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Abstract. This paper describes the findings of an ethnomethodological enquiry into the
work of graphic designers. We explore the collaborative nature of graphic design as
undertaken by a small team of designers working in a packaging design company. In
doing so, we attempt to explicate the way in which practice, talk and technology are
intricately bound up in such a way as to constitute a creative process. We describe a
series of scenic features, ‘orderings’, and ‘talkaboutables’ which are characteristic of this
process and which may be entailed in other creative contexts and hence can be important
topics for CSCW design for creativity.

Introduction

"I was recovering from a weeklong stint of desigorkvin my Chicago studio. In those days |
was in the habit of bolting my studio door and imsieg myself in the heady universe of
packaging design. It was my true creative callirig .

David Marusek, 'Counting Heads'

“In order to get clear about aesthetic words youeh® describe ways of living. We think we

have to talk about aesthetic judgments like ‘Thkidbéautiful’, but we find that if we have to

talk about aesthetic judgments we don't find theseds at all, but a word used something like
a gesture, accompanying a complicated activity”

Wittgenstein 1966, 11.
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This paper describes the findings of an ethnometiogital ethnography of
graphic designers. We explore the collaborativeuneatof graphic design as
undertaken by a small team of designers working packaging design company.
We show how the creative process is intricatelynobup with talk about the
work, orientation to various ‘known in common’ bgc&und features, and shaped
by the various technologies used, showing througéris of examples the social
and methodical features of the creative work.

Creativity is an interesting topic for the CSCW c¢uoomity, since it has in the
past often been conceptualized as a ‘black bos ergailing ‘Eureka’ moments
(e.g. in major scientific discoveries) or as atsoyi, perhaps cognitive, pursuit
(e.g. music composition). Historical treatmentsvgimw our conception of the
creative process has been progressively transfoeméddvidened from in ancient
Greece, where only poetry was considered createxen( visual arts were
considered only to copy nature), through the tramsétion of the visual arts from
the artisanal to the ‘creative’ in the Renaissato@ards a heroic conception of
the creator from the 18century.

More recent research has begun to explore how idtgats often a
collaborative achievement (e.g. Fischer, 2005; C@OK5; Jacucci and Wagner,
2007) and certainly creative work is always mediatierough technology (for
recent discussions of materiality, new technology #&e creative process see
Jacucci and Wagner, 2007; Eales, 2005). Althougth snork has begun to
explore the situated, technologically-mediated reatf creativity, there are still
relatively few studies of creativity ‘in the wildjs opposed to more self reflective
approaches (e.g. Schneiderman, 2000) or the vestlire that seeks to model
creativity (c.f. Greene, 2001), particularly givéime broad application of the
concept across many domains.

Creativity is now a term that can be applied te,asciences, business and
design and there is a strong interest in develof@olgnologies which can enhance
creativity. Hence, in the world of ‘design’, theise increased interest in (and a
progressive convergence between) the design ofeisys of whatever kind and
design seen as a ‘creative’ activity. This move desurred as computer systems
seek to support ever more varied and complex #éesvin novel and innovative
ways. This convergence is arguably prompted bgatlthree distinct ‘moves’ in
design-related arenas such as CSCW. Firstly, ashave ‘moved out of the
control room’ (Hughes et al. 1994) then so haveeeegnised the heterogeneous
nature of skills and expertise in complex environtag where, for example,
systems need to support heterogeneous user censigs across organisational
boundaries, and hence the difficulty of representirem (see Ackermann et al,
2003) leading, inter alia, to the reconsideratibrcancepts such as ‘awareness’
(see Schmidt, 2002). Secondly, with the advent @bVZ.0 applications, some
part of the project at least has involved embeddipmbolic information into
computer systems in such a way that semantic irdtbom can become ‘machine
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readable’ and the handling of multi-media inforroatin such a way that it can be
tagged, taxonomised and indexed. Creativity anerofiocial activities, for all
sorts of users, are supported and ‘catalogued’kseabmic applications, for
instance, are now commonplace, and are evidenites bke Flickr and social
bookmarking sites like Delicious. Furthermore, YWeb 2.0 infrastructure allows
the creative ad hoc development of new applicatiftorsexample, through mash-
ups. Thirdly, CSCW itself has expanded into a ranfj@lomains that would
twenty years ago have been unthought-of, includingk on domestic life and on
public computing (e.g. in the realm of games ans) &f one kind or another.

These factors and others, we believe, have lednwething of a sea change
with respect to the recognition of creativity ins@g. This is reflected in attempts
to conceptualise ‘creativity’ in design (see HemmnBorthcoming) and to ‘scope’
design issues as heterogeneous and creative peecéésvertheless, this is not
without challenges of its own. New relationshipswaen designer and user may
be entailed, along with new problems of concepsiradi exactly who our users
might be and how they might be mobilised.

This is not to say, of course, that the use ofrieldgy in the creative process
is new for it evidently (for anyone familiar withe paintbrush) is not. Indeed, art
history has made various sporadic attempts to sitaled the relationship between
technology, mundane practices and creativity (seenktance, Baxandall, 1974;
Benjamin, 1982; Fischer, 1970), albeit to varyirifgae. What is relatively new,
however, is the use afollaborativetechnologiego support the creative process
in heterogeneous environments. Graphic designesangue, one such case. It is
commonly thought of as a creative profession: vblwes artistic abilities and is
engaged with producing designed-for-purpose pradudtich are realised on
various materials and media (for example, papéridaplastic and digital); the
work of designers interlinks with other organisaibprocesses, and involves the
deployment of heterogeneous knowledge and resquiodls technological and
otherwise, not to mention socially shared methau$ @ractices for using them,
including language and discourse. All of these amgplicated in creating,
understanding and evaluating a developing design.

Method and field site

Ethnography has played an influential role in CSOWhviding as it does
detailed insights into work (and other) practicése ethnomethodologically-
informed variety, employed in this study, has cstesitly identified and
emphasised the detailed explication of the ordin@nactical ways in which
people go about doing the things that they consamigelevant, important or
necessary in the context which they inhabit andipce. Such ethnographies have
progressively exposed the knowledgeable, artfulsawaywhich participants orient
to their work using and constituting that work thgb the use of technologies and
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other artefacts (see e.g. Button and Sharrock, ;1@oddwin, 1994; Whalen,

1995). Such work has sometimes been tightly couplgd design, sometimes
more evaluative and increasingly has stood as fmnmational resource about
practice. We would suggest that the latter instamce recommended by, for
instance, Dourish (2007), is peculiarly well-suitedproblems of the ‘creative’.

This is because (as pointed out by Randall etG)7® as we move out not only
from the control room but also out of the boundeghaisation, decisions about
who and what to study, and in what situations, bexaoncreasingly complex.

This third use might be considered as apoliticabfar as the aim is to explicate
practice rather than to directly influence desigke Dourish we would contend

that this form of ethnography is of specific relega to CSCW in situations
where we may have relatively little to go on - cgpiually and empirically - in

efforts to open the ‘black box’ of creativity, dainfolds in practice.

The graphic design company we studied - ‘Box Group’a small independent
start-up agency, incubated in a University, whipbaalises in packaging design.
Their work ranges from innovative packaging conaggsign for large UK retail
customers to more mundane packaging (and othephigraesign work for small
and medium businesses (SMBs). They have 4 full-temgployees (a creative
director, 2 graphic designers and an administratbig are all located in the same
small room, and 2 part-time designers. The creativector concentrates on
innovative packaging, sometimes in concert with piaet-time designers. The
full-time designers do the more run-of-the-mill dgswork for SMBs, doing both
the creative design (ideas and concepts) and thehaneal design (the final
accurate product). This ethnography was conducted two separate weeks a
few months apart. The study was observational adtihoc interviews conducted
from time to time to clarify or understand elemeotshe work. Several hours of
audio recordings were made each day. Some videalsasollected, as well as
photographs, many notes and various design matefibk material was analysed
from an ethnomethodological perspective (e.g. seelRll et al. 2007).

Social and methodical features of creativity

In this section, we examine how the design contbexh inspires and constrains
the design space and how the tools and technolegesle searching, comparing,
choosing and detailed editing work. The designar8ox Group work with a

range of technologies, applications and resouides.key technology for them is
Adobe lllustrator© where the detailed design isdoiced. Illustrator is very good
for producing graphical design elements but texd photographs can also be
brought in, assembled and manipulated in a numbemgs. The designers also
use Adobe Photoshop®© for the assembly and manipnlaf photographs. In

terms of other resources, the designers use varmoukne photograph and
graphics/icons libraries like Getty Images and fidmaries like Dafont, some are
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subscription and some are free. Customers may wgmacific fonts and logo
files to be used in their designs. They also ugéalicameras, scanners, printers
and traditional technologies like pens, pencilpgrascissors and glue.

In what follows we characterise some of the agésiinvolved in this kind of
design work. We are not, it should be stated, ssigggthat they take place in any
determined order, for as with many other forms afrky we see a variety of
iterations in play.

Assembling Resources

We have pointed to the way in which organisatistatlies have increasingly
recognised the heterogeneous nature of organisdtif® One aspect of this is,
the inter-organisational - a common feature of Whi ‘customer facing’ work.
An over-arching ‘scenic’ feature of creative desigark is that it is customer-
facing. Graphic designers draw a number of disonst about work for a
customer. Most importantly, they distinguish cortcégsign from ‘artwork’, or
mechanical design. In the first, their work is leqsproviding ‘concepts’, i.e.
more or less ‘accurately’ realized sketches of sgezpontaining the different
textual and graphical/pictorial elements. In theosel, they produce the finished
product to specification. This is about correctnasd detail, and may involve a
series of products over a range. It is time consgnand meticulous, and the
designers talk about it as the more humdrum parthef work. It is ‘small’
creativity to them as opposed to the freer ideakwothe earlier stage. However,
creativity also depends on the freedom of the pbthed will of the customer for
something ‘out-there’ and so forth. Some pieceswofk are restrictive and
require only an update, in a similar style, witm#ar fonts, colours etc. The
opportunity for creativity is low. Even so, whildte opportunity to be creative is
desired, being given a free reign (i.e. with a eosr unclear about what they
want) is not. Clear ideas from the customer arg waportant in shaping which
way to go.

Graphic designers, in other words, do not worknruaconstrained space, for
they are providing a service for a customer anidsadtep in a new design project
is to collect ideas, requirements and ‘parametéet’ allow them to circumscribe
the design space — to fix elements of the desigs;Twhen designers talk to a
potential customer they are engaged in the praafessnstructing the brief’ such
that the initial brief is made tractable. This @nd, in part, by assembling relevant
information. Indeed, designers suggest that a ldegggn space and freedom for
creativity can be a dangerous thing; it can stamtlgetting on with the design
and it can make it difficult to know if the customeill like what they have
produced (N = Neil designer, E = ethnographer):

1. N-—Well sometimes a free space can be even wexssuse sometimes its better with

parameters, it's easier with restriction...cos igeqs up the decision making process... it
means you can't go down that sort of route, yout@mdown blind alleys
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2. E - And even time can be a restriction?

3. N-ltis, because time is always money as weradlk.. and that always, in the back of
your mind...sometimes that's a good thing too becguosewon't pfaff around, you won't
sit with your feet up and stare out a window thmgkit'll come, it'll come

Designers’ orientation to various constraints, tre@msists in their knowledge

of and about a variety of relevant activities whietm and does include:

» The receipt from the customer of a written briefnge examples of current
products (the products themselves and the artvarrtheém), additional
information from interviews and telephone convacset. They may even try
out the products e.g. chocolate bars and sweets.

» The gathering of background research material.paekages and designs of
similar and contrasting products in the same gé¢iaeea.

» Knowledge of the ‘library’ or collection of matelsadistributed around the
office that they have collected and assembled neali@; designers like
picking up designs and other objects that appethlem, and they do it as part
of their work.

» Access to online resources such as libraries défomages and so on.

These collected artefacts get used as contexmngettid shaping devices when

the designers, often collaboratively, employ th&iowledge and skill in relation

to them when they develop and appraise their dssign

Determining Relevance

Of course, in principle any number of possible teses could be used, and in
some way they have to be selected. An exampleeofdhaborative work entailed
in this is provided below. Here, the job in handhie packaging re-design and re-
branding carried out for two specific brands of etge('mini mix and mini fruit
drop mix’). From the start we can see the collatreganature of design work as
one of the more experienced designers, Jim (Jayseinformation on the
products, the written brief and his conversatiorith \the customer’'s agent to a
less experienced colleague, Annie, (A) who willtde work:

1. J- ... So the thing they want to shout about iddbethat they are a ten calorie sweet ...
and the name of them ... I'll give you the brief aftards mini mix and mini fruit drop
mix

2. A -—They don't have any specification on fonts pything

3. J—No we've got complete, whatever we want — & desigr(reading) must advertise
the low calorie count, advertise no artificial ame and preservatives, present that product
as a more value looking brand than the current 8¥eepacket so it can't be that it looks
high value its got to look like a fun sweet ... bihé’s saying it has to look like a lower
value brand than that one you've got there thehltiuks like the cheapest brand you've
ever seen
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Figure 1: Old designs for the sweet packets  Figure 2: Annie’s new design

Jim begins by saying that thiing they want to shout abouéind lists two
things; thenameand the fact that they aten calorie sweetsThat suggests a
prominence for these two pieces of text on the gadknnie asks whether there is
a specification of fonts or anything else. Jim a@mstNo, we’ve got complete,
whatever we want-"This does not translate into we can do whateverlike,
rather a number of design constraints are cleaoked up in the description and
conversation. Jim goes on to read the brief whipkcsies further textual
requirements and a statement about the brand leweue looking brand’in
comparison with another company brand. What ‘vabeking’ might mean is
further elaborated when Jim picks up the packdthikabelieves suggests ‘higher
quality’ to the customer .. that looks like the cheapeéte., most extreme
‘value’) brand you've ever seer suggesting that the new design should not try
and look cheaper than what the customer thinks dfigher quality. Instead (see
turn 4 below), he suggests they should design songetomparative to another
popular UK brand -Celebrations— and different from another more expensive
brand —Thornton’s This type of comparison is a common feature sigiework
— since it is collaborative work the designs needbé articulated (whether
amongst the designers themselves or between thenceisand designer) yet the
design itself is a visual matter. So the designees comparisons such as these —
which might be thought of as product discoursen@lwith other ‘design speak’
to inspire and articulate designsThey can be considered as a form of
membership categorisation device [Sacks, 1995], leymy members’
knowledge of what particular product designs aramhéo convey, and serve as
starting points for design.

1 Thisis also a joke about customer taste.

2 Inspiration works in complex ways — it may be aticategorising’ the product with other productsniay
be general features, it may be just a detail, tw gethem, or a font ‘type’, a use of colours éfow
similarity and difference are to be realised fdrist product is creatively produced through design
activities and in relation to talk like this.
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Design Elicitation: The Product and the Range

As the conversation continues Jim suggests howieAshould proceed and
makes some suggestions: draw a bag shape, havedawvin it, try fonts and
brands, less photographs and more graphics:

4. J-Soignore it but don’t make it look like a piem brand ... make it look like a nice
cheery bag, of, ‘Celebrations’ or something likattsort of you know what | mean, it
doesn’t look like Thorntons but it doesn’t lookdikhat, on the table ... we will produce a
number of design concepts for both mixes and ptdesesomment, that’s all that we need
to do at the moment. So all you need to do is .agdhape and mess around with a
design, and you can have a window in it as | sathey always do have a window in it ...
now ... | bet that's the one that he thinks is higtiass brand at the moment that, it
doesn't have to look as premium as that so leswghaph’s and more, more graphics, but
all  want is, really free, ... just messing arounithvionts and brands and stuff like that...

Being product designers, the physical shape anérrabbf the packaging is
also subject to design, but is also used as aialisiiarting point, being roughly
determined by the nature of the product (size, shafc.). Interestingly, from
looking at the current packets (figure 1) Jim hddsrred that the customer thinks
that photography/pictures are indicative of ‘premiuand graphics of ‘value’,
through comparing and contrasting the packetseaoet differs amongst them.

It should be becoming clear that design does ngpérin a vacuum. The brief
circumscribes the space, to a greater or lesseneximake it look value or
premium, try graphics or photos, colours or thergspion given by the font may
be suggested (e.g. in an example below a ‘shoutyit fwas considered
appropriate). Jim guides Annie by suggesting whatgs to do, how to start off
(draw an outline, give prominence to X or Y), hawsicope things (make it like
product X and Y, not like product Z) and so for&il this provides scaffolding
for the creativity.

Knowing how to start designing for a client clednys a number of social and
methodical components. It involves drawing on comp supplied resources,
known about collections (e.g. on-line, in the dfficand specifically collected
resources (e.g. similar products in the supermparkigte designers pick out
important elements to focus on in the design, wdretiat is a message, an image,
a font or a mixture of elements. This often inve\&me reading between the
lines or translation of what the customer has as&edn the example above this
involved divining and translating the customer’'stioles of quality into more
concrete requirements. It involves thinking aboutere the product will be
placed, who it is aimed at, and in many cases lfi@sd¢ designers, making
comparisons in terms of products it is like and Iii@. They have fairly standard
procedures for beginning — often producing an patliand making visual
searches of font or image libraries. An elementreétivity is making the product
speak — it should project an image, say somethioyitaitself, at the same time
being harmonious, attractive and so on (see figuoe Annie’s redesign).
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As well as working within the context a singulapoguct and the customer’s
vision of it, many products are part of a range #slintroduces the constraint of
harmony across the range. The designers talk amwigaging ranges of products
all sitting together on a supermarket shelf — amuking good together. Given
their propensity to do this imaginative work astpair their day to day design
work — ‘it’s for little boys, in value shops, inlanch box etc.’ — it does not seem
like they are simply trotting out of a cliché andeoof the products they often
produce is a 2.xD illustration of a set of proddesigns. An impressive example
of this is that done for a range of Indian fooddarcts, curry pastes, flatbreads,
spice mixes etc. (see figure 3), set up like asnpeket shelf.

Of course, designers often design to some extehtaunotion of extensibility that
may be more or less defined and be more or leskciyporiented to in their
work (of course it may manifest itself, sometimegountunately, as a backward
compatibility that must be achieved — ‘oh no noetlell us we need to come up
with five more packets and colour schemes to gb thi¢ original’).

FigureQurry ‘range’ illustration

As we work through further fieldwork examples thaywn which the design
context both inspires and constrains the designbeifurther elaborated.

Specifying the Design: Finding, comparing, choosing

Designs are made up of a variety of elements plaageether in a harmonious way
to create some form of impression of, or messagmitalthe product. Current
technologies enable the designers to do large-smeches to collect together
possible elements of a design. They go throughoagss of discovery and trial
and error, collecting and comparing which leadsatohoice of elements from
which they can build up their design. A crucialreént of this is, unsurprisingly,
looking but as we shall see the different techniegnable different ways of
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looking. All the various elements that make up aigle are important — the
colours, the pictures, the fonts — and the desgymeay search for these
individually, but with an eye to how the whole puad will look.

In the next example, we will examine how the desigrgo about choosing the
fonts for a chocolate bar redesign (see figure d3irg websites to select possible
fonts and then graphic design tools to compare th&m with the previous
example, Jim first instructs Annie, who will do timtial redesigns.

1. J-Just do quite a few Bites he quite likes the calauas Jane says it quite looks like
Lion Bar you know

A —Yeah 100% yellow

J—Cheap and cheery like what (a) mars bar looks Viket lion bar looks like, it's going
to be just like a nice shout-y name for bites.

A —Does he want it fun like that cartoon-y type

J-Yeah, yeah , yeah

A — So he’s not looking for that traditional sweetgho

J— Nothing traditional, it's going to be going intieet pound shops, you buy a wrap, like
that, again it's going to be a pound, and the idgeu think — oh my god — | can get all of
those chocolate bars for the kids lunchbox or wheatehey're not going to call them
lunchbox packs, cos hehe they're not healthy fonahbox. Rather than buying a mars
bar that costs 37p ... but you know they'll all ség§, they'll say bites, bites, bites, like a
packet of breakaway or something like that

whn

No ok

Again in this brief, Jim makes comparisons withestfelated products, he also
talks about the colours, and the context of thelpcob presentation (where it will
be sold, how it will be presented, what its imagéoi be). From this discussion of
the brief, and the original product, we can seé¢ tha product name ‘Bites’ is
going to be a central element of the design. Tieatcivants a ‘shouty’ name (turn
3), Annie clarifies asking if the font is to be rffuand ‘cartoony’(4) and when
talking about the presentation Jim emphasisesshliges, bites’ as the product
will be packaged in sets of eight (he demonstrtesshere by holding up an 8
pack, but of plain white packaged bars).

Annie starts the design by tracing round the playgacket by hand. She then
adds some more lines to the drawing by hand to igimemore 3D effect and to
demarcate the panel for the brand name. She thaers ghis onto her computer
and uses this to-scale outline as the ‘canvasshésrdesign (interestingly this
mixing of paper and digital work has also been ol with more traditional
artists (Eales, 2005)). Next she sets about setptints. To do this she accesses
the Dafont website which has a wide range of difféfonts, each one illustrated
as name of the font spelled using the font. Theyaacollection of ‘amateur’ and
professionally designed fonts. Not all (especiaipateur’ designed) fonts have a
full alphabet of upper and lower case letters. Timay just have one alphabet of
either, or a mix of the two. They vary in qualifyhey can often be used for free or
for only a very small charge. Tools such as Therhdt enable this wide-scale
sharing of designs — anyone can create fonts akd tham available for others to
use — for free or a fee. This gives designers ahmnider choice of elements.
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Annie searches by looking in various libraries.tle website the fonts are
organised according to broad categories (e.g. $antéechno, gothigdgand sub
genres (fantasie has cartoon, comic, groovy). Withntasie and in various sub-
genres Annie rapidly scans through series of fodgsing on different examples
and for certain ones she opens up their alphabateugh looking and thinking
Annie produces a palette of around 10 fonts. Sle@ tpells out ‘bites’ in a
number of the promising fonts on the packet ouslifeee figure 5). Selection of
the font is a matter of trying out the brand name ivariety of fonts and seeing
how it looks. Later on the ethnographer asks Aabieut her work:

1. E - So, Annie, when you're choosing like a fontatvimakes it like the right font? Is it
partly to do with, the word, and the packet?

2. A —Ithink for me when I'm looking at it, | donknow if it's a combination of who the
market is, and, how you feel when you look at @llse like, for example, | really like that
B, there but everything else being in capitals justs it... | think laying them out like this
and you can see them all on the packet, allowdgdind of sit back and go actually
which ones do | like and you choose from them makibee

3. J-That that's great example of how fonts look studf on, some of the different things
you're getting off those is mad, the fact that ¢ine at the top, right, doesn’t even look like
it says bites even to me, It looks like it says-te=s or something like that

4. N —It's French for bites

g Y

Figure 4: Old ‘bites’ designs Figure 5: New ‘bites’ fonts being tried out

Annie begins (turn 2) in response to the questicawihg on a notion of
market appropriateness before focusing on ‘howfgeliwhen you look at it’. A
notion of ‘market’ drove an initial focus on ‘shgutand ‘cartoony’ fonts,
however, much of this work seems to be about lapkind trying out and seeing
what you think. On-screen comparison allows thegiess to evaluate the fonts.
Annie firstly draws attention to the second frorp tmar on the left, and states how
she likes the ‘b’ but everything else being in ‘itals’ causes a problem. In the
photograph pictured the ‘b’ is now also a capigdidr, but this is only because it

3 Itis a French website — i.e. fantasy, technohigo
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has now been ‘paint-shoppédhto one by Annie, since there was no capital ‘b’
in the font alphabet. Hence, with the original eéhevas a fairly obvious lack
harmony between the letters, for this name andymtoalt least. Jim chimes in, in
agreement and then draws attention to a problerseks with another bar, top
right — it does not look like it says bites butésiess’. For him, the ‘t’ sticking up
breaks up the flow of the word. This brings in tieion (commonly discussed by
designers) that a good font looks good and visusidlys’ the word and the brand
nicely. Jim then continues (see below) to suggestpheference — second top,
right hand side — it is the right kind of font, thfat market, and again he draws
comparisonsBoostand Sainsburyshomemade. In this turn he also discounts the
font below it for a lack of consistency (harmony)etter size.

5. J-The one below it, is really, of that market, itslly perfect as something that you'd
expect to see, you know like as a Boost or somgtlie that...the one below that, it's
quite a nice font, but it will never work witBitesbecause youg and yours are massive
compared to your what look like a lower césiet... it (back to the one above) looks like a
Sainsburys, homemade, chocolate biscuit bar yowktaesn't it really, it's just got that
rounded, sort of regular, it's quite normal

6. A —It's chocolaty

7. J—The one that's, the really fancy one that's undath the one you said you liked the
on, on the left hand side that's doing somethingriather way, that's saying bites to me,
BITES as a like a fierce word

8. A —For boys, yeah, little boys

9. J-It's quite quirky, it's quite doing it, yeah, itsaying the word bites without it just
spelling the word bites, its got a bit of a crutaelit ain't it

Annie agrees with the favourable assessment oft fiigind second top —
making a comparison with the product substancdf,it#&s chocolaty’. Jim then
goes on to evaluate left side, second from bottoindees something different,
‘BITES as a fierce word’. Annie suggests this makas®mething for ‘little boys’,
and Jim continues that it spells bites in a ‘quiskgly with a ‘crunch to it'.

Just as the designers might be considered to cagaadette for the fonts, they
also more conventionally create palettes for capaithough they use it in a
different way. In this next example, we examine lthwing a redesign for a range
of puddings, Just Puds, the designer, Neil, createb uses a colour palette.
Furthermore, we are given an explanation of hovieddht colours can represent
different types of products in design. Applicatidile lllustrator come with a
wide range of custom palettes (which can conta#¥»@®armonious colours and
shades) and palettes are also available for vielloanlownload from the Internet
(e.g. see COLOURIovers.com for palettes that mawlall the traditional ‘rules’
of harmony). In this case Neil selects a coloueftalfrom the lllustrator library
and from it sub selects a set of colours for histpa

4 The Internet allows Annie to rapidly access adacgllection of interesting, non standard fontsolbel
lllustrator© facilitates her alteration of a bageneent in that it allows close-up fine detailed wan
which the letter may be altered in a way that seseasnless. Clearly her artistic abilities — drawing
and aesthetic appreciation — also enable her thigo
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1. N - Butto start to get there we'd like to evolga they like the matt finish and everything
it's just lack of, it won’t be highly laminated kkthey are. Errm not important at this stage
apart from thinking about how the colours will loaithout a sheen on them. And the
luxury feel of the packaging, they don’t want tregldstuff because it's a bit too luxurious
possibly, they prefer the brighter colours. So fithiat step | thought it would be a good
idea to choose a colour palette

2. E —Yeah this is what | was looking at you had lefpayeah

3. N - Cos it sounds like they want to do it as a earigey’ve already got a range, they want
to fit in with that (shows me current product ranged take their product

4. E -Isthat their current ...?

5. N -—That's their current list of products and Ijust got sort of some colours that are
fairly near but probably a bit richer

The notion of the range is clearly important in W&y that designers do their
design. As Neil produces the re-designs for JudsHsee figure 6) it is clear that
he has a palette of colours (turn 2 above, antleisin figure 6 as a set of colour
swatches close to the designs, which are taken &austom palette open on the
right hand side of the screen). Neil has pickedlatte in reference to the current
colours of the Pud boxes but ‘richer’, ‘deeper’.efbis was also clearly about
correspondence to the flavours of the dessertoeathite, ginger, caramel, toffee,
lemon, plum — so yellows, browns, oranges, redsplps. Neil is seeking an
appropriateness of colours that work in varioussvagppropriate to the flavours,
generally in keeping with the colour categoriesoasrthe range for the old
designs, appropriate to the customer’s wishes réva direction and, finally and
crucially, appropriate to each other (harmonious).

Watching Neil doing this task, it is apparent hogvlduilds up from one box —
an assembly of background, text, and picture -ntuheer. With the first design,
the selection of colours, font and photograph deresulting internal harmony
between these elements is the primary focus. Adebggns further boxes, one-by-
one, Neil then evaluates not only the internal lnynof elements but the
harmony across the boxes. He re-adjusts coloutsdhmther aspects of layout),
doing new versions and so forth. Work on whatevex s next, invariably
becomes work on the whole collection. For examiple top three on the left are 3
versions of the same pudding, produced first thégrea twice in response to
unfolding constraints produced by subsequent pggdinlarmony across a range
produces a series of constraints that are bothnialteo the individual item and
across the products in the range. They are detitasgia set of local adjustments,
and luckily it is not as if there is a single sadat rather, a solution is arrived at
through trying, looking and adjusting.

The ‘bright’ colours of the customers request aa@dlated into ‘rich’ colours
in the design, showing how the brief helps shagedisign space but does not
dictate it exhaustively. In the extract below, Neidiscussing these colours with
the ethnographer and we can see how languagedsaseticulate the design — to
elaborate what the design is ‘saying’.
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Figure 6: Harmony in the Just Puds range  Figure 7: Highland Cow toffee picure

1. N-Things like that. This is, this is, | shouldagine that they're not cheap... and they

want it to be seen as a luxury treat...a real luxodylgence... so the colours can’t be that

bright, | think what they mean by the bright cosuhey probably mean rich as well

E - Yeah

N — Not just bright, there needs to be a rich trighs to it so if it's a red it's going to be a

deep

E - Yeah

N — Luxurious

E - Yeah

N — Or a_crimsomather than a red

E - Yeah

N — (showing the red) That's you could go red

0. E-Yeah

1. N - Or you could go red and mean it...you know whatehn... richer erm, which if you
go and choose a rich colour you're immediately axphg the product because the
products meant to be rich, as well...you probablyehavbe rich to afford it, as well but...
but that's what they’re trying to put across, theytying to say. | mean they're saying
here they want it to be seen, as a ‘aimed mora apaarket delicatessen, Harrods, Fresh
and Wild, rather than bigger supermarkets, soghaliat I'm trying to, really, attain

wn

RBOX~NoO O A

Neil, as we have seen before, scopes where theugtredll go — ‘Harrods’,
‘Fresh and Wild’ (turn 11) its niche - the ‘luxury’ end of the matk— and,
therefore, that it should have ‘rich colours’. Téés repetition and the choice of
particular descriptors (luxurious, rich coloura)dahe contrasts of what they are
not. Neil builds up, turn on turn, a ‘vision’ ofdlproduct in relation to the red
colour on screen; ‘deep, luxurious, crimson rathan red, you could go red, or
you could go red and mean it’. It may be somewliat moot point whether this
red is inherently and unequivocally deep and lwusibut the rhythmic qualities
of the delivery, the emphasis on the three wordsthe comparison to ‘normal,
average, red’ together serve to encourage the viemagree with the description
being offered. It certainly has features of a ‘saléch’ in its efforts to convince!

In the example below (continuing the previous) \aa see how the designers
apply their design knowledge in making creativeislens as Neil defines how
certain colours go with certain products.
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12. N — Just trying to, because they are on about mand be upmarket, they want bright colours
but for a bright colour to be upmarket it can’tdbgarish, cheap looking colour

13. E — Um hum, and you mentioned the matt finish dt we

14. N - Yeah

15. E — What would take a matt finish well

16. N — Um we want, the thing is with bright coloursuiee got to be very careful not to make it
look like, em, confectionery, children’s... or dapgoducts, | mean a lot of dairy products are
brightly coloured...soft drinks... juices

Neil suggests that there are very particular cairds in finding a bright but
upmarket colour — there is a danger of it lookiagigh and cheap. Bright colours
are more often associated with children’s (fooda)ry product8 and soft drinks.
We saw above that bright, in this case, becomes, ‘Muxurious and crimson’
meaning a deeper darker red. Indeed, throughouwf #le examples discussed so
far we can see designers employing a ‘grammar’kenaviedge of design. Some
of this is more straightforward such as the assiotiaof types of food to
particular colours — which is fairly closely foll@d in the case of the Bites Bars
and Just Puds. Chocolate is associated with brgmwgerbread with orange,
strawberry with red, caramel with yellowy-brown arslightly more unusually,
coconut with blue (although not for those familisith ‘Bounty’). Of course,
while individual products ‘suggest’ certain apptiage colour categories, finding
the right shade of green, for example, is seemusat.

Another interesting feature of design is the waywihich search proceeds.
Commonly search is vague and the act of searchsngbiout looking for
inspiration, rather than retrieving something yaww is there, although it is
guided in some way — in part by the constraintthefdesign ideas, as the Bites
font search was. Another interesting feature ofcdess that various possibilities
are selected and often the designer does not krfwehvpicture etc. will be used
until further work, talk etc. has been undertaken.another example, shown
above (figure 7), the designer was re-designingebdrr toffees, fudge etc. and
following on from the company logo thought thatedement of the box should be
a highland cow: but in what way? An extensive deaof graphics and
photographs was undertaken with a number beingtseleand tried in various
combinations with other elements of the design. fitie photograph selected is a
mixture of two — one of the highland cow; the otleérthe mountains in the
background. Blending the two photographs togethieh shat they look as one
requires a lot of detailed skilful work. As well dsing the Photoshop work for
aesthetic reasons, putting together and alterirgjoginaphs from large on-line
collections like this allows the designers to ceeatunique brand specific image
much cheaper than it would cost to get a bespok&opghken by a professional.

S |f you look at milk bottles, yoghurt cartons eteey very commonly have bright basic colours — gjueds,
greens, yellows - certain ‘looks’ and colour chgiege favoured by different types of products.
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Constructing the Design: Editing

Looking (cf. Coulter, 1990) is not a single orddr aztivity. It is crucial for
appreciation and editing. It is motivated to doiddferent things and it is
conspicuously different in form. The designers rdgadesign from further away,
inspect details closer up, both by looking closetapheir screen and enlarging
(e.g. a letter) massively. They gain comparison padspective by looking at
designs together, on different formats, in différgghts and obviously by sharing
them and discussing them. Some of these ‘lookiags’just on-goindhinking
about (as a perspicuous visual activity, mundanely ified) or assessing the
design. Some are more obviously to do particulexgthlike the close up work to
turn the ‘b’ into a capital, which requires fineagred blending using a painting
programme at something like a pixel level, butrie® capital letter also needs to
be looked at further away to judge it from somespective. There often is a to-
ing and fro-ing between different views and diffarélookings’ — something
should look good ‘from all sides’.

Another feature of designer expertise is theprapiation of harmony and their
understanding that harmony (amongst constituertspaan only be ‘accurately’
judged when viewing the assembled product. Thigss a theoretical position,
than an inherently practical one, and it is cleatlgmonstrated in the way
designers work. Just as we saw with Bites and Buds, definitive decisions on
many features of the design are delayed. Desigeeid to keep some options
open. Early in design a number of parallel choi¢eg. of fonts etc.) are
investigated and compared. The tools support tresabling designers to mock
up, and change rapidly, products and ranges, seewghe colours and fonts will
look within a product and between products. Designgradually build up
different elements in a layer-like fashion (outliient, then colour is common,
but it depends on the product as graphics or phapdg may be crucial
elements). During these steps there is some matid® but also elements and
ideas are discarded. It is clear that an elemeoh @s a font or colour or
photograph that at one point may have been a faeowill be rejected later on
because it does not work with other elements, @ssta previous rejected or
ignored possibility may make the final project. Tioels — both the web based
libraries and the design technologies themselveh si8 Paintshop support this
‘massive experimentation’ — enabling designersktmghrough a whole range of
different elements to use as starting points, amtkrup designs and ranges
relatively easily, particularly just through vemisaving, copy and paste and
various specific tools like palettes.

Harmony can only be assessed in an assembled prardiachieving harmony
in a product often means adjusting the internaineles, or across the range.
Using palettes enables some prejudging of thigliraace, but does not preclude
needing to try out the colours etc. and making @mgnts based on the actual
designs. As the design progresses, the designersthesn add in the other
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elements, make small alterations or major changgsy and paste and adjust the
elements to suit the next package in the rangesarah.

Discussion: Technology, practice, talk and crestivi

We have endeavoured to show how ‘creativity’ can upelerstood in quite
mundane ways as arising out of the mundane tecticaldy-supported
collaborative practices that go into creating pgoka designs. Nevertheless, we
are not trying to suggest that is ‘all there gt the practices we describe above
are visibly and accountably ‘artful’. The work &yen so, methodical, in that it is
carried out according to known and shared pattefnactivity, practices and
resources. It has a ‘loose’ iterative workflow eatie outline, create palettes, mix
and match and so on and it is tightly coupled Wstipported by and shaped by)
the technologies they use. Search libraries enahfsd, widespread and
opportunist discovery of design elements: imagestsf even colours. Once they
have chosen elements they can import them into thesign tools and easily
experiment with combinations, alterations and soAlthough we have said that
the tools support this kind of work well, this doest mean it is not painstaking —
designers spend time getting the effect just rigiiether it is an individual letter
(cf. the B of bites), an image (cf. the highlandvi@r an assembly of parts or of
the range. The tools help to enable searching, adng zooming in and out,
editing, creating palettes, discovery, emergergot$f and so on. The designers
can try things out, see the whole range, and sdba.projects and the artefacts
they create — at all stages, from looking throutgnaties to almost finished
designs — form the basis of their cooperative wditkey are available for the
other designers to oversee, they become objectiifonssion — the comparison is
often done cooperatively- they are ‘worked up’ tigb talk into being closer or
further away from what the customer wants, from wtha product should say and
SO on.

One reading of this elucidation of some of the aloehd methodical aspects of
creative and aesthetic work would be that it hasviged an understanding of
creativity that opens the ‘black box’. That is tivis context we see quite ordinary
and routine features presented as part of theiweeptocess. Some of these
features are ‘scenic’, insofar as they constitutbaakground orientation that
informs a large part of the work. In this case, thain scenic feature is the
customer, who is present in various ways - in cpticas of the ‘brief’, the
‘market’, the ‘range’, the ‘brand’ and so on. Othewe can quite clearly identify
as a series of easily understandable practicalitees — decisions on how to
proceed draw on resources and knowledge that ootento a design make
logical sense. We see how elements of customemptednd requirements are
seized upon to scaffold the design and make dessabout which way to
proceed. Other products similar and different ai@ght into play to delineate
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and shape the design space. Developing designsoargared and contrasted to
see their fit with the requirements. Reasons faidieg to proceed in one way or
another, or valuing one design over another ateettound within the process, in
the talk of the practitioners, and can be provideddily after-the-fact, athe
sensible way to proceed. Assembled in some waysties we have outlined
above are more or less necessary elements to fignderocess in this context.
But they are evidently not sufficient, for if theyere it would make no sense to
speak of creativity in the first place.

Our point (again) is that these assembliesdfal- they involve the deployment
of shared knowledge, resources and histories tbastitute the practices of
assembly, elicitation, specification and constarctoutlined above. Creativity
and aesthetic judgments are not especially mysigriothey are manifested in
knowing which type of resources to marshal to sddfthe design, how to pick
out of the possibilities they provoke, how to asséle on-going design,
understanding why one thing ‘works’ and anothersdoet and making the ‘good’
choice. Whatever it is that originally ‘sparks’ atevity, designers willy-nilly have
the everyday knowledge of how to proceed at giventp in the design process,
what sorts of things to do, what customers ‘likis’tinay be looking for, and so
forth. One last element we should make explicih&t the aesthetic skills entailed
are evidently ‘talkaboutable’ (cf. Turner, 1969)a- critical feature of this
collaborative design work. ‘Talkaboutability’ py special role in this process,
implicated as it is in the work of brainstormingyedting, and choosing. It assists
in providing depth to the evaluations: something‘a the market’, or it's
‘shouty’, or ‘quirky’ or got a ‘crunch to it’, orfor boys’, or ‘chocolaty’, or says
‘bee-tess’. In this kind of talk we witness an @dtion of what is seen, an
explanation (e.g. of why something ‘works’ or nat,an invitation for the viewer
to see the product as such, in terms of who woaldtea sound, a texture, a style
— in other words some greater context within whizlview the object, or that it
can be related to. The comparisons are relevatgrims of other elements of the
experience of it e.g. as a food product (‘sensudliytexture; crunch, chocolaty)
for a potential audience, referencing a style {gyishouty). This talk performs a
vital role in sorting out what a design ‘says’, g what designs are most liked
and reaching an articulated agreement. It is ingmorto recognise that the
articulation performs an important role in terms gsifaring a preference, of
emphasising it. The collaborative ‘looking, art@tibn and discussing’ element is
very important in sharing an idea or an understajdand it also serves as an on-
going assessment of ideas. To return to Wittgemsta@s quoted at the start)
graphic design is a ‘form of life’ within which aéetic talk is abundant. The
specific meaning of the words chosen is not inleserd objective, without
context, but is to be located in their ‘gesturdésoin complex sets of activities’.
They are understandable as purposeful ‘moves’ énaittivities of creating and
evaluating design. Furthermore, the activity reddteavily to later ‘presentation
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activities’ — talking about designs is a key skifl graphic designers when they
present to clients. In those situations the conmmdescription of what the client
is seeing, what the design suggests and why itiféscompany-product is very
important to the ‘pitch’. This discourse is builp @nd refined throughout the
design process, such that it provides a strong bassthe polished presentation to
the client at the end of the process iteration. maegative of what a product is
about, who it speaks to, what it says etc. is huglin the trajectory of the design
process, often through several iterations that teriéad towards a refinement.

There is, as stated earlier, some kind of ‘gramrmoé design (what things
customarily mean and how they go together) andckstoesources of design
knowledge. Designers draw on both in making deslgrices about what kind of
font, colour, overall ‘look and style’ would fit fa certain type of product aimed
at a certain type of market. Their discourse iscpueted with descriptions of
what is ‘expected’, ‘bang on’ or ‘reasonable’ imrnbs of the elements of the
products they are designing. According to theaofedesign these might be called
the ‘cultural referents’ of those elements and ¢hdssigns (i.e. they visually
‘name check’ other things in a culture that conttinse elements). Another
interesting feature of this is the notion of fashiand its complexity and self-
referential character. Hence, whether a produstigant to be ‘retro’ or ‘classic’,
or ‘premium’ or ‘innovative and ground-breaking’ malue’ will have profound
implications on how the grammar and knowledge kélldrawn upon.

In sum, this paper has been concerned with mundapects of creativity. It
sees the creative process in graphic design ag beutually constituted in
orientation to certain ‘scenic’ features which partto customers and markets; in
certain kinds of visible ‘orderings’ which are done artful ways using
technological resources, and in the talk which toss the ‘cultural referents’
visible in their work. Lest it be thought that teematters are entirely local to
graphic design, we should perhaps remind oursellvat art history and the
sociology of art produce similar (if occasionalmiaders about the fine arts.
Clement Greenburg’'s (1992) work on modernism wagy vauch about how
language (written text and talk) about art transf®rthe art. Howard Becker
(1982) showed very persuasively how art productvas bound up in a variety of
collaborative market practices. We would anticipate some features of graphic
design are common to other areas of creativity. ol be quite different. If
problems of similarity and difference charactenisech of the conceptual work
done in CSCW, however, then hopefully this papewrides an initial springboard
for the analysis of the visible aspects of theatne’
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