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AHoTauis. OcTanHim yacom 1980-1i cTanu guckycinHUM nepiogom B icTopii ap-
XiTeKTypu Ta Micbkoro nnaHyBaHHs CxigHoi EBponu Ta nocTpapsHCbKMX KpaiH.
PosTalwoBaHi y YacoBux mexax CouianictuiHoro MopepHiamy, BoHV BogHo4ac
€ nepexifgHoIo NaHKOI [0 PO3MAITTS NONITUYHMX Ta eKOHOMIYHMX 3miH 1989-
1991 pociB. | xoua ¢axiBui cTaBunn yHaameHTanbHi NMTaHHS LLOAO KIOYOBMX
npo6nem coujianicTM4HOro coLianbHO-NPOCTOPOBOro PO3BUTKY I BUpobnsnm
HOBe po3yMiHHS$ icTopil Ta noKanbHoCTi, byAiBenibHa NPOMMUCOBICTb 3a3BUYal
CyTTEBO OBMe>KyBana iXHill BNIMB Ha MPUNHSTTS OCTaTOYHUX PillieHb.

Y1im, y Knesi, sik i B 6inblocti Benukux mict CPCP, oveBnpHolo 6yna amiHa
nigxopy AO AINSHOK y LIeHTpi MicTa: apXiTEKTYpHi KOHKYpcH, AUCKYCii Ta iTe-
paTVBHMI NpoLiec NPOEKTYBaHHSI CTaBann HOBOIO HOPMOIO NSl apXiTEKTOPIB
Ta MicTonnaHyBanbHUKIB. Y CTaTTi NogaHo AeTanbHU OrNsA TPbOX MPOEKTIB
y macwTabi kBaptanis. Li npoexktn ctanu nepenoMHUM MOMEHTOM Mi>K MO-
AEepHICTCbKMM i NOCTMOAEPHICTCbKIM MiAXOAaMU A0 MICbKOro MnaHyBaHHS,
npepcTaBnsioyn HOBi KOHTEKCTYani3oBaHi NPocTopoBi pilueHHs. Bneplue 3po-
6neHo cnpoby 3'acyBatu, SKMMU Byny AOBrocTPOKOBI HACMiAKM Takux npo-
LieciB Ta siki cTaHpapTy BoHU $popmyBanu. MeTtolo pocnip>keHHs € pocsirHyTi
KpaLloro posymiHHS He,aBHbOro MUHYNOro 3aA/is aKTUBI3aLii AUCKypcy Npo
BUTOKM cy4acHoi 3abynosu Kuesa Ta iHwnx micT.
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Abstract. The 1980s recently became a contested period in the architectural
and urban planning history of Eastern Europe and the FSU countries. Situated
within the Socialist Modernism timeframe, it simultaneously forms a link to
the manifold political and economic change happening in 1989/1991. While
professionals posed radical questions about the core issues of the Socialist
sociospatial development and acquired new sensibilities towards history
and locality, their influence on decision-making often remained seriously
restrained by the construction industry.

In Kyiv as well as in most of the big cities of the USSR, however, a change in
the approach towards areas in the city center was visible — competitions,
discussions, and iterative design were becoming the new normal for the
architects and planners. In this paper, three projects on the block scale are
reviewed in detail. These chosen competition projects became the watershed
between modernist and after-modernist approaches to planning, showcasing
new contextualized spatial solutions. What standards had been formed and
what were the long-term impacts on the planning processes are the issues
given the first attempt to answer. The intention of this paper is to gain a better
understanding of the recent past towards intensifying the discourse about
the sources of the present of urban development in Kyiv and beyond.
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BCTYII

Meroio crarti € ranboxuii PO3rAsiA KOHKPETHOTO MEPIOAY I KOHKPETHOIL AO-
kanii — Kuesa 1980-x — i moB’s13aHHs H0T0 3 IpOLjecaMy Y MiCBKOMY ITAA-
HYBaHHI Ta apXiTEKTypi, AKi BiA6YBaAI/ICSI Ha MibkHapopHOMY piBHi. OpHO4Yac-
HICTbh KPUTUIHOTO TIOBOPOTY AO MOAEPHI3MY Yy KpaiHax MEPLIOro i Apyroro
CBiTy OcTaHHIM 4acoM 6yao BUCBiTACHO B Garathox mybaikanisx (Anderson,
2018; Bocharnikova & Harris, 2017; Kuli¢, 2019; Stanek, 2012). ITepeaa-
BaHHs, KPUTHKA, anponpianis iaeit BiaOyBaaucs Ha Cxoal i1 [TiBani, Ha 3a-
xoai it ITiBHoui, 3 060x 60KiB «3aAi3HOI 3aBicK > .

Lleit mepiop, aexuts y qacoBux Mexkax Corasictaanoro MoaepHismy i Boa-
HOYac BUOMBA€THCA 3 1OT0 momyasipHoi nepiopusanii (1955-1990 poxn) (sa
sunstkom Kurao, B'ernamy, [iBniunoi Kopei, Ky6u). Toxx € notpe6a He aume
MEPETASTHYTH MIKHAPOAHI MEXi IMOCTMOAEPHI3MY, 2 I IEPEOCMUCAUTH MeEXi
nosoerHoro Coujaaicruanoro Moaepaismy. [Toai6HO Ao mpani Maprina Paii-
HXOAAR, IIPEAMETOM Lji€i cTarTi Gyae He «icTopist (coniasictianoro) (moct)mo-
AcpHisMy, a icTopist apxiTekTypHOi Ta ypbanictianoi aymxu (Reinhold, 2010,
p- XII). ®oxyc 1poro AOCAIAKEHHS, 3aKOPIHEHMI y TTOAITOAOTI Ta MicbKkOMY
[TAQHYBaHHI, BKa3ye Ha HEOOXiAHICTD 3aAYYMTH COLIOMOAITUYHUI KOHTEKCT,
a4 TAKOXX SIK TOMICTUTH TBOPEHHS apXiTEKTYPHU B IEBHI COLiaABHI Ta iHTEAEKTY-
AABHI YMOBH, TaK i [T0-HOBOMY Lji YMOBHU IHTEPIPETYBaTH.

Kapaa Keseitnian (2000) ta Entoni Bipaep (2018) y cBoemy anaaisi po-
pobky Maupepo Tadypi, sIKHil KPUTHYHO NEPEOCMUCAIOE TEACOAOTIIHO
o6yAoBaHi icTOpil, 3a3HAYAI0TS, 1O Lie TUTAHHs I0TPebye 0cOOANBOI yBary.
Cruxkaounch 3i Bxe CKOHCTPYHOBaHUM <<YHi(l)iKOBaHI/IM CTHAEM>», MU PU-
3UKYEMO NPHUBHECTH B apxiTeKTypy 1980-x «perioHaaism>», «moctMmopep-

INTRODUCTION

In this paper, the aim is to provide an in-depth view of the specific period and specific
location — Kyiv in the 1980s and relate it to the international processes in planning
and architecture. We already know that the simultaneity of the critical turn towards
modernism in the First and Second world was recently discussed in many publications
(Anderson, 2018; Bocharnikova & Harris, 2017; Kulic, 2019; Stanek, 2012), to name
just a few. Ideas were transferred, criticized, appropriated from East to South, from West
to the North, across and within the Iron Curtain.

The period is somehow set both within the Socialist Modernism timeframe and
breaks its often-used 1955-1990 periodization (excluding China, Vietnam, N. Korea,
Cuba). The need to review international boundaries of Postmodernism is also a need
to review the boundaries of post-war Socialist Modernism. However, in a similar vein,
as Reinhold argued in his book, I would like to shift the subject of the article from “the

history of (socialist) (post)modernism” to “the history of architectural (and urbanist’s)
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Hi3M>» 1 HaBiTb «AEMOKPATHYHI CIOAIBAaHHS», AKi MU XOTiAU 6 Tam moba-
untu. Tadypi HasuBaB Takuil maXiA, KOAH GaKTH IPOEKTYBAAH Y Maﬁ6yTHe,
orepaTUBHOIO KpuTHKOI0. Ha fioro Aymxy, ne PO6I/IAI/I 1 Ioro rnomnepeAHUKH,
i cyyacuuxu: Bia beanopi it Basapi ao Birrkosepa #1 3esi. Bin BusHauas ome-
PaTHBHY KPUTHKY TaK: « AHAAI3 apXiTeKTypH (41 MUCTELITBA 3araA0OM) SKHIL,
3aMiCTh aGCTpaKTHoro OTASIAY, MA€ HA METI IAAHYBAHHS YiTKOI IOETUYHOL
TEHACHLI [...], SIKa TOXOAHUTD 3 ICTOPHYHOTO aHAAI3Y, IO 3a3HAB IPOTPAMHO-
ro BUKpHBACHHS i BuBepuenns» (Tafuri, 1976, p. 141).

Sl synumsiiocst Ha 11bOMY IIAXOAL 30KpeMa TOMy, 1O Y cTaTTi Oyae 3pobae-
HO crpoby nepexkoMonyBati paktu nepioay 1980-x pokiB BiAOBIAHO AO
HOBOTO KOAA ItuTaHb. HaMaraHHs AOBECTH CAYIIHICTH NPHUITYILEHS, 1O B LieH
gac y Coujaaicruanomy MopepHismi (;11(1/11?1 i caM 1o cobi cTaBAATSH i CcyM-
HIB — AMB. CTaTTIO AHAPLS Hy‘IKOBa), Bi,A,6yBC}I MEBHUH «IIEPEXiAp >, AKIIO HE
«IOBOPOT>», MOXKYTb BUAABATHCS 3aHAATO cMiauBuMu. Exroni Biapep mume
mwoao 1poro: «Xoda Tadypi sacrepirae 040 BCTAHOBACHHS 3aHAATO IIPSIMHX
3B’I3KiB MDK IHTepIpeTaniero icTopil i i BUKOPHCTAHHAM AASL IATPHMKHU IH
CTBOpPEHHS MalOyTHIX IIPOEKTIB, apXiTEKTypHA KPUTHUKA Ta MIPKyBaHHS IIPO
ICTOpII0 3aAMIIAIOTHCS TAK CAMO BaXKAMBUMM, SIK Y HIHPOKOMY I'POMAACBKOMY
KOHTEKCTI, Ta I B M&Xax caMoi AMCLUNAIHK>». BiH Takox AOAQ€, 1110 « crIpaBxk-
HiM ypokoM Bia Tadypi € Te, w0 xoaHa icTopis [...] HikoAn He MOXe irHOpyBa-
TH i cygacHuUi KoHTeKCT. [cTopist Gepe cBOI IHCTPYMEHTH i3 apceHaAy CyYacHUX
AAS HET AUCLIMIIAILH, Bip ¢irosoril o0 KpuMiHaAicTHKH, a 1T 06’ekTH i Cy6’€KTM
HikoAM He 6yBaioTs 06parnmu Gestesunno» (Vidler, 2018).

YactxoBo iaes npoexty «llicas Coujasictuunoro MoaepHismy» mo-
XOAUTD BiA TepMiHa «IIOCTCOLIMOAEPHI3M>, SIKHIl 3aIpOIIOHYBaB Baaxceil

thought” (2010, p. xii). My focus, coming from political science and urban planning,
points to the need to engage with the socio-political context and to situate as well as
reinterpret the social and intellectual conditions behind the architectural production.
Keyvanian (2000) and Vidler (2018) in their analysis of Tafuri’s critical review of the
teleologically constructed histories pointed out an issue that requires careful attention. Fac-
ing the already constructed “unified style,” we are at risk of projecting the wishful “regional-
ism,” “postmodernism,” and even “democratic aspirations’ of the architecture of the 1980s.
Tafuri named such approach operative criticism — one that plans facts towards the future,
as seen in his predecessors and contemporaries from Bellori and Vasari to Wittkower and
Zevi and further defined it as
“an analysis of architecture (or of the arts in general) that, instead of an abstract
survey, has as its object the planning of a precise poetical tendency(...) derived
from historical analyses programmatically distorted and finalized.” (Tafuri,

1976, p. 141)
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YapxoBcbKHil, 32 IO XOUY HOMY ITOASKYBATH. lepMiH BUBOAUTBCS i3 HEBH-
PILIEHUX CyIEpPEeYHOCTEH, MOPOAXKEHUX pepOopMaMH y COLIaAICTHYHHX CY-
criaberBax 1980-x: paprkasbHa IHHOBALIMHICTD 1 KPUTHYHA peanponpiaris
MDKHAPOAHHUX 1 HAlliOHAABHUX AJKEPEA B aPXITEKTYpi M MiCbKOMY IIAaHy-
BaHHI, 5Ki BiA6YBaAI/IC}I B MEXaX HAsSBHOI ONTHKH COIIaAICTUYHOI AE€pIKaBH,
6e3 MOPYIICHHS! OCHOBHHUX IIPAaBHA TPH. OKPCMiH.IHiCTb i€l Ao0u, BHpa-
JKeHa B pisHUX POpMax, IIOMITHA y PyHAAMEHTAABHIM nepe6y,A,OBi MiCBKOTO
MIPOCTOPY: MEPEBU3HAYEHHA MIKPOPAHOHIB, PEriOHaAi3allisl ApXiTEKTYPHUX
mAX0AiB, AuBepcrdikaiis $pyHKIIIOHAABHUX IIPOrPaM, MOIMIYK HOBUX GpopM
IPOMAaACHKOI KOAGKTHBHOCTI Ta 3racaHHs cuAM oiniitHol iaeosorii. I xoua
Baapimip Kyaiu sactepirae, mo (6yab-sixuil) HOBHIl TepMiH MOPOAXKYE IO-
TEHLIIMHY MapTiHaAi3a1lil0 ApXiTEKTYPHUX SBUIL APYTOTO CBITY, AKi BXe U 6e3
Toro onunuaucs Ha nepudepii (Kuli¢, 2019, p. 3), i Ha Takuii pusuk BapTo
3BAXKATH, Y Ll CTATTi BCE 5K MPUITYCKAEMO, IO IA€THCS PO «MiABAXKEHHS iH-
moro kaHoHy» — kaHoHy Conjaaictuynoro Moaepnismy B CPCP i 3a fioro
mexamu. Caip 3HOBY POSTAsIHYTH LieH mepioa B icTopiorpadii apxiTexrypu
i Micpkoro nmaanyBanss. Harui sHaHHA po HBOTO Bce Ije HEAOCTATHI, TOMY
Ass OPMYBaHHS IIHPOKOI KAPTHHH LIbOTO MEPIOAY HOTPi6HO BcebiYHO BU-
BYHTH pi3Hi TOUKH 30py, reorpadil Ta yacosi npomixku. Beaskatumemo, 110
LIMM TEKCTOM MH AOAYYUMOCS AO L{bOIO OOTOBOPEHHSL.

AAs 11bOrO y mepIuiii YacTHHI CTATTi B3AEMHO IIOB SI3aHO AXKEPEAA 1[OIO
«tepexopy>» 1980-x, BcranoBaeHO yacoBi Mexi aast [Ticas CorniaaicTuano-
ro MoaepHiamy sIK HOBOI ITOTEHLIIHHOI, X04 1 AMCKyCiFHOI mepiopusanil. Y
APYTil yacTUHI ny6AiKauiI PO3TASIHYTO KMIBCBKI apXiTEKTYPHI KOHKYPCH, SKi
AQIOTh PO3YMIHHSA PI3HUX TOYOK 30PY i aCHEKTIB TOTO AECATHPIUYSA, 2 TAKOXK

I hinge on this issue, specifically because the attempt of this article is to re-assemble the facts
of the 1980s period in a new agenda. Trying to prove the validity of assumptions that there wasa
“shift” if not a “turn” in Socialist Modernism, itself contested, as pointed in the article of Andrii
Puchkov (2022, p. 51-56 in this issue), may seem too bold. As Vidler has argued: “While Tafuri
warns against too close a relation between historical interpretation and its use as a support
or project for future design, architectural criticism, and reflections on history maintains an
important role, both in the public realm and inside the discipline itself” He further adds that
“the real lesson of Tafuri is that no history (...) can ever ignore its present context. History’s very
instruments of criticism are drawn from the contemporary arsenal, from philology to forensics,
and its objects and subjects are never innocently selected.” (Vidler, 2018)

The idea of where “After Socialist Modernism” comes from is partially related to the pro-
posed term “Post Soc Modernism,” for which I want to thank Blazej Ciarkowski. It is drawn
from the unresolved ambiguities of the reforms taking place in the Socialist societies in the

1980s: radical innovation and critical re-appropriation of international and national sources
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MOAQHO ACTAABHHI OTASIA IIEPEAYMOB i HacAIAKIB 1ux mpoextis. Paszom, yce
3a3HAYEHE AA€ 3MOT'Y B OCTAHHIiM YaCTHHI TOCTABUTH ITip MUTAHHS CAYHIHICTh
TBEPAIKEHHSI IIPO IIOAAABIIE HEXTYBAHHS IMIAXOAIB | IPUHIUIIIB, Ki BUHUKAU

y 1980-x.

YACTHHA 1. HA MEJXKI 1980-x: IIIABAAMMHHU TA EBOAIOLILA

IToct™moaepHniam y «3pyuHiii icTopiorpadii apxiTekTypu
XX CTOAITTSA» pO3TALIOBYETHCS OAPA3Y 32 MOACPHIZMOM.

(Spencer, 2021, p. 89)

Alaaexrnyna nosunis Kuesa — sk mpoBiHLIFHOro MicTa i CTOAULI OAHIET 3
pecnybaixk CPCP — ymMoxAMBAIOBaAQ ACSIKY «IHTEPHAIL[IOHAABHICTH> 1 BOA-
HOYaC BiABOAHAQ INAIOPSAKOBaHY poab 1moa0 Mocksu. byso HapsBuuaii-
HO CKAAAHO AOCAIAXKYBATH YU CTBOPIOBATH IOCH, IO AO TOTO HE 3'IBHAOCS
«y cToAuILi». Takoxx MOXKHA CTBEPAXKYBATH, LIO IHAMBiAyaAbHA MOOIABHICTB
Ta IHCTUTYLifHI 3B’I3KH X0Y i 6yAH 06MEXEHUMH, AA€ BCE K ICHYBaAM B paM-
KaX IPUHAUMHI 03HAHOMAEHOCTI 3 TPOL[ECaMHU, AKi BiA6YBaAI/IC}I B 30BHIIIIHbO-
MY CBITi, SIKIIO i HE 3aB)KAU 3AATHOCTI IHTEPIIPETYBATH iX i IOMILIATH y BiATIO-
Bipnuit kourexcr (Zhuk, 2017).

Sk ToAl IpemapyBaTH MepEKy 3B SI3KiB i3 Iporecamu (Mi)K)HauiOHaAbHo—
ro MacnnaGy? Yu poaydasmcs MiclieBi apXiTeKTOpH AO MIXXHAPOAHOI AHC-
Kycii, 6opait sk crocrepirayi? Yu mos’sisyBasn BOHH CBili Aop0601< 3 OCTaH-
HIMHU p060TaMI/I, SKI MABaXYBaAH MOAepHicTChKUE Haparus? | Hackiabku
3aKOpiHEHI 6YAI/I 6yAb-}IKi 3aMiHHu y Micuesiit cnenuini Ta kpuruni? I, mo
€ 0COOANBO BaKAUBUM ITUTAHHSM, K MOXHA IIOB 13yBaTH KOHTECKCTH HaBiTh

in architecture and planning, all happening inside the existing socialist state framework with
all the main rules of the game remaining in place. The distinctiveness of the era in its various
forms can be seen through the radical reconditioning of the urban space: redefinition of the
micro-districts, regionalization of architectural approaches, diversification of functional pro-
grams, search for new forms of civic collectivity, and fading of official ideology. Although the
risks suggested by Kuli¢ that (any) new term would potentially increase the marginalization of
the already peripheral architectural phenomena of the Second World are of high importance
(2019, p. 3), here the “burst of another canon” is implied — the one of Socialist Modern-
ism in the USSR and beyond. The period in the historiography of architecture and urban
planning need readdressing. Our knowledge of the period is still scarce, and drawing the big
picture requires a thorough assessment of different opinions, geographies, and temporalities.
Let us for now consider this text to be one among them.

To do so, this paper, first, interrelates sources of the shift in the 1980s, setting

the frame for the “After Socialist Modernism” as a new potential, albeit speculative
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OAM3BKUX COLIIAAICTUYHUX A€pXaB i3 papsHCPKUM KOHTeKcTOM? Y1 € BoHM
AOCTaTHBO MOAIOHUMM, 11106 MOPIBHSAHHS HE BTPATUAO IACTaB?

3Bepratounch A0 nparp Hen Eaain, X094y HopiBHATH KiAbKa IIMTAaHb LIOAO
POAi apXiTeKTOpa-MiCTONAAHYBAABHUKA Ta IPOIECY APXiTEKTYPHOTO BHU-
po6uunTBa y 1980-x. EAsin posramyBasa peakuii Ha apXiTeKTypy MOACPHI3-
MY Ta MiChKe IIAQHYBaHHS 32 ABOMa OCSIMU: GOPMAABHUMH IIParHeHHAMH (32
rAMOHHOI0 KOHTEKCTyaAisallii MIPOEKTY) Ta POAAID apXiTCKTOpa/IAaHYBaAb-
Huka/ypbanicra (3a coniasbHo0 3HauymicTio Hacaiskis aisabnocti) (Ellin,
1999, p. 155). Yum 6iablne BiH/BOHA 3aTAMOAIOETHCS y CycmiAbHi Teopil i
npobaemu, THM OiAbLI CEPHOSHOK I TeOpeTHYHO aMOiLiiiHOW cTae Horo/ii
AlSABHICTB/TBOPYICTS.

I'lepriua Bich MOYHHAETHCA 3 MYHKTY «Kpaca/eCTETHKA», AAAl IO HIll ipe
HOMYASIPHA KYABTYPa, COLLaAbHMII KOHTEKCT, Miclie mobyaoBu (KOHTEKCTY-
aaism/perioHasiam) Ta oxpemi Biapisku MuHyroro (icropuuusm i momyk
ypbannocri). Cxoxi Tesu, moB's3aHi 3 Bicclo «(OPMAABHUX HParHCHb>,
moxHa Bipmykaru i B CPCP 1980-x. PiBens »xurrst 3pocTaB, THIIOAOTIS
$yHKIIIH posmnpoBasacs, y MicTi 6iAbIIAAO [IPOCTOPIB i3 HOBUMH PYHKIisI-
MH, OcBideHi paxiBiii rAUOOKO I[iKaBUAKCS ICTOPIIO 1 AOCAIAYKYBAAU MiCHKMIH
KOHTEKCT, 1 MichKa MOpCl)OAOI‘i}I CTaBaAa BCENMPOHUKHOIO. CycniAbHi 3CyBH,
Ha KWTaAT icropudnoro nosopory (Kozlov, 2001), HoBux Tediii y MucTelTBi
(Cubbin, 2016) Ta couioaorii (Alekseyeva, 2019), cnpusian Tpancpopma-
uisM y cdepi micbkoro possutky (ia. 0.1).

Apyra Bicy cucremu xooppunar Hen Eaain mokasye posBuToK poai: Bip
IIPOCTO MMTLA (6i3HeCMCHa) — A0 dacuaitraropa, aKTHBICTA 1, 3pELITOIO,
coniaAbHOTO iHxeHepa. MoxHa 3a3HAYUTH, 1O POAb APXITEKTOpPA B COLIi-

periodization. In the second part, the paper reflects on the variety of competitions in
Kyiv that showcases different visions and aspects of the decade, detailing the precon-
ditions and outcomes of the projects. Altogether, it allows us to question the validity
of the neglect towards the approaches and principles that emerged in the 1980s in

the last part.
PART 1: THE TURN IN 1980S: UNDERPINNINGS AND EVOLUTIONS

Postmodernism, in the “convenient historiography of the XX-cent
architecture” is placed as the immediate successor to the Modernism

(S])Eﬂt‘f}’, 2021, p. 89)

The dialectical position of Kyiv as both provincial and capital city in the USSR

allowed for some sense of “internationality” and at the same time restricted it to a subor-
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dinate role to Moscow. It was increasingly hard to research or create something not done
carlier “in the Capital.” It also can be argued that personal mobilities and institutional
connections were limited but existing on a scale allowing at least the knowledge of the
processes in the world, if not the ability to interpret and situate them (Zhuk, 2017).

How, then, can we dissect the web of relations to the processes of (inter)national
scale? Did local architects participate in the global discussion, at least as listeners? Did
they relate their work to the latest questioning of the modernist narrative? How much
was any change locally and critically imbued? And, of specific importance — how could
even the allied Socialist countries’ contexts be related to the Soviet ones? Were these
similar enough to give cross-border arguments?

Building upon Nan Ellin’s contribution, I would like to compare a few issues
related to the role of the architect-planner and the process of architectural pro-
duction in the 1980s. She mapped the reactions to the Modernist architecture and

planning on two axes: formal ambitions (the depth of contextualization of the pro-

In. 0.1

Oci noctmMoaepHOro
yp6anismy 3a

Hen Eaain, 1999
(Ellin, 1999, p. 155)

Fig. 0.1

The axes of postmodern
Urbanism, figure
replicated from

Ellin, Nan, 1999,
Postmodern Urbanism,
Princeton Architectural
Press, p. 155
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aAlCTHYHHX KpalHaX PIAKO 3aXOAHMAA TaK AAAEKO. Y 6iABLIOCTI BUMAAKIB
apxiTeKTOpiB HaliMaAa 6e3nocepeAHbo A€p>KaBa, BOHU IIPALIIOBAAU Y HaA-
3BUYAMHO i€papXi3oBaHill cucTemi, 3 AyxKe 0OMEXEHUM CIIAKYBAaHHAM i3
3aMOBHHMKOM, I IlJ€ MEHIIUM — i3 KiHI[€BUM KOPHUCTyBaueM 6y,A,iBCAI). V Bia-
HOCHHAX apXiTEKTOPIB i3 A€pKaBOIO MaHyBaAa CTPOTICTh i cy6opAuHaui;1,
a IpOTEe CUCTEMa Mi3HBOTO COLiaAi3My OyAa AOCTATHBO PO3BHUHEHOI, 100
3HANTH pimeHHs AAs npobaemu iepapxiunocri (Peters, 2016). [Tpuiinsarrs
piiueHb 3a3BuYail BiAOyBarocst posocepesskero i posmuro. Lle ocobanso
CTOCYEThCS MEPIOAY, KOAH peOpMiCTCHKUI EHTY3ia3M A06U XpymoBa 1o-
4aB CMAAATH i «HOBI HPOrPECUBHI KOMYHICTH » a6o mimau 3 cuctemu, abo
MPUIHSAAU HOBI IPaBUAA IPU PO3BUHEHOIO COIliaAi3my, 260 X IX 3aMiHUAU
Ha AIOAEH 13 GiAbII 6IOPOKPaTI/I‘IHI/IM CKAQAOM pO3yMy. laest mpo apxirex-
TOpa, SIKUH POPMYE CEPEAOBHIIE ICHYBAHHS AIOACH, 6yAa AOCTaTHBO IIO-
TY>KHOIO, XOY i HalBHOIO, Ta HE 3a3HAAA CEPHO3HOI KPUTUKH XK AO NEPiOAY
MOSIBU NPSIMUX 3aMOBACHb (Roubal, 2018). Paxisui Ta aAMiHicTpanis pipko
MOTAH SIKOCh CYTTEBO BIAMHYTH Ha KiHIleBHI pesyabTaT. CHcTeMa pHHKO-
BHUX BIAHOCHH, 1[0 BUHHKaAA TOAL y OPMIi IIPSIMHUX 3aMOBAEHb i FOCIIPO3pa-
XYHKY, YMOXAHBAIOBAAA 3HAYHO OiAbLIy THYUKicTh y BUOOpI 3amMmoBHUKA. Lst
[PAKTHKA, IPOTe, OyAa MapPriHAABHOI i mommpuaacs yxe mcas 1986 poxy.

Kpurnyni npani aMepHKaHCBKHUX AOCAIAHHKIB AQIOTh HAM 3MOTY POSIAS-
HyTH BopHOYac $paxose apxitekrypHe cepeaouie CPCP i kpain Courabo-
py. Hiokue sanpononosano ¢popmy crucremarusaii, o 6asyeTscst He Ha BU-
AUMUX PE3YAbTATaX MiCTOIAAHYBAHHS Ta APXITEKTYPH sAK TAKMX, 2 HA 3MiHAX
Y CBITOTASIAL Ta y IPOLIECAX, TOPOAXKEHUX HOBUM PO3YMIHHSM, IO BUHUKAO
B A06y misHporo (moct)iHAycTpiasbHOrO coniaaiamy.

ject) and the role of the architect/urban designer (greater social effect of the work)
(Ellin, 1999, p. 155). The further one goes the more theoretically ambitious and
rigorous his/her activity is.

The first axis begins with the issue of Beauty/Aesthetics and develops via the inclusion
of the Popular culture, Social context, The site (contextualism/regionalism), and Certain
pasts (historicism and the search for urbanity). Quite similar points related to the “for-
mal ambitions” axis could be found in the 1980s in the USSR with the rising standards
oflife, expanding typology of functions and places in the city, deep historical interest on
behalf of the educated professionals, research of the context, and urban morphology also
being ubiquitous at that time. The general issues of historical turn (Kozlov, 2001), new
developments in the arts (Cubbin, 2016), and sociology (Alekseyeva, 2019). (Fig. 0.1)

The second axis in the Nan Ellin system presents the development of the role from
being an artist(businessperson) to the facilitator, activist, and, finally, social engineer.

Here, it can be argued that architect's role in socialist countries has rarely changed that
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Iponist i cMMBOAIBM CTaAM KAIOYOBHMH €AE€MEHTAMH apPXiTEKTYpPHOI
moBH noctmoaepHismy. B CPCP aesiki apxiTeKTOpH IOrOAXYBaAHCH, 11O
Y MICTi € Miclle AASI AIOAUHH Ta i HEAOCKOHAAOCTI, a TAKOX 11 TBOPYMUX IO-
Tpe6. Lli iaei Habyan ¢popmu «rymanisanii» (a6o mepeocMucaeHHs) coi-
AABPHOTO KOHTEKCTY: BUKOPUCTAHHS MaTE€PiaAiB KPaIlol AKOCTi, TAAHYBaHHs
IPOCTOPY MEHIIUX MacmrTabis, BHUPAa3HUX AETAAEH, a TAKOX NPOrpaMH 06-
AAIITYBaHHS ny6Aqu1/1x IPOCTOPIB, sAKi 6 320X04YyBaAH pi3HOMaHITHI popmu
B3aeMoail Mixk aropabmu. [T]o caip 6yAYBaTI/I OKPiM 3aA0BOAEHHSI IIEPIIOYEPTO-
BUX HOTpe6? MosxAuBO, IaxoBUN KAy6? Yu aabTaHKY 3 FApHUM KPa€BHAOM?
Yu apxiTekTypHY BidyaAbHY FOAOBOAOMKY, SIKa nepeA6a‘{a€, IO PO3rapAyBaTH
i1 6yAe ocBiueHUI rasipad? [HIIUMU cAOBaMH, apXITEKTOP 5K HO6OPHI/IK MO-
AEPHICTCBKOI €CTETUKH i MPAaBUABHOCTI MOCTYNUBCSA MICLIEM HpOCl)CCiOHaAy,
SIKUI BPaXOByBaB 6araTorpaHHy MHOXKUHY COLIaABHUX KOHTEKCTIB IIPH IIPO-
exryBaHHI. Ta Ij¢ PiAKO BIIAMBAAO Ha KIiHIICBUI PE3yABTAT, OCKIABKU 6yAi—
BEAbHA IPOMHUCAOBICTD BCE 1€ AOMIHYBaAA.

Perionaaisanis Micpkoro nmaanyBanHs i apxitekrypuy 1970-xi 1980-x
AAAQ 3MOT'Y MiCLIEBUM IPOEKTHUM OPraHi3allisM BiAirpaTH KAIOYOBY POAb
y 3a6ya0Bi Beaukux i Maaux mict no Bcbomy CPCP. Xoua npsimoi Bumof
IMOAITUYHOI BOAI Ha Iie He 6on, iCHYBaAO MParHeHHs CTBOPIOBATH ambiTHI
IPOEKTH 3 MiCLEeBOK crenudikoro, Aki 6 BiaOMBaAM MeBHi MicrieBi TpapHu-
1il Ta MAXOAH, 2 HE BIATBOPIOBATU rabAoHHI BEPCil Mi3BHHOTO MOAEPHI3MY,
orpumani 3 Mocku. YcBiaoMaeHH crieridiky IEBHOTO MICLISI 3pOCTAAO, SIK
1 PO3yMiHHSI TOTO, 110 IPUBHECEH] 330BHI PillIEHHS HE 3abe3meyaTh BUCOKOI
SIKOCTI MICIIEBOTO IIPOEKTY. TepMiH «CepeAOBHIIHUI MAXIA» ITOIIHPUBCS
3aBASIKM KPallOMy PO3YMIHHIO I€PEBAr CHiBiCHYBaHHA CTApOro i HOBOrO

much. In most cases, architects were employed directly by the state, working within a
highly hierarchical system with very limited access to the client and even more limited
to the user. Their relations with the state were stringent and subordinate, yet, the system
of the late socialism became complex enough to find new solutions for the problem with
the heterarchies (Peters, 2016). The decision-making became distributed and blurred
issue. Especially after the fading enthusiasm of Khrushchev-era reformism, when most of
the “new progressive communists” either left the system, were replaced by more bureau-
cratically-minded people, or agreed with the rules of the game of developed socialism.
The idea of architect shaping human habitat was both strong and naive up until the
emergence of direct commissions (Roubal, 2018). Rarely, however, professionals and
administrators could exert considerable influence over the final result. The system of
emerging market relations in the form of direct commissions and khozraschyot (cost
accounting) allowed for much greater flexibility in the choice of the client. Though, this

was a marginal practice and happened only after 1986.
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B TKaHHHI MicTa. HoBoI0 HOpMOIO, SIKIIO HE IMIIEPAaTHBOM, CTAAO HArOAO-
IICHHS HA POAI CTapUX/iCTOPHYHUX OYAIBEAD LIASIXOM CTBOPEHHS Cy4aCHOTO
«(pOHy>» HABKOAO HHX i HAAQHHS IM HOBUX QYHKIIM.

Te, ax icTOpisi BIAMBA€E Ha MiCTO, CYCIiABCTBO abo MiCbKY KyABTYPY i CTa€
(1)aKTop0M, 110 HOro BPaxOBYIOTh Y MiCbKOMY IAQHYBaHHI Ta apXiTEKTYpi,
CTAAO LIEHTPAABHUM MUTAHH;IM HAyKOBHX NPOEKTIB. MO)kHa cTBepAXYBaTH,
0 30iABLICHHS 9aCOBOI AMCTAHL{I Bip AOKOpiHHOTO mepeaomy 1955 poky
AAAO MOXKAUBICTD OiABII YBa)KHO I KPUTHYHO MEPEOCMUCAUTU HEAABHE MU-
ayae. B CPCP 1970-1i 6yan 9acoM OCHACHHS pyXy 32 30€pe>KEHHs MiChKOI
ICTOPUYHOI CrTaAIMHY, 0COOAUBO B MICTax i3 AOBro icropie. Y cepeau-
Hi 1970-X po3BUHYAMCS METOAOAOTII AOCAIAXKEHHS, aHAAI3y Ta pecTaBpartii
6y,A,iBCAb, ACCATUAITTAMHU BIAKMHYTHX aPXITEKTOPaMHU Ta MiCLIEBOIO BAAAOIO.
Hamapysanus piBHIB MiCPKOTO IAQHYBaHHS, HACAMIIEPEA B ICTOPUYHHX pa-
fioHax, Aast 1970-x He 6yA0 BUHATKOBUM BHITAAKOM. BipTOAI KepiBHI opranu
Ha YOAi PiSHHX €ACMEHTIB CHCTEMM MiCHKOTO NAAHYBaHHS (€KOHOMIYHOTO,
ICTOPUYHOTO, IIPOCTOPOBOTO, COLIiaABHOTO) AOAYYAAHCS AO IMPOLECY MPOEK-
TyBaHHs. Y T€HEPAABHOMY IIAQHI BPaxXOBYBaAH crieudiky CTaporo LeHTPY
MiCTa, IJO AAAO 3MOTY 3aIIPOBAAUTH HOBHI PEXKUM HOr0 GYHKIIIOHYBAHHSL.

Piske 36iApLICHHS MiCHKOTO HACEACHHS Ta YaCTKU OCBiYeHHX Ipodeci-
OHAAIB NEPEBU3HAYHAO MOHATTS « ny6Ai1<n micta». Ha IIPOTUBAry AIOASM,
SIKi TIOTEpIIAAM Bia HecTadi )KMTAA Ha 1M04aTKy 1960-X, moKoAiHHS, mo Hapo-
AMAUCS TCASL BIiHY, MaAM GiAbII PpisHOMaHITHI HOTP€6H Ta COLIOKYABTYPHi
inTepecu. IpoMasceKicTh yxe He crpuiiMaAa apxXiTeKTypHi iael MOBYKH, a de-
pes npodeciiiHi 00’ eAHAHHS BUCAOBAIOBAAA CBOIO AYMKY Hasaraa, 0CobAHBO
B [IMTAHHAX, 1O CTOCYBasUCA icropii micta. PosBiaxu icTopukis Ta apxiTex-

This critical perspective from the US prompts a look at the professional scene in the
USSR and the Socialist Bloc. And here, a form of systematization, based not on the visi-
ble results of planning and design per se but on the changes of the mindset and processes
originating from a new consciousness in a late (post)industrial socialism is offered.

Irony and symbolism became the key aspects of postmodern architectural language. In
the USSR, some architects agreed that there is space for ahuman being and their imperfection
as well as their creative needs. It took on a form of “humanization” (or reconsideration of the
social context): the use of better materials, smaller urban scales, vivid details, and programs
of public spaces that incentivize various forms of human interaction. What must be there
besides the primary living necessities? Perhaps, a chess club? Or a gazebo with a view? Or an
architectural visual puzzle that presupposes an educated viewer? In other words, an architect
as a proponent of modernistic aesthetics and purity gave way to the professional who became
aware of more multi-faceted social contexts of the projects. However, rarely that did influence

the final result since the long-lasting dominance of the construction industry was still in place.
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TOPIB IJOAO HIOAHCIB COIIAABHUX IPAKTUK CIIOHYKAAU AO MEPEOCMHUCAEHHS
pizHux Cr1ocobiB XKUTTs, He KKy4IH BXE IIPO ACAAAIL 6iAbH.Iy KIABKICTD COIIi-
AABHHUX AOCAIAYKEHD (;nci, MPOTE, BCE 1€ MEPEBAXKHO 06MC>KYB3.AI/IC5I TeMaMH
SKUTAQ 1 npaui). Ao auckycii npo MaﬁGyTHQ MiCBKHX NPOCTOPIB AOAYIHAOCS
4UMaAO PaxiBLiB: APXCOAOTIB, ICTOPUKIB, COLIIOAOTB i MUTLB, sIKi IpOCyBaAU
KOHKPETHI PillleHHSI, TUCAAU KPUTHUYHI OTASIAM YU BUCTYIIAAU 3 KOMEHTAPSAMU
Ha IPOMAACHKHX 300pax.

3pemrroro, AcsIKi MAAHYBAABHHKH 3 ICYBAAH, LIO MiCTO He € aHi CHCTEMOIO,
aHi «ACPEBOIOAIOHOIO0 iepapXi€ro>, a € IAICHICTIO — YMMOC, IIJ0 IOEAHAHE
CIIIABHOI0 KOHIICNITYAABHOIO ONTHUKOI0, CKOHOMIYHHMH 3B SI3KAMH Ta iCTO-
pHYHHMH YMOBaMH. 3 610TeXHIYHUX yromiit 1960-x ¢paxiBui sacBoiau, o He
BCE MOXKHA 3aIIPOTPAMyBATH, KOHTPOAIOBATH, He BCiM MOXKHA yrpaBasita. Ppa-
TMEHTAL]is MiCTa BIATIOBIAHO AO HOTO ITOAIAY Ha )KHUTAOBI MacHBH/MiKpOpaloHH
BHKAHKaAd HEBAOBOACHHSL. [ J0CTyIIOBO MicTO cTaBaAO He TaK IIPOAYKTOM «CO-
LHAAICTHIHOrO yp6aHi3My» (Ae BCE HAAABAAOCS AO 3MiH BIAIIOBIAHO AO BCTa-
HOBAEHHX AEPKaBOIO 11iAe), K 3HAYHO GiABII BUTOHYEHOIO i CKAAAHOIO Mepe-
KEIO CIIOTaAiB, IPAKTUK 1 MOPQOAOTil, ACSIKI 3 AKHUX MOXKHA 6on ITOKPAIUTH,
6iabuticTs — 30eperT, a Aue Aesiki — BuayuuTy. HasiTs y 3a0yA0Bi okoAuLb
noMiTHUI OyB mowmyk 6esnepepBHOI ypOaHICTHYHOI TATAOCTI: apXiTEKTOPH Ha-
MAaraAHCs IPOBECTH 3B SI3KM Ta [1OB s3aTH HOB1 paitoHU MicTa 3 HOTO LIEHTPOM.

YACTHHA II. KUIB ITICAA COLIAAICTUYHOTIO MOAEP-
HISMY. KOHKYPCHU ITIPOEKTHU

biabimicTs i3 3a3HaYEHHX CBITOIASIAHHX 3MiH MO>XKHA IIPOCAIAKYBATH B apXiTek-
TYPHHUX KOHKYpPCaX Ta Bi3lOHEPCHKHX apXiTeKTypHHUX mpoekTax 1970-x11980-x.

Regionalization of the planning and architecture work during the 1970s and 1980s
allowed for local offices to play a major role in the development of the towns and cities across
the USSR. The lack of direct political power was compensated by the inclination towards cre-
ating ambitious and locally imbued projects reflecting specific traditions and approaches rather
than the generic Moscow-based version of late modernism. The awareness of “site-specificity”
increased, and the understanding that imported solutions do not provide the quality of the
project progressed. The term “sredovoi podhod” gained widespread circulation with a better
understanding of the advantages of the coexistence of the old and new in the urban fabric. The
underlining of the role of the old/historic building via the creation of a contemporary “back-
ground” and introducing the new functions became a new norm, if not an imperative.

The way history influences the city, society, or urban culture and makes a difference
for planning and architecture became a center of several research projects. It can be
argued that growing distance to the radical rupture in 1955 allowed “us” to reconsider

the recent past more attentively and critically. In the USSR, the 1970s was the time of
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Mu BI/I6paAI/I AASL AETAABHOTO POSTASIAY TPH IPOEKTH, AKi MAIOTh TaKi CIiAbHI
3acapHMYI iAel:

— Bi3iOHEpChKE 6aueHHSI TOTO, SIK TOAOAATH TUII30BaHY i CIPOIIEHY AOTIKY

macosoro CoriaaicTuaHOTO MerpHisMy;
— 0OpaHHs MiCHKOTO KBapTaAy 0a30BUM €ACMEHTOM, IO BUSHAYAE IIAAHY-
BaAbHY Ta apXiTEKTYpPHY HEPCIIEKTUBY IPOEKTY;

— CydYacHe MEePENpOYUTAHHS 30YAOBAHOIO CEPEAOBHUIIIA Ta IEPEOCMUCACH-
HS1 ACSIKHX 3 YCTAACHHUX ITIAXOAIB AO IPOCTOPOBUX GOPM;

— npodeciiiHe BUBHAHHS Ta AOBIOCTPOKOBHI BIIAMB Ha AUCKYPC 1 iAXOAH
AO 320yA0BH;

— iTepaTUBHUI Ta 6araTocTapifHUH MPOLIEC, IKUI OXOIAIOE KiAbKA POKIB,
SIKII[O HE ACCSITUAITTSL.

Viepure micast ny6Aquoro 3acypskeHHs XPYIIOBUM HAAMIPHUX €ACMCEHTIB
apxirexrypu (mocranosa «IIpo ycyHeHHs HaAMipHOCTEH y IPOEKTYBaHHi i
OyaiBHHLTBI» 1955 pOKy), MICTONAQHYBAABHUKY OyAn OILifHO 3MylIeH]
6paT1/1 AO YBaru iCTOpUYHYy LiHHICTh MIEBHUX PAaHOHIB Ta Michbki MOPOAOTiL
I i pospisHeHi i1 HEBAOBOAECHI TOAOCH 3BYYaAHU TEIlEp HE 3TOPH, a 3 pode-
CIHHHX CIIABHOT i IHpoKoro 3araay. PasoM i3 mommesHUM CBATKYBaHHIM
1500-piuus Kuesa yce 1je cTaAo CIpUATAMBUM IPYHTOM AAS ApXIiTEKTYPHHX
KOHKYPCIB, SIKi MAAM Ha METIi NEPEBUHANACHHS 06pa3y MicTa Ta NPUBHECEH-
Hs cydacHUX QyHKLIH y MicTo KiHust XX cToAiTTs. 3arasom apMiHicTpanis
micra i Aepx0Oya opranisyBaau monap 20 KOHKypciB pisHoro macurra®y
1 CKAAAHOCTI, HE BPaXOBYIOUH BY)KYMX KOHKYPCIiB, SIKi IPOBOAUAU B MeXax
npoekTHUX iHCTUTYTIB. [ToAaHi HIDKYE KefiCH AQIOTD YSIBACHHS PO BCEIPO-
HUKHY BEPTUKAADb IIPOEKTYBAHHA Ta NPUHHATTS PillleHb, AKa, XOY i 3aAUIIa-

the rise of the urban heritage movement, especially in historic cities. The 1970s saw the
development of methodologies of exploring, analyzing, and restoring buildings neglected
by architects and administrators for decades. The layering of planning, foremost in the
historic areas, was not an issue before the late 1970s. Since then, different bodies governing
various aspects of the planning system (economic, historical, spatial, social) have had a say
in the design process. The General plan became sensitive to the specificities of the old city
core allowing for a different functioning regime in the area.

A dramatic increase in the urban population and the growth of educated profession-
als redefined the issue of the “city public.” In place of people in a dire need of housing,
there came a new generation of citizens whose sociocultural needs and interests became
increasingly diverse. The public no longer was a silent recipient of the architectural ideas,
but through professional associations, had a voice in the discussion, especially on the issues
of city history. Inquiries of the historians and architects in the nuances of social practices

led to reconsidering the manifold ways of living, not to mention the increasing amount of
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AACh MiA HATASIAOM BHU3HAYEHHUX EKCIIEPTIB, BCE XK MPUITYCKAAA MOXKAUBICTD
iCHYBaHHSI aABTEPHATUBHUX AYMOK, IHKOAH — IPOMAACHKHX OOrOBOPEHb.

VY uiit 4acTHHI AOCAIAXKEHHS, 3aAy4alO4M Pi3HI ACIIEKTH MPOAYKYBaHHS
MICBKOTO IPOCTOPY (npouecn, HOpMH, iA€i, apXiTeKTypHi HiAXOAH), 6on
3pobaeHO cripoby mpoiArCcTpyBaTH HOBUIL croci6 MucauTn Micro micast Co-
uiasicruyroro MoaepHismy.

Byauni Auronosuya i MaseBuya, 1972-1988

Texniuna ingopmayis

Tun: xonxypc, ITAIT i mopasbie po3pobacHHsI, yacTKOBA peaAisaryis.

Poxu nposepenns: 1972, 1974, 1975-1990-ti.

3amosuuxu: Aepx0ys YPCP, Criaka apxitexropis.

PiBens: kuiBchKuUii.

Odiniitna Hassa: «Konkypc i3 3a6yaoBu paiiony Byauups YepBoHoapmiii-
coka — Joppkoro — Boxenka» («Konkypc Ha sacTpoiiky paiiona yaun
Kpacuoapmeiickas — [oppkoro — Boxenko» ).

¥ noBoennomy Kuesi BisuTiBkoI0 cTaAiHCBHKOI apXiTeKTypH cTaB Xpela-
THK, SIKHH ACCSATHAITTAMHU BBa>KAAH HaHOIABII YCHITHUM apXiTeKTyPHUM
aHcaMbAeM MichKOI Byauri. IIpuaeray ao Xpemaruka yacTuHy MicTa, siKa
TOAl Maaa Ha3By Bya. YepBoHoapmiiichka (Tenep — Beanka Bacuabkiscpka)
3aAYMYBAAU SIK IIPOAOBXCHHS IIPEACTABHHI[BKOIO MICHKOTO aHCaMOAO;
YTiM, IPOEKT 6on 3aBEPIIECHO TIABKU AO IepexpecTs i3 Bya. CakcaraHcpko-
ro. Y miBACHHO-CXiAHIN 9acTUHI L€l AIASHKY roai 6on TOBOPHUTH IIPO SIKECh
uiaicHe naanyBanHsa. HatoMicTs BoHa mocTaBasa sIK ByAHIIS 3 OKPEMHMHU
OYAIBASIMU, 11O CIIPUYHHSIAO po30DKHOCTI B MaciuTabi, 6esaap B oprauisanii

sociological research (that, however, remained restricted mainly to the topics of housing
and labor). Various experts joined the discussion about the future of the urban spaces:
archeologists, historians, sociologists, and artists could argue in favor of some specific solu-
tions, write critical reviews or come up with their comments in public meetings.

The city is not a system, nor a tree, but a wholeness — something united by concep-
tual lenses, economic relations, historical conditions. From the bio-techno utopias of the
1960s, professionals learned that not everything could be programmed, controlled, and man-
aged. Fragmentation of the city by districts/micro-districts approach led to dissatisfaction.
Progressively, the city became less a product of “socialist urbanity” (where everything can
be re-done to the purposes of the state), but a much subtler and complex web of memories,
practices, and morphologies, where some could be amended, most will be retained, and only
a handful expelled. Even in the new construction in the outskirts, there was a search for a
continuous urbanity: architects tried to make links and relate newly created urban areas to

the city core.
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npocTopiB Ta Opak cuHTeTHYHMX/00’eAHyBaabHUX PyHKuiA. Ha aApyromy
kinyi Yepsonoapmiiicekoi 6yaa naoma Asepxuncekoro (tenep — Anbia-
CBKa), TAKOX IIPOAYKT MiCTOITAAHYBAABHHX ITiAx0AiB 1960-x.

Taxa HerpocTa cuTyauis i moraHe IPOCTOPOBE IAAHYBAHHS CIIOHYKAAH apXi-
TEKTOPIB, FOAOBapxiTeKTypyi CniAKy ApXIiTEKTOPIB IIyKaTH HOBE, IliAiCHE 6aueH-
Hs1 11bOro paiiony. Maticreprst KuiBnpoexty N° 5 pospo6raa AAst i€l Aot >kut-
A0Bi GyauHKH, HOBi 6yaiBai Aast apxiBy KAB ta VepHAIHTI (1971, apxirexropu
®aopian FOp'es i Acs Hosikos). Cropyay YkpHAIHTI, sixa Harapysasa HAO,
JKAPTIBAUBO HasMBaAU <« lapiakoro». ¥ nentpi » pationy 3sBuamcst ITanan
«Ykpaina» (ykpaiHcpkuii aHaAor MockoBcbkoro [ Taarty 3'isiB) i kputuit Boao-
AMMUPCBKUI PHHOK, A€ SIK IIEPEKPUTTS OYAO 3aCTOCOBAHO XOPCTKY BUCSMY 3aAi-
306eTOHHY 060AOHKY, 1110 CTBOpHAA BUpasHy ¢popmy criopyau (ia. 1.1, 1.2, 1.3).

VYeTaseHHM PaASHCBKEM CTPATETrisAM MiCBKOTO ITAAHYBAHHSA KHAAAH BUKAHK
HE AHILE COLIIOEKOHOMIYHI 3MiHM, a I 3araAbHa CIIPSIMOBAHICTh APXiTEKTYpH,
sIKa BIAXOAHMAQ Bip MiKpopailoHHOTO maaHyBanHs. Y 1967 poui 6yao sarsep-
axero Tennaan Kuesa, ae tepuropito Hooi 3a6ypoBu Oya0 BU3HAYECHO SIK
30HY PEKOHCTPYKLii i HOBOrO XXHTAOBOrO OyaiBHuLTBA. A Bxe y 1972 poui
y Kuesi 6ya0 oroaoueno KoHKypc Ha pO3pOOACHHS IPOEKTY 3a0YAOBH PaiioHy,
SIKUH 01 OyB 6iAbLI CrIIBMIPHUIA 13 TOTpeOaMU AIOAUHH 1 BIIUCYBABCS B MIChKE
cepeposuie. Meroio 6yB MOUIYK HOBUX IMAXOAIB AO 3a6yAOBI/I «IEHTPAABHOL
nepudepii» micra — micreBocti Hosa 3abyaosa. Leit mpoexr OyB yHikaabHuiT
sK 3a Macurabom, Tax i 3a popmoro. Oaekcanpp 3opin i Bikrop Posenbepr —
MOAOA] ApXITEKTOPH, SIKi TPALIIOBAAY B TAHAEMI, — BUPIIIUAU BiAMOBUTHCH Bip
BIABHOTO pO3TallyBaHHs 6YAiBCAI) 1 3HAMIIAY YHIKAABHUI croci6 IHTErpyBaTH
BHCOTHE )KUTAO y PO3MAITTS yp6aHiCTI/I‘IHI/IX Mopdoaoriii riporo paitony. I Ipoexr

PART 2. AFTER SOCIALIST MODERNISM IN KYIV.
COMPETITIONS AND PROJECTS.
Most of the outlined above changes in the mindset can be traced back to the competi-
tions and visionary architectural projects of the late 1970s and 1980s. We have chosen
three projects that became part of the detailed research that share several general ideas:
— visionary solutions overcoming typified and stripped logic of mass socialist modernity,
— using urban block as a basic element that allows for planning and architectural
perspectives on the project,
— contemporary re-reading of the built environment and reconsidering some of the
established approaches to the spatial forms,
— professional recognition and a long-lasting impact on the discourse/approach to
development,
— iterative/competitive and multi-stage design process spanning over several years/ if

not a decade.
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oxonaoBas moHaA 130 rexrapis, 20 micpkux kBapTaais i 200 THCAY KBaApaTHHX

METPIB )KUTAOBUX, KOMEPLIIMHUX i TEXHIYHUX IPUMILIEHbD.

Texniune 3a60anns

Konxypc nepepbadas po3poOACHHS KOMIIACKCHOTO IAQHY YaCTHHU MICTa —
OYAIBHHLITBO HOBOTO JKHTAQ, TPOMAACBKUX CIIOPYA, OOAAIITYBAaHHS MOOIABHOCTI
Ta pekpeaniiinux npocropis. Houit cuayer micta MaB porasiaaTucs is BaroHis
norsry «KuiB—Mocksa» i OyB 4aCTHHOI IPOEKTHOTO 3aBAAHHS. Y KOPOTKOMY
OIUCI KOHKYPCY 6on 3a3HAYEHO IPO HeOOXiAHICTD CUHXPOHI3yBaTU IPOEKT
i3 6yAiBH1/1uTBOM HOBMX CTaHIIi# METPO (;uci 3aBEPILIHMAU XK Y CEPEAUHI 1980x).

For the first time since Khrushchev’s denouncement of architectural excessiveness/On
the Elimination of Excesses in 1955, planners were once again officially constrained by the
need to take into account the historical value of certain neighborhoods and urban morphol-
ogies. It was no longer coming from the state but differing and discontented voices from the
society and professional sphere. Combined with the pompous celebration of the 1500 years
of Kyiv, it created fertile ground for the competitions aimed at the reinvention of the city
image and bringing in contemporary functions to the city at the end of the 20th century.
Altogether, the municipality and the Derzbud organized more than 20 competitions of
various scales and complexity, not to mention those held inside the design institutes. The
cases chosen below represent the ubiquitous top-down planning and expert-driven deci-
sion-making but, nevertheless, allow for differing expertise and occasional public debate.

Drawing on different aspects of the production of urban space: processes, norms,
ideas, architectural approaches, this part aims to showcase a new way of thinking about

the city after “Socialist Modernism.”

In. 1.1

Kpaesup na Hosy
3abysosy B 1970-x
(ororpad

HeBiAOMHI)

Fig. 1.1

View of the Nova
Zabudova area in the
1970s. Unknown
photographer
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In. 1.2

ApxiTexTopka
Cerenis Mapun-
YEHKO CITIAKYEThCS

3 mapTiHuMu
KepiBHUKAMMU MiA
vac GyAiBHHLITBA
IMasany «Ykpaina»,
1968 pik (pororpad

HeBiAOMUit)

Fig. 1.2

Architect Yevhenia
Marynchenko explains
the progress of the project
to the party officials
during the construction
of the Palace of Ukraine,
1968. Unknown
photographer
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3aKpHUTHI KOHKYPC BiA6YBC}I Mk npoexTHUMH opraHizanismu Ku-
eBa. byan A0AaTKOBI BUMOIM AASL YYACHHKIB: OKPIM 3BUYHOI ITOSICHIO-
BAaABHOI 3aIIMCKHU TA FE€HIIAAHY PalioOHY, Tpe6a 6on MOAATH Bi3yaaisamii
BUAOBUX IIEPCIEKTUB i3 PI3HUX OTASIAOBUX TOYOK, ACTAAbHI €CKi3H XKHUT-
AOBHX CTPYKTYP, CXEM TPAHCIOPTY, 0OCAYTOBYUX CTPYKTYP i ACTAABHUI
BCAMKOMAcCIITAOHMI MakeT KBapraay. Takuil Beankuil Habip Mmarepia-
AIB CBIAYMB IIPO BUCOKMH PiBEHb MIATOTOBKU KOHKYPCY i AaBaB 3MOTy
y HPOEKTI 36aAaHCYBaTI/I I IPOTUCTABUTU APXITEKTYPHUH i MICTOMAAHY-
BAaABHMI MacIITabu.

Antonovycha 1972-1988

TYPE Competition, Detailed plan, partial realization

YEARS 1972, 1974, 1975-1990s

CLIENT Aerzbud UkrSSR, Union of architects

LEVEL Local/ Kyiv city

OFFICIAL NAME Konxypc Ha sactpoiiky paitona yaun Kpacnoapmeiickas —
Topskoro — Boxenko

In post-war Kyiv, Khreschatyk avenue became the highlight of Stalinist architecture
and endured as the most successful urban street ensemble for decades. The adjacent part
Velyka

Vasylkivska), was conceived as a continuation of the representative urban ensemble; how-

to Khreschatyk, then called Chervonoarmiiska street (Red Army street, today

ever, the project was completed only up to the intersection with Saksahanskoho street. To its
southeast, the area had almost nothing to do with comprehensive planning or street design.

Rather it appeared as the construction of isolated buildings that led to heterogeneous scales,
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lack of spatial order and synthetic functions. At its far side, there was Dzerhynskoho square
(now Lybidska square) which was also a product of the planning approaches of the 1960s.

Such a disturbing situation and poor spatial planning made city architects and admin-
istrators and the Union of architects look for a new comprehensive vision for the district.
Studio #5 of Kievproekt Design Institute has devised housing blocks for the site, with
anew KGB archive building and the Institute for Information (1971, Florian Yuriev and
Lev Novikov architects.) The part of the Institute for Information building resembles
the UFO, so the building was nicknamed Tarilka (Saucer). In the center of the district,
however, impressive new buildings appeared as well: Palace “Ukraina”/Ukraine (analog
to the Palace of Congresses, Moscow) and Volodymyrskyi agricultural market building
with a structurally sound roof and spacious area inside. (Fig. 1.1, 1.2, 1.3)

Not only were socioeconomic changes challenging the established Soviet urban planning
strategies, but architectural trends were also leaning away from the micro-district planning

pattern. In 1972, a competition to develop a housing project that better appealed to the human

In. 1.3

Boaoanmupcekuit
PHHOK, KpaeBHA i3
BYA. AHTOHOBHYA,
1970-1i poku
(ororpad

HeBipoMuil)

Fig. 1.3

Volodymyrskyi

market, view from the
Antonovycha St., 1970s.
Unknown photographer



128

ONEKCAHJIP AHICIMOB

3Ba)kaloud Ha BUCOKHIH piBEeHb IIyMY i 3a6py,A,HeHH;1 MOBITPs Bip Mari-
CTPaAbHMX IIASIXiB, apPXiTEKTOPHU PO3TAINYBAAU JKUTAO IMOAAAI Bip ByAHIIb
irpynyBasu 6yAI/IHKI/I Y BUCOTHI CTPYKTYpPH, 06 AOCATTH HEOOXiAHOT I]iAD-
HOCTi HaceAeHHs (A0 15 THCSY HOBUX MENIKAHINIB) i 3a0€3MEYUTH AOCTATHIO
KiABKICTb 3€ACHHUX 30H y IIEPEPAXYHKY HA AIOAMHY.

Sazarvri nosuyii 3a260K y KOHKYPCL

MoaepHicTcpka NMPOEKTHA AOTIKA YYACHHKIB KOHKYPCY IOASITasa Iepe-
AYCIM Y PO3BEAECHHI MiCIlb IPUKAAAAHHS Mpalli i IPOXXUBAHHS, Y CTBOPEHHI
CIIEL[iaABHOTO, BUILOTO PiBHS AAS MIIIOXIAHMX CTEXOK i TaK CAMO BIAMEXO-
BaHUX aBTOMaricTpaseil. BucoTHicTs p03p06AeH1/1x AKIIEHTHUX KOMITIO3U-
LIHHUX 00’eKTIB MOAEKYAU csiraaa 35 mosepxiB. Piuky Aubipb He BBaskasu
BOKAMBHUM CTPYKTYPHUM E€AEMEHTOM PAaHOHY, i B TEXHIYHOMY 3aBAAHHI 1if
HE 6on MIPUAIAECHO 0co0AUBOI ysaru. Ha 1 mici, BIATTOBIAHO AO reHIAaHy
MiCTa, MaAH 3BECTU HOBY 00’13HY Aopory. [HIIO0 MOAEPHICTCHKOK PHCOIO
3aBAAQHHS OYAO AOCTaTHBO BIABEpPTE IrHOPYBAaHHS CTAPOIO SKUTAOBOTO $OH-
AY; K 1 B YCIX IHIITMX MTPOEKTAX, CAip 6on 3aAMIIATH TIABKH IOBOEHHY 3a6y—
AOBY, a PEIUTy — 3HOCUTH 3aAASl HOBOTO OYAIBHMIITBA 200 00AAIITYBaHHS
3E€ACHHUX 30H.

AIIIPOMICTO

Apxitextopu: . Mesenyes, O. Pamomopt, H. Illkopenxo, IO. Me-
asaunkuit, T. Inocosa, IT. Kyumapenxo, B. Kaimos, b. Kan, O. Pakosa,
T. lryas6epr (ia. 1.4, 1.4.1, 1.4.2, 1.4.3).

Koaextus AITTPOMICTO npeacraBuB HapA3BUYAHHO e$EKTHY IPOIO-
3UIIII0, 11O nepeAGaqua CTBOPEHHA 6araTopiBHean MHIIIOXIAHUX 1 ABTOMO-

scale and fitted the urban environment was organized in Kyiv. The focus was to find a new
approach to construction in the “central periphery” of the city, the area called Nova Zabudova/
New Development. Such a project was unique both in terms of scale and form. A young archi-
tectural duo (Aleksandr Zorin and Viktor Rozenberg) rejected the free-planning approach
and found a unique way of integrating new high-rise housing in a neighborhood with diverse
urban morphologies. The project encompassed more than 130 hectares, 20 urban blocks, and
200000 square meters of housing, commercial and technical structures.

In 1967 the new General Plan was approved, and the area of Nova Zabudova was
designated the area for reconstruction and new housing development. In 1972 the
competition for the reconstruction project of Horkoho-Bozhenka streets (nowadays
Antonovycha and Malevycha str.) was launched.

Terms of Reference

The competition had an aim to provide a comprehensive plan for the city area —

housing, new public buildings, transportation, and recreational areas. The new silhou-
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6iAbHUX IIPOMCHAAIB i IIPOI3AIB, SIKi MAAH 3'€AHYBATH >KUTAOBI, KOMEPLHHI
a6o KYABTYPHI 30HH i pos’eAHyBaTI/I pyx aBTOMOOGiAIB 1 MIIIOXOAIB.

BukopucTaHHs AOCSATHEHb IIPUPOAHUYHX | KOMIT IOTEPHHUX HAYK, 30KpEMa
Teopiil cucreM, Gioaorii Ta KiGepHETHKH, OYAO IOMYASPHHM CEpeA MAAHY-
BaAbHUKIB Y 1960-1970-1i. Ha ia. 1.4.1 6auumo sickpaBuil npukaas 06’ea-
HAHHS MICBKOI i «IIPUPOAHOI» CHUCTEMM SIK I[IAICHOTO aHTPOIOAOTIYHOTrO
i exoaoriyHOro MapuIpyTy 3 AiBoro 6epera yepes Xpemaruk y 6ix Toaociesa.
Hesipomo, uu sHaau aBropu, mo Kasumup MaaeBud »xuB Ha oAHiil i3 npo-
€KTOBAHUX BYAHLIb (ToAimH;I Bosxenka), ase cBoi iaei BoHH 06rpyHTOByBaAn
i 3a AOITOMOTOIO BIACHAQHBb AO MHCTEIITBA, 30KPEMa ABAHTAPAY.

LlixaBoro, HaIIpUKAaA, € MOsBA (y 1972 poui) [POIIO3HILIH 10A0 GpopMy-
BAHHS )XUTAOBUX KOMIAEKCiB. MK TexHIYHUMHU Be>kamH i3 aidramu Ta cxo-
AAMH MAaAU PO3TAalIOBYBATH JKUTAOBI 6a0Ku Bipg 8 a0 20 nosepxis. [lonpu
NiABHILCHY BUCOTHICTD, 3araAbHa misbHicTh 3a6yaoBu (FAR) 6yaa HeBuco-
KOIO IIOPiBHSHO 13 Cy4aCHUM 6yAiBHI/ILlTBOM.

MopepHiCTChKY MPaKTHKY pOOOTH 3 OKPEeMUMH 00 €KTaMH, a He 3 MiCbKOIO
TKAHUHOIO, AY>KE BUPa3HO ACMOHCTPYeE 300paKeHHsI [IEPCIIEKTHBU 3 HOBOOYAO-
BH Ha YepBonoapwmiticekiit (auni — Beankiit Bacuavkisepkuit), 94 (ia. 1.4.3).

KuisBHAIEIT

Apxirexropu: M. Aryd, M. Ipeunna, B. ©xos, O. 3aBapos, 1. XKuakin,
C. Bainmreiin, I. FOAy6€B, B. Kanun, A. Keabmumnant, C. Aanosoros,
IO. Penin, O. Crykasos, 3. Yeuux (ia. 1.5, 1.5.1, 1.5.2).

ITpoext KuiBBHAIEIT nepeabaya koHTpacTHe pimieHHs: 30epesKeHHsI
KBApPTAABHOI CTPYKTYPU — 3aBEPIUCHHS/AOIIOBHEHHS ACAKHUX KBapTaAiB

ette was to be seen from the Kyiv-Moscow railway line and was a part of the task for
architects. The competition brief also stressed a need to integrate the upcoming metro
stations (built in the 1980s) into the project.

The competition was an invited one with the institutes from Kyiv participating but
had an extensive assignment. Except for the classical explanatory note and a plan, the
requirements included the selection of visualization of perspective views/viewpoints,
detailing of the housing structures, transportation scheme, scheme of services and
facilities distribution, and a detailed large-scale model of the district. The extended list
of requirements tested the importance of the competition and allowed the project to
balance and juxtapose the architectural and urban planning scales.

High levels of noise and air pollution expected from the main thoroughfares made
architects situate the apartment buildings afar from the roads and scale up the housing
to provide the required densities (up to 15 000 new dwellers) and secure enough green

arcas pcer person.
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In.1.4.2

AIITPOMICTO,

AQHi TIPO iABHICTH

In14 ~
AIITPOMICTO,

TPOEKT MiCBKOTO TErruTOo B Ma - 156 ra
IIAQHYBaHHSI 3a0yA0BH i mpOEKT
xkpaprany (apxis Eiaa =AU 360 Tore.ae? KHTAOBOTO
AITTPOMICTO) Kxomnaekcy (apxin
iAo R R 30 rmicaen. AITTPOMICTO)
In.1.4.1 A [y - :
e e e Ny e -« - = s 2 cpEamnm 3TAKHO © ¥ b= MoTaKen
) : . : In.14.3
AIITPOMICTO,
KomuerTyanbie t NMAAHMMPOBKM M IACTYPOR Tacu ro r e aor. A 338 2007, AIHPOMICTO’
OOTpyHTYBaHHS BLETEY I = Z i BisyaAbHa IICPCIICKTH-
MPOEKTY (apxiB Ba pakiony (apxis
AII_I%OM)I’é"lEO) T T - e e = ,A,HP_IPOI\);I(I(I;TO)

HOMEHKAATYPA OCHOBHBIX

MTXOAHOE NMOAOIKEHME

g
s

PAIDEI MO KMAOMY KOMINEKTY

TTRPYKTYIPA

PAIDEI MO UEMTPY

rmavoreaa

KOMROIMUNN y/ H

Fig. 1.4 / /
DIPROMISTO, Project "
of the urban plan for the
district, from the i

DIPROMISTO archive /

Fig. 1.0.1 / | I]

DIPROMISTO, Con-
ceptual reasoning behind
the project, from the s

DIPROMISTO archive

Fig. 1.0.2

DIPROMISTO, Data
on the densities and
typology of living blocks,
from the DIPROMIS-
TO archive

Fig.1.4.3

DIPROMISTO,
Visual perspective of the
district, from the

DIPROMISTO archive
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In.1.5

KuisB3HAIET],
dparmenT Makera
IIOAQHOTO TIPOEKTY
(oo 3 sxypHasy
«DByaiBunio
iapxitekTypa»,
apxis AHABD

im. B. T 3a6oaoTHOTO)

In.1.5.2

Kuis3HAIET],
KpaeBHA i3 ByamIii

Ha IPOMAACHKHIH
TOPTOBEABHHI IIEHTP
KBapTaAy (3 KypHaay
«DBypiBuuITBO
iapxitekTypa>,

apxis AHABB

im. B. . 3a6oaoTHoTO)

Fig. 1.5

KievZNIIEP, Fragment
of the project

proposal model, from
the Stroitelstvo i
Architekeura journal,
ZSSLoAaC archive

Fig.1.5.2

KievZNIIEP, Street view
on the sociocommercial
district center, from the

Stroitelstvo i
Architektura journal,
ZSSLoAaC archive
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In.1.5.1

Kuis3HAIEIT,
BHAOBA MEPCIIEKTHBA
TPOMAACHKOT 30HHU Ta
TPOMaACHKOTO TOP-
TOBEABHOTO LIEHTPY
KBapTaAy
(3xypHasy
«DByaiBauireo
iapxiTekTypa>,
apxis AHABB

im. B. T 3a6oaoTHoro)

Fig. 1.5.1

KievZNIIEP, Visual
perspective on the public
area and socio-com-
mercial district center,
from the Stroitelstvo i
Architektura journal,
ZSSLoAaC archive
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noBoeHHOI 3a6ya0BH (mepuMmerpasbHa 3abyAoBa, SIK Ha ByA. UepBoHOap-
miiicpkiit (cboroani Beanxa BacuabkiBcbka)) i moBHe sHeceHHs criopya Mix
Topskoro i boskenka i3 6yAIBHULITBOM BHCOTHHX BeX. [poMaacbkuii Topro-
BEABHUH LIEHTP Hap BOAOAMMUDPCHKUM PHHKOM 3i CKAAAHUMU 6araTopiBHe—
BUMU IIPOMEHAAAMU AASI MICTSIH MaB CTaTH HOBOIO aTPAKIIi€I0 I HOBUM THIIOM
pocTopy B MicTi. Sk MaAa mouyBarucs AIOAHHA y LIbOMY IIPOCTOPI 3a cepea-
upol Temneparypu —10°C B3umky i +30°C BAITKY — BiAKpHTE IHTAHHSL.

Kuienpoexm, masicmepus Ne 6

Apxirexropu: B. Cosancekuit, O. 3opin, B. Posen6epr (ia. 1.6, 1.6.1).

Liero koMaHAOK OYAO 3aIIPOIIOHOBAHO AMIE OOMEXEHE 3HECEHHs Oy-
AiBeab A0 Bya. PepopoBa i pokyc HOBOTO 6yAiBHI/1uTBa 3MIIIlEHO Ha TepU-
Topil mapaseapHUX ByauLb YepBonoapmiiicskoi i fopsxoro. Lleit mpoekr
TaKOX nepeA6aan iHQpacTpyKTypHi iHBeCTHLII Y CTOSHKH AASL ABTO Ta
coniaAbHy iIHQPACTPYKTYpPY, aAe HE Y 6araTopiBHeBi aBromaricTpaai. Bee
JKUTAO MaAO OYTH 3BEACHO 3a IPOCTUM NPUHLUIIOM KOMOIHYBaHHS CIie-
11iaABHO p03p06A€HI/IX JKMUTAOBHUX CEKIIiH i3 AIPTOBUMH IIAXTAMH 1 CXOAA-
MM — KAACHYHHI MOAepHicTchbkuil npuiioM. LlikaBum Takox Oy Hamip
3p061/1T1/1 6yAbBap Ha BCIX MariCTpaAbHUX BYAUISIX — iA€s, Yac AKOI Iie
Ma€ NpUHTH.

Posnoaia Ha kBapTaau OYB IPUKMETHOI O3HAKOI IPOEKTY, aAXKe, He-
3Ba)KAI0YU HA 3MiHY MacmTaGy i MpPOCTOPOBOI OPraHi3allii HOBUX JKUTAOBUX
CIIOpYA, BOHH 30epiraAu MPUHIMI OKPEMUX HAIIB3aKPUTHX IIPOCTOPIB,
a He BIABHO PO3TaIIOBAHMX 6yAI/IHKiB y 3eAcHiH 30HI. 3eAcHA 30HA X MaAa
HTH B3AOBX 00 13HOT Aoporu i Aunbeai Ta cTatu OCHOBHUM pexpeaniiHumM

Commeon points of the entries

Above all, the modernist approach to planning was visible in the division of the
working and living areas, elevated passages reserved only for pedestrians, and similarly
detached thoroughfares for automobiles. The height could reach 35 stories in accen-
tuated compositional elements devised by architects. Local Lybid river did not attain
much attention and was not considered an important structural element of the district.
In its place, according to the General Plan of the city, a new road had to be set. Another
modernist aspect was quite radical neglect of the old housing, as in all the projects only
afterwar urban structures had to be preserved; while the rest had to be demolished to give

way to new ones and green areas.

GIPROGRAD
Mezentsev, O. Rapoport, N. Shkodenko, Y. Melyanitsky, T. Inosova, P. Kuchmarenko,
V. Klimov, B. Katz, O. Rakova, T. Shtulberg (Fig. 1.4, 1.4.1, 1.4.2, 1.4.3)
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Kesnpoekr (Macrepckan No 6). OBumi BwA. Moo ¢ makera. Asropu npoexta—B. A. Cosancwwi, A. A. 3opuw, B. A. PosewGepr.

The Giprograd team came up with an extremely impressive proposal, which included

the creation of multi-level pedestrian promenades and car driveways, connecting residen-
tial and commercial or cultural areas, and separating the traffic of cars and pedestrians.

The use of the achievements of natural and computer sciences — systems theory, biol-
ogy, and cybernetics — was popular among planners in the 1960s and 1970s. The image
above is a vivid example of the union of the urban and “natural” systems into the holistic
anthropological and ecological route from the left-bank part of the city/Livyi Bereh/Left
Bank through Khreschatyk towards the Holosiievo area. It remains unknown whether
the authors knew that Kazimir Malevich used to live in one of the neighborhoods in the
area (back then called Bozhenka St.); nevertheless, the authors made extensive references
to art, including the avant-garde.

In particular, the appearance of the proposals for the housing complexes (in 1972)
deserves special attention. Between the technical towers with elevators and stairs, the

apartment blocks 8 to 20 stories high were to be located. Despite the increased height,

In. 1.6

Kuisnpoekr,
3aMPOTIOHOBAHMIT
TEeHEPAABHHI TAQH
paitony (3 skypHaay
«DByaiBaunTBO
iapxirexTypa>,
apxis AHABB

im. B. T. 3a6oaoTHoro)

In.1.6.1

Kuisnpoexr, maker
MPOEKTY Bi ByA. Ai-
A0BOI A0 AubipchKol
naomi (3 kypHasy
«DByaiBuniTeo
iapxirekTypa»,
apxis AHABB

im. B. T 3a6oaotHOTO)

Fig. 1.6

KIEVPROEKT,
Proposed general plan
of the district, from the
Stroitelstvo i Architek-
tura journal, ZSSLoAaC
archive

Fig. 1.6.1

KIEVPROEKT, Model
of the project — from
Dilova str. to Lybidska
square, from the Stroi-
telstvo i Architektura
journal, ZSSLoAaC
archive
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In. 1.7

Pinasbuuit
reHepaAbHMI AaH
(cxema) paitony 1983
poxy (s ocobucroro
apxiBy FOpist

[laaaupkoro)

Fig. 1.7

The final master plan
(scheme) of the district,
1983, from

the Yurii Shalatskyi
private archive

MapLIPYTOM i TEPUTOPI€I0 AAST AO3BiAASL B paiioHi. ByaiBAi 3 kyAbTYpHO-pO3-
BaXKaAbHUMH QYHKLIIMH — KiHOT€aTPH, KYABTYPHI LIeHTPH Ta BUCTABKOBI
3aAM — PO3TAIIOBYBAAMCS AKPa3 B3AOBX 11bOIO KOPHAOPY.

Lleit mpoekT mocis mepuie Micije, i aBTOpaM AOPYYHAH ITOAAABLIE PO3-
pobacunus npoexry. Ha sxaap, Oaexkcanap 3opin momep, Tak i He 3aBep-
IHMBIIK PO6OTY.

Iicas konxypcy. Poseumox npoexmy

Apxirexropu: L. Ilmapa, B. Posen6epr, 0. Hlaranpxuii, B. F0aina, O. Ta-
mapos, I Ayxouanmii, A. Hocenxo, I. Yepnsserka (ia. 1.7, 1.7.1, 1.7.2,
1.7.3,1.7.4).

VIIHUA KPACHOAPMI A

the total building density (FAR) was low compared to modern/contemporary construc-
tion.

The modernist practice of working with individual objects, and not with the city fab-
ric as a whole, is very apparent in the perspective image of the new building on Chervo-
noarmiiska street toward the church of St. Nickolas (today — Velyka Vasylkivska), 94.

KievZNIIEP

Mark Aguf, Mikhail Grechina, Valentin Yezhov, Olesandr Zavarov, 1. Zhilkin,
S. Weinstein, G. Golubev, V. Katsin, A. Kelmishnait, S. Laponogov, Y. Repin, O. Stuka-
lov, Z. Chechik (Fig. 1.5, 1.5.1, 1.5.2)

The KievZNIIEP project envisaged a contrasting solution: preservation of the block
structure - completion of some blocks in the post-war layout (perimeter construction as
on Krasnoarmeyskaya Street (today Velyka Vasylkivska)) and total demolition of the
buildings between Gorkoho and Bozhenko streets (today Antonovycha and Malevycha)

with the construction of high-rise residential towers. The Civic-Trade Center above the
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Ocnosui emanu:

1973-1974 — po3pobacHHs AeTaABHOIO IIAAHY TEPUTOPII Ta IPOEKTHUX
PO3PaxyHKiB, pOPIPOEKT i yXBAACHHS Ha MiCTOGyAiBHiﬁ paaiiy ,A,ep>K6y,A,i
YPCP;

1975-1982 — po3poOACHHS ACTAABHHX IIPOEKTIB KBAPTAAIB, TPOMaA-
chKux OypiBeab i 6aaroycrporo;

1983-1990 — BTiACHHS IPOEKTY.

AecsTb poKiB IPOEKTyBaHHS OyAH O€3IPELiCACHTHUM BHIIAAKOM: apXi-
TEKTOPH MaAH 3MOTy BCEOIMHO pO3pOOHUTH IPOEKT — BiA KOMIIACKCHOTO
IIAQHY AO YTOYHEHHA mouaﬁApiGHimux pilleHb IPOEKTHOI NMPOMO3UIIL
Im Baanocs p03p061/1T14 6iAbII peaAicTuyYHI ¥ peA€BaHTHI pillleHHS, AKi He
3aBXKAM IIOBTOPIOBAAH ITOYATKOBI 3aAyMH. [Aest TOCAIAOBHOTO BTiACHHS €AU-
HOI KoHIenuii Oyaa BiaoOpaxkeHHsM icTopil 3a0ypaoBu Xpewatuka, pospo-
OAcHHS i OYAIBHULITBO aHCAMOAIO SIKOTO TPUBAAM MOHaA 15 pokis. Mawouu
MOXAHBICT BHOCUTH 3MiHH AO IIPOEKTY, aBTOPU 3MOIAM TAMOIIE Ipompa-
LIIOBATH B3a€MOAIIO 3 AQHAIIATOM, BUAOBI EPCIEKTUBH, IIPOCTOPOBE PO3-
IAQHYBaHHSA ABOPIB. APXiTEKTOPH 3IPYIYBaAU BCi TEXHIYHI CIIOPYAU B OAHH
6A0K i CTBOPHUAM EKCIIAYaTOBAHY ITOKPiBAIO. Tax, 3eKOHOMUBIIH Miclie, BOHU
AOCSITAM Bi3yaABHOI HpI/IBa6AI/IBOCTi ABOPY i CTBOPUAM KiABKAPiBHEBY CTPYK-
TYPY AASL BIAIIOYMHKY Pi3HUX IPYI HACEACHHS B Pi3HUI Yac A06M.

3araabHa 3a6ya0Ba x04 i 6yaa chopmoBana 3 11-14-nosepxiBok, mosep-
XOBI aKIIEHTH SIKUX Ha narop6ax carasn 20 TOBEpPXiB, OAHAK YCIIIIHO iHTe-
IpyBaAacs y HasiBHE PO3IAaHyBaHHs ByAuLb. HoBuit poHT 3a6ya0BH ByAnLii
Topskoro OyB Io€AHAHHSIM ACIO OPYTaAICTCHKOI i KAACHYHOI AlHINHHOI 320y-
AoBHU. BiH cTaB pesyAbTaToM yBa)KHOIO MOIIYKY HOBOIO <«CEPEAOBHIIHOIO

Volodymyrsky Market was to become a new attraction and a new type of space in the city
with complex multi-level promenades for the townspeople. How a person would feel in this
space at the usual winter temperature of -10 C and +30 C in summer is an open question.

Studio #6, Kievproekt

Vadym Sozansky, Oleksandr Zorin, Viktor Rosenberg (Fig. 1.6, 1.6.1)

This proposal offers only a limited demolition of buildings, and the focus of new
construction is shifted more towards the parallel streets of Chervonoarmiiska and
Horkoho. Also, the project provided for infrastructural investments in parking areas and
social infrastructure, but not in multi-level highways. All housing was to be built on the
simple principle of combining specially designed residential sections with elevator shafts

and stairs

a classic modernist technique. Also interesting was the intention to create
a boulevard on all main streets — an idea whose time is yet to come.
The allocation of blocks was a hallmark of the project because, despite the change in

scale and spatial organization of new housing, architects retained the principle of separate
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In.1.7.1

@ParMeHT

dacapy sxuTAOBOT
crpykrypu, 1983 pix
(3 ocobucroro apxisy
IOpis [1laaaupkoro)

In.1.7.2

Axconomerpis 22-ro

kBapraay, 1983 pix
(3 ocobucroro apxisy
IOpis Ilasarpkoro)

Fig. 1.7.1

A fragment of the facade
of a residential structure,
1983, from the Yurii Sha-

latskyi private archive

Fig. 1.7.2

Axonometry of the 22nd
block, 1983, from the
Yurii Shalatskyi

private archive
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In.1.7.3

Doro kBapraay N° 22
Bya. Topbkoro (Anto-
Hosuya), 1980-Ti

(3 apxiBy Oaexcanapa

Paruykosa)

In.1.7.4

Doro kBapraay N° 22,
1994 pix (3 ocobu-
croro apxisy FOpis
Ilaaarpkoro)

Fig.1.7.3

Photo of the block No.
22 from Horkoho
(Antonovycha) str.,
1980s, from the Oleksan-
dr Ranchukov archive
(by kind permission of
Klavdia Ranchukova)

Fig.1.7.4

Photo of the block No.
22,1994, from the Yurii
Shalatskyi private archive



1410  oneKcAHAP AHICIMOB

In.1.8

Maxker kBapTasy
Ne22,2021 pix
(aTop Bopuc
MepBeaes,
www.aftersocialist-
modernism.com)

Fig. 1.8

Model of the block
No. 22,2021, Borys
Medvediev

6aAchy», y SAKOMY COPUMHSATTS IIIIOXOAIB i AIOACHKMI MacmTab Ha6yBaAI/I
BaKAMBOCTI Ha PiBHI 3 CHAYETOM 3a6yAOBI/I 1 30HYBaHHAM TEPUTOPIL. O6uppa
3aBAQHHS — 00OB A3KOBO THUII3YBAaTH XUTAOBI 6y,A,iBAi # HAAATH IHAMBIAYaAb-
HUIT 00pa3 KOKHOMY KBapTaAy — OyAO BAQAO BHPIIICHO i3 3aCTOCYBaHHSM
rapMOHIMHHUX TEHAHX KOABOPIB (acapHOI MAMTKH Ta PI3HOMAHITHUX CKaTHHX
3aBEpIIEHb AAXiB 6yAI/IHKiB i BUHeceHMX GaAKOHIB. Mymo- i nuaosaxuchi
CHCTEMH BEHTHASIII, PO3TAIIOBaHi Iip BIKHAMH, CTBOPIOBAAU SCKPaBi 6iai
akieHTH Ha pacapax. Bupashicts rpyn 6y,A,iBeAb € OYCBHAHOIO 1 AAS TIIIIIOXO0AQ,

-
-
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=
=
e
-
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semi-enclosed spaces rather than freely/individually located buildings in the green areas.
The green areas, planned along the bypass road and Lybid river, were devised to become the
main recreational route and pastime area in the district. Entertainment and culture func-
tions were located just along this corridor — cinemas, cultural centers, and exhibition halls.

This project became the winning entry, and the authors got the commission. Unfor-
tunately, Oleksandr Zorin passed away before finishing the work.

Aftermath of the competition, evolution of the project

Architects: Ihor Shpara, Viktor Rosenberg, Yurii Shalatskyi, Vira Yudina, Oleksandr Tama-
rov, Heorhii Dukhovychnyi, A. Nosenko, I. Chernyavska, (Fig. 1.7,1.7.1,1.7.2,1.7.3,1.7.4)

1973-1974 — development of the Detailed plan for the territory and project calcu-
lations, design and approval at the town-planning council and in the State Construction
Committee of the Ukrainian SSR;

1975-1982 — development of detailed projects of neighborhoods, public buildings,
and landscaping;

OLEKSANDR ANISIMOV

i AASL BOALSL: SIKILO pyxaTHCst B3AOBX ByA. [oppkoro (AHTOHOBHYA) 260 Yepes
ABOPH, I[OPa3y BIAKPUBAIOTHCS HOBI TOYKH OTASIAY.

Oxpemo OyA0 3aIpOEKTOBAHO IPOMAACBKI CIIOPYAH, IK-OT Kade, Kpam-
HHUIIi, AUTSYi CAaAOYKH, BUCTAaBKOBA 3aAd. 1aKOX 6on 3aIIPOIIOHOBAHO
BiATBOpUTH 3ropiauil AiM-myseit Mapii 3anbkoBeubkoi, obpaMuBLIM
fioro 6GararomosepxiBkamu. Lleil maaH, mpote, He BAAAOCS peaAisyBaTu
AO KIHIISI, I ChOTOAHI HABKOAO Bi,A,6yAOBaHOI‘O MEMOPiaAbHOTO MY3€I0 06-
AQIITOBAHO CKBEP.

Crapunii kBapraa Xpemaruka, 1982-1985

Texniuna ingopmayis

Tum: KOHKYPC i3 ITOAQABIINM AOOIPALIIOBAHHSIM.

Poxu nposepcuns: 1982, 1984.

3amosuuxu: Aepxb6ys YPCP, Cniaka apxirexropis, Bukonkom Kuis-
CbKOI MiCBKPaAH.

PiBenb: 3akpuTHil KUIBCHKHUIL.

O¢iuiitna HasBa: «KoHKypc i3 po3pOOACHHS €CKI3HOTO [IPOEKTY PEKOH-
CTPYKIHI i 3a6y,A,0B14 KBaprasy Xpemjaruka Mk Bya. AeHiHa i 6yAbBap0M
T. Ilepuenxa» («KoHkypc Ha paspaboTKy 9CKM3HOTO IPOCKTa PEKOH-
CTPYKLHH U 3acTpoiiku kBaprasa Kpemaruka mexay ya. AeHuna u 6yapBa-
pom T. Ileuenko» ).

Busnauenus mexc pexoncmpyxyii

ITicas Bilinu BiA6YAaCH Cepisi KOHKYPCIB Ha HOBY 3a6yAOBy 3pyHHOBaHOI
Y4aCTHHHU TOAOBHOI ByAuLi croansi Ykpaincekol PCP — Xpemaruxa. Kon-
KYPCH TPHBAAU i3 cepeAuHH AO KiHus 1940-x i 3aBepuimancs BceOiMHHM

1983-1990 — project implementation.

The ten years’ process of design and planning became an unprecedented case: architects
devised the whole project from the master plan to the last detail, thus getting to much more
realistic and relevant solutions, not always following their original ideas. The idea of a step-by-
step realization of a single concept reflected the story of Khreschatyk, designed and built over
adecade and a half. An opportunity to make amendments to the project over time allowed for
reconsidering the landscaping, visual perspectives/vistas, and spatial layout of the courtyards.
All the technical facilities were grouped into a single structure with an accessible flat roof.
Herein such a solution proved to save space, make the courtyards more visually attractive and
form a multi-level structure for spending time for different groups around the clock.

Although the core of the project made 11- to 14-storey-high buildings and even up
to 20 story high-rises on the hills, it did successfully integrate into the existing street
layout. The new street front on the Horkoho St. is set as a combination of somewhat

brutalist and classical linear block structures. It is a result of a pursuit of a localized
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In. 2.1

Iapap na Xpe-
waruxy y 1954

pouti, Bigdy THUIT
KOHTPACT Mi’K HOBOIO
MPEACTABHHIIBKOIO
apXiTeKTypOIo
1950-x i crapoio 3a-
6yaosoto (potorpad

HeBipOMUiA)

Fig. 2.1

Parade on the Khres-
chatyk in 1954, visible
contrast between new

representative architec-
ture of the 1950s and the
old buildings. Photogra-
pher unknown

yriaeanam xonnenuii Oaexkcanapa Baacosa y 1950-x poxax mip kepiBHuILI-
TBoM AHatoaist AobpoBoabchkoro. Hapaal peKOHCTPYKTHBHI 3aX0AH CTO-
cyBaAuCsl OBIAbHOL 3aMinu crapux 6yanHkiB XIX cToAiTTSI — OTOYCHHs
cporoaHinHporo Marisany HesaaesxHocTi, KyTOBUX aKIjeHTHUX 6yAiBCAb Ha
neperui 3 6yapBapom Tapaca [llepucnxa (ia. 2.1, 2.2).

Pimenns macutabHO BiacBsiTkyBatu 1500-pivds MicTa 10AaBaAO B HOBO-
My cBiTAl cuMBoAiuHuIt cTaryc Kuesa sixk «marepi mict pycskux». Le pano
[OIITOBX YHCACHHUM IIPOEKTAM PEKOHCTPYKIi y BCbOMY iCTOPUYHOMY LieH-
Tpi micra. [Turanus moao crapol yacTuHH Mixk 6YAI>BapOM IeByenka i ByA.

“environmental” approach, where pedestrian experience and human-scale were gaining

on-pair importance with the silhouette and functional zoning of the district. Both -
the imperative of typification of residential buildings and the need for an individual
image of each block were successfully solved with the use of harmonious warm colors
of the glazed tiles on the fagade and various sloping finishes of the roof in houses and
off-set balconies. Noise and dust protection ventilation systems were located under the
windows and created bright white accents on the facades. Both - pedestrians and drivers
could enjoy the expressiveness of groups of buildings, either driving along the Horkoho
St. or walking through the courtyards revealing new viewpoints.

All the public facilities, such as cafes, shops, kindergartens, exhibition hall, were
individually designed. There was a proposal to put a replica of the burned-down
Maria Zankovet'ska memorial house and surround it with new housing. However,
the plan did not come to life; instead, there is a green area around the reconstructed

museum. (Fig. 1.8)
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Old Block on Khreschatyk street 1982-1985

TYPE Selected design competition with further project detailing

YEARS 1982, 1984

CLIENT Derzhbud UkrSSR, Union of architects, Executive committee of Kiev
LEVEL All-Kyiv

OFFICIAL TITLE Kouxkypc Ha pa3paboTKy €CKHU3HOTO IIPOEKTA PEKOHCTPYKLIUH U

sactpoiiku kBaprasa Kpemaruka mexay ya. Aenuna u 6yassapom T. Illeuenko
Situating the reconstruction
Afterwar Khreschatyk is widely known for the series of competitions for a new main street/
avenue for the UkrSSR capital. The competitions took place from the mid to late 1940s and were
followed by a comprehensive implementation of the winning proposal by Aleksander Vlasov
and Anatoliy Dobrovolskyi in the 1950s. Subsequent reconstructive efforts focused on gradual
replacing the 19-century buildings with new ones, such as those at Maidan Nezalezhnosti /Inde-

pendence Square/ and corner buildings at Tarasa Shevchenka boulevard. (Fig. 2.1,2.2)

In. 2.2

Hosa aep’situno-
Bepxosa 6yaiBAas 3
MarasuHOM Ha posi
Xpemarnka

i 6yasBapy Tapaca
Ilepyenka (poto
Bopuca Ipasosa)

Fig. 2.2

New corner 9-storey
building with a built-in
shop at the intersection
of Khreschatyk and
Tarasa Shevchenka
boulevard, photo

by Borys Gradov
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Aenina (cboropni Bya. XmeapHu1bKOro) Habyro Hosoi Baru. Lleit crapuit
KBapTaA epeskus Apyry cBIiTOBY BiitHy Maibke Oe3 momkopxens. Came Tomy
3a0yA0Ba 0OMEXyBaAacs AOAABAHHSIM AMIIE ABOX HOBUX OypiBeas. Y 1980-
My poui 6yAO OrOAOLICHO KOHKYPC Ha IPOEKT TPAHCIIOPTHOI PO3B'SI3KU Ha
MiCLIi IPUAETAOI AIASIHKM — CTaporo Beccapa6c1)1<oro kBapTaay. Ha sxaas,
KOHKYPC HE AAB BIAIIOBIACH HA TOCTPi TPAaHCHOPTHI i MPOCTOPOBI MUTAHHA,
X0 | yMO>KAMBHB HeOpAMHApHI pimenns (ia. 2.3).

3asdanns xonxypcy

ABa poku notomy, y 1982-my, Criaka apxitexropis i Aepx6ys YPCP opra-
HI3yBaAM IIJ€ OAMH 3AMOBHUH KOHKYPC MiXK KHIBCBKMMU ITPOEKTHUMH OpraHi-
sanismu. Konkype nepeA6aan IpOorpamMy KOMIIAEKCHOI OPraHi3arnil KBapTaAy
craporo Xpemaruka 3 00AAIITYBaHHSIM HOBUX QYHKIIiH, 10 BiAbuBaAu 6 iH-
TEPECU TPOMAACHKOCTI, — KOHIIEPTHI Ta BUCTABKOBI 3aAH, ny6Aqui IIPOCTOpHU
Ta MOKAUBOCTI AASI AO3BIAASL PIBHS LIEHTPY MiCTa i CTOAMII pCCHy6AiKI/I.

VY npodiabHiit mepioauIi AyHAAH KPUTHYHI 3ayBasKEHHS IPO Te, LIO NPO-
rpamMy KOHKYpCYy caip Oyao momepeanso obrosopuru 3 ¢axiBusmu Ta, 1o
BOXXAUBIIIE, 3 IIMPOKOI IPOMAACHKICTIO. TaK0X HATOAOIIYBAAOCS, 1110 MiCh-
KHUH MacmTab i TEPUTOPIisl MPOEKTYBAHHS Y KOHKYPCHOMY 3aBAAHHI HE BiATIO-
BiAQAM O4iKyBaHOMY pe3yAbTary npoekTyBaHHs. [ Turanus MobiAbHOCTI # cy-
MicHOCTI QpyHKLIH Tpeba Oyao posrasipatu B 6iabumomy macmra6bi. ba Giabue,
po3B’si3aTH IpobAEMY Maike HEMOXKAMBO, POSIASIAAIOYH 1i B KATETOPIsX OA-
HOTO KBapTaAYy, 6e3 1isicHOrO MEPEOCMUCAEHHS POAI TOAOBHOI BYAHUIIi MicCTa.

Ha aopaTox, xputuku 3asHayaAu, Ijo OiABIIICTD 6y,A,iBeAb XpemjaTuka
BIKC [TAAHYBAAOCSI BHCCTH AO PCECTPY IAM SITOK, A€ Y KOHKYPCHOMY 3aBAQH-
Hi PO Ije He MIIAOCA.

The decision to celebrate 1500 years of the city foundation cast a new light on Kyiv's
symbolical status of the “mother of the Rus” towns.” It gave an impetus to numerous
reconstruction projects all over the historic city core. The reconstruction of the so-called
“Old Block;” situated between Schevchenka boulevard and Lenina St. (today Bohdana
Khmelnytskoho St.), was put on the agenda. This old block survived WW2 almost
intact. That is why the new construction was limited only to the insertion of two new
buildings. A competition was held in 1980 for the project of traffic intersection nearby,
in place of the old Bessarabsky urban block. However, it failed to provide a solution for
the pressing challenges of transportation and spatial configuration. (Fig. 2.3)

Aims of the competition

In two years, in 1982, the Union of Architects and Derzhbud of the UkrSSR
organized yet another competition, now an invited one, where the selected Kyiv design
institutes took part. This competition had an aim to comprehensively reimagine the Old

Block and introduce new functions for public interest activities — concert and exhi-

OLEKSANDR ANISIMOV

upoxuit BI/I6ip MO>XAUBOCTEH IIIOAO 3a6yAOBI/1 B LI YacTUHI MiCTa
CIIPUAB MOSIBI HAHPAAMKAABHIIINX 3aAyMiB. ABTOPH IPOEKTIB CHOTOAHI 3a-
YBXKYIOTb, IJO 1i¢ OYB [TOLIYK PilleHHS, Ke AAAO O 3MOT'Y Y3TOAUTH IHTepecH
HOBOTO 6yAiBHI/IuTBa i 36CpC>K€HH}I HasIBHOTO MiCHKOTO AAHAIIAQTY, IKHI Ha
TOM YaC HE MaB OXOPOHHOTO CTATYCY.

3arasoM, KOHKYPCHI IPOIO3HUIIil MAAH TPU IPOTPAMHI HAIIPSAMU 1) 36e-
PEeXKEHHS 1 HOBe BUKOPHCTAHHS — AOAABAHHS HOBHUX (YHKII; 2) PpEKOH-
cTpyKuist i HapGyA0Ba; 3) 3HeceHHS i HOBa 3a6yAOBa.

Kuiscoxuii deprcasuuii xydoxncuiii incmumym (cyvacua naséa — Hayio-
HANBHA AKAdemist 00PA3OMEOPL020 MUCTREYMEA i APXimeKmyPi)

Apxirexropu: H. Umyrina, I. Hnapa, B. IlleBuenxo, A. Anrtonmok, B. Po-
senbepr (ia. 2.4, 2.4.1,2.4.2).

I'lpoexr mociB apyre micie y KOHKypCi i SAOGYB CXBAaAEHHS XYpi 3aB-
ASKH YBa3i AO HasIBHOI MiCbKOI TKAHUHM: MalKe TIOAOBUHY 6yAiBCAb maa-
HyBaAH pectaBpyBaTd. Lleil mpoexT moepHyBas i H0B06y,A,0BI/I, i AGaﬁAI/IBy
pecTaBpaniio, i HaBiTh AO6YAOBy HOBUX ITOBEPXiB, AKi 6u BIATBOPIOBAAU
CTUAB A0OU. AA€ K MOSACHIOIOTH 1€l IIPOEKT APXiTEKTOPHU CHOTOAHI?

AMUTPO AHTOHIOK, OAUH 3 aBTOPIB, KOMEHTYe: «Mu ToAl He Ayxe Gauu-
AM PI3HHUINIO MK CaHAIi€I0, PEHOBALII€I0, PEBAAOPU3ALIIEI0, PEKOHCTPYKIIIEIO,
pecraspanieio. To6To MU IOCh pO3yMiAH, aA€ KOXKEH PO3yMiB cBo€. XTOCD 3a-
FIMaBCsl pecTaBpali€lo i 4iTKo po3yMiB, mo Tpeba Bee 30epertu, BiApecTapy-
BaTH, AO TOTO K, 30BCIM HE Ha 3aCaAaX MDKHAPOAHOI pecTaBpaliil, a IpOCTO
BIATBOPEHHSI, BIAHOBACHHS BTPA4Y€HUX YACTHH, YOTO HIXTO, HIKOAH po61/m/1 HE
MaB, — 60 Bike 6yA0 cPOpMyAbOBAHO (B MDKHAPOAHHX AOKYMEHTAX), IO TaK

bition halls, public space, and entertainment options worthy of the city center and the
capital of the Republic.

Among the critical comments in the professional press, some are worth mention-
ing. It was highlighted that the competition brief had to be initially discussed with a
wide range of professionals, and more importantly, with the general public. It was also
stressed that the urban scale and the design territory in the competition brief did not fit
the result expected.

Furthermore, it is virtually impossible to solve a problem thinking by a single block
without a comprehensive rethinking of the role of the main street in the city.

Issues of mobility, compatibility of the functions had to be looked at on a larger scale.
In addition, critics argued, most of the buildings on Khreschatyk avenue had to be put on
the monuments list, but this was not mentioned in the competition brief.

Wide range of possibilities of how this part of the city could be redeveloped allowed

for new radical ideas to come forth. Architects, who took part, today stress that it was
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In. 2.3

Tpoekrna mpomo-
3HL1is PEKOHCTPYK-
wuii nepexpecrs
Beccapabepkoro
kBapraay Eayapaa
Biabcrkoro, 1980 pik
(¢poro 3 apxisy
Eayapaa Biabcbkoro)

wir

i
D

Fig. 2.3

Project proposal for the
reconstruction of the
Bessarabska block inter-
section by Eduard Bilskyi,
1980, from Eduard
Bilskyi archive
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In.2.4 >

KAXI, xpaesup Ha
pir kBapTasy — Ho-
BUIT aKLIEHT i 3B 530K
i3 IIoNepeAHBOIO
326yA0BOIO, MaKeT

In.2.4.1 »»

KAXI, xpaeBup

i3 Xpemaruka Ha
dacapu i kommosu-
11i10 KBapTaAy, MaKeT
($oro 3 ocobucroro
apxiBy Boaoanmupa
[lepuenxka)

Fig. 2.4 +

KSIoA, View of the
corner of the block —
anew accent and
connection with the
previous building,
model

Fig.2.0.1 »

KSIoA, View from Khre-
schatyk on the facades
and composition of the
block, model, from the
Volodymyr Shevchenko
private archive
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In24.2.

KAXI, xpaesup
3TOPH Ha BHYTPINIHIH
ABIp 1 KyABTYpHHI
ueHTp, Maket (poro
3 0cO6UCTOrO apXiBy
Boaopumnpa

lepyenka)

Fig.2.0.2 «

KSIoA, View from
above on the inner
courtyard and cultural
center, model, from the
Volodymyr Shevchenko
private archive
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poburu He Tpeba. I1lo Take peBasopusallis Ta peHOBALIisI, MU 3HAAH 3 XKypHa-
AiB, 60y 1980-x poxax M ix me sxuBueM He 6aauan>» (iHTEpBIO 3 AMUTpPOM
AnTonmokom, 15.07.2019).

Ecretnka HOBOOYAOB — i3 TAMOOKO BTOIACHHMH IEPIIMMHU IIOBEPXaMU,
MOAEPHICTCHKUMH IIPONOPLisAMH, BUCOTOIO IIOBEPXiB i BUKOPUCTAHHAM Pi3-
HOMaHITHHX MaTepiaAiB, 1110, IK BUAHO 6on HAaBITh i3 MAKETa, HE 3aCTOCOBY-
BaAU B CYCIAHIX KBapTaAaX, — BHPa3HO KOHTPACTYBaAad 3 TOAILIIHBOIO TKa-
HuHoo Micta. Boaoaumup IlleBuenko, oAuH 3 apxiTeKTOPIB, ACIIO KPUTHKYE
L€l aCIIEKT POEKTY:

«[Le 6yaa] sixicHa ipest Ha TOM wac — 36epertn Ppacapu OcHOBHHX Oy-
AMHKIB 110 ByAHLII XPEIJATHK, ACAKI HaA,6YAYBaTI/I. 3aMiCTh ACSIKHX CTapUX
OYAMHKIB BCTaBASIAMCSL HOBI 00’€KTH, aAe, Ha MOIO AYMKY, BOHU OyAH Ay>Ke
“paasiHCbKi’, He BiAOBipaAM XapakTepy Xpeuiatuka, i He OyAO HI4OTrO AAs
AIOACH — AASI IIIIOXOAIB. AHIlle ACCh TaM Y ABOpax 6on CTBOPEHO MPOCTIp
i Hosi ¢pynkuii. Hosuit o6’em Ha pO3i MaB Bi3yaAbHO IIATPUMYBATHU Pir KBap-
TAAY, A€ SKOICh EBHOI QYHKIIT AAS MiCTa He MaB, XOY Lie i 6on 3aAyMaHO
Ay>ke 1iikaBo. Baxkansa MiCTo6y,A,iBHa A€l BHECEHHA yCiX 6y,A,I/IHKiB KBapTaAy
o Byauni Aenina (Boraana Xmeapnuupkoro), 3 tum, mo6 Tearp pociiicpkoi
APaMHU BHXOAMB SIK AKLICHT Ha HOBUII TyOAIMHUIA ipocTip — i o6 npubyay-
BaTH HOBY 3aAy AASL POSBHTKY T€aTPy BCEPEAUHI KBapTaay» (iHTepBio 3 Bo-
aopnmupo [llesuenkom, 19.09.2021).

Is cydacHol mepcrekTHBH MapapOKCAABHHUM BHUAA€TBCS ITOLIYK ITIAXOAY
AASI HEBU3HAUYEHOTO Ha6opy yHKILi Ta ayauTopil. bes koHkpeTHKH i BUsHa-
YEHUX I1iA€H TPOEKTY OLIIHUTHU IPEACTABACHI KOMAHAAMU APXITEKTOPIB iA€l
ckaapHo. Hampukaap, y mMexxax opranisanii ny6Aquoro MIPOCTOPY Ha BYA.

a search for a solution that allowed a balanced redevelopment and conservation of the
urban landscape, as it did not have any heritage status back then.

Overall, there were three different approaches: 1) conservation and re-use, 2) recon-
struction and build-up, 3) demolition and new construction.

Kyiv State Institute of Art (now National Academy for Fine Arts)

Nataliia Chmutina, Igor Shpara, Volodymyr Shevchenko, Dmytro Antoniuk, Victor
Rosenberg (Fig. 2.4, 2.4.1,2.4.2)

The project received second prize and was praised for the attention given to the exist-
ing urban fabric - almost half of the existing buildings were to be restored. This approach
combined new insertions, careful restoration, and even the addition of the stories repro-
ducing the style of the epoch. How do architects explain it today?

One of the authors of the project — Dmytro Antoniuk, comments:

“Back then, we did not see much difference between renovation, revalorization,

reconstruction, or restoration. That meant something for each of us but had a different

OLEKSANDR ANISIMOV

borsana XMeABHUIIBKOTO 3araAOM 3MIHIOBAAACs HE AHIIE TPOrpaMa MOOiAB-
HOCTI KBapTaAYy, a ¥ BECh cl)OKyc IPOEKTY.

Kuisnpoexm 1

Apxirexropu: . Bir, M. AeBanposcskuii, O. Kaimyx, I. Cairyp, C. Ka-
mait, H. Bpumtuncexa, H. HeBmepskuipxuit (iA. 2.5,2.5.1).

KoaekTrB MOAOAHX TOAT apxiTeKTOpiB Ha YoAi 3 SHomem Birom npomnony-
BaB AOKOPIHHE OHOBAECHHS IIi€l AIASTHKH, i3 Mal>Ke IIOBHUM 3HECEHHSM YCi€l
crapoi 3abyasoBu Bip Tearpy pociiicekoi opamu A0 OyapBapy Tapaca IlleBuen-
ka. [ToBroproBani Buctymnu ¢acaais, apku i BUPa>KEHUH LIOKOABHHI IOBEPX
i3 macakeM BiaCHAaAH A0 TOrodacHol apxiTexTypu Himenpkol Aemokparny-
Hoi Pecrry6aixu, Yropumun i FOrocaasii, a Takox A0 peasisoBaHOro npoex-
Ty Xpemaruka 1950-x pokis.

Snom Bir Harosomrye:

«Sl MaB yneBHeHicTb i mOCAIAOBHY ipcto, mo Xpemaruk Mae OyTu 3aBep-
LICHUH y Till apxiTekTypi, B sKiil Bin 6yB posmovaruit B 1950-1i poku, 3a
npoexramu Baacosa, AoGposoabcbkoro, Ipuitmaka, Masnnoscbkoro. I s
BHCAOBAIOBAB ITI0 iA€I0 3aBEPUICHHA B apXiTekTypi 1950-x pokis; He 3Ha0, K
61 ckAaAacst icTopis, ase Mu Maau 6 HiaicHUIT aHCaMOAD, MOTAU 6 HaBiTb Ipe-
TEHAYBATH, 10 XPEIATUK 5K 3aBEPLICHUI aHCcaMOAB Mir 6M cTaTH Bi3UTIBKOIO
kpainu> (inteps’io 3 Slnomenm Birom, 30.12.2020).

Kackap, Hy6Ai‘IHI/IX IPOCTOpPIB y BUTASIAL amiTearpis 6yB IIEPEOCMUCAEH-
HSAM 3BHUYHHX MOACPHICTCHKHX IPOIpaM aBTOPAMHU HPOEKTY: PO3AIACHHSA
(l)yHKuiﬁ 3aMiHAAM IXHIM HEPENAETIHHAM, HECIIOAIBAHMM BHUKOPHUCTAHHSAM,
CHUMBOAIYHMM PO3MEXYBAHHAM, A 4acTO H 6e3 sAKOich BU3HAYEHOI PyHKLil

explanation in each case. Some colleagues were involved in the restoration practices
and had a clear vision that everything had to be restored and rebuilt, but it went
against any international norms. It was simply a simulation of the lost elements and
structures, the practice/approach already forbidden by all international agreements.
What revalorization and renovation meant we knew only from the international jour-
nals, as we have not seen any precedents around in the 1980s ourselves.” (personal
communication, 29.12.2020)

The aesthetics of the new buildings radically contrasted with the existing fabric.
Deeply inset ground floors, modernistic proportions and heights of stories, and
different materials visible even on the model were alien to the area. Volodymyr
Shevchenko, another author-architect, offers a critical view towards this aspect of
the project:

“That secemed a high-quality idea at that time — to keep the facades of the key
building on Khreschatyk and to build up some of them. Other buildings were replaced
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In.2.5

Kuisnpoexr 1,
KPAEBHMA HA KBAPTAA
is 6oxy Xpemaruka,

maket (¢poTo 3 Kyp-
Haay «ByaiBuunTBoO i
apxirekTypa», apxis

ZSSLoAaC)

In.2.5.1

Kuisnpoexr 1,
KpaEBl/lA Ha KBaPTaA
is 6oy Bya. boraana

XMEABHHUIIBKOTO, Ma-
ket ($poTo 3 xypHasy

«DByaiBunireo

i apxiTekTypa>, apxis

ZSSLoAaC)

Fig. 2.5

KIEVPROEKT (team
1), View of the block
from Khreschatyk, mod-
el, from the Stroitelstvo
i Architektura journal,
ZSSLoAaC archive

Fig. 2.5.1

KIEVPROEKT (team 1),
View of the block from
Bohdana Khmelnytskoho
street, model, from

the Stroitelstvo

i Architektura journal,
ZSSLoAaC archive
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B3araAl. AMBHUM BUAA€ThCS PIlICHHA 3 )XUTAOBUMHU KBAPTUPAMH, Ki MaAH 6
BUXOAUTH 1 Ha XPEIATUK, I BCEPEAMHY KBAaPTaAY, AAXKe HEBIAOMO, HACKIABKH
MemKaHLi (HaBiTh TUMYacoBi) 6yan 6 paai akTHBHOMY MyOAIMHOMY IIPOCTOPY
IpsIMO y cebe mip BikHAMU.

Kuis BHAIEIT

Apxirexropu: B. 3aaynpxuit, FO. Bopoakin, C. Hesin (ia. 2.6, 2.6.1,2.6.2).

Komanpa sanponoHyBasa eAMHHI O0€AHABYMI TEXHIYHUH IPUIIOM —
3BEACHHS HOBOI CTPYKTYPH 31 CKAA Ta 6eT0Hy HaA ICTOPUYHUMU npacaAaMH.
Taxe xoHTpOBepcifiHe pimeHHs 6on OB ’sI3aHE i3 HAMIPOM CTBOPHUTH KOH-
TPacT NOMDK GaKTypOIO IIMX EKACKTHYHUX CTAPHUX PacaaiB i raapKo-1oaipo-
BaHOIO IIOBEPXHEIO CYLIABHO 3ackAcHHX pacapiB. LikaBo, mo aBropu Bbava-
A dacaau OKpeMuM 06’eKTOM 30epeskeHHsI, o OYAU Haue BIAOKPEMACHHMHU
BiA 6yAiBAi 74 Ha6YBaAI/I BAACHOI L[iIHHOCTi 11032 BHYTPIlIHIMU IPOCTOPaMH,
CTPYKTYpPOIO NPUMIll€Hb, OPraHi3alli€lo MPOCTOPIB MiX 6YAI/IHKaMI/I.

Boaopumup 3aayrpkuii posnoBiaaB IpoO IPOEKT:

«bararo 6on PpO3MOB PO KapHM3, SAKUH TYT 6on 3aIpoIOHOBaHO. Bix
iAbIe CTOCYBABCsl MPUHOMIB, SKi 6YAI/I HPUTAMAHHI TOTOYACHOMY CTHAIO ITOCT-
MOAEPH, i MU HOTO IPOMOHYBAAM 3 HEPIKABIIOYOI CTaAl, mAi(l)OBaHoI Ha BCIO
sowxuny. Cam o cobi KapHHU3 — i€ apXiTEKTYPHA ACTAAD, SIKA HAAEKUTD apXi-
TEKTYpi icTOpHYHIHN, KAACHYHIH, are BiH TyT OyB nepebysoBaHuil i 3pobaeHuMi
B iHIIIOMY Macmitabi. Posmipu 1pOro kapHH3y BIAITOBIAAAM CaMe ITOCTMOAEP-
HICTCBKOMY CBITOIAsIAY. TOMYy IO ITOCTMOACPHI3M AaBaB 3MOTY TPaHCPOPMY-
BATH PO3MIpH, BiH AO3BOASIB HaBiTh A€SIKY ipOHii0 Haa Kaacukoro. Lle ne 6on
HPOCTO MEXaHIYHe, KAACHYHE IepeHeceHH GOPM; TIOCTMOACPHISM — Lie iHIIa

with new objects, but honestly, those were very “soviet” structures — they did not
reflect the character of Khreschatyk, and there was hardly anything for pedestrians.
Only inside the block, there was some space for people and some relevant functions
provided, however, it did not look persuasive. The new shape of the corner building
had to support visually the entire block and looked interesting from the outside, but
it did not receive any specific city function. More importantly, we chose to demolish
the existing street front on Bohdana Khmelnytskoho street to create a new visual
perspective and public space unfolding towards the Drama theater. There was also a
plan to add a new space/hall for the public in the same block.”(Personal communi-
cation, 19.09.2021)

From today's perspective, the architectural search for the undefined scope of func-
tions and audiences seems paradoxical. Without specific criteria and a defined set of
aims, ideas presented by the teams are hard to evaluate. Here, for instance, introducing

the public space on the track of the Bohdana Khmelnytskoho street has completely
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26 | A In. 2.6.1
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private archive

Fig. 2.6.2 Fig. 2.6.1

KievZNIIEP, View from
the inside of the passage,
sketch, Volodys

Zalutskyi private archive




156

ONEKCAHJIP AHICIMOB

cripasa. Lle 6yaa mopHa, Ha TOII ac, iaest 36epexeHHs epepobACHHX aTpHbyTiB
KAACHYHOI apxiTekTypu>» (iHTepB10 3 Borogumupom 3aaynpknm, 09.09.2021).

BiamoBigHO A0 TorouwacHoi iHTeprperanil 3aBepIICHOr0 KBapTaAy, HOIo
MAaAU MEPETBOPUTHU HA TOPTOBEABHMM LIEHTP i3 IMEPEKPUTUM IIACaXKEM Ia-
paaeabHO Xpewaruky, i3 6araTbMa Mara3HHaMH, KaB IPHSIMHU, PECTOPaHAMHU.
BuyTpinsio yacTHHY KBapTaAy 3aAyMYBaAH SIK MiCbKHI CKBEP.

Ainpodepsrnpomn6yd

Apxirexropu: B. Kyain, A. Kasancekuit, O. Isanenxo (ia. 2.7,2.7.1).

I'lpononyrouu cxoxuii Ao mpoekTy SHomra Bira miaxip — moBHe OHOBACHHS
KBapTaAy, Lici IPOEKT IepeAdayaB MepeAyciM abCOAIOTHO iHILE CIIBBIAHOIICH-
HsI MacIuTabiB OyAIBEAb AO IPOCTOPY KBAPTAAY, 3HAYHO OiAbLII pOPMU KOAOH i
BHPA3HE Bi3yaAbHE PO3MEXYBAHHS MOBEPXIB Ta IHIIKX BHYTPIIHIX IPOCTOPIB.
KoskeH noBepx 34UTYBaBCs 3aBASIKH «3BOPOTHOMY TEPACYBAHHIO >, HAHOIABLI
BIAOMUM IIPUKAGAOM SIKOTO B cBiTi € bocToHcpka parymna. Pacasu 6yan papu-
KAaABHO Mi3HbOMOAEPHICTCHKUMHU, 6e3 HpsIMOTO pedepyBaHHs AO IIPOIOPLIiiL
i marepiaaiB dacapiB cycipnix 6yaiBeab. Ha mepmomy nosepci ¢opmysascs
MEPHCTUAD HABKOAO BCHOTO HOBOTO MEPUMETPA KBAPTAAY — KPHUTUH IMPOCTIp,
SIKUH OyB 9aCTHHOIO OYAIBAI I1 YACTHHOIKO BYAHLIi BOAHOYAC.

Bixrop Kyain aiaurscs pedaexciero mpo cBow ambiTHy mporosuiio:
«Lle Hararounit mpoexr 6yB (cmietsest. — O. A.), ToMy W0 MU Bee possa-
ASIAM 1 6y,A,YBaAI/I 30BCIM HOBY CTPYKTYpy. Mu He posyMmian, sIK Bce MOXHaA
3aAMIINTH, — aAXKe TaM yce 00Aa3nao, kpuiunaocs. e A0 Hac He Alifmos
ITOCTMOAEPHI3M, TOMY 1IJ0 MU HE PO3YMiAH, MOKAUBO, BChOTO I[bOTO IIiHHO-
ro. Tomy 110 He MOYKHA Ka3aTH: OT “CTapa apXiTeKTypa LiAbHO 320YAOBAHOTO

changed/altered not only the mobility program of the district but also the whole focus

of the project.

Kievproeke 1

Janosh Vig, Mykola Levandovskyi, I. Snigur, A. Klischuk, S. Kashay, N. Bryshtynska,
N. Nevmerzhytskyi (Fig. 2.5, 2.5.1)

Another proposal came from the Kievproekt studio. A group of young aspiring
architects headed by Janosh Vig offered a complete renewal of the area with almost
total demolition of the existing structures — from the Drama theatre up to the
Tarasa Shevchenka boulevard. Repeated avant-corps and accentuated ground floor
with a passage were characteristic of the contemporary architecture in GDR, Peoples
Republic of Hungary, and Yugoslavia. It also bore references to the realized project of
Khreschatyk from the 1950s.

Janosh Vig stresses that:
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“I was convinced and had a consistent idea that Khreschatyk should be completed in

the architectural style in which it was started in the 1950s, according to the projects of
Vlasov, Dobrovolskyi, Pryimak, and Malinovsky. And I expressed this idea of completion
in the architecture of the 1950s; I don't know how the story would have turned out,
but we would have had a completed ensemble;” we could even claim that Khreschatyk
as a completed ensemble could become an architectural icon of the country.” (Personal
communication, 07.09.2021)

The cascade of public spaces in the form of amphitheaters was a rethinking of the
modernist programs by the project authors — separation of functions was replaced by
their intertwining, unexpected use, symbolic demarcation, and often without any spe-
cific function at all. The decision to bring in the residential functions, in particular, the
apartments overlooking Khreschatyk and facing the courtyards, might seem strange. It
seems unlikely that the residents (even temporary tenants) would enjoy having bustling

public spaces right under their windows.

In. 2.7

Ainpoaepsknpo-
MOYA, KpaeBu i3
Xpemarnka ua da-
CaAM IIPOEKTY, MAKET
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«DByaiBuniro
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apxiB ZSSLoAaC)

In.2.7.1
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apxis ZSSLoAaC)

Fig. 2.7

GIPROGRAZHDAN-
PROMSTROI, View
from Khreschatyk

on the facades of the
project. Model, from
the Stroitelstvo

i Architekeura journal,
ZSSLoAaC archive

Fig. 2.7.1

GIPROGRAZH-
DANPROMSTROI,
View from Bohdan
Khmelnytsky Street
to the interior, model,
from the Stroitelstvo i
Architcktura journal,

ZSSLoAaC archive
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KBapTaAy — 1e k cepepoBuie, Tak? Crpykrypa. I Mu me He posymiau, mo
Tpeba LiHyBaTH CTPYKTYpY, cepeaoBulie, $oHOBY 3a0yaoBy. Tak, Mu posy-
MiAH, IO ITaM SITHUKY apXiTEKTYpH — Lje OAHO3HAYHO Tpeba 36epiraTy, sk
HOPMaABHI apXiTCKTOPH MH Li¢ PO3yMiAH. | Y KOHKYPCHOMY IPO€EKTi| Mu
BCE TaK 3HECAH 1 IPUAYMAAH HOBY CTPyKTYpy. HafiBakansimmm 6on T€, IO
Ha BCbOMY XPEIJaTHKY i B LIeHTpPi MicTa He 6on BAACHE TPOMAACHKOTO LIE€H-
Tpy. He Oyao LieHTpY, He MOrau Aroau 36UpaTHCsL, OCh POOUTH, TOBOPUTH,
sycrpivarucs. [...] Tomy meTa 6yaa spoburu kyasrypHuii yentp Kuesa, i ne
Oyao Moe GaueHHs. Mu poOuan TaM BeAnkuil amdirearp, A¢ AIOAU MOTAH
CHAITH, CTOSTH, OCh OAYUTH, Yy TH, TAKOX OYB 3aA/IpocTip, o6 Oyau pec-
Topauii» (inrepr’io 3 Bikropom Kyainum, 01.09.2021).

VY HeBHOMY KAIOYi MOTHBH SIITOHCBKOTO MeTa60Ai3My, HIAE€PAAHACBKOTO
CTPYKTypaaismy, OpuraHcbkoro 6pyrasismy Oyan o0’epHaHI AAsl PO3pO-
OACHHSI MOHYMEHTAABHOIO, aAC BIAKPUTOIO AASL TPOMaAM IIPOCTOPY, IO
nepeabayas iHimi $pyHKLIl Ta MacIITAOHICTD MYOAIMHHUX MOAIH, MOXAMBHX
Ha TO¥ 4ac Ta/abo caHKIioHOBaHUX AepikaBolo. [lepdopoanicTs OyaiBAi,
I1JO BUXOAMAA Ha XPeIaTHK, HOBI MIIOXIiAHI MapLIPyTH 1 HaBic Bis HEroau
MAaAM AATH 3MOTY HOCTilfHO BUKOPUCTOBYBATHU 1110 BHYTPIIIHIO TEPUTOPIIO
HapiBHi i3 camum XpemaTHKOM, a MOXKAHBO, H IEPEBEPIIUTH HOTO IOITy-
ASIPHICTD AASI ACSIKUX TPYIL

Kuisnpoexm 2

Apxitextopu: €. Actosom, B. Esxos, YO. [Tackesny (ia. 2.8, 2.8.1).

Lleit npoexrt 36epiras Hail0iAbILE CTAPOI 3a0yAOBH i CTBOPIOBAB HAIIMEHIIIE
BIAKPHTOTO ITyOAIMHOTO IPOCTOPY; BiH TaKOX 3A00yB Apyry mpemiro. Bucoky

KievZNIIEP

Vladimir Zalutskyi, Yuri Borodkin, Sergei Nevin (Fig. 2.6, 2.6.1,2.6.2)

ZDNIEP was represented by a team of Volodymyr Zalutskyi, Yuri Borodkin, and
Serhii Nevin. They proposed a single unifying technique/approach — putting the new
structure made of glass and concrete above the historic facades. The intention to create
a contrast between the texture of old eclectic facades and the smooth surface of the fully
glazed screen gave rise to such a controversial decision. Interestingly, the authors treated
these facades as a separate object of preservation as if they were isolated from the building
and acquired their value apart from the interiors, the structure of the premises, and the
organization of spaces between buildings.

Vladimir Zalutskyi comments on the project:

“There was a lot of talk about the cornice, which was envisaged here. It was more
related to the receptions typical of the postmodern style of the time; it had to be made

of polished stainless steel at its full length. The cornice itself is an architectural detail
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I[IABHICTh BHYTPilIHBOL 3a6yAOBI/I MOSICHIOBAAM 3MICTOBHUM HAIIOBHEHHSIM:
apXiTEKTOPHU IIPOMOHYBAAM PO3MICTUTH BCEPEAMHI BHUCTABKOBI 3aAH, Kade,
FOTEAD, TEATP, OTASIAOBUEI MAHAAHYHMK Ha XPEIIATHK, MOAOADKHHUI LIEHTP 1 6a-
raro ixmoro. JKypi oLjiHHAO yBaXkHY I AOCHTb TBOPYY po60Ty 3 ICTOPUYHOIO
CIAALMHOI: 30epeXeHHS, IIepeOyAOBY I HAAOYAOBY pisHHX 00’€KTIB Gyr0 06-
IPYHTOBAaHO Pi3HOIO apXITEKTYPHOIO 3HAYYILICTIO, Ppi3UIHOIO 36CPC>KCHiCTlO,
a TaKOXX IIOTPEDOI0 y HOBHX BidyaAabHUX opieHTHpax. Hanpukaaa, 6yro nepea-
6a4eHO CTBOPEHHSI IITYYHOI BEXI I 301ABLICHHS BUCOTHOCTI 3a0yAOBU Ha PO3i

KBapTaAy, IJ0 3aMHKaB pir ByAu1b, Ha Kurraar LTY My 3 inmoro 6oky.

that belongs to historical, classical architecture, but it was reconsidered and made on
a different scale. The size of this cornice corresponded to the postmodern worldview.
Because postmodernism allowed dimensions to be transformed, it even allowed some
irony towards the classics. It was not just a mechanical, classical transfer of forms;
postmodernism is another matter. It was trendy, at that time, the idea of preserving the
reworked attributes of classical architecture.” (personal communication, 09.09.2021)

The modern interpretation of the closed block was turning it into a mall — a shop-
ping center with a covered passage parallel to Khreschatyk street, full of various shops
and cafes, restaurants. The inner part of the block was devised as an urban park.

GIPROGRAZHDANPROMSTROY

Viktor Kudin, A. Kazanskiy, O. Ivanenko (Fig. 2.7,2.7.1)

A similar approach to the complete renovation of the quarter/block to the one
that was offered by the architect Janos Vig, this his proposal is foremost noticeable

for providing a completely different ratio in the scales of buildings and the spaces of

In.2.8

Kuisnpoexr 2,
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Fig. 2.8

KIEVPROEKT
(team 2), View from
Khreschatyk on

the quarter, model,
from the Stroitelstvo

i Architekeura journal,
ZSSLoAaC archive
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In.2.8.1

Kuisnpoekr 2,
BHYTpIlIHE PO3MIAQ-
HYBaHHs KBAPTAAY,
KpaeBUA i3 ByA.
Borpana XmeabHurp-
KOTO, MAKET

Fig. 2.8.1

KIEVPROEKT

(team 2), Internal layout
of the quarter, view from
Bohdan Khmelnytsky
Street. Model

Apyeuii myp i nodarvuse pospobaenns

3ropom BiA6YBC}I 1je OAUH KOHKYPC, IIPOTE SIKOrOCh M ACYMKOBOI0/0CTa-
TOYHOTrO PillICHHS yXBaACHO He 6yao. Pesyabrar koHKypcy 6yB AOBOAL AMB-
HUM: KiAbKa KOMaHA-yYaCHUIIb OTPUMAAU 3aBAAHHS iHTErpyBaTH PisHi iael

the quarter/block, much larger columns, and a structured visual separation of floors
and other inner spaces. Each floor was made visible because of “reverse terracing,” the
most famous example of which is Boston City Hall. The facades were radically late
modernist, without any references to the proportions and materials of the facades of
the neighboring buildings. On the ground floor, a peristyle was formed around the
entire new perimeter of the block/quarter — a covered space that was a part of the
building and part of the street at the same time.

Victor Kudin shares his reflection on his ambitious proposal and notes that:

It was a brazen project (laughs - ed.) Because we ruined everything and built a com-
pletely new structure. We did not understand what could remain there/be left — because
everything was already crumbling. Postmodernism has not yet reached us because we
may not have understood all this value. Because you can't say today “old architecture
of a dense block” — it is the same environment as the other city parts, right? It is a city

structure. And we have not yet learned to appreciate the structure, the environment,
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BIATIOBIAHO AO OAHOTO CIIABHOTrO GaueHHS i MPEACTABUTH LIAICHUM, HaA-
3BUYAHHO AETAAI30BAHMM IMPOEKT SIK CTAPOTO KBAPTAAY, TAK i KBAPTAAY Ha
Beccapabepkiit naomi. SInom Bir, Basentun €5x08 (Ha TOi Yac roroBHui
apxiTeKTOp Micra) Ta IOpiit [TackeBuy ABa poKH IPAIIOBAAM HAA IIUM CITiAb-
HO. OCHOBHOIO iAci0 OyAn 30epeKeHHsI Ta peHOBallis Halkpaue 30epexe-
HUX | HallBaXXAMBIMHNX OyAiBeab PponTy 3a6ys0BH Xpemaruka (Homepu 42,
44,501 52) i nepenecenns Beix komepuiitanx ¢pynkuiit Ao beccapabepkoro
xBapraay. Lleit nponec kypysaau 3 Paan Minictpis YPCP (ia. 2.9,2.9.1).

BucTaBkoBHIT 1 MOAOADKHHIL LIEHTPH, FOTEAD, 2 TAKOK HOBA PEIIETH-
UifiHa i rasipanbka 3aAn leaTpy pociiichkoi ApaMu Masu cPOpMyBaTH
TOYKU TSDKIHHS AASL SKHTEAIB MicTa. Ix IIAAHYBaAH 06’epHaTU BHYTpilI-
HbOKBapPTaAbHUM Hy6Ai‘1HI/IM IIPOCTOPOM (no,A,i6H1/1M A0 Myseitnoro
KBapTaAy y Bipni), mo mas 6u pi3Hi 30HH i 6yB 3’ €AHAHUH MIIOXiAHUMU
Mapuipytamu i3 Byaunsimu [ Iymkincekoro, Tapaca IlleBuenka, AcHiHa
(sapas — Borpana XmeapHunpkoro) tTa Xpemarukom. Maau BigBectn
YaCTHHY HUHIIHBOI Byauni boraana XMeAPHUIIBKOTO AAS MILIOXiAHOI
30HH, CTBOPUTHU APYXKHIO AO AIDAMHH i BiABHY Bip MAIllMH IAOILY ITEPEA
HasIBHOIO 6yAiBA€IO TEaTpPy Ta MPOKAACTH HOBHI MapipyT Ao Kuiscokoi
onepu (ia. 2.9.2,2.9.3).

Ecreruka icropuiusmy, sIKy 3apornoHyBaAU aBTOPH, BBOAHAQ HOBHI
CUMBOAIYHUM IIAXIA, METOK SIKOTO 6on MPUXOBATH 3HAYHUMN MacmTab
3HECEHHUX y CTApOMY KBapTaAi 6y,A,iBeAb i AOGyAOBa}mx HoBux. Pedepen-
Tamu TYT Oyaa i 3abypoBa XIX croairts, i 6yaiBas LIYMy y cruai «pa-
ASIHCBKOTO Ap-Aeko» Ha posi, I IIOMIE3HHH MICASBOEHHHH aHCaMOAb
Xpemaruka 1950-x. Buyrpimmniit mybaivauit npoctip 6yB 3apymaHmit

the background buildings. Yes, as normal architects, we understood that architectural
monuments should be preserved. (In the competition project — ed.) we demolished
everything and came up with a new structure. The most important point is that there was
no real civic center along Khreschatyk or elsewhere in the city center. There was no place
people could gather, do something, talk, meet. (...) Therefore, the goal was to establish
the cultural center of Kyiv and that was my vision. We made a big amphitheater where
people could sit, stand, see something, listen to something; there was also a hall/space for
restaurants. (Personal communication, 01.09.2021)

Japanese metabolism, Dutch structuralism, and British brutalism were all combined
in some way to create a monumental but open space for the community that allowed var-
ious functions and scales of public events possible at the time/or sanctioned by the state.
The perforation of the building overlooking Khreschatyk, new pedestrian routes, and the
weather canopy would have allowed the constant use of the interior of the block on an

equal footing with Khreschatyk and, possibly, extend its popularity with some groups.
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In. 2.9

Moaeas BapianTa 1,
IIePCIIECKTUBA KBAPTA-
Ay B cepepoBun, 1984
pix (i3 kriwkxu «ITis
CTOpiyYs OYMMA apXi-
TekTopa>» Basentuua

Exosa (2001))

In.2.9.1

Mopean BapianTa 1,
pouT 3a6ys0BH
Xpemaruxa, 1984
pik (is knmkkn «ITis
CTOPIYYS O4MMa apXi-
TexTopa>» BascHTina
Exoma (2001))

Fig. 2.9

1¥ version of the final
project, perspective of
the block in the urban
milieu, 1984, from the
book Polveka glazami
architektora by Valentyn
Yezhov (2001)

Fig.2.9.1

1% version of the final
project, Khreschatyk
building front, 1984,
from the book Polveka
glazami architektora by
Valentyn Yezhov (2001)
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In.2.9.2

Suowm Bir npesenrye
BapianT 1, 1984

pix (i3 kKHKKH
«ITiB cropiuys
OYMMa apXiTEeKTOpa>»
Baaentnna €xosa

(2001))

In.2.9.3

Moaeas Bapianra 2,
PO3BUTOK QyHKIIii
KkBaprasy, 1984 (2)

(ia kmmxxu «ITin
CTOPIYYST OYMMA apXi-
TekTOpa» BaseHTnHa

EsxoBa (2001))

Fig. 2.9.2

Janosh Vig presents

1% version of the final
project, 1984, from the
book Polveka glazami
architektora by Valentyn
Yezhov (2001)

Fig. 2.9.3

2nd version of the final
project, development of
the new block functions,
1984 (2), from the

book Polveka glazami
architektora by Valentyn
Yezhov (2001)
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In.2.10 »

Maiicrepus Boso-
anmupa [lepyenxka,
MPOEKTHA MPOTIO-
3HUIIiS APYTOTO TYPY
(¢oto 3 ocobucroro
apxisy Boaopumupa

lepyenka)

Fig. 2.10

Volodymyr Shevchenko
workshop, Project pro-
posal of the 2 stage

of the competition,
1996, from the
Volodymyr Shevchenko
private archiv

OLEKSANDR ANISIMOV 165

In.2.10.1 «

Maiicrepust Mukoan
AeBuyka, npoekTHa
IIPOIIOSHLLisl APYTOTO
1ypy (poTo 3 ocobu-
croro apxiBy Mukoan

Aesuyxka)

In.211+

Makxer kBapTasy
BIATIOBIAHO AO TIPO-
€KTY PEKOHCTPYKIIil
1980-x poxis, 2021
pik, aBTop Boprc
MeaBeaen
(www.aftersocialist-
modernism.com)

Fig. 2.10.1 »

Mykola Levchuk work-
shop, Project proposal
of the 2™ stage of the
competition, 1996, from
the Mykola Levchuk

private archive

Fig.2.11 «

Model of the block with
the 1980s reconstruction
project, 2021, Borys
Medvediev
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MOAIOHUM A0 iHIIEX XapaKTEPHUX MPOCTOPIB CTAPOro MicrTa, 3 BipBEp-
TUMHU IJUTYBAHHAMH KAACHMYHOI apXiTEKTYpH (PI/IMy, I'peui'l') Ta HEAABHIX
noctmopepHux npoektiB CIIIA Ta €spomnu. Bin pisko xoHTpacTyBas i3
conpeaaicTudHo ecTeTHKo0 maomi YKosTHeBOI peBoalonii Ta Xpemraru-
ka 1960-xi 1970-x.

Pesysomamu. Licaamosa

Hesaskaroun Ha yxBaAeHHS PIlIEHHS PO PEKOHCTPYKIHIO 33 IIPOEKTOM,
nporjec Tak i He moyascs. Y 1987 poui BiaOyaacst smiHa kepiBHHIITBA apXi-
TeKTypHOro yrpasAinusa. Hosi micbki ynpaBainii Bupimuan He ¢popcyBaru
Lle CKAAAHE 3aBAAHHS 1 BIAKAAAW PEAAI3AIliI0 TPOEKTY aXX Ha 14—Ty T SITU-
piaky — 1996-2000 poku. 3 mmeBHUX IPHYHH, CEPEA SKUX, OYCBHAHO, KO-
pymnuis Ta 6arkaHHA OTPUMATH 3UCK i3 PUHKOBUX BIAHOCHH, IO TOAi came
popmyBasucs, 6yAO OrOAOIICHO HOBUI KOHKYPC, SIKMI MaB y>Ke IHIIY MeTy
(ia. 2.10, 2.10.1).

ITicast OypxanBoro mepiopy mepebysoBu CIpaBAi BIAOYBCSI HOBHIL, ABOCTAII-
HUH KOHKYPC.

Y apyromy typi BuOpasu npomnosunio Boropumupa IlleBucHka.
Llsoro pasy mpoexr Maaa piHaHCYBaTH iHBeCcTHLiliHA KOoMIIaHis 3 Bpu-
tanil. ApxiTekrop PO3PO6I/IB HOBI Bi3yaAbHi I NPOCTOPOBi aTpakiil
Ta [IOB’513aB Pi3HI YACTHHH KOMEPILIHHOro ta opicHOro LECHTPY 3 IIpHU-
ACTAUMH BYAULSIMH. BTpyuaHHs B HasiBHMI npocTip 6yA0 MeHIIMM 3a
MacwtaboMm, ase He MeHI amOinifiHuM, HiX npoektu 1980-x poxis.
Ilpore y 1997 poui, oApasy micasi 3aTBEPAKCHHS IPOEKTY, IIOYAAACS
HOBA €KOHOMI4Ha KpH3a $piHAHCOBHUX PUHKIB, 11JO TIOCTABHAO MPOEKT Ha
aysy, 1[0 TPUBA€ AOHHUHI.

Kievproekt (2)

Eva Astolosh, Valentin Yezhov, Yuri Paskevich (Fig. 2.8, 2.8.1)

The project that retained most of the old buildings and provided the least open public
space also won the second prize. The high density of the interior was justified by the content/
filling — the architects set to place exhibition halls, cafes, hotels, theater, observation deck
on Khreschatyk, youth center, and much more inside the block. The jury appreciated the
delicate and creative approach to the historical heritage — preservation, reconstruction, and
superstructures for various objects were justified by their different architectural significance,
structural condition, and the need for new visual landmarks. Here, for example, a new tower
was devised, and the height of the building at the corner of the quarter, which topped up the
corner of the streets like the TSUM (Central Department Store) on the other side, increased.

2nd competition and subsequent design

Another competition was held soon, yet without any conclusive/final decision. The

result was quite strange — a group of different participating teams received a task to

OLEKSANDR ANISIMOV

CporoaHi KBapTaA NPUBATU30BAHO i pPArMEHTOBAHO SIK IIPOCTOPOBO,
0 AIASIHKaX, Tak i BidyaabHO. AesiKi HOro yacTHHU 3aHeAOaHi, 1 He icHye
€AMHOTIO MiIIOXiAHOTO IPOXOAY, AKUI IEPETUHAB 6u itoro miakom. Pos-
TAIIOBAaHi TaM MaAi MIAIIPMEMCTBA HE a)K TaK BaKAUBI AASL MICTa, a IXHi
BAACHUKH HE MaiOTh CIIIABHOTO 0aueHHs MaiibyTHbOIO LibOTO KBapTAAY;
BHYTpIIIHI ABOpH — Y skaxauBoMy ctasi. Ha 1jio np06AeMy AABHO HE 3Ba-
skae 1 micpka Baapa. IlpoTe akTyaAbHHM AMINAETHCSA MUTAHHSA HaPiKHOI
6yAiBAi KOAMIIHBOTO FACTPOHOMY, 5IKa IIOKHU IO CTOITh 3pYHHOBAHA ITiCAS
MEHTY MiCTOGy,A,YBaHHH i apxiTexTypHu 6on ITOAAHO HOBUM MPOEKT CyHep-
CTPYKTYpH ILii€l 6y,A,iBAi, SIKUM CBIAYUTH IPO TE, IO y KEPIBHUI[TBA MicTa
HEMA€ XKOAHOIL CTPATETii YU MOAITUKHU LJOAO MaﬁGyTHboro PO3BUTKY ITiel
aokarii (ia. 2.11).

Ksapraau Posenbepra, 1979-1988

Texniuna ingopmayis

Tum: xoHKypC i TOAaABII CTaAIT pO3PO6ACHH}I.

Poxu: 1979-1988.

3amosuuku: Kuisnpoexr, Aepx6ys YPCP.

PiBens: sakputnit koukypc y KuiBrpoexri.

Odiuifina Hassa: «Konkypc i3 3a0yp0Bu icTopuynux kBapTaais [Topoay»
(«Komnkypc Ha sacTpoiiky ucropudeckux kBaprasos [Togona ).

Tpaexmopis pationy — 6i0 macumabnoi nepebydosu 0o Komniexcrnozo 30e-
pewcenns

integrate diverse ideas into a single vision and present a comprehensive, very detailed
project for both the OId Block and the block on Bessarabska square. Janosh Vig,
Valentyn Yezhov (at the time chief architect of the city), and Yurii Paskevych worked
together for two years. The primary logic was to save and renovate the best-preserved
and most important buildings on Khreschatyk street front (42, 44, 50, and 52) and
transfer the existing commercial functions to the Bessarabka block. This process was
overseen by the Council of Ministers of the UkrSSR. (Fig. 2.9, 2.9.1)

Exhibition space, concert hall for youth, hotel, and new rehearsal and perform-
ing scene for the Russian Drama Theater were planned as points of attraction for
citizens. These institutions had to be united by a multi-zoned public space (akin to
Museumsquartier in Vienna). Various spaces comprising the courtyards had pedes-
trian accesses from all adjoining streets: Pushkinska, Tarasa Shevchenka, Bohdana
Khmlenytskoho, and Khreschatyk. The pedestrianization of the part of the Bohdana

Khmelnytskoho street was a precondition for a human-friendly and traffic-free square
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VY 1968 poui KuiBrpoexT 3arrpornoHoBaB MOACPHICTCHKHI ITAAH IIOBHOL
3aMiHM KBapTaAbHOIL cTpykTypu [Toa0Ay OyarHKaMH B OTOYEHHI [TApKiB, CXO-
JKMMH Ha Mikpopaiionu Ha iepudepil. Lleil maan HamroBXHyBCs Ha 3aIIEKAHI
OIlip iICTOPUKIB apPXiTEKTYpPH Ta PECTABPATOPIB, i BAAAA MOTO TaK i HE 3aTBEp-
AviAa. PaitoH 6yA0 «BpSTOBAHO>» BiA TOTAABHOI PEKOHCTPYKIIL, a TUM 4aCOM
nepeA KUIBCbKUMHU apXiTEKTOPAMH [TOCTAAO IIUTAHHSL: IK OYAYBaTH B LIABHO
3a6yAOBaHI/IX Ta iICTOPUYHO HACUYEHHUX PaliOHAX? (iA. 3.1, 3.1.1, 3.1.2)

Y 1973 poui apxitekropka-pecraBpatopka Basenrtuna IlleBuenxo
MpoBEAd KOMITAEKCHE AOCAIAKEHHS apXiTEKTYPHOI CHAAIUHU PaHoHY,

-

o8
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oxonupmu 3600 6YAiBCAI> Ha [Topoai. Pexomenpanii niel inBenTapusa-
il mam’sTok 6yAo BHeceHO A0 HOBOro ITaaHy AeTaAbHOrO IAQHYBaHHs
paitony 1974-1975 poxkis. TyT MOXHAa BHOKPEMUTH ACSKI PaAMKaABHI
BIAXMAEHHS Bia MOAepHIicTChKOro mipxoay. Ilo-mepiue, Byanuny cTpyk-
Typy XIX cTOAITTS 3aAUIIUAU HE3MIHHOIO, 2 HOBIL 6y,A,iBAi MaAHM 3AUBa-
THCSI 3 HABKOAUIIHIM 30yAOBaHHMM CEPEAOBHUILEM, & HE KOHTPACTYBAaTH
3 HuM. byao 3anmaanoBaHo HOBI TpocTOpoBi KOHIrypanii ABOX FOAOBHUX

naowu; — ITomrosoi ra KonTpakToBoi, a Takox Byauni CarafipaqaHoro (ia.

3.2,3.2.1,3.2.2).

in front of the existing theater building and tracing a new route towards the Opera
house. (Fig. 2.9.2,2.9.3)

Historicist aesthetics introduced as a new symbolic approach by the authors intended
to conceal the significant scale of demolition and new insertions into the Old Block.
References came from the existing 19-century buildings, large “Soviet Art-deco” TSUM
building (Department Store) overlooking the corner, and pompous 1950s ensemble
of the street itself. Inner public space was devised in a manner characteristic of old city
spaces with overt quotations from the classic architecture (Rome, Greece) and recent
postmodern projects in the US and Europe and was strongly contrasted to the socialist
realism aesthetics of Maidan Nezaleznosti and Khreschatyk.

Afterword and results

Although there was a decision to start the redevelopment process — it never
happened. After 1987, new administrators in the municipal Department of Archi-

tecture were not so keen to tackle this complicated issue and postponed the realiza-

tion of the project to the 14th 5-year planning period (1996-2000). Moreover, for
some reason, possibly due to corruption or inclinations to reap benefits from the
emerging market relations, a new competition with a different aim had to be held.
(Fig. 2.10,2.10.1)

After the turbulent period of Perestroika, a new two-stage competition was
announced. In the second stage, the proposal of Volodymyr Shevchenko was chosen.
This time the funds of a British investment company were the main driver of the process.
The architect designed new visual and spatial attractions and connected different parts
in a commercial and business center with access from two adjacent streets. This interven-
tion was subtler in scale but no less ambitious than those of the 1980s. However, in 1997,
as soon as the project had been approved, a new economic crisis strokes the financial
markets leading to a new pause that continues until today.

Today, this urban block is privatized and fragmented both spatially, plot-wise, and vis-

ually. Parts of it are abandoned, and no single public trespass exists that crosses it entirely.

In. 3.1

Kuisnpoexr, maii6y-
i 06pucu [Toaoay.
Biabmmicrs crapux
6GyaiBeab miaasrasu
3HECCHHIO

i 3amini Ha MoAepHicT-
cbKi maHeAbHi GyAuH-
xu (oro 3 sxypHasy
«DByaiBunTBO
iapxirekrypa>,

apxis AHABB

im. B. I. 3a6oaotHoOr0)

Fig. 3.1

KIEVPROEKT, Future
view of the Podil skyline.
Most of the old building
were to be replaced with
modernist slabs, from
the Stroitelstvo

i Architektura journal,
ZSSLoAaC archive
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In.3.1.1

Kuisnpoexr,

IIAQH ACTAABHOTO
MAQHYBAHHS PaiioHy
(¢poto 3 xypHany
«DByaiBHuiTBO
iapxiTekTypa>,

apxiB ZSSLoAaC)

Fig. 3.1.1

KIEVPROEKT, Detailed
plan of the district of the
1968, from the Stroitelst-
vo i Architekrura journal,
ZSSLoAaC archive

Small businesses located here are of little importance to the city, while their owners do
not share a single vision of the future of this area, and the courtyards are in a most terrible
condition. City authorities have long forgotten about such a problem. However, there
remains an issue of the corner grocery store building (soviet gastronom) that lies in ruins
and was recently put on fire by its owners. In 2019, a new project of the superstructure
for this building was presented at the Department of Architecture, which highlighted
the absence of any strategy or policy towards the future development of the site from the

municipal administrators. (Fig. 2.11)

The Rozenberg blocks 1979-1988

Technical information

type: competition and subsequent design stages
years: 1979-1988

client: Kievproekt, Derzhbud
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VipalHCcbKi pecTaBpaTopH Ta aKTHUBHI HO6OPHI/IKI/I MOAITUKHM PEKOH-
crpykuil srapyBaan 1991 poky: «Ayxe ckopo, Ha mouarky 1970-x, ap-
XiTEKTOPU-PECTABPATOPHU, ICTOPUKH i 6iABIIICTD TOPOASIH 3PO3YMiAHM, IO
6y,A,yBaTI/I IIOCh, III0 HE TAPMOHIIOE 3 AOBKOAHUIIHIM CEPEAOBUILEM, — IIO-
HaiiMeHIue, HeaarekorasipHo. Ha 1974 pik y HOBOMy AeTaAbHOMY IAaHi
IToaoAy mepeabadarocs CTBOPEHHs OXOPOHHHX 30H AASI apXiTEKTYpPHHX,
ICTOPUYHUX | KYABTYPHHX IIAM SITOK, IO O3HAYAAO 3aIIPOBAAXKCHHS CIIC-
IHiaABHUX 6YAiBCAbHHX HOPM AASL HOBOTO 6y,A,iBHI/IuTBa» (Lositskiy &
Vlasova, 1991, p. 32).

VY 1980-x y CPCP 3'sIBASIIOTBCSI IEPCIICKTUBY PO3BUTKY TYPH3MY, iHAY-
CTpisi moCAyr MIBUAKO posBuBajacs. Lle yacTo BUKOpHCTOBYBasM 5K ap-
rymeHT (0CO6AMBO KOAM HIIAOCS NTPO MIKHAPOAHHH TYPH3M) y MOSCHIO-
BAABHHUX 3aIIHCKAX IIPO OXOPOHY CIIAALMHU AASL 30€PEKEHHS KOHKPETHHUX

type: invited competition in Kievproekt

official title: Konkypc na sacrpoiiky kaprasos [Toaona

Trajectory of the district — from total reconstruction to complete conservation

In 1968, a modernist plan to demolish the original block structure of Podil and
replace it with elongated slab-like buildings surrounded by parks akin to microrayons on
the periphery was proposed by Kievprockt. The idea was met with fierce resistance from
architecture historians and conservationists and ultimately was never approved by the
authorities. Since the district was spared from total reconstruction, the question for the
Kyivan architects arose — how to build in the dense and historically charged neighbor-
hoods? (Fig. 3.1, 3.1.1, 3.1.2).

In 1973, a comprehensive study of the architectural heritage in the district covering
3600 buildings in Podil was conducted by Valentyna Shevchenko. The recommendations
of the study were incorporated in a new district master plan of 1974-1975. Here, some rad-

ical departures from the modernist approach can be defined. The street structure was left

In.3.1.2

OauH i3 AeB’ sTUIIO-
BEPXOBUX KHUTAOBUX
Gyaunkis A0 1975

poxy (Google maps)

Fig. 3.1.2

One of the built 9
storey residential build-
ingsbuilt before 1975,
from Google maps
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In. 3.2

ITomwrosa naoma,
MOACAB HOBOTO
paiiony, 1975 pix
(apxis Kuisnpoexry)

In.3.2.1

Konrpaxrosa
IAOIIA, MAKET
MOA€EAI HOBOTO
paitony, 1975 pik
(apxis Kuisnpoexry)

Fig. 3.2

Poshtova ploscha, new
district plan model,
1975, from
KIEVPROEKT

archive

Fig. 3.2.1

Kontraktova ploscha,
new district plan
model, 1975, from
KIEVPROEKT archive

intact, and new buildings were devised to blend with the surrounding built environment

rather than to contrast it. New spatial configurations for the two main squares — Poshtova
and Kontraktova as well as Sahaydachnoho street — were planned. (Fig. 3.2, 3.2.1, 3.2.2)

Ukrainian restorers and active adherents of reconstruction policies recalled in 1991:

“Very soon, by the beginning of the 1970s, the architects-restorers, historians, and
the majority of the citizens realized the fact that to build something which does not
harmonize with the surroundings looks, at least, purblind. By 1974, a new detailed plan
for the Podil (a district in the central part of the city) foresaw the creation of preservation
zones for architectural, historical and cultural monuments which presupposed specific
regulations for construction.” (Lositskiy & Vlasova, 1991, p.32)

Prospects of tourism were made up as a result of the fast-growing service industry in
the USSR in the 1980s. It served as an argument (especially when accompanied by the
term “international”) in the heritage protection texts to conserve specific areas or buildings.

Podil was no different in this respect. Peculiarly, even the idea of re-constructing churches

OLEKSANDR ANISIMOV ~ 1./3

TepuTopiii 260 6yaiseas. Y npomy nurtansi [Toaia He 6yB Bunsrkom. [Ipu-
KMETHO, 110 HaBiTb 1ACH0 PEKOHCTPYKLI LIepKOB, siki 6yao sHeceHo y 1930-x,
BKe OYyAO IPEACTABACHO Yy IMPOEKTHUX PilllCHHSX. ABTOPHU IepeabadanH,
110 TOAOBHUMHU 00’€KTaMu iHTepecy TypucTiB OyAyTb LiepKBY, OpyKoBaHi
BYAHIi Ta CTapi MiChKi IMAOIIi.

3a60anmsg ma idei

Kiapka pokiB mmicast 3aTBEpAXKEHHSI IIAQHY HE PO6I/IAI/I SKOAHUX KPOKIB AAS
II0ro peaaisanii, OCKIABKH HAASBUYAHO CKAAAHO OYAO 3HAITH 30A0TY cepe-
AUHY MDK THITI30BAHMMHU METOAAMH OYAIBHHUIITBA T2 HOBUMU CTPOTUMH HOP-
MaMH yXBaAeHOTo maany. ¥ 1979 poui komaHaa apxiTexTopis Ha 4oai 3 Iro-
pem IInaporo nepemoraa Ha KOHKYPCi IPOEKTHUX IA€H IJOAO 3a6yAOBI/I ceMu
crapux kBapTaaiB Ha [Topoai B incTuTyTi «KuiBnpoekr». ITicas nporo xo-
MaHAQ PO3AIAMAACS HABIIA, i IPOEKT TPHOX KBAPTAAIB Y 6iABII 36epe>1<ex—1i151

demolished in the 1930s was already on the table. It was envisioned that churches, cobbled
streets, and old town squares could be the main objects of interest to visitors.

Aim and ideas

For several years, after the plan approval, there were no steps taken for its implementa-
tion, as it appeared immensely hard to find a middle ground between typified construc-
tion methods and the new rigorous norms of the plan. In 1979, a group of architects led
by Igor Shpara won the competition for the design ideas for the Podil seven old blocks
development in the KIEVPROEKT state design institute. After that, the team split in
half, and the three blocks in the more preserved and historically appreciated part of the
district became known as the “Rozenberg blocks.” (Fig. 3.3, 3.3.1)

Proposed densities were significantly lower compared to the construction densities
required for new development in the city. It allowed for heights of 3-5 stories and sig-
nificant distances between the buildings. Original idea was to use typified blocks with

the insertion of some individualized elements, such as corner sections, street design

In. 3.2.2

Kommnaexcna nmporpa-
Ma PEKOHCTPYKIIT i
6aaroycTporo icropuy-
Hoi yactunu [Topoay
40 1990 poxy, 1984
pix (¢poro 3 apxisy
Kuisnpoekry)

Fig. 3.2.2

New urban conserva-
tion and beautification
plan of the district until
1990 (1984), from
KIEVPROEKT archive
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In. 3.3

[aan nepenaany-
BaHHA 7 KBAPTaAiB
(A-7,A-8,E-8,b-14,
B-15,B-14, B-15)
($poto 3 xypHasy
«ApxiTekTypa
CPCP», 1989, Ne 6)

Fig. 3.3

7 blocks planned for
redevelopment (D-7,
D-8,E-8,and B-14,
B-15, V-14, V-15), from
the journal Architekeura
SSSR (1989, #6)

IEXXUrOPCKAR: j
|

AHTHHOBCKAS

DPYH3E

Y
™
Yorabuga

Ta ICTOPUYHO LiiHHIH YaCTHHI pallOHy IIOYaAM HAa3MBAaTH «KkBaprasamu Po-
3eHbepra», Ha 4ecTb KepiBHUKA NPoekTy BikTopa Posenbepra (ia. 3.3, 3.3.1).

3anponoHoBaHa apXiTeKTOPaMHU IiABHICTB 6yAa 3HAYHO HIDKYOIO ITO-
PIBHSHO 31 HIIABHICTIO 6y,A,iBHI/1uTBa, SIKOIO HOPMYBaAH HOBY 3a6y,A,OBy Mi-
cta. Lle poano 3Mory oTpumaTu BUCOTY 3—5 MOBEpXiB i CTBOPUTH AOCTATHI
BiACTaHI MiX 6y,A,MH1<aMI/L OcHoBHOWO ipcer0 6on BUKOPHUCTAHHS CHCTeE-
MU TUIIOBUX KBAPTAAIB i3 ACIKMMU iIHAUBIAYaAi30BAHUMH €EAEMEHTAMU —
KYTOBUMHU CEKIIiSIMM, €AEMEHTAMH BYAUYHOTO AM3aHHy Ta AEKOPYBaH-
HsaM dacapis. Kpurnuny npobaemy cranoBuan crapi OyaiBai, 6iabuicTs

elements, and facade decorations. Another important issue was the old buildings, most
of which were in dreadful condition by that time. No solution was on the perspective,
except for the audacious demolition. This idea received an outright refusal from the
restorers association. Yet, the vast majority of the old building stock did not get reno-
vated until the 1990s. By that time, most buildings became derelict and fell into ruins,
and needed total reconstruction from the ground up to the roof.

Two design approaches for three blocks

The first version was based on the ideas of the genius loci of the district. Arrangement
of the old buildings hinted towards the medieval street layout. The authors' idea was to
turn the inner structure of the new blocks in line with the old street lines/tracing. This
solution offered two different types of courtyards inside. The first (an outer one) was
conceived as a simple space with small garden plots for flowers and greenery in front of
the houses. The inner one referred to a typology not seen since the early 1930s: dense

semi-private enclosed courtyard for inhabitants. (Fig. 3.4, 3.4.1, 3.4.2, 3.4.3, 3.4.4)

OLEKSANDR ANISIMOV ~ 1.75

3 IKHX Ha TOU Yac 6yAM B )KAXAHBOMY CTaHi, OAHAK )XOAHOTO pillleHHs Ha
TOPU30OHTI, OKPiM 3HECEHHS, HE 6on. TOBaPI/ICTBO OXOPOHU mam sITOK ic-
TOpIil Ta KyABTYPH BiA IOYATKY IPOTHBHAOCS 3HECEHHIO. YTiM, A0 1990-x
pecraspanis 6iAbIIOCTI 6yAiBCAb Tak i He movaaacs. Ha Toii yac Bonu Bxxe
CTOSIAM B PYIHAX, HOTPC6YB21AI/I KaIliTaAbHOI PpEKOHCTPYKIIil.

The solution involved the interior galleries in the inner block, serving as an
intermediary between public and private spaces. Here, the consideration of the
Podil old structure of dvir (courtyard) is evident. Such courtyards were often
inhabited by an extended family or even a few different ones and consisted of
living, storage, and production structures around a single open space. The sheer
irrelevance of such “mixed-use” in the 1980s reflected the fact that these open gal-
leries were no more a part of the complete “dwelling” cycle but appeared as merely
a space of involuntary encounter.

The second version was both a compromise with the stakeholders and the develop-
ment of the previous ideas in a new direction. The key difference was that more histor-
ically important buildings were saved, but the project now corresponded to the early
19-century street layout. Blocks received rectangular shapes, and buildings were set at
regular distances from ecach other, decreasing the spontaneity and “creativity” of the

in-between spaces. (Fig. 3.5, 3.5.1, 3.5.2, 3.5.3)

In. 3.3.1

O6pucu craporo
GyaiBeabHOrO QoHAY
AO 10YaTKy Oyais-
nunrea, 1980 pik (is
ocobucroro apxisy
IOpis ITasayproro)

Fig. 3.3.1

Traced outlines of the old
building stock before the
start of the construction,
1980, from the Yurii

Shalatskyi private archive
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Asa naanysanvri nidxodu 0o mpvox xeapmaniis

IMepuuit miaxip 6yB OCHOBaHMH Ha ipesx genius loci (Ayxy Miciis) pa-
itony. IlpocTopoBa opienranis crapux 6y,A,iBeAI> BKa3yBaAa Ha CEPEAHBO-
BI4HY ByAHM4HY Mepexy. laest aBTopiB moasiraaa B Tomy, w06 cpopmyBatu
BHYTPILIHIO CTPYKTYPY HOBHUX KBapTaAiB BIAIIOBIAHO AO CTapoOro Tpacy-
BaHHs ByaHLb. Lle pileHHs Mpu3BeAO AO ABOX PI3HHX THIIIB BHYTPILIHIX
ABopis. [Tepumit (3oBHimHII) 6yr0 3apAyMaHO K MPOCTHH MPOCTIp i3 He-
BEAMKHUMHU CAAOBUMU AIASHKAMU TIEPEA 6yAI/IHKaMI/I. A BHyTpilHI# Bia-
TBOPIOBAB THIIOAOTIIO, SIKY He 6aunau 3 moyarky 1930-x: miapHuil HamiBm-
PMBaTHUII 3aKPUTHIH BHYTPIlIHINA ABOPUK AAs MemKaHuiB (ia. 3.4, 3.4.1,
3.4.2,3.4.3).

Lle mipcuaroBasocsi HAMIPOM CTBOPHUTH BHYTPILIHI rasepel B3AOBXK yChOTO
6YAI/IHKy — q)opMy ITPOMIXXHOTO ITPOCTOPY MiXK MPUBATHUM i Hy6Ai‘IHI/IM, MDK
BYAHLICI0/ABOPOM 1 KBapTHpow. TyT mpocrexyerbcst crpoba Biaobpasuru
CTapy IOAIABCBKY THIIOAOTIIO ITOABID'SI, Y SIKOMY YAaCTO JKHMAA BEAHKA POAHMHA
4M HABITh KiAbKa PI3HUX CIMEH i SIKE CKAAAAAOCS 3 KUTAOBUX, CKAAACBKHX Ta
BUPOOHHYUX CIIOPYA HABKOAO €AMHOIO Bigkputoro mpocropy. Hepeaesant-
HICTh TAKOTO «3MilIAHOTO BUKOPUCTaHHs» ¥ 1980-x OyA0 aKLjeHTOBAHO THM,
1O 1ii BIAKPUTI rasepei 6YAI/I B)KE HE YACTMHOIO IIOBHOTO <« KUTTEBOTO> IIUKAY,
a AHIIIE IPOCTOPOM MUMOBiABHUX (i He 3aBKAM Ga’kaHHX) 3yCTpideil.

Apyra Bepcis 6yAa SIK KOMIIPOMICOM i3 3alliKaBAEHMMHU CTOPOHAMHU, TaK
i po3BUTKOM IOIEPEAHIX iacHt Y HOBOMY Hampsmi. KalogoBa BigAMiHHICTS 1TO-
ASITAaAQ B TOMY, IO y IAQHI 36CPiFaAOC}I 6iAbIIe CTapHUX apXiTEKTypHO-3HA-
IyIUX 6y,A,iBeAb, a caM IIPOEKT TENEP BiANIOBiAAB 6iAbII CydacHi Mepexi
Byaunp movarky XIX croairrsa. Kapraau orpumasn npsimoxytay ¢opmy,

At this stage, the colored fagades were introduced. It appeared to be an increasingly
cheap and efficient technology to make buildings distinctive and contemporary on the
one hand and blend them with the old brick and plaster structures on the other. More
attention was paid to the junctions between old and new walls to allow smooth visual
transition from one building to another.

The public program of the blocks became less comprehensive than was intended
previously. In this version, only a museum and a cafe were planned and no other social
facilities. Several children's playgrounds and a small sports ground were set inside the
blocks to charge each courtyard with meaning and accentuate the private dimension.
Passability and public access were balanced by a visible street line and double-sided
entrances, one of which led to the inner part of the block and the other directly on the
sidewalk.

Results. Afterword

Vira Yudina, a member of project team, commented on the project after 30 years:

C KOBOPO O

L%

1. Namaraukn apxuzextypsr XV1ll—
XIX Bs.

2, doHoBaa 3acipoiika XIX — Hau.
XX BB.

3. 3acTpoiika cOBeTCKOro nepHoad
4. NMpoekrupyemasn 3acTpoika
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In.3.4

Iepua Bepcist
]'CHCPS.ABHOI'O nAaHy
(a), 1979 pix (¢poro 3
JKypHAAY « ApxiTek-
typa CPCP», 1989,
Ne 6)

Fig. 3.4

1% version of the mas-
terplan (a), 1979, from
the journal Architckrura

SSSR (1989, #6)
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In.3.4.1-

AxcoHoMeTpis KBap-
Taais, 1982 pik (is
skypHany « A+C»,

2017, Ne 3-4)

In.34.2.

KpaeBup Ha BHy-
TpilmHii 3aKpUTHI
ABIp i mepumMeTp
xBaprasy A-7 (¢poro
3 KypHaAy «Apxi-
texrypa CPCP»,
1989, N¢ 6)

Fig.3.0.1 +

Axonometry of the
blocks, 1982, from
the “A+C” journal

(2017, #3-4)

Fig.3.0.2 >

View towards the inner
enclosed courtyard and
the perimeter of the block
D-7, from the journal
Architektura SSSR
(1989, #6)

ITodonvckue keapmanwt B. A. Posenbepza (1982) na ocnose IIAIT FO. A. Ilackesuua (1975)

,f”w v.TéA T T T T

é
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In.343.

I'1aan 3akpuToro
KBAPTAAY Ta AUTS-
YOro MaMAAHIHKA
B 6aomi A-8

($poto 3 ocobucro-
ro apxisy FOpist

[laaanpkoro)

Fig. 3.0.3

Plan of the enclosed
block and a children
playfround in the block
D-8, from the Yurii Sha-

latskyi private archive
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In. 3.5

Apyra Bepcis
FEHEPAABHOTO [AAHY
(6), 1983 pix (poro 3

JKypHaAy « ApxiTek-
typa CPCP», 1989,
Ne 6)

Fig. 3.5

2" version of the mas-
terplan (b), 1983, from
the journal Architekrura

SSSR (1989, #6)

1 bl

C KOBOPO

TpHUDODL &

e poe B
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1. Namarnukn apxuzextypsl XV1ll—
XIX Bm.

2, oHoBan 3acTpoiika XIX — Hau.
XX BB.

3. 3acTpoiika cOBeTCKOrO nepHond
4. NMpoekrupyemasn 3acTpoika
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a 6YAI/IHKI/I 6YAI/I pO3TalIOBaHi HA OAHAKOBIiH BiACTaHI OAUH Bip OAHOTO, 1O
3MEHIIYBAAO CIIOHTAHHICTh i «KPEATHBHICTh>» MPOCTOPiB Mix HUMH (ia. 3.5,
3.5.1,3.5.2,3.5.3).

VY upomy BapiaHTi Takox 3 sIBUAHCS KOABOPOBi pacapu. Craso 3posymi-
AWM, IO 1I¢ BOAHOYAC ACLICBA Ta ¢peKTUBHA TEXHOAOTLs, w06 3poburu Oy-

AIBAl XapaKTEPHMMHU Ta CY4aCHUMH i, BOAHOYAC, BIIMCATH IX Y CEPEAOBHUIIE

Well, there were many economical disadvantages. There are these finishes and elements
and so on. But this décor had been allowed in the process and the project was launched.
You see, well, everything cannot be just like everything else. Otherwise, how does it all
differ from the typified construction? These houses needed to have a face; they were the
first of such kind — such buildings were not built before. It was only after us that these
arches and cornices started. And now we would have done many things differently, but
then it all seemed revolutionary to us. It was social housing — it was not for the elite but
residential buildings for the middle-class. (Personal communication, 15.07.2019)

One of the Kyivan architecture scholars, Valentin Markhin, in an article of 1988,
which was the first analysis of the already-built area, argued that:

“Urban planning advantages (of the Rosenberg blocks — ed.) are implied, firstly —
in the correct choice of heights (from three to five floors). As a result, they organ-
ically entered the panorama of Podil and the structure of the existing supporting

built environment. Secondly, the continuity of the planning scale contributes to the

In. 3.5.1

Burasa moaeai 3
nosirTpsi. Baok A-8

y LenTpi, micas 1985
poxky (¢oro 3 xyp-
HaAy < ApxiTexTypa

CPCP», 1989, Ne 6)

Fig. 3.5.1

Acrial view of the
model. D-8 block in the
center, after 1985, from
the journal Architektura
SSSR (1989, #6)
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In. 3.5.2

Kpaesnp na Bya.
XopuBa, KBApTAAK
E-81 A-8, micas
1985 poxy (¢poro

3 KypHaAy «Apxi-
rexrypa CPCP>»,
1989, N2 6)

In.3.5.3

ITepcnextuBa
CITIABHOTO POCTOPY
Ha ByA. CkoBopo-
AM MiX TTapKOM,
HOBOGYAOBOIO T2
1epkBoio Mukoan
Iputucka (¢poto 3
SKypHaAy «ApxiTex-
Typa CPCP>»,

1989, N2 6)

Fig. 3.5.2

View of the Khoryva
street, blocks E-8 and
D-8, after 1985, from

the journal Architektura
SSSR (1989, #6)

Fig. 3.5.3

Perspective of a shared
space on the Skovorody
street between the

park, new development
and Mykoly Prytyska
church, from the journal
Architektura SSSR
(1989, #6)
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CTApIIMX LETASHUX THHBKOBAHHUX 6yAiBCAb. biapmre yBaru 6on HIPUAIAEHO
CTHKAM MiX CTAPUMM Ta HOBUMM CTiHAMH, 06 3a6€3Mme4uTH MAABHUM Bi3y-
AABPHMM IIEpPEXiA Bip OAHIEL 6y,A,iBAi AO IHIIIOI.

I'Iporpama rpomascbkux GyHKIiH KBapTaAiB 6yAa HE TaKOIO0 CUCTEMHOIO,
SIK mepeabavarocs crovatky. Y Ljiil Bepcil maaHyBaAu Auue Mysei i kade,
SKOAHUX IHIIMX comjiaabHux 060’ekTiB. Kiabka auTsunx irpoBUX MalAAHYHU-
KiB i HEBEAMKHUH CIOPTUBHUI MaHAQHYMK MAaAU 6YTI/I BCEPEAMHI KBApTAAiB,
mo6 HapaTH 3HAYYILICTh ABOPAM i MIAKPECAUTH IXHIN 6iABII MPUBATHUH BU-
Mip. BiakpuricTs ABOpiB ypiBHOBa)KyBaAH BUAMMA AiHis 336yAOBI/I BYAMILIi Ta
MmiAT3AK 3 ABOMA BXOAAMU, OAMH 3 SIKHX BiB y BHYTPIIIIHIO YACTUHY KBAPTAAY,

a APYTHI BUXOAMB IIPSMO HA BYAHUIIIO.

harmonious inclusion of the new in the old. The length of the elements of the new
building is consonant with the “module” estates of the traditional residential court-
yards of Podil, which is also reflected in the dimension of the “mosaic” of the facades
of old buildings. Thirdly, the authors strictly adhere to the traditional enclosed block
principle. (Markhin 1988, p.12)

This project seems to integrate the Soviet economic reality and the newly emerging
environmental approach seen in the inclusion in the architectural task the need to
react to the place, history, and social space. As a harbinger of various “postmodern”
problems, which became publicly expressed in the 1990s: authorship, individuality,
symbolism — this project does not show a specific “postmodern” reaction to the
Soviet system of the 1980s. Balancing between typification and individuality, restor-
ing the character of the district and its appearance, the authors successfully played on
the strengths and weaknesses of the Soviet system. Full of compromises typical of that

time, these three quarters, however, can be firmly declared as a successful rethinking of

In. 3.6

Komanpa npoexry:
Haraais Tirosa,
Haraais Popjukina,
Bixrop Posenbepr,
Bipa IOaina, Oaexciit
Lpsx, Cepriit 3a-
xapuenko, 1988 pik
(¢oto 3 apxisy Bixro-
pa Mapymenxa)

Fig. 3.6

Project team

Nataliia Titova, Natal-
iia Rodichkina, Victor
Rosenberg, Vira Yudina,
Oleksii Tsvyakh, Serhii
Zakharchenko, 1988,
Viktor Marushchenko

archive
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Pesyromamu. Licaamosa

Bipa FOajiHa, sika BxosHAa AO KOMAHAH apxiTeKTOPIB, Yepes 30 pokiB IPOKOMEH-
TyBaAa IPOEKT: « Tak, 6yA0 Gararo eKOHOMIMHUX HEAOAIKIB. € 1ji 03A00ACHHS T2
€AEMEHTH TOLLO. AAe ACKOP OYAO AOBBOACHO Y IIPOLIECi, i IPOEKT OYAO IIPOITYLIEHO.
bauurte, Hy He MOXe Bce TyT 6YTI/I TaK, 5K yce iHIlle, iHAKIIE YUM 1€ BCE BiAPi3HS-
€TbCst Bip TrIoBoro OyaiBHuuTsa? Lli OyarHky noBusHi Gyar Maty 00ANY4sL, BOHU
Oyan mepiummn — Takux OyaiBeab pawiure He 6yayBaau. Tiabku micas Hac moda-
AMCSI 1ji @pKH Ta KapHU3H. 3apa3 My 6 3po0HAHU 6arato 4Oro mo-iHIomy, aae Toal
Lie BCE 3AaBAAOCS HAM PEBOAIOLIFHMM. | 1110 1je comiaabHe XKUTAO — HE AAS EAITH,
4 KUTAOBI OYAMHKH AAsL cepeaHsikiB>» (iHTepB'o 3 Biporo FOainoro, 15.07.2019).

Bacuap Mapxin, oauH i3 KHIBCBKHX AOCAIAHHKIB apXiTEKTYpH, y CTATTi
1988 poky, mo byaa mepmmM aHaAi30M yxke 30YAOBAHOrO paiOHY, 3a3Ha-
waB: «MicTobyaiBHI mepeBarn [Tppox kBaprasis PosenGepra] moasrawors,
MO-TIEPILE, Y MPaBUABHOMY Bu6opi MIOBEPXOBOCTI 6YAI/IHKiB (BiA TPHOX AO
ITSTH HOBepxiB). BHacaipOK 1JbOr0 BOHH OPraHiYHO YBIHIIAM SIK HOBA AaH-
ka B maHopamy [Toaoay Ta cTpykTypy HasiBHOI onopHOi 3a6yaosu. [To-ppyre,
rapMOHIMHOMY BKAIOYEHHIO HOBOT'O Y CTape CIPUsE HACTYIHICTh IAAHYBAAD-
HOTO Macmra6y. IlporsoxHicTs eaeMeHTIB HOBOI 3a6yAOBI/I CIIiB3By4YHA PO3-
Mipy-“MoayA0” capAnOHOI Hapi3ku >KUTAOBHUX KBapTaaiB [Topoay, mo Takox
3HAMIIAQ CBOEPiAHE BIAOOpaXKeHHs B posMipHOCTI “Mo3aiku” dacaaiB cra-
pux bararonosepxoBux OyauHkiB. [To-Tpete, aBTOpH CYBOPO AOTPUMYIOTHCS
TPaAMLIHHOTO MPUHLMITY KBapTaAbHOI 3a6yp0Bu» (Markhin, 1988, p. 12).

Lleit npoekt Ha4eOTO iHTErpye PaASIHCbKY €KOHOMIYHY PEAAbHICTb I HOBOBH-
HUKAMHI CEPEAOBUILTHUH MAXiA — BHECEHHS AO APXITEKTYPHOTO 3aBAAHHS OCMHUC-
ACHHS MicLisl, iCTOpIl Ta COLIAABHOTO MPOCTOPY. Sk MPOBICHUK pi3HOMAHITHHX

the urban space of the late socialist period. (Fig. 3.7, 3.7.1, 3.7.2, 3.7.3, 3.7 .4, 3.7.5)

Projects in which context and social needs take precedence over architects' ambitions
and economic imperatives have been rare in large cities such as Kyiv. (Fig. 3.8)

In total, these three projects demonstrate several specificities of the planning and
architecture of the 1980s in the UkrSSR.

First, an increasingly attentive reaction to the built fabric and street morphology — the
projects could not be replicated without the loss of quality and meaning elsewhere, which
was noted and praised in professional press and discourse. Second, integration of the old
and new structures in a coherent spatial solution became an imperative for a high-quality
project — allowing for continuity of the visual and sensory environment, a mix of functions
and typology of spaces, in striking contrast to most of the projects in the 1970s.

Third, a multilayered process of spatial and social planning and design process in stages
was initiated via competitions, discussed in semi-public meetings, and reviewed by author-

ities and professionals in historical expertise. Lastly, there can be found an inclination

OLEKSANDR ANISIMOV

«IIOCTMOACPHICTCBKHX>» MPO0AEM, SIKi CKPaBO yBUpasHUAUCS B 1990-x pokax
(aBTOpCTBO, iIHAMBIAYAABHICTD, CHMBOAI3M), L€l IIPOEKT HE BUABASE KOHKPETHOI
«IIOCTMOAEPHOBOI>» peakilil Ha papsHCbKY cucteMy 1980-x pokis. basancyroun
MDXK THITi3aIli€l0 Ta IHAMBIAYaAbHICTIO, BIAHOBAIOIOUH XapaKTep PaloHy Ta Horo
BUTASIA, ABTOPU BAAAO 3i'PaAM HA CUABHHX i caabkux CTOPOHAX PaASHCBKOI CHC-
temu. CHIOBHEHI KOMIIPOMICIB, XapaKTEPHHUX AASL TOTO YaCY, Lji TPU KBAPTAAH, THM
HE MEHII, TBEPAO 3aABHAHU IIPO YCHIIIHE MEPEOCMHUCAEHHS MiCBKOTO MPOCTOPY
nisHpOCoUiaicTaHOrO nepioay (ia. 3.7, 3.7.1,3.7.2,3.7.3,3.7.4,3.7.5).

HPOGKTI/I, B SIKMX KOHTEKCT 1 COLliaAbHI r[orpe61/1 6epyTb TOpy Hap amoi-
LisAMHU apXiTEKTOPIiB Ta EKOHOMIYHMM iMIIEPATHBOM, 6yAn i € HAA3BUYAHO
piAKicHUMH y BeAMKHX MicTax, Takux sk Kuis (ia. 3.8).

3araAoM, 1ii TPH MPOEKTH ACMOHCTPYIOTD KiAbKa CIIEeLUPIdHUX PHC MiCh-
KOro naaHyBaHH: Ta apxitektypu B YPCP 1980-x.

ITo-nepiue, 6aurMo AepaAl Giabm MPUCKIMTAUBY YBary AO TKAHWHHU MicTa
i Mopoaorii ByAHIb: 1Ii IPOEKTH 6on roai BTIAMTH Aech imje 6e3 BTpaTu
SIKOCT] Ta 3HAYECHHS, IJO OTPHUMAAO CXBAABHI OLIHKH Y IpodeciiHOMY AMC-
Kypci it $axoBHX BUAAHHSIX.

I'To-ppyre, iHTerparist crapux i HoBHX 6yAiB€Ab Y AOTIYHE IPOCTOPOBE PillIEHHS
CTaAa IMITEPATUBOM AASL OTPUMAHHS ITPOEKTIB BUCOKOI IKOCTI, AAXKE L[€ YMOXKAUB-
AIOBAAO TATAICTb Bi3yaABHOTO Ta CEHCOPHOTO CEPEAOBHILA, 3MIIIYBAHHS PYHKIL
i THII0AOTII IPOCTOPIB, 1110 PI3KO KOHTPACTYBAAO 3 OiAbLIICTIO IIpoeKTiB 1970-x.

ITo-Tpete, GararomapoBuii i KiAbKaeTAITHUIA IIPOLEC IIPOCTOPOBOTO Ta CO-
L[iAAbHOTO IMAAHYBAHHA i IPOEKTYBAHHS IHILIIIOBAAU IIASIXOM OTOAOIIEHHS
apXiTEKTYPHHUX KOHKYPCIB, fKi O6I‘OBOPIOBaAI/I HA HAIBBIAKPUTHX 3aCipaH-
HSX 1 SIKi A6€TAABHO PO3TASIAAAU KEPIBHI OPTaHu Ta 3 iCTOPUYHOIL IEPCIEKTUBU

to shape spaces of the more diverse democratic society, where “decommunized” societal
relations could happen without the control of the state apparatus: inventive public design
clements, shaping of the courtyards, shared areas and spaces for local collectives were both
part of a relatively safe 1980s welfare state and anticipations of the post-soviet social and

cultural conditions — that of citizens responsibility, interest in public life and community.
CONCLUSION. DOES THIS MATTER IN 2022?

“In practice, planning is always a social product which cannot be explained if
it is not anchored to real processes of urban development and to their social
roots — that is to the resources, techniques, social relations and normative
systems that characterize the organization of a local society and its processes
of production and reproduction.”

(Palermo & Ponzini, 2010)

185
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In. 3.7

Kpaesup i3 mapky
Ha HOBI GyAHHKM no
Bya. CxoBopoan,
kBapraa A-7 (¢poto
3 0COOMCTOrO apxiBy
Cepris 3axapuenka)

In.3.7.1

Buytpimniii npocrip
kBapTaay A-8 i3 Goky
«Bopit» (poro 3
ocobucroro apxiBy
Cepris 3axapuenka)

Fig. 3.7

View from the park
on the new houses on
Skovorody St. D-7,
Serhii Zakharchenko
private archive

Fig. 3.7.1

Interior of the block D-8
towards the "gate”,
Serhii Zakharchenko

private archive
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In. 3.7.2

AMTsranit MafipaHINK
i HatiBuIa OYAIBAS

B IIEHTPi KBapTaAy
A-8 (¢poto 3 ocobu-
croro apxisy Cepris
3axapucHka)

Fig. 3.7.2

Playground and the
highest building in the
center of the block D-8,
Serhii Zakharchenko

private archive
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In.3.7.3

Buytpimniii npocrip
kBapraay A-8 (¢poto
3 0cobucToro apxiBy
Cepris 3axapucHka)

Fig. 3.7.3

Interior of the block
D-8, Serhii Zakharchen-

ko private archive

AT WIS e A Skt £

OLEKSANDR ANISIMov 189

In.3.7.4

Hosuit TPOMAACHKHIT
npocrip (cour
d’honneur) mix
CTapUMH | HOBUMH
6yAiBA}{MI/I y KBapTasi
E-8 (oo 3 0cobu-
croro apxiy Ceprist
3axapyeHka)

Fig. 3.7.4

New public space (cour
d'honneur) between
old and new buildings
in the block E-8, Serhii
Zakharchenko private

archive
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In.3.1.5

Kpaesuy i3 Bya. Xo-
puBa Ha kBapTas A-8
(¢oro 3 ocobucroro
apxiBy Cepris
3axapucHka)

In. 3.8

Maxer kBaprasy A-7,
2021 pixk, aBTOp
Bopuc Measepen
(www.aftersocialist-
modernism.com)
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AocaipkyBasn ¢axisui. Hapemri, MoxHa 3ayBaskuTH i MparHeHHs CTBOPUTH
IIPOCTOPH AAS OiABII PO3MaiTOro AEMOKPAaTUYHOTO CYCIIABCTBA, AE < ACKOMY-
Hi30BaHi>» COLIiaAbHI BIAHOCUHHM MOXXYTb BiA6YBaTI/IC$[ 11033 KOHTPOAEM A€p-
SKABHOT'O aIlapaTy: Li€ BUHAXIAAUBI EACMEHTU AU3AIHY ny6Aquux IIPOCTOPIB,
¢opMa BHYTPIIIHIX ABOPHKIB, CIIABHI MICLISI 1 IPOCTOPH AASI MICLIEBHX CITiAb-
HOT, — yci BOHU OYAH 9aCTHHOIO IIOPIBHSHO OE3MEYHOI COLIAABHOL ACpPXKABU
1980-x i BiabuBasu OYiKyBaHHS COLIIAABHUX 1 KYABTYPHHUX YMOB, SIKi HACTAHYTh
micas Papsiacpkoro Corosy, a caMe rpoMaAChKa BiATTOBIAAABHICTD MEIIKAHILB,
IXHS 3a11IKABAEHICTD Y XMTTi IXHBOI CITIABHOTH i BCI€EI TPOMAAU 3aTaAOM.

BHCHOBKI. YU BAJKAMBO IIE Y 2022 POLII?

Ha mpakTuiii naanyBaHHS 3aBXKAH € COIIAaABHHM IIPOAYKTOM,
SKUI HE MOXKHA ITOCHUTH, AKILO HE POSTASAATH HOTO 3aKOpi-
HEHICTb Y PEAABHUX IIPOLIECAX MiCHKOTO PO3BUTKY i COIIiaABHUX
HepeAYMOBAX: PECYPCaX, TEXHOAOTIAX, COIliabHUX BIAHOCHHAX

i HOpMaTHBHUX CHCTEMAX, 11O XapaKTEPU3YIOTh BPSIAYBAHHS Miclje-
BOI CITIABHOTH Ta IIPOLIECH ii BIATBOpPEHHS.

(Palermo & Ponzini, 2010)

HemopaBHe MuHYyA€ BasKAHBE caMe TOMY, IO HOTO 3aCAAHUYHX IIEPEAYMOB
4aCcTO HE pO3yMiIOTh. A MPOTE BIAAYHHS LIUX YMOB € YaCTHHOIO Cy4acHOI CH-
Tyauil. AocaiakeHHs icTopil yp6aHiCT1/mHo'1' AYMKH YMOXXAHUBAIOE 0CcoOANBUH
CIoci6 BUBYEHHS MUTAHHS Ta MNPUMHATTA PillleHb, IO I'PYHTYIOThCS HA LIiH-
HOCTSX, npodeciiHux MipKyBaHHSX, $iAOCOPCHKUX apPIyMEHTAX, SIKi AAIOTH
[OBUTHBHI HACAIAKH Yy AOBLOCTPOKOBIH IepcrekTuBi. TexctH, posaymu Ta
IPOEKTH HEAABHBOIO MUHYAOTO YTBOPIOKOTH CHUCTEMY 3HaHb, siKa NOTpebye

The recent past is specifically relevant, as its underlying preconditions are often not
understood, but repercussions are still considered a part of the contemporary situation.
Researching the history of urbanist thought allows for a specific way of inquiry and
decision-making based on values, professional considerations, philosophical arguments
to make a difference in a long perspective. The texts, reflections, and projects from
our immediate past constitute a system of knowledge that requires readdressing and
reconstitution. Inconclusive discussions held in the 1980s are at the same time a distant

story and a problem reappearing today in the ultra-dense turbo-capitalist environments

Fig. 3.1.5
Street-view on the T around the City core.
. hlﬁh;rﬁas; Di(& ' Urban planning on a big scale retained car-dependent modernist principles and
erhir Zakharchenko il |
private archive 1 j i

1 costly infrastructure networks for the cities with subcenters in the sleeping districts as

well as classical separation of functions. These new developments seem to have escaped

Fig. 3.8

Model of the Block D-7,
2021, Borys Medvediev

the criticism and reflections on both the distant and the recent past of the city devel-

opment: the 19th-century ideals of mixed and dense neighborhoods and 20-century
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ITIOBTOPHOTO PO3TASIAY Ta BIiAOUTTS y cygacHoMy auckypci. Hesaseprueni auc-
kycil 1980-x pokiB x04, Ha IEpUIMIT MOTASIA, 1 BIAIMIIAM B MHHYAE, as€ AOCI
AMIIAIOTHCS IIPOOAEMOIO, SIKA BUPHHAE IOAO MICTa B HOBOCTBOPIOBAHUX TYp-
60KaIMiTaAICTUHIHUX CEPEAOBHUINIAX HAABUCOKOI I ABHOCTI.

Macmrabue micbke ITAQHYBaHHS 36epira€ MOAEPHICTCHKI MPUHLIUIN 3aAEK-
HOCTI BiA aBTOTPAHCIIOPTY Ta AOPOrUX iHPPACTPYKTYPHUX MEPEXK Y MICTaX, IO
MAaIOTb | MEHILI MALIEHTPH Y CIAABHHUX PAaFOHAX, | KAACHYIHE PO3AIACHHS QYHKIIH.
LIi HOBI mpoLecH, 3A€THCSI, OMUHAIOTH YBArOl pO3MIpKOBYBAHHI IIPO 3a0YAOBY
SK Y AAAEKOMY, TaK i B HEAABHBOMY MUHYAOMY: ITPO iA€aAU 3MIIIAHMX i IIIABHO
3aceaeHnx paitoniB XIX croairrs i MmoaepHicteki Bisii XX croairTs mpo ¢yHxk-
L[iOHAABHE 30HYBAHHS 1 JKMTAOBI 6aHITI/I-6aI‘aTOHOBCpXiBKI/I. «IToctmoaepHuit
IIOBOPOT> Y MiCbKOMY IAQHYBaHHI, CXOXE, I AO CbOTOAHI HE CTaBCs, aAXKeE, Ha-
IPHKAAA, Bis FOAOBHOTO apxiTekTopa Kuesa MoxxHa mody Ty, 1110 «Ham HOTpi6Hi
rpouui B 010AXeTi, Ham HOTPi6HI TyHeal, MocTu. I Bei 1i iaei Tpeba mpomucaru y re-
HEPaABHOMY IAaHi, 106 ix 6yao peaaizoBano» (Svystunov, 2021).

I'Ipore 51 TBEpAO HEpEKOHAHMIL, IO IHCTUTYIiaAI30BaHA TAM SITh IIPO IPOLICCH
IIje AOBIO BIIAUBATHME Ha AUCKYPC, pOPMYIOUH OYiKYBaHHS i HOPMH, SIKi IIPOCTO
Tak He 3HHKa0Th. CamMa NpHpPOAA IPOLIECY, IO YMOXKAUBAIOE TaKy apXiTEKTYPY,
SIKa BUXOAUTD 32 MEXI TIABKH HEOOXiAHOTO, CTBOPIOETHCA i 36€piraeTbc5{ 3aBASIKU
3AATHOCTI yTPUMYBATH BiA KPUTUYHUX ITOMHAOK i 36epiraTH MiCBKE CEPEAOBUILIE
Bip HebaxaHuX HacaiakiB. BiabmmicTs IHCTUTYL[IMHUX Ba>KEAIB BIIAUBY A06pe Bi-
AOMi: I1€ BIATTIOBIAHUM CITOCOOOM OpraHi3oBaHi KOHKYPCH, PpaxoBi AUCKYCII Ipo
LiAl TIPOEKTIB, NPOrPECHBHI HOPMH IIIOAO 30HYBAaHH:, yBara IpOMaAChKOCTI Ta
BUMOTH PiBHOTO COLIIOEKOHOMIYHOTO PO3IIOALAY.

Ta 41 roTOBi MM KPUTHYHO IIEPEOCMUCAUTH YPOKH MHHYAOIO?

modernist visions of separation of functions and tower-like high-rises. The “postmodern
turn” in planning seems to be ignored today as we can hear from the chief architect of
Kyiv that “we need money in the budget, we need tunnels, bridges. And all these ideas
need to be stated in the General Plan to enable implementation” (Svystunov, 2021).
However, I share a firm belief that institutionalized memories of the processes have a
long-lasting power to influence the discourse, forming expectations and norms that do
not fade away immediately. The very nature of the processes that enable architectural
production beyond the mere necessity is constructed and retained because of its proven
efficacy to save from radical mistakes and preserve the urban milieu from undesired
consequences. Most of the institutional leverages are well-known: properly organized
competitions, professional discussions about the aims of the projects, progressive zoning
regulations, public attention, and imperatives of delivering socio-economic equitability.

Are we in a position to critically learn from the past?

OLEKSANDR ANISIMOV
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