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“To what extend are designers from the faculty of Industrial
Design Eindhoven capable of solving big societal issues?”
At the faculty of industrial Design Eindhoven many projects end in a nice worked out concept but
eventually don’t really make a change to the world even though many designers aim for changing
the world with their designs. Designers believe they can change the world, but can they. The world
has many societal issues. Is it the responsibility of a designer to come up with solutions for them or
is this too ambitious. Should designers just focus on making people aware of the big societal issues?

Shelter a refugee

A vending machine that
contained a real refugees
who can trade his/her skills
in exchange for shelter.

Refutinder

An app where the inhabitants
of Eindhoven can select a
refugee to shelter with the
same interaction as Tinder.

Help a refugee

A summary of the feedback from
designers presented to
non-designers. A vending
machine that supplies a refugee’s
story with every drink.

Discussion/Conversation
Confronting the designers with
our findings and our real intentions. We asked them if they
think design is capable of
solving big societal issues.

Iteration sessions
For the outcome of our research question a tangible concept wasn’t convenient. The design process itself is our concept. During two iterations we created multiple extreme concepts in relation to the big societal issue of the refugees crisis. With these concepts we hoped to provoke critical and passionate responses from Industrial Design students, that would result in a discussion about what design can do for big
societal issues like the refugees crisis.
With the feedback we got from the Industrial Design students, we came up with a new concept that we showed to non-designers. We hoped
to provoke the same discussion.
Using the input we gained during the first three iterations, we started a last iteration session in which we confronted designers from the faculty
of Industrial Design with all our findings. Together we started a conversation about the role of design within big societal issues.

Data Collection
Of course you
should strive to
create world peace,
but to be realistic,
it is not doable

Designers are
able to zoom out
and see the bigger
picture

A designer is capable of creating awareness
for big societal issues.

The more
people you make
aware of it, the
more people will
act on it

Sometimes, you
have to step outside
design thinking to
find the best
solution

Designers at the faculty of Industrial Design
Eindhoven give very naturally constructive
criticism about functionality of a concept, but do
not easily question the content of the concept.
You need other disciplines to make a real
impact. As designer at the faculty Industrial
Design you learn to dive into another disciplines
and to use them as a tool in your design process.
This way a designer is capable of binging all the
important things together for making impact.
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Before I started this elective, research in my eyes was reading background information about the
subject of the project and doing a user test to research the interaction with the project, it didn’t go
much further than that. I had no idea what different methodologies there are and I only worked with
some methods like “Cultural Probes” and “Hidden Design”. I also didn’t always saw purpose in the
research I did. Now I see that research is a very valuable part of a design process. As designer
you design for so many different fields, without research to that certain field and the behavior of
people in that field, your design doesn’t have any valuable. Now I’m able to choose a research
methodology according to the kind of research I need for my project.
Since I already worked with “Cultural Probes” method and since I don’t see myself as a diehard
researcher that researches details based on quantitative data and because design for debate has
my interest I decided that the Showroom methodology would be the most interesting methodology
for me to work with during the elective. The showroom methodology turned out to be more difficult
that I expected it to be. Because of the openness of the methodology, the value of the outcome of
your research has everything to do with the choices you make during the process. Many times it
was very hard for our group to find the valuable output during our observations. And it was hard
to decide what would be the right next step. This had also a lot to do with the difficult topic we
choose. We had a hard time researching designers like ourselves from an objective point of view.
Three weeks into our research process I, together with some fellow group members came to a
point where we started to understand how we could make the research valuable after all. At that
point we started the iteration phase with the non-designers and we linked it back to the designers
of our faculty. At this point we created a very interesting discussion in my eyes. It became clear to
me that doing research is not just a small overshadowed part of the design process, but actually
a very important part that has it’s own design process in a way. Our conceptual concepts within
our research process eventually helped to create a very interesting discussion. Probably if our
concepts would have been tangible, a discussion would have taken place sooner. Within the
showroom methodology it was great that we didn’t always had to be objective, which is very
necessarily in the two other methodologies.
Every methodology asks for a different attitude, you can change this attitude according to the
research methodology you project asks for. For my M1.2 – research semester I will probably
choose project that asks for a Field methodology. I don’t see myself as a Lab researcher and
quantitative data inspires me. Showroom could also be interesting.
Unfortunately the teamwork didn’t go very smoothly within the group, which had something to
do with cultural differences within the group. The communication between the eight of us went
very bad. For example: When there was a discussion, half of the group wouldn’t feel free to say
anything. When they were asked about their opinion in a smaller group, the discussion had to be
repeated, which make de process very slow and exhausting. Also the amount of eight people on
a project like this made it very difficult to divide the tasks fairly. Since we were all learning, it was
very hard to decide with the eight of us, what had to be done and who would do it. poorly. After
a conversation with Joch Jansz and later with Stephan Wensveen I realized that putting so much
energy in getting everyone on the same page was a waste of my energy and time. I realized that I
should just do my job within the group work. This is what I did and the end result of the group work
suffered less under the bad communication than I thought it would.

