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Introduction
Landfill sites the world over swell with fully functional objects – toasters that still toast and microwaves that still microwave – their downfall being an inability to sustain a meaningful attachment with their owners. Mobile phones, microwaves, washing machines, lamps and other waste of this nature proliferates the developed world, and can be seen as nothing more than a symptom of a failed subject object relationship. This essay proposes that the origin of the ecological crisis we face lurks deep within one single yet profoundly universal inconsistency – the emotional demands of the user constantly evolve, whilst the manufactured products deployed to satisfy those demands remain comparatively inert. The stockpile of waste this simple inconsistency generates is apocalyptic, and comes at an increasing cost to legislation-burdened manufacturers and, perhaps more importantly, the natural world. 

Since popularisation of the planned obsolescence meme (Packard, 1963), interest in the lifespans of manufactured objects has become a crucial constituent of contemporary design discourse (Cooper, 2002). Yet despite the pervasiveness of this insightful notion, thus far the creative methodologies addressing design for durability have attended almost exclusively to the cosmetic, bodily survival of manufactured objects. In these somewhat superficial scenarios durability is distinguished merely by a product’s physical endurance – whether cherished or discarded (Philips, 1996); lab-coated engineers thus triumphantly exchange high-fives as fully operational hairdryers emerge from a 5-year landfill hiatus (Chapman, 2006). Is this durable product design, or simply the designing of highly durable waste? 


Though it is not always easy for consumers to identify products designed for long life spans (Christer et al, 2004), durability is just as much about emotion, love and attachment, as it is fractured polymers, worn gaskets or blown circuitry. In this emotive sense, waste could be seen as nothing more than a symptom of a failed relationship. Landfills are packed with stratum upon stratum of durable goods that slowly compact and surrender working order beneath a substantial volume of likeminded scrap. It therefore appears clear that there is little point designing physical durability into consumer goods if consumers lack the desire to keep them.
Consumption is a process of self-definition
Ask a developed world human to stop consuming and you might as well ask a vampire not to suck blood (Chapman, 2005). Consumption is not just a way of life, it is life, providing an invaluable vehicle for the ever-evolving self to process and interact with an equally transient, unstable and ever-changing world. As natural as breathing, the drive to consume is an natural response for a stimulus-seeking species, living in an over-simplified and homogenized world in which the experience of everyday life comes with the majority of problems already solved, and the decisions already made for us. 

As a purposive behaviour, motivation proper is an activated state wherein decisions are planned and implemented, and goal-directed behaviours activated (Bagozzi, 2001) – namely, the consumption and subsequent discarding of material goods. Analysis of the consumption act is complex as it has ambiguous qualities – it relieves anxiety, because what one has cannot be taken away; but it also requires one to consume ever more, because previous consumption soon loses its satisfactory character (Fromm, 1979). Despite the broad range of conflicting and contradictory theories that abound, the principle endeavour of research into consumer behaviour is to develop understanding of the manifest (known to the person) and latent (unknown to the person) motivational drivers that make people do the things they do, buy the things they buy and discard the things they discard. 


Theory indicates that the need to consume tends to occur when a perceived discrepancy exists between an ‘actual’ and a ‘desired’ state of being. This is experienced on an individualistic level as a felt sense of dissatisfaction or disappointment. To date, knowledge emerging from this field has almost exclusively served to bolster, and buoy-up economic growth. Yet, it is surely a shallow philosophy that would make human welfare synonymous with the indiscriminate production and consumption of material goods (Macpherson, 1978). Until very recently, environmental and social sustainability scarcely featured within the interests of the commercially oriented field of consumer psychology – only now is the efficacy of conventional capitalism truly being questioned; surely, more lucrative commercial models exist than the blind nurturing of endless sequences of desire and destruction within users (Chapman, 2005).

Consumption is motivated by complex emotional factors, and is about far more than just the purchase and acquisition of new and shinier things; it is a journey towards the ideal or desired self that, through cyclic patterns of desire and disappointment, becomes a seemingly endless process of serial destruction. Manufactured products serve to illustrate our aspirations, whilst defining us existentially. Indeed, the human being is engaged, throughout their life span, in an unceasing struggle to differentiate themself increasingly fully, not only from their human, but also from their nonhuman environment (Searles, 1960). As such, possessions are used as symbols of what we are, what we have been, and what we are attempting to become (Schultz et al, 1989), whilst providing an archaic means of possession by enabling the consumer to ‘incorporate’ (Fromm, 1979) an object’s meaning – in other words, the material you possess signifies the destiny you chase (Chapman, 2005). 


As a result of this, consumers are drawn to objects in possession of that which they subconsciously yearn to become. As such, meaning is always sought, though this meaning is not always associated with the objects themselves, and often manifests as a result of the services that they render. For example products that support self-expression and social interaction such as mobile phones may become meaningful to the owner because of the saved messages or names and contact information of the loved ones (Jääskö et al, 2003 b). In this way, it can be seen that conventional reality consists of a deeply abstracted culture of signs, or simulations (Baudrillard, 1993), which may be said to motivate consumers more than the physical products themselves – if it is accurate to make such a polarized opposition. This self-actualizing (Thompson, 2005) mode of subject object relations provides a mirror that presents us with momentary reflections of our individual existence. However, the continual evolution of the self-actualizing user poses a significant challenge to old or outmoded possessions that are no longer representative of the self, as experienced ontologically; transient and unstable cycles of consumption and waste are born as we outgrow the possessions that surround us. Studies by Csikszentmihalyi and Rochberg-Halton (1981), Schultz, Kleine and Kernan (1989), Wallendorf and Arnould (1988), Ball and Tasaki (1992) and Dittmar (1992) are conclusive in their relating of attachment behaviour toward the individual’s concept of self.
Batterbee and Mattelmaki (2004) describe a survey in which stories are collected about possessions with which users have meaningful associations. Their proposition is that meanings, experiences and meaningful relationships with products are developed over a time span and they are often related to life situations. From this research, two categories of objects were defined that facilitate the understanding of different kinds of subject object attachment. These categories are; Meaningful Tool (where the activity an object enables, rather than the object itself, is the thing of meaning); Meaningful Association (a product is significant as it carries cultural and/or individual meaning). In addition, the term Living Object (Jordan, 2000) serves to denote situations where an emotional bond is created between an individual and a product. Issues of design and meaning are highly complex; more tacit and hidden aspects (such as product meaning or personal motivation) have influence in the user experience, but are not that easily recognized or communicated to design, or even directly affected by design (Jääskö et al, 2003 a).

It is clear that although a designer can certainly elicit within users an emotional response to a given object – for example, through the scripting of specific user experiences that slowly reveal themselves through interaction – the explicit nature of the response is beyond the designer’s control; the unique assemblage of past experiences that is particular to each user, their cultural background and their life journey determines this. Designers cannot craft an experience, but only the conditions or levers that might create an intended experience (Forlizzi et al, 2000). What those required conditions are, however, is still unclear to design. 


People can differentially attend to the sensory qualities of the design object and attach diverse personal meanings onto it because they see it used in various contexts. Their reactive emotions will therefore reflect personal associations and meanings, which are projected onto the object (Cupchik, 1999). Furthermore, users consider products as part of themselves, and this is key to understanding the meaning of objects (Belk, 1988). Despite the considerable body of literature growing out of the emergent field of design and emotion, it is still unclear whether emotional attachments are designable; after all, for personal reasons one can feel emotionally attached even to a turnip or a hubcap (van Hinte, 1997). This is because each user possesses a unique assemblage of memories, which render objects vigorous symbols of the self, and carriers of great personal significance. No person ever looks at the world with pristine eyes. They see it edited by a definite set of customs and institutions and ways of thinking (Benedict, 1955).

Product relationships

Until the middle of the 20th century consumer durables were generally viewed as investments and, within reasonable cost boundaries, were designed to last as long as possible. Since then, however, planned obsolescence, the deliberate curtailment of a product’s life span, has become commonplace, driven by, for example, a need for cost reductions in order to meet ‘price points’, the convenience of disposability, and the appeal of fashion (Cooper, 2005). We are currently experiencing a societal shift that is steering us away from deep communal values toward a contemporary mode of individuality fragmented over countless relationships with objects and the experiences they mediate. This has cast us in an abstract version of reality in which relationships are sought from toasters, mobile phones and other fabricated experiences. Within the last century, there has been a significant shift away from interpersonal relationships toward a newer and faster mode of relations (Brunner, 1996). Today, empathy is encountered not so much with each other but through fleeting embraces with manufactured artefacts. The shift, away from immateriality and anonymous experience towards ‘reflexive encounters’, is seemingly only the crest of a larger cultural wave which is rapidly imparting greater understanding into the way we perceive, condition and create the world in which we live (de Groot, 1997 b). 


Material consumption operates on a variety of experiential levels from the rational and the tangible to the profound and the numinous. Without an adequate understanding of the motivational, human factorial and emotional drivers that fuel the human condition, design corners itself within a limited, technological approach, in which opportunities for real progress are overlooked.
The symptom-focussed character of sustainable design

Despite its considerable growth as a specialist approach to design, sustainable design is in many ways still unresolved. Amidst today’s frantic scramble to comply with both current and forthcoming environmental legislation – such as the EU Directive on Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment (WEEE) – the human behavioural root causes of the ecological crisis we face are in danger of being overlooked. As a result, contemporary sustainable design is developing a tendency toward end-of-pipe methodologies such as recycling, the specification of biodegradable materials and design for disassembly for example – all of which are absolutely essential in moving toward more sustainable modes of production and consumption, but could also be said to attend to the symptoms of what is in essence a fundamentally flawed system.


This system is experienced by users as a seemingly endless sequence of desire and disappointment (consumption and waste), where ingeniously engineered genres of evermore sustainable products, that embrace recycling, design for disassembly, energy efficiency, continue to neglect somewhat deeper, behavioural issues. As a result, the inefficient consumer machine persists and consumers continue avidly to consume as they always have, only now they do so with recycled materials instead of virgin ones (Chapman, 2005). As mentioned earlier, the progress made by sustainable design research has brought significant developments to the current situation. Yet, a more holistic and fully integrated approach to sustainable design is surely needed, which confidently adopts the aforementioned methodologies, whilst also placing a greater emphasis on emotional factors. After all, sustainability itself is a behavioural issue, and as such must be dealt with through developing a greater understanding of the behavioural processes that motivate consumers to keep or discard the objects with which they construct their material realities.


At present, sustainable design is predominately concerned with the creation of objects that comply with the fundamental precepts of economic, social, and environmental sustainability – as such the ecological implications of design decisions present one of the prime facets of contemporary discourse within the creative industries today. Indeed, the sustainability challenge is a design issue. Eighty percent of a product, service, or system’s environmental impact is determined at the design stage (Design Council, Annual Review, 2002). In addition, new and enlightened consumer awareness, coupled with rising levels of environmental legislation, is beginning to engage all corners of the industry in questioning the ecological dimensions of their commercial activities. 


Influential literature abounds (including van der Ryn and Cowan’s Ecological Design (1997), McDonough and Braungart’s Cradle to Cradle (2002), Papanek’s Green Imperative (1995) and earlier work, Design for the Real World (1985)  and Manzini and Jegou’s Sustainable Everyday (2002), to name a very small selection), yet, too often, knowledge generated through academic research seldom penetrates design practitioners and the industry they operate within. So why is it important to engage fully with industry? Afterall, when one thinks of industry, stereotypically apocalyptic images emerge in the form of the plumes of smoke emanating from chimneys, burning mountains of fossils fuels to turn the wheels of industry. A distopian image perhaps, but one which is shared by many when faced with the baggage laden term ‘industry’. 


However beyond theoretical sustainable design research, it is industry where the decisions are actually made, where ideas are commodified and realized in a physical form, packaged, shipped and sold, where the materials are forged into products. Therefore, to leave industry out of the discussion, or adopt practices that exclude or even demonise industry’s profit orientated demands, is to clumsily ignore the issue (Chapman et al, 2007). This is particularly true when one looks outside of academia and design research circles, where the vast majority of practicing designers do not have the time, or sometimes the desire, to engage in theoretical debates about the future of sustainable design. Instead, they require workable, time-efficient strategies that can be put into practice today, and in this respect, end-of-pipe methodologies such as those mentioned earlier are highly successful; through their compatibility with commercial processes, they integrate effectively with industry, and as a result are generally taken-up quite readily by creative practitioners throughout industry.

If the sustainable design approach (better known in the United States as ‘design for the environment’) has a limitation, it is that it intervenes at the ‘end-of-pipe’. It modifies individual products or services, but does not transform the industrial process as a whole (Thackara, 2005). For example, increased recycling does not reduce the flow of material and energy through the economy but it does reduce resource depletion and waste volumes (Stahel, 1986). In recent years the word ‘sustainable' has been slapped onto everything from sustainable forestry to sustainable agriculture, sustainable economic growth, sustainable development, sustainable communities and sustainable energy production. The widespread use of the term indicates that many people conclude that the dominant, industrial models of production are unsustainable (Duvall, 2004). Yet, the well-intentioned cause does not always concern itself with the preservation of nature’s dignity; rather, the agenda appears to be centred more commonly on the sustaining of human posterity, and wellbeing (Sessions, 1995). 

The current throughput of natural resources is a contemporary legacy, born from the shortsighted merging of long-term material durability with short-lived product use careers, or career plans (van Hinte, 1997). In failing to address the actual drivers underpinning the feverish uptake and discarding of material artefacts, sustainable design limits its own potential, rather than expanding it to become the central pioneer of positive social, economic and environmental reformation, as it potentially could be (Chapman, 2006). Approaches to sustainable design, production and consumption seldom ask more fundamental questions about the meaning and place of products in our lives, and the contribution of material goods to what might be broadly termed ‘the human endeavour’ (Walker, 2006). As a result, the consumer machine continues to rage forth practically unchanged, leaving designers to attend the periphery, healing mere symptoms of what is, in essence, a deeply unsound system of human behaviours and motivations. 
Subject object relationships and emotional durability

The notion that Design plays a central role in the creation of more durable relationships between people and objects is becoming increasingly well supported. Measures are needed to promote the design of products with increased durability to encourage owners to take good care of their possessions and to provide greater market incentives for longer-lasting products (Cooper, 2005). For some time now, strategic approaches to product life extension have circulated a number of design and manufacturing arenas – particularly in the white goods sector, where established cultures of servicing, upgrade and repair provide a viable means of generating further turnover long after a product has been sold. 


In most instances, durability is characterized simply by specifying resilient materials, fixable technologies and the application of advanced design engineering methodologies that reduce the likelihood of blown circuits, stress fractures and other physical failures. However, once emotional attachments weaken and these products are eventually discarded, this objective model of durability has a particularly destructive impact on the biosphere. Waste facilities around the globe swell with layer upon layer of physically durable products, slowly surrendering their functionality beneath several tonnes of identically robust waste.  Repeated attempts to freeze-out nature’s often unpredictable (yet inevitable) decay have enabled industry to develop an incredibly diverse palette of materials. Most of which are no longer recognisable to the micro-organisms and enzymes that return substances (biodegrade) back to their basic nutritional building blocks. In doing so we side step the degenerative nature of biological decay and now exist in a utopian realm of untouchable material immunity.


There are of course problems lurking within this model of material durability. As consumers we frequently depend on the silent embrace of objects to live out our inner dreams and life aspirations. In other words, the injection moulded styrene shell which contains the workings for a MiniDisc player (MD player) will take several hundred to degrade fully before returning back to the earth’s energy cycles. Yet even a 4-year use career might be considered a triumph in the case of such a format dependant product. Like its jilted cassette playing predecessors, the MD player is likely to be discarded only 5 or 6 years after leaving the production line; a short life indeed for such a durable product. 


 In the growing contexts of electronic and digital products, industrial design is in danger of becoming nothing more than a subordinate packager of technology – housing hardware within intelligible skins that enable thoughtless and effortless subject object interactions. Both the scope and power of emotional experiences delivered via objects born of this ideology are incredibly limited, and offer very little to users; their abilities to age with grace, adapt and grow or even improve with age, are weak and, as a result, such products are like stories with an incredible opening line, but which just keep repeating it throughout. Interacting with this technocratic and de-personalized environment fuels a reactionary mindset that hankers after meaningful content, mystery and emotion (de Groot, 1997 a). For example, even though industrial design plays a part in the design of extreme pain (e.g. weapons) and pleasure (e.g. sex aids), the range of emotions offered through most electronic products is pathetically narrow (Dunne et al, 2001). Indeed, the computational and communicative devices that now assist almost every transaction in our daily lives are designed as dull and servile boxes that respond to our commands in a state of neutrality; stress and techno-phobia are the result (de Groot, 2002). Amazing things are achieved with technology, and we the world is being filled with amazing systems and devices, but it is becoming increasingly hard to explain what this new stuff is for, or what value it adds to our lives (Thackara, 2001).

Consumption is not only growing in magnitude, but the throughput of manufactured goods is speeding up. The pattern of consumption with many types of consumer goods is shortening functional lives as goods are predestined as waste (Ginn, 2004). Indeed, take back legislation such as the EU WEEE Directive has effectively engaged industry in re-evaluating their position on the life spans of electronic objects. The threat of litigation for non-compliance will force many to re-appraise their product portfolios. As a consequence, such legislative instruments might establish frameworks and drivers for a more formalised design response to unsustainable consumption (Park, 2004). Today however, products designed for take-back are still geared toward disassembly and recycling and/or reuse, rather than prolonged life spans. This is because sustainable design usually functions at an operational level and is unlikely to hold much potential for radical change because it works within the same thinking that caused the problems in the first place (Lofthouse, 2004). Technical procurement methodologies such as these may make it possible to design products that are friendlier to the environment, but leaves a fundamental problem unaddressed: the short lifetime of our products … it is not enough to make less polluting products, however important that may be, when they are replaced at high speed because people throw them away too soon (Verbeek et al, 1998). Enabling consumers to keep things for longer, and develop empathy with the products they own, transforms products into conversation pieces (Verbeek et al, 1997), linking consumers to producers though ongoing dialogues. In addition, fostering and maintaining empathic relationships with customers enables businesses to continue generating revenue without the need for further unsustainable and costly manufacturing, resource extraction, energy consumption, atmospheric pollution and waste.

As consumers, we seem hopelessly seduced by the incandescent glow of all things modern, be it a flatter screen or a smarter plastic, while remaining largely oblivious to the astonishing potential lurking within deeper, poetic, semantic and interactive product developments that enable users to interact with objects within richer, more fulfilling levels of experience. Technological innovation is a vital element of the developmental design process; yet, in recent years, it has taken centre stage at the expense of other less tangible, though equally potent, creative considerations. It is also important to note at this point that in the case of a typical digital products such as mobile phone, a considerably larger portion of energy is consumed pre-use, during the resource extraction and manufacturing phases; in these instances, the use-phase itself consumes comparatively little (McLaren et al, 2001). This is particularly true of portable digital products – such as mobile phones, personal digital assistants (PDA’s), digital cameras and MP3 players – that require low levels of energy to operate (largely due to their frictionless action, achieved through a lack of moving parts) but actually require relatively high levels of energy to produce. It is particularly alarming, therefore, that products occupying this category tend to have particularly fleeting existences, due to their emphasis being placed firmly on maintaining currency with the technological state of the art – once a newer model hits the shelves, practically all value is lost, and replacement behaviours are promptly motivated. 

In contrast, it appears that personal attachments with non-electronic products are a well-documented and somewhat commonplace phenomenon. Examples of these objects might include photographs of loved ones, a teddy bear from childhood, a penknife handed down from one’s father, a seashell from a special holiday or perhaps a pair of shoes that have taken the owner to unforgettable places. Artefacts of this emotionally resonant nature embody values far beyond their monetary worth, and hold a special place in the hearts and minds of users; in this sense, the emotional side of design may be more critical to a product's success than its practical elements (Norman, 2004). Research indicates that attachment behaviour has a direct influence on the longevity of such objects, and regularly motivates users to hold onto them, even after the said object befalls disuse, or has even been replaced. Durable and long-lasting attachments to non-electronic objects are everyday occurrences, and provide valuable indications that a more sustainable mode of contemporary engagement with the material world is potentially achievable, and may not be as utopian as some cynics might assume.


Due to the fact that everything moves so fast, and we cannot stop it, we have to create some islands of slowness. Design, in all its history, but especially in more recent years, has been an agent of acceleration. Is it possible to conceive of solutions combining real-time interactions with the possibility of taking time for thinking and contemplation (Manzini, 2002)? Current consumption operates within a linear production-consumption system that takes resources, makes them into products, then discards or wastes them. Slowing consumption offers a direct response to unsustainable consumption (Cooper, 2005). By slowing the mass flows in the linear production-consumption economy a level of sustainability could be achieved (Park, 2004). Emotionally durable objects (such as denim jeans, hand tools, pictures, souvenirs, jewellery, teddy bears, books or antiques as mentioned earlier) facilitate this slowing of consumption by enabling objects to dodge the ‘deflowering gaze’ (Sartre, 1969) of the stimulus-hungry user by possessing meaning(s) which evolve and grow mutually, with them; ensuring that the subject and the object grow together as they age. This is preferable to the one-sided growth that usually takes place, where the user outgrows the static product in a fleeting handful of dissatisfying weeks or even days. What can be understood from these success stories, and how can this inform the design of more emotionally durable products? 

The levels of precision and control found within electronic and digital products as opposed to non-electronic products are oftentimes the precursors of detachment behaviours. The ideology of fuzzy interactions with objects runs contrary to the prevailing model of popular design, with its focus on idiot-proof interfaces; in many cases, imperfections can be endearing and help to create a bond with the user (van Hinte, 1997). Research presented at the Eternally Your’s Congress also explores design strategies for desirable ageing; this leads us straight to the issue of perfection. Numerous car owners polish their vehicle every week.  It is the only way in which they can hold up the illusion of newness. Perfection is vulnerable.  A small scratch on a mudguard does more harm to a car than dismantling the engine (van Hinte, 1997). 


Products must be both dynamic and flexible in order to accommodate these desirable idiosyncrasies, as what people basically want is a well functioning and up to date product that meets their altering needs. The dynamic nature of this desire requires a similar approach: the development of dynamic and flexible products (van Nes et al, 2003). Users must therefore be designed into narratives as co-producers and not simply as inert, passive witnesses. In these instances, the user ceases to be a mere spectator of products, but rather, someone who is more fully-engaged within a reflexive and co-dependent relationship with the object. The user becomes a protagonist and the designer becomes a co-author of the experience, the product creates dilemmas rather than resolving them (Dunne et al, 2001). As contemporary life continues to become evermore programmed, this need for fiction, rich evolving narrative experiences, complexity and dialogue will increase correspondingly.
Conclusions
This paper has sought to present the emergent notion of ‘emotional durability’ as a viable strategic approach to product life optimisation, within the particular context of sustainable design; asserting that there is little point designing physical durability into products if users lack the actual desire to keep them. In addition, this paper outlines key underlying causes that fuel the wasteful nature of our contemporary engagement with the made world, to deliver a ‘cause rather than symptom’ reframing of sustainable design.


In the majority of cases, current product design practice leads to slumbering dissatisfaction with our material world. Many people loathe our 'throw-away society' in which lack of quality is taken for granted; the result is an enormous waste and needless destruction of value. However, 21st Century consumers are increasingly shopping with a conscience, and determined to buy brands, products and services that are sustainable, organic or produced under Fair-trade agreements. Thirty eight percent of male shoppers believe this, along with 49 percent of female shoppers; in terms of the brands and products they want to buy, 67 percent revealed that they wanted brands and products that were more trustworthy, value driven (50 per cent), authentic (31 per cent), ethical (31 per cent), eco-friendly (29 per cent) and innovative (28 per cent) (Raymond, 2006).

Perhaps due to the normalcy of innovation, the made-world has adopted an expendable and sacrificial persona, rendering its offspring fleeting, transient and replaceable orphans of circumstance (Chapman, 2005). In response to this emergent trend, commercially viable strategies for emotionally durable objects must be developed, which engage users on deeper and more profound levels, delivering intense and sophisticated experiences that slowly penetrate the user psyche over longer and more rewarding periods of time – new, alternative genres of objects that reduce the consumption and waste of resources by increasing the durability of relationships established between users and products, people and things. 

Even today, in the brave new era of environmental awareness, ethical consumption and sustainable design, a sense of instability continues to encircle design, production and consumption. It is imperative that we revisit the methodologies and paradigms through which we address product longevity, and so-called design for durability, to pioneer new and provocative models of sustainable design. Our contemporary engagement with objects has become both disproportionate and volatile. Due to the everyday and oftentimes superficial nature of innovation, material culture has developed a transient, sacrificial and replaceable character. Creative strategies for emotionally durable objects must be developed in reaction to this emergent trend; engaging the user on deeper and more profound levels to mediate emotionally resonant experiences that slowly infiltrate the psyche over longer periods of time; empowering the user to transcend the superficial urgencies of conventional consumerism, to forge deep emotive connections with their possessions. These new and provocative creative strategies will provide the cornerstones to positive social, economic and environmental progress, at a time of looming ecological crisis, increasing legislation and limited sustainable design progress.
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