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Throughout the twentieth century, the 
primary responsibility for the academic 
library has been to provide access to their 
growing collection, but during the past 
decades this has changed. An increased 
number of students enrolled at higher 
education, alongside an exponential 
expansion of digitised material have created 
a springboard for the academic library to 
enter the beginning of a new era – the 
learning-centered paradigm. This master’s 
thesis aims to highlight what impacts the 
learning-centered paradigm shift have on 
the physical spaces of the academic library. 

The illustrative case of Linköping University 
Library exemplifies an academic library 
that has encountered the shift in two 
major steps, whereof the last involved the 
inauguration of Studenthuset in 2019. The 
motives and consequences of the study 
object is described and later fragmentised 
with support from observations made on 
site and in the floorplans and through an 
assortment of concepts put forth by Gilles 
Deleuze. Combined, the assorted concepts 
form a linear chain of events describing 
change, which supports the understanding 
of the conceptual intentions of the architect, 

alternative outcomes, and the general 
impacts of the learning-centered paradigm. 

The study shows that the idea of the 
learning-centered paradigm has been 
established but it is dependent on 
architecture, which is a slow field of 
knowledge, to spatially manifest it. The 
chance was given to the study object, 
but not fully taken. Instead, an academic 
library that in the future rather will be 
perceived as a hybrid library became 
the result. The main impact the learning-
centered paradigm has on physical space 
is the risk of inscribing uncertainties into 
the building, which might evoke future 
intensities earlier than expected. It is not 
wrong to build during a paradigm shift, but 
it is of great importance to be aware of 
current tendencies.
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The analysis of the selected study object and the general idea of academic library unfolds in four major parts. The first concerns the term concept, and functions as a background for the rest of the analysis. In the second part, the linear chain of events is constructed, followed by a search through the motives for building 
Studenthuset. The third section presents time and local information through a discussion on the learning-centered paradigm shift and the consequences of building during change, respectively. Lastly, a turn back to the chain of events is done and a speculative discussion on alternative developments finalises the chapter. 
One of the main themes of this master’s thesis is the early phase’s impact on the outcome within architectural projects. During the early phase, a concept is created and established for decisions to be grounded in, and for later phases to develop into something buildable. But, as mentioned in the second chapter (see pp. 
11-13), the concept belongs to philosophers, not architects. Of course, there is a major difference (pointed out by Nilsson in The Construction of Realities: Gilles Deleuze, Thinking and Architecture (2002, p. 215)), but when words have plural meanings, clarity is of great importance to avoid confusion. This part of the 
analysis aims to discuss the difference and similarities of the philosophical concept and the architectural counterpart, as well as finding what architecture might have to exert from the meaning philosophy alludes to. In turn, it aims to justify later parts of the analysis where philosophical concepts are borrowed and 
combined to recognise the changes Linköping University Library has been through during the learning-centered paradigm shift, and to give a deeper understanding for the architectural concept put forth within the study object and how it was translated into actuality.  Already in the introduction to What is Philosophy? 
(1994), Deleuze and Guattari are stating that “[p]hilosophy is the discipline that involves creating concepts” (p. 5). It becomes even clearer in the chart (Figure 1); philosophy is the discipline owning the concept, while the other disciplines have their counterparts. They are, as mentioned, “equally creative, but only 
philosophy creates concepts in a strict sense” (1994, p. 5). The safeguarding of the concept is further demonstrated when they point out that the philosophical concept has rivals which throughout history has tried to claim the concept as their own. The latest rival is the contemporary fields of computer science, marketing, 
design, advertising, and communication, where the commercial understanding of the term apprehends a shallower understanding, only aiming at the pure idea. That idea must within these fields be a marketable commodity which the strictness of the philosophical concept dismisses. The architectural concept is a 
narrower definition of a design concept, which indirectly means that architecture is a thieving field, but there are arguments that justifies the stealing. The most obvious motive is that architecture is a nomadic art, which is dependent on other disciplines and fields. Architecture generates ground rules for mundane life, 
and in order to accomplish these both input and comprehension from concerned actors are needed. This factor makes architecture inevitably collaborating and in the prolonged dependent on being interdisciplinary. In this sense, architects are rather appropriators than thieves. The notion of being an appropriator, or 
borrower, of a task belonging to another discipline is discussed by Randall Teal and Stephen Loo in the article A Pedagogy of the Concept: Rereading an Architectural Convention through the Philosophy of Deleuze and Guattari (2018). They mean that the concept is as “an instrument for thinking, making and 
communicating” (2018, p. 212), which applies to both definitions. There is however a risk of under- or overdoing it; when an architectural concept becomes banal, insipid, or vague, it is only contributing with aggravations. The architectural concept needs to be grounded enough to stabilise and “[t]his is why the link 
between language and concept formation is critical: ideas presented as explanations miss the fact that being persuasive depends, in part, on knowing what is at stake – that is, understanding the ground” (2018, p. 214). To have a well-grounded concept is a crucial factor in all architectural projects to avoid the concept 
becoming eviscerated. To be able to deduce what the architectural concept can exert from the philosophical counterpart, a further elaboration on the latter is needed. Deleuze and Guattari (1994) means that the philosophical concept is made by a chiffre. A note on the French term is made in the Translators’ Introduction 
since various translations are possible. They have used “combination” to frame the philosophical sense, but the common translations also include “figure”, “numeral”, and “secret code” (1994, p. ix). The translations imply that concepts consist of multiple factors, and that it by itself forms a fragmentary whole, totalising 
the combinations it consists of. The concept is at the same time the tool and the creation of philosophers, and it is constituting the aim to being part of a progression or expansion of thought in search for a truth. The concept would not exist without a foundational problem, which is something corresponding to architecture 
as well. Without a problem or the need, an architectural concept has no reason for being created. A differentiation can now be identified because when the architectural concept aims to fill physical needs, the philosophical concept strives to solve problems through establishing understanding. The architectural concept 
is by Teal and Loo explained as “the generative idea of a project articulated, as a whole, in discursive language and used as a point of verification or validation as the design progresses” (2018, p. 212). This is later problematised since the notion of the architectural concept also entails generalisation and simplification. 
As stated the concept is, regardless its definite form, simultaneously a fragmentised whole which indicates certain complexity (1994). In the same way as an architectural concept needs to be concisely explained and well-grounded to prevent it from being vague, it must take additional, fine-tuned layers into consideration 
upon the established foundation. To give a deeper understanding for the architectural concept put forth within the study object, Studenthuset, and how it was translated into actuality, Deleuze and Guattari (1994)makes four main statements regarding the philosophical concept. How these correspond to the architectural 
concept is expanded upon below. “First, every concept relates back to other concepts, not only in history but in its becoming or its present connections.” (1994, p. 19) Concepts are always connected to a problem and every concept has a history. They evolve from other concepts, no matter how detached a thought might 
seem (1994), and context is one of the main pillars within architecture. A historical context will always be present and whatever the intention might be, a standpoint must be argued for in all cases. Regarding becoming and present connections, it is self-evident that the surroundings must be taken into consideration. If 
one hypothetically assume that architecture was to be created in a place without surroundings or history, the connections would rather be to the creator and their appropriated references. The architect’s relationally, referentially, and contextually obtained knowledge is individual and inescapable. “Second, what is 
distinctive about the concept is that it renders components inseparable within itself.” (1994, p. 19) The concept would not be the concept if it did not consist of the invariant set of fragments it consists of. If a philosophical concept were built on other ideas, it would not be this exact concept and if a part were changed, 
the understanding would be different. Therefore, the inseparability of (the multiple) components in the finished concept is determined by itself. Both concepts work parallel to its solution or understanding, and an (intelligibly spatial) interdependence is exemplifying it with the proclamation “[t]here is an area ab that 
belongs to both a and b, where a and b ‘become’ indiscernible” (1994, p. 19). The interdependence is necessary within the concept, but the concept is also contextually interlinked with other concepts through its exoconsistency. This correspond to the architectural concept as well, in the sense that architectural concepts 
co-exist as translations into buildings, and in the architect’s mind. Through the spatial metaphor “zones and bridges are joints of the concept” (1994, p. 20), Deleuze and Guattari make a final explanation of how the concept operates on the plane of immanence. “Third, each concept will therefore be considered as the 
point of coincidence, condensation, or accumulation of its own components.” (1994, p. 20) When separating the components of the philosophical concept, they all have an intensive ordinate, which is what makes them singularities. They are not general but rather generalised, not particular but particularised. Comparing 
it to science’s functions, where variables and constants are present, the philosophical concept’s components are variations relating to other concepts by its exoconsistency. In Difference and Repetition (1994) Deleuze refers to Aristotle’s ideas on difference in identities, where neither difference nor the concept lie within 
the genre or species, but in the individual. This implies that the philosophical concept is recurring in all components. In architecture, the concept is formed in an early phase, but how it transfers into a physical result differs. As we know by now, the philosophical concept does not seek results. The philosophical concept 
concerns the occurrence, the state of things, and not the thing itself (1994, p. 21). In architecture this is true as well: the concept concerns becoming and it affects the result, but the result is not the concept, only the beginning. The philosophical concept concerns state, becoming, and it is handed over to future philosophers, 
while the concept within architecture is handed over into another phase, where it in extension translates into a building. Both concepts possess the ability to be modified to some extent. An example is brought up by Deleuze and Guattari, where philosophers are the ones which are able to correct or change their ideas 
according to what suits them. It is humble and flexible, and “posits itself and its object at the same time as it is created” (1994, p. 22). Both the architect and the philosopher can pick up an old concept and rearrange it, depending on what suits the current event, site, or time. “Finally, the concept is not discursive, and 
philosophy is not a discursive formation, because it does not link propositions together.” (1994, p. 22) The proposition in architecture is relationally referring to the concept, and through the concept to context and the knowledge of the architect, as stated earlier. The proposition is iteratively recreated until a final decision 
is made, and then it transfers into the reality. The separation of the philosophical concept and the proposition is far more difficult, but of similar importance. When confusing the philosophical concept with the proposition, a scientific concept is produced, and science’s designated task is to create functions, and authenticity 
in the proposal is thereby falsely stated. The philosophical concept slips between these false statements, and it is crucial to distinguish them from the true concept. The discursiveness depends on the “inseparability of variations” in the philosophical concept, and concepts rather resonate than cohere with each other. 
The philosophical concept is not linear, not a piece of a puzzle – it stands by itself as a fragmentary totality. The above-mentioned bridges are separate, moveable objects and they do not constitute a discursive whole. Therefore, the eventual discourse is insignificant (1994). This accords to the architectural concept as 
well, but it differentiates through the fact that it could consist of discursive components. This is the virtue of the freedom architects has proclaimed, which comes through their ability to appropriate. The distinction between the concepts are clear. The architectural concept appears through need and aims to seek solutions, 
while philosophical concept appears through will (or a search for truths) and aims to understand. They are not the same and should not get mixed up. But when having acknowledged that the concept in its philosophical sense belongs to philosophers, and that they are the only creators, architects can make use of their 
prominent ability to borrow. To create an architectural concept and allowing it to be created in the same sense as its philosophical respective, is a way to push architectural thinking in any direction. The strict belonging can also be appropriated by the architect. To create philosophical concepts primarily benefits innovative 
architectural thinking but in the prolonged, research affects the built reality. The architect can gain a temporary or permanent secondary title, becoming a philosopher, which suddenly justifies the creation of concepts. In the context of this master’s thesis, the study object does not make use of philosophical concepts, 
but an examination of it can be done with help from these. Neither reinvention nor creation are done in a strict sense, instead existing philosophical concepts are merged into a whole, which becomes something new in its totality. Change is another theme of this master’s thesis, and Studenthuset forms the representative 
study object. The motives for change, as well as the goals formulated for the project can be traced back to the conceptual phase of the project. This part aims to give an answer to how the learning-centered academic library is described during the early, conceptual phase of the planning process through the concepts 
presented in the theoretical background (see pp. 13-15). The concepts put forth by Deleuze (1991, 1994) can be arranged so that they form a linear chain of events (Figure 16). The concepts have already been explained, but not yet while interlinked. Therefore, a walkthrough of the chain is appropriate. First of all, are 
the extensive boundaries framing the situation where change is going to be established. Within these, there are an existing reality, which eventually is disrupted. The cause of disruption is the appearance of intensive zones, which affect reality, and in turn also the extensive boundaries. All alternatives proposed to 
stabilise the intensive zones are together a multiplicity of possibilities, and these are created with the attractor as a final goal. When one or more of the possibilities are transformed into reality, a becoming happens. Stability is reached and a new reality is formed. A repetition of this chain of events will eternally be 
recurring, and new realities will be reached. The linear chain of events is general, and applicable to any change. It does not include a method, since methods differ, and the reason for intensive zones to appear differs between cases. To be able to understand Studenthuset through this chain of events, one can try to 
substitute the posts with the events of the planning process of Studenthuset, but soon it gets obvious that there is a lot of information missing. The only factors that so far are known are the two realities – the previous building and Studenthuset. In between these two states, an attractor had appeared, and before that, the 
intensive zones were evoked by something. A search for an attractor will the point of departure and along the way, the virtualities will hopefully appear as well. One way to find the aim is to examine the architectural concept, another is to turn to even older project directives. Both ways will be conducted, and the 
following paragraph starts out with the latter. In the project directives given on March the 19th 2014, a multitude of visions and statements regarding the physical and social spaces of Studenthuset are put forth. As early as 2012, the overall vision of Linköping University was stated. It reads: “University with international 
luminosity – where people meet and evolve” (Linköping University, 2014, p. 1, author’s translation), and it is with this vision in mind the principal of the university presented three especially important areas which together create the foundation for the future prominence the university is aiming for. The three areas 
were the quality of the educations, pedagogical forms, and the students’ study environments. Naturally, it was with a background in the third statement Studenthuset was proposed. The new building was supposed to “support students’ and staffs’ collecting and exchange of information and knowledge, i.e. a concerted 
library of the future” (Linköping University, 2014, p. 1, author’s translation). Alternative options were examined but not defined. The only possibility mentioned was an extension of the previous building on site, Origo, but due to different unspecified reasons a new building seems to have been the only option (2014). 
Looking back at the tendencies seen within higher education institutions during the 2010’s (see p. 21) it is particularly two of them – innovation and internationalisation – that form the basis of the planning process of Studenthuset. The new building is in addition supposed to be a trademark for Linköping University, 
which in the long run should strengthen the competitiveness and identity in relation to other universities nationally and by implication also internationally (2014). The architects have based their design on statements made in the project directives. They are picked up on in the program for the building (Linköping 
University et al., 2015a) as quotes, and with these as a foundation the architectural concept was formulated as a set of design strategies. The singled-out quotes ensure openness and reduction of distinct borders between functions, the importance of sustainability (which also should be visibly reflected everywhere in 
the building), adaptability over time, the impression the building should give, and new ways of storing books as integrated in the building. (Linköping University et al., 2015b) Additionally, there are multiple project directives given that the architects have not specifically mentioned as a foundation for the design 
principles, but in hindsight they were equally realised. For the library, this is captured in following quotes: To comment on the directives, all of them are to a great extent fulfilled. Regarding the storage of the books one might wonder where the idea of the archive shelves in the basement comes from. There they are 
not visible, not integrated. An answer is given in the in-depth planning directives dated the 25th of May 2015. Here, it is said that clarification is needed regarding what the space should be used for. The services of the library are tested against the study spaces. It is now clear that the study places do not belong to the 
library, but the two zones are meant to interact with each other. The proportions of space are specified in three bullet points, whereof the second states that the shelf meters not put on floor 3-6 should be contained on floor 1 in an open repository accessible to students, employees, and visitors (Linköping University, 
2015b). The in-depth planning directives changes the preconditions for the spatial arrangements of the library and clarifies the hierarchy of functions within the building. This is also highlighted in the fifth of the design strategies put forth in the program for the building (Linköping University et al., 2015a). The strategy 
concerns the zoning of floor 4-6, which each have their own specific characteristic, and aims to answer to the requirements on flexibility (Figure 17). The general zone is containing the supportive functions – administration, service, and lecture halls – which are easy to adapt to future needs, and the open zone holds an 
area that is adaptable in terms of refurnishing. Between these the shelving zone is situated, and it is supposed to swallow a great part of the collection. It is said to be the most static of the three zones (2015a), but in hindsight we know that none of the spaces in this zone contain books, except from the shelves creating 
the border between the said zones. When browsing through the directives it becomes clear that the attractor was to become “the future, modern library”. It is a phrasing coming back in multiple contexts, overarching other possible attractors such as being sustainable, adaptable, or social. None of them are as frequently 
mentioned, and they are rather characteristics of the future, modern library. The full definition of the attractor is to some extent specified. Except from being sustainable, adaptable, and social (which in general might be some of the most used terms when describing contemporary architectural projects), there are other 
specifications made. A future, modern library contains multiple options for study spaces; its books are integrated and visible but not interfering; it is certainly not a traditional library; it is a space where information is transforming into knowledge; it is a part of the hub of the university. What defines the attractor seems 
to be the extensive boundaries, which by no means are only spatial. The extensive boundaries consist of a compilation of actors and interests: the organisation (the library and the university), the budget, the societal tendencies (political influences and the paradigms), and the architectural borders (outer and inner walls) 
(Figure 18). The possibilities are given in the project directives and are made up by all the mentioned features of Studenthuset. Many of the possibilities was realised, but some of them have not made it to the finished result, or only made it partially. Becoming is of course the construction phase, but the intensive zones 
remains to be specified. They are the reason for the building to be erected in the first place, and the reason for the older building to not contain the library. This must have been ensured by early inquiries, because neither the project directives (2014) nor the program for the building (Linköping University et al., 2015a) 
are defining any specific reasons or alternatives. The only part implicating that there might have been alternatives is the short section saying that Origo has been examined, but not deemed suitable (2014). One can partially understand the mentioned features as antidotes of the intensive zones, meaning that the features 
were not contained within the earlier library building. However, one can also find a reason in the tendencies among higher education institutions during the 2010’s, mentioned in relation to the background of the project directives. The university aims to be internationally luminous, and one of the easiest ways to be 
noticed when it comes to architecture, is to create a landmark. Now, this can be traced to the building program, where the architect in the seventh design strategy pictures a skyline of Linköping, and beneath it an elevation of Linköping University with Studenthuset in it (2015a) (Figure 19). A new space is thereby 
stated to be needed, and Studenthuset forms a solution (see p. 51). It is not primarily because the library is in urgent need of new facilities, but because of the branding of the university. The landmark is said to fill the need for centralised assistance and service functions, and the university library are contained within 
that group of functions. Conclusively, the attractor is easier to recognise, but the intensities are the reason for the attractor to appear in the first place. Dissatisfaction is perhaps what usually is the reason for intensities to appear, but it is only partially true in the case of Studenthuset. The main reason is to be attractive 
and competitive among other higher education institutions. Linköping University wanted a landmark that is appealing on multiple levels; it has to make the university stand out internationally, nationally, and locally and the future, modern library becomes a selling point. After having established the reasons for change, 
the consequences of change during a paradigm shift will now be examined. The second guideline given by the theoretical background (see p. 15) will here be used as a foundation, and the object of study is the finished, physical result. The library is one of the frequently mentioned features of Studenthuset in the project 
directives (2014), but as mentioned, the library is in fact spatially modest while the public functions take up the most space. One could argue that this generality is because of an ongoing identity crisis, a schism between two paradigms: between a digital and an analogue era, between serving the university and serving 
society, and between the book-centered paradigm and the learning-centered. Bennett (2009) means that the learning-centered paradigm shift happened around the turn of the millennium, but there are two aspects opposing the fact that the paradigm has fully arrived. Firstly, architecture is in addition to being a nomad 
filed, also a slow field. Whatever rapidity the world seems to hold, architecture will remain slow since architectural possibilities only are to be executed through renovations and new buildings. A spatial backlog is therefore inevitable. Generally speaking, higher education institutions are not known for rapidity either, 
which in theory should make architectural projects on university buildings unusually stiff. The learning-centered paradigm shift might as well have arrived, but it is not fully stabilised since it depends on a spatial manifestation. Secondly, digitisation and digitalisation has grown exponentially during the past decades. 
It is still ongoing which means that library organisations cannot possibly know how they will manage these questions in the future. To be unaware of what the future might hold is of course not a situation unique to the academic library, but it is significantly prominent in the case of the academic library. Since digitisation 
and digitalisation are some of the catalysts for the learning-centered paradigm, and these are not stabilised, the shift cannot be accomplished yet. Conclusively, the shift is still ongoing and dependent on digital development. In reality it is not fully embodied but in the shared mind, it has already happened. One could 
argue that it will never be fully pushed through, since remains of older paradigms will cling on due to the slowness of architecture, but a stabilisation can appear on a regional or national plane, where the established idea correlate with reality in a constitutive shared mind. As the learning-centered paradigm is still in 
the making, one could say that it is the common attractor for all libraries, which only can be reached through a spatial reframing. For a library to be planned and built during a paradigm, certain prerequisites are already established. For the book-centered paradigm, this implies that storage is the main function, and the 
spaces are built for storage. Big spaces, shelves lined up on both sides of main aisles, with the short ends facing it, holding the sign with classification codes for easy localisation. Reading spots are integrated but they are few. This becomes very clear in the case of the first floorplans for Linköping University Library 
(Figure 4 and 5), but it immediately becomes harder to recognise in the case of Studenthuset. Initially one could believe it to belong to the learning-centered paradigm, and it does contain some of its features, but as stated above, the learning-centered paradigm shift is still ongoing and to be planned and built during a 
paradigm shift brings certain extraordinary characteristics to the finished result. Below, five distinguished consequences are presented. Firstly, the building permit drawings were approved in 2017, but the content differ from reality (Appendix A and Figure 12, 13, and 14). All spaces surrounding the main study areas 
on floor 4-6 ( i.e. the rooms that today contain the digimaker lab, the researcher’s lounge, the three computer labs and the lab for physical activity) where in the building permit drawings furnished for storage of the collection and named “bookshelf zone”, except from the upper room of the physical activity lab which 
was a second quiet reading room. This is certainly a sign of the fact that the shift was ongoing during the planning process, but it also elucidates that the library shrunk noticeably during these years of planning. Out of the functions added, it is only the digimaker lab that officially belong to the library. This development 
brings the library closer into the future, but the functions clustered with the library, including the digimaker lab, are not unquestionable. Why should these be associated with the library? It might be a trick to reassure the stability of the library during the paradigm shift, when shrinkage is associable with libraries 
disappearing. So far it seems to work, but to take precautionary measures on something not threatened might prove to be unnecessary in the future. Secondly, the public spaces of Studenthuset are multifunctional. The fact that the spaces are planned effectively and filling multiple purposes makes the question of economy 
vital. If the library only lease the office spaces on floor 4-6, the front desk area on floor 3, the open repository in the basement, the digimaker lab and the bookshelves on floor 4-6, their spaces have been minimised and taken a step towards being a future library. Public spaces are clustered with above-mentioned areas 
and in turn, it brings the question of whom they belong to the surface. To have all posts of the budget specified might appear as a foundational aspect when moving into a new building, but seen to the library’s budget of 2020 (Linköping University, 2019), there still seems to be some uncertainties regarding public 
space. The post Facility Costs states that a saving of 3,7 million SEK has been made, and this indicates that the spaces of the library have gotten smaller. It is further specified that there is an ongoing discussion regarding the distribution of costs, which has not been solved (2019). Which department it is that should be 
held accountable for the public spaces are not specified, but it is an important question to have in mind when creating public spaces, to avoid such uncertainties. Except from being a question of economical responsibility, the vagueness of the public spaces becomes a topic relevant to students, employees, and future 
architects. The borders between the building’s functions are hard to examine as someone not visiting regularly, but as an architect, the structural flexibility demonstrated in the placement of windows and pillars are easy to accept. The building is resilient in terms of usage, which the few actual changes made between 
the building permit drawings on floor 4-6 and the final result is a proof of. The uncertainties of the functions are however a prominent time stamp; the building is created in a time of uncertainty of the future, and this could also be a reason for the public space’s multi-purpose function on the entrance floor. Seen to the 
architectural flexibility, the building strives to become rather than to be, and this is in this context its most advantageous feature. A building planned and produced during a paradigm shift must be adaptable, and it may function as an assurance for future changes and tendencies. Thirdly, both the building and its functions 
goes by the name Studenthuset. This becomes interesting in relation to the library. Once, the name HumSam was deeply rooted – it was a name connected to its content. Today, Studenthuset is the name the building goes by and the library seems to have been absorbed by this name. It becomes yet another proof of the 
library being timid and indecisive about their role in the learning-centered paradigm, and that the paradigm shift have not had time to stabilise yet. It might be to the library’s advantage to become a part of a larger whole, but with a stronger identity it would not be needed. Fourthly, the question of decentralisation 
remains relevant throughout all decades of the modern history of Swedish higher education institutions (see pp. 18-21). The academic library is directly affected by this since it is acting beneath the institution. It is highly accurate to use the term decentralisation to describe the development on a national plane, but 
locally, centralisation and mergers have been one tendency for the past decade. In Studenthuset assistance and service functions are clustered within the same building, but the tendency can also be seen on a level affecting the programs of the education, where departments merge. Except from being a question of 
economy and effectivization, this concerns organisational power, priorities, and hierarchies within higher education institutions. However, centralisation of assistance and service functions is in the case of Studenthuset a gain for the students. The pre-study report for the project “En väg in” (Linköping University, 2017) 
concerns an eventual centralisation of administrative functions that affect students, and it shows that the physical receptions are distributed all over the campus and that the number of digital services is high. The centralised organisation is a development parallel to the planning and building of Studenthuset. Lastly, 
Studenthuset is immensely popular among students (Figure 20). This could be seen during the site visits done in December 2019 and March 2020 and it was further confirmed by Eriksson during the second interview (March 3, 2020). The reason for this can only be speculated upon, but a hint can be found in an 
UX-survey done by the library during autumn 2019 (Appendix B). It took place in the building through flyers and whiteboards, and students were to answer what they were doing in the building, from a pre-set list of alternatives. The intention with the survey was to function as a foundation for future developments of 
the library, but the result reinforce the observations done during the site visits. To visit the library comes in sixth place, after studying in different formations, having lunch or coffee, and to hang out. Other assistance and service functions are not mentioned in the survey but it gets clear that the spaces are used primarily 
for socialisation, and that the library is not the main attraction. The most popular reason for visiting the building is to study in groups, which partially explains the high use of the study places. A lack of other spaces to be in at the campus might also be an answer. In line with the popularity of Studenthuset among 
students, the building was elected the winner of Building of the year, a prize announced yearly by the paper Byggindustrin (2020). The motivation mostly concerned the planning process and innovative solutions, but the outcome and popularity among students cannot have remained unseen in the process of choosing 
the winner. Conclusively, history shows that the academic library is adaptable. Ultimately, the services libraries provide has to be in line with their users’ needs. During a paradigm shift, the uncertainties of the future are inscribed in the building. The consequences are manageable, but the ones affecting the building in 
a negative way could to a great extent have been avoided if the concept had been more consistently present, and if the attractor formulated in a different way. The purpose of this master’s thesis is to find what impacts the learning-centered paradigm shift have on the physical spaces of the academic library. The impacts 
will in this final part of the analysis be searched for with earlier conclusions and results as a foundation, but first an extension of the linear chain of events is required. This part uses the study object to arrive at an answer to the purpose, and a finalising discussion on the possibility of the academic library becoming fully 
digitalised ends the chapter. When the dichotomy the real – the possible has been replaced with a narrower definition (Deleuze, 1991) and the process which change is produced within is established, there is an absent factor so far not taken into consideration. In the process of creating, the early phases allow for all 
architectural concepts and ideas to be put forth. Along the way towards reaching the attractor some ideas are inevitably screened out. The unrealistic or absurd possibilities get condemned from the meaning of virtualities, since virtualities can be made real. They are downgraded, but to discard these ideas can become 
problematic during a planning process, ultimately dependent on the level of realness. Conceptual ideas must in an early phase be allowed to be unrealistic and it is not until a later phase that the concepts of the virtual and the actual becomes relevant. With these preconditions, the linear description of change can be 


