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AHotauis. Y cTaTTi, No-neplLue, apryMeHTOBaHO BMNPOBaA>KeHO MOHSTTS papAsH-
CbKUI MOAEPH sK BinblLu TOYHE, HiXX COLMOAEPHI3M; Mo-Apyre, PO3rsHYTO
cniBponi TanaHoBMTOro apxitektopa (Ha npuknapi ABpaama Mineupbkoro) i po-
symHoro gepxaBus (Ha npuknapi lletpa Llenecta) y cTBOpeHHi opuriHanbHoi
apxiTeKTypHoi GopmMu nocepen, paasHCbKoi byniBenbHOI MepeciYHOCTi; Mo-Tpe-
Te, BUCBITNEHO pOsb NepioaNYHOI apXiTEKTYpPHOI Npecu (nepeknapHoi Ta ornsi-
[iB iHO3EMHOI apXiTEKTYPHOI NPaKTUKM B pafsSHCbKIIX Yaconucax) y popmyBaH-
Hi XapaKkTepy 3BUKaHHS 3aMOBHVKa (MPeACTaBHUKIB Aep>kaBu) OO HE3BUYHOI
B pafsHCbKii npakTuui BymiBHMUTBa apXiTekTypHoi ¢opmu, Lo morna 6u
CnpUMaTCS SIK KOHKYPEHTOCNPOMOXKHA i3 peaynbTaTamu 3axifHoi NPaKTUKu;
no-4eTBEpPTE, NOKa3aHO POoJib TEOPETUYHNX AOCTIAXKEHD PaAsIHCbKOI apXiTeKTy-
pwv B npausix cnispobitHukie HIll Teopii Ta icTopii apxiTekTypu i micTobynyBaHHS
B 1970-1980-x; HapeLwTi, no-n’'aTe, 3BepHyTO yBary Ha HebeaneyHiCTb Tenepilu-
HbOro abconioTN3yBaHHS apXITEKTYPHNX TBOPIB paaMOAEPHY, LLIO iX MOXKHa pO3-
rNspaTh He TiNbKU SK «Xy[0XHE> CBiAYEHHS MPO apXiTeKTYPHUI cTUNb fobu, a i
SIK HUHi 3aiBe kapbyBaHHs puc ToTaniTapHoi crucTemMu (Bif, KpMBaBOi A0 NaTEHT-
HO-NOB3YY40i), IKUX CIlif, NO3BYTNCS «ECTETUYHO.

KniouoBi cnoBa: ykpaiHcbka apxitektypa XX cToniTTs, paAsHCbKUA MOAEPH
(panmopepH), apxitekTypa Knesa, kmiBcbki apxitektopu.
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Abstract. First, the paper provides arguments for introducing the term Radlllod-
ern (abridged for Radianskyi Modernism/Soviet Modernism) as more precise
than socialist modernism. Second, the article focuses on the collaboration of
a talented architect (Avraam Miletskyi) and a wise statesman (Petro Shelest)
resulted in the making of a new architecture within the mediocrity of Soviet
urban planning. Third, the role of the architectural periodicals (both the trans-
lations of foreign editions and reviews of foreign architectural practices) is
highlighted in encouraging the commissioner (representatives of the state) to
accept the architectural forms which stood out of the routine Soviet construc-
tion practice and, thus, could be perceived as competitive with the Western
architectural practice. Fourth, the role of 1970-1980s academic research of
Soviet architecture in the works of the Research Institute of Theory and History
of Architecture and Urban Planning is considered. Finally, the emphasis is put
on the risk of the present-day idealization of the RadModern architecture, as
it may be viewed not only as “artistic” stylistic evidence of the era but also as
the excessive at present, unnecessary/useless traces of the totalitarian sys-
tem (equally the blood-soaked and latently spreading) that should be “aesthet-
ically” removed.

Keywords: twentieth-century Ukrainian architecture, Ukrainian Soviet modernism
(RadModern), architecture of Kyiv, Kyiv architects.
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AHIPIV NMYYKOB

AroAH 11 iICTOPHUYHI €[IOXH XapaKTEPHU3YIOThCS He
TaK iICTUHAMM i Y€CHOTAMH, 110 € 3aTAALHUMM i a6-
CTPAKTHHUMH, SIK XUOHUMH IIOTASIAAMU I IOPOKAMH,
110 € IHAUBIAYaABHUMU | KOHKPETHUMHU.

Ouexcandp 3inoses

1. Ocobucricts i marepiaa. B ocranniit meci Oaexcanapa Kopaiituyka
«ITam’sTe cepusi» (1969) — aisn Apyra, KapTHHa YeTBepTa — MiX ABOMA
ABIPHMYKAMH, SIKi CIAM IIEPEMOYUTH MTiCAS npn6npaHH;1 aAei y mapky Caasuy,
BHOUI, BIAOYBA€TbCsI AlaAor:

Bapsapa. [...] Sxuit kpacusnii Ham Kuis, a kpamoro Micus, 5K TyT, HeMae.

Ouvea. [...] Crnacubi MyApuM AIOASM, IO 30yAyBaAM LCH IaM SITHUK Ha
ropi 6ias Aaspu (Korniichuk, 1987, p. 222).

A1y OCTOPOHD CATUPUYHUIT KOHTEKCT BUTOAOLICHHST IIOAYM SIHO-CXBAAB-
HOI OLIiIHKH i HATOAOIIY HAa TOMY, SIK II€PECIYHA AIOAUHA CTABUTHCS AO PE3YAD-
TaTiB CIIABHOL pO6OTI/I apxiTexTopa ABpaama MiAeljbkOro i TOAIIIHBOTO
ouiabauka Ykpainu [lerpa Illeaecra. Poas ocobucrocti B icTopil apxiTexTy-
PH € TaKOIO CaMOK0 BEAUKOIO, SK i 3araAOM B icTOPil.

Ancam6ab maowi Caasu B Kuesi, cTBOpIoBaHHI [TOCTYIIOBO MOYHHAIOYH
3 1957 poky, B HE3BBUYHO CBDKUX, «HEOAYEHO» YUCTUX AASI TOTO Yacy i Tiel
KpalHU apXiTEKTYPHUX (OPMaxX, Ha TPH ACCATHAITTA CTaB KAMEPTOHOM OLi-
HOK XYAOJKHBOI SIKOCTI MiCBKOTO cepeaoBHIna cToAuLi Yipaincskol PCP: ai-
HIMANI3M HE 4ePe3 3AUIEHHICTNG HCUMINS, 4 4EPE3 HALBHICINY (MAK).

Kuisepki ciopyan Appaama Misenpkoro (1918-2004) it Eayapaa Biab-
cokoro (1931-2016), cniBpo6itnukis Kuisnpoexry, — ancambap naomi

It is not some general and abstract truths and virtues that
characterize people and historical eras but the erroneous views
and vices that are individual and specific.

Oleksandy Zinoviev

1. Personality and material. The Memory of the Heart (1969), the last play by Olek-
sandr Korniichuk, in act two, scene four has the following dialog between two female
custodians who are taking a break after cleaning the path in the Park of Eternal Glory
at nighttime:

Varvara: .. What a beautiful city our Kyiv is! There is no place like it in the whole world.”

Olga: “...Gratitude and appreciation to those wise people who built this memorial at the
mountain next to the Lavra” (Korniichuk, 1987, p. 222).

Leaving aside the satirical context of this passionate speech, I'd emphasize the attitude of

the ordinary person to the results of the collaboration of the architect Avraam Miletskyi and
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CaaBu (ITanay mionepis, BilicbkoBHiI MeMoOpias, «o0OpisaHHMil» roTeAb
«Caaror» (Mileckij, 1998, pp. 66-67)), KuiBcbkuii aBTOBOK3aA — 4M He
HAaMUMepIli Ha HAIIMX TEPEHAX 3HAYHI MPUKAAAM 3aCTOCYBAHHS MOAEPHic-
TUYHOTO ITAXOAY AO BHPIIICHHS He36U4HOL, ANE PAOSHCLKOE APXITEKTYPHOT
popmu. Ckasaru 6 y AeKCHKOHI conpeaaismy cepeprtu 1930-x: He3BUYIHOI
3a 3MicTOM, paastHChKOL 3a popmoro. [ToBcroau papsiHcbKe, a TyT, Oay, —
Haue 3axipHE.

[ puxia A0 Baapu «pupextopa Yipainu» [lerpa [lleaecta (1908-1996)
came 3 aroToro 1957 poky cmouaTky sk mepmoro cexperaps KuiBchkoro
obkoMmy maprii, a 3 1962 mo 1972 poxu — nepuoro cexkperapst LIK KITY,
03Ha4aB ADaHHS PO IMIAX CTOAMILIE pCCl'Iy6AiKI/I Hap yce. BrpaBHuii rocmo-
sapuuk, Ilerpo FOxumoBu4 3HaB, sk Mae BUTASIAQTH CTOAMIIS HABITH ITOCE-
P€A TOBCIOAHOI PAASHIUHU CYCIIABHOTO no6yTy, YMOB Ipalli, Xap4yBaHHs
(Stiazhkina, 2021) i1 BiAmOuHHKY.

v 3a6OPOH€Hiﬁ MaiiKe OAPa3y MiCASI BUXOAY B CBIT KHUXKI, SIKy BiH ITMCaB
cam, [Ileaect Harosomrye:

«CyyacHa ykpalHCbKa apxiTeKTypa — Lie BiAO6Pa>KCHHH B MOHYMEHTAABHHX,
AOLHABHHX $OpPMaX HAIIOI COLIaAICTHYHOI €IIOXH, BUKOPHCTAHHS KPAIIOro, IO
Ha6yTo B Iiff TaAysi B HAIIiM KpaiHi i 32 KOPAOHOM: IPOCTOTA, AAKOHIYHICTB,
SICHICTD XYAOXKHIX (OPM, 3aCTOCYBaHHs B 6y,A,iBHI/IuTBi IPOTrPECMBHUX KOH-
CTPYKILiH Ta CyYacHUX MaTepiaaiB. TpHBAIOTh MOIIYKH HAMKPALIOTO Cy4aCHOTO
YKPAIHCBKOTO, HAIL[IOHAABHOTO CTHUAIO B ApXITEKTYpi, B IIAAHYBAHHI MICT i cia,
03A00ACHHI iX YKPAIHCHKUM OPHAMEHTOM, MAHCTEPHUM 6apBI/ICTI/IM SKUBOITHCOM,
MO3aIKOIO Ta CKYABIITYpPOIO. OAHUM CAOBOM, B ApXITEKTYPi, AK Y KUTTI, 6e3 pa-
BHABHOI AiHiI He MO>ke 6yTH moayTTst BAacHOi rianocTi» (Shelest, 1970, p. 95).

Petro Shelest, a leader of Ukraine at the time. The role of personality in the history of archi-
tecture equals the one in history in general.

The architecture of the ensemble in the Square of Glory (Ploscha Slavy) in Kyiv, the
gradual construction of which started in 1957, was unusually fresh and “unprecedentedly”
puristic for the era. For the next three decades, it became a reference point for evaluating the
artistic value of the urban environment of the capital of the Ukrainian SSR: i. e. minimalism
not because the means were scarce but because the good taste was in abundance.

Avraam Miletskyi (1918-2004) and Eduard Bilskyi (1931-2016) buildings in Kyiv were
among the first to use the modernist approach to achieve unusual yet Soviet architectural
forms. Both architects worked at Kyivprocke and designed the ensemble in the Square of
Glory: The Palace of Pioneers, Military Memorial, and the “cut” edifice of the Salut hotel
(Mileckij, 1998, pp. 66-67). As the mid-1930s socialist realism would have it: unusual in
content, Soviet in form. Everything is so Soviet all around, and here comes something looking

very much Western, as it were.
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! Ha ixnix Aaxax

Ao TpyAHs 1991

POKY BHCBiUyBaAK
BHOYI HEOHOBI HAITHCH:
«Aenin» (N2 20),
«ITapris» (N 18),
«Hapoa» (N2 16).
BacHb kouTypH AiTep
BUIASIAAAN 3AOBICHO.

3BicHO, ApXITEKTOPCHKHUI TAAAHT IepeAOBCiM Miaeljpkoro — MopepHicTa
cepea IMIEPETU AECTAAIHI30BAHUX EKAEKTHKIB — IPUIIAB AO CMAKY M €CTETHY-
Hux norpeb nepuoi ocobu YPCP.

«30A4€CTBO — SICKPABHUII IIOKA3HUK XYAOXKHBOI CHAH HAPOAY. Sk KaskyTs,
KpaiHa — AIM HapoAy, apxiTekTypa — AeTaab Aoomy» (Shelest, 1970, p. 94).

He ocrannboro geproio i posyminns 3 6oky OaekcaHapa €BAOKHMOBHYA
Kopniitayka (1905-1972), sikuit He aniue 6yB 3HAHUM YKPaiHCBKHM KOMEAiO-
rpadpom (Puchkov, 2021), a it o6iiimas nocasy roaosu Bepxosroi Papu YPCP
(TOAl TaAQHOBUTHX AIOACH 32AYYaAH AO KEPYBaHHS ACPKaBomo), T06TO 6yB
APYror 0co60:0 B peciry0airli, — 6arato 40ro BapTyBaAo B CIIPaBi IIPOCYBaH-
Hs Ha TEPEHH YKPAIHCBKOI CTOAMIII « A€TAAEH » €BPOINEHCHKUX APXiTEKTYPHHUX
¢opw, i HaBiTh 6YAO SIKECh 3aXOIACHE KOSUPSIHHS HUMHU 3 TEATPAABHOTO KOHY.

MoBuasHe 3aAsIKaHE HACEACHHS | — «POAb 0COOUCTOCTI B icTOpii»; Opex-
AUBi TeKCTH OQILIFHUX HOBHH i MapTilIHO-YPAAOBUX KAMAAHb I — MOACPHI
apxiTeKTypHi $opMH; coliasbHa 3pIBHAAIBKA I — HelepeciyHi BisyaabHi 36y—
AyBadi: Ao neBHoI Mipu Kuis, Hibu HblO-HOPK, Ha TOH Yac OyB «MicTOM
KOHTPACTIiB>».

He Bcturan 3aBepumru 6yAiBHI/IuTBO HamuBHOI PycaHiBku, sk MaricTpasb-
HY Al0 HOBOI ITecu roaoBa Bepxosroi Paau posroprae B oAHOMY 3 TpHOX TOU-
KOBUX OyAMHKIB apxiTekTopiB Bapuma Aasnoro it Ienpixa Kyasunnpkoro va
PycaniBcpkiit Ha6€pC>KHiﬁl: «Kpisp BigunneHuit 0aAKOH Ta MIHUPOKE BIKHO
BHAHO BHCOKUIl IpaBuil Oeper AHinpa, Ha KoMy cepep OyIHOI 3eAcHi rpae
30A0TOM ApeBHs AaBpa», — mounnae Kophiftuyk pemapky B mepmiifi kap-
tuni «[Tam’siri cepus» (Korniichuk, 1987, p. 195). Bin i meci xotiB Aatu
Maibke HasBy-nporaroHicra: «Y Kuesi Ha Pycanisii».

When Petro Shelest (1908-1996), “director of Ukraine;” ascended to political power — first
as the First Secretary of the Kyiv obkom and in 19621972 as the First Secretary of the Central
Committee of the Communist Party of Ukraine — it meant cherishing the image of the capital
city above all. A skilled manager, Petro Shelest knew what he wanted his capital city to look like,
even against the background of ubiquitous “sovietness” of everyday living (cf. Stiazhkina, 2021).

In the book authored by him (and not ghostwritten), banned soon after its release, Petro
Shelest stresses,

“Contemporary Ukrainian architecture reflects our socialist era in monumental, appro-
priate forms. All our domestic and foreign achievements in this field are put to use: simplicity,
brevity, clarity of artistic forms, the use of advanced constructions, and modern materials in
the construction process. The search for the best Ukrainian, national style in architecture, in
urban and rural planning, in decorating cities and villages with the Ukrainian ornaments,
masterful mosaics, and sculpture is in progress. In short, in architecture, as in real life, the

right line is not possible without the sense of dignity” (Shelest, 1970, p. 95).
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CrpaBxKHs «0COOUCTICTb B ICTOPII>» IIOBUHHA MaTH 3BIPUHY «4YyHKy> Ha
HOBE, HEIlepeciyHe, HaBiTh SKIO — 3 00 €KTUBHHUX IPHYUH — MA€E OIpPHU-
AIOAHIOBATHU III0 «4YyHKy> €30II0BOI0 MOBOK PaAsSHCHKOro tearpy. HasiTh
SIKIIO LSl <4yHKa» 3ropoM OyAe CXapaKTepH30BaHA SIK COLMOACPHICTHYHA
200 X, SIKIO AO3BOAUTE, OIABLI TOYHO: padmodeprosa.

2. Bia xoHy A0 ckoHY. [ToHATTS «conMOAEpHI3M>» yCTaAeHE: TaK HA3H-
BaroTh sBume 1920-x, mo, Ha BiAMiHY BiA OAHOYACHOTO 3 HUM aBaHTapAY,
Habyao B CPCP osnax niaicnoi cruaictuxu (Smolenska, 2017), — rakwuit
cobi papsIHCBKUIT ap-A€KO. 3BICHO, 3aCTOCYBAaHHs TCPMiHA <«COLMOAEP-
HizaM» a0 sBuI 1950-1980-x He € TOUYHHUM, 1 CAOBOCIIOAYYEHHS « PaAsH-
CBKUIT MOACPHI3M>», padmodepn Gisbuie Bigmosipae siBumyy. Jomy? Yepes
TE, LIO TEPMIH «COLIMOAEPHI3M>» IIOYaAM HETOYHO BHUKOPHUCTOBYBATH
3aXiAHI HAyKOBIi, aA€ )X ONHCYBAaHE HUMH SBUIIE n0Tpi6Ho Ha3HUBaTH
came padancokum mModepHom, OCKIABKH, MO-TIEpLIe, BiH QX HIsAK HE coyia-
aicmuynuti (33 HOAITHYHOKO THIIOAOTIEI0), @ CAMe CIIPABXKHIN padsncoxuii
(32 $paKTOM NMPAKTUYHOTO iCHYBaHHS | IPAKTHIHOTO €KCIIEPUMEHTYBAHHSA
Ha IPOCTOPOM MicT); IIO-APYTE, AO TEOPil MAPKCU3MY i coljiaAi3aMy Te, 1[0
BiaOyBasocss B CPCP Ha npakTuLji, 5)KOAHOTO CTOCYHKY HE Ma€, OKpiM 06-
AYAHHUX CAIB i 3aKAHKIB.

o Taxe 1920-1i? 3apas moxna ckasatu: 1970-1i minyc 1950-ti. Le ne
auute poren Aeonipa Croaosuua (Stolovich, 1999, p. 272), a it Bapre yBarn
CIIOCTEPEKEHHS HaA PUPOAOI0 BUHHKHEHHS apXiTeKTYPHUX $OpPM 32 YaciB,
KOAHU IXHS I10SIBA BUKAMKAAA ITOAMB CEPEA MHUCASMOTO HACEACHHS, TOOTO —
HebaraTbox, i YOMyCh BUKAMKAE HOro 3apa3 — Tex Hebararbox. OaHak Ko-
peHi Takoil nikaBocri 3aasraors i B 1950-x, i B 1970-x, i y 1980-x, sHukaouu

Needless to say, that architectural talent of Miletskyi — as opposed to the ranks of de-Sta-
linized lovers of eclecticism — appealed to the taste and aesthetic needs of the leading figure
of the Ukrainian SSR.

“Architecture is a vivid indicator of the artistic strength of the people. As they say, the state
is the home to the nation, and architecture is a detail of this house” (Shelest, 1970, p. 94).

Apart from being a famed Ukrainian comedy writer (Puchkov, 2021), Oleksandr
Korniichuk (1905-1972) also was a Chairman of the Supreme Soviet of the Ukrainian
Soviet Socialist Republic (at the time, talented people were mobilized to governing elite).
Thus, his sympathy for the cause mattered in pushing the “details” of architectural forms into
the cityscape of the Ukrainian capital and often showcasing it in his theatrical ocuvres.

Kyiv, just like New York, was a “city of contrasts” at the time: an intimidated population
that kept it quiet, on the one hand — and the “role of personality in history, on the other;
hypocritical official reports, pompous party and governmental rituals — and modernist

puristic architectural forms; social “equalization” — and the excess of visual stimuli.
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Ha mo4arky 1990-x pasoM i3 «IPUMXAMBHM>» MapTiHHO-TOCIIOAAPCHKUM 3a-
MoBHUKOM. Y 1930-x BuOip apxiTekTypHOI MOAH OyB HaueOTO 3pO3yMiAMM
(ockiabky, six nucas [ep6epr Pip, «3a CIMHOI KOKHOTO AMKTATOPa CTHPYHTH
AOPHHYHA KOAOHA> ), i MAAO KOTO AUBYBaB, 2 OT KOAM KOAOHH IOCTYIIOBO I10-
4aAM 3HUKATH, aPXiTEeKTypHa (OpMa OIMHHUAACSA Ha PO3MYTTi.

Baacue, iipeTsesa mpo OCO6AI/IBy CBOEPIAHICTD MiCBKOI (a iHOAI U CiAb-
cKoi: «OyTH ceay kpamum>» (Kosenko, 1990)) sabyaosu, mo moraa 6yTu
JKAXAUBOIO, SIK OIABIIICTD PAASIHCBKOTO, A€ YOMYCh OIMHUAACS IIPUTOM-
HOIO, HaBiTh 3AATHOIO IIPUBEPTATH yBary TenepimHbol Mosoai. CBoepipHe
depes Te 1 CBOEpiAHE, 0 BUCKAKYE 3HEHALbKA, Have Oic i3 Tabakepku, i AU-
BYE, SIKIIO HE LIOKYE, crioctepirada. Ie Tpanasiaocs gepes te, mo B CPCP
yCsl HPOAYKIIisl — BiA 6YAiB€AI), TPAaKTOPIB AO OASTY, 3y61—10'1’ LIITKY Ta «ITi-
niQ)aKcy» — 6yAa AY’KE HU3bKOI AKOCTI (KpiM, SIK BIAOMO, XOK€IO, 6aAeTy
i KOCMIYHHX AOCAIAXEHB), i KOAH IIJOCh PanToM BAABAAOCS — BHUTIASIAAAO
SIK AMBOBIDKHHH BUHSITOK.

[Tam’siTaee opHy 3 Bepciil, oMy Moticeit Boaus eBpeiB €rurrom ympo-
AOBXX YOTHPBOX AECATHAITEH? [To6u BcTUrAN BMEPTH BCi 3 IOAOPOXKHIX, XTO
3a3HaB paOcTBa.

VY Hac nomepeAy Iie IpHHAMMHI OAHE ACCATHAITTA, o061 MOXOAUTHU, Ha-
BITb ITOAYMATH, 3BEPHYTHCS AO AXKEPEA, TIPHAUBHTHCS ITHABHIIIE:

— Xro 6yan Apam i3 €poro?

— DPaasIHCBKI AIOAU, OCKIABKH XOAMTH TOAMMH, MAaTH HY>KACHHE SI0AYYKO
Ha ABOX i BBAKATH, II[O MEIIKAEN Y Pal0, MOXE TIABKH PaASHChKA AIOAHHA.

Ha rakomy Tai 6yAb—;n<a CBOEPIAHICTD, Ta L€ I MaTepiaAi3OBaHa 32 YMMAAL
PaAsHCBKi (TapAOH, «HapOAHi>» ) IPOLLI, BUSABASAACS AUBOM.

Rusanivka, the district on the artificial island, was still under construction when Korniichuk,
the Head of the Supreme Soviet of the Ukrainian SSR, chose it and one of the three apart-
ment buildings at the riverfront (authored by Vadym Ladnyi and Heinrich Kulchytskyi) as
a setting for his new play , “Through the open balcony and a wide window, one can see the
high right bank of the Dnieper river where among the rich greenery the ancient Lavra shines
with its golden domes” (Korniichuk, 1987, p. 195). His intended title was the namesake for
the protagonist — In Kyiv’s Rusanivka.

True “personality in history” should have an animal instinct for the new, outstanding,
even if, for some objective reasons, it has to be formulated in the Aesopian language of the
Soviet theatre. Even though this instinct for the new would later be labeled a socialist mod-
ernist or, more precisely, Radmodernist.

2. On stage, until the stage collapses. The term “Socmodernism”/ Socialist modernism
is well established: it denotes the 1920s consistent stylistics (Smolenska, 2017) as opposed to

the avant-garde developing in the USSR at the same time — a kind of “Soviet” Art Deco, as
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IToxn dvexkaTumMeMO, KOAHM 3HHMKHE OCTAHHIH BAACHHK PaAsSHCHKOTO
MACIIOPTa, KOAM 3iTPYThCS B aAbLreiimMepax (is AEMEHITisIMH ) PaAsAHCBKI
criocTepeskeHH: «/AecTH, ase AOTPUMYICA HPaBAOHOAi6HOCTi», «cep-
PeaAiaM», «COLPOSAIBM>», «AXHBOIHC», <KOHKPETHHI3M y 60poThbi
3 abcrpakyionismom» Tomo (Stolovich, 1999, p. 283), cnovarky — ce-
PEA MOBCIOAHOTO $papUCeHCTBA — IPUAUBUMOCH AO «0AraTcTB peaAbHOTO
coriaAismy>, a moTiM cripoOyeMo 3posyMiTH, SIK cepea el poskouli BU-
HUKAAHU APXITEKTYPHI BUHATKHU i3 3aTaABHUX NPABUA 3BUYAMHOTO, mob He
KasaTu 6pyTaAbHoro, 6yAiBHMuTBa, SIK€ AO OIIIATHOI CTUAICTUKH 3aXiAHOTO
OpyTasisamy 3 HCOOPYTAAIBMOM CTOCYHKY HE MalOTh” .

3. Peaasne sik noGyroBe. OTxe, 32 IEPEKOHAUBUMHY IEPEKa3aMH 1 CIIO-
CTEPEKECHHSAMU (1>axiBuiB, PpeaAbHUI comiaAizm (T06To <1>opMa HO6YTYBaHH$I,
1110 Ha4e6TO NPUNTMHMAA iCHYBaHHS Pa3oM i3 Aepxkasoto Ha itmenns CPCP)
[10Ka3aB, 10 BTIAIOE B cobi Bci MOIEPEAH] CYCITIABHO-eKOHOMI4HI $popmariil:
BiA NIEPBICHOOOLIMHHOTIO AAAy B3SITO CIIOCiO BUPOOHMIITBA, Bip paboBAACHHU-
LTBA — MPHUHLIMII cBob0AH, Bi $eopanismy — crparosi mpusiael, Bip Karmi-
TaAI3My — «HEpO3B'sI3yBaHi CYIIEPEIHOCTI>».

Cepep ocrannix Taki: 1) 6e3pobiTTs HeMae, ase MaAO XTO MPALIOE «Ha
COBICTb>», OCKiABKHM, 2) HaBiTh He MPALIOI0YH, MOXXHA OTPUMYBATH HEBe-
AHUKY, aA€ PETYASPHY NAATHIO; 3) aAc H Ha Ty HAQTHIO HiYOTO He MOXHA
npuabaty 3a OaKaHHAM, a CAlp OpaTH Te, O «BUKUHYAH» Ha IIPUAABOK;
4) X04a MaAO 1O MOXKHA IPHAGATH, B YCiX 1OCh 6YAO, B TOHKOTO NpoOIIap-
Ky HaceAeHHs — Maibke Bce Gaxkane; 5) i xo4a y Bcix «Ijock 6yao», Bci
6yA1/1 HEBAOBOACHI; 6) i Xoua Bci 6YAI/I HEBAOBOAEHI, APY>KHbO FOAOCYBAAH
«3a» — T'yPTOM, OIITOM, «PaAICHO>.

it were. Applying the term “socialist modernism” to the phenomena of the 1950s-1980s is
not accurate; thus, “Soviet modernism”, or Radmodernism would be a better choice. Why?
The term “socialist modernism” has been loosely used by Western scholars. However, I argue
that the phenomenon should be named Soviet modernism/Radianskyi modernism. First,
it is far from being socialist (according to political topology) but, on the contrary, Soviet in
its nature (by the very fact of its practical existence and practical experiments in the urban
space). Second, what actually happened in the USSR had nothing to do with the theory of
Marxism and socialism, except for the use of deceptive words and mottoes.

What was the 1920s? Today one may say: it is the 1970s minus 1950s. It is not only
the pun by Leonid Stolovich (Stolovich, 1999, p. 272) but also a worthy observation
regarding the nature of the emergence of architectural forms at the times when it sur-
prised the thinking population, i. e. the very few, and still surprises now — also not
so many. However, such interest is rooted back in the 1950s, 1970s, and 1980s, fad-

ing away during the early 1990s along with the “whimsical” party-state commissioner.

*V uyaoBo iarcTpoBa-
HOMY aAbOOMI BUAAB-
uunrea « OcHoBU»
(Bykov & Gubkina,
2019), sk Ha MeHe, He
AyKe TIEPEKOHAMBO 32-
CTOCOBAHI CTHAICTHYHI
Ha3BH SIBHIIA YKPAiH-
ChKOTO PAAMOACPHY
(moaepniam, 6pyTa-
Al3M, HOCTMOACpHiSM),
3arapaseaci i3
3aXIAHMMHU TCHACH-
1isMu TaK, HayebTo
PaAMOACPH KPOKYBAB y
XPOHOAOTIYHY i THITO-
Aoro-QyHKIIiitHY HOry
31 CBITOBUMU TEHACH-
L{iAMH B apXiTEKTYypi.
Bunsirox i3 mpasua
AMIIE AO ACSKOT MIpH
AMIIAETHCS TIPABHAOM,
2 OCKiABKH TBOPH
HAIIOTO PAAMOACPHY
MaAO B YOMY BiATOBi-
AQAU 3araAbHOCBITO-
BUM SBHILAM, HABPSIA
41 MOJKHA 11 aBTOPCBKi
BHHATKU BBAKATH 32
LuBiAizaniiini npaBuaa
CTBOPCHHS TYTEIIHBO-
T'O apXiTEKTYPHOTO
CEPEAOBHILIA.
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TakuMM CynepedHOCTAMU XXUBHAOCS PAASIHCBKE CYCILABCTBO, OCOOAMBO
HNPHHAAAMBO IICASI [IAAALIOBOTO NEPEBOPOTY >KOBTHsI 1964 poky, koau 3a-
MiCTb HEPO3BAXKAUBOTrO XPYILIOBA ACPYKABOIO II0YAB KEPYBATH PO3BAXKAUBHI
BpC)KHGB — HaA(is1, Oropa, «BIIEBHEHICTD Y 3aBTPAIIHbOMY AHI>» 1 60p0Tb6i
3a MM Ha KIITAAT: y HAC TAKOX € IAEPHA 36po;1, aA€ BH, TAHOBE KalliTaAicTH,
OyAb AaCKa, CBOIO HE 3aCTOCOBYIITE, 60 MU i Tak 6e3 mrraniB xopumo. Hy, 6yan
AACKa, He 3aCTOCOBYIiTe. [HTEACKTYaAM IIPH BAAAL 33aBaXKAIOTH PEIUTI OTOYEH-
Hsl, OTXKe IX TaM He Ma€ OyTu.

Crpax nepes aroMHO0 60M6010 OyB cTpauIHimuil 3a caMy aTOMHY 60MOY,
SIK OYAb-SIKMIL CTpaX, IO IPUMYCOBO MOLINPIOIOTh CepPeA HaceAeHHs. I3 ce-
peaunn 1960-x aAMiHICTPATHBHHIT CKAEPO3 CTAB 7260p4 UM METOAOM YIIPaB-
AIHHS KPaiHOIO, 2 OTXKe i <l>opM01o MiKAYBaHHS NPO ii «30BHILIHINA BUTASIA>,
yocoGAmBaHHﬁ 6YAiBCAI>HI/IMI/I $opMamu mia IMOrOHHYEM APXITEKTYPHHX:
dacap cucremu MaB 6yTH XO4 TPOXU KOHKYPEHTOCIIPOMOSKHUM IOPIBHIHO
3 KamiTaAicTuuHuM, o6 He 6on reTh COPOMHO NPUHANMHI IIEPeA 1HO3EM-
HUMH apXiTeKTyPHUMM 4aCOMHUCAMHU. Ocobauso 1e BiAYYBA€ThCSA, KOAU 3i-
3HaeMOCb, 10 apxitektypa CPCP Oyaa apxitekTyporo excnepumenmanvrozo
CYCniAbCMBA, SIKE HA TACTAaBAX MAXPOBOTO IMO3UTUBI3MY HAMaraAocCsl CKOH-
LICHTPYBaTH caMe cebe i BAACHE IIPEAMETHO-TIPOCTOPOBE AOBKIAAS, 1 11O Ha
LIbOMY IIASIXY BUSIBUAOCS OiAbLIIE BTPAT, HIK HAAOaHb.

CrBepaXyBaTH, IO B PAASHCBKHX apXITEKTOPIB 6yAI/I SIKICh CIELiaAbHI
MEPEKOHAHHS MIOAO IXHBOI «POAi B CYCHABCTBi>», B KOACKTUBHOMY I103a-
CBIAOMOMY, I]OAO BiAIIOBIAQABHOCTI ITEPEA, MaﬁGyTHiM, — Ba)xKyBaro. fKich
«IIEPEKOHAHHS >, 3BICHO, iIM BTOBKMAaYyBaAHM 31 CTYAGHTCHKHX AaB («Mo—
paAbHMIT KOAEKC OyaiBHHKA KOMyHisMy» 1961 poxky, HaHpI/IKAaA), aAe 3a-

In the 1930s, the choice of architectural trends was limited and quite obvious, hardly
surprising to anyone (as Herbert Read put it, “a Doric column sticks out from behind
cach dictator”). However, when columns were gradually disappearing, an architec-
tural form was caught at a crossroads.

The unique features of the urban built environment (or more rarely, rural environment,
as in A Village Will Look Brighter publication (Kosenko, 1990)) could be horrible, just like
everything else in the Soviet state, but somehow appeared decent/of acceptable standards,
even capturing the attention of the present-day young scholars. These unique features are like
a jack-in-the-box that springs out unexpectedly and surprises the viewer, yet without shock-
ing him. Something like marvelous exception amidst the poor quality of Soviet goods —
from housing, tractors, and up to clothing, toothbrushes, and toilet paper (sure, except for
hockey, ballet, and space exploration).

What was one of the versions about why Moses led the Jews into four decades of wander-

ing? For all the former slaves to dic out.

ANDRII PUCHKOV

MICTh LIUX a6crpa1<ui171 icHyBaAa GiABII-MEHII CTilKa, yCTaA€HA peakiiis Ha
TE, 3 YMM APXITEKTOPOBI BUIAAAAO CTUKATHUCS, — CTEPEOTUIl MOBEAIHKH
AAEKBATHOI AIOAMHM, SIKA HAPOAMAACSA B HEAACKBATHUX CYCHiABHUX yMOBAaX
I MYCHUTD Y HUX )KUTHU M BUXKUBATH.

IlepexonanHs — Lje IpUHAAA 3aXiAHOI, @ He PaASHCBKOI AIOAMHH: CTe-
PEOTHUII TOBEAIHKH, BIIPOAOBXK AECATUAITH BHKaP6YBaHHﬁ SKOBTEHSTCTBOM,
MiOHEPi€I0, KOMCOMOAI€EIO i MApTIMHICTIO, IKUM HE nepeAGaan HasIBHOCTI
CIIPaBXKHIX, HEYAABAHUX MEPEKOHAHb, & TOMY 6yB CyMicHUH i3 mepeKoHaH-
HAMH OyAb-AKHMH, 1O iX 32 MOTPeOOI HECKAAAHO # 6e300AICHO MOXKHA
3MIHIOBATH Ha IIPOTUAGXKHI. AAe I AIOAUHA 3 IEPEKOHAHHAMH € HETHYYKOIO,
AOTMATUYHOK, HYAOTHOIO i 3a3Buyail HepaaaekoraspHow. Lo sx poburn?
CymHiBaTHCs 1 IPAarHyTH 3aAMIIATHCS cobo10, AKIO TH cob0I0 €, a HE TUM,
KHM XO4elll, 100 TeOe YSIBASIAO OTOYECHHS, TOOTO: KOAU BaXKKO BUOPAaTH MK
CTEPEOTUIIOM IOBEAIHKH I HASIBHICTIO ITepeKoHaHb. | mpaiioBatu Haa AOpY-
YEHHM, SIKILO HE AY>KE 3aBaXKAIOTh. « 51 61 3pobus A0bpe, aae MeHi pAomomara-
AM>» — B)XKE HE 30BCIM PaASHCBKE CIIOCTEPEKECHHA: KOAH PAAHHUK/TIOPAAHHK
3aMiCTb YECHO BBXKATHUCS IIparHe «OyTu», crpaBa CTpaxAae. PapHukom/
[OPAAHUKOM OYB papsHCHKHH 3HEOCOOACHHI 3aMOBHUK, KOACKTHBHE [103a-
CBiAOME TOCIOAAPIOBAHHSL.

ApxitekTOp He OYB «aHTHKOMYHICTOM» d4epes BiadyTTsi camosbepe-
JKeHHS 1 — 3 oruau. He aniune depes Te, 1150 aHTHKOMYHICT BiApi3HABCS
BiA «CIIPaBKHBOIO KOMYHICTa>» 3BOPOTHUM 3HAKOM 3A00HOCTI, a i yepes
paxoBy HOTpe6y: CTBOPIOBATH XO4Y SIKiCh MaTEpPiaAbHI LIIHHOCTI IOCEPEA
TOTO, 1IJ0 He Ma€ LjiHHicHOro xapakrepy B3araai. Koancs ABpaam Miaens-
KHMI IOKAAB CAYXaBKY, B 5Ky IJOHHO HarpuMaB Ha SIKOTOCb HAaYaAbHHKA

We still have a couple of decades ahead to wander, to turn to the origins, and to reflect:
Who were Adam and Eve? They were the Soviet people, as only Soviet people could walk
naked, have one miserable apple for two, and believe to be living in heaven.

Against such a background, any unique thing all the more so materialized at the expense
of the Soviet state (pardon, at “people’s” expense), seemed a miracle.

And while the last holder of the Soviet passport is yet to die out, and the observations
like the following (“Flatter, but keep it realistic,” “craprealism,” “social royalism,” “art depict-
ing fake,” “concretinism in the struggle with Abstract art,” etc. (Stolovich, 1999, p. 283))
are yet to be wiped out of memory by dementia and Alzheimer’s, let us take a closer look at
the “riches of real socialism.” And then, let's try to understand how architectural exceptions
emerged out of this abundance of mediocrity, say, even out of brutal construction, that had
nothing to do with the brutalism or neo-brutalism of the West with all its elegance.

3. The mundane reality. According to the experts’ recollections and testimonies, real social-

ism (the form of everyday life that supposedly ceased to exist after the collapse of the USSR)
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proved to be an embodiment of all the previous social and economic formations: it took up

the method of production from the primitive society, the principle of freedom — from slave-
holding, strata privileges from feudalism, and “irreconcilable inconsistencies” from capitalism.
The latter include: 1) there is no unemployment, and yet not many are decent workers, as
2) even without working hard one can get a small yet regular salary, 3) little can be bought at
this salary, there was not much choice at all, 4) despite scarcity, everyone still had something,
with only a few having everything, 5) everyone had that little “something;” yet everyone was
dissatisfied 6) being dissatisfied, everyone nevertheless voted for the party in unison.

Such contradictions nurtured the Soviet society, especially after the palace coup of Octo-

ber 1964, when immoderate Khrushchev was replaced with moderate Brezhnev — a strong-
hold and a beacon of hope for the future, as well as the supporter of world peace (“We also
have a nuclear weapon, dear capitalist comrades, so, please, do not use yours, because it costs
us a fortune to maintain ours. So, please, do not use yours.”) Intellectuals in power hinder our

progress and irritate all the rest, so it is no place for them there.

The fear of the nuclear bomb was more frightening than the bomb itself. Since the mid-
1960s, administrative sclerosis became the creative method of governing the state - the form
of taking care of the state “facade” embodied in construction norms in disguise of architec-
ture. This facade of the system should have been somehow competitive with the capitalist
states — not to feel completely ashamed at least in the foreign architecture journals. It is
yet more evident if one admits that the architecture of the USSR was the architecture of
an experimental society that, on the grounds of overwhelming positivism, attempted to con-
struct itself and its built environment and that there were more losses than gains on this path.

It is unlikely that Soviet architects had any firm beliefs about their “special role in the soci-
ety” or felt somehow responsible for the future. They might have learned something during
their years of study (for instance, with the 1961 Moral Code of the Builder of Communism).
Nevertheless, instead of these abstractions, there was a more or less stable and established reac-
tion to what an architect was to encounter — the stereotype of the behavior of an adequate

person born into an inadequate social environment, compelled to survive and live with it.

In. 1

Yuaounenus pop-
MOTBOPYOI EAHOCTI
BTIACHHS METOAY
«COLAAICTUYHUI
peaaism»

B apxirexrypi Kuesa
1970-1980-x: crio-
pyaa Auinposcpkoro
BiaAiAy peecTparii
AKTIiB IUBIABHOTO
crany (6yabs. Bep-
xosnoi Paau, 8/20),
10 npubyAoBaHa A0
JKUTAOBOI bararo-
nosepxisku (¢oro
Amnppis [Tyuxosa,
ociub 2021 poky)

Fig. 1

Visualization of the
forms shaping unity

of the embodiment of
the “socialist realism”
method in the Kyiv
architecture in the
1970s-1980s: a building
of the Dnieper branch
of the Civil Registration
Office (8/20 Verkhovna
Rada Blvd.), attached to
the residential high-rise.
Photo by Andrii Puchk-
ov, autumn 2021
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(mir co6i A03BOAHMTH), i3 pirocoPcbkum criocTepexennsm: «Hy mo x, e
TaKOJXK apXiTEKTypa> .

4. Iepex Bi3ii, mepera cmyTkiB. 1o 6aunaa papsHcbka aopuHa? Buo-
4i, B CyTiHKax 260 3a SICKPaBOTO COHSYHOIO CBiTAQ 6€3HaAiﬁHy TYTy HaBiBaB
HEXUTPHII MiCBKHUIT KPAEBHA: OAHAKOBO BOOTI, CSIK-Tak 260 3a PAHXKHPOM I10-
CTaBACHI 6y,A,I/IHKI/I, BEAUYE3H] ITYyCTUPi ¥ TpaHIIEl PO3KUAAHUX TEMAOTPAC;
B OAHAKOBHUX 6YAI/IHKaX OAHAKOBi KBAPTHUPH, OAHAKOBI MebAi, OAHAKOBI ATOAU
FOTYIOTh 3 OAHAKOBHUX IPOAYKTIB («KPaAYKTiB») OAHAKOBE IAAO, 3HEXOUY
BHXOBYIOUH B OAHAKOBHX AITSX ITOYYTTS BIECBHEHOTO iHAUQPEPEHTH3MY AO
XKUTTs. X04 32 TAKUX YMOB B)KKO Ka3aTH IIPO «OCOOUCTHUI BHECOK>, OyTH
apXiTEKTOPOM CTaBaAO COPOMHO. AA€ OT sIKach B'i3Ha Opama, HABKOAO IapK,
HONepeAy MasdUTh 0ira KOAOHAAA 3aXapalleHOro AeHIHIsAMHU maaany. He-
BIKE 1€ TIABKH BIAOAMCKH MUHYAOTO, HAIIIA 5K AOASL — CIIOTBOPIOBATH 3EMAIO
1 ATOACBKI YABAECHHS IIPO HOPMY >KUTTs?

I_Ionpm BCE, MAAEHDBKI 3MIHU B PaAsSHCBKIN apXiTeKTypi YKpa'l'Hn HaspiBa-
Au noctynoBo: micas oobu Illeaecra, 3 movarky 1970-x, 3’ssBuamcst neprui
O3HAKH 3pYLICHHA B npodeciiiHiil cBiyomocTi. 3Minn, Ha6yBum CHOYaTKYy
XapakTep CTaTel i AUCKYCii, HEBAOB31 OTPUMAAU 3PUMUIM BUPA3 y KOHKYPC-
HHX NPOEKTaX. MUTTEBO BiapEaryBaAO CTYACHTCTBO apXiTEKTYPHHX BHIIIB.
B’staecaaB xasuues sayBaxkyBas:

«CTyAeHTH, HATOPTABIIKCh KYPHAAIB, HABBUIIEPEAKH IIOYAAU BCTABASITH
B dacapu CiABCHKHX KAy6iB IOHIYHI KOAOHH, YBUBAaTH CIIPUTHO HAMaAbOBa-
HUM IAIOIIEM BaHAECPPOEBChKI paMEeHHM, 3MIIIyBaTU AlaTOHAAlI 3 TOPU3OHTA-
ASIMH... Ba 6iabme: axio paHillle, KOAU BIAUB KPaCHBUX YacCOIIMCIB 6yB HE
MEHII MTOIIMPEHUH, TiA L€l eHEPriiHUI MPOLIEC HE MAKAAAAAY 0COOAUBUX

Beliefs and values are the charms for the person from the West, not from the USSR:
the stereotype of behavior forged by the decades of being a Little Octobrist, then a pioneer,
a member of Komsomol, and, finally, the party did not suggest having some true, sincere
beliefs and values. Thus, this stereotype was compatible with any convictions and easily
changed to its opposite. Yet, a person with firm beliefs could be dogmatic, not flexible,
dull, and often purblind. So, what were the options then? To keep on doubting and stay
confident in oneself, not the one you pretend to be in the eyes of others; i. ¢., it was hard to
choose between the stereotype of behavior and having beliefs. And keep on working, if the
others do not interfere too much. “I could have done better, but they did help me,” this is
not very much Soviet observation. In the Soviet state, it was depersonalized Soviet commis-
sioner who was a collective economic unconscious.

An architect was not necessarily an “anti-communist” — due to the sense of self-preserva-
tion and because of disgust. Not only because an anti-communist, in many respects, was just

the opposite of a “true communist,” but also because of the mere professional need: to create
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OOIPYHTYBaHb, TO TEIIEP HE AUIIE MAAIOIOTD, a il MOTUBYIOTH, ACILO IIAYTAHO,
aae — 3 nepexonanuam» (Glazychev, 1983, p. 30).

ITepura peaxuisi, sBicHo, 6yaa mpocToro: 3aboponuTn. B mepebiry cry-
AEHTCBKUX HACTPOIB YIA€AIAM 6yHT, mAPUB OCHOB 1 «HacAipyBaHHS 3axo-
Ay>». Bukaasadis, siki MATPHMAAH IIYKAHHS MOAOAL, HAMAraAHUCs IIOBEPHY-
TH Ha 3BUYHUI IIASIX. YTIM, IPUIIMHUTH IPOLIEC HE BAAAOCS, 1 TOAL HapeITi
crpobyBaAr posiOpaThcs: a 1O K, BAACHE, TAK ASIKAE?

Crnunrasn daxiBuis i3 3axiaHOI apxiTeKTypu — HedHCAeHHHX ¥ Mocksi
i1 Maibke reTh BiacyTHiX y Kuesi — i orpumasu pos’HCHeHH;I: SIBUIIE 3aXiA-
He, aAe He mKipause. [lina ceHcanifiHoCTi MovyaAa crapaTH, KpUMiHAABHHI
Ayuok Bunapysascst. OpranisoBaHa OMOBHULIS MIPUIHMHUAACS, AA€ 32 TASH-
LIEM CTOPiHOK iIHO3EMHUX >KYPHAAIB HE PO3TACAIAM: 3MiHA CTYACHTCBKHUX Ha-
CTpOIB MOB’sI3aHA 3 MIACTABHUMU 3PYIICHHAMH Y $axoBill CBIAOMOCTI came
PAASHCBKHX apXiTEKTOPIB.

IIpo sxoAHI 3aKOpPAOHHI MOIBAKU He HIAOCs: GpOPTYHHAO 0OpaHuM, BHOpa-
HUM — MAPTiMHO HAAIMHUM, XTO BMiAO IIPUXOBYBAB CIIPABKHE CTABACHHS AO
CHCTEMH H BUCAOBAIOBABCSL, sk Tpeba. [Tpote poab iHoseMHUX XKypHaAiB — i Ha-
camnepep, «Larchitecture d’aujourd’huix», mo 3 1961-ro (a0 cepeaunn 1990-x,
3AQ€THCSA) IEPEKAAAAAU 1 ApyKyBaad B MockBi, — Tpeba BBaxaTu TUM papsiH-
CBKHM ILIBCHIIAPOM, SIKHH BIAKPHUB XBIPTKY CTYACHTCHKOI cBipomocTi 1960-x
HA3YCTPiY HOBITHIM TEHAEHIIISIM CBITOBOI apXiTEKTYpPH i TUM BAAAHO YHAOYHUB
3auaeHHicTS apxitekrypHoro ¢paxy 8 CPCP. He aume B aiteparypHomy mexy
6yAH IIICTACCATHUKY — BOHU 6YAI/I 1 B 1leXy apXiTEKTYpHOMY, IPUHANMHI B Ku-
€Bi «ITATUAECATHUK>» MiAeLbKuil (3a MIATPUMKH Ileaecra) IIPABUB 32 LIICTAC-
CATHHKA, HAKOITMYYIOYH ITEPEKOHAUBHI OPEOA IIPOTPECHBHOI AIOAMHHL.

at least some material values in a milieu that has no values at all. Once, Avraam Miletskyi,
after scolding some man of authority on the phone (Miletskyi could get away with it), hung
up and philosophically concluded, “Well, this is also architecture.”

4. Rustle of visions, a line of sorrows. What did a Soviet citizen see every day? At dusk
and at night, as well as in full daylight, the cityscape was desperately dull: lines of poor- and
same-looking houses, wastelands here and there, and trenches for laying/repairing heating
pipes; same-looking apartments in the same-looking apartment blocks, same-looking fur-
niture, same-looking people cooking the same food from the same range of products. And
indifference to life bred in the same-looking children. There hardly was any space for a “per-
sonal touch”; thus, being an architect somehow became almost embarrassing.

And there is an entrance gate in a park that survived the previous decades of communism,
with a white colonnade of the palace cluttered up by the Leninists, looming up. Is this just a
reflection of the past? And are we doomed to uglify the earth and human ideas about the norm

of life? These were the questions that young Soviet architects may have asked themselves.
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Bia mouarky 1970-x y mieHTpaAbHOMY YKPaiHCHKOMY (paXOBOMY YACOIHCY
«CTpoHTEABCTBO U APXUTEKTypa>» 6on BAQIITOBAHO PATIBHUH iAIOCTPOBa-
HUIT pospia «3apybixHa iH$popMallisi», MaTepiaan SKOTO FOTYBAaAH CIBPO-
GiTHnku peaakuii, He mignucyrouuncs (Y. ITepan, I Baasatain.). Ao orasaun
3aAy4aAd sIK gacomnucu courabopy — «Apxirekrypa YPCP», «Yexocao-
BaIlbKUM aPXITEKTOP>», « ApxiTeKTypa I cycmiAbCTBO>» (BOAI‘apiH), « Ap—
xitexrypa HAP», «Awopuna i npoctip>» (IOrOCAaBi;I), «IlepcrexruBu>»
(IToabma), Tak i — TnxueM — imMnepiasicThyuni: « Aomyc» i « ApxitexkTypHa
xpouika i icropist» (Irasis), «Kyp'ep KOHECKO» (CIIIA), « ApxitexTypa
i MiCTO6yAYBaHHH » (HopTyraAix) tomo. Hamri 30A4i B momrykax HaTXHEeHHS
MOYMHAAN TOPTATH HOBE YHCAO YACOIHCY 3 MIPUKIHIIEBOTO PO3AIAY.

5. Apyk — apxiTeKTOpiB Apyr. Y IepLinx papsHCHKUX IybAikauisx mo-
varky 1970-x aBropu 3a3BHYall OOMEXKYBAaAMCs OiABLI-MEHII aKypaTHUM
nepekasoM nporpamuol kHiwkku Japassa Apkenkca «Mosa apxitexrypu
IOCTMOAEPHISMy>» (3peluToro Buiimaa B pociiicbkomy nepekaaai 1985-ro,
110 Ha TOH piK HeE 6on AMBHHUM AASL PAASHCBKOTO qpTaya) i 36CTPaKTHI/IMI/I
3aKAMKAMH BUBYATH POPMAABHI IPUHOMH 3aXiAHOI IPAKTHUKH, BIAOKPEMAIO-
I0YH X 0A «BOPOXKOTO> COLIAABHOTO 3MICTY. ¥ BCIX BHITAAKAX MOACPHI3M
1 TOCTMOAEPHI3M PO3TASIAAAU AK CYTO 3aXiAHI ABUINA. Ta6y HE 3a4iITaA0, 3Aa-
€ThCs, AMlle EcTOHIIO: MUIIYYH PO €CTOHCPKUX MHTLIB, MICLIeBi KPUTHKH
BIABHO ONEPYBAAU IOHATTAMH «MOAEPHI3M>» 1 «IIOCTMOAEPHI3M>, 2 TOMY
BUIAsIAaAU Ha cTopinkax « Apxutektypst CCCP» HemabaoHHO.

AAe X 3HAEMO, 1[0 CIIPABXXHE XHUTTS BIAOYBA€ThCS B CAOBI, — I paAsIHChKE
BUKOPHCTAHHS CAOBA «<ITOCTMOACPHI3M> CITOYATKY CTUKAAOCS 3 TPYAHOIIJAMH:
HAaBITh TEPMIH «MOAEPHI3M>» Yy PaASHCHKOMY MMCTELITBO3HABCTBI I[OAO apXi-

Despite all that, little changes in the Soviet architecture of Ukraine ripened gradually:
after the Shelest era, since the carly 1970s, there appeared the first signs of change in the
professional mindset. The changes became manifest first in publications and discussions and
were soon embodied in the projects presented at competitions. At higher education institu-
tions, the architecture students reacted immediately. Viacheslav Glazychev observed: “The
students, having had a browse through the journals, raced up to put Ionic columns to the
facades of the village community centers, to decorate styled a la van der Rohe structures with
the hastily painted ivy, mixing diagonals and horizontals... Moreover, earlier, when the influ-
ence of the splendid journals was also widespread, this energetic process still did not receive
a special grounding. However, now they not only draw such projects but also justify them
ardently, albeit rather in a confusing manner” (Glazychev, 1983, p. 30).

The immediate reaction was to be plain and straightforward: a ban. The students' moods
were regarded as rebellion, disruption of the foundations, and “worshiping the West.” There

were attempts to force the teachers who supported the experiments of the youth to stick to
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TekTypu AO mepebyaoBu (kBitens 1985 poky) He 6yao ysakoneno. Xoua Mo-
AEPHI3M y MUCTELTBI aKypaTHO IIEPETBOPUAH Ha OITYAAAO, 3aXiAHA ApXiTeKTypa
«CYYaCHOTO PyXy» 3 PO3PSIAY IACOAOTIIHO YIXKOIO i «OEe3AyXOBHOTrO>» PpopMa-
AlsMy Hanpukiani 1950-x nepeiiiaa B OBOXHUI PO3psiA KOPUCHOTO 3apyOixk-
Horo aocBipy. Ha mouarky 1980-x, me 3a bpesxnena, MockoBcbkuil apxitexTy-
posHaserb Bosopumup Xaiir (1933-2004) Y CHEIiaABbHIN CTATTi, IPOCAKHY TN
YAABAHOIO HEHABUCTIO AO KaIliTAAICTUYHOTO CBITY, HABAYKUBCS HAITUCATH:

«IIpuHLIUIIOBO NPOTHAEXKH] 3a COLLiAABHMM 3MICTOM 3aBAAHHS apXi-
TEKTYPU B KaIliTAAICTUMHOMY M COL[iaAICTUMHOMY CYCIIIABCTBI MOXYTh BU-
pimyBaTucs B OAM3BKUX 30BHI CTUAICTUYHUX i $yHKIIIOHAAPHO-TEXHIYHUX
$opmax. Lle poburs TBOpUc 3anosuucHHs npodeciiino moxansum» (Hajt,
1982, p. 59).

Yomy 11e smorao TopkHyTHcs i Ykpainu? [Tosropromo: sik6u ne Ileaect
sk BOAbOBHI o4iabHUK Y PCP, He meaectian 6 B yKpaiHCbKHX MicTax papMo-
ACPHOBI IIarOHU Ha CTOB6yan ApXITEKTYPH COLIPEAAI3MY.

1989 poxy I'lerpo Oxumosuy Hleaect srapysas:

«IlenTpoM HaA3BHYAIHO obMexeHi npasa pecnyGAiK — yce 3alleHTpaAi-
30BaHO AO Oesraysasi. Bu sHaere, sik st AooOuBaBcst OyAiBHHIITBA peciyOAikaH-
cpkoro [Taaany mionepis y Kuesi? A 6yB ocobucro B Mukuru CepriitoBuya,
Oaaras, mo6 aaau possia. Y Aepxnaani CPCP 6y — cxasaau Hi, B [Ipo-
Mbanky — Ttex Hi. Toal s oo Xpymosa moixas i kaxy: “Mukuro Cepriito-
BUYY, BU CKIABKU IPALIOBAAY HA YKpa'l'Hi, a HaAauy MioHEepiB He 36YAYBaAI/I
(Bin 3acomnis HeBAOBOACHO), me [ TocTuines sbupases ne spoburw [...] " Koan
Muxura CeprifioBud ckasas “Tak’, TOAL Bce 3HAHIIAOCS — i rpoui, # GoHAH,
i marepiaau. I me npuxaap — OypiBHMITBO Masany “Ykpaina” Le x ysaraai

the beaten track. Nevertheless, this did not stop the process. Eventually, officials were trying
to figure out what was so “scary” about that?

They asked the experts in Western architecture — those few in Moscow and hardly any in
Kyiv — and got an explanation: the phenomenon is indeed Western, though harmless. The
flair of sensation evaporated, the criminal flavor faded away. Organized opposition ceased to
exist. However, what the authorities have overseen behind the glossy pages was the change
in the students’ minds caused by the foundational shift in the mindset of Soviet architects.

Visits abroad were out of the question. Only a handful of chosen favorites had such
privilege: only those politically reliable, who skillfully concealed their real attitude to the
system and said what they were expected to say. Still, the role of the foreign journals, pri-
marily the Larchitecture d’aujourd’hui translated and published in Moscow since 1961,
was huge (and roughly till the mid-1990s): as if a “Soviet doorman” opened the gate to
the trends of global architecture to the students of the 1960s, revealing the misery of the

architecture profession in the USSR. Not only literary circles have produced their Sixties,
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HaniBaeTekTHBHa icTopis. [Tasan pecnyGAiui 3BOAUTH HE AO3BOASIAM Harato
POKiB, MOBASIB, Y BaC YK€ € JKosTtHeBuii. Beankuii KiHOTeaTp — 6yAb Aacka.
Toai Mmu moyasu 6yAiBHHuTBo — 3a AOKyMEHTaMH, sKi Hman A0 Mocksy,
GYAYBaTI/I KiHOTearp, a 32 IPOEKTOM pecny&xixax—xcmnﬁ maaar. I s, HepHIni
cexperap LIK mapril pecriy0Oaiku, cBipA0MO 3MyLIeHUI OB OpaTu y4acTs B 06-
MaHi. A KOAM BUTHaAM MaibDke BECh IIEpLINIl IIOBEPX, TOOTO BKAAAU MiABHO-
HH, “TaeMHuil 06’ext” OyB poscexpedenuit. Y Kuis crenjjiaabno npuispus
I[Tipropuuit — posbuparucst i “Buxosysatu’ Illeaecra. Aae x rpouteii He
nosepHenl... 3aTBepAnAH Ham masan» (Shelest, 2011, pp. 962-963).

Lle came [leaect moxauxas Xpy1joBa Ha BIAKPUTTS AMBOBHIKHOTO TOTEAIO
«Tapacosa ropa» B Kanesi (1960-1961) apxitexropis Haraaii Umyrixoi Ta
K°, a me 1956-ro yaroaus i3 Mocksoo 6ypiBaunrBo B Kuesi roreais «AHi-
npo» Ta «Aubiab» Ha maowmi [Tepemoru (1965-1970), B Yepracax «mpo-
OMB>» CKCIIEPUMEHTAABHUI ToTeAb « TypucT> (y rpu6onoai6Hux KoHCTpyK-
nisx, 1970), a paHime — KPUTHI PHHOK i3 BEAMKOIIPOTOHHUM BaHTOBHM
nokputTsaM (1966); spemror0 — TOH caMMil 3araAbHOPECIyOAIKAHCHKHI
ITaaan kyabTypH « Ykpaina» €prenii Mapunuenko ta K° (1970) Towo.

Lli mpuxaapmu, 3posyMiso, He O3HaYaAHM aHiI «iACHHOTO CITOB3AHHS>»
PaAAHCHKOI ApXiTEKTYPU B «IIPOBAAAS 3aTHMBAIOYOTO KaIiTaAizMy>, aHi
BIAITOBIAHHX TBOPYHX AHBepciit apxirextopiB. Aae i3 Burxanusm Ille-
AecTa, skuil 3aBakaB Mocksi (HamaraBest 3pobutn YkpaiHy eKOHOMIYHO
HE3AAC)KHOIO Bip ueHpr) i uepes Te 6yB MMOKAMKaHMHA A0 MOCKBH X Ha
nocapy sacrynauka roaosu Kabminy CPCP, HOBiTHI apxiTeKTypHi TeH-
ACHLII AcIo 3MiHHAHUCSA. 3a KepyBaHHs YKpaiHO yIpoaosxk 1972-1989
pokiB GeskomnpowmicHoro pycudikaropa Boropumupa Illep6bunpskoro

but the architects as well. At least, “a man of Fifties” Avraam Miletskyi (supported by
Petro Shelest) made it into the Sixties, accumulating a halo of a progressive man.

Since the early 1970s, Stroitelstvo i arhitektura (Construction and Architecture), the
flagship Ukrainian specialized periodical, had an illustrated “Information from abroad” sec-
tion. The materials prepared by the editors (Yu. Pedan, G. Balla, and others) were published
anonymously. Foreign periodicals included both the ones from the Eastern Bloc reviewed
openly: Architektura CSSR (Architecture of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic), Ceskosloo-
ensky Architekt (Czechoslovakian Architect), Arkbitektura i obshchestvo (Architecture and
Society, Bulgaria), Architektur der DDR (Architecture of the GDR), Coujek i prostor (Human
Space, Yugoslavia), Ilepcnexmusu (Perspectives, Poland); and the “imperialist” ones reviewed
secretly: Domus and Larchitettura. Cronache e storia (Architectural Chronicle and History)
(Italy), UNESCO Courier (USA), Apximexmypa i micmo6ydysanns (Architecture and Urban
Planning, Portugal), etc. And our architects started thumbing through the new numbers of

journals from the last section.

ANDRII PUCHKOV

PaAMOAEPH AHIIIE 3 HEAOTASIAY KOHTPOABHHUX iHCTAHIIIM Mir yac Bip dacy
3'SIBASITHCS HA HAIIKX IIPOCTOPAX.

3rapaiiMo npuHaiiMHi icTopifo ctBopeHHs kommaekcy KuiBcpkoro kpema-
TOpiIo i MOB’s13aHi 3 BUcOKHUM aBropuTeToM MiAenbKoro iHeprifiHi HamMaraH-
HsI CTBOPUTH LIOCh OpUriHaAbHE; 260 — crBopenHs [Taaany ypouncrux mo-
Alit Ha Bpect-Autoscbkomy npocnekti (tenep — Ilepemorn) sa mpoexramu
Bapuma [onkasa ta Bapuma Ipeannu (1980-1982); abo — xpacHuii passin-
ChKUIT AOBro6ya 25-noBepxoBoro byanunky Toprisai apxitexkropa Basenruna
€>xoBa Ha AbBiBChKiil a0y, posnovaruii 3a [lleaecra (1968) i saBepuieHuii
1981-ro 3a [lepbuipkoro — HamepeAoAHi Tak 3BaHoro «1500-pivus Kue-
Ba» (Ezhov, 2001, p. 27).

6. IIporect six ABHUTrYH, 3roaa K Bpoaa. [0AOBHOIO pyLIIIIHOIO CHAOKO
PAaAMOAEPHY AMIIABCS MPOTECT, 1[0 BUPAXKaB MIMPOKI, YACTO HEYCBIAOMAEHI
i 3aBXXAM MOBYA3Hi CyCIiAbHI HACTPOI POTU MAHYBaHHS Bbororo 6yAiBCAb-
HOTO «BaAy». | xoua iHOAI cIpOOU XYAOXKHBOTO «OCYYaCHEHHS» apXiTek-
TYpHHUX GOPM CTUKAAHCH 3 HOTpC6OIO PI3KOro MepPErAsiAy MaTePiaAbHUX ITiA-
CTaB HpO€KTHO-6y,A,iBCAI)HOI‘O KOMIIAEKCY, OTOAIOIOYH AO HENPUCTOHHOCTI
Bupasku apMinicTpatusHol cucteMu CPCP, — y piumiyi HapoasxyBaHOro
PAASHCBKOIO MOAEPHI3My BUHMKAAM TBOPH, BAapTi TENEPIlIHbOI yBaru sAK
3PasKu HEBAOBOAEHOCTI TOAIIIHBOIO MAPTIITHO-AEP’KABHOIO TEPOHTOKPATIEIO,
110 i1 HarpaBAy OyAa BapTa OCMIIOBAHHSL.

IToBrOpIo: ipoHist AOAI pAAMOAEPHY B TOMY, 1J0 Ha FIOrO CTAHOBACHHS HeE
OCTaHHi} BIIAUB CIIPABHAA CIIPABXXHS MPUCTPACTb APXITEKTOPIB-IIYKAYiB AO

Hi 1970-x — Ha movatky 1980-x 3AMByBaHHA i HaBiTh NEBHUI IIOK 3MIHHAUCS

5. Periodicals are the architects' best friends. By the end of the 1970s, the authors of the
first Soviet publications usually did not go beyond a quite accurate retelling of 7he Language
of Post-Modern Architecture

tion of which was published in 1985 and at the time was no surprise for a Soviet reader) and

a programmatic work by Charles Jencks (the Russian transla-

abstract calls to study the formal methods of the Western practice, separating the latter from
its “antagonistic” social content. In all the cases, modernism and postmodernism were viewed
as exclusively Western phenomena. The common taboo, though, spared Estonia: the local
critics freely operated such concepts as “modernism” and “postmodernism.” Hence, they
sounded rather unconventional on the pages of the Architecture of the USSR.

At first, Soviet use of “postmodernism” encountered certain difficulties; even the term
“modernism” concerning the pre-Perestroika architecture (before April 1985) was not quite
legitimate in Soviet art history. While the term “modernism” in art history was stripped of
its meaning and appeared as something like “scarecrow;” the “modern movement” in Western

architecture has lost the characteristics of being ideologically alien ascribed to it up to the
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HE AMIIE IHTEPECOM i cnpoGaMm 3aCBOITH HOBI IPMHLIUIIU ¥ HOBI o6pa3Hi
3acobu, a 1 HAMaraHHAM y HeoOXiAHOCTI TAKHX 3MIH IIEPEKOHATH 3aMOBHMKA
i 6YAiB€AbHi KoMbiHaTH. Honpn T€ TOAOBHI IPUYMHU 3PYILEHD Y PAASHCBKIM
ApXITEKTYpi AMINAAUCS SBUIJAMHM BHYTPIIIHBOTO IOPSAKY, 2 HE «HACAiAy-
BaHHS 3aXO0AY >, Ta L€ 31 3BBUMHUM (pOPMOTBOPYHM 3aIliBHEHHSIM.

3a p0bu Hamoro paamoaepHy 1950-1980-x y skoAHiil pO3BHHEHIN Kpa-
iHI BAAU MOAEPHI3My HE IPOCTYIAAM TaK YiTKO, & OTKE HEAOAIKH BUSABU-
AUCSL IPOAOBXKEHHSIM mepeBar. Maciutabu 6yaiBHUIITBA, 30KpeMa CTBOPEH-
Hs AECATKIB HOBUX MiCT, 0OAHOOOKA inpycrpiaaisanis, gakruyHO — 36ip1—1a
MOHOKYABTYPA, HAaHBUIA LEHTPAAI3aIlis MAAHYBAHHS, IPOEKTYBAHHA i 6y—
AIBHHUIITBA — BCE L€ B IOEAHAHHI 3 XPOHIYHUM Ae(ilIUTOM KOIITIB i Mare-
piaaiB, BiACTaA0K0 BUPOOHHYOK 03010 i THITIOYE HU3BKOK SKICTIO CAMOTO
6yAiBHI/IuTBa CIIPUSAAO AUCKPEAUTALII PAAMOAEPHOI ApPXITEKTYPH i, HA XKAAD,
camol npodecil apxiTekTopa B o4yax cycmiabcra. Ckasary, 10 apXiTeKTOp
CTaB MPHUCAY)KHUKOM 6yAiBCAI>HI/IKa, — MOMMAMTHUCS: K i paHille, BiH BBa-
’kaB cebe FOAOBHIIINM, HiX 6yAiBCAbHI/IK, OAHAK iHAyCTpiaAi3aljis BKadyBasa
cTapuM akTopaM HOBi poai. Tyr Bi,A,6yBaAoc;1 I]OCh Ha KIITAAT AOAi TBOPiB
PaASHCBKOTO KOHCTPYKTHUBI3MY, IKi — Ha BiAMiHY Bia TBOPiB 3aXiAHO€BpO-
MeHChKOro GYHKI[IOHAAIBMY — CTBOPIOBAAH 3 LIETAH M THHBKYBAaHHS, a HE
3 0eTOHYy; 00 Ha KIITAAT yKPAiHCHKOTO KAACHLIU3MY nepiuol moaoBuan XIX
CTOAITTS, OpACPHI POPMH SIKOTO 3aMiCTh KAMEHIO CTBOPIOBAAH 3 Ti€l caMol
LICTAH, TOOTO IKiCTb IMITYBAN, A HE BIMIANBANY.

Vrim, came B el 9ac MiABHOHU PaASHCBKOI AIOAHOCTI OTPUMAAH OMPIistHI
OKpeMi KBapTUPU — MAAEHbBKI, HE3PYUHi («XpymOB BCTUT MOEAHATH BaH-
HY 3 TYaA€TOM, A€ HE BCTUT IIOEAHATH IAAOTY 3i cTeAeo» ), — i TOCTPOTY

1950s and was then shifted to the “useful foreign experience” category. In the early 1980s,
during the Brezhnev era, the Moscow-based architectural historian Vladimir Khayt (1933—
2004), in a paper that mimicked the hatred of the capitalist world, dared to state,

“In the capitalist and socialist socicties the objectives of architecture are antagonistic in
their social content, yet they may be solved in externally similar stylistic, technical, and func-
tional forms. This makes creative borrowings professionally justifiable” (Khajyt, 1982, p. 59).

How did it manage to reached Ukraine? Again: if it was not for Petro Shelest as a tough
leader of the Ukrainian SSR, Ukrainian cities would not have been boasting the Radmodern-
ist branches at their socialist realist trunks.

In 1989, Petro Shelest recalled, “The center restricted the rights of the soviet repub-
lics enormously — everything was centralized like crazy. Do you know how I managed
to go through all of it with the Kyiv Palace of Pioneers construction? I visited Nikita
Khrushchev personally, I begged him to authorize the construction. I have been in Gos-

plan [State Planning Committee] — they said “no way.” I have been in Prombank — and

ANDRII PUCHKOV

JKUTAOBOI 1pobaeMu 6yA0 icTOTHO 3HMKeHO. Lle Tenmep Mu He MOXeMO BH-
rapaT, 1o pO6I/ITI/I 3 TUMH 36ipHI/IMI/I MaHEABHUMU ITATH-, A€B ATU- 1 IIiCT-
HaALSITUIIOBEpXiBKamy, aae xT10 3a oobu CPCP HacripaBai, a He Ha caoBax,
AbaB PO «CBiTAE MaI?IGyTI-Ie»? Puropuuna 6PCXAI/IBiCTb HapTIHHO-YPIAOBUX
BUCAOBAIOBAaHb BKYIII 3i CITPaB)KHbOIO MOXKAMBICTIO 3AAOBOABHMTHU AMIIE MiHi-
MaAbHI norpe6m HACEACHHS aK HisSIK He CIPaIlbOBYBAAU HA IO CAMY CBITAICTD
Maﬁ6yTT;1, 1 KoAM KaTaCTpoq)quuﬁ CTpax A06u Craaina 3aMiHUBCS KaTacTpo-
(IYHOIO BYABrapHICTIO, HACEACHHIO AOBOAMAOCS BHDKHBATH 6YAB-AC i GYAI)-}IK,
1110 IIOPOAHAO AOOY coyiarvrozo indugpepermusmy MOAO APXITEKTYPHUX GopM
(aoxaapmime: Puchkov, 2006).

Skio moaepHiaM y €Bpori nocraBas i3 6araToBiKOBOI €BPOIEHCHKOL
MIiChKOI1 KYABTYPH, )KUBUBCSI HEIO i B KPalllUX MPOsABAX IPOAOBXKYBAB il
TPaAMIIil, IKIIO MOAEPHI3M aMEPUKAHCHKUM HE MAaB TAKUX KOPEHIB, i HOoro
BUTOKHM — B iHIIiM KYABTYpI, IO IPOTArOM TPHOXCOT POKIB acUMiAIOBa-
AQ €BPONEHCHKI IIIHHOCTI Yepe3 HACAIAyBaHHA, iMiTallilo, KiT4, TO paA-
MOAEPH — II€ IPOCTO cnpo6a HE BIACTATH Bip ITUBIAI30BaHOrO CBiTY, Bip
TPAaAMLIH, CXOXKHUX Ha KyAbTypY. | sIKIO, cKakiMO, AASL aMepHKaHCHKHX
apxiTekropiB npoekTu ¢ppannyspkol Ilkoan KpacHHX MHCTELTB (Ecole
des Beaux-Arts) Bce 5k TaKu He GIiABII HiX « KapTUHKH 3 BUCTABKH >, 3Ha-
KM €BPOIEHCHKOI KYABTYPH, — AAsL GPaHIY3iB Lji IPOEKTH HE BTPAYaAU
KOHKPETHOCTI, BOHU — YaCTHHA IXHbOI BAACHOI KyABTYPHOI TPAAHUILLiL, 11O
THMYACOBO BIAIMIIAQ HA ADYTUHM ITAQH, A MOTIM — 31 CTBOPEHHSAM IapPU3b-
koro AedaHcy — 3HOBY mociaa Miclie, Ifi HaAGKHE.

Pisne craBacHHS AO alficHOCTI — pisHi apxiTexTypHi mpoextu. OcKkisb-
KM B CTABAECHHI AO CIIAAIMHU €BPOIIEHIIi CEPHO3HI AIOAU, B EBPOIIEHCHKOMY

a“no” again. Then I come to Khrushchev and tell him, “Nikita Sergeevich, you worked in
Ukraine for so long but did not build a Palace of Pioneers (he snuffles angrily). Postyshev
planned to do this long ago...” When Nikita Sergeevich said “yes,” there it was all of a
sudden — all the money needed, the funds, the materials. Another example is the con-
struction of the Palace “Ukraine.” This is almost a detective story of sorts. They would not
allow it to build for several years. They said you already have the October Palace. A cinema
theater — no problem, go ahead. So we started the construction. And according to the
documents that we sent to Moscow, we were building a movie theater. But according to
the project, it was the palace. And I, the first secretary of the Central Committee of the
Party of the Republic, was deliberately forced to take part in the deception. When the first
floor was almost completed, meaning millions were already spent, we took the wraps off
our “secret object.” Podgorny himself came to Kyiv — to understand what was going on
on the spot and scold Shelest. Well, the money was gone... So we got the seal of approval

for our palace” (Shelest, 2011, pp. 962-963).
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MOAEPHI3Mi/TOCTMOAEPHI3MI 3HAYHO MEHIIIE IPOHII, TPOTECKY, MalKe HEMAE
KOMEPLIHHOI CMMBOAIKM 1 €KAEKTHYHOTO KiT4y, IOPIBHSHO 3 aMEpPUKAaH-
cokuM. [1Jop0 papMOAEpHY TYT HaBiTh COPOMHO IPOIOHYBATH IMAPAACAL:
BCE BUBAAIOETHCA 1 3 TPAAULIIH, 1 31 3A0POBOTIO TAY3AY, i SKIIO GiABLI-MEHII
«I1JIKAaBO BUTASIAAE€>», TO TPOTECKOBICTD i KiTYEBICTh MOYKHA 3apa3 BUIMATH
3 apxiTeKTypHOI OPMH SIK BAAAO Ha6yTi BAACTUBOCTI IPOLIECY PAASIHCHKO-
ro OyAiBHHULTBA.

7. CnaalnuHa K DOLITOBX, AOBKIAAS SIK maanpapM. Xod 5K Iie AUBHO,
TPaAHULIiFHA CEPHO3HICTD Y CTABAEHHI AO APXITEKTYPU 3araAOM i AO CMAAIUHU
30KpeMa (IO AOKOPIHHO BiAPi3HSE PaAMOACPH OA AMEPHKAHCHKOTO IOCTMO-
AepHiSMy) CTBOPIOBAAA SIKIIIO HE TOTEHILIiAaA, TO HEPEAYMOBH AASL GOPMYBaHHS
PAAAHCHKOL apXiTEKTYPU MOAEPHI3MYy B €BPONEHCHKOMY PO3yMiHHI TepMiHa.
Lleit moTeHuiaa 6araTopasoBo MOCHAIOBABCS MaiDKe YHIKAABHHM AOCBIAOM
«3aCBOEHHS KAACHYIHOI CTAAIITMHU » B PAASHCBKIH apxiTexktypi 1930-1950-x.

Xouya mapaseAi MK «CTaAIHCBKOIO apXiTEKTYpPOIO» Ta IMOCTMOAEPHICT-
CHKMM KAACHLIM3MOM CTaAM 3araAbHUM MICLIEM B apXiTEKTYPHil KPUTHII,
Tpeba 3BepHYTH yBary, wo B apxitekrypHiit kyaprypi CPCP 6yao inTerpo-
BaHO 1) AOCBiA eBoAIOIIT Bip «CYYaCHOI apXiTeKTypU>» AO PETPOCHEKTHUB-
HOI (3 TOBYAABHUM NEPEXiAHUM IePioAOM), 2) AOCBiA Tpancdopmarii Tpa-
AULHHUX POTOTUIIB 3 YPaXyBaHHAM Cy4YacHOI apXiTEKTYpPHOI THUIIOAOTII,
3) aOCBip CTBOPEHHS PETPOCIEKTUBHUX KOMITO3UILIil Y HOBOMY MiCTO6y,A,iB-
HOMy MaciuTabi i HaBiTh (X04a MEHIIOK MipoI0) 4) AOCBiA ITOEAHAHHS HO-
BHUX 6yAiBeAbHI/IX KOHCTPYKIIiH i3 TPAAUL[ITHUMY TEKTOHIYHUMHU CUCTEMAMHU.

Sxmo perpocnexrusHa apxitextypa 1930-1950-x cTBOpHAA CBOE-
piany 6y<1)ep1—1y 30HY MIX CITAALIMHOIO i CY4acHICTIO, TO IJUM CAMHUM BOHA

It was Shelest who invited Khrushchev to the grand opening (1960-1961) of the strikingly
noticeable hotel “Tarass Hill” in Kaniv [the place where the classical Ukrainian poet Taras
Shevchenko was laid to rest] designed by Nataliia Chmutina and her team. It was Shelest who
coordinated the construction of the Kyiv hotels Dnipro and Lybid (1965-1970) with the Mos-
cow authorities. It was Shelest who pushed through the construction of an experimental hotel
Tourist in Cherkasy (1970) with its mushroom-like structure, and earlier — the covered market
with a long-span cable roofing (1966). After all, it was Shelest who oversaw the construction of
the abovementioned Palace “Ukraine” (1970), authored by Yevheniia Marynchenko.

These cases did not mean neither an “ideological slipping down” of the Soviet architec-
ture into the “chasm of rotting capitalism” nor implied any subversive activity on the part of
the architects. And with Shelest (who opposed Moscow in making Ukraine economically
independent from the center and, eventually, was transferred to Moscow as a Deputy Chair-
man of the Council of Ministers of the Soviet Union) gone, the new trends in architecture

underwent significant changes. During the rule of Volodymyr Shcherbytsky (1972-1989,
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moAermuaa Aast 3Mykiaoro B 1960-1980-ti moxoainHs apxirexTo-
PiB COPUMHATTA ¥ 3aCBOEHHS TPAAUIIIHHOI apXiTEKTYpHOI KyABTYPH i B
<<06’eMH0My», iB MiCTO6yAiBHOMy acnekTax. I och 110 e € BaXKAMBUM:
POAb MPEACTABHUKIB CTAPLIOrO MOKOAIHHS apXiTEKTOPIB SIK HOCIIB HaImiB-
3a6yTo'1' i HaniB3HHUILEHOT (paxOBOI KYABTYPH IIiA 4ac GOPMyBaHHS HOBHX
CTHAICTUYHHX YIIOAOOAHDb € AOCTATHBO 3HAYHOIO, i OyAO 61 HEIPaBUABHO
300paXKyBaTH PAAMOACPH SIK PISHOBHA 3yXBAAOTO MOAOADKHOTO AMCH-
AEHTCTBA, HABIsIHOTO BITPaMM 3aKOPAOHHHUX YACOMUCIB i HE BKOPIHEHOTO
B TYTEIIHIN KyABTYpI.

VY crarTi BIAMBOBOIO Ha TOH 4ac apxiTekTyposHaBus, y 1980-1990-x
aupexropa HAI teopii it icTopii apxitexrypu Oaexcanppa Psibymuna € Bu-
KAAACHHST OCHOBHUX O3HAK (HPI/IHLU/IHiB?) MOAEPHi3MY, IPUCTOCOBAHOTO AO
PAASHCBKUX YMOB. ABTOP HE BUMOBASE <« KaXAHBHUX>» CAIB «MOAEPHI3M>,
«IIOCTMOACPHI3M>, aAe BCi [TOB'sI3aHi 3 SBUILEM KAIOYOB] IIOHSTTS HA3UBAE
i 0OrpyHTOBYE: CepeAOBHUIIHE NPOEKTYBAHHS, KOHTEKCTYaAi3M, ICTOpPH3M,
CUMBOAIYHI HayaAa, HAlliOHAABHI I perioHaAbHi 0cobAuBOCTI, MaciTab
BTPYYaHHs B CEPEAOBUIIE i, 3PEIITOIO0, K CUHTE3 — IAXiA, IO CIAABASIE
«3 HOBITHIMH BIAKPUTTAMHU HAaMKpaIl[i EAEMEHTH iCTOPUYHOI apXiTEKTYpPH,
3oKkpeMa PYHKIJIOHAAI3MY — CBOTOAHI BXKe IcTOpHUYHOTO peHOMEHA MEPIIOT
noaosunn XX croairrsa» (Rjabushin, 1985, p. 36). To6ro itaeTsest npo mo-
AlpoHIUHY TpapuLiiio, TakUl cOOI 3arapKOBUII KOHTpanocT MikeaaHAKeA0
B Micbkomy cepepaoui (Loktev, 1983, p. 108).

Bucynysmu aoBkiraeBuit (CCPCAOBI/IH.IHI/Iﬁ) MiAXIA SK OAUH 13 HaMBaXxk-
AUBIIIMX TBOPYUX IIPUHLIMIIIB, PAAMOAEPH 3aBAAB YEPrOBOTO, BiAYyTHOTO
YAApy IO TPaAULIIHHOMY IOAiAy Ha <<o6’€MHy apxiTeKTypy» U MiCTO6YAy-

known for his uncompromising Russification policies), Radmodernism could reappear only
sporadically — due to the oversight of the controlling authorities.

One should recall the story connected to the construction of the Kyiv crematorium memo-
rial complex and other standout projects associated with Miletskyi’s eminence: the Palace of
Ceremonies, architects Vadym Hopkalo and Vadym Hrechyna (1980-1982); or the notori-
ous long-term construction, the 25-story-high Trade Building, authored by Valentyn Yezhov
started during the Shelest era (in 1968) and accomplished only in 1981, under Shcherbytsky,
just before the so-called “1500th anniversary of Kyiv” (Ezhov, 2001, p. 27).

6. Protest as a stimulus. Still, the main driving force behind Radmodernism was a protest
that reflected the broad, often unconscious, and always an unarticulated attitude of the soci-
ety towards the dominance of the mass construction of poor quality. Despite all the attempts
to “update” the architectural form, they faced the need to drastically reconsider the mate-
rial grounds of planning and construction, exposing embarrassedly the ulcers of the USSR

administrative system. Thus, within the flux of young Soviet modernism emerged architec-
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BaHHsL. [IpoexTyBaHHs 670 Kowmexcnry IEPETBOPUAO CTBOPEHHS OYAb-SIKO-
ro, HaBiTh HEBEAMKOTO 00’€KTa Ha aKIiifo, IO 3a CYTTIO € MiCTo6y,A,iBHO}0.
3 inmoro 601<y, 6on MiAAAHO PYMHIBHOMY CKENTULIM3MY TOTAABHE MiCTO-
OyAIBHE NPOEKTYBaHHS BEAUKHX «CACMCHTIB PO3CEACHHS HACCACHHS», 1
TPAAUMLIMHUN AEAYKTUBHUM METOA AOIOBHUBCA IHAYKTUBHUM, KOAQX-
HHUM — BiA 9aCTHH AO I[iAOrO.

Sk andepenuianis mMicrobyaysanns (npaxruka) i ypGanictuxu (Hay-
Ka) — Il OKpeMa TeMa, TaK i POSAYMH IIPO PeKOHCTpyKLio (peabiairanio,
peBaAopnsauilo) ICTOPUYHOTO MICHKOTO AOBKiAAS, 3a3HABIIM BIAOKpEM-
A€HHS BiA aKTYaAbHOI «06’emuOl apXiTEKTypU>, IIEPETBOPUAUCS HA EAU-
Hy TaAy3b MiCTO6YAYBaHH}I, A€ HOBI iA€l CTaBaAM OPraHIYHOKIO YaCTHHOIO
pyTHHHOrO npoekTHOro npouecy. CTpHXKHEM HOBOTO PEKOHCTPYKTHBHO-
IO MHCAEHHS CTAaAO PO3IIHPEHE AOBKIAAEBE IOHATTSA <« CIAAIHMHA>, IO
OXOIIAIOBAAO HE AMIIEC TBOPHU-TIAM SITKH, 4 H YCIO MACy PsIAOBOI, ICTOPHYHO
AHOHIMHOI apXiTEKTYPH, €AEMEHTH AHU3ANHY, iH(l)paCTPYKTYPI/[, MiCBKOI'O
AsaHAmAPTY i HOro KpaeBUAiB. BaacHe, HIIAOCS IpPO 3apOAOK CHCTEMHO-
ro mipXoAy A0 BHpileHHs npobaem Mmickkoro cepeaosuma (Volga, 1970;
Lavrik & Djomin, 1975; Lavrik, 1976; Rudnickij, 1984; Seredjuk & Kurt-
Umerov, 1987; Timohin, 1989; Djomin, 1991), To6to npo cykynsicts oc-
HOBHUX IIPaBUA NPOAYKTHBHOTO MUCAECHHA ITiA Yac BUPIMIEHHS BEAUKHX i
MaAHUX np06AeM, iHIIMME cAOBaMH, TPO GOpPMaAI30BaHUI B apXiTEKTYPHUX
popmax 3p0poBuii rayss. OaHak ue BiaOyBasocs Hanpukinni 1960-x, koau
3peITo0 6yA1/1 BuAaHi npani A. ¢on beprasandi 3 Teopii cucrem, — it Ha-
npukinni 1980-x. Koan Muxoaa Tabpeas 2004-ro sanpononysas ITPO-
I'PEC — IIPOcmoposy lapmonizayiro PEzionarvnux Cucmem, iioro Bia-

tural pieces worth the attention of the present-day researchers as emblematic of the dissatis-
faction with the party and state gerontocracy.

Once again: the irony of Radmodernism lies in its origins. It emerged not least because
of the experimenting ardor the Soviet architects had for Western magazines. While the con-
tent of the magazines changed, the reaction of the Soviet architects also has changed: from
shock to interest and urge to assimilate the new principles and new imagery. It happened in
the second half of the 1970s and early 1980s. The architects also attempted to convince the
commissioners and construction organizations of the necessity of such changes. However,
the main reasons for the shift in Soviet architecture were still the inner ones, not “imitating
the West,” plus the lagging in working out new approaches to architectural form.

In the 1950s—1980s, when Radmodernism was in full swing, it was the time when the
drawbacks of modernism became the most apparent in the USSR more than anywhere else;
thus, the weaknesses became the extensions of virtues. The scale of construction (including the

new cities), the “crooked” industrialization (in fact, the monoculture of prefabricated con-
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KPUTTS 6on CIIPaBAL CMIAMBUM KPOKOM YIIEPEA OA IMAAHOBOI €KOHOMIKH
PO3BUTKY HACEACHUX TEPUTOPIH, Pi3KO BIAMIHHUM BiA PaAsSHCBKOTO i CBiTO-
TASIAHO, i1 onepanionaasno (Habrel, 2004).

8. Teopernuna incrurynis nanpuxinngi XX croairrs. Tenep npuausu-
MOCh AO TEKCTOBUX MOAYAALIM Y IPOCTOPI TOAIMIHLOI YKPaiHCBKOI 772¢0pii
COYLANICTIUHOL apXimexmypy B LAPUHI BUSHAHHS, 3aCBOEHHS I XapaKTepU-
3yBaHHS Cy4aCHUX POPM.

VY epuHOoMy B pecnyGAiqi ApXiTEKTYpO3HABYOMY HAYKOBOMY 3aKAAAl —
KuiBHAITI (3 1991 — HAITIAM?), mo icuysas 3 aunus 1945-ro mo
cepriers 2007 poKy, NUTaHHSIMH BIHMCYBaHHS He0aueHO HOBOTO B 3aMHAC-
HO TPaAHLifiHE TEOPETHYHO 3aHMAAMCS ACKiAbka HaykoBLiB. IIpoBignum
BBaxasn Muxoay Koaomiitns (1915-1994), aBropa xumkku «IIpo6aemu
dopmyBanHs cydacHoi apxitektypu Ykpaincekoi PCP» (1973) ta pokTop-
cpKoi pAucepTanii «Passurue coBpemenHo apxurektypsl Ykpaunckoin CCP
(1955-1979 rr.)» (Mocksa, 1981). Y 36ipHuKax iHCTUTYTY BiH ApyKyBaB
MOHOTOHHI CTaTTi, A€ KPalHs XPOHOAOTIYHA MEXA 3POCTAAA MiPOIO BUXOAY
sbipuuka B cBir (Kolomiec, 1987; Kolomiec, 1988b), a Teker npupocras
3raAyBaHHSIM HOBHX CIIOPYA, IepeBaxkHO rpomMapchkux. [Tlonpasaa, Mukoaa
CremaHoBHY HAMAaraBcsl PO3yMyBATH 1 Hap B3a€MO3B SI3KOM 3MicTy i dopmu
B apxiTekTypi, crieudikoo $OPMOTBOPEHHS B CYy4YacHIH PapsSHCBHKIH apxi-
TeKTypi, 06pasHum aapom B apxitextypi (Kolomiec, 1981; Kolomiec, 1983;
Kolomiec, 1988a) Ta in., ase B iHIMX CHiBPOGITHUKIB List CIIpaBa BHIASAA-
Aa BupasHime. Baarounce sapas a0 texcriB Koaomiiirs, Bakko ckasarw,
HACKIABKU BiH HACIIPaBAl CIIPUIIMaB PAAMOAEPH SIK HOBE CAOBO, OCKIABKU
HaHOiABII 3HAKOBI, HNPUHANAMHI KUIBCBKi 06’exTH, JOMYCh AO HOTO OTASIAIB HE

struction), the highest possible centralization of urban planning processes, design, and con-
struction — all of the above combined with the scarcity of funds and materials, low produc-
tion capacity and depressingly poor quality of the construction prompted discrediting of the
Radmodernist architecture and, unfortunately, the very profession of an architect as such. It
would be a mistake to say that an architect became an aide to a construction engineer: still, an
architect considered himself superior. Yet, industrialization appointed the old actors to their
new roles. What happened resembled very much the fate of the ocuvres of Soviet constructiv-
ist architecture, the materials for which were brick and plaster, unlike the Western European
functionalism with its concrete. Or as Ukrainian classicism of the first half of the 19th century
used brickwork instead of stone for the architectural orders. Hence, imitation, not quality.
Nonetheless, that was a time when millions of citizens in the Soviet state moved into
apartments they had been dreaming of for a lifetime. Though small and not comfortable
(“Khrushchev managed to squeeze a bath and a toilet bowl into one tight space but failed

to join floor with a ceiling”), these buildings partially solved the dire need for housing.

* KuisHAITI —
HayxoBo-pocaiammit
IHCTHTYT Teopil, icTopii
Ta nepcﬂﬁKTMBHHX
IPOGAEM PAASHCBKOT
apXiTeKTypH

(y 1964-1988 pokax);
HAITIAM — Aep-
skasrmit HAI Teopii ta
icTopii apxiTekTypu

i MicToGyayBanHs

(y 1988-2007 poxax).
Aus.: (Dakhno, 1995).
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ITOTPAIIUAM. AASL OCMHCAECHOTO YUTAHHS HOTO ITUCAHUHA (;n(, Ha XaAb, i 0iAb-
wocTi inmux cniBpo6irHukis [HcTuTyTY) He NPUsHAYaAacs.

Cepriit Kiaecco srapysas:

«3acTynHuKOM AupekTopa 3 HaykoBol poboru craB M. C. Koaomiens,
KaHAMAAT, 2 OTIM AOKTOP apXiTEKTYPH, AIOAHHA i3 CTaTYPOIO IITAHTICTa-BaX-
KOBaroBHKa, SIKUI BECh Yac CIraB — i Ha poOoTi 3a cTOAOM, 1 0cOOAMBO Ha Ha-
paaax pisHoro pisas. [ToHap ABaALISTS POKIB 1ieil KepiBHHK HAayKOIO LIIAKOM
CBIAOMO 3 iA€OAOTIYHHUX MipKyBaHb 60sIBCS HAIIIOHAAICTUYHUX 3004eHb i HE
BHAAB JKOAHOTO IHCTUTYTCHKOIO 36ip1-u/n<a HayKoBHUX npans. IcTropuxu apxi-
TEKTYPH 3aMIiCTh L[iKaBUX ny6AiKaui171 MHUCAAM HAYKOBI 3BiTH, IL[O 36epiraA1/1—
cst B MeToaOHAL AHIIIE ACCATD POKIB, a IMOTIM CIHMCYBAAHCS B MAKYAATypy>
(Kilesso, 2005, p. 10).

Vrim, IIOTIPH BCi HAMATaHHs TAKUX IEPCOHAXIB (Ao peui, came Koaomienp
oGCAerByBaB aupekropa [ncturyTy B 1959-1976 pokax opiosuoro Ipuropis
ToaoBKa, sikuii, He OYBIIM KAHAUAATOM HAyK, MPisiB CTATH OAPa3y AOKTOPOM
ApXITEKTYPH 32 CYKYITHICTIO IIpallb, Y SIKUX HOMY HE HAAEXKAAO KOAHOTO p}I,A,Ka)
3poburH Tak, abu HIYOro He APYKYBaAOCs, a ToMy IHCTHTYT IpaijioBaB BXO-
AOCTY — i 1€ ATPUMYBAAOCS i B KUIBCHKOMY A,ep>K6y,A,i, i Y MOCKOBCBKOMY, —
Hanpukinui 1970-x AeskuM criBpoOITHHKAM BCE 5K TAKH BAAAOCS 3pOOUTH AASL
apXiTEKTYPO3HABCTBA I[OCh KOPHUCHE.

FOpiit Xopopxoscokuit (1949-2020), 3axuCT KaHAMAATCHKOI SIKOTO
(Khodorkovskyi, 1989) saBaaman y mockocbkomy Beecorosnomy HAL
Teopil apxiTeKTypu Ta MiCTO6yAYBaHHH i3 IPUXOBAHO AHTHCEMITCHKUX
MPUYUH, ONPHUAIOAHIOBAB CTATTi, MOBYAABHI 32 XapaKTEPUCTUKOIO SBMIIA,
MPUCBAYEH] KOMIIO3UIIMHIN CYMICHOCTI Pi3HOYACOBUX EAEMEHTIB 3a6y,A,o—

Today, we are facing the question: what to do with five-, nine-, sixteen-story panel apart-
ment blocks? The false rhetoric of the party and government statements and the inability
of the state to satisfy the needs of the growing population, except for the basic ones, defi-
nitely did not help achieve a bright future. So when the catastrophic fear of Stalin era gave
way to the shocking vulgarity, citizens had no other choice than to survive. It eventually
resulted in indifference towards the architectural forms (cf. Puchkov, 2006).

While European modernism originated within the European urban tradition, was nur-
tured by it, and while American modernism was not that historically rooted and was assim-
ilating European values for three centuries through copying, imitation, or kitsch — then
Radmodernism, instead, was simply an attempt to catch up with the civilized world and tra-
ditions. If, for instance, American architects regarded the projects of the French Academie des
Beaux-Arts as just “pictures at an exhibition” and symbols of European culture, for the French,
these projects were a meaningful part of their cultural tradition that temporarily shifted to the

sidelines but later on (when La Défense was built in Paris) regained its rightful place.
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Bu (Khodorkovskyi, 1988), soxpema nokasyrouu, sik paAMOACPH CHiBicHye
3 TPAAULIMHOIO 1HAYCTPiaAbHOIO 3a6y,A,013010 B COLHAAICTUYHHX KpaiHax
Esponu (eBpoconrabopy) (Khodorkovskyi, 1984; Khodorkovskyi, 1986;
Khodorkovskyi, 1990). ITicas aixsipanii HAITIAM ¥Opiit Icakosuy npo-
AOBXYBaB 3aMaTHCS HPO6ACMaTI/IKO}O CIIBICHYBaHHSI HE3BUYHOTO 31 3BUY-
HUM i ONIPHAIOAHUB KopucHi ysaraapaioBasbHi nipani (Khodorkovskyi, 2012;
Khodorkovskyi, 2013).

Onekcanpp 3indenko (1946-2015) (Zinchenko, 1990), Boaogumup Hi-
xitin (nap. 1946) (Nikitin, 1986) is nopisHsHO MOAOAOI reHepanii, Muxoaa
Anppymenko (1939-2011) (Andrushchenko, 1989; Andrushchenko, 1979)
ta Irop Kacesnenxo (1935-1998) (Kas’janenko, 1981; Kas’janenko, 1983;
Kas'janenko, 1988), mo 6yan Tpoxu cTapmoro BiKy, Ha MACTaBi aGcTpak-
THO-CTPAaTEriiHOrO aHAAI3y PaASHCBKOI apXITEKTYPU IParHyAM 3BEPTATHCS
AO THUTAaHb MSIKOI iHKOpIOpanil 3apy6i>1<Horo AOCBIAY B IIOTOYHY CHUTYaIlilo
YPCP, to6T0 B HayKkOBuII CIIOCI6 HAMAraAKCs 3aCIIOKOITH KEPIBHUKIB apXiTek-
TypPHO-0YAIBEABHOI IaAys3i, 110 5KOAHOI HeOE3IEKH y 3a1103UYeHH] 3apyOiKHOTO
ApXiTEKTYPHOI'O AOCBiAY, HABITh «KaIMiTaAICTUMHOTO>, HE CIOCTEPIraeThCs.

ITorpu Bce, MOHITOPHHIOBUMH 3pi3aMHU SKOCTI TEOPETUYHOIO OCMUCACH-
HS MOAepHOI apxitexktyprol npaktuku B YPCP caip BBaxkaTn KOACKTHBHI
s6iprnku xinys 1970 — nouarxy 1990-x (Aguf, Ezhov, & Kolomiec, 1979;
Ustenko, Kondratenko, & Vodzinskij, 1989; Yevreinov, Mihajlova, Trykash, et
al., 1991), a Takox AOCAIAXKEHHS, IO BUKOHyBaAuCs 32 Mexamu HAITIAM
BHKAAAQYaMH apXiTEKTYpPHMX BMWIIB i apxitekropamu-npaxtuxamu (Ezhov,
1981; Ezhov, 1983; Savchenko, 1990; Abyzov & Kucevich, 1990). Aac ne
TEMa OKPEMOI PO3MOBH.

Different attitudes to reality produced different architectural designs. Since the Euro-
peans take their heritage seriously, European modernism/postmodernism appeared far less
ironic and grotesque, having almost no commercial symbols and kitsch typical to its Ameri-
can counterparts. What concerns Radmodernism, it might be embarrassing even to suggest
any parallels: everything was that much out of the framework of traditions and common
sense. Even if today it might “look interesting,” grotesque and kitsch should be withdrawn
from the architectural form and regarded as the traits gained in the process of construction.

7. Taking heritage as an impetus and environment as a bridgehead. Unsurprisingly, the
traditional seriousness in the attitude to architecture in general and to architectural heritage
in particular (which radically distinguishes Radmodernism from American postmodern-
ism) created, if not the potential, then the preconditions for the rise of Soviet modernist
architecture in the European sense of the term. This potential was greatly enhanced by the
almost unique experience of “assimilation of the classical heritage” in Soviet architecture of

the 1930s and 1950s.

5/
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Aniano 0CTOpoHDb BAACHE ecTeTUKO-$IA0cOPChKi, PyHAAMEHTAABHI IPODAE-
MU apXiTEKTYPH, A€ HANACKPABIIIMMU iHTEAEKTYaAAMU CIIPABU € A6paM Map-
aep (1931-2013) (Marder, 1988) ta FOpiit Espeinos (1932-1990) (Yevreinov,
1981; Yevreinov, 1983; Yevreinov & Trykash, 1984; Yevreinov, 1987), a ixui
mpar, 6esyMOBHo BAPTI yBaru, MaAO KUM YBa)KHO ITPOYUTAHI i 06AyMaHi.

9. Ao3yBaHHS: Bi3yaAbHHX 33A0BOACHB. BaXkko cTBepAXXyBaTH, 1110 HAYKOBI
npaui criBpo6itaukis HAITIAM pobuan xo4 sKych apXiTeKTypHY IIOroay Ha
BYAUIISIX YKPAIHCBKHMX MICT i B 3aBAAHHAX NPOEKTHUX OPraHi3aliii, OCKiAbKM
IX MaAO XTO YUTaB, TA ¥ HAKAAAU 6yA14 Mi3eEpHUMH, — AA€ HEMAE CYMHIBY, 1[0
caMe iCHyBaHHS pO3YMOBOTO LIEHTPY, A€ BMIIOTh «He TiIABKH PyKaMH>, CIIpa-
LIbOBYBAaAO HAa TOAEPYBAHHS 3aXiAHUX BIIAUBIB i3 601<y CIIPaB)KHIX rOCIIOAAPIB
cranoBuuia. [Ipo Hux i3 yaaBaHMM «IepeOyAOBUMM>» OOYpEHHSIM KasaB y
TponHiit npomosi Ha VIII 3'isai apxitextopis YPCP (1987) Toaimmiit roaosa
npasainns Criaku apxitexropis Ypainu Irop Ceaax (1923-2009):

«Boxe HeAOpEUHHUI TOH NAPAAHOTO PAIlOPTY, PafAY>KHHUX CIOTaAiB Ipo
KOAHMIIHI AOCATHEeHH:. HeAoCTaTHRO Temep MOKAMKATHCS AMIIE HA KiAbKic-
Hi MOKa3HUKH [...]. 3apas Bci 59 micokux ABK (soMo6yaiBHi koMbinaTn. —
A. I1.) y pecriy6aini nparjioroTs 32 3aMKHEHOIO TEXHOAOTTYHOIO CXEMOIO Ie-
PeBaXHO 3 pOpMaMH, PO3PAXOBAHMMHU HA BUITYCK AMII OAHOTO BHPOOY, 6e3
MOXAMBOCTI IXHBOTO IepeocHameHHs [...]. He cexper, mo wacto ABK au-
BUTBCSI Ha MICTO SIK Ha CKAAA CBO€I MPOAyKLil [...]. Tax yxe moseaocs, mo
Kpalli apXiTeKTOPU MPOEKTYIOTh IPOMAACHKI 6yAiBAi [..]. B OAHOMY TiABKH
Kuesi 3'sBuancs pisHi 3a XyAOKHBOIO CTHAICTHKOIO TBOPH — KOMIIACKCH
YHIBEPCHUTETY i IOAITEXHIYHOTO iHCTUTYTY, 6yAiBA}I Aeprxxcranpapry i apxi-
texTypHruil pakyasrer KIBI, roreas “Caator”».

Even though the parallels between “architecture of the Stalin era” and “postmodern
classicism” became a truism in architectural criticism, it should be emphasized that the
architectural culture of the USSR integrated: 1) experience of evolution from “modern-
ist architecture” to retrospective (with a quite special transition period), 2) experience of
transformation of traditional prototypes taking into account modern architectural typol-
ogy, 3) experience of creating retrospective compositions on a new urban scale and even
(though to a lesser extent) 4) experience of integration of new building structures with
traditional tectonic systems.

The retrospective architecture of the 1930s-1950s created a buffer zone of sorts
between heritage and modernity. Hence, it facilitated the perception and integration
of the traditional architectural culture both in architecture and planning for the gen-
eration of architects of the 1960s—1980s. And one more aspect that is important: dur-
ing the formation of the new stylistic preferences, the role of the older generation of

architects as the bearers of the almost forgotten and exterminated culture was rather
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I panrTom mpopHBa€eThCs 3BUYHUI yIPaBAIHCPKHI CACHT:

«Posmupenuii plamasoH TBOpYMX MOIIYKIB 306013’5{3ye MIPUHLUIIOBO
I KPUTUYHO OLIIHIOBATU IX PE3YABTATH, OCKIABKH MOXKE BUHMKHYTH Hebes-
IeKa eKACKTUKH. Mu He NOBHHHI MIATPHUMYBaTH 4y>Xi HaM 6esnpm—1uI/mHi
TEHACHI[Il CTUAICTUYHOI MIIIAHUHU > .

I'lpo mpo e? BusBasierses, mpo Te, 10 « AOPOro O0OXOAMTBLCS HAIIUM Mi-
CTaM BiAdy>KEHICTh OpraHiB apXiTeKTypH Bia rpomascbkoi aymxu» (Sedak,
1987, pp. 1-3), a 3a Ay>kkaMH HacIpaBAi PO Te, IO HE BapTO B3araai 3pa-
JKaTH Ha TPOMAACBKY AYMKY, sika pOPMYEThCs 30KpeMa i TekcTamu $paxiBLiB
i3 apXiTeKTypO3HABCTBA. Papsancexuit apXiTEKTYPHUM HAYAABHMK, SKHH
000B’A3KOBO 3aKiHIUB BEUipHIN YHIBEPCUTET MAPKCU3MY-ACHIHI3MY, YyAOBO
3HAB 3aKOH ICTOPil: YuM 6iAbII MacIITAOHUMU i PO3YMHHMH € 3allAAHOBA-
Hi pe<1>opMm, TUM 3aI€KAillIE i AypHIllle CYCMiAbCTBO YMHUTD OIIp IXHBOMY
3plficaenHo. Tomy criokifiHille HOBUSHM YHHKATH: 3aAOBOACHA HOTpe6a no-
POAXKYE HOBY, a AASL CYCRIADCINGA BUNCUBAHH.S — HA BIAMIHY BiA CYniivcmea
CRONUBAHHSI — 1€ HEOLAAAHBO, 2 OTKE HEMOXXAMBO: IIOTPpeOH MaroTh OyTH
AO30BaHHUMH.

Hamararounce BHOKpeMuTH HabiAbII XapaKTepHi ocobauBoCTi yKpaiH-
CbKOTO PAAMOAEPHY, CTUKAEMOCS 3 MIEBHUMU TPYAHOIAMM, OCKIABKM HOMY
BAACTHBA 4aCOBA PO3MAITICTD i B MeXkax YKpaiHM — HaBIThb TePUTOpiaAbHA:
PaAMOAEPH LIEHTPY (KHIB) BIAPIBHABCA Bip PAAMOAEPHY SK 3aXiAHHUX, TaK
I CXIAHUX PETiOHIB HE AMILIE SIKICTIO BUKOHAHHS p06iT, a i1 popmoro yHa-
OYHEHHsL. Y 1IbOMY, XOY 5IK AUBHO, OyAa CBOsI Tpapuuis. Yrim, crpoba uu-
TAHHSA aAPXiTEKTYPHOTO TEKCTY HE 32 TEXHOAOTIYHHMH obmexxennamu ABK,
a3a I10-aBTOPCHKOMY 3aBAAHOIO TTIOETHKOIO XYAOKHIX 3HAKIB OyAa ITyIHUM

significant. Therefore, it would be wrong to picture Radmodernism as just the provoc-
ative dissidence of the youth inspired by foreign periodicals, not rooted in the local
cultural tradition.

Aleksandr Ryabushin, an influential architectural historian and a director of the Research
Institute of Theory and History of Architecture in the 1980s—1990s, lists the main traits
(principles?) of modernism as adapted to the Soviet conditions. While the author does not
mention the “horrifying” terms like “modernism” or “postmodernism,” he lists and discusses
all the other key concepts linked to these phenomena: urban environment, contextualism,
historicism, symbolic origins, national and regional features, the scale of alteration of the
environment, and finally, as a synthesis, an approach that merges “the best elements of the
historical architecture, including functionalism (by now, already a historical phenomenon of
the first half of the twentieth century), and the latest discoveries” (Rjabushin, 1985, p. 36).
Hence, he writes about a polyphonic tradition — something like a mysterious Michelangelo’s

contrapposto in architecture (Loktev, 1983, p. 108).
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YTBOPEHHSM, IO AUBHUM YHHOM BHSBASIAOCS HE AMIIE 3aBXKAU Ha CBOEMY
MICIi, aA€ 3aBXKAU Kpalll€ 32 «IPUPOAHOI>» PaASHCHKOL 3a6yAOBI/I.

Viepure 3 moyarky 1920-x TBOpYa CpsIMOBaHICTb PAASHCBKOI apXiTeKTy-
Pl YHAOUHIOBAaAACS HE 32 KOMAHAOIO 3TOPHU, «3 LEHTPY>, a ACLIO CTUXIHHO,
IOCTYIIOBO, 6€3 H6araTO3HAYHMX IIOCTAHOB i CXBAACHUX 3Pa3KiB.

Hanpuxkaaa, 1932 poky rososa Kuiscskol micbkpasu Bacuas bucrpyxos
IHCaB y IepeAMOBi A0 aabboMy «bypoBa conjasicruunoro Kuesax:

«Mu maemo 6ausbko 150 6yAIBHULITB caMOCTIHHOrO 3HaYeHHs. Bonu
KapAUHAABHO 3MiH0IOTh 06pucu Kuesa, nepersoproouu ioro 3 micra
KOAUCH 6yp>1<ya3Ho—MiLuchm<oro Ha MmicTo iHpycrpiaashe. Li 6y,A,iBH1/1u—
TBA, [I0KA3aHI B OAHOMY aAbOOMI, CIIPABASIIOTh BEAUKE BPasKCHHS CBOEIO
PI3HOMAHITHICTIO i €peKTHUBHICTIO, SBASIOYH 3Pa3KH AOCSTHEHb Y 60-
poTb6i 32 HOBY mpoaeTapchKy KyabTypy» (Budova [sotsialistychnoho]
Kyieva, 2020, p. 20).

Sxwo sx popatn, mo Bee nikase B Kuesi 1920-x 6yao crBopene 3a iH-
AUBIAYaAPHUMH IIPO€EKTAMH MiCLIEBUX apXiTEKTOPiB, BI/I6YX HAaBKOAO KOH-
CTPYKTUBICTCHKOI, cebTo COLIMOAEPHOI PO3MAITOCTI CTa€ 3pO3yMiAUM: iH-
LIOTO Y HEPIBHOMIPHO PO3BUHEHIM pecnyGAiui 32 TUX YMOB i 6YTI/I HE MOTAO.
Brim, mro PO3MAITICTh HE MOXKHA a6COAIOTI/IBYBaTI/I: 3araAbHI PUCH MiCTHUAHU-
Cs1 B CXOKOCTi oprasisanjii apXiTeKTypHo—6y,A,iBeAbHoro MPOIIECY i HAsSBHO-
cri MarepiaabHOI 6asu. I koau micast cymHosBicHOI mocTanoBu 1932 poky
TBOPYIi IMONIYKH BUMYILEHO 6YAI/I CKEPOBaHi B OAHE piuMIIle, TPAAULIIS KOH-
CTPYKTHUBICTCHKOI BIABHOCTI apXiTeKTOPiB 36eperAa notenniaa. Came nei
ITOTEHITiaA po3KpUBCs Hanpukinii 1950-x npuHaiiMHI B KHIBCBKHX TBOPAX

apxitektopa Miaeupkoro (Erofalov-Pilipchak, 2010, pp. 519-554).

By promoting an environmental approach as one of its key creative principles, Radmod-
ernism attacked the traditional division into “architecture” and urban planning. The contex-
tual design has transformed the creation of any object, even a small one, into an essentially
urban action. On the other hand, the totalizing urban design of the large-scale “forms of
settlement” was subjected to destructive skepticism, while the traditional deductive method
was supplemented by inductive and collage — from parts to a whole.

Similarly to the differentiation into urban planning (practice) and urbanism/urban
studies (theory), a discussion on reconstruction (revitalization, revalorization) of the
historical urban environment, being separated from “architecture,” evolved into a sepa-
rate branch of urban planning when the new ideas became an integral part of the rou-
tine planning process. The broad notion of “heritage” became the backbone of the new
reconstructive thinking. It included not only historical monuments, but also ordinary,
historically anonymous architecture, design elements, infrastructure, urban landscape, and

cityscapes. In fact, it was the germ of a systematic approach to solving problems in
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Hanjionaapni abo perioHaAbHi apXiTeKTypHi Tpaauuii, 0cobAuBOCTI ap-
XiTeKTypHOI Ta — MMplIe — KyABTYpHOI icTOpii, 3aCHOBKH (axoBOI OCBi-
TH, NEPEBAKHUI THUI 3aMOBHUKIB (Aﬁp}K&BHi YM IPOMAACBKI Opramisamii,
KOATOCITH, IHAMBIAyaAbHI 3a6YAOBHHKH), 3PEIITOI0, iHTEHCUBHICTh HAAXO-
AXeHHs iHpopMarii npo apxirexrypuuii npouec B «inmomy CPCPx» i3a
KOPAOHOM (d4epe3 4acomucn) — HafBaKAMBIII CKAAAOBI PaAMOACPHOT
posmaitocti Ykpainu micas 1950-x. 3BicHO, mUTOMA Bara IIMX CKAAAOBHX
Y KO)KHOMY KOHKPETHOMY BHUITAAKY HE € OAHAKOBOIO, YePE3 Te BUMYIICHUI
HATIOASTATH, 10 HAHOiABLION MipH 3piAOCTI paAMOACPH — sk popMaAizoBa-
Ha PIBHOAIMHA MIXXK POMAaHTHU3MOM i TEXHOAOTI3MOM — AOCAT B apXiTEKTYypi
Tenepimnix baatificoxnx kpain (Autsa, Aatsis, Ecronis), a ne B Ykpaini.

Xou 61 5K HaM XOTIAOCSI, OAHAK papsHCbKa A00a 1970-1980-x He 6yaa
«BIAKpUTTAM>» aBaHrapay 1920-x, mo Haue6TO OyB 3aMOpPOXXCHHIA Y CBOIX
iaefiHux iHTeHUisx y kBiTHI 1932 poky. Lle ckopime 6yB yac BuskuBaHHS
apXiTeKTopa K TBOPYOI AIDPAUHH B YMOBAX, MaAO IIPUCTOCOBAHUX AAS TBOP-
vocri B3araai. Iloprpern nepepoBukis BnpOGHMuTBa 1 HE3MIHHHUM 6y301<,
IO 3aKyMOBYBAAHCSH XyAPOHAOM, HAPOAHO-Y)KUTKOBE MHUCTELITBO i 3a0X0-
YEHHS AMTSI0i TBOPYOCTI Y aAaLiax MioHepis i mkoaspis (3okpema Mysud-
HOI) — OCh KOAO MOXXAUBOCTEH TOAIIIHBOI TBOp4OI 0cO0U; peliTa IposiBiB
6YAI/I MO>KAUBI HE 3aBASKHU CHCTEMI, a BCyIeped ii, i BUAHMKAAH, Hi6U AHUBO
auBHe. CaMe HEYHCACHHICTh TBOPIB, CXOKUX Ha 3aXiAHI 3PasKH MOAEPHI3-
My/IOCTMOACPHI3MY, CBIAYMTH Ha KOpPUCTb Takoro morasipy. Lle me Gyao
paaictio TBopuOCTi, e Oyaa mopcHHa 6OpPOTHOA, sIKA BHCHAXKYBAAA AYLIY
apXiTEKTOPa, BUCYIIyBaAa BOAIO TBOPYOI AIOAMHHU B TE€PIii 3 YUHOBHULITBOM
3a mpaBo OyTH camoro coboro. Moxe, 11i TOAiIIHI epeMory i MoXHa 3apas

the urban environment (Volga, 1970; Lavrik & Djomin, 1975; Lavrik, 1976; Rudnickij,
1984; Seredjuk & Kurt-Umerov, 1987; Timohin, 1989; Djomin, 1991), i. e. a set of basic
rules of productive thinking in solving big and small problems, in other words, about com-
mon sense formalized in architectural forms. These processes took place during the late
1960s, when the seminal works by Karl Ludwig von Bertalanfty on the general systems
theory were published, and in the late 1980s. When in 2004 Mykola Habrel proposed his
PROGRES (Ukrainian abbreviation for Prostorova Harmonizatsiia Rehionalnykh Sys-
tem — Spatial Harmonization of the Regional Systems), his discovery seemed to be a truly
daring step forward and away from the state-planned economy of development of densely
populated areas (Habrel, 2004). Such an approach stood in radical contrast to the Soviet
one, both as a mindset shift and operation.
8. Theory institution faces the reality of the late twentieth century.

For now, let's look at textual modulations in the Ukrainian theory of socialist architecture

concerning recognition, assimilation, and characterization of then-contemporary forms.
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BB)XATH CIPABKHIMU ITaM SITKAMH PaASHCBKIH A06i, B sAKuX 3a1<ap601;a1—10
CTHAD IIi€l Ao0OU?

10. AcouiaAbHicTh coniaabHOrO 3aMoBAcHHs. Haspsia un MoxHa Ge3
AOCTATHIX ITACTaB ONEPYBATH TAKUM IOHATTSM, K «COLiaAbHE 3aMOBAEH-
Hs>», IO BTPAIIMAO B ApXiTEKTYPO3HABCTBO 3 MAPKCHCTCHLKOI AiT€paTypHOIL
kpuruku. o ne?

3 OAHOrO HOTrAsIAY, COLiaAbHE 3aMOBACHHS MOXe OyTH MOAIOHUM 3a
PI3HUX CyCHiIABHO-EKOHOMIYHUX YMOB, 3 iHIIOrO, pi3HE COIliaAbHE 3aMOB-
ACHHSI 32 PI3HUX CYCIIABHUX YMOB IPUBOAUTH AO CXOXKOTO 00 €MHO-IIPO-
cropoBoro pesyabrary. [ Ipumitushi (3a nipamiporo Macaoy) ¢opmu sxut-
TEAISIABHOCTI AFOAUHHU B 6yAb—;IKMX CYCHiABHUX YMOBAaX HE3MiHHI, i uepes
T€ BUMOT'Y TUIIOAOTiI HEPIAKO BUSIBASIIOTHCS iICTOTHIMIMMU 32 « COLIiaAbHI
0COOAMBOCTI>».

HaitynisepcaapHima ckaapoBa apxiTekTypHol ¢popmu — ii cTuaicTH-
Ka, Y€PE3 SIKY 3aBXAM AAMATUMYTBLCS CIIMCHU APXiTEKTYPO3HABYUX IMOTAS-
AIB, — Mae Haﬁ6iAbLuy ABTOHOMHICTb OA IPOMAACBKHX YMOB i HaﬁGiAbLuy
3aAEKHICT 0A cMakiB 3aMOBHHKA. [ IpuMipoM, KAaCHIIU3M YCITIIIHO BUSB-
ASIB €CTETHUYHI (i HE TiAbKI/I) iaeaan i abcoaroTHOI MOHapxili, i AeMoKparii,
i HIMEIBKOTO HaM3MY 3 iTaAiFChKUM (AIIM3MOM, «yTOIIYHOIO» i «pe-
aApHOTO» coniaaismy. CraainicTudHa apxitekrypa 1930-1950-x, 3 opHo-
ro 60Ky, B OCBiY€HIll CBIAOMOCTI aCOL[IIO€ThCS 3 HAUTPATiYHIIIUMU TOAis-
MU B iCTOPII, 3 iHIIOTO, — IJi€I0 K CBIAOMICTIO OLIiHIOETLCS K ECTETUYHO
3Havymla i IPUIHATHA 3 IOTASIAY TemepimHix ysBaeHb. Koaisin? Aok Hisx:
HOpMa BiAMIHHOCTI XyAO)KHBOTO CIIPHHHATTS COLjiaAbHOI $pyHKILIT Ta Il Ma-
TepiaabHOI popMHu.

In KyivNDITI (since 1991 — NDITIAM, State Research Institute of Theory and History
of Architecture and Urban Planning), the only specialized architectural research institution
of the Republic, there were just a few theoreticians who dealt with incorporating the hitherto
unprecedented and new into the conventional approaches. The leader among those few was
Mykola Kolomiets (1915-1994), who authored the book Problems of Development of the Mod-
ern/Contemporary Architecture in the Ukrainian SSR (1973) and whose doctoral dissertation
was titled Development of the Modern/Contemporary Architecture in the Ukrainian SSR (1955-
1979) (Moscow, 1981). In the Institute proceedings, he would publish monotonous papers,
shifting only the chronological limits of his publications (Kolomiets, 1987; Kolomiets, 1988b),
expanding his texts by just enlisting the new buildings, mainly the public ones. Although
Mykola Kolomiets did attempt to reflect on the interconnection of form and content in archi-
tecture, on the specifics of form developments in then-contemporary Soviet architecture, and
architectural imagery (Kolomiec, 1981; Kolomiec, 1983; Kolomiec, 1988a), etc., his colleagues

seemed to handle the task much better. Looking now at Kolomiets's texts, it is difficult to say to
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IIpocrexyioun 3B 30K 1ACOAOTIT PAAMOAEPHY i3 CYCIIAbHO-TIOAITUMHUMU
npolecaMu Ha 3axXOAl, PaAsIHCBKI HAayKOBL 3ayBakyBaAH 1i CIIOpIAHEHICTDH
i 3 iACOAOTI€EI0 «HOBOTO KOHCEPBATU3MY>, i 3 TacAaMH BUHHKAUX Y 1970-
1980-x HOBHX ACMOKPaTHYHUX PYXiB, CIPSIMOBaHHX Ha 30epekeHHs GopM
micekoro poBkiaas (Grac, 1995; Ruble, 2016), capkoeMHicTb m0AO « AiBOT
XxBUAI» apyroi moaoBurn 1960-x Tomo. Aae 4i BUHMKHECHHS TaKOI 3aACK-
HOCTI 6on BIAIIOBIAAIO Ha «cCOLjjaAbHE 3aMOBACHH:» ? IMOBipHiIIe — peak-
Lji€r0 Ha cTarHario GopM CyCIiAbHOTO 6yTT;1.

11. ApxiTeKTypHe IIOAOAQHHSI COPOMY U TaHbOH. YKpaiHCHKHI apXiTek-
TOP-PaAMOAEPHICT NParHyB NPUHANMHI Yy Bi3yaAbHUH crioci6 36€pCI‘TI/I me-
peBaru paAsHCBKOTO 06pa3y MiCBKOIO (i CiAI)CbKOI‘O) JKUTTSI, IIOAOAATH HOTO
Bi3yaAbHI HCAOAIKH Y BUTASIAL IT'SITHITOBEPXIBOK 1 3aMiCTh HUX OTPHMATH MaK-
CUMYM Bi3yaABHUX AOCTOIHCTB 3aXiAHOTO o6pa3y JKUTTSI, A€ Ti caMi ITATH-
[OBEPXIBKH YOMYCh BUIASIAAIOTH HE MO-PaAsHCbKOMY. To6To: cpopmysaru
¢axoBuit ri6p1/1A «COLiaAIBMYy» H «KaIliTaAi3My>» SIK TOH apXiTEKTypHHUI
iaeaa mpodeci, 3a KU MOXKHA KAACTH TBOPYE XXUTTS HA BIBTap L€l AepiKa-
BH. ApXiTeKTOp BiAirpaBaB pOAb TAEMHOTO I'€His, LIbKOBAHOIO H aHOHIMHOTO,
IPY 3AMOBHUKY, TEX AHOHIMHOMY, AA€ 3yXBAAOMY.

3BiCHO, MOCTMOAEPHI3M Ha 3aXOAl [epeBaXKaB PAASHCBKI cnp061/1 apxirex-
TOpiB 6yTH MOAEPHICTAMU HE AHIILE 6iABII BUTOHYEHOIO TEXHIKOI BUKOHAH-
Hsl, SICKPABICTIO, KIABKICTIO ITPUKAAAIB, MACOIO, «YHMAKOBKOIO>» CYCIiABHOIO
M03aCBIAOMOTO, A i MOPO3YMIHHAM Mi>K 3AMOBHUKOM i MalCTpOM: aMOiTHUI
3AMOBHHK IIParHyB 3aAy4HTH A0 poboru ambirHoro apxitekropa. B CPCP
HABCIMAK: IEPECIMHUI 3aMOBHUK 6yB BUMYIIEHUH 1HOAL 3BaKaTH Ha ambiTHO-
IO apXiTEKTOPA, OCKIABKM aM6ITHOTO 3aMOBHMKA CYCHiABCTBO 6 He BUTPHMAAO

what extent he considered Radmodern to be a new term, as its iconic objects (at least in Kyiv),
for some reason, did not find their way into his reviews. His writings (as, unfortunately, most of
the other people in the Institute) were not intended for the thoughtful reading,

Serhii Kilesso recalled,

“M. S. Kolomiets, a Candidate of Architecture, later a Doctor of Architecture, a man
resembling a heavyweight weight lifter, was appointed a Deputy Director of Research Pro-
grams. He would fall asleep all the time: at his desk and, especially, at working meetings of
different sorts. For over twenty years, this person, who was responsible for the research, quite
consciously for ideological reasons, feared any “nationalist deviations,” and not a single pro-
ceeding of the institute was published under him. Instead of research and publications, archi-
tectural historians wrote scholastic reports piled at the Methodological Fund and recycled in
just ten years.” (Kilesso, 2005, p- 10).

However, in the late 1970s, despite all the efforts of Kolomiets and people like him (by

the way, Kolomiets serviced odious Hryhorii Holovko, the director of the Institute from
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npuHaitvHi $inancopo. (AocratHpo 3apas mosusutHcs $iabM «CHIr y aun-
Hi» pexucepa Muxoan Komeaesa (1984), mo6 sposymiru, sk BiaGyBasa-
cs1 padsncoka 60poThba 3a SKicme apximexmypu 6 6ydisnuymei ycumaa.) In,
MOXe, Lie TaK 3AaeTbcsi? Hampasay, HaceaeHHs 3apyODKHUX KpaiH Tak camo
0yAO 3aHypeHE B CHCTEMY MaCOBOIO OLIYKYBAHHS, SIK 1 paAsSHCBbKe. 32 BHCAO-
Bom O. 3uHOB'eBa, AcpXkaBi 3aBXAM HOTPiIOHA MODIiAi3yBaAbHA OpexHs, a He
npasAa, o cie necumism (Zinov'ev, 1991, p. 251). PapstHcpkuii Aap TpumMascst
came Ha MOOiAisyBaAbHil OpexHi.

% MiCTo6yAyBaHHi, Kpim PO3PO6ACHH51 IEHIIAQHIB, LI¢ HAMAraAOCs BHAU-
THUCS Y BIIPOBAAYKEHHS BIATIOBIAHOTO 3aKOHOAABCTBA, PO3BUTOK IiA3EMHOI
yp6aHiCTI/IKI/I, POBLIMPEHHS COLIIOAOTIYHUX AOCAIAXKEHD i3 NPaBAUBOIO Be-
pudixaniero coniassnoro nporuosysanns (Popkov, Posohin, Gutnov, &
Shmul’jan, 1983; Krymskij, Pilipenko, & Saljuk, 1992), a takosx — aana-
adTHO-PO3IAAHYBAABHHI aAHAAI3 TEPUTOPIH AAS «IPOSBACHHS» CBO-
€piAHOCTI MicLsl, «3aKOAOBAaHOTO» y popMax peabedy UM iCTOPHIHO Ha-
KOIMHUYCHUX 6YAiBCAb. I'lpuyomy MeToa pereHepariii MiCbKOro cepeAOBHIIA
He 3a3ixaB Ha (l)iSI/I‘{HC ICHyBaHHs 3pDUMUX yTiA€HbD rmam SITi: oMy 6a1?1Ay>Ke.
Paplue #Amaocst mpo MiHIMAAbBHY PEXUCYPY CHPUIHATTA — CYHPOTHB €CTe-
TUYHOMY 320PYAHEHHIO MiCHKOTO CEPEAOBHII, 3ACMIYCHHIO HOT0 «baceiiHiB
supumocti» (I. Hocenko), #ioro ecreTudHe BIOPSAKYBAaHHS 3 ypaxyBaH-
HSIM SBHIL iCHyBaHHs HalliBMicbKoi («Ha paiioHi» ) kyabrypH (Zarinskaja &
Pavlovskaja, 1989). Oanax yci ui Aoo6ponopsiaHi, mosuTusHi Hamipu pos6u-
BaAMCS 06 YUHOBHUIIBKI XBHUAEPI3H — MakKe TaK CaMo, fK i Temnep.

12. Icropis sik saxucr Bip Maiibyrrs. Apxirexropu 1970-1980-x, TBopu
SIKUX MM 32apa3 i3 3aB3ATTAM 3aXHUILAEMO BiA pyHHaii, 6YAI/I Ha CaMOTi, a 11 He-

1959-to 1976, who, not having a candidate degree, dreamed of becoming a doctor of archi-
tecture for a set of works in which he had not written a single line) to make the Institute work
in vain — and this was supported by both the Kyiv State Construction Committee and the
Moscow one — some employees still managed to do something useful for architectural studies.

Yurii Khodorkovskyi (1949-2020), who failed to defend his dissertation in the All-Union
Research Institute of Theory of Architecture and Urban Design in Moscow due to the covert
antisemitism of the dissertation committee, published several papers that characterized the
phenomenon of Radmodernism in general and analyzed the compositional compatibility
of historical and modern elements in the city (Khodorkovskyi, 1988). He did comparative
rescarch on Radmodernism and traditional mass pre-fabricated construction in the states
of the Eastern Bloc (Khodorkovskyi, 1984; Khodorkovskyi, 1986; Khodorkovskyi, 1990).
After the liquidation of NDITIAM, Yuri Isakovych continued his research of the unusual
and the habitual and published generalizing works on the subject (Khodorkovskyi, 2012;
Khodorkovskyi, 2013).
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IIOTaHa ITAATA 32 BUHATKOBICTD, HEMIEPECIYHICTD, 32 TAAAHT, — BOHU «BIIOB3a-
AM B TiA0 Bopora (3amoBHUKa), HI6K MoruabHi xpobaku» (O. 3iHoBeB).

AAe 91 MOXKHA CKA3aTH, IO TOTAAITAPH3M HABITh Y IIOM SIKILICHIN $popMmi
1960-1980-x — Bxe MHHYyAE, HOrO IIOBAACHO HA3ABXKAHM? 4 AEKAYOrO HE
0’10Th?

Ha sxaap, BiH He Ae)kadnii — BiH MOB3y4HI i Hebesneynui. Tak, popmu
SKUTAQ PAASHCHKOIO MUHYAOTO HACIAAIOTb HA CY4acHY MOAOAY CBiAOMICTb
Y KBapTHpaXx HaIIUX 6aTHKIB i AlAyciB, sKi He po6uAn PEMOHTIB I10 MiBCTOAIT-
TSI, Il q)opMI/I JKUTAQ TICYIOTh 1[I0 CBIAOMICTb 32 MOAEAAIO POAMHHOIO 3B 53-
Ky, BCE Ile MPUMYLIYIOUH 3Ba)KATH HA CBOE iCHYBaHHS, HaBiTh — OYEBUAHO
3MEPTBiAi, a TOMY 3aiiBi B Cy4aCHOMY CBITi.

Cxaxxu 51, IpUMIpPOM, 1IOCh ITOTaHE Ha aAPECy KHUIBCHKOT 6y,A,iBAi «Ksitn
Ykpainn» Mukoan Aesuyka abo kBapraais Bikropa Posen6epra na [Toaoai,
a00 HaBmaku 1mock xopoure npo « Tearp Ha ITopoai» Oaera Aposposa Ha
AH,A,piIBCbKOMy y3Bo3i, 20, — i Bci cTpiAM aKTHBICTCHKOI HEHABUCTI BITHYTh-
cs1 B Moo criuHy. Sk 1 ToAl 3apa3 MoBuaTu Gesneuniure. ko B Toi yac pa-
XOBa KPUTHKA MOTAQ ICHYBATH AUILE SIK BIAA3EPKAACHHS NAPTiIHHO-YPIAOBUX
HACTAHOB 13 BIATTOBIAHUMH HaCAIAKaMHU (B ripIIOMY BUIIAAKY PENpPECYBaAH,
B AlIIOMY — 3HIMaAM 3 po6OTH, MO30ABASIAU ACPIKABHHX r[peMiy”[), Tenep
¢axoBa KpUTHKA Mae — AAsl Ge3IIEKH MOBLISI — HEOAMIHHO BiAOUBaTH yIIO-
AOOaHHsA IPOMAACBKHX aKTHBICTIB, GpaHATUYHHUX Y HEHABHCTI AO IPOTHACK-
HOI AYMKH. HOBTOP}OIO: TOTAAITApU3M HOB3y4YHH i Hebe3nmeyHu i, BiH AHIIe
3MIHHB TOCIIOAAPIB 1 MicIist MOMUPEHHs. AA€ Lie B IPHPOAL AIOACTBA.

I'lpunaiiMHI 3 TAKOTO IOTASIAY CKAAAHA I ADAMAaTHYHA AOAS YKPaiHCHKOI
apXITEKTYPH pPaASHCHKOT A0OM MicTUTH OiAbllle 3aIMTaHb, HiXK BIATIOBIAEH.

Oleksandr Zinchenko (1946-2015) (Zinchenko, 1990), Volodymyr Nikitin (b. 1946)
(Nikitin, 1986) from the relatively younger generation, and Mykola Andrushchenko (1939-
2011) (Andrushchenko, 1989; Andrushchenko, 1979) and Thor Kasianenko (1935-1998)
(Kas’janenko, 1981; Kas'janenko, 1983; Kas’janenko, 1988) from the relatively older gen-
eration using the abstract-and-strategic analysis of Soviet architecture sought to address the
issues of soft incorporation of foreign experience into the current situation in the Ukrainian
SSSR. I e., to reassure the architecture and construction officials that there was no risk in
adopting the foreign experience in architecture, even the “capitalist” one.

Despite all the mentioned facts, the collective works of the late 1970s and up to the early
1990s (Aguf et al., 1979; Ustenko et al.,, 1989; Yevreinov et al,, 1991), as well as the research
conducted outside of NDITIAM by the teachers of the architectural higher education
institutions and practicing architects (Ezhov, 1981; Ezhov, 1983; Savchenko, 1990; Abyzov
& Kucevich, 1990) indicate the level of theoretical reflection about the practice of modernist

architecture in the Ukrainian SSR. However, this is a topic for another discussion.
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I'lpore AOCTATHPO HAOYHO BUMAABOBYETHCA 1 TPUYACTHHHA, TAKa, IO IIPO-
H1Aa seco yuxa GOPMyBaHHA, iCTOPIsL.

CHHXPOHHO i3 CyCIiABCTBOM, apxiTekTypa sik $OpMa YHAOYHEHOIO CyC-
MiABHOTO OYTTSI AOAAAQ LIASIX BiA CAMOPETYAIBHOTO 6araToIapoBoro soade-
crBa 1920-x yepes yaaBaHuit poMaHTU3M cTaAiHChKOI A0OU 1930-1950-x a0
3aKOBAHOTO B HOPMH 1 TEXHOAOTI4HI 06MesxeHHst OyaiBHunTBa 1960-1980-X,
1O AASL IOPSIAKY OYB p0O306aBACHMIT HEYHCACHHIMHU TBOPAMH aBTOPCHKOI ap-
XiTEKTYPH, SAKi 1 CTAHOBAATD ABUIIIE PAAMOAEPHY.

VY KOHTEKCTi CBITOBOI apXiTeKTypH TaKHUH LIASX BHUIASIAAE AOCTAT-
HBO caMo6yTHiM, i3 BHYTPiIIHBOIO IMOCAIAOBHICTIO, PEXHUMHOIO TPHU-
BaaicTio eramiB i moaiii. Aepxxasna apxitextypa CPCP (i BigmoBipgHO
Ykpaincekoi PCP), Ha BigMiHy Bip €Bpomeiichkoi, miBHIYHO-CXiAHOT #
aMEpPUKAHCBKOI, XapakTepusyBasacs raobaapHicTio (0c06AMBO 3 KiHIs
1940-x), sika BUABASAACS B TOMY, IO IOTOAXKEHUI 3TOPHU HAIpPSM IIO-
IIMPIOBABCS HA BCI0O TEPUTOPIIO HEOCSKHOI, HeanGPaHoI, CYCIiABHO
IOraHO CKAEEHOI KpaiHu.

Cnopyau, ski Ha 4Yac IXHBOrO 3BEACHHS yOCO6AIOBaAI/I CBOEPIAHICTD
PaASHCBKOTO, HHUHI yOCO6AIO}OTb BIACTAAICTh IOCTPAASHCBKOTO, KOAO-
HIAABHOTO, MEHIIOBAPTICHOTO, AKOMY KOPTiAO 6yT14 BHCOKOBAPTiCHUM.
Xoya — Hipe MPaBAY AITM — 30BHIIIHI CTHAICTHYHI BIIAMBH (MOACPHiSM,
HOCTMerpHisM) BUSBASAMCS i3 3aIli3HEHHAM, PaASHCbKA TPAHCKPUIILis
3apy0iXKHUX HANPSAMIB y PyKaX TaAQHOBUTHX i TPOOMBHUX 3049HX (Ta iXHixX
MapTidHUX HanOHiB) HEPIAKO CIIpaljbOByBaAa Ha caM06yTHiCTb paasn-
CBKOTO 30A4€CTBA, OKPEMUMHU SBUILAMH SIKOTO MU TEIEP IO-HOCTAABIIIHO-
MY 3aXOINAIOEMOCh.

In this paper, I will leave aside the actual aesthetic, philosophical, fundamental issues of
architecture, brilliantly addressed in the underscored publications by Abram Marder (1931-
2013) (Marder, 1988) and Yurii Yevreinov (1932-1990) (Yevreinov, 1981; Yevreinov, 1983;
Yevreinov & Trykash, 1984; Yevreinov, 1987).

9. Calculated doses of visual treats. It is unlikely that the theoretical findings of the NDI-
TIAM staff had any decisive influence on the everyday practice of Soviet Ukrainian urban plan-
ning, as their readers were too few, and the print run was too small. Nonetheless, the very exist-
ence of the intellectual center that dealt with these issues made the authorities more tolerant
of Western influences. These Western influences, along with an assumed Perestroika outrage,
addressed Igor Sedak (1923-2009), the chairman of the board of the Union of Architects at the
time, in his throne speech at the 8th Congress of the Architects of the Ukrainian SSR (1987),

“The tone of parading report and hallmark memories of the previous achievements is
not appropriate anymore. Now it is not cnough to rcly on quantitative indicators only...

Today, all of the 59 plants producing a one-and-only type of pre-fabricated constructions
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in the republic are working as closed-cycled technology units, without any possibility of
re-equipment... No wonder these plants often see the city as a depository for their pre-
fabs... It so happened that the best architects design public buildings...

In Kyiv alone, works of different artistic styles have appeared: the University and Polytech-
nic Institute complexes, the building of the State Committee for Standardization, the Faculty of
Architecture building at Kyiv Engineering and Construction Institute, and the Salyut Hotel. ”

And suddenly, the usual official slang breaks through:

“Broader range of creative experiments requires a critical assessment of their results in
principle, as the risk of eclecticism may emerge. We should not support opportunistic ten-
dencies for stylistic mishmash alien to us.”

What is it all about? Apparently, it is about “the price our cities pay for the estrangement
of the architectural authorities from the opinion of the general public” (Sedak, 1987, pp.
1-3). And, apparently, it is about ignoring the public opinion formed by the texts written by

architectural historians, in particular.
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Having completed the mandatory evening course at the University of Marxism-Lenin-
ism, a high-ranking Soviet architectural official should be perfectly aware of “the law of his-
tory”. That says: the more ambitious and sensible the planned reforms, the more fiercely and
foolishly the society resists their implementation.

Hence, it is safer to avoid novelty: a satisfied need creates a new one. And for a society of
survival, in contrast to a consumption society, innovation is too costly and therefore impossi-
ble. Thus, the needs should be dosed.

Defining the key features of Ukrainian Radmodernism, one faces difficulties. This
phenomenon was diverse in time and space. Even within Ukraine, the Radmodernism
in the center (Kyiv) differed from the Radmodernism in both Western and Eastern
regions, not only in the quality of construction but also in forms. No wonder this
followed the established tradition. An attempt to understand the text of architecture
beyond the technological limitations set by the construction industry and according

to the poetics of architectural images and symbols alone was quite an endeavor. The
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result looked artificial, though always more relevant than the “natural”/“head-on” take
on Soviet urban development.

Perhaps for the first time since the 1920s, the creative approaches in Soviet architecture
were not a direct product of the “center” but grew spontaneously, gradually, without expres-
sive resolutions and approved examples.

For instance, in 1932, Vasyl Bystrukov, the head of the Kyiv City Council, wrote in his
preface to the Building Socialist Kyiv album,

“In Kyiv, we have over 150 ongoing independent construction sites. They radically change
the cityscape, transforming it from the city of petty-bourgeois into an industrial city. Assem-
bled in one album these constructions make a great impression with their diversity and effi-
ciency, representing achievements in the struggle for a new proletarian culture” (Budova [sot-
sialistychnoho] Kyieva, 2020, p. 20).

If we add that all outstanding projects in the 1920s Kyiv were individually designed

by local architects, the fuss/burst of interest around constructivist, that is, social-modern
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diversity becomes clearer. Hardly ever under such circumstances, something else could
appear in an unevenly developed republic. Still, this diversity could not be considered
absolute: its general traits were rooted in the similarity of design and construction pro-
cesses and the availability of material resources. And when, after the notorious decision
of 1932, creative experiments were reduced to one general line, the tradition of con-
structivist architectural freedom nevertheless retained its potential. It was this potential
that the late 1950s have revealed, at least in the Kyiv works of architect Miletskyi (Erofal-
ov-Pilipchak, 2010).

Since the 1950s, the main components of the Radmodernist diversity in Ukraine were
national and regional traditions in architecture, certain traits of architectural and overall cul-
tural history, values of professional education, commissioning body (state or public bodies,
kolkhozes, individuals), as well as the intensity of the flow of information about the architec-
tural process in the “rest of the USSR” and abroad (via the specialized journals). Obviously, in

each case, the share of each of these components differed. Hence, I argue that Radmodenism
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reached its peak (as a formalized blend of Romanticism and technology) in the architecture
of the Baltic states (Lithuania, Latvia, Estonia) and not in Ukraine.

As much as we would like to regard the Soviet era of the 1970s and 1980s as the “redis-
covery” of the avant-garde of the 1920s “frozen” in its ideological intentions in April 1932,
this was not the case. It was a time of survival for an architect as a creative personality in
conditions ill-suited for creativity at all. The range of options for a creative person during that
era was limited to the portraits of the shock workers/udarniks/ or ever-present lilac bushes
commissioned by the Art Foundation, to folk and applied arts, or encouraging children’s cre-
ativity in the palaces of pioneers and schoolchildren. All the other manifestations of creativ-
ity were possible not due to the system’s support but despite it. What affirms this argument is
the small number of works influenced by Western modernism/postmodernism. It was not a
joy of creation but a day-to-day soul-sapping struggle that drained the will of a creative indi-
vidual in a duel with the authorities for the right to be oneself. Maybe these triumphs are true

monuments to the Soviet era, the embodiments of its Zeitgeist?..
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10. Asocial nature of social demand. It is hardly plausible to state that a concept of
“social demand” borrowed from Marxist literary criticism would be operative without a good
excuse. What exactly is it?

On the one hand, social demand may be similar in varying socio-economic conditions.
While on the other hand, different social demands in different social conditions may result
in resemblant architectural forms.

The universal component of architectural form is its stylistics which has always been at
the center of fierce theoretical discussions. It retains the most possible autonomy from the
social environment and is most dependent on the preferences of the commissioning body.
For example, Classicism successfully revealed aesthetic (and other) ideals of absolute monar-
chy, democracy, German Nazism and Italian Fascism, and “utopian” and “real” socialism. An
educated mind associates the architecture of the Stalin era (the 1930s-1950s) with the most
tragic historical events. While on the other level, the very same mind would evaluate this

architecture as aesthetically valuable and acceptable from the contemporary perspective. Is it
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a collision? Not at all: it is a norm of distinction between the perception of social function in
art and its material form.

Tracing the links of the Radmodernism ideology with socio-political processes in the
West, Soviet scholars stressed its affinity with the ideology of “new conservatism,” as well as
with the mottoes of the new democratic movements of the 1970s—1980s aimed to preserve
the urban environment (Grac, 1995; Ruble, 2016), or its relationship to the “new left” of
the second half of the 1960s, etc. But were such correlations a response to the “social order”?
More likely — a reaction to the stagnation of forms of social life.

11. Architecture overcomes shame and disgrace. Ukrainian architects-Radmodernists
sought to preserve the virtues of the Soviet urban (and rural) lifestyle at least visually, while
at the same time overcoming its visual vices, namely the Khrushchev-era five-story apart-
ment blocks, trying to make them look less “Soviet.” In other words, to develop a hybrid
of “socialism” and “capitalism” in their professional ficld as a kind of an architectural ideal

worth sacrificing one’s professional career for the sake of servicing the country. An architect
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played the role of a secret genius, harassed and anonymous, while the commissioning body
was anonymous as well yet audacious.

Sure, postmodernism in the West exceeded all the attempts of Soviet architects to be
modernists — not only en mass but with its more sophisticated techniques, splendor, the
whole “packaging” of the social unconscious, and also the accordance between the patron
and the architect. An ambitious client sought an ambitious architect. In the USSR, it was just
the opposite: an average client/commissioning body sometimes had to reckon with an ambi-
tious architect, as the society would not tolerate the ambitions of the client/commissioning
body, at least financially. (The 1984 movie Snow in July, directed by Nikolay Koshelev, is
probably the most detailed illustration of the Soviet struggle for the quality of architecture in
the production of housing). Or it just seems to be so? In fact, the population of the foreign
countries, just like the Soviet citizens, was also involved in the mass deception. According to
Aleksandr Zinoviev, the state always needs mobilizing lies, not pessimistic truth (Zinoviev,
1991, p. 251). What held the Soviet regime together was the mobilizing lies.

In urban planning, in addition to developing the general/master plans, this manifested
itself in the implementation of respective legislation, development of underground urbanism,
in broadening of the scope of the sociological research with the accurate verification of the
social prognosis (Popkov et at., 1983; Krymskyi et al,, 1992). In addition, it became mani-
fest in the landscape and planning analysis of the territories to “uncover” the site's unique fea-
tures/specificity, “encoded” in the landforms or historical buildings. Moreover, the method of
regeneration of the urban environment was not meant to affect the “physical embodiments of
memory.” It was about the minimal control over the perception — resistance to visual pollu-
tion, contamination of the “basins of clear visibility” (the term by G. Nosenko), and aesthetic
arrangements of spaces in the outskirts with their semi-urban culture (“na rayone”/in the
district) (Zarinskaya & Pavlovskaya, 1989). Still, all these good-natured, positive intentions
crashed into burcaucratic breakwaters — almost as they do today.

12. Can history safeguard the future? Most of the architects of the 1970s and 1980s,
whose works we are now fiercely defending from demolition, felt a kind of remote from the
mass. That is not a bad price for being outstanding, remarkable, talented — they “crept into
the enemy (client) body, like the grave worms” (O. Zinoviev).

But is it true that, even in its soft form of the 1960s—1980s, totalitarianism is the “thing
departed”? Then, should God temper the wind to the shorn lamb — as the saying goes?

Alas, totalitarianism is all but dead — it is spreading over and dangerous. It is still around,
in the form of the Soviet housing that poisons the young minds today, in the apartments of
our parents and grandparents not renovated for half a century. It enforces its toxic lifestyles,
redundant in the contemporary world.

If T would say something unflattering about the Kvity Ukrainy building (architect
Mykola Levchuk) or the Rozenberg blocks in Podil (Kyiv) or, on the contrary, something
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praising about the Theatre in Podil (Andriiivskyy Descent, architect Oleh Drozdov) — all
the arrows of activist hatred will hit me in the back. Staying quiet is always safer, just as it
was back in Soviet times. In the “old times,” the professional critique would merely reflect
the party and government guidelines, followed, however, by the respective implications
(repressions in the worst-case scenario, getting fired, or being deprived of state awards as
the better option). Today, the professional critique is bound to reflect the sympathies of the
urban activists who fanatically would cross the line in their hatred for the opposing views
instead. Again: totalitarianism is still spreading over and dangerous; it only changed its
masters and locations. However, this is the nature of humankind.

Atleast, from such a perspective, the complex and dramatic fate of Ukrainian architecture
during the Soviet era poses more questions than answers. What becomes apparent are the
three stages of its history that run its full circle.

In line with the society, architecture as a form of manifestation of social existence
evolved from the self-regulating multi-layered architecture of the 1920s, through the sim-
ulated Romanticism of the Stalin’s era during the 1930s—-1950s, and up to the industrial
construction of the 1960s—1980s bound with the norms and technological constraints;
for show, it was intermitted with a few pieces of individually designed architecture that
constitute the phenomenon of Radmodernism.

Following society, architecture as a form of visualized social existence evolved from the
self-regulating multi-layered architecture of the 1920s, through the simulated Romanticism
of the Stalin era during the 1930s—1950s, and up to the mass industrial construction of the
1960s—1980s, which was, on the one hand, constrained by the strict building codes and tech-
nological lagging, while, on the other dotted by a few pieces of individually designed archi-
tecture that constitute the phenomenon of Radmodernism.

However, in the context of world architecture, such a path stands out, being consistent
and governed by its intrinsic logic of succeeding stages and events. Unlike its counterparts
in Europe, the North-East, and the Americas, the state-operated architecture of the USSR
(and, accordingly, of the Ukrainian SSR) had global trends of its own. Especially from
the late 1940s onwards, certain trends having got the seal of approval “from above” were
spread all over the entire territory of an immense country whose vast lands were ill-ficted
in a social sense.

The buildings, which at the time of their construction exemplified Soviet original-
ity, today embody the backwardness of the post-Soviet, the colonial, something infe-
rior that longed for being superior. Although the external stylistic influences (mod-
ernism, postmodernism) manifested themselves with a delay, the Soviet transcription
of the Western trends in the interpretation of talented and ambitious architects often
nourished unique features of Soviet architecture, certain phenomena of which we are

still nostalgic of.



