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Ty tu∏ za pi sa no kur sy wà, rów nie do brze mó g∏ by po ja wiç si´  w tym miej scu cu -
dzy s∏ów.  Dziw ne to po j´ cie, je Êli w ogó le uznaç je za praw dzi we. Mo˝ na z po -
wo dze niem za sto so waç tu mot to z me go ese ju o ar chi tek tu rze kra jo bra zu
(Ja nusz A. W∏o dar czyk. „Oko ∏o ar chi tek tu ry”. Wy daw nic twa PB, Bia ∏y stok
2003), cy tat z Cy ce ro na: „Spra wie Ce za ra nie bra ko wa ∏o ni cze go z wy jàt kiem
sa mej spra wy. Ma my do czy nie nia z kon flik tem i j´ zy ko wym, i lo gicz nym.”
Wie le si´ mó wi o sza fo wa niu po j´ cia mi ar chi tek tu ra i ar chi tekt; w nadmia rze
cz´ sto gu bi si´ sens rze czy. Tu go nie wàt pli wie zgu bio no. Ar chi tek tu ra wn´trz
– co w∏a Êci wie ta zbit ka s∏ów zna czy? I w ja kim ce lu po j´ cie to zo sta ∏o wy my -
Êlo ne?
Ab stra hu jàc w tym miej scu od wie lo znacz no Êci po j´ cia ar chi tek tu ra, dla na -
szych roz wa ̋ aƒ wy star czyç po win no jej zna cze nie w aspek cie j´ zy ko wym:
os∏o na, przy kry cie (tek tu ra), nie kie dy na wet opa ko wa nie. Mo˝ na by na wet
przy rów naç jà do odzie ̋ y zdo bià cej cz∏o wie ka. Za tem sens, isto ta ar chi tek tu -
ry znaj du je si´ w Êrod ku. Pro jek tu je my os∏o n´. Sk∏a da si´ ona z dwu warstw:
ze wn´ trz nej i we wn´ trz nej. Ze wn´ trze nie bu dzi chy ba wàt pli wo Êci, ale co
z dru gà war stwà? Mo˝ na sà dziç, ˝e jà to w∏a Ênie uto˝ sa mia si´ z wn´ trzem.
Ale wn´ trze to pu st ka – urzà dzo na, zor ga ni zo wa na pu st ka. Jest naj wa˝ niej -
sza, dla niej po wsta je ar chi tek tu ra. W niej ˝y je my – je my, Êpi my, uczy my si´,
pra cu je my, za ∏a twia my spra wy.
Czy jed nak, rze czy wi Êcie, wn´ trze jest w ar chi tek tu rze naj wa˝ niej sze? Dzia ∏a -
nia ar chi tek tów zda jà si´ cz´ sto te mu prze czyç. W two rze niu ar chi tek tu ry do -
mi nu je my Êle nie ze wn´ trzem. Ele wa cje, bry ∏a, kom po zy cja ca ∏o Êci, wre szcie
de tal ze wn´ trz ny – tak; tak ̋ e, choç ju˝ w znacz nie mniej szym stop niu kon -
tekst oto cze nia, jed nak nie wn´ trze ja ko in te gral na war toÊç ar chi tek tu ry.
Funk cja nie kie dy roz wià zy wa na wni kli wie, jak w bu dyn kach mie szkal nych co
wy bit niej szych ar chi tek tów. Choç przez ostat nie pó∏ wie cze po brzmie wa ∏o
wcià˝ je szcze ha s∏o func tion first, prze wa ̋ a ∏o jed nak za in te re so wa nie for mà
ze wn´ trz nej war stwy ar chi tek tu ry. I oka zu je si´, ˝e przy dba ∏o Êci o funk cj´,
o ar chi tek tu ry aspekt u˝y tecz ny, mo˝ na ja koÊç prze strze ni we wn´ trz nej ca∏ -
ko wi cie od pu Êciç. Jej kom po zy cj´, ska l´ i pro por cje, wza jem ne po wià za nie
prze strzen ne (nie funk cjo nal ne!) czy li to, co na zy wa my wn´ trzem, zo sta wiç
in nym: niech so bie do kaƒ cza jà, uzu pe∏ nia jà, upi´k sza jà wy pe∏ nie nie tek tu ry,
na wet tej – ar chi.
Im, czy li ko mu? W∏a Ênie tu tkwi sens pro ble mu, a w ka˝ dym ra zie sen su
cz´Êç istot na. Przez bli sko pi´ç dzie siàt lat funk cjo no wa nia w PRL-u ar chi tek -
ci, sko sza ro wa ni w paƒ stwo wych biu rach pro jek tów, z cza sem co raz bar -
dziej pod le ga jà cy re sor tom tech nicz nym, pro du ko wa li ar chi tek tu r´ nie ja ko
do bro kul tu ry, lecz coÊ na kszta∏t to wa ru: sprze da jàc go spraw nie i szyb ko.
W dzia ∏a niach tych co raz mniej by ∏o miej sca na zaj mo wa nie si´ for mà. Pro -
jekt ogra ni cza∏ si´ do nie zb´d ne go mi ni mum. Sto sow nie do przy j´ tej hie rar -
chii wa˝ no Êci fa wo ry zo wa no ze wn´ trze w sto sun ku do wn´ trza. Na do pra co -
wa nie wn´ trza w pod sta wo wym wy mia rze pro ce su in we sty cyj ne go bra ko -
wa ∏o cza su i pie ni´ dzy.
Wte dy to roz wi n´ ∏a si´ dzia ∏al noÊç zwià za na ze wspo mnia nym wy ̋ ej do kaƒ -
cza niem i uzu pe∏ nia niem nie u koƒ czo nych czyn no Êci pro jek to wych w two rze -
niu ar chi tek tu ry, g∏ów nie jej war stwy ze wn´ trz nej. By ∏o to mo˝ li we w wy ni ku zaj -
mo wa nia si´ wn´ trzem ex post: ar chi tek tu rà wn´trz. Prym wio d∏y tu Pra cownie

The title is typed in italics but it could be

put in inverted commas as well. Strange

is this concept provided it can be regard-

ed as genuine at all. The motto of my

essay on landscape architecture (J. A.

W∏o dar czyk “Aro und Ar chi tec tu re”, Pu bli -

shing Ho u se BP, Bia ∏y stok 2003) a quota-

tion from Cicero, will be of great use here:

“Caesar’s case lacked nothing but the

case itself”. We are dealing with a linguis-

tic and logical conflict. 

There is a lot of talk about squandering

the concepts of architecture and an archi-

tect; excess often loses the meaning of 

a thing. Here it is lost for sure. Interior

architecture - what does this combination

of words mean? What was it invented for?

Aside from the ambiguity of the word

“architecture”, we can limit our consider-

ations to its meaning in the linguistic

aspect: “protection”, “cover (tecture)”,

“wrapping” sometimes. We could also

compare it to clothes which graces man.

Therefore, the meaning, the essence of

architecture lies inside. We design pro-

tection. It consists of two layers: internal

and external. The outside is rather not

dubious but what about the other layer?

One can identify it with the inside. But the

inside is emptiness - arranged, organized

emptiness. It is the most important, archi-

tecture comes into being for its sake. We

live in it - we eat, sleep, study, work, set-

tle our affairs.

Still, is interior the most important in

architecture? Architects’ activities often

seem to contradict it. Thinking in terms of

exterior dominates the creation of archi-

tecture. Facades, a solid figure, composi-

tion of a whole, an external detail - yes;

context of the surroundings, too, but to 

a much less degree; not interior as an

integral value of architecture. Sometimes

penetratingly solved function, as in some

outstanding architects’ residential build-

ings. Although the slogan “function first”
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Sztuk Pla stycz nych, przed si´ bior -
stwo za tru dnia jà ce ar ty stów pla sty -
ków, w tym ar chi tek tów wn´trz, a tak -
˝e ar chi tek tów – ju˝ nie wn´ trza, lecz
– chy ba, dla rów no wa gi i sy me trii –
ze wn´ trza. Ro bio ne tam pro jek ty zaj -
mo wa ∏y si´ tak ̋ e urzà dza niem prze -
strze ni w ist nie jà cych ju˝ bu dyn kach,
zwy kle z wpro wa dza niem no wych
funk cji, z cz´ Êcio wym oka zjo nal nie
na ru sza niem ist nie jà cej struk tu ry
obiek tu lub te˝ do da wa niem do Êwie -
˝o za pro jek to wa ne go obiek tu no -
wych form, czy li wy pe∏ nia nia i de ko -
ro wa nia prze strze ni. W pierw szym
przy pad ku dzia ∏a nie by ∏o wy mu szo ne
orga ni za cyj nie, z prze rzu ce niem go
w spo sób sztucz ny z jed nej jed no st ki
ad mi ni stra cyj nej w dru gà, wbrew je -
go me ry to rycz ne mu sen so wi: ro ze -
rwa niu ar chi tek tu ry, dla wy dzie le nia
z niej osob ne go by tu w po sta ci ar chi -
tek tu ry wn´trz. W Pra cow niach funk -
cjo no wa ∏o roz ró˝ nie nie: dzia ∏a nia,
któ re w pro jekt wkal ku lo wy wa ∏y in ge -
ren cj´ w sub stan cj´ bu dyn ku z pro -
jek to wa niem wy po sa ̋ e nia na zy wa no
pro jek tem wn´trz, dzia ∏a nia zwià za ne
z za go spo da ro wa niem wn´ trza go to -
wy mi ele men ta mi wn´ trzar ski mi –
aran ̋ o wa niem wn´ trza. Sfe ra za in te -
re so wa nia do ty czy ∏a g∏ów nie obiek -
tów u˝y tecz no Êci pu blicz nej, znacz -
nie rza dziej mie szka nia. Dom jed no -
ro dzin ny nie by∏ przedmio tem za in te -
re so wa nia paƒ stwo we go sy ste mu in -
we sty cyj ne go z na tu ry rze czy, wn´ -
trza mie szkal ne wie lo ro dzin ne go mie -
szkal nic twa tak ̋ e nie.
Pu char, kie lich – mo gà byç pi´k ny mi
i dro gi mi przedmio ta mi, mo˝ na je ko -
lek cjo no waç, usta wiaç na pó∏ kach,
by cie szy ∏y oko swym kszta∏ tem. Ro -
bi si´ je od wie ków – jed nak po to, by
na pe∏ niç je wi nem, po to sà. Gdy by
nie by ∏o wi na, ich ist nie nie nie mia ∏o -
by sen su. Tak sa mo jest z fi li ̋ an kà do
her ba ty, do ka wy, z mi sà na owo ce
czy sa ∏a t´.
Z ar chi tek tu rà jest podob nie, stwa -
rza my jà po to, by jà wy pe∏ niç – ˝y -
ciem. Cel ten nie jest je dy nym; u˝yt -
kow nik nie jest jej wy ∏àcz nym odbior -
cà, ko rzy sta z niej prze cho dzieƒ –
pas sant, spa ce ro wicz – be nia mi now -
ski fla neur, tu ry sta, w grun cie rze czy
te˝ u˝yt kow nik, je Êli przez u˝yt ko wa -
nie ro zu mieç prze by wa nie w oto cze -
niu ar chi tek tu ry, ogar nia nie jà wzro -
kiem i cie sze nie si´ jej wi do kiem,

could be heard for the last fifty years, an interest in the form of architecture’s external

layer predominated. It turns out that with attention to function, to the useful aspect of

architecture, the quality of internal space can be completely passed over. Its compo-

sition, scale and proportions, mutual spatial (not functional!) connection, that is what

we call interior, should be left to others: let them finish, complete, embellish the ful-

fillment of tecture, even the -archi type.

Them meaning who? The sense of the problem, or at least its important part, lies

here. During almost fifty years of the Polish People’s Republic, architects, who were

barracked in state designing offices and more and more depending on technical

departments, produced architecture not as value of culture but something like mer-

chandise: selling it in an effective and fast manner. There was less and less space for

a form. A project was limited to a necessary minimum. Exterior was favoured in rela-

tion to interior according to the assumed hierarchy of importance. There was no time

or money to put a finishing touch on interior in the basic limits of the investment

process.

Then, finishing and completing designing activities in the creation of architecture,

mainly its external layer, developed. It was possible as a result of dealing with interi-

or ex post: interior architecture. Workshops of Fine Arts, a company employing

artists, among others interior architects and - probably for the sake of equilibrium and

symmetry - exterior architects, led the way. Their designs also arranged space in

existing buildings, usually introduced some new functions and occasionally dis-

turbed the existing structure of an object or added new forms to a fresh object, i.e.

filled and decorated space. In the first case, work was forced organizationally and

artificially transferred from one administration unit to another, against its sense in the

content: tearing architecture apart, to select a separate entity in the shape of interior

architecture. The Workshops called activities including interference in the substance

of a building with design of equipment interior design, activities equipping an interi-

or with some ready-made elements - interior arrangement. Public utility objects were

of much bigger interest than flats. By nature, state investment system was not con-

cerned about single- and multi-family housing. 

A cup, a glass - they can be beautiful and valuable objects, one can collect them, put

them on shelves to please the eye. They have been made for ages - yet in order to

fill them with wine, that is what they are for. If there was no wine, they would not make

any sense. It is also true for a tea cup, a coffee cup, a bowl for fruit or lettuce.

Things are similar in architecture, we create it in order to fill it - with life. It is not the

only purpose; a user is not its only receiver, a passer-by - a passant - makes use of

it, a walker - a Benjamin flaneur, a tourist, in fact, a user if we understand using as

being in the surroundings of architecture, taking it in and enjoying it, in its aesthetic,

semantic and symbolic layer. However, we do not build it in order to look at it, in any

case, it is not an exclusive aim, staying in it is its main intended use. Suddenly, what

is the meaning of architecture becomes a separate, autonomous entity, equal to exte-

rior. This phenomenon is symptomatic and alarming especially that it lies in the con-

viction of architects themselves. I am relating to such non-existent structures as the

WFA because the artificial division into interior and exterior is still alive and we can

see more and more schools of interior architecture. But it is, as Kipling used to say,

another tale, for a different occasion.

The matter under discussion takes various forms if we look at it from the viewpoint of

division of the purpose of architecture, in the context of housing and public utility. Thus,

housing architecture - which interests us more here - is a point of interest for an indirect

user, an architect mainly, to a much less extent. Next, the owner of a house or - some-

times - a flat in a multi-family building, is interested in its external sight for aesthetic rea-

sons - it is obvious, but also - more often - owing to prestige. But - not talking about

high-standard villas, mansions where interior is usually integrated with the whole of an

object and designed by the same creator - the interior of a flat, as a rule, does not make

the subject of integral design by a professional, a user handles it by himself and the

syndrome of interior architecture does not appear here. We might wonder how an atti-

w jej war stwie este tycz nej, zna cze nio wej i sym bo licz nej. Jed nak nie bu du je -
my jej po to, by na nià pa trzeç, w ka˝ dym ra zie nie wy ∏àcz nie po to, prze by -
wa nie w niej jest jej g∏ów nym prze zna cze niem. I tu na gle: to co jest sen sem
ar chi tek tu ry sta je si´ osob nym, au to no micz nym by tem, rów no rz´d nym w sto -
sun ku do ze wn´ trza. Zja wi sko jest symp to ma tycz ne i nie po ko jà ce tym bar -
dziej, ˝e tkwi ono w prze ko na niu sa mych ar chi tek tów. Je Êli wra cam po la tach
do nie i st nie jà ce go ju˝ funk cjo no wa nia struk tur ty pu PSP to dla te go, ˝e
sztucz ny roz dzia∏ na wn´ trze i ze wn´ trze wcià˝ jest ˝y wy, ˝e za u wa ̋ yç, po -
wsta jà ce jak przy s∏o wio we grzy by po de szczu, uczel nie z szyl dem ar chi tek tu -
ry wn´trz. Ale to ju˝, jak ma wia∏ Ki pling, in na ba jecz ka, na in nà oka zj´.

Oma wia ne za ga dnie nie kszta∏ tu je si´ roz ma i cie, je Êli naƒ spoj rzeç z punk tu
wi dze nia podzia ∏u na prze zna cze nie ar chi tek tu ry, w kon tek Êcie mie szka nia
i u˝y tecz no Êci pu blicz nej. I tak, ar chi tek tu ra mie szka nia – któ ra w tym miej scu
nas bar dziej in te re su je – w znacz nie mniej szym stop niu jest punk tem za in te -
re so wa nia nie bez po Êre dnie go u˝yt kow ni ka, g∏ów nie ar chi tek ta. Z ko lei, po -
sia da cza do mu bàdê – rza dziej – mie szka nia w bu dyn ku wie lo ro dzin nym, je -
go ze wn´ trz ny oglàd bu dzi za in te re so wa nie ze wzgl´ dów este tycz nych – to
oczy wi ste, ale te˝ – cz´ Êciej – z uwa gi na pre sti˝. Ale – po mi ja jàc wil le wy so -
kie go stan dar du, re zy den cje, gdzie zwy kle wn´ trze jest in te gral nie zwià za ne
z ca ∏o Êcià obiek tu i pro jek to wa ne przez te go sa me go twór c´ – wn´ trze mie -
szka nia z za sa dy nie sta no wi przedmio tu in te gral ne go pro jek to wa nia przez
pro fe sjo na li st´, u˝yt kow nik sam so bie z tym ra dzi i syn drom ar chi tek tu ry
wn´ trza tu nie wy st´ pu je.
Mo˝ na za sta no wiç si´, jak kszta∏ tu je si´ sto su nek do za le˝ no Êci mi´ dzy wn´ -
trzem, a ze wn´ trzem bu dyn ku w przy pad ku do mu mie szkal ne go, w za le˝ no -
Êci od ty pu za bu do wy. Wa run kiem jest Êwia do my i za mie rzo ny wy bór je go
war to Êci prze strzen nej i u˝yt ko wej.
Istot ne zna cze nie mo ̋ e mieç tu roz ró˝ nie nie mi´ dzy kon cep cjà od Êrod ko -
wà i do Êrod ko wà kszta∏ to wa nia do mu. War to te˝ uwa ̋ aç, ˝e lu dzie dzie là -
cy si´ na eks tra- i in tro wer ty ków, wy bie ra jàc typ mie szka nia z te go punk tu
wi dze nia, pre fe ro waç b´ dà uk∏a dy prze strzen ne bar dziej eks po no wa ne lub
wy i zo lo wa ne. W hi sto rii do mu mie szkal ne go wy kszta∏ ci ∏y si´ pod tym
wzgl´ dem ró˝ ne je go for my, od do mu atrial ne go – grec kie go, rzym skie go,
arab skie go – ja ko skraj nie do Êrod ko we go, do wol no sto jà cej wil li – rzym -
skiej i re ne san so wej. Prze wa ̋ a jà kon cep cje od Êrod ko we za bu do wy. 
Po mi´ dzy – zna leêç mo˝ na roz ma i te kon cep cje po Êre dnie. Z punk tu wi -
dze nia odi zo lo wa nia si´ od in nych, dom atrial ny jest kla sycz nym te go
przy k∏a dem, jed nak ukszta∏ to wa nie te re nu, a tak ̋ e typ je go ogro dze nia ma
tu istot ne zna cze nie. Podat nà na do Êrod ko woÊç jest nie o gra ni czo na w wa -
rian to wa niu za bu do wa tzw. g´ sto-ni sko.

W kon cep cjach do Êrod ko wych wn´ trze sta je si´ do mi nu jà cym aspek tem do -
mu. Rzym ski do mus, a na st´p nie je go kon ty nu a to rzy, w skraj nych przy pad -
kach, nie o mal mo gà nie mieç po strze ga ne go ze wn´ trza: wy star czy g∏ad ki mur
bez o kien ny z dys kret nym otwo rem wej Êcia. Kon cen tru je my si´ na wn´ trzu; i tu,
jak wsz´ dzie w ota cza jà cej nas prze strze ni, prze wa ̋ a ste re o typ po wtó rzeƒ
wzor ca. W ze spo le niu z ogro dem mo ̋ e my uzy skaç sa mo wn´ trze, ze wn´ trza
pra wie ju˝ nie ma. Je Êli ju˝ ko niecz nie chce my u˝yç te go ter mi nu, to ta ki dom
mo˝ na by okre Êliç w∏a Ênie ja ko – chy ba lo gicz nie – ar chi tek tu r´ wn´ trza. Tyl ko
po co? Wy star czy: ar chi tek tu ra, po có˝ mno ̋ yç zb´d ne po j´ cia i ta kie˝ by ty?
Mo˝ na na to miast mó wiç o pro jek to wa niu wn´trz, o wn´ trzar skiej sztu ce de ko -
ra cyj nej, wy o dr´b nia jàc pro blem tyl ko w przy pad ku wcho dze nia do bu dyn ku
z in nà funk cjà, ad ap ta cjà je go do in nych ce lów od tych, dla któ rych pier wot nie
by∏ prze zna czo ny. Mo ̋ e to ro biç, w za le˝ no Êci od ska li i spe cy fi ki za da nia, bàdê
ar chi tekt, bàdê ar ty sta pla styk – wn´ trzarz, ale to ju˝ aspekt wtór ny.

Czy ca ∏y ten wy wód to tyl ko spór o s∏o wa? Tak, nie wàt pli wie, s∏o wo jest wa˝ -
ne, s∏o wo zna czy. Do wol ne nim ˝on glo wa nie stwa rza k∏o po ty, by wa na wet
nie bez piecz ne.

tude towards the interrelation between the

interior and exterior of a building in tha

case of a residential house, depending on

the type of development, is shaped. The

condition is a conscious and intended

choice of its spatial and utility value.

The difference between a centrifugal and 

a centripetal conception of shaping 

a house can play an important role here.

We must also keep in mind that people

are divided into extro- and introverts and

that choosing a type of a flat, they prefer

more exposed or more isolated spatial

patterns. In the history of a residential

house, we can find various forms, from an

atrial - Greek, Roman, Arab - house as an

extremely cenripetal one, to a detached -

Roman and Renaissance - villa.

Centrifugal conceptions of development

predominate. In between - there are vari-

ous intermediate concepts. As far as iso-

lation goes, an atrial house is a classic

example. The lay of the land as well as

the type of fencing is very important. The

so-called “dense-low” development in

countless versions is receptive to cen-

tripetal force.

In centripetal conceptions, interior turns

into a dominating aspect of a house. In

extreme cases, the Roman “domus” and

its continuators may not have a real exte-

rior: a flat wall without any windows with 

a discreet entrance opening is enough.

We concentrate on the interior; a stereo-

type of pattern repeats dominates here,

just like everywhere in the surrounding

space. In a join with a garden, we can

gain interior only, exterior practically does

not exist. If we have to use this term, such

a house could be described - probably

logically - as interior architecture. But

what for? Architecture as such is enough,

why multiply superfluous terms and enti-

ties? Whereas, we can talk of designing

interiors, of interior decorative art, select-

ing the problem only when entering a

building with a different function, its adap-

tation to purposes different from the origi-

nal ones. It can be done, depending on

the scale and character of a task, either

by an architect or by an interior decorator

but it is a secondary aspect.

Is this exposition just an argument about 

a few words? Well, there is no doubt that 

a word is important, a word has a mean-

ing. Free juggle with words causes trou-

ble, can even be dangerous.
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