integration between the domains”. The Five Whys 
exercise is performed by the project’s researcher to 
think of a deeper understanding why the problem 
exists. 
The exercise starts with the initial problem 
statement and repeatedly shifts to a deeper layer 
by asking ‘why?’, as depicted in Figure 21. The 
researcher is familiar with all data involved and 
the Five Whys helps to categorise the collected 
insights.

4.1.1 Procedure

4.1 Individual Problem Reframing

The Five Whys exercise concludes that the 
teams at TD work as separate entities and should 
collaborate more. Teams working as separate 
entities within TD is supposed to be the strength 
of the structure, but seems to be the barrier to 
integration of the domains which has lead to a 
fragmented TD. In short: “the teams work as 
separate entities within TD and do not collaborate”. 
This new reframed statement will be the starting 
point to create opportunities. 

In this section, the greater understanding of the 
problem established in the research thusfar, is 
utilised to reframe the problem statement into: “The 
teams at TD work as separate entities and should 
collaborate more.”

4.1.2 Findings

4.1.3 Summary and Implications

Figure 22: Procedure of co-creation session 3.
*Purge, the Five Whys and Restate the Problem are described in Paragraph 2.2.3 Co-Creation Methods 

This section describes a co-creation session which aims to collectively rewrite the problem into a design 
statement. This design statement is meant to capture what the participants would like to see in the future.

With three exercises, seen in Figure 22, the 
participants co-create a design statement. 
The starting point of the session is an open 
statement, derived from the Five Whys in the 
individual problem framing phase. The participants 
perform a purge and perform the Five Why’s 
exercise based on the statement: “Teams work 
as separate entities”. This shortened version of 
the problem excludes the negative tone in “and 
should collaborate more”, to encourage an open 
interpretation of the statement. The activities of the 
session are further described in Figure 22. 

4.2.1 Procedure

4.2 Collective Problem Reframing: Co-creation Session 3

The session was open to all through a voluntary 
participation call. Ten employees of TD Amsterdam 
joined in this session.

4.2.2 Participants
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Figure 23: Outcomes of the Five Whys, performed by a TD’er 
in session 3. 

The outcomes of the Five Whys mainly offered 
different perspectives of why the team structure 
exists. Besides aforementioned disadvantages, 
participants now offer practical benefits of the 
structure as well. Notably, it confirms that the 
comparison of gathered employee perspectives to 
the intended benefits of the structure (Section 3.5) 
was not reflective of the actual situation. Figure 
23 shows the outcomes of one of the participants, 
which shows that the team structure helps TD 
to stay together. The Five Whys made by other 
participants can be found in Appendix C1. The 
advantages of the team structure extracted from 
their Five Whys are listed per topic below:

Performance: Teams give grip on revenue and 
costs. It allows insights over costs and steering 
with P&L. The performance of a team is stimulated 
by financial bonuses for HoTs, when their team 
performs well. If a team does not perform well, the 
financial insights make this easy to pinpoint.

Client relations: Teams know their client best, due 
to long-term collaboration. In addition, grouping 
expertise in teams frames TD’s service offering and 
allows the teams to excel, by learning from each 
other and specialising. 

4.2.3 Findings

The session started with the problem statement: 
‘teams work as separate entities’ and introduced 
the Five Whys to hear the participants in-depth 
understanding of this problem. During Five Whys 
activity, participants highlighted various advantages 
of the current team structure. The session makes 
clear that the employees recognise and value 
certain aspects of the existing teams structure, thus 
it is decided that the ideation phase will explore 
possibilities of both retaining and discarding the 
existing team structure. The ideation phase will be 
guided by the design statement: ‘How can be make 
all teams work as one for our client?’. 

Collaboration: Employees prefer to work in small 
teams, as employees can become attuned to each 
others way of working. Employees state that they 
appreciate the deliberate grouping of ‘like-minded 
people’ within teams.

Autonomy: The autonomous teams are easy to 
manage and allow for a clear division of tasks. The 
entrepreneurship stimulated in each team is meant 
to resonate throughout whole TD. 

These proposed benefits of the existing structure 
lead to the decision to explore the possibilities of 
both retaining and discarding the existing team 
structure in the ideation phase. 

Restating the Problem
The Five Whys is followed up by restating the new 
problem statement (Heijne & van der Meer, 2019). 
The activity ‘Spark the statement’, described in 
Paragraph 2.2.3, helps to rewrite the problem into 
a design statement. The participants co-create the 
design statement ‘How can we make all teams 
work as one team for our client?’, which will guide 
the ideation process.

4.2.4 Summary and Implications

This chapter reframes the initial problem statement into a design 
statement. 

Reframing the Problem
The original problem statement related to suboptimal 
collaboration between domains. After exploring the current 
context in Chapter 3, an individual problem reframing session 
was conducted to translate the retrieved insights into a new 
problem statement: teams work as separate entities within TD. 

Design Statement
The reframed problem statement is proposed to employees 
of TD and in a co-creation session, rewritten into the following 
design statement: “How can we make all teams work as one for 
our client?”. 

Recognition of the Structure’s Benefits
In contrast to Chapter 3, where employees expressed 
dissatisfaction with the existing TD structure, the reframing 
co-creation session highlights participants’ recognition of its 
advantages. For instance, long-term client collaborations 
enhance client understanding, entrepreneurship is motivated 
by the teams’ financial insights and working in teams has led to 
alignment in work approaches.

The design statement presented in this chapter forms the 
foundation for the next phase, Creating Opportunities to Improve 
Collaboration. The design statement can serve as guideline for 
the ideation process, in which the possibilities of both retaining 
and discarding the existing team structure will be explored.

Key Takeaways of Chapter 4
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Figure 24: The activities of the creating phase.

This chapter presents the outcomes of the third 
phase of the Double Diamond: Create. The 
objective of this phase is to move from the design 
statement towards multiple design solutions. Figure 
24 outlines the activities of this phase.

Section 5.1 presents a co-creation session that 
aims to determine the future impact that the design 
solution should facilitate. Following this session, 
design criteria are established and presented in 
Section 5.2. These criteria form the basis for the 
initial ideation round. In the following co-creation 
session, outlined in Section 5.3, participants 
will assess three potential design directions. 
This feedback will be used to create two design 
proposals, which will then undergo an evaluation 
process. The final proposal will be selected during 
the last phase of the Double Diamond.

5. Creating Opportunities to Improve 
Collaboration

Figure 25: Procedure of co-creation session 4.

This section describes a co-creation session which further defines employees’ future vision. The session 
builds onto the design statement generated in the previous session. The design statement and the future 
vision of employees create guidance to the ideation process. 

The co-creation session consists of four activities, 
which are outlined in Figure 25. Using the design 
statement as prompt for this session, participants 
decide on a short-term and long-term impact goal 
and they brainstorm for opportunities.

5.1.1 Procedure

5.1 Creating Opportunities: Co-creation Session 4

Through email, we reached out to all TD 
employees to participate, like in the previous 
session. Three participants were able to join 
the session. Participants originated from the TD 
Amsterdam teams.

5.1.2 Participants
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Future Vision
In this session, the participants align their future 
vision by setting up a short- and long-term goal. 
The outcomes of the group are as follows. The 
lasting social change of this project they wish to 
see (also referred to as long-term impact goal) 
is ‘People feel they work at a company and not 
a team’. The more near-term goal (short-term 
impact goal) is ‘Creating dynamic project teams 
without any financial (administrative) burden’. This 
entails that teams do not make decisions based on 
financial considerations which create hesitance to 
collaborate or share clients. 

Impact Facilitators
After aligning the future vision, the participants 
come up with different interactions to facilitate the 
design statement. A few of the generated ideas are 
listed below.
• A collective vision that makes everyone 
work towards the same goal. 
• Removing the individually awarded bonuses 
related to good team performance, in order to 
mitigate self-interest.
• Knowing what everyone can do and does.
• A uniform working method, so everyone can 
work together.

The final activity of the session was for the 
participants to come up with solutions that align 
with their future vision. Figure C2.1 in Appendix 
C2 shows several of these ideas that affirm the 
desire of participants to see change regarding 
the team structure. The impact facilitators and 
solutions derived in this session serve as a source 
of inspiration for ideation. 

5.1.3 Findings
This session aimed to determine what future 
impact the design solution should facilitate. The 
participants decided on a short- and a long-term 
observable change that they wish to see. The 
short-term change being to ‘Create dynamic 
project teams without any financial (administrative) 
burden’. The desired long-term change is ‘People 
feel they work at a company and not a team’. 
During the session, the participants expressed their 
desire for change regarding the team structure. 
The short-term impact statement shows that the 
participants of the session want, above all, to see 
the financial burden of teams removed and the 
ideas generated in the session affirm the desire for 
change regarding the team structure. The following 
sections will describe the process to creating 
solutions, based on the design statement and the 
participants’ future vision.

5.1.4 Summary and Implications

Figure 26: Fourteen design criteria.

This section presents fourteen design criteria that can be used to sharpen the focus of the ideation phase 
and evaluate generated ideas. The following paragraph explains how these were devised. 

The fourteen design criteria (seen in Figure 26) are 
deducted from a comprehensive analysis of the 
team structure’s advantages and disadvantages 
gathered throughout the study. These were 
systematically categorised into thematic groups. 
Within each category, both the benefits and the 
downsides were analysed and reinterpreted 
as specific design criteria. In Appendix C3, the 
overview of all downsides, benefits and according 
emergent design criteria can be found. 
For instance, a benefit of the teams structure, 
concerning working methods, is that each team 
is used to working with their team-specific 
approach. A downside is the difficulty in inter-team 
collaboration due to the differing approaches of 
teams. A following design criterion is deducted: TD 
should establish uniform working methods. This 
implies either standardising working processes 

5.2.1 Rationale

5.2 Design Criteria

Fourteen design criteria are formulated, stemming 
from the insights of this research, to sharpen the 
focus of the ideation prcess. The design criteria 
can be used to inspire for and to evaluate possible 
design solutions. In the following section, the 
design criteria are evaluated by employees of 
TD to determine which criteria they find most 
important. 

across all teams or ensuring a comprehensive 
understanding of each team’s working methods 
across the company. This method of deriving 
design criteria ensures a balanced approach, 
addressing both the strengths and limitations of the 
current team structure.

5.2.2 Summary and Implications
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Figure 27: Design direction 1, New organisational structure.

In this section, three design directions that align with the design statement are presented. In a co-creation 
session, employees rank the design criteria based on perceived importance and subsequently, evaluate 
the three design directions. The session results in a list of prioritised design criteria and the employees’ 
insights on different design directions. 

A phase of individual brainstorming and 
brainstorming with fellow SPD students resulted 
in several ideas. Some ideas were selected 
and improved according to the design criteria. 
A selection of three ideas is further developed 
to be presented to TD employees. Figures 27, 
28 and 29 describe the three design directions 
presented to the participants in co-creation session 
5. The figures describe the general idea, what the 
outcome would be and the challenges involved. 
Design direction 1 concerns a new organisational 
structure, direction 2 concerns stimulating more 
interaction between areas around the current 
structure and direction 3 would involve creating a 
new future vision.

5.3.1 Three Design Directions

5.3 Evaluating Design Directions: Co-creation Session 5

Figure 28: Design direction 2, New working method for more inter-team collaboration. 

Figure 29: Design direction 3, New vision for TD.
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Figure 30: Procedure of co-creation session 5.

Ranking the Design Criteria
The co-creation session consisted of three 
activities, as seen in Figure 30. The first activity 
was ranking the design criteria. The participants 
were presented with the fourteen design criteria 
and could select their top 5, from most to least 
important. 
The top five criteria of each participant were 
translated into a scoring system of 1 to 5 points 
(number one receiving 5 points and number 
5 receiving 1 point). Combining all scores of 
participants showed which criteria were considered 
most important. This was used to rearrange the list 
to rank based on importance.

Evaluating and Discussing Design 
Directions
Subsequent to presenting the three directions, 
participants evaluated the ideas based on their 
prioritised design criteria. The evaluation was done 
using a Harris Profile (Design method toolkit, n.d.), 
as described in Figure 30. Finally, the participants 
discuss their preferred design direction. This 
was an open discussion, inlcuding questions 
and feedback on the solutions used for further 
improvement.

5.3.2 Procedure
Participants were contacted through email and six 
people of TD Amsterdam teams participated.

Ranking the Design Criteria
The first activity of the session resulted in a 
reorganised list of the design criteria, based on 
the perceived importance of the participants. Five 
out of fourteen design criteria were included in the 
top five of only one participant. This was used as 
the cut-off point, and these criteria were therefore 
excluded. The level of agreement between the 
participants was not very high, but there was a 
general consensus on the importance of certain 
criteria1 and there were no extreme outliers. The 
nine remaining design criteria are shown in Figure 
31, from highest to lowest importance. 

1  Calculating the Inter-Rater Reliability (Statistics 
How To, n.d.) resulted in an average agreement of 55%. 
The lowest level of agreement being of a participant is of 
one participant whose highest level of agreement is 57% 
with one other participant.

5.3.3 Participants 5.3.4 Findings

Figure 31: Top 9 design criteria.

Evaluating and Discussing Design 
Directions
The participants evaluated the design directions 
based on their own top 5 design criteria, aided by 
the Harris profile. All participants’ points dedicated 
to a design direction are added up. Appendix 
C4 includes a table with the output of the Harris 
profiles of each participant. Figure 32 presents 
the total score of each design direction and shows 
that the new organisational structure received the 
highest score: 33 points. The next page offers a 
comprehensive breakdown of each direction and 
Figure 32 shows the key considerations of each 
design direction. Ultimately, the new organisational 
structure aligns best with the design statement and 
meets the prioritised design criteria, as ranked by 
the participants. 
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A New Organisational Structure for TD
The participants collectively stated that the design 
direction most centered on the client should be 
pursued. They believe this new structure will 
ensure assembling the optimal team for each 
assignment. Moreover, they expect it to enhance 
client involvement as the project teams will give all 
project team members more ownership over the 
assignment and client, contrasting with temporary 
team attachments within the current structure. 
However, a drawback noted is that a new structure 
requires a standardised working method, as the 
dynamic structure excludes the use of standard 
teams that can create their team-specific approach. 

A Working Method for Inter-team 
Collaboration
The second design direction is valued for its 
increased interaction. However, it is not considered 
the right solution, as it would build upon the current 
structure that in their words ‘is faulty’. Secondly, 
it will not ensure that a client has access to all 
expertise as there will still be team targets. Thus, 
participants state the idea would only suffice if the 
financial team targets were excluded.

A New TD Vision
The third direction is valued by the participants and 
considered highly important, but participants think 
a vision should be made collectively within TD, 
instead of an external party. They say a collective 
vision is needed and would ensure that employees 
are on the same page, however for the remainder 
of this project, they would like more a tangible and 
actionable outcome. 

Figure 32: Key considerations per design direction.

The creative session aimed to evaluate three 
design directions and determine which of the 
design criteria are considered most important by 
the participants. The session resulted in a list of 9 
design criteria, ranked based on importance. The 
list will be used to develop a design solution. 
Design criteria which the design solution should 
facilitate, from most to least important are seen in 
Figure 31.

Three design directions were presented during the 
session: 
1. A new organisational structure for TD, 
in which project teams are composed for each 
assignment,
2. A working method for inter-team 
collaboration, which increases inter-disciplinary 
interaction, keeping the current structure,
3. A new TD vision, a solution aiming to co-
create a collective vision and strategy for TD.

Ultimately, the proposal of the project team 
structure aligns best with the design statement 
and meets the prioritised design criteria, as ranked 
by the participants. The key consideration is that 
this solution is most client-focused. Participants 
voice concerns regarding the second direction, 
as it would keep the team targets, however 
they appreciate the employees of TD will be 
facilitated to collaborate more. In regards to the 
third direction, participants express a desire 
for more actionable outcomes from the project. 
Additionally, participants consider the vision to be a 
responsibility of TD, rather than an external party. 
They do however consider it rather important for 
TD to establish a collective vision and strategy.

Subsequent to this session, the input is used to 
compose two design proposals that address the 
design statement. The first proposal describes a 
new organisational structure for TD. This was the 
preferred design direction of the participants. The 
second proposal builds upon design direction 2 
(Working method for inter-team collaboration), and 
integrates the input of the session into the new 
proposal which excludes financial team targets. 
The following chapter presents and elaborates 
upon the two proposals. 

5.3.5 Summary and Implications
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This chapter outlines the process from the design statement to 
three different design directions. 

Future Vision Setting
In a co-creation session, a future vision is created to guide 
the ideation process. The short-term impact goal is to create 
dynamic project teams without any financial burden, while the 
long-term impact goal is for people to feel that they work for a 
company rather than just a team. 

Design Criteria
The ideation phase begins by creating an overview of the team 
structure’s drawbacks and advantages, which are then used to 
devise design criteria. In a co-creation session, these criteria 
are narrowed down to nine that reflect what employees consider 
most important to improve collaboration at TD.

Three Design Directions
Based on the design statement, future vision, and design 
criteria, three design directions were created: a new 
organisational structure for TD, a working method for inter-team 
collaboration, and a new vision for TD. The three ideas were 
evaluated in a co-creation session.

Evaluating Design Directions
The new organisational structure received the most positive 
evaluation, followed by the working method for inter-team 
collaboration. However, participants expressed dissatisfaction 
with the idea as it is based on the existing structure, which 
includes team targets. In response to the valued aspects of 
the current structure uncovered in Chapter 4, it was decided to 
continue with this second direction but exclude the team targets. 
The third design direction, the new TD vision, was deemed 
unsuitable for this project as participants preferred more 
actionable outcomes and creating the TD vision themselves. 

Ultimately, the co-creation session participants evaluated the 
new structure and working method as the best, making them the 
focus of development. 

Key Takeaways of Chapter 5

Figure 33: The activities of the catalyse phase.

This chapter presents the outcomes of the final 
phase, Catalyse, and evaluates two proposals 
leading up to the final design. Figure 33 outlines 
the activities of this phase. Two design proposals, 
stemming from the previous phase, are presented 
in this chapter. 

The rationale for introducing these proposals is 
elaborated upon in Section 6.1. In Section 6.2, 
the first design proposal, a new organisational 
structure for TD, is presented. In Section 6.3, 
the second design proposal is presented, which 
suggests enhancing the existing structure and 
introducing a supporting tool. Following this, in 
Section 6.4, a comparison is made between the 
two design proposals to determine which one to 
proceed with. Section 6.5 describes co-creation 
session 6, where the final design proposal is 
presented, and its positive impact and potential 
challenges are discussed. Finally, Section 6.6 
evaluates the final design.

6. Catalyse Synergy Creation at TD
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Based on the evaluation of three design directions 
in the previous chapter, two design proposals 
were developed. The first proposal outlines a new 
organisational structure, changing the day to day 
operations to facilitate collaboration across the 
domains. The second proposal alters and builds 
upon the existing team structure to make it more 
suitable for collaboration across the domains. 
Addressing the concerns of the participants’ of the 
previous session, the financial boundaries between 
teams will be eliminated. The decision to pursue 
two design proposals instead of one is explained in 
detail below.

Developing Two Design Proposals
The first of the three design directions, the new 
organisational structure, is developed into one 
of the two design proposals given its positive 
evaluation in the previous co-creation session. 
However, it is important to note that a new 
structure can induce unforeseen problems and 
may involve greater implementation efforts than 
building upon or altering the current structure. 
Therefore, it is considered valuable to investigate 
how the existing structure can be altered to 
eliminate the described drawbacks. 
In addition, employees have acknowledged certain 
benefits of the organisational structure and thus, a 
second proposal is developed which is based on 
the existing structure. 
Another reason for the decision to pursue two 
proposals is because a comparison of proposals 
can foster valuable discussions. With more 
thoroughly developed proposals, employees will be 
able to make a more informed decision regarding 
their preference than in the previous chapter.

Both proposals are worked out to address 
the design criteria and answer to the design 
statements: ‘how can we make all teams work 
as one team for our client?’. The design solution 
must particularly be client-focused and exclude 
the financial burden of teams, as participants have 
expressed in the creative sessions.

6.1 Introducing Two Proposals

The proposed new organisational structure makes 
a shift from the existing teams to dynamic project 
teams. These project teams are specifically 
composed for each assignment, so there are no 
standard teams. The basis of the new structure is 
presented using Figure 34, in which the formation 
of a project team is depicted. The team is 
composed from roles of the three domains, and a 
client manager, whose role is domain-broad. The 
project team formations ensure that each project 
team consists of the most suitable people for the 
assignment. 

A project team is lead by a client manager and 
HoT, and operates with creatives, a Strategy 
Director and Creative Director. The type of project 
determines which specific individuals from the 
three domains are required. For instance: a 
project related to house-styles, will involve a 
Strategy Director, Creative Director and one or 
more creatives from Branding. Depending on the 
assignment, the team can also include creatives 
from Communications and/or Technology.

6.2.1 Outlines of the New Structure

The following Section presents the first design proposal: an organisational structure grounded in project 
teams. Paragraph 6.2.1 offers a comprehensive overview of the structure and in Paragraph 6.2.2, the key 
characteristics are described. In Paragraph 6.2.3, the rationale behind this new structure is discussed 
and the section concludes with recommendations. 

6.2 Proposal 1: A New Organisational Structure for TD

Figure 34: Creating project teams from the different domains.
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Roles and Responsibilities
Different to the existing structure, the HoT will 
guide more than one team. Their responsibilities 
will become more domain-broad, rather than 
focused on one team. Some HoTs can lead teams 
of different domains, while others will lead teams 
more focused on their discipline, such as project 
teams with specifically web assignments. As 
there are no more standard teams, the financial 
boundaries will become either company or domain 
broad. Thus, HoTs will share the responsibility of 
financial performance. They are also responsible 
for the composition of teams and need to know the 
skills of people in their domain.

New Relations
Without the standard teams, there is a need 
to form alternative relations, such as mentors, 
buddies and groups of experts for personal 
development. The relations are depicted in Figure 
35. A HoT mentors various creatives, preferably 
with similar expertise. The second column shows a 
buddy-system between creatives. Buddies are also 
of the same or of a similar expertise, for instance 
two developers. The third column depicts ‘experts: 
groups that transcend the borders of domains. 
Experts can host and participate in workshops 
related to their topic of interest, for instance AI.

Figure 35: Relations in the new structure Figure 36: Illustrating characteristic in comparison to the current scenari

The subsequent paragraph explores five key 
characteristics of the new structure. For each 
characteristic, a brief analysis compares the 
existing structure to the new structure. Figure 
36 illustrates the characteristics, illustrating the 
current scenario (seen on the left) compared to the 
proposed scenario (seen on the right).

Client first
Currently, a team is selected to work on a client 
assignment. In the proposed scenario, a project 
team is a selection of individuals most suitable 
for the assignment and the client. By adopting a 

client-first approach, TD can ensure that the best 
team is assembled to meet client needs, resulting 
in improved client satisfaction and better project 
outcomes with highly tailored solutions.

Client involvement
Presently, a team can be supported from someone 
of another team. However, this team member may 
not feel as much ownership of the client. In the 
proposed scenario, the involvement of employees 
on their projects is consistently high, as employees 
are not attached temporarily onto existing teams, 
but always form a new team together for projects. 

6.2.2 Key Characteristics
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Broad perspective
In the current situation, the Client Manager (CM) of 
a team often sells their own proposition to clients, 
instead of all of TD’s services. This is due to their 
expert knowledge on their own proposition and 
their motivation to reach their team targets. In the 
new structure without standard teams and thus no 
team targets, a general TD intake is ensured. The 
client is offered all of TD’s services and a project 
brief will be formed from a broad TD perspective, 
ensuring that the right problem will be handled with 
the right means.

Teams feel as one
The teams currently experience competition and an 
internal team focus. They feel like small separate 
organisations within TD. As the new structure 
facilitates collaboration with various people in 
project teams, employees will feel more connected 
to TD. Without standard teams, the threshold to 
ask for help outside of ‘teams’ will be lower. More 
specifically, without team-specific targets, there is 
no team rivalry resulting in a more collaborative 
work environment. A unified pool of resources will 
result in client managers and HoT’s operating to 
the best interests of TD, instead of their own team.

Shared learning
The standard teams have their own way of working 
and are attuned to each other. This can make 
cross-team collaboration difficult as teams stick 
to their established ways. In the new scenario, 
focused on inter-team collaboration, employees 
can work with various people and thus expand their 
knowledge and skills. This leads to to improved 
problem-solving and innovative solutions.

The new teams structure is based on input of 
employees, known considerations of different 
organisational structures used in creative agencies 
and based on conversations with employees of 
three creative agencies with similar structures. 

Employees Propose a New Structure
During various co-creation sessions, employees 
have put forward their idea to shift to dynamic 
teams or project teams, composed for each 
assignment, and the idea to eliminate financial 
boundaries between teams. Particularly in 
co-creation sessions 4 and 5. In co-creation 
session 4, in generating solutions to the problem 
statement, several participants recommended 
a (financial) reorganisation of the teams. Their 
responses are shown in Figure C2.1 in Appendix 
C2. Subsequently, in co-creation session 5, the 
participants collaboratively proposed similar ideas, 
as depicted in Figure C2.2 in Appendix C2. The 
ideas have lead to a more in-depth investigation of 
such a potential structure.

Key Considerations for Choosing the 
Matrix-model
Different organisational structures for creative 
agencies have been proposed in the literature 
review in Chapter Explore. Whereas the current 
structure is a mix of a pod-model and matrix-
model, this dynamic team structure shifts towards a 
matrix-model, since teams would no longer work as 
autonomous pods, but become project-specific. 
The matrix-model is suitable for agencies handling 
diverse projects and requiring high collaboration 
and flexibility (Indeed, 2023). 

A key characteristic of the matrix model is the dual 
reporting system. In this model, team members 
report to both the project team lead and a domain 
head. The double reporting system proves valuable 
when team members have different project team 
leads for each assignment and ensures that all 
team members have a consistent departmental 
head to report to, hence facilitating streamlined 
overall communication and coordination 
(Vantrappen & Wirtz, 2016). 

6.2.3 Rationale

Figure 37: Quotes of the employee of creative agency 3.

Looking at the current situation within TD, with 
teams functioning as silos, the dual reporting 
structure can be useful to foster oversight and 
alignment of teams and domains. Both the domain 
heads and team leads have oversight of project 
teams. In addition, the domain heads can align 
their strategies, resulting in a more cohesive and 
coordinated TD as a whole.

Three Creative Agencies with a Similar 
Model
Conversations with three employees of different 
creative agencies1 using the matrix-model or  
similar structure have confirmed the above. 
Appendix C5 briefly discusses the three creative 
agencies’ structures and roughly outlines them 
using figures. The three employees positively 
evaluate the organisational structure. To 
illustrate this, Figure 37 provides quotes of one 
the employees. The quotes originate from the 
employee of creative agency 3. The quotes 
highlight the positive evaluation of working in 
different teams, working with a dual reporting 
structure and the increased opportunity to learn. 
The quotes can be found in their original languague 
in Appendix C6.

1 The employees and their respective companies 
prefer to remain anonymous.

Besides the aforementioned benefits, the new 
structure also raises concerns. These originated 
from a comparison to the design criteria and 
have lead to several recommendations. These 
recommendations relate to the importance 
of a uniform working method, coordination 
of the dynamic teams and maintaining client 
understanding and a team bond.

Uniform Working Method
To facilitate the dynamic teams at TD, it is crucial 
to ensure that employees can work with anyone 
around the office. This could be achieved by 
implementing uniform TD methods and/or providing 
training. Adopting a standardised set of working 
methods for all teams ensures that everyone is on 
the same page and can collaborate effectively with 
one another, regardless of the specific project or 
team they are part of. This can be done by creating 
a TD playbook, including various working methods. 
Second, employees can be provided with the 
necessary skills to work with different teams and 
projects. This can include training sessions on 
new tools, technologies or methodologies, as well 
as opportunities for employees to learn from one 
another.

6.2.4 Recommendations
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Coordinating Dynamic Teams
The matrix-model includes potential drawbacks, 
including complex management and potential 
confusion due to dual reporting. These 
considerations also hold relevance in the proposed 
dynamic team structure. Inefficiencies and 
miscommunication can be prevented by providing 
channels for team members and encouraging open 
communication. Secondly, training can be provided 
to develop communication skills and collaborative 
methods. Finally, there are collaborative tools and 
technology to facilitate scheduling, communication 
and collaboration among teams. These tools can 
present an overview of ongoing projects, as well.

Client Understanding
To increase client involvement and enhance client 
understanding, it is desired that employees work 
on projects of the same client, forming standard 
client teams over a period of time. The formation of 
standard client teams is not considered negatively, 
as team members still work with others on various 
projects. 

Team Bond
Employees positively evaluate the standard team 
formation for benefits such as the opportunity 
to collaborate with like-minded colleagues. 
The formation of standard teams can provide a 
supportive environment where individuals can 
always go to their teammates for help. To preserve 
such advantages, it is recommended to implement 
a buddy system and mentoring roles, as described 
in Paragraph 6.2.1. Additionally, bonding activities 
for specific interests or expertise can foster a 
positive and supporting working culture. These 
initiatives can serve as alternatives to standard 
teams, to offer support and opportunities to bond.

This section presents the first design proposal, a 
new organisational structure, that operates with 
dynamic teams and ensures that each project 
team consists of the most suitable people for the 
assignment. This new structure is partially shaped 
by the input of employees who proposed similar 
organisational structures during creative sessions. 
Additionally, it is endorsed for its likeness to the 
matrix model, which offers several advantages, 
and lastly for the positive feedback from employees 
who work in similar models in other creative 
agencies.
The new structure is described using five key 
characteristics, depicted in Figure 36. A key 
characteristic of the matrix model is the dual 
reporting system which proves valuable when team 
members have different project team leads for 
each assignment, facilitating streamlined overall 
communication and coordination. As the matrix-
model is often a response to silos in corporations, 
it is a seemingly suitable option for TD. In addition, 
the project teams are expected to facilitate a more 
agile response to client needs, being composed for 
each project.

Based on the design criteria, the new structure 
raises several concerns, thus the section 
concludes with corresponding recommendations. 
First, it is recommended to establish a uniform 
working when the transition to dynamic teams is 
made. Second, to coordinate the different project 
teams, additional tools and practices are required. 
Third, to increase client understanding, it is desired 
that clients work with the same employees of TD. 
Finally, to recreate a team bond around dynamic 
teams, the creation of new relationships in the 
form of buddies, mentors and expert groups is 
recommended.

6.2.5 Summary and Implications

No Financial Drive of Teams
The main enhancement of the structure is to 
eliminate the financial drive of teams. This may 
result in several proposed drawbacks diminishing 
by themselves. For instance, removing the 
targets may diminish hesitance to collaborate and 
consequently, awareness of each other’s skills 
could grow. In addition, when the threshold to ask 
for help outside a team lowers, teams may feel 
more part of the same company.
Currently, the HoTs use the team targets to 
oversee the financial performance of each team. 
The new scenario without team targets removes 
the financial boundaries between teams. A new 
project for a team thus equals a new project for TD 
and assistance from employees outside the team 
is celebrated, as it keeps the financial resources 
internal. The funds are flowing in and out a unified 
pool. HoTs should support and motivate inter-
team collaboration. Instead of team targets to 
oversee team performance, client evaluations or 
team reviews can be utilised. Recognising and 
celebrating good team performance becomes the 
new focal point. 

TD Capabilities Compass
The TD Capabilities Compass is a strategic tool 
designed to support the existing organisational 
structure by providing an overview of TD’s 
capabilities. The Compass is further described 
using five key features:
[1] Increased awareness of TD capabilities for 
clients: The Compass offers a clear overview 
of what TD can offer clients, in terms of services 
and capabilities. This overview can offer a broad 
perspective in client meetings and determine which 
services of TD best address the clients’ needs.

[2] Portfolio management: In the Compass, 
colleagues can showcase their skills and work to 
create an overview of what all employees can do. 
This overview helps to identify employees with 
certain expertise, to ask them for feedback or 
assistance.
[3] Overview of running projects: The Compass 
offers an overview of running projects, including 
project descriptions to give insights in what teams 
are working on. This overview can be kept up-to-
date by a portfolio manager and by uploading mid-
process deliverables.
[4] Archive: The Compass can serve as an 
archive with prior solutions, categorised with tags 
for easy access. Previous work can serve as 
inspiration or to show clients.
[5] Save client information: The platform can be 
used to log client information, such as reviews or 
evaluations for later retrieval.

TD can benefit from the tool in different contexts:
In client meetings, the Compass ensures that 
clients are offered all of TD’s services. The tool 
also offers an overview of skills possessed by 
TD employees. This is particularly valuable in 
the current scenario where there is a lack of 
awareness of colleagues’ skills. The Compass’ skill 
overview can assist in identifying the right talent 
for specific tasks and facilitating collaboration. 
Particularly in situations where there is limited 
awareness of skills, such as between TD 
Amsterdam, Cascade, and Zuiderlicht, the tool can 
be highly effective in providing an overview. 

6.3.1 Key Characteristics

The following section proposes an enhancement on the existing organisational structure. The current 
structure includes alterations, which aim to eliminate its drawbacks and includes a practical tool to 
support the interaction between domains. 
Paragraph 6.3.1 outlines the key characteristics of the proposed enhancement, highlighting the 
distinctions between the existing and the new structure. Subsequently, it introduces the practical tool and 
rationale behind it. In Paragraph 6.3.2, the rationale behind the design proposal is discussed. The section 
concludes with recommendations. 

6.3 Proposal 2: Enhancing the Existing Structure of TD
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This paragraph describes the process leading 
up to the TD Capabilities Compass. Removing 
the financial team drive alone does not suffice in 
stimulating inter-team collaboration. To address 
the design criteria and encourage inter-team 
collaboration, four practical solutions were devised: 
a project dashboard, a TD helpdesk, a capabilities 
compass and employee portfolios. These four 
ideas are shortly explained below in Figure 38, 
which highlights their main features. In Appendix 
C7, the four ideas are explained in more detail.
The four ideas came forth from employee input, 
individual ideation and ideation with peers. Figure 
38 shows that the TD Capabilities Compass does 
not yet contain all its aforementioned features. 
After evaluation of the four ideas, aspects are 
combined. 

Selection of Ideas
The selection of ideas was done through 
comparing the ideas to the design criteria. In 
this selection, the TD Capabilities Compass, as 
described in Figure 38, best met the design criteria. 
Table 4 illustrates the evaluation of each solution 
on the nine design criteria. This idea is further 
developed to incorporate aspects of the other ideas 
and has resulted in the TD Capabilities Compass, 
as described in the Paragraph 6.3.1. 

6.3.2 Rationale 

Figure 38: Overview of the four ideas. Table 4: Evaluating the four ideas on the design criteria.

The evaluation based on the design criteria has led 
to several recommendations, described below.

Platform Integration
TD currently utilises various platforms, for 
instance AFAS for registering declarations, 
Orbit for registering hours, Float for registering 
availability and Dropbox for saving and sharing 
files. The Capabilities Compass should not add 
to the amount of platforms and rather integrate 
the functionalities of one or more of the existing 
platforms. It is crucial that the platform simplifies 
employees’ daily tasks to ensure successful 
implementation. If the platform is perceived as 
an extra burden which does not offer employees 
immediate benefits, this may lead to low adoption 
and acceptance rates.

Team Routines
It is recommended to incorporate the use of 
the Compass into a standardised checklist. To 
establish a consistent working approach across 
all teams, implementing a standard process can 
help ensure uniformity in how employees carry out 

their tasks. This is one of the unaddressed design 
criteria.

Updates and Scalability
It is recommended that the Compass platform is 
created in-house and that it can adapt to changing 
needs. The tool should regularly be updated 
with the latest information on skills, services, 
and previous work, providing employees and 
clients with accurate and up-to-date information. 
It is recommended to appoint someone as tool 
manager or remind employees to update their 
work themselves. In future use, the Compass 
can include the skills and services of other Yuma 
companies as well, enhancing collaboration 
between different Yuma parties.

Training and Development
Employees should be provided with the necessary 
skills and knowledge to use the Compass 
effectively. Similar to the current new Orbit 
platform, frequent Q&A sessions should be hosted 
for employees. 

6.3.3 Recommendations
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This section presents the second design proposal, 
which is based on the existing structure and is 
accompanied by a tool. The main enhancement 
of the existing structure is to eliminate the 
financial drive of teams and thus the hesitance to 
collaborate. 

Four practical solutions were devised to support 
the organisational structure and encourage inter-
team collaboration:
1. Project Dashboard
2. TD Helpdesk
3. TD Capabilities Compass
4. Employee Portfolios
 
The four ideas were evaluated based on the 
design criteria. The TD Capabilities Compass is 
evaluated most positively and is enhanced, using 
complimenting features of the other ideas.
The improved Compass is described using five key 
features: increased awareness of TD capabilities 
for clients, portfolio management, overview 
of running projects, archive and save client 
information. 
The section concluded with several 
recommendations regarding the implementation 
and utilization of the Compass. These 
recommendations include integrating functionalities 
of multiple platforms into one, incorporating the 
utilization of the Compass into routines, ensuring 
updates and scalability and lastly, offering training 
and development opportunities.

6.3.4 Summary and Implications

A comparison of the two proposals is made to see 
which proposal best meets the design criteria. 
Figure 39 illustrates the Harris profile used to do 
so. The nine design criteria are appointed weight 
according to their importance, and the points (-2 to 
+2) are summed up for each proposal. The Harris 
profile indicates that the new structure, proposal 
1, outperforms proposal 2 in an evaluation: The 
new structure receives 67 points, the enhanced 
existing structure and Compass receives 49 points. 
In a first glance, Figure 39 may seem to suggest 
otherwise, but the new structure has a higher score 
due to its higher evaluation of the most important 
design criteria.The comparison of both proposals, 
listed per design criteria, is elaborated upon below.

[1] Cross-disciplinary collaboration
While both proposals support working in 
multidisciplinary teams, the new structure excels 
in facilitating collaboration with diverse teams and 
consistently empowers employees to engage with 
a variety of domains.

[2] Using the most suitable people for 
assignments
The new structure outperforms the enhanced 
existing structure, as it works with dynamic teams 
to ensure the best group composition for each 
task. The existing structure assigns existing teams, 
which may be less suitable groups. 

[3] That clients are offered all of TD’s skills and 
services
The new structure has no standard teams, 
removing the incentive for client managers to 
exclusively promote their team’s skills. However, 
the second proposal includes the Compass, which 
simplifies offering clients TD’s complete skill set. 
Consequently, the second proposal receives a 
higher evaluation.

[4] A uniform way of working 
In the existing structure, the standard teams enable 
employees to become attuned to each others 
way of working. This leads to all teams having 
a different working method. The new structure, 
however, necessitates a standardised working 
method to enable employees to collaborate in 
various team compositions. The new structure 
is thus evaluated positively, dependent on its 
implementation of a uniform working method. 

[5] A TD-feeling: strength of a big company 
The second proposal receives a positive 
evaluation. While teams can still function 
autonomously, the removal of financial barriers and 
increased awareness of colleagues’ skills motivate 
collaboration and fosters a stronger TD feeling. 
However, the dynamic project teams are expected 
to create even more cohesion, by eliminating 
standard teams. The standard teams feel as 
separate companies. Collaboration with various 
people within TD is expected to create a TD-feeling 
(rather than a team-feeling).

[6] Understanding of each other’s skill set 
Collaborating with diverse individuals on projects 
may enhance the understanding of colleagues’ 
capabilities. The Compass, however, offers a clear 
overview of this. Therefore, the proposal including 
the Compass is evaluated most positively.

[7] Maintaining good client relations 
The second proposal outperforms the new 
structure. Though both proposals entail that 
client managers stay with their client, the existing 
structure with standard teams may ensure 
better client understanding compared to the new 
structure. This advantage lies in the long-term 
collaboration between teams and clients.

6.4.1 Comparison of the Two Proposals

This section describes the evaluation of the two proposals. The evaluation is performed utilising a Harris 
Profile (Design method toolkit, n.d.). The section concludes with the selection of a final design solution.

6.4 Evaluation of Proposals
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Figure 39: Harris profile on both proposals, based on the design criteria.

[8] Overview of all (running) projects 
The Compass facilitates an overview of all running 
projects and thus outperforms proposal 1. 

[9] Using shared knowledge from the different 
domains 
The new structure does not necessarily stimulate 
employees to use the shared knowledge of 
different in-house domains although the threshold 
to approach one another may be lower, given 
the absence of standard teams. Proposal 2 aids 
employees individuals to seek assistance from, 
and without financial boundaries between teams, 
there may be a greater inclination to request help 
from others. The two proposals have received an 
equal score.

Considerations of Selection
Proposal 1, the new organisational structure 
is selected as final proposal. This choice is 
substantiated by Proposal 1’s higher performance 
on the primary and pivotal criteria. It also closely 

aligns with employee-generated solutions and best 
fits the design statement ‘make all teams work 
as one for our client’. The structure reduces fixed 
team boundaries and allows project teams to best 
meet the needs of the client, as the composition of 
the project team is customised, resulting in highly 
tailored solutions.

Notably, criterion 8 shows a high score in contrast 
to proposal 2’s low score. In a new organisational 
structure featuring dynamic project teams, 
there would be little visibility into all ongoing 
projects. Conversely, the existing structure, 
when complemented with a tool, excels in this 
aspect. However, the new structure is a more 
comprehensive solution to enhance collaboration 
which avoids imposing another platform on 
TD employees, further complicating their daily 
work routines. To meet all design criteria, it is 
recommended the new structure finds a way to 
create an overview of all running projects as well.

Balancing Employee Input and 
Management Interests
The selection of the final design proposal has 
been carefully considered and reveals a conflict 
of interest. The decision to continue with the 
new organisational structure is shaped by 
employee input. However, employees have 
different interests and priorities than from a 
managements perspective. Employees have 
expressed their desire for a different structure, 
whereas board members have indicated they 
wish to retain the existing structure. From a 
managements perspective, the existing structure 
fosters entrepreneurship and facilitates easy 
management, with teams acting as financial units. 
However, research indicates that issues with 
collaboration arise from the internal team focus, 
therefore employees desire the removal of financial 
boundaries and shift to project teams. 
It is decided to lean towards the employees 
desires and continue with the new organisational 
structure for two main reasons. First, employees 
offered a greater amount of input and involvement 
in the research, from different perspectives who 
experience the day-to-day operations. Second, 
they expressed their discontent with top-down 
decisions, thus a final design should consider their 
interests. 

Noteworthy, despite the initially expressed 
reluctance towards reorganisation, the new 
structure aligns with the outcomes of co-creation 
session 1 (depicted in Figure 11). In this co-
creation session, participated in by the board 
members, suggested ‘means’  to foster synergy 
creation include “altering the current team 
structure, for instance by creating fluid teams or 
motivating the teams to make decisions unrelated 
to profit”.

This section describes the assessment of the 
two proposals using a Harris profile based on the 
established design criteria. It is decided to continue 
with Proposal 1, the new organisational structure. 
This is due to its superior performance on critical 
criteria and alignment with employee preferences. 
This choice prioritises a comprehensive solution 
for collaboration enhancement over adding another 
platform to TD employees’ daily workload.
This decision has been carefully considered. 
The new organisational structure at TD responds 
to employee demands, addressing drawbacks 
associated with the existing team structure. 
However, a conflict of interest arises, as 
management has expressed their wishes to retain 
the current structure. It is decided to lean towards 
the employees’ input, as this input includes more 
different perspectives and as they have expressed 
their discontent with top-down decisions, thus a 
final design should consider their interests. 

6.4.2 Summary and Implications
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Figure 40: Procedure of co-creation session 6.

This section presents the outcomes of the last co-creation session which aims to finalise the selected 
design. In essence, the ultimate design proposes to reshape the organisational structure, prioritising 
multidisciplinary collaboration and client focus. In this session, participants evaluate the final design, its 
potential positive impact and potential challenges and discuss recommendations for the reorganisation. 

The co-creation session is initiated with a summary 
of the research project and findings, before 
presenting the final design proposal. Figure 40 
describes the three main activities of the session. 

Participants include the CEO, CFO and Partner 
& Strategy Director of TD. They are asked to 
participate in this evaluation session to offer a new 
perspective. Previous participants mainly consisted 
of employees with less of TD’s commercial needs 
in mind. This participant selection aims to shed 
light on TD’s managements perspective.

6.5.1 Procedure 6.5.2 Participants

6.5 Presenting the Final Design: Co-creation Session 6
After presenting the new organisational structure, 
the potential positive impact and potential 
challenges were presented. These originated from 
the learnings of the research and are listed below. 

Potential positive impact:
[1] Enhanced Employee Engagement
[2] Broader Service Offering
[3] Collaborative Work Environment 
[4] Enhanced Learning and Innovation
[5] Improved Client Satisfaction

Potential challenges:
[1] Resistance to Change
[2] Coordination and Communication
[3] Client Transition
[4] Loss of Team Identity
[5] Performance Evaluation

The session aimed to uncover whether the 
participants concur with these expectations. 
In tables D1.1 and D1.2 in Appendix D1, each 
potential impact and challenge is further described, 
including the matter of participant agreement and 
participants’ additional concerns. Subsequent 
paragraphs provide the outcomes participants’ 
evaluations.

Potential Positive Impact
The expected impact participants value most, is 
the [2] Broader Service Offering: that the client is 
offered all of TD’s capabilities instead of that of 
one team. The session showed that participants 
concur with four out of five potential positive impact 
factors. The concerns related to the fifth factor 
and other additional remarks are described below. 
These are then incorporated into the actionable 
recommendations on the next page.
First, participants do not agree with the 
expected [1] Enhanced Employee Engagement: 
Contrastingly, they state standard teams lead to 
shared responsibility and thus more employee 
engagement.  
Participants also raise concerns related to [New]	
Project Assignment: Participants anticipate the 
likelihood of cronyism in dynamic teams. HoTs or 
client managers responsible for assembling project 
teams often have preferred designers they choose 
to work with, which could lead to the formation of 
similar team configurations repeatedly over time. 

According to the board members, this progression 
is not necessarily problematic, provided that clients 
remain satisfied and have access to the full range 
of TD’s services. This cronyism may however lead 
to a significant imbalance in workload, with certain 
designers consistently facing heavy workloads, 
which must be mitigated.
A final concern is the [New]	Suitability	to	the	Work	
Mentality	at	TD: Participants are uncertain if the 
new structure aligns with TD’s working mentality 
and state that the new structure’s success relies on 
the assumption that all creatives are motivated to 
excel in their work. 

Potential Challenges
The participants affirm that two out of five potential 
challenges may occur and that the others do not 
raise their concerns. The challenges affirmed by 
participants and additional remarks are discussed 
below.
The main expected challenge is [2] Coordination 
and Communication: As the current streams of 
communication need to be reorganised, this might 
lead to inefficiencies.
The second expected challenge is [4] Loss of Team 
Identity: This can be a potential problem and adds 
to the concern related to employee engagement, 
as noted by the participants. Therefore, it is 
crucial to foster a sense of belonging among team 
members to effectively address and mitigate this 
challenge.
Finally, participants express additional remarks 
relating to [1] Resistance to Change: Participants 
agree that this may not be a challenge due to 
employee involvement in the decision-making 
process and their expressed desire for this specific 
structural change. Participants do however stress 
the importance to seek feedback from employees 
throughout the reorganisation.

Overall, the discussions during the session 
concluded that the board members’ beliefs around 
the existing structure have been challenged 
and found that they are considering change. 
The subsequent activity of the session prepares 
TD for a shift towards the new structure by 
devising actionable recommendations for the 
reorganisation. 

6.5.3 Findings
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Recommendations for Reorganising and 
Establishing a New Structure
This paragraph presents an overview of  
actionable recommendations to realise the 
reorganisation, endorsed by the board members 
in the session. Figure 41 presents various steps 
in the reorganisation. The sequence of steps 
is chronological, but it’s important to note that 
the order is flexible and can be rearranged 
based on the outcomes of preceding steps. The 
recommendations are further described below, 
including the rationale behind them.

Feedback Moments: It is recommended to 
schedule various feedback moments around 
initiating impactful changes. These moments 
include formal approval of changes before initiation 
and evaluation moments after with stakeholders. It 
is also recommended to inform clients of ongoing 
changes, to motivate open communication and 
ensure the transition is seamlessly experienced by 
them.

Align Vision: In the reorganisation process, it is 
important employees are committed to the new 
direction to maintain their support. Hence, it is 
advised to involve employees in designing a new 
vision for implementing the new structure and 
achieving desired outcomes. 

Design an Implementation Strategy: It is 
recommended to co-create an implementation 
strategy. The implementation strategy should 
include KPIs and ways to evaluate the new 
structures effectiveness on collaboration and 
overall success. 

Clear Roles and Responsibilities: The new 
structure requires clear roles and responsibilities 
to facilitate the coordination of project teams. 
Reevaluating roles and relationships can assist 
in identifying overlaps, addressing gaps, and 
eliminating any potential confusion in roles. It is 
important that throughout the process of change, 
employees take leadership. It must therefore be 
clear who has certain responsibilities. Second, for 
a shared sense of responsibility and employee 
engagement in the reorganisation of teams, buddy 
and mentoring roles are recommended. This also 
supports camaraderie and can compensate for a 
loss of team identity.

Overview of Capabilities: In line with the co-
created design criteria, it is recommended to create 
an overview of the capabilities that TD houses. 

Figure 41 [1/2]: Actionable recommendations for reorganisation. Figure 41 [2/2]: Actionable recommendations for reorganisation.

Training and Skill Development: Ensure 
that employees have the right skills for the 
reorganisation and new organisational structure. 
As employees will work with various colleagues, 
providing adequate training and skill development 
opportunities to ensure they have the necessary 
competencies for diverse project roles will be 
essential. 

Attach additional human resources: It is 
expected that human resources are needed to 
implement and sustain the new structure. With an 
overview of the capabilities, TD can assess who 
else to hire, such as planners, project managers 
and transition managers.

Tool Assessment and Improvement: Certain 
tools can aid in improving the workflow, such as 
tools to facilitate project teams’ composition and 
to create overview in the running projects. Regular 
evaluation, updating, or replacement of these tools 
is recommended to ensure they remain effective 
and efficient.

Adjust Working Space: In line with employees 
expressed dissatisfaction with the working space, it 
is recommended to reconsider the physical working 
space and online working space to support the new 
dynamic teams structure. 

The proposed design can serve as a basis to 
organise a new structure and is driven by a deeper 
understanding of the organisational challenges 
and the need for a more collaborative working 
culture. If the structure is not reorganised, it is 
recommended to reevaluate the financial structure 
of TD, particularly that of teams, to align this with 
employee demands. This can be done through 
a process of similar steps as those illustrated 
in Figure 41. For continuous evaluation and 
evolvement of the organisational structure, one 
could even consider the process in a loop, as 
depicted in Figure 42.
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Figure 42: Recommended steps for continuous evaluation of the organisational structure.

This section presents the final co-creation session, 
which evaluates the proposed reorganisation. The 
evaluation session involved TD’s CEO, CFO, and 
Partner & Strategy Director, to offer a management 
perspective.

The outcomes of the co-creation session show 
that participants agree with the presented potential 
positive impact, but pose additional remarks 
and concerns. In short, participants state that 
standard teams potentially create more employee 
engagement than dynamic teams and participants 
express their uncertainty about if the new structure 
aligns with TD’s working mentality. These are 
points of attention in the recommendations for 
implementation. Various potential challenges 
were then discussed. Participants affirm they 

expect the coordination and communication to 
pose a challenge, working in different project 
teams. Second, the loss of team identity may 
present a potential issue. Lastly, participants 
stress the importance to seek feedback from 
employees throughout the reorganisation. In the 
final activity, these challenges are addressed by 
collaboratively devising recommendations for the 
implementation. This activity prepares TD for a shift 
towards the new structure by devising actionable 
recommendations for the reorganisation. 
Overall, the session showed that the beliefs around 
the existing structure have been challenged and 
that board members are now indeed thinking of 
altering the structure. 

6.5.4 Summary and Implications
Using the three factors of the Desirability, Feasibility and Viability model (IDEO Design Thinking, n.d.), 
the new organisational structure is evaluated.

The design process and its outcomes are led 
by the input of various employees. The final 
design meets most design criteria, originating 
from employee input, and addresses the design 
statement, ‘all teams work as one for our client’. In 
addition, employees have suggested ideas similar 
to the new structure as well. More specifically, 
employees have stated in creative sessions that 
synergy creation requires a structural change 
and that they wish to see dynamic project team 
formations. Ultimately, the final design is presented 
to members of TD’s board who appraised it 
positively. They have transitioned from their initial 
stance of preserving the existing structure to 
contemplating the shift to (or integration of certain 
aspects from) the final proposed organisational 
framework. 
For clients, the new structure is desirable 
for its custom project team composition and 
consequently, highly tailored solutions, while 
maintaining client understanding through fixed 
client relationships. As noted in section 3.1.1, 
working in diverse teams could lead to improved 
creative performance, which would benefit client 
solutions.

The final co-creation session suggests that 
although structural reorganisation typically presents 
challenges, board members expect these to be 
manageable. Certain potential challenges have 
been discussed and actionable recommendations 
have been developed to address these during the 
reorganisation. Overall, with the help of frequent 
feedback moments during the reorganisation 
process and employee support, it is likely that 
challenges arising from the reorganisation can be 
anticipated and effectively addressed. However, 
board members have expressed concerns about 
the fit with TD’s way of working. As the success 
of a reorganisation depends on the organisations’ 
culture and ability to embrace the change, this may 

take extra time. It should be further explored before 
the change is implemented, but is also considered 
manageable, given employees’ involvement in 
the decision-making process and their expressed 
desire for this particular change.

Financial considerations regarding the cost of the 
proposed transition have not been discussed in the 
report and should to be taken into account in order 
to assess the viability of the reorganisation. The 
new structure is expected to be profitable due to its 
positive impact on clients, as the board members 
confirm that the new organisational structure will 
lead to improved client satisfaction. In addition, 
the flexibility of the dynamic project teams offers 
the potential to adapt more quickly to market and 
client demands, although this is dependent on the 
success of the reorganisation in terms of effective 
collaboration.

The new structure is considered desirable because 
it focuses on employee needs, benefits for the 
client, and because it has been endorsed by 
the members of the board. It is expected to be 
feasible as the expected challenges are considered 
to be manageable. Finally, there are financial 
considerations that need to be further assessed, 
but overall the reorganisation is expected to have 
a positive impact not only on collaboration but 
also on customer satisfaction, depending on the 
success of the implementation.

6.6.1 Desirability

6.6.2 Feasibility

6.6.3 Viability

6.6.4 Summary

6.6 Evaluation of the Final Design
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This chapter begins with the presentation of two design 
proposals: a new organisational structure and an enhanced 
existing structure combined with the TD Capabilities Compass.
The chapter then describes the process of selecting and 
finalising a final design.

Two Design Proposals
The new structure involves dynamic project teams and is 
partly shaped by input from employees who suggested similar 
organisational structures during creative sessions. The idea 
was supported because of its similarity to the matrix model and 
its known benefits, as well as positive feedback from people 
working in similar models at other creative agencies. The 
second proposal, the enhanced existing structure and Compass, 
includes the existing structure without team goals and the TD 
Capabilities Compass. The Compass is described in terms of 
five key features: increased awareness of TD capabilities for 
clients, portfolio management, overview of running projects, 
previous work easily accessed and save client information.

Selection of Final Design
The new organisational structure is selected as final design 
proposal for its superior alignment to the design criteria and the 
research assignment. In addition, it is considered desirable to 
avoid imposing yet another platform, such as the Compass, on 
TD employees and further complicating their daily work routines. 

Evaluation of Final Design
In a final co-creation session, the potential positive impacts and 
challenges of the new structure are discussed with three board 
members. In a nutshell, the positive impacts of the structure are 
a broader service offering to customers, increased learning and 
innovation, and improved customer satisfaction. Participants 
questioned whether the new structure would lead to increased 
employee engagement and foresaw potential challenges 
such as coordination and communication and a loss of team 
identity. Actionable recommendations for the reorganisation 
were developed to address the potential challenges. The 
chapter concludes that the final proposal is desirable for TD’s 
employees and customers, is feasible including the manageable 
challenges, and that while the financial considerations need 
further evaluation, overall the reorganisation is expected to have 
a positive impact not only on collaboration but also on customer 
satisfaction, depending on the success of the implementation.

Key Takeaways of Chapter 6

This chapter presents an analysis of the key 
findings and possible implications. In addition, 
the limitations of the conducted research 
are discussed. The chapter concludes with 
recommendations for future work. 

7. Discussion, Limitations and 
Recommendations
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7.1 Key Findings and Implications
The primary goal of this project was to enhance 
the collaboration between the domains Branding, 
Communications and Technology within TD. In a 
collaborative process, with a focus on employee 
engagement,  various perceived barriers to 
collaboration were uncovered and a solution was 
sought. This section will outline the key findings of 
the research and their implications for TD.

Employee Feedback on Structure
First and foremost, the key finding of the 
research is employees’ expressed dissatisfaction 
with certain aspects of the existing structure. 
Consequently, the research findings have lead 
to a new organisational structure that aligns 
with employee demands and aims to enhance 
collaboration between the domains. Although 
the research has also found valued aspects of 
the structure, the project makes clear it is crucial 
to reevaluate the existing structure to address 
employees’ expressed dissatisfaction. Responding 
to employees’ demands is expected to benefit the 
overall organization, as it can improve employee 
morale.

Desire for Employee Involvement
The project confirmed employees’ desire to be 
involved and to work towards a more collaborative 
environment. As TD moves forward with this 
reorganisation, continued employee engagement is 
recommended as this can increase the acceptance 
of outcomes (Aarikka-Stenroos & Jaakkola, 2012). 
The conducted co-creation activities can provide 
an example of how TD can involve its employees 
in decision making. The role of the researcher 
can be taken up by one or more employees as 
ambassadors for collective decision making within 
TD. Employee involvement can be implemented 
in TD’s policy on decision making to ensure its 
continuation in the years to come.

Uncovering Organisational Complexities
A key finding was the complexity and ambiguity 
of the existing organisational structure. The 
research showed that there is disagreement about 
the current structure, but also that there is some 
ambiguity about the structure and the rationale 
behind it. This made the research somewhat 

more difficult at times as it led to irregularities in 
the responses of the participants. This project 
has helped to frame employees’ perceptions of 
the current situation, but more can be done to 
resolve the ambiguity surrounding the existing 
structure. Throughout the project, employees have 
suggested the creation of a shared vision. This has 
the potential to align people’s perspectives on the 
structure and can resolve disagreement.

Identifying Barriers to Synergy Creation
The research conducted has revealed many 
perceived barriers to synergy creation. This project 
has focused on the barriers to multidisciplinary 
collaboration, and more specifically on overcoming 
internal team focus. Other barriers identified 
by employees should not be overlooked, as 
overcoming them would not only lead to improved 
collaboration, but could also make employees feel 
heard and thus improve employee satisfaction. 

Tension Between Collaboration and 
Financial Responsibility
A prominent finding was the tension between 
employees’ financial responsibility and the need 
for effective collaboration. Creative employees 
express dissatisfaction with the financial goals of 
teams, but TD management wants to preserve the 
entrepreneurial spirit and share responsibility for 
financial performance. The research revealed that 
responsibility for financial performance contributes 
to employees’ hesitance to collaborate. The 
revelation of several practical considerations, such 
as not cross-selling, leads to the recommendation 
that TD further explore the employee perspective 
and possibly reconsider the financial structure. TD 
could consider revising bonus structures to reward 
collaborative efforts or explore the development of 
financial models that motivate team collaboration.

7.2 Limitations
This section outlines constraints and weaknesses 
in the study, like the participant selection and 
methodological limitations.

Theoretical Background
Due to the exploratory nature of the research, 
the problem was identified relatively late, which 
delayed the identification of relevant literature. 
This resulted in a limited amount of literature being 
consulted, mainly due to time constraints. This 
can be seen in the limited exploration of literature 
on the identified organisational challenges, 
which could have provided insights into different 
solutions.

Unresponsive Groups
Most of the sessions were open to all through a call 
for voluntary participation, and while the response 
from many employees confirmed their enthusiasm 
for greater involvement, the research also revealed 
a noticeable lack of engagement from certain 
groups. The Zuiderlicht and Cascade teams did not 
respond to the invitation to participate. 

Participant Selection 
A first concern is the diversity of the participant 
selection. In the interviews in particular, the 
participants were young and all relatively new 
to TD. In order to get a more accurate picture of 
the reality and diversity at TD, more employees 
could be approached for co-creation activities. 
A second limitation relates to employee bias. 
Employees were promised anonymity, but it is to 
be expected that employees expressed themselves 
in a certain way due to their current employment 
at TD. Especially in co-creation sessions with 
other employees, it is expected that employees’ 
responses were influenced by the composition 
of the group. Employees’ roles also influenced 
their responses. For example, many employees 
gave little or no consideration to the financial 
implications of their proposed changes.

Research Methods
The research relied primarily on qualitative 
methods, which may introduce researcher bias. 
Second, working with a small sample size may 
have led to subjective decision making. Finally, 
quantitative methods were occasionally used 
based on qualitative data, which raises concerns 
about the internal and external validity of the study 
and affects the reliability of the findings.

Replicability
The use of co-creation sessions in this study has 
limitations in terms of replicability. In particular, 
the co-creation sessions were built on the findings 
and insights of previous sessions. While this 
process is beneficial for in-depth exploration and 
tailored solution development, it poses challenges 
for direct replication. Factors such as the specific 
composition of participants and the changing 
context of TD influence the design of subsequent 
sessions. Thus, co-creation sessions are highly 
context specific. Therefore, replicating the study 
under different conditions or with different groups 
or a different researcher will yield different results.

Final Outcomes
A first limitation related to the final results is 
that the final design responds to staff demand 
for a new organisational structure, but lacks a 
comprehensive analysis. Additional time would 
have allowed for a thorough comparative analysis 
with existing organisational models in similar 
creative agencies. This may have revealed 
unforeseen challenges or benefits of the proposed 
organisational structure. A second limitation is that 
the final design presented in this study represents 
a conceptual framework for a new organisational 
structure rather than a ready-to-implement model. 
Due to the time constraints associated with this 
project, the development of a detailed, actionable 
plan for implementation and subsequent testing 
of the new structure was beyond the scope of this 
study. This limitation highlights the need for further 
research to validate and implement the proposed 
organisational changes.
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7.3 Future Recommendations 
This section outlines suggestions for further study, 
like methodological improvements and areas for 
further research.

Additional In-Depth Study into 
Reorganisation
In future work, it is recommended to further 
investigate organisational structures appropriate 
to the context. Due to time constraints, only five 
common structures were explored. In addition, 
further research could be done in relation to the 
reorganisation of a company to find out how to 
develop and implement a structure. 

Expanding Focus Group
It is recommended to expand the focus group and 
follow up with non-responsive groups, like Cascade 
and Zuiderlicht. Furthermore, future research 
can expand the focus group to include clients as 
well. Current research excluded clients for a more 
focused and efficient use of resources. Because 
the research aimed to understand and address the 
internal barriers to collaboration within TD, it was 
considered best to leverage employee expertise 
for outcomes applicable and relevant to internal 
collaboration. However, the client perspective 
on the collaboration quality can provide valuable 
insights in how the collaboration between the 
domains impacts the quality of deliverables. Over 
time, clients can also provide feedback on how the 
proposed changes affect their experience with TD.

Additional Research Methods
Incorporating other research methods, like surveys, 
might provide additional insights and help validate 
the findings from the interviews. This could also 
address limitations like the small sample size and 
researchers bias. Leveraging quantitative data in 
future research can provide a more comprehensive 
understanding by combining the strengths of both 
qualitative and quantitative methods.

Follow-Up Studies
The creative sessions were kept short to 
encourage participation. However, the sessions 
could benefit from being longer and involving the 
same people repeatedly. Conducting follow-up 
studies with employees over time could provide 
insights into how perceptions change, particularly 
in response to any changes implemented based on 
the findings of this thesis. In addition, a long-term 
study can determine the impact of implemented 
change on employee satisfaction with collaboration 
quality and the quality of creative output.

Exploring Other Perceived Barriers to 
Synergy Creation
The participants mentioned various barriers to 
synergy creation that can be further explored and 
resolved.

Generalisability
The current research is highly specific to the 
context of TD. To increase the generalisability 
of the findings, other creative agencies could be 
researched for their challenges in multidisciplinary 
collaboration. Including multiple organisations 
in future studies could provide a comparative 
perspective and indicate if the findings are unique 
to TD or appliccable to a broader context.

The research objective of the project was to 
enhance the collaboration between the domains 
Branding, Communications and Technology within 
TD. The research shows that there are various 
barriers that prevent collaboration between teams, 
the primary one being the strong internal focus. In 
collaboration with employees of TD, an exploratory 
research has lead to a final design proposal for TD 
to enhance multidisciplinary collaboration.

The final design is a new organisational structure, 
stemming from the input of employees. The 
proposed organisational structure introduces 
dynamic, project-based teams that replace 
traditional, static groups, facilitating fluid cross-
domain collaboration and enabling a more agile 
response to client needs. 

The strong internal team focus, which is currently 
seen as problematic for collaboration between 
domains, is eliminated by the dynamic team 
structure. The project teams allow employees to 
work with colleagues with different expertise and 
motivate employees from different domains to 
work together on each project. The transition to 
the new structure can be beneficial for clients, as 
the project teams are tailored to the assignment. 
The new structure allows for quick adaptation to 
client needs, results in a broader service offering 
for clients and ultimately in increased creative 
performance. 
For TD employees, working in diverse teams is 
expected to enhance their learning and growth. 
The dynamic teams are expected to improve the 
collaborative environment and foster a sense of 

TD beyond the current team bond.  The move to 
dynamic teams also demonstrates TD’s willingness 
to listen to what employees want. The study 
has shown employees’ desire to be involved 
and responding to this with continued employee 
involvement could benefit the organisation.

The study has also shed light on the organisational 
complexities, revealing confusion among 
employees about the existing structure. This study 
has framed how employees experience the current 
context. In response, TD’s board has expressed 
a change in attitude towards the existing structure 
and is considering change.

In conclusion, this research serves as a critical 
examination of TD’s current organisational 
structure, challenging management’s beliefs and 
setting the stage for TD to move towards a more 
collaborative working environment. 

8.1 Conclusion
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8.2 Personal Reflection
My motivation for this project was to experience 
what it was like to work in a creative company. 
Not only did I experience this by walking around 
the office, but I was also able to delve deep into 
the experiences of all the people who work at 
the company. I chose this topic because of the 
potential for employee involvement, and I can say 
now that I am still happy with that decision.

Time Management
Time has flown by very quickly and I believe time 
management went quite well. I did not work with 
a strict planning but followed general steps and 
only made concrete plans for the near future. This 
worked well with my exploratory approach, but 
my planning may not have worked in a different 
company. I am happy that I was empowered to 
invite employees of TD for co-creation sessions on 
my own and that I could always host activities on 
short notice, which offered me great flexibility in 
planning. 

Main Challenges
My main learning is that I should have narrowed 
my focus earlier in the project. I spent a lot of time 
avoiding changes to the organisational structure, 
even though this would have given me more time 
to research different structures and find solutions 
to the challenges. Not choosing a direction earlier 
also made it difficult to ask for help. I was never 
afraid to ask for help, I just found it hard to decide 
what I needed help with. This was also because I 
wanted to include all the findings, as I thought all 
findings were or could be relevant. 
In line with this is that I found it a challenge to 
work with the overwhelming input of information 
from employees. People could relate personally 
to the topic and I sometimes felt that the barriers 
they proposed were very specific to them. I was 
sometimes swayed in a completely different 
direction after talking to one other person, 
when they stressed what they considered to be 
problematic. I think my openness to all information 
was good at first, but I could have kept a firmer line 
somehow.

Learning goals
I think my personal learning objectives show that 
I had no idea what would be the most challenging 

part of the final project. I did not know beforehand 
how much time and work would go into writing the 
actual report. This is mainly because I did not know 
how difficult it would be for me to write a coherent 
report. It is definitely the part where I have made 
the most progress. I don’t know when I will ever 
have to write such a report (I hope never), but we 
can say that I have learned from many mistakes.

Strengths and Weaknesses
Throughout the project I discovered new strengths 
and weaknesses in myself as a person and as a 
designer. I was told that I took on a professional 
role in the company and was not afraid to ask 
questions. Sometimes I may have been too gullible 
with the answers. This is also a weakness that can 
be seen in my reporting as an inability to separate 
what is important from what is not. As mentioned 
before, I thought all findings were relevant. To end 
on a higher note, I found I am good with handling 
feedback and I hope that my report reflects this.

Final Thoughts
I am happy with the way my thesis went and I 
feel that my research was relevant to TD, which I 
found very important. I am a slightly disappointed 
that my final results are not so tangible. Before, 
I saw myself delving into brand design and 
creating a cool final showcase model. But this 
is not where the project has taken me. No cool 
showcase model, but I am proud of the way I 
worked with all the people at TD. The project 
showed me how much I enjoy facilitating these 
sessions and the TD’ers made it a really nice 
and memorable experience for me. What I really 
like about co-creation is working with different 
people, uncovering different problems and finding 
unexpected ways to solve them. I hope to use 
these experiences in a design consultancy, for 
example. 
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B1 Benefits and downsides to the team structure in original 
language
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B2.1 Co-creation session 2: barriers to synergy creation B2.2 Co-creation session 2: barriers to synergy creation

  1 Total Design was known as Total Identity for a period of time
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B3 Co-creation session 2: Defining Objectives B4 Co-creation session 2: Enablers to synergy creation
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B5 Interviews: Question set up

Permission to take pictures, without your face or in the report with faces blurred
Permission to record the session
Explain the research goal and the session’s goal
Problem statement and assignment
Hear your view on the integrated collaboration of domains, visualise the processes of
projects and discuss motivators and barriers to synergy
All answers will be transcribed, processed and sent to you for validation
1. Do you think my research assignment (creating a tool to motivate synergy creation between
the domains) fits with TD?
2. Mapping the processes on paper, including first client-team contact etcetera
3. (Past) incentives for synergy creation (why did they fail/succeed)
3a. If there’s time, what are benefits of the team structure?
3b. If there’s time, what are feelings that you imagine may occur when borrowing
members of other teams or ‘being borrowed’
4. Current barriers for synergy creation/motivation (write on post-its and rank which are the
most pressing barriers)
5. Hypothetically: how would you integrate domains in past or current projects?
6. Information: name, occupation, team, working at TD since, age and language you speak at
work

B6 Interviews: barriers to synergy
Table B6.1: Barriers to multidisciplinary collaboration, illustrated by quotes [1/2]



112 113

Table B6.1: Barriers to multidisciplinary collaboration, illustrated by quotes [2/2]
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Table B6.2: Barriers to synergy illustrated by quotes [1/2]
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Table B6.2: Barriers to synergy illustrated by quotes [2/2]
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C1 Reframing co-creation session: the Five Whys
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C2 Future vision setting co-creation session

Figure C2.1: Digitalised post-its from Co-Creation session 4.

Figure C2.2: Digitalised post-its from Co-Creation session 5.
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C3 List of all benefits and downsides to team structure

C4 Determining design direction session
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Figure C5.1: Schematic overview of the organisational 
structure of creative agency 1.

Figure C5.2: Schematic overview of the organisational 
structure of creative agency 2.

Figure C5.3: Schematic overview of the organisational structure of creative agency 3.

Creative agency 1
Creative agency 1 works in two zones (as illustrated 
in Figure 49). Each zone has a zone director (Z), 
strategist (S) and three producers (P). Both zones 
have their own clients. The creatives of each zone 
make up the project teams of the zone-specific 
clients and each team is lead by a project lead.

Creative agency 2
Creative agency 2, depicted in Figure 50, is a 
relatively small creative agency. There is a board, 
a finance and HR department and finally, client 
managers and creatives. The project teams can be 
composed of all creatives of the company and are 
each lead by a client manager.

Creative agency 3
Creative agency 3 works in four departments, as 
illustrated in Figure 51. Each departments has 
different specialists. Department Design and Tech 
for example, mostly consists of designers (D), UX 
designers (U) and strategists (S)], as the columns 
in Design and Tech indicate. A project team is 
composed of different specialists and is lead by 
a project manager. A team always has a senior 
designer, junior designer and strategist. 

C5 Three Matrix-model Organisational Structures C6 Quotes of the employee of creative agency 3, original 
language
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C7 Four ideas

Figure C7.1: Four ideas.

The four different ideas are illustrated in figure C7.1, highlighting their overlapping features. The ideas 
are described in more detail below.

1. Project Dashboard
The Project Dashboard offers a real-time overview 
of the ongoing projects within TD, offering insights 
into project details and team involvement. Utilising 
project presentations to TD departments or other 
teams fosters a comprehensive understanding 
of the company’s ongoing projects. These 
presentations also serve as opportunities for 
feedback such as peer reviews.

2. TD Helpdesk
The TD Helpdesk is a platform aimed at 
enhancing collaboration across the company 
by encouraging TD employees to support and 
learn from one another. Through this channel, TD 
personnel can share project-related challenges 
and seek assistance, whether company-wide, 
within domains, or in smaller specialised groups. 
Encouraging TD employees to allocate dedicated 
time, such as 1 hour per week, for TD Helpdesk 
activities is crucial. This time can be utilised for 
conducting TD reviews to provide project teams 
with external viewpoints or engaging in personal 
and skill development activities, such as hosting or 
participating in workshops.

3. TD Capabilities Compass
The TD Capabilities Compass facilitates in offering 
an overview of all TD’s capabilities. It can be used 
during client meetings, to uncover the client needs 
using the broad perspective of TD’s domains. 
It can also be employed when employees seek 
assistance of certain expertise. It can also serve as 
an archive of previous work, to serve as inspiration. 

4. Employee Portfolios
The Employee Portfolios serve as a platform to 
showcase the work and skills of all TD employees. 
These portfolios enable TD employees to promote 
themselves for specific assignments by highlighting 

their expertise and indicating areas they aim to 
enhance. This setup facilitates pairing experts with 
novices, fostering skill development within projects. 
By uploading completed projects to the Portfolio 
Platform, TD employees ensure that their portfolio 
remains up-to-date. A project can be categorised 
under different tags (such as #landingpage or 
#logodesign assignment), assigned to its project 
team and incorporate client feedback. The 
Employee Portfolios serve as a valuable resource 
for both clients and TD employees, offering a 
comprehensive overview of the in-house skills 
available at TD.
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D1 Discussion of Potential Impact and Challenges

Table D1.1: Potential Impact Table D1.2: Potential Challenges
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