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Abstract

  Is there possibly a way design can make us reflect upon 
  and acknowledge multiple realities?

   Our perceptions are so individually rooted that we can 
  practically say that we experience multiple realities. 
  Depending on which senses we use and what previous 
  experiences we have, we explore our physical world in 
  such a way that one could say that it’s a reality of it’s own.
   By exposing ourselves to multiple realities we not only 
  learn more, we also diminish our generalisations within 
  that field. 
  
  Through the objects presented in the project, I question
  how aesthetics and functionality can stimulate new 
  views and experiences, opening up how we perceive 
  the world in different ways. Thus giving us different 
  associations of what objects come to mean to each and 
  everyone - our subjective reality.

  The project resulted in three proposals which are related 
  to the private home, but has been given a costume of 
  ambiguity to connect with viewers and users on a more
  individual plane.
   Who do you see in the mirror? Is it a table, or is it 
  actually an instrument? Does our previous experiences 
  reveal in how we interact with objects?
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Points of departure

Why
When I sense a prejudice within me, I try to ask myself why do I feel that way? Have 
I made generalising assumptions based upon my insufficient knowledge, or have I 
perhaps been influenced by someone else’s prejudices? Either way I believe that by 
exposing ourselves to multiple realities we not only learn more, we also diminish our 
generalisations within that field.
 

“The fact that prejudice often occurs automatically doesn’t mean
we can’t find ways of overcoming its negative effects. For

example, there is evidence that when people are made aware of
their automatic prejudices, they can self-correct. And when we

are encouraged to take the perspective of an outsider, it reduces
our automatic prejudice towards that person’s group.”

Grewal, 2011

Aim
What I hope to achieve is to stimulate new views and experiences, thereby broaden the 
understanding of our perception and the reality we so often take for granted. With new 
views and experiences I hope to diminish generalisations and let my designs initiate 
conversations on how we perceive and experience our reality.

Inspiration
Since my bachelor degree on sense-to-sense interpretations, I have considered our 
perception to be not only essential to our understanding of the world, but also 
extremely fascinating. When I for the first time read a passage from Marcel Proust’s 
In search of lost time I was struck by his interesting observations of everyday life. The 
author also made it clear to me how strong the link between memories and perception 
is (Proust, 1993 p.54). It was that connection between perception and memories or 
experiences that became my way of exploring the concept of multiple realities.

For whom
As a furniture and product designer I have the possibility to reach people by the 
aesthetics of the objects I create. In this project I have been working with aesthetics 
and functions in my designs, to stimulate the users with a sense of “newness” 
(Markussen, 2013 p.41), insights on perception and the different ways of experiencing 
the world.
 My proposals are related to the private home but I see the arena of the spring 
exhibition as a good venue for observing interactions with the proposals as well as 
discussing them and the different realities they evoke. By focusing on the exhibition as 
a target instead of the commercial market, I can work with the aesthetics in ways that 
strengthen the connection to the concept, in opposite to for example taking 
commercial interests in to consideration.
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Clarifications
Affordance
The psychologist James J. Gibson invented the term ”affordance” in his book The 
Ecological Approach to Visual Perception to explain his theory that we perceive the 
environment in terms of it’s possibilities for action. Don Norman applied this concept in 
his book The Design of Everyday Things in which he discuss how “perceived 
affordances” cause us to respond intuitively to features of objects and environments 
(Fulton Suri, 2005 p.170). I have decided to use this term since it’s in line with the 
concept of my third proposal. I use it in connection to Stuart Hall’s theory of 
representation (see p.8). I mean that we perceive these affordances and what these 
objects mean to us through our previous perceptions and experiences.

Experiences
During this degree work I shifted from talking about memories to start talking about 
experiences, since it’s more connected to doing and is quite often subconscious. 
Since experiences is a form of memory I feel that it is more accurate to use that word.

Generalisations
Generalisations is a part of our perceptual system, which is essential for us to 
understand our perceptual input, where it serves the function as a kind of filter, to 
avoid a sensory overload and shorten the time of understanding the sensory input. 
Easily put, the brain retrieves information from our memory of similar experiences to 
complete the sensory input and ease the understanding of the current situation 
(Chekov, 2017).
 But I also use the word when talking about social contexts and how generalisations 
can develop into prejudices. In those cases our brain takes short cuts to a prejudice, 
instead of looking into what it actually is. This is covered in the Introduction.

Haptic
I use the word haptic in different forms in this project, when I do that I refer to the 
sense of touch and how we physically interact with objects.

Reality
When I talk about reality or different realities, I refer to the individual experiences that 
each of us have. I can agree that there are shared truths in life, as we share one 
physical world, but as I see it that don’t conflict the idea of multiple realities. The yoga 
master B.K.S. Iyengar said: “There is only one reality, but there are many ways that 
reality can be interpreted.” (Iyengar, 2005). However, I prefer to see it as each person 
interpret the physical world into their reality.

How I work
I am a designer with a practice ranging from tableware to furniture, spatial projects 
and sometimes even architecture, but I work mainly with objects in the private home 
and their possibilities. I try to use as few electronic techniques in my designs as 
possible, because I want the user to understand how the design works and trigger 
thoughts and sensations with the simplicity of the objects and their aesthetics. 
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Research

When I started looking into memory and perception I had an loosely based idea on how 
we perceive the world. That idea was that when we look at an object, the majority of 
what we see is the preconception of what we think we see and that our previous 
experiences colour our perception.
 In my research phase I took a closer look into perception and memory and how they 
are linked. The first evidence I found pointing in that direction was an article from The 
Guardian, written by Mo Costandi where he points out the discrepancy between what 
we actually see and what we perceive. But also how our visual perception can become 
contaminated by other sensory input or previous experiences.

“Optical illusions clearly demonstrate that the brain does 
not always interpret sensory information correctly, by 

producing a discrepancy between what we see and and how 
we perceive.

These discrepancies usually occur because the visual 
information is incomplete and the brain has to fill in the gaps. 
But our perceptions can be influenced by many factors, even 

under normal circumstances - we know, for example, that how 
we feel affects what we see, and that music affects how we 

perceive facial expressions.”

Costandi, 2011

The most striking and clearest explanation I discovered was in a documentary by David 
Eagleman called The Brain With David Eagleman. Where he describes the concept of 
“The Internal model”, which is based on the theory that what we experience is not really 
what is out there, instead he calls it a beautifully rendered simulation. He shows a 
hollow mask of Einstein’s face, spinning from a thread. Which seems to stick out even 
when it is facing the other way.

“What you are seeing is your internal model. Not the raw information 
coming in from your eyes. Your internal model is built on a lifetime of 

experience with faces that stick out. When you are confronted with one 
that’s hollow, your model simply sees what it expects to see.”

Eagleman, 2015

As I mentioned earlier, generalisation is essential for our way of understanding our 
perceptual input. However, I also think it is essential for us to know about it and 
understand that our reality not necessarily resembles someone else’s. I got to learn 
how we break down visual input into a comprehensible situation in Kevin Chekov Kolbe 
Paul Feeney’s essay The Great Generalisation Machine (Chekov, 2013). 
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He describes that first we see coloured dots, dots becomes lines, lines becomes 
shapes, shapes becomes objects, objects become scenes and finally scenes becomes 
an understandable situation. The generalisation process helps us understand but it 
also gives us preconceptions which could lead to prejudice.
 I have also read the book The Man Who Mistook His Wife for a Hat by Oliver Sacks, 
where Sacks writes about his encounters as a neurologist. In the title chapter he meets 
doctor P., a man who appears to function well, has a job and can conversate well, but 
suffers from visual agnosia. Which means, if we use Chekov’s ideas on generalisation, 
that doctor P’s perception of visual input stops at the shape stage, after which he is in 
need of other sensory input. Which led him to try to put his wife on his head believing it 
was his hat.

Memories and perception
As I mentioned in the introduction, the link between perception and memories is strong 
and I would like to add inseparable. Our past experiences affects our current 
perception of the world. Our memories makes us into the persons we are right now, 
without them we become someone else, or as Luis Buñuel put it:

“You have to begin to lose your memory, if only in bits and 
pieces, to realize that memory is what makes our lives. Life without 
memory is no life at all…. Our memory is our coherence, our reason, 

our feeling, even our action. Without it, we are nothing….”

Luis Buñuel
(Sacks, 2007)

Cross-referencing
The input that comes in through our eyes only means something if we can cross-
reference it. For example when babies reach out to touch what’s in front of them, they 
are not just learning what an object feels like - they are learning how to see 
(Eagleman, 2015). Cross-referencing is more important than what I first anticipated. 
William Molyneux posed a thought experiment in late 1600’s. This thought experiment 
is referred to as Molyneux’s problem and is phrased: “if a man born blind can feel the 
differences between shapes such as spheres and cubes, could he similarly distinguish 
those objects by sight if given the ability to see?” To which Molyneux answered that the 
sensory experiences have been attained without comparison in this case and 
therefore their references become foreign to each other (Molyneux’s problem, 2017).
 Molyneux’s problem have recently showed to have some truth to it, because of 
advancements in eye surgery, the problem can finally be put to test. For an example, 
Mike May lost his sight when he was 3,5 years old and he regained his sight through 
surgery after over 40 years of blindness. He did not only had trouble understanding 
simple spatial information, he couldn’t even recognise his sons by only seeing them 
(Eagleman, 2015).
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“This cross-referencing doesn’t stop when we are fully grown, it 
continues throughout our lives. What we touch influences how we 
see. Taste is affected by our sense of smell. Our sight informs how 
we hear. Our senses depend on each other and our reality is built 

by comparing these streams of data. When they are woven
together we get our perception of this moment.”

Eagleman, 2015

Unconscious inference
The spatial recognition problems Mike May had was due to the fact that the visual 
input had no referential meaning to him. This is what’s called unconscious inference 
and is something we learn through experience (Hatfield, 2002). For an adult this are 
things we take for granted, such as a ball becoming smaller is moving away from you or 
that the speed in which an object falls to the ground indicates how heavy it is. 

Research into practise
While working with this research and how to turn it into practice I thought about the 
understanding  and meaning of objects. Because quite early on in the project I 
realised that I would create objects that had some sort of ambiguity to them. A play on 
preconceptions which trigger something when interacting with the object. It would not 
be interesting enough to create a beautiful object with an illusion to it. I would need to 
find a second use or side into that object to connect to the user in a stronger way. I read 
the chapter Theories of representation by Stuart Hall where he points out that from a 
constructionist point of view things don’t mean - we construct meaning, by using 
representational systems, concepts and signs (Hall, 2013 p.25). This became an 
important cornerstone in my project because it means that every person comes with 
their own experiences and they will interpret my objects in different ways - the objects 
will open up different realities to each user or viewer.

RESEARCH    8



Design process

Sensory workshop
Quite early on in my project I held a clay-creative workshop with three participants. In 
the first part they got to look at an abstract shape for 10 seconds, then they had five 
minutes to imitate that shape. In the next part they got to drink a glass of grapefruit 
juice with their eyes closed and imitate the flavour in an abstract shape. In the third 
part they got to listen to a bassy sound and interpret it into a physical shape (see fig. 1). 
In the final part, they were to recreate the first shape from their memory (see fig. 2).

Fig. 1 Participant is interpreting a  Fig. 2 Assembly of the four parts of the workshop, 
bassy sound.     closest 10 seconds imitation, then taste, then audio and  
      in the back the recreation from their memory.

My idea with this workshop was to see whether I could influence their memory with 
other sensory stimuli. I had an idea that the bitter taste and the bassy sound might 
evoke more volume to their shapes in the last part. That idea did not work, so first I was 
a bit disappointed, but when I analysed it later I saw that the participants had in the 
final part recreated how they did in the first part, not accessing their visual memory of 
the original, rather their haptic memory of how they built it the first time. What’s even 
more interesting is that they recreated in a generalising way. They remembered how 
many parts the object consisted of but not how they looked like, they remembered that

   
   Fig. 3 Proportions and the composition were distorted in 
   the 20 min between the first (left one) and last part (right one).
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they perceived the original to have an S-shape, two horns or a 90 degree angle, but the 
proportions were way off (see fig. 3). Which suggests that it was more important to 
recognise the category or semantics of the object rather than how it actually looked 
like. This is the opposite to a photographic memory where the composition and relation 
is prioritised. This was something practical that I could connect with what I’ve read in 
my research.

Ideas & Tests

Projecting shadows
Inspired by the Einstein mask mentioned 
earlier, I started to think about whether there 
are any other universal visual hints that I can 
use. Which gave me the idea to do a test to see 
whether if I projected a shadow onto a 
surface that sticks up, could possibly that
shadow fool the eye in believing it is a hollow?
 I created a cylinder shaped lamp with a
bar crossing the centre, thus casting a shadow
across the centre of the light beam (see fig. 4).
Underneath the lamp I placed a disc which had 
a crease across the centre. I chose a matte
black colour to eliminate any other shadows 
that might guide the eye. The problem with
this test was that it was not clear enough and
it depended on so many factors to work  out,   Fig. 4 Does the crease stick up or down? 

plus I did not find any good use for it.   
       

Fig. 5 What weigh most, the ball of yarn or the flower pot?

Comparing
Inspired by unconscious inference I played around with preconceptions on gravity, 
weight and the properties of materials and objects. Using our knowledge on physics 
against our perception. In Comparing I used the element of a scale to show the relation 
between a ball of yarn and a flower pot (see fig. 5). This was actually a bit funny, but 
there were nothing else to it. No apparent second use to it. 
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   Fig. 6 Is it a clothes hanger or a people hanger?

The Hanger
I started to look at multiple ways of using objects as I explored the constructionist way 
of looking at the use of objects. Everything from the hacking of objects to observations
of various use of objects.  Eventually I made a short film which I call The Hanger, it is 
a split screen film with two persons seeing different qualities or possibilities with the 
same object. Quite simple but also quite clear. One person sees the possibility of 
hanging clothes the other sees a work out tool (see fig. 6). This were off course never 
intended as a proposal but more a way of testing and communicating the concept.

    
    Fig. 7 You can actually blow into your ear with it.
Hearing yourself
I also made an object that was inspired by the vision proposal and it’s ways of 
perceiving yourself. I worked with the sensation of hearing your own voice straight into 
your ear (see fig. 7). This object was quite funny to play with but it also gave me the idea 
of using the body as a resonance box.

Let’s make some noise workshop
Since one of my proposals is about merging the identities of an instrument and a 
furniture, I thought it would be a good idea to have a workshop on spontaneous noise 
making. So I had six participants making instruments for 20 min and then we played 
and looked at their objects. It was an interesting variety of sounds, everything from 
horns to squeaky rollers to hand pulled chimes and various saw playing (see fig. 8).
 I wanted the instruments to be simple, that’s why I only gave them 20 min for making, 
because I wanted the simple and recognisable features of the everyday. I thought that 
using the saw’s flexible motions was interesting, both in sound and possible
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Fig. 8 A variety of instruments were made in the workshop.

adaptations (see fig. 8). The way you could alter the sound by simply sliding it in and out 
over the edge gave me some ideas.

Constructionist workshop
According to Hall, constructionists construct meaning by using representational 
systems. I thought it would be interesting to put not only that idea to test, but also to 
see if our previous experiences affect our way of constructing. So I created a kit of 
abstract shapes, objects seemingly with no apparent function except from the light 
bulb perhaps. I made the first set in cardboard and set up a workshop to test the idea 
(see fig. 9). I wanted to see how people would interact with the parts and which parts 
that was most interesting and which were not. I gave the participants free hands to 
construct objects out of the parts I had created. The participants enjoyed the session 
and my idea of using playfulness as an ingredient to interact seemed to work. 

Fig. 9 The participants played and explored the affordances of the parts in the kit.
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Prototyping work

The Vision-oriented proposal
Proposal no.1 is connected to the visual sense. It started out as a elaboration with 
lights and shadows with a play on our visual preconceptions. Eventually I got stuck 
when I tried to find a use of the other “side” to the object. Creating an illusion and 
beautiful designs with perplexing shadows is not hard. The hard part is making a use of 
that other “side” to it.
 So I started to sketch on ideas with light and mirrors to create a confusion on the 
origin and outcome of the light, which led me to playing with mirrors and “The Lateral
Inversion” which is; when I stand in front of a mirror and raise my right arm, “mirror me” 
raises his left arm. It is the horizontal reversal effect we are so used to, that it has 
become our norm of viewing ourselves. 

- Concept references
Carsten Höller’s  project Upside down goggles led me to learning more about vision
and neural adaptation, which is a change over time in the responsiveness of the 
sensory system to a constant stimulus. For example when you lean on a table you first 
feel the table but after awhile you become numb for the sensation, you don’t even think 
about it anymore. Fast adaptation takes effect and slow adaptation can take minutes, 
hours or even days to get used to (Neural Adaption, 2017). 
 George Stratton a perception interested psychologist from the late 1800’s did a test 
where he wore upside down glasses for at least five days continuously. It was first on 
that fifth day the images started to appear upright (Ibid.). As a matter of fact our eyes 
actually receives the visual input upside down and then our brain flips the image so it 
will make sense to us. It is believed that for the first few days, babies see everything 
upside-down (Brady, 2017). Stratton’s test showed that our brain creates our own 
reality that makes sense to us.
       

    

    Fig. 10 Concave mirror test.
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Fig. 11 Three test persons including myself tested the non-reversal mirror for one week.

- Making the mirror 
There is a couple of ways in which you can create a mirror that shows how other people 
perceive us. You can use a concave mirror that  works similar as the inside of a spoon 
(see fig. 10). However, this mirror only works at a given distance. There is also a way in 
which you use two first surface mirrors which you place in a 90 degree angle. A first 
surface mirror has it’s  reflective surface on the front side of the glass, in contrast to 
the conventional mirror (see fig. 12). Using first surface mirrors will make the seam 
between the two mirrors minimal and will work at multiple distances,
but it will reveal the two mirrors separate reflections too. This is what’s called a non- 
reversing mirror.  The idea with having a non-reversing mirror in my proposal is that 
you have a chance to see yourself as other people see you. With your bangs on the right 
side or that mole on the right spot. You can switch by seeing yourself as others see you 
or as you are used to see yourself.

- Mirror tests
First I tested the mirror for one week, it is for sure an interesting experience (see fig. 
11). The orientation is quite hard and I had some moments when I started to think 
about whether I control my hands with vision or with the sense of touch. Because it 
was actually almost easier to shave myself with my eyes closed. When I opened them, 
it became a conflict between haptics and vision.  The memory of how it is supposed to 
look like intervenes the actual perception.
 I had two other persons testing it, also for one week. They both thought they could 
get used to it. Test person B described how she started to use her sense of touch much 
more towards the end of the week and sometimes even closed her eyes.

“I saw myself from different angles, the halves of the face looked 
different. The features of the face emerged in a new way. It was a 
bit new, not uncanny, a new way of looking at yourself. Something 
alien, you have always seen yourself in one way and then you see 

yourself in this way.”

Test person B, 2017
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Fig. 12 The first mock up of the mirror cabinet, Note the flip of the red cap in the mirror.

Test person C did not have that much problem adjusting to this mirror, he thought that 
the split in the middle was distracting but most striking was the fact that it was three 
dimensional.

- Giving form to the concept
I decided to explore the mirror cabinet, because it is interesting how it is an object you 
can both interact with and stare at. It also holds the possibilities to work with storage,
doors, angles and moments of revealing. During a tutoring with Anders Ljungberg we 
talked about how cabinets of curiosity was a way of exploring the world, by displaying 
various objects, and how this cabinet let’s you explore yourself.
  The first mock up had similarities to a bathroom cabinet with one regular mirror 
on the outside and the non-reversing mirror on the inside (see fig. 12). I had an idea 
that you should be able to switch between the two ways of seeing yourself. The outside 
would show the way you are used to see yourself, while the inside of the cabinet would
reveal the way others see you. I tried putting a frame on the inside to cover the parts 
revealing it’s construction, but it felt like I was hiding something and I wanted to go for 
a more honest approach. I also felt that the mirror on the outside became redundant. 
Since you can just use your body to shift from the two different ways of viewing 
yourself. That felt more honest and interesting. So I stripped it down to it’s bare angle 
using the compartment behind the mirror as storage (see fig. 13). 

Fig. 13 Naked mirror with storage on the right side.
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  Fig. 14 The mock up of the final proposal.

I wanted to give the mirror a bit more ambiguity to it. Make it more abstract so I brought 
the door back but this time like a portal, with a hint of what’s inside shown by the angle 
on the front doors. The storage is now on both sides and the mirror still has a sense of 
nakedness to it (see fig. 14).
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The Audio/touch-oriented proposal
When I looked into how people have different views and use of objects, I did not only 
discover that the objects were viewed or used in different ways because of previous 
experiences, it also occurred to me that we categorise objects by our preconception of 
what they are. Ljungberg said to me that products manifests preconceptions, which I 
found as both striking and obvious at the same time, as with a lot of his thoughts. We 
tend to categorise objects by our preconceptions on them, I found it interesting to blur 
this line, to let the user experience and decide what it is.

- Bluring the line
For Proposal no.2 I have been working with what our auditory sense in combination 
with our haptic sense perceive in contrast to what we perceive through vision. The idea 
is to merge the identities between a furniture and an instrument. An object which 
appears and also serves the functions of a furniture, will by interacting with it 
haptically and with the sense of hearing reveal instrumental features.
 For inspiration and guidance in this proposal I contacted the musician Jean Luis 
Huhta who has a long history with percussions. He have played on everything from 
plastic jugs to a skateboard to using aluminium foil with a fan. He showed me some of 
those objects in his studio. This was inspiring and I started to make objects that has 
a resemblance to furniture but gives away noises. The first object was a drawer which 
works by changing the resonance by opening and closing it, while drumming with your 
hand on top of it. The change in resonance was however not so strong on that mock up, 
but I brought the idea of manipulating the sound by opening and closing the drawer in 
combination with the sensation of how you slide in your hand,  which resembled the 
grip of an accordion, to create the harmonica drawer (see fig. 15). 
 I thought that a table could be interesting to work with as the furniture. Then I could 
use the surface and compartments as sound modulating entities. So I placed a 
bucket under a thin plastic board, to hear the differences in resonance (see fig. 16). 
Eventually the table became a desk with a combination of the harmonica drawer, the 
surface drum, pen holder pipe percussions and a ruler which gives of a vibrating sound 
when it flex up and down in it’s place (see fig. 17).
  

Fig. 15 The Harmonica drawer    Fig. 16 Surface drum test.
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 Fig. 17 Rendering of the desk idea. 

- Abstracting
The desk idea ended up to much of a furniture and I wanted to go for a more 
abstract kind of aesthetics where the viewers should ask themselves - “what is it?”. 
The proposal should evoke a curiosity and really be on the border of a furniture and 
instrument. So I slimmed down the desk idea to a proposal where I focused on the 
bongo feature of a drum and the features of a cocktail table, hiding the drum skin on 
the top (see fig. 18)

    Fig. 18 Cardboard mock up of the audio/touch proposal.

I came to think about a project by Katja Pettersson called Features of a material (2012) 
(see fig. 19), where she created a white fragile environment with Styrofoam interior, 
where one of the stools appeared to be a thin fragile Styrofoam stool, but were in fact 
made of casted aluminium. Playing with our preconceptions in this way is not only an 

    Fig. 19 Features of a Material by Katja Pettersson.
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interesting way to work with furnitures but also an affectively way to reach the viewer 
or user. This strengthen my idea of hiding the elements of a drum in a shape that is 
mainly perceived as a furniture.
 I worked with a cylindrical shape which I vacuum shaped, in which I mounted a
plastic drum skin stretched over a ring, like a tambourine (see fig. 20). The cylinder got 
three hand carved legs to lift of the ground and letting the sound bounce out through 
the open bottom.

Fig. 20 A collage of the making of the audio/touch proposal.



Constructionist proposal
When I read about unconscious inference it struck me that in order of understanding 
the perceptual input we need references. To know how objects work and what scale 
they have. I read the chapter Exformations in the book Designing Design by Kenya 
Hara which was really interesting. In particular a project where they use a riverbed and 
transform it to a highway. By which he explains that we constantly record details of our 
surroundings which becomes our references later on.

“Our memory of the size and texture of a familiar object 
functions as a measuring stick by which we can infer the 

size or shape of something new or unknown to us.”

Hara, 2008

In Thoughtless Acts? by Jane Fulton Suri, she talks about inviting curiosity, bodily 
interactions with objects and especially how we interpret our surroundings, which 
inspired me even more to explore my constructionist proposal. I believe that our 
previous  embodied experiences of objects influences how we interact and construct 
with objects in the present.

“In daily life we make interpretations about the stuff around 
us all the time-how it might work and what we can do with it. We 
develop an exquisite awareness of the possibilities and sensory 

qualities of different materials, forms and textures. This 
awareness is evident from our actions, even when we are not 

conscious of them-these are our ‘thoughtless acts’ Understanding 
these intuitive interpretations might be a significant source of 

insight for designers.”

Fulton Suri, 2005

 

Fig. 21 The parts of the kit which I tested in the Constructionist workshop.
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I thought it would be interesting to play with what objects become together with other 
objects, again with the focus on that the individual subjects experiences and therefore 
result in different uses or associations within the object. 
 I constructed a kit of 13 different parts most of them represented in cardboard (see 
fig. 21) and tested it in a workshop (see p.12). The idea of this proposal is to investigate 
whether our previous experiences will influence how we assemble the parts in the kit. 
And that how we assemble them illustrate our reality in one way.
  

Fig. 22 Two initial combinations of the kit, displaying  two different uses.

 First I did a miniature model to test some combinations of the parts (see fig. 22). But 
I realised that this also influenced me a lot in creating the parts, so I tried to step back 
from these combinations and design for affordances rather than designed solutions. 
This was extremely hard but I listened to what the participants said during the 
workshop and developed the kit proposal (see fig. 23) with revised and new parts. 

Fig. 23 Making the various parts of  the kit.
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Proposals

Three objects of ambiguity
In the beginning of this project I thought that my final proposal would be products for 
the home environment. But during the process I realised that due to the strong 
conceptual features of my research, the final proposals would be more interesting if 
they were not so function oriented and adapted for use in a home, but merely 
resembled objects in the home environment. In that way the proposals could be 
stronger towards the concept, the ambiguity of the objects serves the purpose of 
individual recognition. I therefore work with the exhibition and the project in itself as 
an exploration in what objects mean and become to the individual. That is also why the 
objects have no names nor belong to a category. I have also strived for an abstract kind 
of aesthetics where strong colours and abstract features gives an iconic look, freeing 
the objects from the preconceptions on what they are - giving the viewer a sense of 
“what is it?”.

Proposal no.1 let you see yourself in two different ways. You can alter between 
seeing yourself as you usually do, or as other people see you. The front doors is the 
portal between you choosing to see how you actually look like (see fig. 25). They have a 
shape that gives a hint of what’s inside (see fig 24). While on the inside you face the 
naked 90 degree angle mirrors in which you, while facing the middle, see yourself as 
others see you (see fig. 26) and when you move your body to the left or right, you see 
yourself as you are used to. If you open the doors another step they will reveal the 
storage on each side (see fig. 27). The sharp angular shape symbolises how the vision 
rays bounce in multiple directions. I choose  the yellow colour because I wanted some-
thing bright yet a defined colour. I wanted something bright because I did not want the 
colour to eat up the visual experience too much.

Fig. 24 The front view displays the 90 degree angle, creating a perspective hint of what’s inside.
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Fig. 25 Entering a new reality.
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   Fig. 26 Notice the placement of the hand.

Fig. 27 Opened, contains shelves for storage on each side.
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Proposal no.2 aim to play with the preconceptions we have with objects. Instead of 
asking “what is this object?” I want the viewers and potential users to ask “what is this 
object to me?”. I could have made a blob and throw it on the ground saying “this could 
be whatever you like!” but I thought as a designer it would be more interesting to try to 
merge the identities of two different kinds of objects, in this case a furniture and an 
instrument (see fig. 28).
 The idea is that the senses of touch and hearing will activate a different reality of 
the object oposed to vision. The initial preconception initiated by vision sense, speaks 
furniture and perhaps a table while interacting with the sense of touch and hearing will 
indicate a instrument, a drum. Making the viewer or user question their way of 
categorizing objects and how different senses can reveal different realities.
 I chose to paint it to hide the drum skin but also to give it more of an united look (see 
fig. 29), percieving it more as an abstract shape. The matte dark blue colour symbolises 
the dark bassy sound that the drum gives but also gives the object a kind of intimate 
look. The shape is inspired by a 18” floor tom drum, from which the object got it’s 
cylindrical shape and diameter, but also the feature of three legs (see fig. 30).

Fig. 28 Is it a piece of furniture or is it an instrument?
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Fig. 29 The drum skin has the same colour as the body of the object to hide it’s features from the eye. 

Fig. 30 The shape of the legs is meant to aspire ancient drum skin, stretched on the outside of the 
drums, but the shape is also an continuation of the abstract body.  
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Proposal no.3 is a user connected defined kit. What I am after with this proposal is 
similar to the second one, to dissolve the categories and the preconceptions that 
comes with objects. However, this proposal also deals with what the parts mean to the 
user and that how they are assembled together with the users previous experiences  
makes the object, the constructionist idea of giving meaning to something pushed to 
it’s maximum.
 The kit consists of nine parts who all where the shade of grey (see fig. 31), to give 
them a neutral look so that the objects shape and features won’t be shadowed by 
preconceptions of material properties or associations. When I did the constructionist 
workshop to test the kit parts one of the participants said “Every object in itself is 
nothing”, which was exactly what I was after, that it is how we assembly them with our 
previous experiences that they become something.
 As in previous proposals I here too worked with abstract aesthetics, shapes that 
resembled other objects but in this context became something new and inspired new 
ways of using them. Elements of weight and balance came also to play a roll in 
designing the parts. The combinations that can be built with this kit is numerous, some 
become more sculptural while some become more functional (see fig. 32). This 
interactive proposal have, just as the other two proposals it’s perhaps greatest value  
as an experience rather than the actual use it can afford. Also by building with it 
together with others you will also experience how they view and think with the parts.

Fig. 31 The nine parts of the kit.
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Fig. 32 Two different setups of the kit.



DISCUSSION    29

Discussion

General points of critique
I leave a lot to the viewer or user in my proposals, will they actually reflect upon the 
ideas behind these proposals? Perhaps not, but I hope that I have planted a seed, a 
seed of doubt that might grow into a question on how we perceive and realising how 
very subjective our reality is.
 The fact that Proposal no.1 seems to differ from the other two is a problem that I 
thought about a lot. It offers another visual reality which is consistent to everyone, 
while the other two shows different realities depending on your previous experience, 
especially the third proposal. This was hard to get around because I wanted to have 
several proposals which showed on different ways of approaching the concept of 
multiple realities to avoid misleading assumptions that my project is about mirrors or 
making instruments. I want the people taking part of my project to experience different 
ways of viewing the world.
 Halfway into the project I got asked whether if it was important that my proposals 
were products. This got me thinking and I developed a scale in which I placed 
“producty” or “functional” in one end and “ambiguity” or “abstract” in the other end. I 
started to use it when I thought and talked about my proposals. Eventually I realised 
that by moving closer to the ambiguous part of the scale, I not only got rid of the 
demands that belonged to the market I also gained the abstract costume, in which my 
proposals became free from their supposed categories and could become whatever we 
wanted them to become for each of us.

One example of this is if the Proposal no.1 would have been more of a product, the 
customers would perhaps have demanded a regular mirror on the front side of the 
doors. However I brought the doors back without mirrors on them, to become a portal 
and give the object a sense of mystique. 
 I hope this object will evoke thoughts on how our senses work and the 
capriciousness of perception. This in turn, I hope will give a deeper understanding on 
the fact that we view the world differently and the value of showing tolerance to each 
other. 
 During the exhibition it was just as I had read, some people don’t see or understand 
the mirror image, most of the people get surprised or fascinated by what they see and 
very few did not want to see themselves. What was interesting was that it was often 
not until they touched their faced that they realised what they actually saw. Which 
supports the idea of how important cross-referencing is to our senses, that what we 
see only means something if we can cross-reference it with another sense, in this case 
the sense of touch.
 

There was a risk that Proposal no.2 would appear to be neither a table nor an 
instrument, which would have seemed like a failure, but the focus is, as in this whole 
project not on the proposals by themselves, but the experience of the project as a 
whole and the conversations between the people taking part of the project.
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 People actually perceived it as a furniture in the exhibition by only seeing it, however 
a numerous of times people perceived it as a stool instead of a table, even though it’s 
proportions. My guess is that the drum skin might have been perceived as a cushion 
on a seat. But almost no one perceived it as a drum before touching it - when it almost 
every time  had the same procedure; they looked at it, thinking of furniture, they 
approached it, placed the fingers on top of the drum skin, started to feel the surface 
and shortly started to tap their fingers to create a sound followed by saying “it’s a 
drum” with a slight surprised face expression. On which I explain that they use previous 
experiences together with their senses to understand the object, surfaces that flex like 
this use to give off a sound if tapped - therefore instantly trying tapping it.

I had an idea for a proposal early on in the project which was of a constructionist 
nature, but then I thought it was too different from the other ideas and that it would 
not fit in the project. However, after reading about unconscious inference, Hall’s 
constructionist theory, Exformations by Hara and Thoughtless Acts? by Fulton Suri, I 
realised that the idea of having a constructive proposal also has it’s place within this 
project. Because it does not matter what this proposal transforms to just the very fact 
that it does and it does so with our previous experiences as captain of this explorative 
ship.
 In the exhibition Proposal no.3 took a lot of visual space, both because of it’s size and 
nature but mostly because it was interactive and people built a lot of objects with it 
(see fig. 33 and Appendix 2). One time when I returned to the exhibition space, someone 
had 
braided the straps to an intricate shape, which is something I never would have 
thought of and I speculate that perhaps that person had braided hair or had done 
crafts in some way.
 

What could I have done differently
It took me a long time to set the concept, which limited my time for testing 
materialisations. Which might have affected the final proposals, as the people who 
perceived Proposal no.2 as stool for an example. I also doubted my own qualities too 
much in this project, which took both time and strength and joy from this project.

Fig. 33 Visitors is creating with the kit, during the spring exhibition.
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Unanticipated consequences
I have realised that confusion is something that comes up around my proposals which 
first might seem only negative, but it is actually positive thing, because I think that 
confusion can challenge norms, or at least maybe start a discussion on what it is that’s 
confusing.

Exhibition
This degree work worked quite well in the exhibition format. I got to meet a lot of people 
and talk about how we perceive, how we generalize, how we live in our subjective 
realities. Aside from the three proposals I had a short film about the proposals which 
were on display in the exhibition (see Appendix 1). I was careful not to display the film 
as an instruction video, by turning it from the main flow of visitors,  but it became a 
good aid to communicate that my proposals had more than one side to them. 
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