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INTRODUCTION

The World WideWeb (WWW) isthefastest growing portion
of thelnternet. It isbecomingthefastest, easiest, and cheapest
way to find informationabout virtually any subject. TheWeb
truly makestheideaof aglobal community even morewithin
reach. It isimportant for adepartment of architectureto have
aplacein that community and to understandand structure the
processby whichiit is developed.

A healthy Web site in adepartment of architecturecan be
defined by several aspects: 1. It must providebasicand useful
informationabout thedepartment; 2. It must representall the
members of the department; 3. It must be modifiableby the
usersin real-time; 4. It must be easy to maintain; and 5. It
must be easy to use.

We have focused on the planning of a Web site as an
outgrowth of traditional architectural publishing typologies.
In an educationa environment, a transferable three phase
planning processthat is flexible, effective, and sustainable,
has been developed to meet these goals. Identifying these
three phases—relating to 'Desire,’ 'Understanding,’ and
‘Evaluation’—can helpto structure the planning process, thus
enabling the community to focus more clearly on its goas
and expectations for the site it develops. The process is
cyclica: if the evaluation process is earnestly engaged,
successivegenerationsofusers will reviseand updatethesite
according to their changing requirements.

Without an awarenessof the necessity for structuring this
development process, timeintensive programmingiswasted,
and a common language of dissemination can not develop.
If this happens, the Web ceasesto be perceived asasupport-
iveenvironment for communicationsin architectural educa-
tion. Clear expectations about how to plan and produce a
traditional newsletter or academic journal for a department
of architecture is based upon years of experience and a
common set of exemplars and standards. Since interactive
media technology on the Internet is so new and inherently
different from other media typologies, we possess no com-
mon set of values and procedures. This paper sets out a
theoretical and practical strategy for establishing some
common ground.

BUILDING A JOURNAL

In the Fall of 1994, when the World Wide Web was not a
household name and the letters URL might have been
mistakenfor some sort of extra-terrestrial space ship, archi-
tecturestudentsat Carnegie Mellon University were begin-
ning the fourth annual offering of a course called '‘Building
a Journal: Architecture, Media, and Dissemination." The
course's goal is to introduce undergraduate students to the
theoretical and practical issuesof "'building' an architectural
journal. Three genera objectives were addressed in the
course: 1. To define what an architectural journal isin terms
of itsfunctionand form; 2. To defineand understand specific
theoretical issues raised by architectural journals and by
other architectural publications; and 3. To define the basic
practices related to critical reading, effective writing, con-
structive editing, and meeting the practical demands of
producing a publication.

At thetime, we had no idea of thejourney we were about
to embark on. We believe that our migration from a printed
pamphlet to an interactive environment has the potential to
be both instructive to faculty, staff, and students in other
institutionswho are also trying to weavetheir own portion of
the World Wide Web.

THE DESIRE TO COMMUNICATE / PHASE ONE

Duringthe'Building aJournal' course, studentsgrapplewith
the redlities of producing a publication on a shoe-string
budget. With thisin mind, students are encouraged to make
decisionsabout the layout and form of the publication early
in the design concept stage. Before 1995, Portfolio, the
annual publication produced by the studentsin the'Building
a Journa' class had an average distribution of about 300
copies of a four or five page pamphlet. Discouraged by
budget and production limitations imposed on them, stu-
dentsin the spring 1995 class were encouraged to explore
other formatsand media.? At that time, the World Wide Web
wasjust beginning to come into the limelight. Students were
initially attracted to it because of itsaffordability, lack of size
limitations, and increased circulation potential. After much
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debate and arapidly approaching deadline, the decisionwas
made to go with the Web.

This stage of the students' experience corresponds to
Phase One of the process we are advocating; this phase
generaly relates to a community's desire to communicate
internally and externally, to involveal membersin interac-
tive communication, and to decentralize the content, form,
and production of thecommunication. Any publicationmust
emerge from the energies and desires of a group who
recognize acommon need to communicate. To be effective,
this cannot be delegated or legislated; it must grow organi-
caly. Thus, if afew key community membersdo not have a
desire to create a Web site themselves-an understanding of
its unique characteristics that distinguish it from other
architectural publishing media, and the time to contribute to
its realization—other typologies may be sufficient and effec-
tive. However, if this desire does exist, then the community
needs to structure their planning process to enable them to
create asite that effectively reflects their desiresin terms of
image, form, content, and use.

THE DIFFERENCES AND SIMILARITIES
BETWEEN E(LECTRONIC)-PUBLICATIONS AND
A(NALOG)-PUBLICATIONS / PHASE TWO

Because of theinherent differencesbetween anal og publica-
tions and electronic publications, there were many issues to
be tackled after the big decision to go"E" was made. Some
of the Web's |east successful sitesare thosethat ignore these
differences. There are also some inherent similarities be-
tween E-media and A-media. However, many failures also
arise when publications try to totally redefine the nature of
a publication. The most important lesson that we learned
from the Web is that people want to be able to choose for
themselvesfromavariety of paths and options. Other lessons
include the following: to encourage reader interaction and
use, individual pages on the Web should containat least half
as many words as a traditional printed page. This does not
mean that the quantity or depth of the content that is
presented should be reduced; quite to the contrary, it means
that the content—which can be increased in size and depth
because of the Web's storage and retrieval capacity—should
simply be broken into smaller pieces. Users should AL-
WAY S(onevery page) begiventheoptiontoreturntoatable
of contents or some other type of control structure. Links
between unrel ated areas shoul d be di scouraged or de-empha-
sized within a publication because they cause confusion.
When a user enters a site there should be some indication of
thestructureof'the siteso that the user can buildamental map
as they navigate through it. Cross links that take users to
entirely different sections of the hierarchy confuse users;
even though the Web is an entirely new medium—and
hypertext has its advantages-people still like structure.
Thissecond phase of our process model rel atesto educat-
ing potential participants to the range of form and content
options available. A series of seminars, courses, or mini-

courses, should be designed to introduce undergraduate
students, staff, and faculty, to the theoretical and practical
issuesof 'building' an architectural site on the Web. Three
general objectives should be addressed in these seminars: 1.
To define what an architectural Web site is in terms of its
function and form; 2. To define and understand specific
theoretical issues raised by architectural Web sites, and by
other architectural publication types; and 3. To define the
basic practices related to critical reading, effective writing,
constructive editing, programming and implementing in
preparation for the practical demands of producing a Web
publication.

Mediaare not neutral . Architectsreceive information and
ideas through a variety of media and forms; because each
affects the nature of the message received, it is especially
important to understand their characteristicsand objectives.'
Developments in architectural discourse are primarily re-
corded in four major printed typologies:

1. the popular press

2. professional magazines

3. critical independent periodicals

4. academic journas

Electronic mediaare playing an increasingly significant role
in the dissemination of architectural knowledge. These
typologies include:

5. Television

6. WWW/Internet

7. CD-ROM

To help develop a thorough understanding of the nature of
architectural communication in and from a department of
architecture, these types should be compared. What are the
characteristics of each? the language? the focus? the tone?
What other issues help to characterize architectural publica-
tions? Ultimately, seminar participants should approach
some answers to these questions: what is the function of an
architectural Web site? what forms can it take? and why
would one form be more or less appropriate to a given
department.

THE EVALUATION OF PORTFOLIO IV /
PHASE THREE

When Portfolio IV was completed, wewere ready for the big
unveiling. Numerous faculty and guests were invited to use
Portfolio 1V and get hands-on experience with it. The
reaction we had wasvery positive, but we learned something
very quickly. Because of the nature of our attitudes toward
electronic media, electronic artifactsare generally perceived
astemporal and easily modified. Asaresult, our invited users
did not hesitate to make suggestions regarding the layout,
content, and structure of the publication. Not only did they
not hesitate, they expected us to change it! At first this was
extremely frustrating for the students, since they we were
under the impression that they were presenting a final
product, but this turned out to be one of the most important
lessons we learned from the Web. The lesson was this: the
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beauty of the Web is that documents can be updated and
revised with virtually no consequences. | n the community of
the ever-expanding World Wide Web, sites that get the
fewest visitsare the ones that never change. Temporality is
apositive quality of the Internet; it should not be fought, but
instead should be viewed as an opportunity to exploit the
nature of the medium. In fact, today, we not only monitor
usage of Portfolio IV, but we monitor the sequencein which
people view its pages—in order to make changes to facilitate
easier navigation in the future. *

This third evaluation phase reveals some of the most
dramatic differences between E-publications and A-publi-
cations. Becausethefeedback loopisvery small on theWeb,
refinements can be made rapidly in response to user com-
ments and criticisms. Of course, this begs the questions of
control, responsibility, and upkeep time. Once a traditional
A-publication is published, it is immune from physica
alteration. Questionsand criticismscan—and should—be made,
but they may only be addressed in future issues of the
publication. However, the Web offers the possibility of
instant feedback. Who decides what to change and how in
response to user feedback becomes a significant policy
decision which departments must consider. There are also
significant amountsof time which these modifications may
require.

A STEPINTHE RIGHT DIRECTION

After Portfolio 1V was produced, it wasin the uniquestate of
being stored magnetically on a disk drive someplace where
very few people could access it. The time had cometo give
Portfolio a home—a site and context in which to reside. One
of the students involved with the publication (Marc Tinkler,
B.Arch.’96, co-author of this paper), undertook a faculty
monitored independent study (with Associate Professor Paull
Rosenblatt), to create a Web site for the Department of
Architectureat Carnegie Mellon. Usingwhat we had learned
from the production of the journal, we set out to define a
larger ""Web Environment" for the department which would
meet the disparate needs of students, faculty, and staff.

Based upon this independent study, a healthy architecture
Web environment in architectural education can be defined
by these five aspects:

1. It must provide basic information about the department,
for internal and external consumption. At the very least,
an architecture Web site must provide the basic informa-
tion that istraditionally available about the department in
books and brochures. Goals in this area may include
interactiveguidedtours, written feedback, and linksto the
University Admissions Office.

2. It must represent al the members of the department.
Every member of the department should have the ability
to put informati onabout themsel vesor their work on-line.
The system should be easy enough to use so that novices
as well as experts have the opportunity to participate.

3. It must be modifiable by users in real-time. One of the
biggest problemswith most, if not all, other World Wide
Web systemsisthat in order to change information that is
on-ling, usershave to e-mail the webmaster. Thus, atop-
priority goal should be to alow users to control and
change information instantaneously. If users can get
instant feedback, they will be more inclined to use the
system on an everyday basis.

4. It must be easy to maintain. Maintenance should be able
to performed by part-timework-study student administra-
tors; these administrators should need only basic com-
puter skillsin order to keep the Architecture Web site in
workingorder. A knowledge of UNIX or C programming
should not be required. Of course, manuals should be
available explaining the more technical aspects of the
system.

5. It must be easy to use. An architecture Web site should be
intuitive, fast, and simple enough to use to ensure that it
is not achore or hassle for the user or the administrator.

NEXT STEPS

It is easy for an architecture Web site to become nothing
more than a newdletter from the head of a department of
architecture. Initially, there is always afear of relinquishing
control of the content of your site. Y es, thereshould probably
alwaysbean "officia" portion of the site that iswritten and
maintained solely by theadministration—but it should be kept
to a minimum. People browsing the Web will be more
attracted to use your siteiif it seemsto be a window into the
department. This voyeuristically attractive sense of peering
into a busy office window—seeing people buzzing around—
will let outsiders see, and even participate in, the life and
variety of events and discussions that happen within a
department of architecture. This can only happen if the
administration supports the Web.

Clearly, a certain amount of control must be relin-
quished to achieve the above stated goals of interactivity
and feedback. For better or for worse, peopleare inevitably
going to post inane things to your site. The job of the
webmaster is to edit and compose as little as possible, but
to rearrange as much as possible. In the past, there was a
need to edit traditional A-publications because physical
size and content was itself a constraining factor. Thisisnot
thecaseanymore. Today, the webmaster should be respon-
sible for reorganizing the hierarchy and making sense out
of what ison the site, but not for deleting, because he or she
or the administration does not deem it worthy of inclusion.
In addition, the department has to support the Web site as
its primary means of communication. To encourage use,
departmental announcements and communications should
be gradually made only through the Web Site. Education
about the Web should be integrated into first year classes,
so students become familiar with it and are ableto post their
work and ideas easily. Professors should encourage (or
even require) studentsto post their work periodically on the
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Web and encourage other professors to havetheir students
critiqueit. Infact, if the site iseasy enough touse, and fully
supported by the administration, it will become the major
tool of communication and education within a department.
It will become truly open window—both into a department
to outsiders and out to the world of students and faculty
elsewhere. *

CONCLUSIONS

Our journey from printed publication to interactive environ-
ment isastory of slowly relinquishing control. Designers of
traditional A-publications are used to atremendouslevels of
control over form, layout, and content. Publishing on the
World WideWebisdifferent. Themostsuccessful Web sites
are interactive environments, which provide a variety of
interactivity options. A site should not only provide users
with a choiceof what they may see, it should also give them

the opportunity to contribute to the form and content of the
site itself. In essence, this is the most profound difference
between amagazine and a Web site, between the E-publica-
tion and the A.

NOTES

' The course entitled, '‘Building a Journal: Architecture, Media,
and Dissemination,' istaught each spring by AssociateProfes-
sor Paul Rosenblatt; Marc Tinkler was a student in thisclass
during the spring semester, 1995, and isthefirst Department of
Architecture Webmaster at Carnegie Mdlon University.

2 Class members during the spring semester, 1995, included
Sarah Agrest, Brent Capron, EugeneCarroll, Karen Choy, Amy
Haupl, Jackson Tam, Ashli Thompson, and Marc Tinkler.

3 Marshall McLuhan, Understanding Media: The Extensions of
Man, New York: Signet Books, 1964.

4+ B.J. Novitski, " Students Weave a Computer Web," Progres-
sive Architecture, September, 1995, pp. 39-40.

5 To 'visit' our site: http:l/iwww.arc.cmu.edu.



