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Skecthes and model image

Illustrations

Exterior

Illustration of room on second floor
Model images

View towards terrace 

But what if the rooms would have been placed differently? Model photo where the different parts have been moved 
around into the “wrong“ position (above) testing the individuality of the rooms.  
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Explanation of features and qualities detached of the 
function

1. High ceiling for a spacious room.

2. Extra communication for a closer access to the terrace.

3. Singular room with separate communication for a 
drawn back secluded space.

4. Separated volumes for extra closed in exterior space.

5. Planned for visual connection to room from walkway. 

6. Double ceiling height for a possibility for windows on 
walls.

7. Roof terrace with an assumed view.  

8. Balcony in an presumed eastern direction.

Introduction
This project started with a fascination for how some architecture seemed to have features and qualities that were 
detached of the function. For example I could think of a tower on a building that perhaps only is used to create a nice 
view. In this project I wanted to see if this kind of features and qualities detached of the function could be used in many 
different kinds of functions and programs and if there was a specific way I could do this.  

In other words I wanted to create features and qualities outside of the function in architecture with many different 
programs. To try a way to do this I wanted to lower the influence of the program in the design. By doing this I hoped that 
the function or program was not going to be a factor for if these features and qualities appear or not. Initially therefore 
I only gave the architecture that I designed a vague or a non-decided program and function. The idea was that all the 
rooms in the design were supposed to be given individual features and qualities detached of the function. Then when 
the functions and programs are given to the architecture I wanted to see if that architecture would let different programs 
coexist or change during time without losing the original features and qualities detached from the function.

I have chosen to have Stockholm in mind for this project even though no specific site will be used. I will relate this project 
to existing architecture by looking at some examples from different time periods in Stockholm that I think seemed to have 
been allowed to have a high amount of architectural features and qualities outside or with a low influence of the function. 
I will also try to make the design relevant in relation to Stockholm but as mention without a specific context. 

Description of the Project
The aim of the design as described in the introduction was to allow and create architectural features and qualities outside 
of the function in a variety of programs. I wanted to do this by lowering the influence of the program. I have in this project 
tried to do this in design and then reflected on the result. 

At first I created a number of connected rooms with what was suggested to be features and qualities outside of the 
function. I then added several more rooms to see how they worked as individual rooms and as a whole. After that I 
added functions and programs to the different rooms and parts of the architecture to see how the rooms needed to be 
altered and how the features and qualities could be kept as much as possible. The next step was to add an expansion 
next to the first volume. I then wanted to program the expansion. While doing this I also let some of the programs in the 
first volume move. In the later parts of the project I reflected on the use of material and context in relation to designing 
features and qualities outside of the function. In the last part I tried to sum up what I thought of the design and to make 
an alternative version of the design with what I considered as improvements.      

I also looked at some existing examples of architecture that I found relevant to the subject of the project. In other 
words existing architecture that had features or qualities that seemed to appear without a very strong connection to the 
function or program. The examples were located in Stockholm in order to be able to compare architecture within the 
same geographical context (although of course it also varies within a city). However the examples are from different 
time periods so that they would not just show the result of the architecture of just one time. However I do not suggest 
that these examples serve as representatives for a whole time period. In the examples I wanted to see what features 
and qualities that I could find in the architecture and how they related to the program and function of the building.  I also 
wanted to look at how these features and qualities affect the experience of the architecture. The examples that I have 
chosen are:

-  Stockholms Stadsbibliotek by Gunnar Asplund (Stockholm Public Library)
-  Markuskyrkan in Stockholm by Sigurd Lewerentz (St Mark’s church in Stockholm)
-  Sven-Harrys konstmuseum by Wingårdh Arkitektkontor (Sven-Harry’s art museum)

The Design of the Project
The intent of the design work was to create architecture where all the rooms were allowed to have architectural features 
and qualities with a low influence of the function. That was suggested to result in that there would not be a certain 
type of rooms that will have these features or qualities but all of them, non-depending on program or placement. The 
architecture consisting of several of these rooms is therefore assumed to also have the possibility of changing program 
but keep their architectural features or qualities. 

Appearance of the Rooms 
In the design I have tried to create a variety of rooms so that different types of functions (and parts of programs) could 
fit in somewhere. The decisions of how the rooms appear could to a certain extent be considered as somewhat arbitrary 
choices of features and qualities outside of the function. These decisions were also based on my personal opinion as 
well as that I in this aspect tried to get diversity in order to get varied rooms. The starting point for the features and 
qualities could also have been for example context or materiality but in this case I have focused to work on a quite 
restrained design (working with for example placement of walls, windows, terraces, levels etc.) which I hope has made 
the project more cohesive and comprehensive. 

Rooms with Features Detached from the Function and with a Vague Program.  
Large Scale Architecture with Features Detached from the Function and Mainly 
without a Program
In this first volume I wanted to test the idea of how it would be possible to allow features and qualities that to a large 
extent would be detached from to the function in individual but connected rooms. In the beginning of the design however 
I did not want to let the program go completely but decided to start from a residential function (but without a detailed 
program so that the focus was on designing features and qualities detached of the program). 

The design that I started sketching on was a volume consisting of four rooms. One room with a second level in half the 
room, reached by a staircase in the middle and another room that was almost entirely separated from the rest of the 
volume and lifted up (on a fictive level difference or a not yet planned construction under it). The third room was lower 
than the large room. The lower room had a smaller room in one end and in the other an exit. In this room also another 
staircase lead up on the roof of the room. 

In the continued design I wanted to go on with the same ideas as in the first volume but in a larger architecture. The 
design with the added rooms was assumed to have outgrown the residential program and also get other functions later 
(these however were not decided when designing). In the design an extra floor was added (two floors on the lower 
room). The roof terrace was covered and an inner garden/courtyard was created by a narrow part of a room. A room with 
double ceiling height connects with a walkway on the level of the secluded room. A new room was also added at the end 
of the first large room, also with two stories in some parts. A new roof terrace was placed on top of the design.  



“What Changes with Features in Rooms?”, Freja Hillert, Degree Project, KTH, May 2014, Studio #6, Supervisors: Leif Brodersen and Teres Selberg, Co-supervisor: Gertrud Olsson

A B

A B

Illustration of residential room

Illustration of educational room and view towards theatre

Illustration of café terrace
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New bathrooms for the different programs.

Added door to enter to office area.  

Added wall to get a seperate entrance to functions on 
the upper floors.

Door removed to seperate the shop from the residential area.

C C

Plan 0 1:150

Section A 1:150
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Programmed Rooms with Features Detached from the Function

Some (but not all) alterations from programming the rooms are marked in the plan below.
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Explanation of features and qualities detached of the 
function

1. High ceiling for a spacious room

2. Separated space with window 

3. Covered terrace with open space down to inner 
garden/courtyard. 

Plan 1 1:300

Plan 2 1:300

Roof plan 1:300

Facade A 1:300

Facade C 1:300

Section C 1:300

Facade B 1:300

Section B 1:300

Facade D 1:300

Educational 
Theatre
Café
Residential 
Void (residential)

Offices 
Void (offices)

Shop
Void (shop)

Plan 0

Plan 1

Plan 2

Program Diagrams

4

Programmed Rooms with Features Detached from the Function
In this part I wanted to test the ideas of this project by applying a detailed program into the rooms. The aim of this part 
was to keep the features and qualities that were suggested to be outside of the function to as high extent as possible but 
also to adjust the rooms for the program. 

For example the residential area was divided into two apartments. For example two respectively one bathroom was 
placed in the apartments as well two bedrooms in one of the apartments. These got new walls that were put in the rooms 
where they were placed. Some new walls for the entrance were also added in the large room to gain access to the 
terrace for someone outside the apartments. New bathrooms were also added in the office areas. The café got a table in 
the part with a window above the entrance and a table on the terrace. The theatre was planned in the large room on the 
top with access to the roof terrace and the separated room had a sofa put in for the apartment.  

Why the Programs
The programs were chosen by me as somewhat arbitrary choices to create a feeling of a non-thought of need, as 
suggested for the project. I chose programs that seemed likely to be able to appear in Stockholm (such as for example 
residential use due to a lack of housing). The aim was to try to test diverse programs in order to evaluate how that would 
work, for example in terms of communication, entrances etc. Although the choices could have been more extreme in 
their contrast I believe that such an aspect was not the aim of this project to test. The programs that I chose for the 
building were residential (as decided from the beginning even though not in detail), offices, a shop, café, theatre and 
educational space.
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Illustration of room on ground floor in expansion 

Illustration of room on the first floor in expansion 

Explanation of features and qualities detached of the 
function

1. Exterior staircase to relate the stairs to the outdoor 
environment.

2. Double entrances to serve varied purposes

3. Terrace towards courtyard.
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Expansion
In this part of the design I wanted to take the experience from the first volume and use it in a new architecture but still 
keep the same concept. While doing this I hoped to keep the result from the first volume and to make the volumes 
correspond to each other in such a way that they still work independently or as combined architecture. Hence that even 
in different architecture the rooms will have their own approach to the features and qualities detached from the program.

The goal of this stage of the design was to try to make a broader evaluation by making the design into two parts and 
to deal with what is happening outside of it and treat that in the same way as the previous rooms. The expansion was 
designed to create an area or courtyard between the buildings. 

An example of a room in the new volume is a low part that stretches out on the courtyard with a terrace on top and an 
outside staircase that leads up to the first floor.

Programs on plan 2 are the same as in the previous design.



“What Changes with Features in Rooms?”, Freja Hillert, Degree Project, KTH, May 2014, Studio #6, Supervisors: Leif Brodersen and Teres Selberg, Co-supervisor: Gertrud Olsson

Section D 1:150

Plan 0 1:150

B

DD

BNew bathrooms for offices
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Illustration of the room connecting the two volumes

Illustration of an educational room on the ground floor of the first volume.

Illustration of a residential room on the ground floor in the expansion.

Illustration of a café room on the first floor in the expansion.
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Programmed Expansion of a Large Scale Architecture with Rooms that have 
Features Detached of the Function
Some (but not all) alterations from programming the expansion and other alterations are marked in the plan below.
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Alternative choices of program effect on a room and the features and qualities outside the function

Explanation of features and qualities 
detached of the function (illustrations above)

1. Window with view towards the inner garden/ 
courtyard. 

2. Window towards the area between the 
volumes.

3. Place in room that gets smaller to try to create 
a feeling of a reduced part of the room. 

4. Bench/ shelf for trying to emphazise the shape 
of the room.  

5. Window towards the area between the 
volumes but also with an alternative programmed 
expanded volume in front of the window.

6. Door connecting the first volume and the 
programmed expansion.  

Explanation of features and qualities 
detached of the function

1. Small room with different levels. 

2. Room combining the two buildings and that is 
a seperate room on the courtyard.  

3. High ceiling for a spacious room

4. Double entrances to serve varied purposes

5. Terrace towards courtyard.

Illustration of an office room on the ground floor in the first volume before programming the expansion.

Illustration of an office room on the ground floor in the first volume with an alternative solution when programming the 
expansion that would be to almost connect the two volumes by building a room that nearly reaches to the first volume 
but not quite so that the window on one of the walls does not have to be taken away .

Illustration of an office room on the ground floor in the first volume as used when the expansion is programmed and one 
of the windows is taken away to give place for a door to the room that is in between the expansion and the first volume. 

Plan 1 1:300

Roof plan / plan 2 1:300

 Roof plan 1:300

Facade D 1:300

Facade A 1:300

Facade B 1:300

Section B 1:300

Facade C 1:300

Model images Illustrations
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Common area / communication
Residential
Offices

Programmed section A of the first volume, partly altered for the final comment, 1:150

A

A

Program diagram of some of the rooms on plan 0 of first 
volume, altered for the final comment. 

Unprogrammed plan 0 of first volume, altered for the final comment, 
1:300 

Partly programmed plan 0 of the first volume, altered for the final comment, 1:150 

Illustration of room on ground floor in the first volume with a residential program, altered for the final comment. 
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Explanation of features and qualities detached of the 
function

1. High ceiling for a spacious room.

2-3. Wooden panel and dark tiles in the room to 
differentiate the different levels in the room. 

4. Rectangular column a bit drawn back from the edge 
of the upper level trying to give a lighter look of the first 
floor. 

5. Large window on first floor to lighten that level. 

6. Table and kitchen in the large open room. 

This illustration above shows the large room of the first volume with a residential program. The drawings to the left show 
some rooms designed with alterations as partly described in the final comment. In other words the room in the illustration 
is in many regards the same as in the previous design but the windows, columns etc. are put in before programming. 
The bathrooms and bedroom in the programmed plan are also altered to not interfere too much with the unprogrammed 
rooms.  
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Final Comment, Materiality and Context Treatment of Rooms with Features 
Detached from the Function

Final Comment
The design of this project intended to see if it was possible to achieve features and qualities outside of the function in a 
variety of programs. To try to do this I wanted to create rooms that individually had features and qualities detached of the 
function. These rooms would initially not have been given a detailed or decided program and then have had a program 
applied (that also was suggested to be able to expand or become smaller within the architecture).

During the project I think that there in some aspects have been an unclear definition of function, in for example what 
happens when a new addition is made due to a program change, such as for example when the windows and elevator 
was placed at the same time as a program in this design. There is also a question of when the aim of the project 
becomes part of the function itself. I would however say that the design does seem to offer a possibility to allow different 
programs to get qualities and features outside of the function. If the architecture appears motivated for the design then 
there is a balance to let the features and qualities remain while programming the room.  

A disadvantage of this project is that it causes the design to miss out on what could have been designed for the function 
in the original state. Because if function is just one of many catalysts for the features and qualities one could also argue 
that it would not be necessary to exclude in from the designing. So does designing for features and qualities outside of 
the function become a function in itself? If that would be the case, then the design would not be able to, if wanting to 
follow the intent of this project, be specified for being changeable but still be so in the planning which contradicts itself. 
On the other hand if it is not considered as a function, the awareness of this principle could perhaps interact with the 
result with either a positive or negative outcome. 

So what are the conclusions of the design? What could be considered as needed for most programs such as bathrooms, 
windows, elevators and parts of the architecture that are expected to be needed for the construction (that in this design 
in some rooms were added at the same time or after programming and in many cases changed the rooms) I believe 
would preferably have been put into the design before the programs were applied, both be able to generate features and 
qualities outside of the function but also to minimize the needed alteration of the original rooms. If not, it might be hard to 
separate function from the non-function in the next steps. So in the start of a project with this concept as in the design, 
one could perhaps have begun by planning for features and qualities outside of the function by designing a building 
without a program. This design would then have included the needs expected in most programs such as communication, 
windows etc. in order to avoid to have to design them along with a function. Those needs might not be part of a feature 
or quality outside of a function but could perhaps be part of enhancing one. The common areas that are shared by 
several programs could perhaps have been possible to apply to different rooms in order to create easy passages or a 
shared room. When interiors were chosen I believe that they would preferably have been selected for enhancing the 
original features or qualities outside of the function, even if it is part of a function. If a feature or quality is required to be 
taken away it might be possible to have been made to be able to reappear if a new program uses the building. Some of 
the rooms have features that are highly depending on the rooms being considered together. These rooms could perhaps 
take into consideration that the programs that are applied to these rooms would be either compatible with these features 
or a slight change of the features or qualities of the rooms. 

To motivate a type of project similar to this it might be good to find a way to make it acceptable that the architecture 
perhaps would not be economically effective at all times. This could perhaps be done by taking into consideration that 
it might be possible to have features and qualities outside of the function in various programs depending on what is 
needed at the time and that hopefully it would not be needed to be torn down if a new program is needed on a site 
or part of a city. I suggest that such a concept of architecture that have features and qualities outside of the function 
might be possible as a complement when wanting to exploit a certain site, create an architecture for an unknown future 
by for example serve as a possibility of not lacking functions such as housing for when that is needed or maintain an 
architectural flexibility but keep the features and qualities that are detached of the function. 
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1. This project has been made without a specific context even though Stockholm as a city has been kept in mind. 
However by that I do not believe that adjustment to context would contradict the purpose of the project to aim for 
architecture of rooms with features and qualities outside of the function and with a changeable program. On the 
other hand such a feature or quality could be just that, for example a room that connects the architecture closely to a 
meadow etc.  

2. The architectural concept of this project might also be applied on the exterior of the project and create places in the 
same way as the rooms. Though this might mean that those places no longer are context but actually part of the 
project.    

3. I would also expect adjustment to context in terms of the context of the program in rooms that might change program. 
By this I suggest that if there for example is a lack of housing such as often discussed in Stockholm it would be 
beneficial to program some of the rooms for residential use while if that changes and cultural activity space instead is 
required in an area then that would be programmed into the architecture and replace the residential use.  

Fictive context illustration 1 

Fictive context illustration 2 
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5

Explanation of features and qualities detached of the 
function

1. High ceiling for a spacious room.

2-3. Wooden panel and dark tiles in the room to 
differentiate the different levels in the room. 

4. Window between levels. 

5. Image on wall.

6. Wall not taken all the way to end of the level in order to 
keep a feeling of the original room even though walls are 
added both on the lower and upper level. 

7. Fake handrail added on wall to perhaps be able get 
back the handrails of the room even though not in use. 

Illustration of unprogrammed room on ground floor from first sketches 

Illustration of room on ground floor in the first volume with a residential program. 

Illustration of room on ground floor in the first volume with an educational program. 
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Diagram

Context Treatment of Architecture with Features Detached of the Function

Fictive context 1
This illustration represents a fictive context in which I find it likely that the architecture that I have worked with in the 
design could have been placed. For example that the height of the surrounding buildings would be approximately the 
same (which could also be the question of regulations). The small separate room could perhaps for example have been 
imagined as placed on a higher level of the surroundings (in other words the room might have been an alteration to 
enhance and take advantage of a context).

Fictive context 2
The second illustration shows another fictive context that would be more dense and with higher buildings. As well in 
this illustration as in the first, the small room might be imagined as a context adjustment and possibility of use. With this 
changed fictive surrounding however the building would perhaps have been higher as shown in the sketch of the risen 
expansion volume. One could also imagine that this building might have made a statement that the architecture would 
be low as in the first volume even though the surroundings are not. 

Materiality of a Room with Features Detached of the Function and Different 
Programs
In this stage I wanted to go back and zoom in on one of the rooms to evaluate the material use as well as the smaller 
scale of the features. By looking at the room as a sketch version before programming, with a residential program and 
with an educational program I wanted to see what I could design in order to keep the features and qualities that were 
suggested to be outside of the function, enhance them in its original state and keep them even though the changed 
program will result in an altered architecture. 
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Analyses of Examples

The Room in the Rotunda of Stockholms Stadsbibliotek by Gunnar Asplund (The Public 
Library in Stockholm)

Why the Room in the Rotunda of Stadsbiblioteket?
Stadsbiblioteket in Stockholm by Gunnar Asplund from the1920’s is located in a central part of the 
city close to Odenplan. It is a large library building that stands separated from the surroundings. In 
the middle of the building there is a large cylindrical room, or a rotunda. As a visitor of the rotunda 
room one is met by a a high ceiling and walls covered with bookshelves. These bookshelves are 
highlighted by the round shape of the room. I will in this part try to describe and analyse the room 
in the rotunda. I find it to be a relevant piece to study since it is a type of room that I would assume 
to have been designed in a way that does not only fulfil the requirement of a room for a public 
library in terms of direct function. For example features such as the round shape of the plan and 
the high ceiling. I also find this room interesting to study since I would say that it is regarded very 
positively even today almost a hundred years later from when it was built. The building has kept its 
original purpose and use but it is probable that the needs of this building have changed during this 
time which seem to have been possible in this building since the function has remained.  

The Room in the Rotunda in Relation to the Building and the Exterior
The room of the rotunda is enclosed in the middle of the building. However you can still see 
the rotunda sticking up from the rest of the building in the exterior. So even though the room is 
separated from the surroundings by other rooms, the shape of it is still visible from the outside. 
Perhaps due to the placement of the room there are no windows in eye level in the room. 
The room however is lit from above by windows higher up on the walls. So even though the 
bookshelves cover some parts of the walls the room is still lit from above. 

The Appearance of the Room 
You can enter the room in the rotunda from a staircase that leads you not to one of the sides of 
the room but into almost the very middle of it. There are also several other openings that lead to 
other rooms that appear as facing each other on even segments of the room. This also means 
that there are several ways to go in and out of the room and in order to get into another room one 
may have to pass through the rotunda which makes the room vivid. There is a high ceiling but the 
plan however is not excessively large. The rotunda was for some time suggested to be built with a 
dome even though that was never carried through1 and I would say that the room is spacious due 
to the high ceiling but the size of the room in plan still makes it an intimate space. 

A lot of bookshelves are placed in this room and they follow the round shape of the plan in not 
just one story but in several. These are reached by stairs that go along the sides of the room. The 
stories however in their scale are almost more like balconies overlooking the room. This possibility 
of moving upwards inside the room I would say enhance the notion of the vertical cylindrical shape 
as well as giving a view over the room from a higher level and experience the shape of the room 
from a new perspective. The way that the bookshelves follow the shape of the room shows how 
this very strong architectural shape intertwines with the function of the room. I would however not 
regard this shape as the only answer for this type of room in a public library. The bookshelves with 
the books in them, wooden interior and details, together with a patterned floor, create a rather dark 
experience of the environment even though the room is lit up. 

In terms of thinking about the subject of this project I would assume that it in the creation of this 
building was allowed to let the round shape appear and therefore also functions such as the 

1  Wrede, Stuart. The Architecture of Erik Gunnar Asplund. Cambridge, Massachusetts: The MIT Press, 
1980, 100-124
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bookshelves. I would think that this piece of architecture would be rather appreciated not just as a 
public library. Its spacious qualities in combination with the intimate atmosphere I think would be 
suitable for many other purposes that require a sense of private space but not feeling too small. 

It is a rather different type of building compared to the surroundings so it is possible to think that 
there might have been a risk of the building being criticized if it would not have been as positively 
regarded and appreciated as it is. 

Markuskyrkan in Stockholm (St Mark’s Church in Stockholm)

Why Markuskyrkan?
Markuskyrkan by Sigurd Lewerentz is placed in Björkhagen in the south of Stockholm outside 
of the city centre. The building is from the 1960’s, so in terms of time it is built somewhat in the 
middle between Stadsbiblioteket and Sven-Harrys konstmuseum. 

I think that a room in this building is interesting to look at because of the building’s facade and 
interior, both in the brick material and the curved parts of it. I also find that how the repetition of 
material is used on the inside and the outside as an interesting feature, as well as the detailing in 
how for example different material relate to each other and are varied. 

The Interior of the Church in Relation to the Building and the Exterior
The exterior shows a rather low church building with a brick facade. It is placed among many trees 
and the entrance can be reached through a paved walkway that makes the walk there separated 
from walking on the street. 

The bricks of the facade vary in beige/brown colours as well as size. In some places the wall 
curves and creates a waved effect in the facade. The windows in some places are very tall and 
thin and in others more square shaped. The building is placed in such a way that it appears as 
relating more to the surrounding nature then the built area around it (it is separated from buildings 
but surrounded by a lot of trees). 

The Appearance of the Church
The church has walls made of brick also on the inside which makes the interior and the exterior 
seem to intertwine with each other. However the bricks are so varied in how they are placed and 
in the appearance that they are not just perceived as large scaled surfaces. The roof is high and 
curved in such a way that it creates a vaulted effect in the ceiling. The floor of the room is as well 
in some parts made out of brick and in other parts other floor tiles. It is not what I would say a very 
light room but perceived as rather dark, also in the colour of the materials. From the roof many 
small lamps hang down that are placed so that they contrast and make the heavy impression of 
the brick interior more apparent. Wooden benches are placed in the room that give it a soft touch.

These previously mentioned features I would assume create a sought after effect but I would not 
expect the church to stop working without many of them. However some of the features, such as 
how the brick material reappears, are applied on parts of the architecture that are needed such as 
walls and the floor. In other words even though some features might be used for an effect rather 
than necessity, they might be placed in parts that to a high extent have to be there, such as walls 
and floors (and not as additional features or pieces of architecture). 

Sven-Harrys Konstmuseum (Sven-Harry’s art museum)

Why Sven-Harrys Konstmuseum?
Sven-Harrys konstmuseum by Wingårdh Arkitektkontor is located along one side of Vasaparken in 
a central part of Stockholm. This building that was opened in the 2010’s has several features that I 
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find interesting in relation to the subject of the features and qualities detached of the function. For 
example the effect of the facade that consists of a copper mix material2 and that stands out next to 
the surrounding buildings because of the metallic surface. The smaller piece of the building on the 
top is also worth considering since this to a large extent is a copy of a part of 
Sven-Harry Karlsson’s former home Ekholmsnäs which is a much older building from the 18th 
century3. However the façade on this part facing the rest of the exterior is as well clad in metal 
material. I also find the placement of the building and the view that it gets of the park, both from 
the inside and the terrace on top, interesting. I will in the following part try to look at these features 
and others to see what could be learned from this architecture as a contemporary example of what 
I would consider architecture relevant to the subject of this project. 

While looking up information about this project I came to read an article by Tomas Lauri in the 
magazine Arkitektur where Wingårdh Arkitektkontor is discussed as sometimes stepping away 
quite a bit from just function4. This I find interesting to think of since perhaps the question of 
features and qualities outside the function would not only be relating to a certain building but 
also to how the architect develops the project such as it might be in the example of Sven-Harrys 
konstmuseum. This however would be possible to explore even further but I will not put too much 
attention on that aspect in this project. It may however suggest that the architect actually would be 
able to have an influence on the aspects of features and qualities outside of the function.

The Placement of the Building 
The building is, as mentioned in the previous part, on the border of a big park. The facade with 
its metal surface is therefore visible from the park towards which one of the sides of the building 
is facing. The placement also gives a view over the park from the interior, such as from the 
restaurant and the art museum’s lower floor where large windows face the park and the roof 
terrace on top. I believe that the placement of this building in combination with the execution of the 
architecture with its large windows and terrace give the building a feeling of being very connected 
to the park. This feature although it could be considered as nice is perhaps not however necessary 
for an art exhibition. 

The Appearance of the Architecture
The exhibition hall on the ground floor has, as described, high windows facing the park and also 
a high ceiling, as well as in the restaurant. This creates an openness of the rooms and also a 
view where the rooms relate to the open field of the park. In the space where the entrances to the 
restaurant and the art museum are found, there is a corridor leading as well to the park with mirror 
glass walls that make you aware of yourself and the surroundings. 

A quite significant feature of the building is, as discussed previously, the part on the top (or what 
almost could be described as a separate building on top of the other). This part is distinctly 
different from the rest of the architecture. Surrounding this top part is a large roof terrace with 
walkways and areas filled with small stones that give the feeling of almost a park on top as well. I 
think that this feature of the house is very interesting since it serves a purpose but still occurs as a 
very unconventional way of doing it.

I believe that the building could be perceived as different parts which make you experience that 
you move around in a variety of spaces. Still the reoccurrence of material bring it together as a 
cohesive piece of architecture. I would also say that these parts make the scale of the building feel 
smaller than a big building. The part on the top gives a personal connection to the building which 
is also established in the very name of the art museum (Sven-Harrys konstmuseum). I do not 

2  Wingårdh, Gert and Höglund, Anna. Sven-Harrys konstmuseum och lägenheter, Stockholm. Arkitektur 
112 no. 1 (2012): 56-61, 59
3  Ibid, 59-60 
4  Lauri, Tomas. Wingårdhslandet. Arkitektur 112 no. 1 (2012): 48-55
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see these aspects as having to be present in an art museum and therefore they are interesting in 
regard to the subject of this project. 

Comments on the Analyses 
The main focus when I looked at these examples was how their features and qualities relate to 
the function and program. I think however when I did that it was hard not to make an indistinct 
separation of what is part of function and what is not. For example in Markuskyrkan there are 
features that were discussed concerning the bricks in various aspects as well as the shape of the 
walls. The walls and the material that they are consisting of is of course something rather bound 
to the very creation of a building. Therefore I would say that it is perhaps not depending on the 
existence of a function in the building but how it is treated that could be considered in another way. 
However sometimes it is hard just by looking at the appearance of architecture to tell what is a 
function and what is not without making a much more thorough analysis of a specific architecture.  

In other words many features relate to the function of the building, such as the bookshelves in 
the round room in the rotunda of Stadsbiblioteket that probably are in more focus because of the 
shape of the room but on the other hand might have been possible to be placed in a completely 
different way as well in a public library. It seems like some features could be a derivation of the 
function but taken so far that it in the end could be considered rather as a separate feature. For 
example if a room with a certain program demands a feature it might not be designed in a specific 
way because of it. That a feature could create more of a certain atmosphere or treating a function 
in a special way, that was not given by the function itself (which might work well for another type of 
program as well). 

The buildings that I have looked on parts of and in this regard mainly Stadsbiblioteket and 
Markuskyrkan have kept their function during a long period of time. I think that this aspect is 
interesting to consider because even though the function is the same, the demands of it during the 
time since it was built might have changed. 

There is of course also the question of typology, which I have not put too much focus on but I think 
that typology of course could have played a part in why certain features are allowed to appear 
or not. However I do believe that the typology in the majority of the discussed examples could 
have given a hint of what could appear but not a direct design of it. There is also an aspect of that 
typology as well has to be allowed to be built, no matter of how it is designed. 

The motives for creating some features are perhaps not clearly connected to the function but 
not either always completely separated from it. The personal connection to Sven-Harrys in the 
art museum is perhaps aimed for but I do not think that it has to be considered as a part of the 
function. In the same way the aim for a specific architecture and what effect is sought for and why 
I do not believe has to be equal to a function in all cases.

So all together I would say that some of the features and qualities that I have looked at in these 
different architectures seem to be encouraged by a certain function but taken to such an extent 
that they are no longer depending on it. Others appear as rather relating to the program or 
function but do not seem to have a very strong connection to it even though they are intertwined. 
Considering these cases I suggest that these features and qualities therefore could have been 
appreciated also for other program use. That brings me back to the design of the project since 
I find that relevant to a design where the influence of the program is lowered. Because if the 
features or qualities appear as not connected to the function I think that it might be possible to 
explore what happens if the influence of the program in an architecture would be lowered. I find 
this interesting in relation to how rooms that get features and qualities detached of the function 
work together in an architecture as well as what program that could be applied to such a building. 
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How Could Features and Qualities Outside of the Function be 
Allowed and Achieved in Different Programs and Individual 
Rooms within an Architecture?

In this project I wanted to achieve features and qualities detached of the function in architecture 
with various programs as well as in individual rooms. I wanted to try to do this by lowering the 
influence of the program, hence the function. The assumption was that rooms with the features 
and qualities outside of the function get these as made for the use of the program but perhaps not 
directly connected to it. The program influence is therefore suggested be lowered as a way to not 
be a defining factor for if these architectural features and qualities will appear or not for a specific 
program, such as for example offices. 

The architecture of the project also aimed to create architecture with a similar approach to features 
and qualities detached of the function within the individual rooms to gain a flexibility of what the 
different rooms would be used as. This would then hopefully have resulted in that there were many 
rooms that all independently strived for having features and qualities that are detached of the 
program and that then perhaps could have reduced the effect of what is expected and accepted 
for a certain program. This would then be suggested to result in that the programs within the 
structure could change or move around. 

Pernilla Hagbert and Olga Bannova have discussed the use of how different functions could come 
closer to each other in order to manage limitations of today and in favour of the environment5. 
This discussion I find very interesting in regard to this project since it concerns different functions 
and how they are looked upon in architecture. Another interesting way of relating to program 
is discussed by Katja Grillner in “The Primacy of Perplexion: Working architecture through a 
distracted order of experience” in Four Essays Framed: (Questions of Imagination, Interpretation 
and Representation in Architecture) where Grillner for example writes about Steven Holl’s and 
Lebbeus Woods’ approaches to program of architecture as taking distance from a strict program 
and Grillner also discusses what could be gained from designing for a program and not only to see 
it as a restraint6. I think that these aspects are relevant to the project since I then perhaps will miss 
some advantages of the program but maybe gain others. 

The question remains what the features and qualities outside of the function will aim or be chosen 
for in this project. Would the project be based on the personal expression of me as an architecture 
student or an arbitrary choice of architectural expressions? I chose to not seek any particular 
expression of architecture but rather look for diversity (even though as well a certain amount of 
cohesiveness). The question of what to aim for in design however is not a new consideration 
and has been discussed in many various theories. Johan Mårtelius writes about some of the 
aspects from different time periods in an article in Artes, such as for example the description of 
Vitruvius division of architectural decisions and expressions, later theories in modernism with the 
importance of how material is treated to consider for a fulfilling architecture, as well as the shifting 
focus between various ways of representation, or starting points of design, in terms of different 
drawings7. So in the design I make I will probably inevitably also make choices that are influenced 
by the present regard of the architectural field but also by the choice of working method. This 

5  Bannova, Olga and Hagbert, Pernilla. Experiments in Mapping Human Factors for Sustainable Design 
and Living.  In Urban Sustainability: Innovative Spaces, Vulnerabilities and Opportunities, Ricardo García Mira and 
Adina Dumitru (editors), 117-130, A Coruña: Institute of Psychosocial Studies and Research “Xoan Vicente Viqueira”, 
2014, www.udc.es/dep/ps/grupo/varios/urbansus.pdf (accessed 2014-05-25)
6  Grillner, Katja. The Primacy of Perplexion: Working architecture through a distracted order of 
experience.  In Four Essays Framed: (Questions of Imagination, Interpretation and Representation in Architecture), 
52-96, Liss. Diss., Stockholm: Royal Institute of Technology, Department of Architecture and Town Planning, 1997.
7  Mårtelius, Johan. Eurytmi, elevation, tektonik: Om arkitekturens qualitas. Artes 27 no. 1 (2001): 29-35
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Can architecture be created that in all rooms allows 
features and qualities detached of the function and 
together constitute architecture where the programs can 
expand or get smaller?

The design of this project was inteded to try to create 
rooms that are gathered in an architecture and that by 
lowered program influence have individual architectural 
features and qualities outside of the function.  

6

might indicate that something that is made as a feature outside of the function in this project later 
could be considered out of less importance. So even how I did the sketches for my design might 
influence in what way the features and qualities appear which I will return to in the design work. 
However I do believe that this possibly does not have to be negative but could also serve as a 
representation of a certain time, theoretical or personal expression, especially if different and a 
variety of features and qualities outside of the function are designed. 

In the book Bostaden som arkitektur, Ola Nylander looks at qualities in architecture for housing by 
using different specific parameters of the architecture to evaluate it8. I will however in the design 
of this project focus on what is part of function or not and not so much focus on how the features 
appear and relate to each other even though comments and diagrams will be used to show 
what is the important design of the features and qualities that are detached of the function. As I 
read an article by Erik Thelaus called “Det tomma rummets innehåll“ in the magazine Arkitektur 
where he discusses the question of space as a concept of analysing architecture not to be given 
as the ultimate determination of a building9, I felt like this was an important aspect to take into 
consideration of the project. That it is important to remember while analysing and creating an 
architecture that just as the examples that I have looked at in this project can be interpreted also in 
other aspects than the ones that I chose to bring up, that would probably as well affect the result of 
this project in relation to the question of the features and qualities.

8  Nylander, Ola. Bostaden som arkitektur. Stockholm: Svensk Byggtjänst, 1999, 41-78
9   Thelaus, Erik. Det tomma rummets innehåll. Arkitektur 99 no. 1 (1999): 28-33
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More Comments to Design
Comments on the Programmed Rooms
While making the rooms programmed, there were not so surprisingly challenges in creating an 
environment for each specific purpose (some constructional difficulties might also be expected 
by doing the design with the program after that the architecture was mainly designed). One of the 
difficulties was to make each specific program able to in a reasonable way be distinguished from 
each other. This included that in some cases adding new walls, doors etc. I also needed to think 
of how to motivate that some rooms perhaps would be less efficient for a specific use than a room 
that would have been designed for it, such as let’s say the theatre or the café, from the beginning 
instead of being applied to an already designed room. Was it really worth the complications that 
were created? In some cases the features and qualities worked somewhat well with the program 
but the main idea was not that it would turn out to work perfectly with the program but that it would 
work well enough to still be able to appreciate the features and qualities that were outside of the 
function and to see how it all would work together. I believe that there are many complications 
but there are also aspects that might not have been as complicated if it would have been given 
another program (it was not very important which part that had which program since it was 
supposed to illustrate a non-planned outcome).

Comments on the Expansion
In this volume I chose to work with the full range of windows before making alterations for a 
program. I believe that this was more appropriate for following the principles of the design with a 
low influence of the program. Looking back I believe that the elevator also should have been put 
in before the program to avoid moving windows. However if that would have been done, it could 
to some extent have been considered to have been adjusted to work with the programs, since if 
it would be only a residential building an elevator would probably to some extent be superfluous 
(depending on the division of the area into one or several apartments). For other functions the 
elevators however would probably be needed, so in terms of considering a changeable program 
the choice of having an elevator might be motivated. 

The program of the rooms in the new volume is an expansion of the programs of the first. It 
seemed likely that the programs in the first volume that were not given a very excessive area each 
could benefit from growing into the new rooms. This decision was as well made in order to keep a 
clear program treatment in the design and not too many different functions (even though I did not 
want to restrain the design to have a restricted number of functions).

The decision of keeping the programs from the first volume meant that the two office areas could 
be combined and connected through an added room. I see this room as becoming part of the first 
volume but that it could have a more temporary approach to the design. By this I mean that even 
though this was made as a connection, which in a way does respond to a program, it should not 
be planned for the program it would likely belong. Instead it was supposed to keep the design 
approach of the rest of the rooms with the individual features and qualities outside of the function. 
This is a bit hard if one is already aware of it being built (because of here an office space) but 
perhaps it should be more thought of as a possible connection of the two parts of the architecture, 
rather than needed to be planned for a detailed use (similar to how the first residential rooms were 
designed). 

The expansion of the programs meant that programs could be moved from the first rooms to the 
new expansion. Some of the residential area was moved to the expansion of the architecture and 
the educational area which was very small in the first volume could replace the program of the 
residential rooms in the first volume. 

In the rooms where the educational centre replaced the residential program some new walls were 
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designed on the upper floor and others removed on the ground floor. This meant that while doing 
this it was needed to take into consideration what of the existing architecture that was important 
parts to keep or not. In this case I believe that it worked quite well to look at the non-programmed 
room. If I would go back to the explanation of the first rooms there were 4 points marked out close 
to this room. 1. High ceiling for a spacious room, 2. Extra communication for a closer access to the 
terrace. 3. A Singular room with separate communication for a drawn back and secluded space, 4. 
Separated volumes for extra closed in space. If I then go on to the programming of the rooms no. 
1 is kept by not expanding the first floor into the room although the room with the high ceiling is cut 
off by the new entrance area on one side. In no. 2 both communications (stairs) are kept but they 
are somewhat separated by closing off the direct entrance of the residential area to the terrace 
staircase. The room in no. 3 is kept basically the same but with interior planned in it. No. 4 is shut 
off from the entrance from one of the residential parts so the area would probably have the role of 
leading to the staircase to the upper floor in a more direct way than before the programming.

The exterior between the two volumes is considered as one or several of the individual rooms. 
In other words the space for example where some of the rooms exits to the exterior I have tried 
to design features and qualities detached of a specific program such as plantings and seating in 
various places connecting to the interior rooms. 

Comments on Materiality of a Room with Features Detached of the Function and Different 
Programs.
I tried to choose the materials to enhance the features and qualities detached of the function. For 
example a dark stone tile on the walls under the first floor, a lighter wooden panel on the upper 
floor and the high ceiling part as well as a light coloured tiling on the stairs. A window between 
the two levels is also placed in the room. In the illustration when the room is used for a residential 
program the handrail is still used on the part of the right upper level where the added wall does 
not reach but removed where the wall is placed. In the last illustration with an educational program 
however the handrail is on the wall instead. 

I do not see a problem in that some materials of the architecture change as long as the aim is 
to keep the features that were made to be outside of the function. Probably not all features and 
qualities can be present at all times and with different programs but it might be possible to keep 
the ability to keep them as possible to bring back at a later point and sometimes visible such as 
building a handrail as a part of a new wall as in the illustration of the room with an educational 
program. 

All materials do not have to be maintenance free so perhaps to some extent it is not expected 
that all programs will have the possibility to proceed to keep the materials as they were originally. 
Therefore it perhaps would be suitable to have some external part responsible for some of that 
work. 
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