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Specificity in Context: 
Selected Studies in Arc h i t e c t u re

and Technology for Education
P a rt 2 of a two-part re p o rt

David Foxe

W
hile an intern at the Milwaukee, W I , f irm of Kahler Slater Architects in the summer of

2 0 0 0 , David Foxe res earched the architecture of higher education institutions for health-

care programs. This diverse and highly spec i ali zed niche within architectural design

encompass es a wide variety of aesthetic, educational , technological , and logistical issues relating to the

individu al’s roles as learner, teacher, fac ilitator, and administrator, as well as patient and doctor.

Permeating these architectural ideas is the concept of spec if ic ity in contex t ; this spec if ic design niche is

valu able within the larger context of how architecture inf luences and ref lects business, educational , and

planning trends. By understanding these trends within the framework of higher education , one can trans-

late them into spec if ic, meaningful , technology - enhanced health- and education - related spaces.

Part 1 of this article (published in the Fall 2000 issue of M U R J) included sections on:

• Business and Education at the Turn of the 21st Century

• Learning Trends: Constructivism, Technology, and Health Care

• Planning Makes Perfect (campus architecture, facility management, etc.)

• Pedagogical Architecture: Spaces and Technologies,such as presentation technologies, audito-
riums, conference rooms, and distance learning spaces.

Part 2 of the article, published below, will begin with the laboratory section and continue with

libraries, classrooms, and information technology. The conclusion brings all of the aforemen-

tioned spaces and technologies into a larger context and is followed by the notes and bibliography

for the research.

Laboratories
There is less than clear demarcation between laboratories, classrooms, offices and public spaces

in science teaching facilities, as science does not occur only within a laboratory. “Therefore, con-

sider the building as a whole…If the laboratory is in fact a place conducive to experimentation,

investigation, and observation, then the whole building can now indeed become the laboratory.”18

Every square foot in a laboratory must be considered for its potential contribution to the labora-

tory; traditional “net” and “gross” area measurements must metamorphose into “learning
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environment s,” “transitional or contributing
spaces,” and “utility space.”

The location of of f ices should encourage
interdis c iplinary collaboration and res earch , and
of f ices need to be in a dif ferent space in relation
to laboratories and classrooms. Avoid a sense of
“my of f ice”or “my lab,”espec i ally when the build-
ing is n’t big enough , by bringing together dis-
pers ed faculty and / or consolid ating dis c iplines
and agenc ies. Having zones of of f ices and labs
linked by atrium spaces can also bring together
people who otherwise would not interact. Use of
outdoor site arrangements and indoor “street s”
faced with visible laboratories and interactive
displays can also fac ilitate interaction bet ween
engineering and science students and student s
from the hum anities.

Create a utility and materi al distribution cor-
ridor internal to the labs, s eparate from public
corridors, and consider the need for of f - site sup-
port and direct ex terior access to lab spaces.Since
support and repairs are ex pensive, design labs for
both low cost of m aintenance and low technolog-
ical level of m aintenance through simplic ity and
access.Access to utilities can be handled by over-
head or underf loor grids rather than at tachment s
to fixed furniture, so that labs are not forced into
a pres et modular bay system or pat tern and so
that some labs can be open while others are sub-
divided (hot rooms, cold rooms, clean rooms,
etc. ) , with spec i ali zed equipment.

As res earch becomes more team - oriented,
industries dem and new collaborative skills in
workers. In addition , ex pensive equipment must
often be us ed continuously by more than one
team , so cooperation is necess ary for the very
ex istence of the res earch . Support spaces for
preparation rooms and access to major stored
equipment need to ref lect this collaboration .
With respect to equipment, laboratories include
myri ad technical concerns relating to physical
equipment and utilities as well as inform ation
technology net work s. Consider ring stands and
future equipment when planning hood si zes, and
allow equipment to be connected to future com-
puter net work s. Indoor Air Qu ality (IAQ) is
espec i ally important within and bet ween labora-
tory set tings for environmental prec ision as well
as hum an health . The abund ance of natural light
is good for a learning environment and for some
biology ex periment s. However, real control over
light is required for labs that need to be com-
pletely darkened for video pres entations and
ex periment s.

Consider opportunities for multiple seating
and options within flex ible academic spaces,
which can include dif ferenti ated spaces for lec-

ture, teaching, res earch , and other spec i ali zed
spaces within the larger “laboratory” contex t.
Laboratories for undergradu ates fulf illing gener-
al requirements need to have larger academic
spaces ; those for declared majors need sm aller,
more def ined spaces.

Tod ay’s science gradu ates are ex pected to us e
a creative tri al and error approach , yet science is
often taught in a structured way that does not
ref lect how it is practiced. Serendipity, the chance
dis covery of an idea , is common in the daily
practice of s c ience and mathem atics, and fac ili-
ties should support it.Simulation through the us e
of computer equipment is inc reasing and will
allow safe replication of ex periments for tri al and
error, so less tox ic, more flex ible laboratories can
be multidis c iplinary. Shared laboratories allow
for much greater space utili z ation when com-
pared to single - dis c ipline fac ilities that are only
us ed for a sm all part of the day.

Fac ility flex ibility will be more important than
in the past because the learning environment s
must now support collaboration . Traditionally,
designers have simply inferred space needs from
enrollment projections and space formulas that
are now obsolete. The conf iguration of the labo-
ratories in which traditional teaching has taken
place for the past 50 years prohibits collaborative
methodologies because they dis courage group
interaction . However, we must not only consider
the conf iguration of individu al environment s,
but also design the whole building as a place to
learn science. The teacher tod ay should be clos e
to the student s, able to circulate among student s,
and ef fectively pres ent to the class. Student s
should have def ined sight lines to demonstration
and display areas. This way, students can work
f lex ibly bet ween individu al and collaborative
work in a “studioli ke”form at in which they learn
skills and concepts through ex perience.
Communication is key toward building commu-
nity; faculty don’t often have a clear cons ensus as
to what bu z z words such as “shared laboratories”
mean in practice.

Rapidly innovative dis c iplines such as bio-
medical res earch are developing needs for labo-
ratory fac ilities that are inherently inter- / multi-
dis c iplinary and flex ible to changing technologi-
cal and scientif ic guidelines. There has been a
shift in the past 10 years from a traditionally iso-
lated res earch environment to one of sharing,
particularly through partnerships with the busi-
ness world.A fac ility is no longer a mere “biology
building,” but now a “Center for the Advance-
ment of Biological Sciences,” often with individ-
u al or corporate sponsorship. Trends of biotech-
nology in the business world will continue to
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shape res earch environment s, and the dem and
for undergradu ates involved with res earch grant s
will cause a greater dem and for new, ex panded,
more spec i ali zed, yet flex ible fac ilities.

Libraries
In spite of competition from computers,

books still constitute the most agreeable resource
for res earch , while electronic storage and
retrieval of inform ation inc rease alongside.
Libraries constitute a prim ary ad aptable space
for technology and interdis c iplinary education .
The library, which has merely shifted roles from
inform ation storage to inform ation accessibility,
should be a centrally located space available for
inform ation and res earch . A library may be con-
sidered as a “head end room” for diss eminating
inform ation , d ata , medi a , and technology. Thus
storage spaces and technology infrastructure
support spaces may need to be located nearby.
Libraries can also be a central net work access site
for the school’s online resources and for the
Internet at large. Within library spaces, provide
for plenty of individu al student spaces for stor-
age, study, and dis cussion for project - bas ed or
team - oriented group work . One dif f iculty is that
a large variety of s cale in spaces and the use of
both task - spec if ic lighting and natural lighting
m ay conf lict and cause glare on computer moni-
tors. While improving this situ ation , a di agonal
layout of ceiling lights can also add flex ibility by
relocating shelving stack s, inform ation appli-
ances, and furniture.

Classrooms
In addition to the aforementioned spec i ali zed

learning spaces, we must also ex amine the role of
the classroom as the central ped agogical space.
The form al def inition of a classroom in the learn-
ing environment is ex panding to encompass a
greater realm of possibilities. The learning envi-
ronment can now be def ined as the place of con-
nection bet ween all of the various medi a , d ata ,
and other resources, and it can become some-
thing other than traditional classroom spaces :
Collaborative group work set tings can occur in
open public spaces with tables, inform al meeting
places, and other nonclassroom spaces.

Classroom spaces are only a part of the archi-
tecture of an educational environment, and
“qu ality school environments enhance–even
improve–programs, at titudes, and achieve-
ment … It is our belief that curriculum and the
educational environment cannot be separated.”
Besides the ped agogical implications, classrooms
need to have qu ality ergonomics and value,
because dingy classrooms suggest that classroom

teaching has less importance than department s
such as athletics and administration , if thos e
fac ilities are more handsome. Strong educational
fac ilities can improve morale, s chool and com-
munity pride, and other ef fects beyond the built
environment,whereas uninviting school fac ilities
can detract from otherwise qu ality programs.
The physical set ting is not just an institutional
backdrop ; it has a real impact on academic
perform ance.

Emphasi ze flex ibility and simplic ity of tech-
nology in classrooms so that it does not intimi-
d ate, but rather inspires pres enters who rely on
improvis ation , spontaneity, and audience partic-
ipation . Allowing for “s elf - s ervice” classrooms
can reduce cost s,and technology can be incorpo-
rated in classrooms directly (hous ed in cabi-
netry) rather than isolated in a separate projec-
tion booth . In other situ ations, use a sm all lectern
with AC power, d ata and display connections for
a laptop rather than a large “bunker” that creates
a psychological barrier bet ween students and
teacher. These technology - rich classrooms need
to be created around the campus, and not just as
one ex pensive island of technology to impress
V I Ps. A majority of faculty prefer chalkboards to
whiteboards ; it is ess enti al to note the important
persistent use of“chalk and talk”along with addi-
tional medi a . Technology is supplementing
rather than replac ing traditional means.

There are inherent dif f iculties when designing
spaces with one type of teaching style in mind.
The 1960s “pit classroom ,” which fit educational
trends popular at the time of construction , has
since had dif f iculties ad apting to new technolo-
gies and learning strategies, such as large pres en-
tations alongside sm all - group cooperative learn-
ing. Fi xed seating arrangements are not as ef f i-
c ient as movable furniture for unpredictably and
constantly changing room us es and capac ities.
For hands - on teaching and learning spaces, con-
sider student work stations that can be organi zed
in concentric rings instead of a rectangular grid.
Another working environment could be a mod-
ule that includes movable table and chair areas
around a central meeting space. Spaces need to
be conduc ive to sm all- and medium - si ze group
work , dis cussion , and instruction , and a class-
room needs space to ex periment with innovative
equipment and curriculum .

New collaborative learning strategies place the
student at the center of learning, with the teacher
being a fac ilitator, a situ ation that often works for
realistic “project - bas ed learning” situ ations.
These newer learning strategies require consider-
ation of interior spaces’ internal relations and
furniture and will bring up issues of ad aptability
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with the “traditional” classroom paradigms.
There will be fewer “stand ard” 3 0 - person class-
rooms, with more sm all - group spaces modeled
on conference rooms and more large - group
spaces modeled on auditoriums. Within each of
these teaching spaces,students need comfortable,
s emiprivate, personal spaces, espec i ally to
hum ani ze the scale of large - group areas.

Furthermore, the integration of lecture and
laboratory has ped agogical and spati al implica-
tions, bas ed on how “old” res earch and teaching
styles have developed into more hands - on and
I T- bas ed approaches in the classroom . Finite lab
and teaching areas have evolved into zones that
can be shared and us ed more often and ef fective-
ly, and this contributes to the devolution of the
computer lab. Although it is important to retain
areas of more concentrated technology,the larger
computer laboratory contains the entire learning
environment. (This parallels the ideas delineated
in the earlier des c ription of laboratories. )

Technology us age and linkage af fects the for-
m al def inition of what a learning environment is
and what it can become. Technology should be
curriculum bas ed and instructionally valid so
that it can support multiple learning and teaching
styles and ad apt to changes without being stuck
with one vendor or platform . Three instructional
us es of computers include (1) learning about
computers with theory, literacy, computer sci-
ence, and programming ; (2) the use of the com-
puter as a tool for word processing, instruction ,
and aiding problem solving, and (3) learning
through computers via interactive learning and
navigating for knowledge, e. g. , Internet, Intranet.
Computers in the classroom need to maximi ze
the qu ality of the pres entation and accommod ate
last - minute changes, the diversity of preparations
for dif ferent cours es, and dif ferent interactive
opportunities. For flex ibility in room planning,
there are cost - s aving opportunities with mobile
computer boards and AV equipment on coordi-
nated (perhaps modular and / or rolling) furni-
ture. If the seating faces a corner, it can be di ago-
nally truncated to enclose cabinetry with pres en-
tation technology and storage space.

The classroom will not dis appear,but its us age
pat terns will be more varied, and even the most
spec i ali zed parts of the learning environment
will need to be ad aptable and responsive to dif-
ferences in learners’ needs. Even the fixtures and
spaces that are assumed to be only for science
fac ilities can often prove serendipitously func-
tional for a dif ferent program . For ex ample, s c i-
ence lab space can also work as art lab space.
Ex panded corridors to connect additions to
ex isting structures can serve as inform al dis cus-

sion and study spaces, requiring balance bet ween
noisy corridor spaces and alcoves for study. Each
of these iterations of the larger learning environ-
ment should enhance inform al learning through
interaction .

One new model for classroom space by Bruce
Jilk ,A I A ,shows an archetype for a new classroom
fac ility bas ed on personal work stations for
groups of f ive students with modular furniture
and computer net work connection . These are
grouped to form a 100-student “family” around a
central space for instruction , demonstration , dis-
play, laboratory, etc. Four “families” are grouped
with commons for dining,studying, and soc i ali z-
ing, and these are grouped into larger communi-
ties. The system of units creates a symmetric
learning community that is repeated despite the
change in scale. This has been implemented in
the School of Environmental Studies in Apple
Valley, M N , sited near a zoo, which provides an
interdis c iplinary curriculum to 11th–1 2 th
grades. This concept can be easily repeated near
other community resources for education fac ili-
ties with emphas es on health science, technical
skills, or the performing art s. Multiple, large, lec-
ture - style classrooms, with clusters of sm aller
Internet - connected work stations and study
spaces, are us ed in the Georgia State University
classroom building. At Renss elaer Polytechnic
Institute in Troy, N Y, traditional classrooms for
s c ience - related cours es’ lecture, rec itation , and
laboratory functions have been combined into
one fac ility, the studio, where the faculty con-
ducts hands - on interactive learning sessions.

A related option for the evolution of the class-
room is locating sm aller learning “enterpris es” in
a community with individu al work stations
around a central “soc i al hearth ,” with common
library spaces, soc i al spaces, and other
shared / subs ervient resources. On a larger scale,
community colleges could reclaim a sense of
community. Park s, medical fac ilities,professional
and munic ipal of f ices, and dif ferent soc ioeco-
nomic and age groups could be grouped around
fac ilities that of fer lifelong community training
partnerships. At the Hori zonte Instruction and
Training Center in Salt Lake City,Utah , for ex am-
ple, an of f ice building has been renovated into a
f lex ible training center for several age groups.
With such education , workplace and vocational
training fac ilities need to take into account indi-
vidu al dif ferences in knowledge acquisition for
technical skills training, just as classrooms need
to ad apt to dif ferent teaching strategies.

Information Technology
Inform ation technology is becoming a univer-
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s al link , from university classrooms to vocational
training centers. Net worked technology has
m ac ros copic design implications for the entire
campus, which needs a net work backbone that
connects every zone and building on campus, as
well as at tends to sm all details such as distribut-
ing connections to every desktop and space with-
in individu al buildings. For net work computing,
computer nooks with standing - height tables can
become e-mail “post of f ices.” These and other
sm all nooks and crannies should be creatively
designed, inform al , inviting, coz y, distributed,
and wired.

The idea of a net work as merely an Internet /
Intranet connection for data is also ex panding to
include video and other media as part of larger
trends toward convergence. Current video con-
ferenc ing technologies make use of a wide - area
net work with high - speed Ethernet or ATM
( asynchronous transfer mode) bet ween campus
buildings, f iber optics bet ween main locations,
and local - area net works within buildings. The
new H.323 stand ard allows for distance learning
possibilities using Ethernet. Sm all portable com-
puting devices are leading the way toward con-
vergence with cellular technologies that will con-
tribute to ubiquitous wireless net working.
Wireless connectivity is already possible within
limited range, and while wireless technology will
improve, wired connections are still needed to
have suf f ic ient uninterrupted speed for intens e
tasks such as distance learning video.

Telecommunication clos ets are among the
new flex ible support spaces acting as ad aptable
places for technology infrastructure. At least one
clos et is needed per 10,000 squ are feet, each of
which consider pathways in three dimensions for
cable tray routing, ris er conduit s, and other
wiring.For safety,no plumbing should be located
above these clos et s, and sprinkler heads should
be protected from acc idental activation . H VAC
systems should have one air exchange per hour.
Consider lighting and space to work , as well as
having equipment rack access from the front 
and back .

New technology - enhanced spaces serviced by
net work connections may include on- and of f -
campus sm all - group conference fac ilities, s cat-
tered individu al work stations, faculty of f ice clus-
ters that include space for meeting with sm all
groups of student s, and new production /
distribution fac ilities for course soft ware. While
educational technology can sometimes imply a
narrow def inition of distance learning, technolo-
gy - enabled education needs to be inclusive of
on - campus and distance education programs,
because technology for ex isting on - campus

cours es is generally a higher priority than devel-
oping online delivery. Furthermore, technology
is enabling cours es and training for a wide audi-
ence, so “antiqu ated terminology” that separates
distance learning, continuing education , and
ex tension programs “imprisons our thinking in
old paradigms.”1 9 As part of new technology par-
adigms, look to innovative business es, including
worldwide scientif ic enterpris es, communication
organi z ations such as AOL / Time Warner, and
inform ation technology companies such as thos e
in Silicon Valley, rather than schools, as bench-
m arks for future technologies.

Instructors need ways to become comfortable
with technology,and they need ex tensive support
to use technology as an ef fective tool for learning.
Hum an productivity improves with use of bet ter
tools, and educational institutions need support
and communication for new technologies that
can make learning environments more produc-
tive.It is also ess enti al to recogni ze the distinction
bet ween technology and science in current edu-
cation ; the gadgets and inform ation technology
appli ances us ed are merely tools in the pursuit of
s c ientif ic res earch or study for fields such as
medic ine and biochemistry. The us er’s res earch
and study require educational architecture
spec if ically designed for the needs and use of
technology, and yet ad aptable to changing ped a-
gogy and trends.

In a world of technology, a world inc reasingly
infus ed with im ages and “places” in cyberspace,
real spaces are ever more important, espec i ally
for educational institutions. Students want high -
tech activities to occur in warm , soft, sophisticat-
ed spaces, within buildings that are comfortable
with the rest of campus architecture ; the technol-
ogy should be subs ervient to the hum anity,
whether it is in the classroom or the workplace.
“We no longer have to design workplaces around
the needs of computers, and we should not. We
should aim to create people - centered work-
spaces, with natural light and air where possible,
and fit the computers into thos e.”2 0

Conclusion: Interdisciplinary and
Interpersonal Connections

Just as technologies are heading toward
convergence, the most exc iting res earch develop-
ments are occurring on the bound aries bet ween
dif ferent dis c iplines and require many capabili-
ties.Interdis c iplinary fields, including biomedical
technology, the health sciences, and other techni-
cal enterpris es require educational fac ilities that
m atch their goals and can fac ilitate technological
innovation as well as focus on personal commu-
nication bet ween fields. For higher education
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institutions, the technology aspect may be part of
business partnerships, and the interpersonal
relationships may include locations within a
community that partner with ex isting high
s chools, community colleges, or other public
fac ilities.

In order for interpersonal and interdis c ipli-
nary connections to occur in fac ilities that hous e
s eparate, spec if ic dis c iplines, c irculation spaces
need to allow students to interact inform ally and
spontaneously with each other and faculty.
Single - loaded circulation spaces (doors on one
side) allow for soc i al spaces and views of the sur-
rounding indoor and outdoor environment.
People are more li kely to walk through and
soc i ali ze in a long corridor than visit places that
are physically clos er but require stairs. Create
indoor and outdoor gathering spaces (drawing
the inside out, and vice versa) at major traf f ic / c ir-
culation areas, locating services nearby to gener-
ate activity. Furnishings, f inishes, and changes in
vertical scale can give people a sense of personal
space within a larger public campus.Give consid-
eration to public and transitional spaces for col-
laborative learning opportunities ; wherever stu-
dents can connect to the Internet and campus
Intranet, there is an ad hoc laboratory or poten-
ti al learning environment.

Educational fac ilities will inc reasingly require
“clustered” classrooms or other spaces. Thes e
clusters of space, giving order and hum an scale
within a larger campus,m ay be organi zed along a
central axis,or they may focus dif ferent aspects of
a fac ility toward a central outdoor space. On a
practical level , if a technology or media center
space is the source for technology infrastructure,
the building’s hierarchy can grow out of that cen-
tral focus. Architecture for interdis c iplinary edu-
cation can also be organi zed using a “World Wide
Web” approach , which , while linking spaces and
technology in a hierarchy, allows dis c iplines to be
easily travers ed. All of these organi z ational ideas
corroborate with the aforementioned learning
theories, with resources and spaces for large
groups surrounded by interstiti al sm all - group
and inform al areas.

The im age of the college is becoming that of
an interpersonal learning community, with con-
nections to other second ary, post - s econd ary,and
community resources. The college campus will
rem ain a community ass et, a physical destination
and a home for those who are thoroughly
immers ed in their educational ex perience.
Higher education institutions’ organi z ational
structure will li kely depart from the traditional
models of lasting four years, where students have
a single focus and faculties are divided into dis-
tinct department s. Interdis c iplinary interaction
within institutions will also ex pand so that insti-
tutions do not “stand alone,” but rather share
resources through partnerships of similar pro-
gram . An ex ample would be the La Crosse (W I )
Medical Health Science Consortium , compris ed
of public and private educational institutions and
regional healthcare providers ; this consortium
was the client for a multidis c iplinary fac ility by
Kahler Slater, which opened in September 2000.

Higher education is developing needs for mul-
tiprogram buildings in which technology is an
assumed inclusion . Architects and us ers should
think of s chools “not just as single - purpos e
buildings, but as environment s, each of which
should ref lect the spec if ic needs, interest s, and
aspirations of the community it serves. . . Nowhere
is it writ ten that schools should not include day
care centers or medical and dental services.
Nowhere is it writ ten that school athletic fac ili-
ties, f itness centers, libraries, media complexes,
theaters, and conference rooms should not be
available to the entire community.”21 Similar to
ideas of recombinant DNA technology in genet-
ics, recombinant fac ilities create new kinds of
buildings through the process of rearranging
program functions, forming new combinations
that change the interaction of people with their
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environment. Integrated health centers can
include hospital clinics, pharm ac ies, of f ices labo-
ratories, and health stores.2 2 Education fac ilities
with flex ible accommod ations for multiple us er
groups can even model spaces on malls, of f ice
buildings, and architecture studios that have
structural , H VAC , and electrical systems that
allow for periodic rearrangement.

As part of the personal connection , more
institutions are viewing student housing as yet
another part of the interdis c iplinary learning
environment. Large common work spaces and
large student rooms with myri ad technology
appli ances and upgrad able net work connections
are becoming the norm . In order to replicate and
compete with 24-hour- a - d ay online dis cussions,
debates, and friendships, colleges are ensuring
that their fac ilities for learning and living add the
richness of hum an contact computers can’t pro-
vide. Thus, the new dorms are “living and learn-
ing”centers with adjoining classrooms and qu ar-
ters for faculty and visiting scholars.

The MIT Educational Technology Counc il
Report is a cohesive, interdis c iplinary recom-
mend ation for integrating electronic fac ilities
and physical space so that they are mutu ally sup-
ported.2 3 This includes rethinking on - campus
and remote access points as well as integrating
displays and interaction points within public
places. A new “architecture” for tomorrow’s rein-
vented campus will include virtu al places as well
as physical rooms and laboratories, electronic
links as well as corridors,so that the vivid im ages
and sense of place is maintained throughout the
community. Physical campus landm arks need to
be complemented by beautifully designed,
shared online environment s, and this partly elec-
tronic, partly architectural infrastructure must
not be an end in it s elf, but instead a pathway to
educational goals.“The most exc iting thing about
teaching and learning on the Internet is not dis-
tance learning, but the possibility to create entire-
ly new learning environments for student s.”2 4

Chris Riley, strategic planning director for the
advertising firm of Wieden and Kennedy, echoed
this when des c ribing an educational “brand” of
identity for Marylhurst University in Portland,
Oregon .“How do you repres ent values grounded
in the ex perience of an educational community
in the realm of distance - bas ed, isolated learning ?
Part of the answer is that Internet learners need
not be isolated ; they are also a community, an
ex tension of the community def ined in spati al
terms by the Marylhurst campus … If we could
c reate a place on the Internet that had the same
values as the place in Oregon , then there would
be consistent values ac ross the broad Marylhurst

community.” Rather than a flashy advertis ement,
the online ex perience needs to be just as sensory
and intellectu al as the corresponding physical
environment. Higher education institutions’
process es can and will include elements of the
physical campus as well as other technological
means, res embling “the proverbi al onion : at the
core, the traditional kind of real - time, face -
to - face instruction , surrounded by rings of
other educational ex periences” fac ilitated by
technology. 2 5

In a nut shell : Technology makes inform ation
accessible, and faculty make it meaningful . The
academic mission and ped agogy will drive the
technology and the architecture.2 6

Architecture for education is now filled with
meaningful paradoxes :

• Buildings need inc reasingly spec i ali zed pro-
gram spaces, yet they need to be “soc i al” to
m a x imi ze the frequency and qu ality of
hum an interaction through nonpro-
grammed spaces.

• With all of the centrali zed spec if ic ity
required for health science and other fields,
universities are challenged as to how many
spec i alties they can have, and how to share
general , decentrali zed resources from virtu al
s cholarly communities.

• Flex ibility is ess enti al so fac ilities can stay
functional , but flex ibility may not always be
appropri ate because it achieves the lowest
common denominator without tailoring to
any best solution .

• The physical adjacenc ies to classrooms, labs,
and libraries will become less important for
electronic access, but Web - bas ed planning,
production , and pres entation are still highly
dependent on physical infrastructure and
environments designed for ef fective pres en-
tation and learning.

• Physical spaces must make it possible to us e
virtu al spaces and technology tools.
Educational technology is wonderful when
us ed with critical thinking, but if us ed super-
f ic i ally, it may severely undermine the learn-
ing it is intended to enhance by not encour-
aging deeper thought.

• Buildings should ex press the ex ploration and
dis covery that are important in obtaining
knowledge, but the new spaces do not fit in
ex isting paradigms ; altering the public’s
im age of s chool fac ilities may be the single
most dif f icult part of the needed transform a-
tion in American education .
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