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ATICTPAKT

MpeaMeT UCTpaXuBatba OBOT Paja je KOHLENT mpoctopa
y TPOCTOpY, KOju je jedaH Of YHUBEP3aNHUX MpUHUUNa Yy
aPXUTEKTOHCKOM CTBapanawiTy. Y pajy Cy aHanM3upaHu
KapaKTepUCTUYHN CaBPEMEHI W WCTOPUJCKN MpUMepH Ko
KOjUX je 0Baj KOHLENT MpUMetbeH Ha TakaB HauuH Ja ce y
OKBMPY MPOCTOpa OTBOPEHOT NNaHa jaBJba jefHa WK BULLe
aMOCTafHUX MPOCTOPHO-QYHKLMOHANHUX LeNnHa. AKLeHaT
j& Ha MCTpaXXuBatby PasNMUMTIAX MOBOAA KOjU CY Y NOjeANHIM
CATyauMjama [OBEAM JO MpUMEHe KOHLENTa npoctop Y
npocTopy, Npu Yemy je nocebHa Naxktba ycMepeHa y npasLy
reHepanu3aumje W nojaltberba KbYYHUX NPOjEKTAHTCKHX
(TQHOBMITA (A KOjUX je KOHUENT y mnpakcn Hajuelfie
NPUMeHbBaH.

KribyuHe peuu: apxuTekTypa, 0TBOpEH! MAaH, jefHONpocTop,
Tekyhu npocTop, dnekcnbunHoct

YBOA

MpocTop je Heu30CTaBHM YMHWMAL CBAKOr NPOMULLIbaHbA
0 apxutekTypu. [loBe3uBare pasnMuUTUX  QYHKLMja
W NPOCTOPHUX LENWHA Y JOMWYHY OpraHusauujy pgeo je
UHULMjanHe Gase Kpo3 Kojy Mponasit CBakW apXUTEKTOHCKN
objekaT unM KOMMNEKC TOKOM HacTajarba. Y apXuTEKTOHCKO]
TEOPUj M TMPaKCM Cy YIMAaBHOM 3aCTynjbeHa ueTupu
CTAHOBILLTA € KOjUX Ce TyMaun OJHOC NPOCTopa y NpocTopy:
1) apXuTEKTOHCKM 06jeKaT y 0TBOPEHOM NPOCTOPY; 2) 0TBOPEHN
npoctop y ypbadom npoctopy; 3) OTBOpeHM npocTop y
APXMTEKTOHCKOM 06jeKTy; 4) camocTanaH GyHKLMOHaNHM 6ok
y 06jekTy oTBOpeHor nnawa (Cn. 1).

[pB0 1 Hajlwmpe 3acTynbeHo Tymaverbe (Cn. 1.1) je na je cBaku
aPXUTEKTOHCKN 06jeKaT fie0 HeKor MPOCTOPHOr KOHTEKCTa.
(a 0BOr CTaHOBMULLUTA, MPOCTOP Y ApXUTEKTOHCKOM 00jeKTy ce
nocMaTpa y CKnomy OKONMHOr Gu3nuku ofpeheHor ypbaor,
pypasHor UM NPUPOSHOT MPOCTOPa U Y 3aBUCHOCTM Of HUBOA
0TBOPEHOCTU 00jeKTa Npema OKpYXetby Matbe Unu BuLLe je
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ABSTRACT

The subject of this study was space within space concept which
is one of the universal principles in architecture. This paper
analyses typical contemporary and historical examples where
this concept has been applied in such a way that one or more
independent spatial and functional unities appear within open
plan space. The emphasis was on examining various reasons
that resulted in the application of space within space concept
in certain situations, with particular attention directed towards
generalization and explanation of the key design approcahes
where this concept has been most frequently applied in practice.

Key words: architecture, open plan, open-space, flowing space,
flexibility

INTRODUCTION

Space is considered an essential factor in any reflections on
architecture. Connecting different functional and spatial unities
into a logical organization is a part of the initial phase which
every architectural building or complex passes through in its
development. In architectural theory and practice there are
four mostly represented approaches which interpret space
within space concept: 1) architectural building within open
space, 2) open space within urban space, 3) open space within
architectural building, and 4) independent functional block
within an open plan building (Fig. 1.).

The first and most widely represented interpretation (Fig. 1.1.)
is that every architectural building is a part of a spatial context.
According to this approach, the space within an architectural
design is observed as a part of the surrounding physically
determined urban, rural or natural space and, depending on the
level of the openness of a building to the surroundings, itis more
or less connected to it (Brolin, 1988). The second interpretation
is antonymous to the first one and it is related to urban
environment (Fig. 1.2.), where the term “inner” space means
open space such as squares, plazas, etc., which is physically
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Cn. 1. Teopujcke uHTEpNpeTaLuje KoHLeNTa NPoCTop y NpocTopy

nose3aH ca koM (Brolin, 1988). [ipyro Tymauetbe je aHTOHUMHO
NpBOM 1 J0BOAM Ce y Be3y ca ypbaHum ambujentuma (Cn. 1.2),
npy yemy ce NOA NOjMOM ,YHYTpalLber” npocTopa MCAK Ha
0TBOPEHN POCTOP, MONYTTProBa, njaLetam Ci., koju je Gu3nuKu
oapehen dacagama okonHux rpaheBuHa (Krier, 1979). (a
Tpehier craHoBuwwTa (Cn. 1.3), noa ,yHyTpaLLbUM” NPOCTOPOM
e Hajuewfhe nofpasymeBajy aTpujym, [ABOPULLTE WAK
(BETNAPHUK, JI0K je OKOMHI NpOCTOp Ae0 Gu3nuke CTpyKType
objekta y kome ce oHu Hanase (Rapoport, 2007). MomeHyTa
TPU TyMauerba nojpasymeBajy TpafuLMOHaNHa rMejuLTa ca
KOjuX je penavyja ABe pa3nnuuTe NpoCTOpHe Kateropuje buna
nocmaTpaHa (Be [0 NojaBe MOJEpHe, KOHLENnTa 0TBOpeHor
MNaHa 1 NpBUX CaBPEMEHUX apXUTEKTOHCKMX MpUMepa Kop
KOjUX Cy TpaHuLe ,yHyTpaLuker” npocTopa, y BUAy rpynauje
npocTopu;ja, y Gn3nYKOM 1 GYHKLMOHANHOM CMUCITY Bune jacHo
oapehene yHyTap sefier jesHonpoctopa (Cn. 1.4). Kputepujymu
M0 KojiMa Ce YHyTpaLUkb) MPOCTOpU Y NpaKkcy AndepeHumpajy
MOry 6uTu pasnuuuTv, nouyeB 04 BenuuMHe u 06UKa,
npeko matepujana, 6oje u TekcType, 40 (akType, HMBOA
ocBeT/beHOCTI 11 Ap. Mako 61 Tema, y wupem cmuciy, Morna
JAa 0byxBaTi BeoMa BeNMKN Opoj TPaAMLMOHANHUX NpUMepa
KOZA KOjuX e jaB/ba MOMeHyTa Xujepapxuja Matber npocropa
y Befiem, y OKBUpUMA 0BOT TeKcTa fie 6MTM pa3maTpaHn camo
CaBPeMeHM KapaKTepuCTUYHI NPUMePHU, KOZ, KOjuX je KOHLenT
NpUMerbeH y UnCToM 06NIMKY 1 KOji e OHOCe Ha MOCTojatbe
jacHo oapeheHor GyHKUMOHANHOT 6MOKA Y apXMTEKTOHCKOM
06jexTy oTBOpeHor nnaHa (Cn. 1.4).

1

Y caBpemeHoj Teopuju apxuTeKType TeMa NpocTopa y npocTopy
HUje3HayajHuje pa3maTpaHa, Mako nocToj| BennKu 6pojnncaHmx
PafoBa Y Kojuma cy aHanu3upaHi 06jeKTn Kop Kojux je oBaj
KOHLeNT npumetbeH, nonyT Kyhie DapHcaopt Muc BaH fiep Poea
(Ludwig Mies van der Rohe), CrakneHe kyhie Oununa LloHcoHa
(Philip Johnson), nopoguunux kyha Yapnca Mypa (Charles
Moore) y Opunam u Hby XejaHy, AnctpakTHe n KybucTuuke kyhe
[Wnnmnhn Orage (Shinichi Ogawa), my3eja ymeTHocTu y Tonepy
1 OkpyxHor LeHTpa pejc dapmc rpyne CAHA (SANAA) u gp.
(Pallasmaa, 1992; Foster, 1988; Klein, 2004; Kim, 2009; Ryan,
2012). Mopen apxUTEKTOHCKIX pa3MaTpatba MocToje U apyra,
nonyT nctpaxuparba Coduje Mantysakm (Sophia Pantouvaki),
y KOMe ayTopka aHanu3vpa penauujy noctojefier npoctopa
Teatpa 1 NpocTopa cueHorpaduje An3ajHupaHor 3a oapehenn
nepdopmaHc, NPUANKOM Yera npasu pasnuky uamehy peanHor
NpoCTOpa aHTMYKOT Teatpa U epeMepHor, APaMCKOr npocTopa
yHyTap cueHorpaduje (Pantouvaki, 2012). Wako aytopka He
pa3martpa TeMy Y KOHTEKCTy apxuTeKkType, Beh cueHorpaduje,
3HauajHo je yKa3aTin Ha NPUCYTHOCT U LUMPUHY NPUMEHUBOCTM
pa3maTpaHor KoHuenTa.
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Fig. 1. Theoretical interpretations of space within space concept

determined by the facades of the surrounding buildings (Krier,
1979). According to the third approach (Fig. 1.3.), the term
“inner” space mostly means an atrium, courtyard or skylight,
whereas the surrounding area is a part of physical structure
of a building within which they are located (Rapoport, 2007).
The three aforementioned interpretations include traditional
approaches according to which the relation between two
different spatial categories was observed until the emergence
of a modern concept of open plan and first contemporary
architectural examples where the boundaries of “inner” space
in the form of room clusters, in physical and functional terms,
were clearly defined within a larger open-space (Fig. 1.4.).
The ways in which “inner” spaces have been differentiated
in practice may be different in size, form, material, colour,
texture, roughness, lighting level, etc. Although the concept,
in broader terms, may include a large number of traditional
examples where the mentioned hierarchy of a smaller space
within a larger one appears, this paper discussed only typical
contemporary examples, where the concept has been applied in
its pure form and which are related to the existence of a clearly
defined functional block within an open plan architectural
building (Fig. 1.4.).

In contemporary theory of architecture, space within space
concept has not been considerably discussed, although there
are numerous written papers analyzing the buildings where
the concept has been applied, such as the Farnsworth House by
Ludwig Mies van der Rohe, the Glass House by Philip Johnson,
family houses of Charles Moore in Orinda and New Haven, the
Abstract and the Cubist House by Shinichi Ogawa, the Museum
of Art in Toledo and Grace Farms Center of SANAA group, etc.
(Pallasmaa, 1992; Foster, 1988; Klein, 2004; Kim, 2009; Ryan,
2012). In addition to architectural reflections, there are also
others, such as Sophia Pantouvaki’s research, where the author
analyzed the relation between the real space of a theatre
and the space of the scenography designed for a particular
performance differentiating between the real space of an
ancient theatre and the ephemeral, dramatic space within the
scenography (Pantouvaki, 2012). Although the author did not
consider this concept in the context of architecture, but rather
that of scenography, it is important to indicate the presence and
scope of the applicability of this concept.

The aim of this paper was to indicate the presence of typical
varieties of space within space concept from the earliest
historical examples until present, as well as the reasons and
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Cn. 2. Victopujcku npumepm
KOHLenTa npocTop y
npoctopy: 1) MapTeHoH,
AtuHa, 2) basunuka Can
Burane, PaBeHa, 3) Temnjeto,
Pum, 4) Lipksa CBeTor
Bacunuja bnaxenor, Mocksa

Fig. 2. Historical examples of
space within space concept:
1)Parthenon, Athens, 2)San
Vitale basilica, Ravenna, 3)
Tempietto, Rome and 4)Saint
Basil’s church, Moscow

Uwb oBor papa je fJa (e yKake Ha MPUCYTHOCT
KapaKTepUCTUYHNX BapujeTeTa KOHLenTa npocTopa y npocTopy,
O} HajpaHWjuX, UCTOPUjCKMX, NpuMepa A0 AaHaC, Kao W Ha
pasnore 1 OKONIHOCTI Y KOjUMa je 0Baj KOHLLeNT TOKOM UcTopuje
npumerbiBaH. (a Apyre cTpae, y pagy he 6utu nposepeHa
Te3a ayTopa Aa je kyha OapHcBopT apxutekTe Miuc BaH sep Poa
HaKOH BUILLe BEKOBA U3HOBA aKTyenu3upana Temy npoctopa y
MpOCTOpY, LUTO je MOACTAKNO CaBpeMeHe CTBapaoLe Ja Aasbe
UCTPaXxyjy teHe moryhHocT.

MOPEKNO 11 PA3BOJ KOHLIENTA TOKOM UCTOPWIE

HaroewwTaju KoHLenLmje NpocTopa y npocTopy cy eBUAEHTH
BEKOBUMA YHa3af, jow Of MpBUX MpUMepa LMpKynapHuX
MEranuTckux Komnnekca, nonyt (ToyHxeHya (Stonehenge) y
Benukoj bputanuju unu TpaguumoHanHux obamnka atpujymcke
kyhe Ha 6muckom uctoky (Rapoport, 2007:58-59). Mpa
KOHKpeTHMja MpUMeHa KOHLeMTa MpocTop y MpocTopy ce
MOXe HOBECTU Y Be3y (a pa3BUjeHUM 06MMLMMa aHTUUKOT
FPYKOr Xpama, Noce6Ho TUNOBMMA 0CHOBA TONOC, NEpUNTEPOC,
ANNTEPOC W MCEYHOAMNTEPOC, KOA KOjux Cy mpoctopuje
Xpama - MpOHaoC, HaoC, aAUTOH 1 OMMCTOROMOC, LIEHTPANHO
MO3NLMOHMPaHe U JAudepeHLnpaHe Y OLHOCY Ha OKOMHY,
HaTKPUBEHM MPOCTOP XPama ca KONOHaAoM CTy60Ba - Tepomy
(Cn. 2.1). Indepenunjaumja npoctopa ce jaBuna yces notpebe
J1a Ce YHYTPaLLbU CAKPAHY NPOCTOp, Y KOME je UyBaHa CTaTya
60aHCTBa Kome je xpam 6o nocBefieH 1 Koju je 03HauaBao
MpOCTOp 3eMarbCkor MpucycTBa OOMaHCTBA, PasaBoju o4
Cnosballikber jaBHOT MPOCTOPA, KOjU je MpBEHCTBEHO 61O
npeaguheH 3a Hapog, ¢ 063UpoM Ha To fia Cy XpamoBu bum
PENATMBHO ManuX AUMEH3Nja 11 HUCY MOTIIA A NPUME BENKN
6poj BepHuka y yHyTpawroct (Williams, 2006; Winter,
1976:140).

HakoH Melwara pasnuuuTuX yTULaja W3 3anajgHoeBpomncke
n bnuckonctouHe apxutektype, y VI Beky je dopmupaH
cneuuduyaH  KOHUENT — MAaHa  LeHTpanHe  OCHOBe
paHOXpUWAAHCKUX 11 KacHUje BU3AHTUjcKUX Dasuinka, Koje
Yy CpeauLITy OCHOBE MMajy MPOCTOp MOA Kynonom, roHeKkag
KPCTUOHWMLY, OKO Koje e MpocTupe ONXOAHU Opod wm
amobynatopujym (Cn. 2.2). OBaj TN OCHOBe BOAM MOPEKNO
O/, AHTUYKNX XPaMOBA KpYXHe OCHOBe (TONOC W POTOHAA)
N pUMCKMX May3oneja. HajsHauajHnju npumepn ocHoBe
LieHTpanHoOr MnaHa y paHom xpuwhaHctey ¢y 6asmnnka
(an Credpano Potongo y Pumy (470 rop.), 6asunuka (Bete
Konctanue y Pumy (351 rog.), 6a3unuka CaH Butane y PaBenn

circumstances in which this concept has been applied during
the course of history. On the other hand, in this paper we
challenged our thesis that the Farnsworth House designed and
constructed by the architect Mies van der Rohe has put space
within space concept in focus again after several centuries,
encouraging contemporary authors to research its potentials
further,

ORIGINS AND DEVELOPMENT OF THE CONCEPT DURING THE
(OURSE OF HISTORY

The indications of space within space concept have been
present for ages, even since the first examples of circular
megalithic complexes, such as Stonehenge in the United
Kingdom or traditional forms of an atrium house in the Middle
East (Rapoport, 2007: 58-59). The first specific interpretation
of space within space concept may be related to the developed
forms of ancient Greek temples, especially those of the plan
types such as tholos, peripteros, dipteros and pseudodipteros,
where the chambers of a temple such as pronaos, naos, adyton
and opisthodomos were centrally positioned and differentiated
in respect of the surrounding roof surface of the temple with a
colonnade of pillars or pteroma (Fig. 2.1.). Space differentiation
has emerged due to the need to separate the interior sacral
space, with a statue of god to whom the temple was dedicated
and which meant the place of god’s presence on earth from
the outside public space which was primarily meant for
ordinary people, given that the temples were of relatively small
dimensions and could not seat a great number of worshippersin
their interior (Williams, 2006; Winter, 1976:140).

After blending different influences coming from Western
European and Middle Eastern architecture, in the sixth century,
a specific concept of the central plan building of the early
Christian and later Byzantinne basilicas which in the center
of their plans had the space under the dome, sometimes a
baptistery, around which the ambulatory was located (Fig.
2.2.). This plan type has originated from the ancient temples
with circular ground plans (tholos and rotunda) and the Roman
mausoleums. The most significant examples of the central plan
building in early Christianity are San Stefano Rotondo basilica
in Rome (470), St. Constance basilica in Rome (351), San Vitale
basilica in Ravenna (547), and, in Byzantine, St. Sergius and
Vakha church in Constantinople (536), the Hagia Sophia in
Constantinople (537), etc. (BoSkovi¢, 1976:10-24). Separation
of the space under the dome from the ambulatory has resulted
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(547 roa.), a y BusaHtujn upkea Cgetor Cepruja u Bakxa y
KoHctantuHonosmwy (536 roa.), Aja Coduja y KoHctaHTuHonomby
(537 roa.) u ap. (BoSkovi¢, 1976:10-24). Pa3aBajatbe npocTopa
nog Kynonom of omxogHor 6poga (ambynatopujyma) je
npoucTekno u3 notpebe fa ce y CpedullTy OCHOBE LPKBe
0CTBapyu edekart fonacka (BeTNOCTM ca Heba, kao cumbona
BoxaHcKe MUNOCTY 3@ 0cobe Koje Cy KpLUTaBaHe, a ca fpyre
(TpaHe, fa ce omoryfin HeomeTaHO OfiBWjatbe mnpouecuje
X0Z04acHuKa y ambynaTopujymy v npyu afeKksaTtaH BIU3yeNHiI
komdop npunukom carnefaBara forahaja y LeHTpanHoMm
npoctopy ucnog kynone (Raspopovi¢, 2012:24).

"

Kpajem XV Beka y Pumy je peanu3oBaH objekat ,Manu xpam
unn 138. Temnjeto (Tempietto), kora je npojexkToBao bpamante
(Donato Bramante) y okBupy knayctpa upke CaH lujeTpo
uH MonTopuo (San Pietro in Montorio) y Pumy, Ha mecTy Ha
Kome je no BepoBary 6uo pasaner (et [letap. lpojekar
je npepBuhao KomnnetHy WCMyHy Knayctpa o6jekTom, ca
npocTopujama no 060fy 1 MapTUPUjyMOM Y CPeSULLTY, KOME je
MO0 1a Ce NPUCTYNN U3 LpPKyNapHOT NepUCTUNa HenocpeaHo
oko tera (Cn. 2.3). WHcnupaumjy 3a mpumeHy KoHuenTa
MpOCTOp y NPOCTOPY KOz 0BOr npojekTa bpamaHTe je Hawao y
,Mopckom Teatpy” (Teatro Marittimo) y okBupy XanpujaHoe
Bune y TuBONUjY, Koju Ce Cactojul Of Kpy»HOr 0CTPBA Ha KoMe
e Hanasuno XafpujaHoBo ,MpubexuiTe” LMAMHAPUYHOT
06n1Ka, Koje je 6uno noBesaHo MoKpeTHUM moctufinma ca
0CTaTKOM pe3ugeHunjanHor komnnekca (Freiberg, 2014:80).

JenHa on Haj3HauajHujux pyckux Lpkasa u3 XVI Beka, Kojy
Cy npojekToBanu apxutekti4 bapma n MoctHuk," MokpoBCKM
cabop wm upkea (Betor Bacunmja bnaxeror y Mockeu (Cn.
2.4), NOANrHYTa je y yacT nobefe HaZ MOHIOAUMA U CacToju
Ce 0f, 0CaM MatbyX Karena Koje OKpyxyjy Behy LeHTpanHy u
Koje Cy objeantbeHe y LenuHy y npuzemHom aeny (Grudzinska
Gross, 1991:180). Pa3nor 360r Kora je mpumerbeH KOHLeNT
MpocTopa y NPOCTopy je 40 AaHac 0CTao Heno3Hat, MehyTm,
MpeTnocTasba ce Aa je NpBoOUTHA 3amMicao apxuTekata buna
[a Tpynucatem Kanena oko CpeauiTa LpKBa cumbonusyje
THOCTUYKM CUMOON  CpefibOBEKOBHE OCMOKpaKe 3Be3fe
W ocam npBobuTHUX Lpkasa y Jepycanumy (Shvidkovsky,
2007:124-140; Hepburn, 2012).

MPUMEHA KOHLIENTA'Y CABPEMEHOJ APXUTEKTYPU

HakoH fyre BpemeHcKe nay3e, NpBu NpuUMep Koju je 03Hauuo
MOHOBHO WHTEPEeCOBarbe apxuTeKkaTa 3a KOHLeNT npocTopa
y npocTopy ce jaBuo y ctambeHoj apxutektypu. Kyha Egut
OapHcaopt y mecty MnejHo (Plano, USA) u3 1951. rog., Kojy
je npojekToBao apxutekta Muc BaH sep Poe (Cn. 3), cmatpa
Ce NPBMM CaBpeMeHUM apXUTEKTOHCKIM NPUMEPOM Kog KOr
je MpumetbeH KoHLenT npocTopa y npoctopy. Mako je objekat
NpojeKkToBaH 1 peanu3oBaH y nepuogy og 1945. jo 1951.
rof., WTO je ABe rofuHe HakoH peanu3aumje (TakneHe Kyhe
Oununa LloHcoHa, onwTe je npuxBaheHo MuWbere Aa je

1 TojepnHu ayTopn HaBopae Aa y U3rpadibu LPKBe HUCY yuecTBOBanNa ABa ayTopa,
el fa je y nutarmy jenaH apxutekT - /Ban JakoBmbesuy bapma, a aa my je
Hagumak 6o ,Mocthuk” (Hepburn, 2012).
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from the need to achieve the effect of light coming from the
sky, as a symbol of god’s grace for those who were baptized,
in the centre of the church, and on the other hand, to allow
the undisturbed progress of the procession in the ambulatory
and provide adequate visual convenience when watching a
ceremony within the central space under the dome (Raspopovic,
2012:24).

In Rome, at the end of the 15™ century, there was a building
named “Small Temple” or so-called “Tempietto” realized and
designed by Donato Bramante within the cloister of San Pietro
in Montorio church in Rome, on the site where, according to
the tradition, St. Peter was crucified. The project envisaged a
building completely occupying the cloister, with the chambers
around the perimeter and martyrium in the centre, which
could be accessed from the circular peristile in the immediate
surroundings (Fig. 2.3.). The inspiration for the application of
space within space concept in this project, Bramante found in
“Teatro Marittimo” within the Hadrian’s Villa in Tivoli, which
consists of a round island where the Hadrian’s “retreat” of a
cylindrical shape was located and which was connected by
wooden draw bridges with the rest of a residential complex
(Freiberg, 2014:80).

One of the most significant Russian churches from the 16
century, designed by the architects Barma and Postnik’, St.
Basil's Church in Moscow (Fig. 2.4.), was built in honor of the
victory over the Mongols and consists of eight smaller chapels
surrounding a larger central one and integrated into a unity in
the ground part (Grudzinska Gross, 1991:180). The reason for
the application of space within space concept has still remained
unknown; however, it is assumed that the original idea of the
architects was to provide the church with a symbolic Gnostic
feature of the medieval eight-pointed star or eight original
churches in Jerusalim by clustering the chapels around the
centre (Shvidkovsky, 2007:124-140; Hepburn, 2012).

THE CONCEPT INTERPRETATION IN CONTEMPORARY
ARCHITECTURE

After a long break, the first example that denoted the renewed
interest of architects in space within space concept appeared
in the field of residential architecture. The house of Edith
Farnsworth in Plano, USA from 1951, designed by the architect
Mies van der Rohe (Fig. 3.), is considered the first example of
contemporary architecture where space within space concept
was applied. Although the project was designed and realized
in the period between 1945 and 1951, two years after the
realization of the Glass House of Philip Johnson, it has been
generally accepted that Johnson was inspired by the model of
the Farnsworth House, which he saw while being a curator of
Mies's exhibit at the Museum of Modern Art (MoMA) in New
York in 1947 (Friedman, 2006:130). The Fransworth House was
designed as an open plan building, without any fixed barriers,

1 Some authors state that there were not two architects, but only one, Ivan
Jakovljevich Barma called “Postnik”, who participated in the construction of the
church (Hepburn, 2012).
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(Cn. 3. Kyha GapHcsopr, Mnejto,

L1 Nynsur Muc BaH pep Poe, 1945-1951.
x| 4 i -
T || Fig. 3. Farnsworth House, Plano,
2 l Ludwig Mies van der Rohe, 1945-
1951.
G g2 )
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LloHcoH 610 mHcnMpucan maketom kyhe OapHCBOpT, Kojy je
BMJ€0 TOKOM Nepuoaa Kaaa je 6uo kypatop Mucose usnoxobe y
My3ejy moaepHe ymetHocTy (MoMA) y tby Jopky 1947. roaune
(Friedman, 2006:130). Kyha GapHcBopT je npojekToBaHa Kao
o6jekat cnobogHor nnaHa (open plan), 6e3 GuKcHUX nperpaaa,
OTBOPEeH Mpema LYMI U Pelin y HENOCPeSHOM OKpYXKetby.
(trambeHe ¢yHKLMje Cy HaroBeLUTEHe No3nLMjaMa HameLUTaja,
6e3 Kpyte AeduHMUMje TpaHALA HUXOBUX MPOCTOPHUX
rabaputa. Y opuruHanHom npojekty je 6una npensuheHa
MoryRHOCT ¢nekcMbUNHOr cermenTICatba NPOCTOpa 3aBecama
y TP LieNnHe, Of Yera Ce TOKOM peanu3auuje ogyctano. Ugeje
nonyt Tekyher npoctopa (flowing space), cnoboaHor nnaxa
(open plan), npenywTara 3ugHUX NOBPLUNHA U Ap., Koje je
MPeTX0AHO NPUMeHMBA0 Ha 00jeKTMa HeMauKor NaBUIboHa
y bapcenonn 1929. rop., Bunu Tyrenpxat (Tugendhat) y bpy
1930. roa. u Jlejk wop Apajs (Lake Shore Drive) anaptmaHuma
y Unkary 1951. rog., aytop je npumenno 1 Ha kyhin OapHcaopr,
(a jeJHOM HOBMHOM, @ TO je rpyniucarbe KynaTina v TeXHuuKor
NpoCTopa y LennHy, y BUAY KybuuHor ,octpea”y cnobogHoM
npoctopy kyhe (Ransoo, 2009:251-254; Mielnik, 2012a:263-
264). OBaKaB (TaB je kacHuje NoAcTakao bpojHe ayTope, nonyT
rpyne CAHA (SANAA), Cy Oyuumora (Sou Fujimoto), LnHufin
Orase 1 Aip., Aa MCTPaXyjy KpeaTusHe MoryfiHOCTU KoHLenTa.

(rakneHa kyha y by Kejany (New Canaan) u3 1949. rog.,
apxutekte Oununa LloHcoHa (Cn. 4), o3HaueHa je Kao jeaaH

open to the woods and river in the immediate surroundings.
Its residential functions are implied by the furniture position,
without any rigid definitions of the boundaries of their physical
dimensions. The original design envisaged a possibility of
flexible space segmentation by the curtains divided into three
parts, which was abandoned during the realization. The ideas
such as flowing space, open plan, consoled wall surfaces, etc.
that he previously applied with the buildings of the German
pavilion in Barcelona in 1929, Tugendhat Villa in Brno in 1930
and Lake Shore Drive apartments in Chicago in 1951, the
author also applied to the Farnsworth House, along with one
innovation which is integrating bathroom and technical space
into a unity, in a form of a cubic “island” in the open space of
the house (Ransoo, 2009:251-254; Mielnik, 2012a:263-264).
Subsequently, this kind of approach encouraged many authors,
such as SANAA group, Sou Fujimoto, Shinichi Ogawa and others
to explore creative potentials of the concept.

The Glass House in New Canaan from 1949, designed by the
architect Philip Johnson (Fig. 4.), is considered one of the
most important examples of high modernism, due to the
implementation of steel and glass, open-space and space
within space concepts (Melchionne, 1998:191; Klein, 2004:59).
The house was built on the architect Johnson’s family farm
and it is completely open towards its natural surroundings.
Undoubtedly, the most powerful motive for designing the

(Cn. 4. Craknena kyha, bby KejHan, CALL,

Ounun LJoHcon, 1949. WO o
Fig. 4. Glass House, New Canaan, USA,
Philip Johnson, 1949.
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Cn. 5. Kyha Myp, Opunaa, Yapnc Myp, 1962.
Fig. 5. Moore House, Orinda, Charles Moore, 1962.

Ol Haj3HauajHMjuX npuMepa BUCOKOr MofepHU3Ma, 360r
MpuUMeHe Yenuka W CTakna, KOHLenata jefHonmpoctopa
npoctopa y npoctopy (Melchionne, 1998:191; Klein, 2004:59).
Kyha je u3rpaheHa Ha nopoanuHOM UMatby apxutekTe LloHcoHa
Wy LENoCTM je OTBOPEHa Mpema MPUPOAHOM OKpYetby.
Hecymib1BO je [ia je Haj3HauajHMj MOTMB 3@ MpOjeKTOBakbe
objekTta 61uno HenocpefHO OKpyXKetbe, 300r uera je LIoHCOH
CKOpo (Be QyHKLMje Y Kyfin 06jeAnHN0 y LenoBuT, 3aCTaK/beH
MpaBoyraoHn MpocTop, Cem KynaTna W KamuHa Koju cy
UHTErpucaH y cnobogHoctojehin uunuHaap o onexe. Mnejy 3a
06jeanrbaBatbe KaMIHA 1 KynaTuna u HUX0BO aKLieHTUpatbe
y npoctopy LloHcoH je Hawao y npepujckum Kyhiama OpeHk
Nojn Paja (Frank Lloyd Wright) (Klein, 2004:60). MonyT kyhe
OapHcaopr, Hu (TakneHa kyha Huje 6una npeasuheHa 3a fyxm
bopaBak, jep je 6una camo jefaH op HekonnKo objekara Ha
lloHcoHOBOM uMatby, Beh joj je npBeHCTBeHa HameHa buna
3a npujem roctujy, Aok je LloHcoH 6opaswo y 138. Kyfin og
oneke (Brick house). Mo peunma KeBuHa Menknonea (Kevin
Melchionne) , y kyhw of cTakna je morna Aa cTaHyje camo ocoba
Koja je ,papuKantu ecteta’, Wwo je LloHcoH u 6uo, jep na bu ce
KIBENO Y YMETHUUKOM [iefy, HEONXOAHO je Aa Ce OHO NoLuTyje
W [a ce XMBOTHU 00pacuin KOpuCHUKA NOApefe MpaBuaMMa
npocTopa, LTO je 3Haumno Aa Huje 6uno moryhHocTh 3a
[0f1aBatbe UMK NoMepatbe enemeHata y eHtepujepy, jep u ce
nopemeTinia Komno3uwuoHa uenuHa (Melchionne, 1998:192).

Y Bojoj mopoawmutoj Kyhm y Opunam u3 1962. rop. (Cn.
5), Yapnc Myp je nmpumeHno cnuyaH KOHUENT, mpu uemy
je 'y yHyTpawmwocTu objekTa akLeHTMpao ABa MmpocTopa
yBoherbem CBETNIOCHIX, 3eHUTAHUX HULLA, MONYT OKynyca y
kynonu laHTeoHa y Pumy 1 nosuumjama cty6osa y yrnosuma
(BETNOCHUX Kybyca, uMMe je xeneo fa NOCTUTHe AUHAMUYHE
npomeHe cgetna y npoctopy (Keim, 2001:XIV-XV; LaVine,
2001:122). Kpo3 ,okynyc” n3Haa sehier BonymeHa je 0CBETINO
npocTop AHeBHOT 60paBKa, 10K je Y OKBUPY Matber BoymeHa
no3nLoHMpao Hakysu ca Tywiem, Koju je AeHUBENCaH Y 30HY
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Cn. 6. Kyha Myp, tby XejsH, Yapnc Myp, 1967.
Fig. 6. Moore House, New Haven, Charles Moore, 1967.

building was landscape in its immediate surroundings,
which is why Johnson unified almost all the functions into a
comprehensive glazed rectangular space, except for bathroom
and fireplace which are integrated into a freestanding brick
cylinder. Johnson found the idea of integrating fireplace and
bathroom and their emphasis in space in prairie houses of Frank
Loyd Wright (Klein, 2004:60). Just like the Farnsworth House,
the Glass House was not intended for long stay, since it was
just one of several facilities on Johnson’s farm, but its original
purpose was to receive guests, while Johnson himself lived in
the so-called Brick House. According to Kevin Melchionne, only
a person who is “a radical aesthete”, as Johnson was, could
live in the Glass House, since in order to live in an artwork, it
is necessary to respect it and to subordinate living habits of an
occupant to the rules of the space, which means that there is
no possibility of adding or moving the elements of the interior
because it would lead to the disruption of composition unity
(Melchionne, 1998:192).

In his family house from 1962 in Orinda (Fig. 5.), Charles Moore
applied a similar concept, emphasizing two spaces in the
interior of a building by introducing zenithal niche light, such as
the oculus within dome of Pantheon in Rome as well as by the
positions of columns in the corners of the lighting cube, thereby
wanting to achieve dynamic changes of the light within space
(Keim, 2001:XIV-XV; LaVine, 2001:122). He lighted the living
space through the “oculus” above a greater volume, whereas
within a smaller volume he placed a hot tub with a shower which
is leveled to the floor area and, if necessary, could be separated
by pulling the curtains (Keim, 2001:254). Moore’s interpretation
of space within space concept is characterized by a subtle hint
of inner spaces, unlike Mies van der Rohe and Johnson, who
defined their boundaries firmly. In the case of another family
house from 1967 in New Haven (Fig. 6.), Moore experimented
with hollowing out several spatial “wells”, thereby integrating,
in visual terms, basement, ground floor and first floor of the
house, paying more attention to the attractiveness of interior
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(Cn. 7. Buna Hopwonwr, Wezcka, CBepe OexH, 1964.
Fig. 7. Villa Norrkdping, Sweden, Sverre Fehn, 1964.

MoZa 1 no noTpebu ce BU3YeNHO MOXe OfBOJUTI NOBRAYeHEM
3aBece (Keim, 2001:254). MypoBa npumeHa Teme npocTopa y
MPOCTOPY je KapakTepUCTUYHa No CyNTUIHMjeM HaroBelLTajy
YHYTPaLLUKUX NPOCTOPa, 3a pasnuky og Muc BaH aep Poea n
LloHcoHa, Koju cy uBpcTO AeduHMCanu wuxoBe rpanue. Koa
Apyre nopoauuHe kyhie y by XejsHy u3 1967. rog. (Cn. 6), Myp ce
MoMrpao ca byLuerem HekoNMKo NPOCTOPHNX ,byHapa”, kojuma
je y BusyenHom cmucny o6jefuHMo CyTepeH, npu3emibe
cnpart Kyhie, npu uemy je BOAMO BULLIE PauyHa 0 aTPaKTUBHOCTU
YHYTpalLtber NpocTopa, Hero o0 QYHKLUMOHANHOCTM, LUTO
notephyje y wHTepBjyy ca Lo Busnujem (John Wesley
Cook) n Xajupuxom Knouom (Heinrich Klotz) kapa kaxe ga
je yHyTpawbUM NpocTopUMa fAaBao0 pasnnyuta UMeHa, ¢
0031poM Ha TO Aa HUCYy MMana Be3e Ca HeKOM (yHKLMjoM
(Ibid.:205).

Haprpaawy npetxogHux uaeja je 1964. rog. apxutekt (Bepe
OexH (Sverre Fehn) y LUBeckoj cnpoBeo Kog Hopamjcke Bune
y mecty Hopwonunr (Norrkdping), Kog Koje je no3uumoHupao
jeBHO LEHTpanHO je3rpo (a KyXvbOM UM CaHUTapHUM
MpoCTopuMa, 0KO KOjuX e myTem KpyXHe Be3e HaZoBesyjy
npoctopu GopaBka, Tpnesapuje U cnagafinx coba (Cn. 7).
3a pasnuky Of NpeTXOZHO MOMEHYTUX pellerba, Koja Cy
MpojeKToBaHa 3a no3Hate KnujeHte, PexHoBa Kyha je 6una
MpojeKToBaHa y OKBUPY TakMuuera HOpAMjckux Kyha ca
Temom ,Kyha 6ysyhHOCTH” 3a Taja HEMO3HATOr KNWjeHTa, Tj.
3amuLLbeHy yetBopounaHy nopoauuy (Papkovskaia, 2010:5;
Zrnikova, 2009:8). YrnoBu 0bjeKkTa Cy 3aCTakIbeHu 1 0TBOPEHN
npema OKpy»etby, 10K je yHyTpaLltba OpraHu3aLmja npocTopa
dnekcmbunHa, ca KNM3HUM nperpajama Koje no notpedu
nperpal)yjy jeAHONPOCTOp 1 fienie ra Ha Matbe LieflnHe, Yime
je nmocturHyTa MoryhHOCT pasfuuuTe OTBOPEHOCTW C(TaHa
(Canak, 2013). Y opraHusaumju npoctopa Cy HarnaieHe
nouuuje cumbona Bofe (Kyxutba M CaHUTapHW MPOCTOPM)
n Batpe (KaMuH), KOjU Cy aKCUjasHO MOCTaB/bEHU Y jefHOj
O/ MMaBHUX 0Ca KpcTacTe ocHoBe objekTa. Waeja aytopa je
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(Cn. 8. Masumwon CAZLEXPO 67, MonTpean, bakmucrep Oynep u LLohu Cagao, 1967.
Fig. 8. US Pavilion EXPO 67, Montreal, Buckminster Fuller & Shoji Sadao, 1967.

of the house rather than the functionality, which he confirmed
in his interview with John Wesley and Heinrich Klotz, when he
said that he gave different names to the inner spaces, since they
were not associated with any function (lbid.:205).

The architect Sverre Fehn developed and realized his earlier
ideas in a Nordic villa in Norrkdping in Sweden in 1964, where
he positioned one central core with kitchen and utility rooms,
around which living, dining and sleeping spaces follow via a
circular connection (Fig. 7.) Unlike the aforementioned solutions,
designed for well-known clients, Fehn’s house was designed
in a competition of Nordic houses with a theme of “House of
the Future” for an unknown client, i.e. imaginary four member
family (Papkovskaia, 2010:5; Zrnikova, 2009:8). The corners of
the building are glazed and open to the landscape, whereas
interior space organization is flexible with sliding barriers,
which, if necessary, separate the open-space and divide it into
smaller parts, achieving thus a possibility of various openness
of the apartment (Canak, 2013). Within space organization, the
positions of water symbols (kitchen and utility rooms) and fire
symbols (fireplace) have been accentuated, and they are axially
located along one of the major axis of the cross plan of the
building. The author’s idea was not to allow light penetrate the
building directly and the building not be entirely open towards
the surroundings, but to make light diagonally intersect the
space, thereby forming bright and dark areas in the apartment
and emphasizing their functional diversity (Papkovskaia,
2010:5).

Space within space concept was applied, on a larger scale, at
the US National Pavilion at the World EXPO 67 exhibition in
Montreal, designed by the architects Buckminster Fuller and
Shoji Sadao in 1967 (Fig. 8.). The pavilion was formed by six
theme platforms asymmetrically arranged as if they were
floating within the space of a geodesic dome, which is 62m high
and 76min diameter.2 Fuller's idea was that the national pavilion

2 The first dome system that may be called “a geodesic dome” was invented
in 1926 by Walther Bauersfeld, while Fuller was the first who used the term
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6una fa CBeTNOCT He yNasu AMPEKTHO y objekat v fa OH He
Oyzae y LienocTu 0TBOPEH NpeMa OKpyxetby, Befi Aa (BeTnoctT
AWjaroHanHo npocela npocTop, uume ce Gopmupajy cete
W TaMHe 30He y CTaHy U WCTUYE HHMXOBA (QYHKLMOHANHA
pa3nuuutoct (Papkovskaia, 2010:5).

KoHuenT npoctopa y npoctopy je y Befium pa3mepama
npumerbeH Ko HauvoHanHor nasuboHa CAJl-a Ha CBeTCKoj
n3noxbu EXPO 67 y MoHTpeany, apxutekata bakmuctepa
Oynepa (Buckminster Fuller) u Lohn Cagaa (Shoji Sadao) 1967.
rogue (Cn. 8). MaBusbOH je popmupaH n3 Lwect unoxbeHnx
nnaroa acumeTpuuHo pacriopefeHnx aa fenyjy kao fa nebge y
MpOCTOpY reoaesnjcke Kynone, BUCOKE 62m 1 npeyHmka 76m.?
OynepoBa uzeja je 6una fa HaLMOHANHY NABUILOH Npe3eHTyje
Tafallby TexHonowki Hueo CAJl-a v npejyauunpa cTpykTypy
yayhHocTu. MebyTum, jow Tokom Tpajata usnoxbe je
npumeheHo Aa je NaBUbOH, 360r Benuke TPaHCMApeHTHOCTH,
HenpakTWYaH 3a OQYHKUWjy w3naramwa W [a [u3ajHepu
eHTepujepa u3 dupme Kejmbpuy Cesen Acocuejtc (Cambridge
Seven Associates) y capagwn ca Oynepom Hucy mornu fAa
YUMHE HULUTA PACTUYHO jep 61 nopemeTinn GopManucTuuKy
CeH3auujy npuMapHe CTPYKType Kyrnone, Koja je AoMUHUpana
Bojum obnukom y komnnekcy (Croshy, 1968:241-245).

HakoH fiBe feleHuje, CMuYaH MPUHLMN Kao KOA MaBWIbOHA
(All-a y MoHTpeany npumetbeH je u kop Kybuctuuke kyhe
y Jamaryunjy (Cubist House, Yamaguchi) u3 1990. roga.,
apxutekte LWuHuhu Orase (Cn. 9.), rae je cnosbHKU omoTay
06jeKTa AeNMMUYHO ANCTAHLMPAH Y OJHOCY Ha je3rpo Kyhe.
lneja ayTopa je 3acHOBaHa Ha KOHTpacTMparby ancTpakTHe
CKynNType y 0fHOCY Ha nocTojefie OKpyKerbe janaHckux Kyha
(Yamaguchi, 1994:29). TpapuumoaHnHU enemeHTH Koju ce
Hanase Ha 0bjeKTIMa y OKpyetby, nonyT cTy6oBa, 31A0Ba
11 KPOBOBA, TPAHCMOHOBAHY CY Y TauKe, NMHUje U MOBPLUNHE,
YuMe je peayKoBaHa HUX0Ba MaTepujanHocT. (TakneHu
OMOTau KybuuHor 06s1Ka 1 CTpaHMLe 6 m roToBO Y LienocTu
nonyrasa napueny Ha Kojoj ce Hanasu. Y npoctopy u3mehy
OMOTaua U je3rpa objekTa cy pamne Koje ce 3aBOjUTO NOMe,
Y30y 1 NOBe3Yjy HUBOE Y LenuHy. Ha nocnesrem HuBoy je
npenBuleH pagHu NpoCTop Ca Kora ce npyxa norneg npema
OKpY>Kerby. Y peanwuITy ce Hanase npocTopuje uuja je KybuuHa
CTPYKTYpa HarnalleHa CBETNOCHUM Tpakama Koje ayTop Ha3iBa
,Bennknum HameluTajem” (Mielnik, 2012a:270).

Mo yrnepy Ha Kyhy OapHcopt, apxutekt Lmnuhu Orasa
je y rpapy OHomufin (Onomichi) Ha OkuHasu 2002. rop.
npojekToBao AnctpakTHy Kyhy (Abstract house), 3acHoBaHy
Ha KoHuenTy npoctopa y npoctopy (Cn. 10). 3a pasnuky
oa MucoBor o6jeKkTa, Koju je y LenocTM OTBOpeH npema
OKpyKerby, AncTpakTHa Kyha je uHTpoBepTHoOr Tuna. Cactoju
ce op cTambeHor npoctopa, 6awTa mcnpes M U3a tbera,
orpaheHux ca 60uHMX CTpaHa BUCOKIM 3M[0BUMA, A (a Apyre
[iBe HacmpamHe CTpaHe MyTHUM CTaknom. Befinna npoctopuja

2 TlpBu cuctem kynone Koja 61 Morna Aa ce Hasose ,reofe3ujckom” je 0CMUCNO
1926. roa. Bantep bayepcens (Walther Bauersfeld), ok je Oynep npau
NpuUMeHno TepMuH ,reofesnjcka” 1954. rop., 3a kynony uuje ce nuHuje y
noBpLUMHU Chepe npyxajy y Tpu npasua (Tarnai, lijima, Hare, Fowler, 1993:146;
Sennott, 2004:477).
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should represent the level of technological development of
the USA of the time and thus prejudge the structure of the
future. However, still during the exhibition, it was noticed
that the pavilion was not practical regarding its presentation
function due to its great transparency and the designers of the
interior from Cambridge Seven Associates in association with
Fuller could not do anything drastic since they would disturb
a formalistic sensation of the primary dome structure which
dominated the complex by its shape (Croshy, 1968:241-245).

Two decades afterwards, a similar principle as in the case of
the US Pavilion in Montreal, was applied at the Cubist House
in Yamaguchi designed by the architect Shinichi Ogawa in
1990 (Fig. 9.), where an outer layer of the building is somewhat
distant in relation to the core of the house. The author’s idea
was based on contrasting the abstract sculpture in relation
to the existing landscape of Japanese houses (Yamaguchi,
1994:29). Traditional elements found on the buildings in the
surroundings, such as columns, walls, roofs, are transposed into
the dots, lines and surfaces, which reduced their materiality.
A cube-shape glass layer of a 6-meter side almost entirely
occupies the lot where it is located. Within the space between
the layer and the core of the building there are ramps which are
twisting and turning, elevating and connecting the levelsinto a
whole. At the highest level, working area was envisaged, with
a view of the landscape. In the centre, there are rooms whose
cubic structure is emphasized by light slits, which the author
named “large furniture” (Mielnik, 2012a:270).

Modelled after the Farnsworth House, the architect Shinichi
Ogawa in the town of Onomichi in Okinawa in 2002 designed
the Abstract House, based on space within space concept (Fig.
10.). Unlike Mies’s building which is entirely open towards the
landscape, the Abstract House is of an introvert type. It consists
of living space and a courtyard in front and behind it, enclosed
on the sides by high walls, and on the two other opposite sides
by frosted glass. Most of the rooms are connected into a unity
within which day and night areas have been differentiated.

“geodesic” in 1954 for the dome whose lines stretch in three directions at the
surface of a sphere (Tarnai, lijima, Hare, Fowler, 1993:146; Sennott, 2004:477).
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(n. 9. Ky6ucruuka kyha,
Jamaryun, lWnnuhin Orasa,
1990.

Fig. 9. Cubist House,
Yamaguchi, Shinichi Ogawa,
1990.



je MoBe3aHa y LeNuHy y OKBUPY Koje cy u3audepeHumpaHe
[IHeBHa 1 HOMHa 30Ha. LieHTpanHy no3uumjy y Kyhu untn 6nok
ca nomohHum npoctopujama, no yrnedy Ha kyhy OapHcaopr,
y Kome cy objesumeHn nnakapu, Kymatuno u rapgepota.
/13BeCHy HENoOrnyHOCT y NPOojeKTy YMHY NO3MLMja KyXIkbe, Koja
je dopmupaHa y Bigly 0CTpBa y 0TBOPEHOM NPOCTOpY, YMeCTo
[ia je MHTerpucaHa y 3ateopeHu 6nok. Mosuumja LeHTpanHor
6noka, beroBa AMMeH3Mja 11 OpujeHTaumja, jacHo YKasyjy Ha
Hamepy MpojeKTaHTa Aa HacnpamHe GaluTe BU3yeNHO NOBeXe
€@ XUBOTHUM MpocTopUMa y cpepmwTy kyhe, a aa, ca apyre
(TpaHe, mpocTop Kyhe orpagu Of AMHAMMUHOT OKpyXetba
(Iwatate, Mehta, 2011:26-31; Mielnik, 2012b:161).

My3ej caBpemeHe ymetHocTm 21. Beka y KaHa3asu (Kanazawa)
132004. rouHe, apxutekToHckor Tuma CAHA, y cTpakTypantom
CMUCNY je jedaH OA HajcnoXeHWjux npumepa Kop Kora je
npumetbeH KoHuenT Befier 6poja Marbux npoctopa y Befiem
npoctopy (Cn. 11). KoHuenT objexTa je n3BefeH U3 acounjaunje
Ha NapK y oKpyXetby, 360r yera ce Texuno Aa byae y 3eneHuny
I KOMMJIETHO Ka HeMy OpUjeHTUCaH, Kao 11 Aa Oyie npenyH
moryhHocTi cnobogHor kpetarba (Levene, Cecilia, 2000:208-
209; Levene, Cecilia, 2014:308). OcHoBa objekTa je npaBunaH
Kpyr yHyTap Kora Cy Hacymuue pacniopeheHn BomymeHu
panuunTUX AUMeH3Nja, 6e3 kakee ounrnefHe xujepapxuje.
Mpuctynu objekty HUcy npefeduHucanu, Beh my ce moxe
npufin ca CBMX CTpaHa, 360r uera je MpumerbeHa MAUTKa
UMNMHAPUYHA pOpMa Koja Cyrepulie jefHaKo OTBaparbe
CKnona npema (BUM CTpaHaMma. YHYTpalkocT objekTa je
npoceyeHa OPTOrOHaNHOM Mpexom OpojHUX NyTarba, Koje,
Kao y mapky, moceTmounm Mmory cn060gHO fa MCTpaxyjy
(Levene, Cecilia, 2000:208-209). [panuua usmehy eHtepujepa
I eKcTepujepa je 3aKpuB/beHa, 3aCTak/beHa MoBpLUnHA, AOK
Cy hemartepujanu3oBaHin BonymeHu BefinHom pacnopeheHu
y OPTOrOHaNHOM CucTemy, 360r Yera je [OXWMB/baj NPoOCTOpa
ofipeheH acambnaxom paBHux nopLuKHa (Beynon, 2012:4).

MoacTakHyTa NPeTX0AHUM pa3MULLTbatbiMa Ha TeMy MPOCTOpa
y npoctopy, rpyna CAHA npojextom Kyha uget (Flower House) y
Nency (Cn. 12), y OpaHuyckoj 2005. rop., UnHM 3HauajaH NoMaK
ka Behoj npumeHn dnymaHux Gopmu, Koja je KyNnMUHMpana
y npojekTMa naBu/boHa CepneHTajH ranepuje (Serpentine
Gallery) y Nlonzony, Ponekc uentpa (Rolex Center) y JlozaHu u
Okpy»Hom ueHTpy Ipejc Gapmc (Grace Farms) y by KejHaHy

The central position in the house is comprised of a block with
auxiliary facilities, inspired by the Farnswoth House, where
closets, bathroom and wardrobe have been integrated. A
certain lack of logic is a position of the kitchen which has been
formed in a shape of an island within open space instead of
being integrated into an enclosed block. The position of a
central block, its dimension and orientation clearly inidicate the
designer’s intention to visually connect the opposite courtyards
with the living spaces in the centre of the house, and, on
the other hand, to fence the house space off the dynamic
surroundings (Iwatate, Mehta, 2011:26-31; Mielnik, 2012b:161).

21 Century Museum of Contemporary Art in Kazanawa from
2004 designed by the SANAA architects is, in structural terms,
one of the most complex examples where the concept of a great
number of smaller spaces within a larger one has been applied
(Fig. 11.). The concept of the building has been derived from the
association with the park in the surroundings, which is why it
was intended to be placed in greenery and completely oriented
towards the greenery in the environment, as well as to be full of
possibilities of free movement (Levene, Cecilia, 2000:208-209;
Levene, Cecilia, 2014:308). The plan of the building is a reqular
circle within which the volumes of different dimensions have
been arranged randomly, without any apparent hierarchy.
Access to the building has not been predetermined, but it can
be accessed from all sides, due to a shallow cylindrical form that
has been applied suggesting equal openness of the assemblage
towards all the sides. The interior of the building has been
cut by an orthogonal grid of many paths which can be freely
explored by the visitors just like they were at the park (Levene,
Cecilia, 2000:208-209). The boundary between the interior and
the exterior is a curved glazed surface, whereas dematerialized
volumes are mainly arranged within the orthogonal system,
which makes the experience of the space defined by an
assemblage of flat surfaces (Beynon, 2012:4).

Encouraged by earlier ideas regarding space within space, the
Flower House project in Lens (Fig. 12.) in France from 2005 has
marked a significant shift towards the application of fluid forms
for the SANAA group, which culminated in their projects of
Serpentine Gallery Pavilion in London, Rolex Center in Lozana
and Grace Farms center in New Kannaan in 2012 (Levene, Cecilia,
2000, 2011, 2015). The Flower House has resulted from the
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Cn. 11. My3ej caBpemene ymeTHocTU 21. Beka, Kanasaa, CAHA, 2004. (pecHo)
Fig. 11. 21 Century Museum of Contemporary Art, Kanazawa, SANAA, 2004. (right)

(Cn. 12. Kyha uger, Nlenc, CAHA, 2005. (neBo)
Fig. 12. Flower House, Lens, SANAA, 2005. (left)

2012. roamHe (Levene, Cecilia, 2000, 2011, 2015). Kyha uset
je mpowcTekna U3 Texe ayTopa Aa ce Gopmupa cTambeHn
NpocTop Koju je 0TBOPEH Mpema HenocpesHOM MpUPOLHOM
OKpYXKetby, YHYTap Kora He moctoje dpu3nuke bapujepe, HUTI
CONMAHA KOHCTpYKuuja, monyT cTyboBa mnu 3upoBa, Beh
je KOHCTPYKTMBHa ynora Hocehux enemeHara npeHeTa Ha
3aTaNacaHy CTakneHn omoTay no 060y 1 yHyTPaLUKOCTU OKO
atpujyma. WHcnupaumjy 3a oBakaB MpUCTYN NPojeKToBatkby 1
,Jemarepujanu3aumjy” KOHCTPYKTUBHUX enemeHarta, (ehuma
(Kazuyo Sejima) u Huwnzasa (Ryue Nishizawa) cy Hawmm
y npojekty Hebogepa y ynuum Opuapux (Friedrichstrasse)
y bepnuny, apxutekte Muc BaH aep Poea, u3 1922. rogute
(Gonzalez  LLavona, 2013:89). Atpujymckin  npoctopy,
rpynauuja CaHUTapHUX NPOCTOpKja U CTeneHuLTe Cy CNOBOAHO
pacnopehenn y Tekyfiem npoctopy 06jekTa, MPBEHCTBEHO
Ja 6u ce audepeHumpane rpaHuue dnyugHux npoctopuja y
penauujn u3mely 3aTanacaHe crorbHe dacadHe aHsenone 1
KPY>KHUX aTpUjyMCKUX ONHU, anu 1 a 6y ce CKpaTuun pacnoHin
mehycnpaTHe TaBaHuLe.

Motus 3a Kyhy ca wecHaect Bpata u3 2005. rog. (Cn. 13)
APXUTEKTOHCKI €TyAMo MHKopnopupaHa apxutekTypa U
an3ajH (Incorporated Architecture & Design) je Hawao y
U3pyxeHuM obnuuMma CTajckux objekata y HenocpegHom
nosbonpuspeaHom okpyxetby Xuncaejna (Hillsdale) y CAL-y u

author’s intention to form a living space which is open towards
the immediate natural surroundings, within which there would
be no physical barriers or solid constructions, such as columns
or walls, but the constructive function of supporting elements
would be transferred to the wave-shaped glass layer around the
perimeter and the interior around the atrium. Inspiration for
such a design approach and “dematerialization” of constructive
elements, Sejima and Nishizawa found in the design of a
skyscraper in Friedrichstrasse in Berlin, by the architect Mies van
der Rohe from 1922 (Gonzalez LLavona,2013:89). Atrium spaces,
a cluster of utility rooms and a staircase are freely arranged in
the flowing space of the building, primarily to differentiate the
boundaries of fluid rooms in relation to the wavy outer facade
envelope and circular atrium envelopes, but also to shorten the
range of a ceiling.

Motive for the Sixteen Doors House from 2005 (Fig. 13.), the
architectural studio Incorporated Architecture & Design found
in the elongated forms of stable facilities in the immediate rural
surroundings of Hillsdale in the USA and Minka farmhouses
on Japanese farmland, and, at the same time, it is a result of
the tendency to open the house as more as possible from its
two long sides towards the woods on the lot (Smith Macisaac,
2008:175-177). The interior organization is based on a clear
differentiation between day and night areas which have been
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(Cn. 13. Kyha ca wecHaect Bpara,
Xuncgejn, Uikopnopupata
apxuTeKkTypa v Au3ajH, 2005. (gone)

Fig. 13. Sixteen Doors Home,
Hillsdale, Incorporated Architecture
&Design, 2005. (down)
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,MuHka” kyhama (Minka farmhouse) Ha janaHckum papmama,
a 0bnuk kyhe je yjesHo 1 nocneauLa TexXme fa (e 0Ha ca (Boje
JIBe Jiy>e CTpaHe LUTO BULIE OTBOPY MPeMa LyMM Ha naaly
(Smith Macisaac, 2008:175-177). YHyTpawta opraHu3aumja
je 3aCHOBaHa Ha jacHOM AndepeHLMpatby AHeBHE 0f HORHUX
30Ha, Koje Cy BU3YesHO OfiBOjeHe ca ABa 610Ka y OKBUpY
Kojux Cy noumpaHa Kynatuna u rapfepobe. Texba Ka unctoj
MPUMeHU KOHLeNTa npocTop y NpocTopy je AoBena [o
yOBajatba KOMyHMKaLMja y 30H1 0KO CaHUTApHUX 6NI0KOBA, LTO
€a GyHKLMOHANHe CTPaHe NpefiCTaB/ba U3BECHY HENOMMYHOCT,
Koja Ce Huje MOHOBMNA KOA HapesHuX pe3naeHumjanHux
npojekarta - Tekcac Xunxayc (Texas Hillhouse) u3 2007. roa. u
kyhe Ywhe y Xapnemsuny (Confluence House, Harlemville) u3
2013. roguHe.

Jepan op panux npumepa rpyne CAHA Koz Kor je npumetbeH
KOHLLeNT NpocTopa y MpocTopy je NaBuiboH My3eja ymeTHOCTH
of ctakna y Tonegy (Museum of Art Glass Pavilion, Toledo)
u3 2006. rog. (Cn. 14). Cehuma n Huwmsasa cy KpeHynu o
QYHKUMOHANHe CXeme NPaBOYraOHUX NpocTopuja, fa 6w
HbUXOBMM NMOBE3MBAEM 11 00NIMKOBAHbEM JOLLAN 0 CI0KEHE
CTPYKType amopdHUX MpocTopuja, Koje ce NpenuBajy jesHa
y apyry (Vandenbulcke, 2012:27). Xenehu pa oaroBope Ha
CNI0XeHe Mporpamcke YCIOBe U YCMOCTaBe jacHy MPOCTOPHY
OpraHu3auujy, ani u aa fematepujanusyjy npoctop 1y npeu
MNaH UCTaKHY MepLenTUBHe KapaKTepuCTuke 3aKpUBIbEHUX
CTaKNeHnx 3ujo0Ba, uume 61 ogroBopunM Ha Temy Mmy3eja
YMETHOCTI 0 CTakfa, ayTopu Cy CBe MpocTopuje YHyTap
objekTa TpeTUpanu kao 3acebHe LeNnHe. 3aKpuBIbaBatbeM
CTaKNEHNX 3F0BA, UCTAKHYTe Cy KapaKTepuCTUKe MaTephjana
MomyT TPaHCMapeHTHOCTH, pedneKTUBHOCTH, OfCjaja v Aap.,
yMMme je 06jekaT Ha U3BECTaH HAUYMH 1 CaM NONPUMMIO KapaKTep
ckynntype on ctakna (Ibid.:28; Devabhaktuni, 2009:74-75).
Mehynpoctop wupute oko 80cm, Koju ce dnynaHo npocTupe
u3mely npoctopuja, y GyHKLMOHANTHOM CMIACY UM CEPBMCHY
ynory, oK ca pyre CTpaHe, UCTYe CN0jeBUTOCT CTPYKType
npoctopa (Schneider, Nordenson, 2008:49).

(Cn. 15. Kyha H, Ourta, Cy Oyhumoro, 2008.
Fig. 15. House N, Oita, Sou Fujimoto, 2008.
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Cn. 14. NauboH My3eja ymeTHOCTI Of CTaKNA,
Tonepo, CAHA, 2006.

Fig. 14. Museum of Art Glass Pavilion,
Toledo, USA, SANAA, 2006.

visually separated by two blocks within which bathrooms
and wardrobes are located. The tendency towards a pure
application of space within space concept has resulted in double
communication in the area around utility blocks, which, in terms
of functionality, represents a certain lack of logic, which has
not been repeated in the case of their subsequent residential
projects of the “Texas Hillhouse” from 2007 and the “Confluence
House” in Harlemville in 2013.

One of the early examples of SANAA group where space within
space concept has been applied is the Museum of Art Glass
Pavilion in Toledo from 2006 (Fig. 14.), Sejima and Nishazawa
started from a functional scheme of rectangular rooms in
order to achieve, through their shaping and connection, a
complex structure of amorphous rooms flowing into each other
(Vandenbulcke, 2012:27). In order to meet complex program
requirements and establish a clear space organization, but also
to dematerialize space and emphasize perceptive characteristics
of curved glass walls, by which they would respond to the
theme of the museum of art glass, the authors treated all the
rooms inside the building as separate unities. Curving the
glass walls highlighted the characteristics of the materials
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Cn. 16. Ponekcos efykaTusHu LieHtap, Jlozaxa, CAHA, 2010.
Fig. 16. Rolex Learning Center, Lausanne, SANAA, 2010.

Y cBOjUM CTpeMberbiMa fia Ce BpaTi Ha MoyeTKe apxUTeKType
N [OCETHE HeHY CYLITMHY, HAKOH MPBUX eKCnepuMeHaTa (a
KOHLenTMMa Kpoltbe 11 nefinke y npojektuma lMpumunTueHa
bynyha kyha (Primitive Future House) n Kyha on npseta y
Kymamoty (Wooden House, Kumamoto), Cy Oyhumoro je ko
Kyhe H'y Outu (House N, Oita) u3 2008. rog. (Cn. 15), zoBeo y
Be3y pa3nuuute cTambeHe QyHKUuje y GNMCKY penauujy, He
pa3aBajajyiu ux myHum 3upoBuma, Beh ,nony-nponycHum
duntepuma” y BUay nperpaga Koje cy nepdopupate BeUKUM
0TBOPMMA, YMME je YCMoCTaB/beHa WHTepakuuja usmehy
YHYTPaLWHOCTI 1 cnofbawkbocTh (Siddiqui, 2013:17-18). Yuas
CKnon ce cactoju oa Tpu neppopupane ,kytuje”. Hajseha
MpeKpuBa uYuTaBy NOKAUWjy M UMHW TpaHuLy okyhHuue
npema jaBHOM MpoCTOpY, AOK ABe Matbe, jefHa YHyTap
Apyre, dopmupajy jerpo kyhe. CnojeBuToM ,KpoLbactom”
dopmom objeKTa, ayTop eKcnepumeHTHLLe @ MOryiHOCTUMA
LA KOPUCHWKA MOACTAKHe [a WCTPaxu HOBE MpOCTOpHe
moryhHoctn  (Ibid.:18). Y OyhumoToBum npojekTuma ce
Cnosballitbil 1 YHYTpaLUkbI NpocTopy YecTo npenauhy, Wro je
nocsieuLa HeroBor (TaBa Aa je UfeanHa OHa apxuTekTypa
Kof Koje ce y 0TBOpeHOM npocTopy ocefia Kao y 3aTBOPEHOM
n 06pHyTO, WTO Mopean ca cTpykTypom rHespa (Vasilski,
2015:23).

HajcnoxeHuju peanu3oBaHi NpUMep Koj Kora je npumerbeH
KOHLLeNnT npocTopa y npocTopy je Ponekcos eayKkaTuBHN LieHTap
y Jlo3aHu (Rolex Learning Center), Tuma CAHA 13 2010. rogute
(Cn. 16). MpumapHo cTaHoBMLLTE ayTopa je 610 Aa ce LeHTap
33 yuere dopmupa y BWAY 3aTanacaHor jefHONpocTopa
noBpLMHe 0ko 20.000m?, yHyTap Kora nojeAnHe GyHKLMOHAHE
LieNIMHe UMajy aKyCTUUKY CAMOCTATHOCT, IOK Cy MUPHe 1 ByuHe
30He 00jeKTa AMUCTaHLMpaHe 3aKpUBIbEHOM Tomorpadujom
noga u nnadoHa (Miki¢ D'apuzzo, 2010:47; Devabhaktuni,
2009:76). OcHoBa 3rpajie je npaBoyraoHa, MehyTum, y npoctopy
OHa fenyje dnyuaHo 360r MOKPeHyTUX MOJHUX U KPOBHMX
MoBpLUIMHA Koje Cy mapanenHo 3atanacaHe. OcBeTibetbe
MpoCTOpa je NoCTUTHYTO CMIOHTaHO, pacnopeheHnm aTpujymmnma
PaznMuUTAX BenumMHa 1 06nmMKa. (amMoCTanH YHYTpaLUkbK
npoctopy y 0bnuky ,mexypa” cy npefubeHn 3a okynbare
W paj Matblx Tpyna UCTpakmBaya Koju capalyjy Ha muctum
npojekTuma. CnoXeHOCT QYHKUMOHaNHe WMCnpenneTeHocTi,
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such as transparency, reflectivity, beam, etc, by which the
building assumed a character of a glass sculpture, to a certain
degree (Ibid.:28; Devabhaktuni, 2009:74-75). Interspace of the
width of 80cm which fluidly extends between the rooms has,
in functional terms, a service role, while, on the other hand,
it emphasizes the multifaceted space structure (Schneider,
Nordenson, 2008:49).

In his aspirations to return to the beginnings of architecture and
reach its essence, after his first experiments with tree and cave
concepts in the Primitive Future House and the Wooden House
projects in Kumamoto, Sou Fujimoto has in the case of the
House N in Qita in 2008 (Fig. 15.) brought different residential
functions into a close relationship, without separating them
by solid walls, but by “semi-permeable filters” in a form of
barriers perforated with large openings, thereby establishing
the interaction between the interior and the exterior (Siddiqui,
2013:17-18). The entire complex consists of the three perforated
“boxes”. The largest one covers the entire location and creates a
boundary between the courtyard and the public space, whereas
the two smaller boxes, one within another, form the core of the
house. By multilevel “tree crown” structure of the building,
the author experiments with the possibilities of enhancing
an occupant to explore new spatial potentials (Ibid.:18). In
Fujimoto’s projects interior and exterior space often interweave,
which is a result of his attitude that the ideal architecture is the
one in which in an open space one may feel like in an enclosed
one and vice versa, which he compares to the nest structure
(Vasilski, 2015:23).

The most complex realized example where space within space
concept has been applied is Rolex Learning Center in Lausanne,
designed by SANAA group in 2010 (Fig. 16.). The authors’
original attitude was to form a learning center in a wave-
shape open-space of the area of about 20000m?, inside which
certain functional unities have acoustic independence, whereas
quiet and noisy areas of the building are distanced by a curved
topography of the floor and ceiling (Miki¢ D'’Apuzzo, 2010:47;
Devabhaktuni, 2009:76). The plan of the building is rectanqular,
however, in space it seems fluid due to the wave shape fluid
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(Cn. 17. No30puLIHK NABUIBOH
Onepanab, Bapwasa,
Cryano Angupesuh, 2012.

Fig. 17. Operalab Theatre
Pavilion, Warsaw,
Studio Alfirevic, 2012.
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APXUTEKTOHCKe (MYWIHOCTA U KOHCTPYKTMBHE 3aXTEBHOCTM
03HauaBa BpXyHall Jocafawber cTBapanawTsa Tuma CAHA
(Ibid.:48).

CnewuduyaH npucTyn Temn NpocTopa y npocTopy je Npukasao
Tum Cryano AndupeBuh Ha KOHKYPCY 3a NO30PULLHY NaBUbOH
Onepana6 y Bapwasn 2012. roguue (Cn. 17). Menehin ga
OArOBOPE HA KOHKYPCHYy TeMmy MOHTaXHO-[eMOHTaXHOr
MO30PULLHOT NaBWbOHA y KOME (e TOKOM JleTiber nepuoja
MOry OApXaBaTi MpomouMje, Mpojekumnje, npeacTase,
npefasatba U APYru CKYnoBu, aytopu Cy [Au3ajHupan
NaBUIbOH jeiHOCTABHON LMAVHAPUYHOT 00MnKa, 6e3 GukcHor
0MOTaua, YHyTap Kora ce NOMIUYHUM, HeMpO3UPHUM 3aBecama
MPOCTOP MOXe AeNUTH Ha Matbe LieNuHe, pasnuunTix 06anka
n BenmunHa (***, 2012:37). TlpojekTom Cy pa3moTpeHe
onumje GnekcubunHor kopuwhera npocTopa, oA CuTyaumje
MoTNyHe OTBOPEHOCTU MpeMa OKpYyXerby, Kaja ce MaBWIbOH
KOPUCTW 3a OfipXaBatbe MO30pULUHE MpefcTaBe u nybauka
je Hanosby, 10 KOMMNETHe 3aTBOPEHOCTY, Kaja Ce KOPUCTY 3a
dunmcke npojekumje, a nybnuka je yHyTpa. Mpoctopn Koju ce
nomeparbem 3aBeca opmuUpajy y yHyTpaLlHOCT! NaBUIbOHA
y BUAY NUCTOBA feTenuHe npefgubeHn cy 3a rapaepobe
raymaua v npunpemy npefasava.

Kyha cacgetnum3ugosuma (Light Walls House) Tuma EmEj-ctajn
apxutekTc (mA-style Architects) u3 2013. rog. y Tojokasu (Cn.
18) je mHTpoBepTHI 06jekar, orpaheH ca ABe CTpaHe 6ANCKIM
cycefiHUM 06jeKTiMa, 360 yera cy ce ayTopu onpesenunm ja
Hajel [ieo ocBeT/berba y Kyfy npomycte npeko naHTepHu y
KPOBY, KaKo 61 KOHTPONMCAHUM OCBET/beHEM Y eHTepujepy
nocturnu 6oratuju FoxmuB/baj npoctopa. [la 6w mocturau
MaKcUManiu edekat JUY3HOr OCBeT/berba, MpocTopuje
nonyT KynaTuna, ocTaBa 1 cobe, Kojuma Hije npeko noTpebHo
[IHEBHO 0CBETIbeHbe, (1060AHO Cy pacnopefeHe no mpocTopy
W pa3nuuUTIX Cy BUCUHA, 360r uera fenyjy Kao ancrpakTHa
komno3uumja benux Bonymea y npoctopy. Mo py6Hom peny
kyhe, Koju je OCBETIbeH AMPEKTHUM OCBET/beHEeM (a KPoBa,

(n. 18. Kyha ca ceeTum 3ugosuma, EMEj-ctajn apxutekTc, Tojokasa, 2013.
Fig. 18. Light Walls House, mA-style Architects, Toyokawa, 2013.
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floor and roofsurfaces which are waved in parallel. Lighting
of the space has been achieved by randomly arranged atriums
of different sizes and shapes. Independent interior spaces in a
shape of “a bubble” are designed for gathering and working
of smaller groups of researchers who cooperate on the same
projects. The complexity of functional interconnectedness,
architectural fluidity and constructive complexity have
represented the culmination of the work of SANAA group so far
(Ibid.:48).

A specific approach to space within space concept has been
presented by Studio Alfirevic in the contest for Operalab theatre
pavilion in Warshaw in 2012 (Fig. 17.). In order to respond to the
theme of the competition for a prefabricated theatre pavilion
where presentations, projections, plays, lectures and other
meetings may take place during summertime, the authors
designed a pavilion of a simple cylindrical shape, without any
fixed layers, within which the space can be divided into smaller
parts of various forms and sizes by movable, opaque curtains
(*** 2012:37). The project considered the options for flexible
use of space, from the situation of entire openness towards
the landscape, when the pavilion is used for the plays and the
audience is outside, to complete enclosure, when it is used for
film projections, and the audience is located inside. The spaces,
in a shape of clover leaves, formed in the interior of the pavilion
by pulling the curtains, are designed for the actors’ wardrobes
and preparation of presenters.

The Light Walls House designed by the mA-style Architects
team in 2013 in Toyokawa (Fig. 18.) is an introvert building,
enclosed from the two sides by close neighbouring facilities,
due to which the authors opted for allowing the greatest part
of light penetrate into the house through the lanterns placed
on the roof in order to achieve a richer experience of the space
by controlled lighting in the interior. In order to achieve a
maximum effect of diffuse lighting, rooms such as bathroom,
storage rooms and rooms that do not need daylight, are freely
arranged within space and are of different heights, due to
which they seem like an abstract composition of white volumes
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MO3MLMOHNPaHN Cy PaAHW MPOCTOPU U KyXUkbCKM 60K,
YHyTpawy npoctopu - ,KyTuje”, cnobogHUM pacnopefom
y npocTopy kyhe cTBapajy aTMocdepy ABOPULUTA UAN Matber
Tpra, y Kome y b€ BonyMeHu ancTpakTHe NpefcTase 3rpaja
0KO KOjIX MOXe Jia Ce XoJa.

Henaneko of (rakneHe kyhe Oununa LloHcoHa, Tum CAHA
je vy tby KejHaHy 2015. rog., peann3oBao OKPYXHU LeHTap
Ipejc dapmc (Grace Farms), umja je HeobuuHa dnymgHa
apXUTEKTypa HacTana Kao nocneauLa UHCNMpavyje pekom Koja
ce Hanasy y 6ausunm nokaunje (Cn. 19). Xema nHBecTuTOpA,
Tpejc dapmc doHpaumje, 6una je ga ce objexat yknonu y
MUKTOPECKHO OKpYyXetbe 1 Ja Oyfe MecTo rae Jbyan mory
[a ,00XuMBe NPUPOAY, CPeTHY ce ca ymeTHowhy, noTpaxe
npaBAy, NPOMOBULLY 3ajedHuuy 1 uctpaxyjy Bepy” (Bench,
2015). Aytopu cy rpafjeBuHy Au3ajHupanin y BUAY naraHe U
HemaTepujaHe OpraHcke CTPyKType, y Kojoj AOMIMHMpa 6naro
MOKpeHyTa KPOBHA MOBPLUMHA, Koja ,neban” n meanapupa
W3Haj 3aTanacaHor TepeHa. [poctop objekta je roToBo
y MOTNYHOCTW TPETMPaH Kao LieNIOBMT, YHyTap Kora Cy Ha
NpoWNpeHMM MecTUMa GopmupaHa ,peyHa ocTpea’ y Koja
Cy CMeWTeHU LpKBa, OMONMOTeKa, KaHuenapuje, CyoHWLA,
BULUEHAMEHCKM MaBWbBOH 1 Apyre npoctopuje. [lpojekar
fpejc dapmc LeHTpa npefcTaB/ba HAJorpajy MAeja Koje
Cy MpoBepeHe y MPeTXOAHUM 00jeKTUMa ayTopckor Tuma
CAHA, nonyT npumeHe 3aKpuB/bEHUX CTakana Kop My3eja
y Tonemy, noapaxaBsatba TOMorpaduje TepeHa KPOBHOM
Ha[ICTPeLLHMLOM Kofi PoneKcoBOr eaykaTMBHOT LEHTPa,
npumeHe Tekyhux popmu kog naBusboHa CepneHTajH ranepuje
y JloHzoHy n fip.
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within the space. Working spaces and a kitchen block are placed
around the perimeter lit by direct lighting from the roof. The
interior space — “boxes” by their free arrangement within the
space of the house create the atmosphere of a courtyard or a
smaller square where the white volumes are abstract images of
buildings which one may walk around.

Not far from the Glass House of Philip Johnson, SANAA group
realized Grace Farms Center in New Cannaan in 2015, whose
unusual fluid architecture resulted from the inspiration by the
river close to the site (Fig. 19.). The investor of Grace Farms
Foundation wanted to fit the building into the picturesque
landscape and to make it a place where people may “experience
nature, meet art and pursue justice, foster community and
explore faith” (Bench, 2015). The authors designed the building
in a form of a light and immaterial organic structure dominated
by a lightly fluid roof surface which “floats” and meanders above
the wavy terrain. The space of the building is almost entirely
treated as a unity, within which “river islands” have been
formed on the extended are as where church, library, offices,
courtroom, multipurpose pavilion and other rooms have been
located. Grace Farms Center project represents an upgrade of
the ideas proven in the previous buildings designed by SANAA
group, such as, the application of curved glass in the museum in
Toledo, reflection of the topography by the roof surface in Rolex
Learning Center, the application of flowing forms in Serpentine
Gallery Pavilion in London, etc.
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(n.19. LlenTap pejc papme,
Iby Kejuan, CAHA, 2015.

Fig. 19. Grace Farms Center,
New Canaan, SANAA, 2015.



3AKIbYYAK

XpOHOMOLLKN NpuMKa3 eBofyuuje aeje NpocTopa y npocTopy,
0ZL MCTOPU]CKIX IO CABPEMEHUX NPUMEPA, YKa3yje Ha KIbYuHY
ynory kyhe (apHcBopt, apxutekte Muc BaH zep Poea y
dopmupary CaBpemeHUX Tymauetba OBOT KOHLeNTa. Y3
oCnarbarbe Ha UAejHe OCHOBE MpUMeHe OTBOPEHOr MnaHa,
koje je moctasuo OpeHk Jlojn PajT nocnoBHom 3rpajom
Napkun y badany (Buffalo) 1906. rog., kog kyhe OapHcBopT je
KapaKTepucTUyHo ¢opmuparbe NpOCTOPHO-QYHKLMOHANHOT
je3rpa yHyTap jesHonpoctopa. Y 3aBMCHOCTM OA TOra Ha
KOjU HauuH je MpUMetbeH KOHLIeNT npocTopa Yy npocTopy, ca
KOjUM MOBOJOM U CBPXOM, MOry ce KOHCTaToBaTu cnefeha
NPOjeKTaHTCKA (TaHOBMLUTA:

1. ,Onpocmopasarbe” (yHKYUOHANHUX UeUHa - jaBiba ce
Kao MoCnefMua Texte Aa MojefuHe KapaKTepucTuHe
dyHKLMje yHyTap 0bjeKTa NOCTaHy, He CaMO eBUAEHTHE Y
MPOCTOPHOj KOHLeNLmju 3rpage 11 Ha Gacafiama, Beh fa ce
Y NPOCTOPHOM CMUCTTY IMMEH3MOHO 1 BU3YENHO UCTAKHY
y YHyTpawmocTh objekta (My3ej caBpemeHe ymMeTHOCTU
21. Beka, KaHa3aBa, CAHA; 6a3unuka CaH Butane, PaBeHa;
upkea (Betor Bacunuja bnaxeHor, Mocksa; Kybuctnuka
kyha, Jamaryun, WuHuhin Orasa; Okpy»Hn uenTap lpejc
dapmc, by Kejuan, CAHA; Kyha Myp, Opunaa, Yapnc Myp;
Masubon My3eja ymetHocTn of cTakna, Tonego, CAHA;
Mo3opuwHu naBwboH Onepanab, Bapwasa, Cryauo
Andupesuh; TapteHoH, ATuHa; PonekcoB eaykaTuBHu
ueHTap, Jloana, CAHA; Temnjeto, Pum n gp.);

2. Dopmuparse mexuuykoz ONIOKA KGO KOHCMUMYMUBHO?
MOmu8a - jaB/ba ce Kao NoCieauua Texkbe Ja ce CpoaHe
dyHKUMje, nomyT KynaTuna, Kyxutbe, Toaneta, cayHa u
1, U3 MPAKTUYHUX M EKOHOMCKMX pasfora rpynuwy
y ,cnobopHocTojeln”  GyHKUMOHANHO-TEXHUUKKM ONOK,
yiMe e MUHUMU3Npa 6poj MHCTanaumoHux mecta (Kyha
OapHcBopr, MnejHo, Muc BaH pep Poe; CrakneHa kyha,
tby KejHaH, Ounun LloHcos; AnctpakTHa kyha, OHomufin,
WnHnhn Oraea; Kyha ca wecHaect Bpata, Xuncaejn,
HkopnopupaHa apxuteKkTypa 1 au3ajH; Buna Hopwonur,
LIencka, CBepe DexH u ap.);

3. Qopmuparoe yHympawrbux jes2apa <a  NPUMAPHOM
KOHCMPYKMUBHOM y/1020M - jaB/ba (e Kao MoCnefuLa
TeXHe Ja e U3 YHyTpaLlkber npocTopa objekTa yKoHe
(BN BEpPTUKANHU KOHCTPYKTUBHU eNeMeHTH, uume (e
MOCTUXe HajBMLIM CTeneH GnekcubunHocTu mpoctopa
(Kyha-uger, llenc, CAHA u ap.);

4. Qopmuparbe nepyenmusHoz y4UHKA - jaB/ba (e Kao
nocneAnLa TeXHe 1a ce yTeM CNOjeBUTOCTI U Cerperavmje
npocTopa NocTUrHe ofpeleHn BU3yenHu edekart, uume ce
dopma objekTa 2oBoAN y 6nMCKY Be3y ca TeMoM 0bjekTa
(Kyha H, Outa, Cy Oyuumoto; Kyha ca cBeTnum 31aoBuma,
TojokaBa, EmEj-cTajn apxutektc; Kyha Myp, tby XejgH,
Yapnc Myp; Mausox CAZ EXPO 67, MonTpean, bakmuctep
Oynep n Wohwn Capao n ap.).

YBMOOM Y KapakTepucTMuHa MpOjeKTaHTCKA CTaHOBMLUTA

W MpUMeHy KOHLenTa MpocTop y MpOCTOPY Y CaBpeMeHoj

apXUTEKTYpU, YOuaBa Ce a je Heropa npuMeHa of CpeuHe

XX Beka cBe NpUCYTHMja 1 Y CTaMOeHOj 1 jaBHOj apXUTEKTYpu
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CONCLUSION

A chronological overview of the development of space within
space concept, from historical to contemporary examples,
points out the essential role of the Farnsworth House designed
by the architect Ludwig Mies van der Rohe in creating modern
interpretations of this concept. Relying on theoretical basis of
the open plan application, established by Frank Lloyd Wright
by his Larkin administration building in Buffalo in 1906, in the
case of the Farnsworth House we found forming a spatial and
functional core within open-space characteristic. Depending on
the way in which space within space concept has been applied,
as well as the reason and purpose of its application, we may
state the following design approaches:

1. “Space forming” of functional units — emerges as a result of a
tendency to make certain typical functions within a building
not only obvious in the spatial concept of the building and
on the facades, but also to highlight them dimensionally
and visually, in spatial terms, within the interior of the
building (21** Century Museum of Contemporary Art,
Kazanawa, SANAA; San Vitale basilica, Ravenna; St. Basil’s
Church, Moscow; Cubist House, Jamagucci, Shinichi Ogawa;
Grace Farms District Center, New Canaan, SANAA; Moore’s
House, Orinda, Charles Moore; Glass Art Museum Pavilion,
Toledo, SANAA; Operalab Theatre Pavilion, Warshaw,
Studio Alfirevic; Parthenon, Athens; Rolex Learning Center,
Lozanna, SANAA; Tempietto, Rome; etc.);

2. (reating a technical block as a constitutive motive — emerges
as a result of a tendency to cluster related functions, such
as bathrooms, kitchen, toilets, saunas, etc, for economic
and practical reasons, into a “freestanding” functional
and technical block, thereby minimizing a number of
installation points (Farnsworth House, Mies van der Rohe;
Glass House, New Canaan, Philip Johnson; Abstract House,
Onomichi, Shinichi Ogawa; Sixteen Doors House, Hillsdale,
Incorporated Architecture & Design; Norrkdping Villa,
Sweden, Sverre Fehn; etc.);

3. (reating internal cores with a primarily constructive role —
emerges as a result of a tendency to remove all vertical
constructive elements from the interior of a building,
thereby achieving the highest degree of flexibility of the
space (Flower House, Lens, SANAA; etc.);

4. (reating a perceptive effect — emerges as a result of a
tendency to achieve a certain visual effect through space
stratification and segregation, thereby linking a form and
the theme of the building (N House, Oita, Sou Fujimoto;
Light Walls House, Toyokawa, mA-style Architects; Moore
House, New Haven, Charles Moore; US Pavilion EXPO 67,
Montreal, Buckminster Fuller and Shoji Sadao; etc.).

After examining the typical design approaches and space

within space illustrations in contemporary architecture, it is

obvious that its application since the mid-20™ century has been
increasingly present in both residential and public architecture
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M A He 3aBUCK NCKIbYYNBO Off KOHTEKCTYAHUX OKOMHOCTH,
Befi Aa je MpBeHCTBEHO MoCneAuua aduHUTETa ayTopa Ka
npounwfiery NpocTopa, MOHeKaj U A0 Kpajiux rpaHuLa.
Y TOM CMUCTY, 3HauajHO je HaNOMEHYTU Ja MpUMeHa 0BOT
KOHLLeNTa y CTaMOEH0j apxMTEKTYpI Y U3BECHUM CTyyajeBuMa
€@ c060M HoCK 1 CnewunduuHe, NOHEKaA 11 eKCTPEMHE YCoBe
Kopuwfhietba npoctopa. (a fapyre CTpaHe, NepMaHeHTHa
MPUCYTHOCT KOHLENTA NPOCTOp Y MPOCTOpY TOKOM MCTopuje
yKa3yje Ha teroBy yHUBEP3a/HOCT Kao MpUHLMMA, Koju ce
NCNosbaBa KPo3 pasnuunTe apxMTEKTOHCKE MHTEpNpeTaLmje 1
y Pa3NNUUTUM KOHTEKCTUMA.
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WNYCTPALIMJE / ILUSTRATIONS

Cn. 1. Teopucjke MHTepnpeTaLmje KOHLENTa NpocTop y npocTopy (npusaTHa
Konekuuja aytopa)

Fig. 1. Theoretical interpretations of space witnih space concept (author’s collection)

(n.2. WcTopujckn npumepy KoHuenTa ,npoctop y npoctopy”: 1) MapTeoH, ATuHa,
2) basunuka CaH Butane, Pagena, 3) Temnjeto, Pum u 4) Lipksa Ceetor
Bacunuja bnaxetor, MockBa (npuBaTHa Konekuuja aytopa)

Fig. 2. Historical examples of ,space within space” concept: 1) Parthenon, Athens,
2) San Vitale basilica, Ravenna, 3) Tempietto, Rome and 4) Saint Basil’s
church, Moscow (author’s collection)

(n.3. Kyha ®apHcopr, lnaHo, lyasur Muc Ban aep Poe, 1945K1951. (npuBatHa
KorneKwuja ayTopa)

Fig.3. Farnsworth House, Plano, Ludwig Mies van der Rohe, 1945X1951. (author’s

collection)

Craknena Kyha, tby Kenan, CAJl, Ounun Lloncow, 1949. (npuBaTHa KonekLmja

ayTopa)

Fig.4. Glass House, New Canaan, USA, Philip Johnson, 1949. (author’s collection)

Cn.5. Kyha Myp, Opunpa, Yapnc Myp, 1962. (ocHoBa, npecek) (npusatHa
KoneKuuja ayTopa)

Fig.5. Moore House, Orinda, Charles Moore, 1962. (plan, section) (author’s
collection)

(n.6. Kyha Myp, by XejsH, Yapnc Myp, 1967. (npuatHa konekumja aytopa)

Fig.6. Moore House, New Haven, Charles Moore, 1967. (author’s collection)

(n.7. BunaHopwonwur, LBepcka, (Bepe OexH, 1964. (npuBaTHa Konekuuja
ayTopa)

Fig. 7. Villa Norrkdping, Sweden, Sverre Fehn, 1964. (author’s collection)

Cn.8. MNaswumow CAZlEXPO 67, MoxTpean, bakmuctep Oynep v lLohu Capao, 1967.
(npuBaTHa KonekLuja aytopa)

Fig.8. US Pavilion EXPO 67, Montreal, Buckminster Fuller & Shoji Sadao, 1967.
(author’s collection)

(n.9. Kybuctuuka kyha, Jamaryun, Wnnnhn Oraga, 1990. (npuBaTHa Konekuuja
ayTopa)

Fig.9. Cubist House, Yamaguchi, Shinichi Ogawa, 1990. (author’s collection)

Cn. 4.
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Cn. 10. AnctpakTHa Kyha, OHomuhun, Linkufin Orasa, 2002. (npuBaTHa KonekLmja
ayTopa)

Fig. 10. Abstract house, Onomichi, Shinichi 0gawa, 2002. (author’s collection)

Cn. 11. My3ej caBpemeHe ymeTHocTY 21. BeKa, KaHazasa, CAHA, 2004. (npusatHa
KoneKumja ayTopa)

Fig. 11. 21st Century Museum of Contemporary Art, Kanazawa, SANAA, 2004.
(author’s collection)

(n. 12. Kyha uer, Jlenc, CAHA, 2005. (npuaTHa Konekuuja aytopa)

Fig. 12. Flower House, Lens, SANAA, 2005. (author’s collection)

(Cn. 13. Kyha ca wecnaect Bpata, Xuncaejn, MHkopnopupaxa apxutekTypa i n3ajH,
2005. (npuBaTHa KoneKwUmja ayTopa)

Fig. 13. Sixteen Doors Home, Hillsdale, Incorporated Architecture & Design, 2005.
(author’s collection)

Cn. 14. NaBumoH My3eja ymeTHoCTH oA cTakna, Tonego, CAHA, 2006. (npusatHa
Konekuuja aytopa)

Fig. 14. Museum of Art Glass Pavilion, Toledo, USA, SANAA, 2006. (author’s collection)

(Cn. 15. Kyha H, Outa, Cy Oyhumoto, 2008. (npusaTHa Konekumja aytopa)

Fig. 15. House N, Oita, Sou Fujimoto, 2008. (author’s collection)

(n. 16. PonekcoB eaykatusHu LeHTap, llozana, CAHA, 2010. (npuBaTHa Konekumja
ayTopa)

Fig. 16. Rolex Learning Center, Lausanne, SANAA, 2010. (author’s collection)

Cn. 17. Nlo3opuwwHu nasuboH Onepanab, Bapiwasa, Cryano Anpupesuh, 2012.
(npuBaTHa Konekuyja aytopa)

Fig. 17. Operalab Theatre Pavilion, Warsaw, Studio Alfirevic, 2012. (author’s
collection)

(n. 18. Kyha ca ceTnum 3uzoBuma, EmEj-ctajn apxuteke, Tojokasa, 2013.
(npuBaTHa Konekuyja ayTopa)

Fig. 18. Light Walls House, mA-style Architects, Toyokawa, 2013. (author’s collection)

(n. 9. Llentap pejc papme, by Kejuan, CAHA, 2015. (npusatHa konekumja ayTopa)

Fig. 19. Grace Farms Center, New Canaan, SANAA, 2015. (author’s collection)
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