By focusing on boundary spaces and the
appealing aspects of existing community
spaces | will design an artifact which
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increases feelings of community at CMU.

Beyond collaborative work, | am examining
spontaneous interaction and exploration
within the CMU student community.
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The importance of shared experience and storytelling

in communities as shared experience. These correlations are show in Figure 2.
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In order to better understand how students use
spaces at CMU | interviewed a cross section of
students at varying stages in their CMU experience.
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These students also had varying degrees of campus | ®
involvement and included CMU students who had

spent part of their education at satellite CMU ®

campus locations. “

Many common threads emerged about the student
experience at CMU, especially the high expectations
and workload of the CMU environment. Even those
who lived on campus look puzzled when | asked
about relaxing on campus.

Part of the fence’s appeal is its central location.
Visible from most buildings on campus, it sits at the
intersection of many of the major pedestrian paths.
While this does not mean that all students participate
in the ritual of painting the fence, most students do
notice it and look at it to see who has “taken the
fence” and what their message is.

While the fence serves diverse groups, each group The fence is actually owned by the students, unlike

appropriates the fence and uses it as they see fit. most spaces on campus which are controlled by the

There are rules that govern how the fence is painted,  University which the administration grants students

but they do not limit what gets painted. This openness access and rights. By owning the fence, students

adds to the appeal of the fence, both for participants  enforce the rules and own the fence — to the point

and for passers-by. that students actually take offense at the school
administration interacting with the fence in any way

Pedestrians are drawn to look at the fence simply to  that infringes on the openness. The student

satisfy their curiosity about what has been painted on  ownership allows appropriation as part of

it. For those who take the fence, the openness means interacting with the fence.

that they can advertise or simply make their mark as a

part of CMU tradition.

The history of the fence as a meeting place began
with its location, but is now as much a function

of tradition as location. The rituals that have been
created around “taking the fence” are only enforced
by students, but are taken very seriously.

From these interviews | discovered the fence as a
common bond shared amongst the students.

While many of the graduate students that | interact
with are unfamiliar with the fence, every student |
interviewed had some relationship to the fence.
Those who had “taken the fence” expressed feelings
of ownership and pride about the activity. Those who
had not “taken the fence” expressed a desire to do so
as a way of leaving a mark and participating in a part
of CMU history.

In all kinds of weather, students will camp out for the
opportunity to paint the fence between midnight
and dawn. There are no police: it is only a reverence
for the tradition and ritual that keeps the fence as it
has been for so long.

The fence emerged as providing much of what | was
seeking to understand. | began focusing on why the
fence worked as a rallying point for students and what
this would mean for any object or space meant to
foster interaction within the student community.

What can be learned from the Fence and applied in a manner that allows a
greater number of participants and addresses the changing nature of CMU?
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new way.
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a network of distributed displays.
Information is no longer limited to single
departments, but is instead available to
the entire campus.
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information about CMU. By requiring
questions to be asked at the crystal
ball, the act itself would become a ritual
for students to participate in —

both seriously and in jest.
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