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0 1950-x y eBpomeficbkuX KpalHaX, IO CTAAHM Ha IIASX COLjaaic-

THYHOTO PO3BUTKY, IPOSCHUAHUCS HEAOAIKH iacosoril ¢yHKIio-
HAaABHO-KOHCTPYKTHBICTCbKUX KOHLIEMLIN I IeBHI xubu KAACUIIU3YIOIHX
HanpsimiB B apxitexTypi. Ilocrasa HEOOXIAHICTD i3 MO3UIIiH MapKCHU3-
MY-A€HIHI3MY IPOaHAAI3yBaTH AK AOCBiA PO3BUTKY apXiTEKTypu 6yp>1<y—
asHoro cycmiabcTBa XX CTOAITTA, Tak 1 AOCATHEHHS TeOpil Ta MPAKTUKU
PaAAHCBKOI apXiTEKTYpH AAs BI/IPO6A€HH}I 3araAbHOTEOPETUYHOTO IIiA-
IPYHTS apXiTEeKTYpPHOI TBOPYOCTI. 3 [}bOrO MOMEHTY ITI0YaBCsl HOBHI €TAIl
Yy PO3BUTKY apXiT€KTYPHO-TEOPETUYHOI AYMKH B €BPONENCHKUX COLiaAic-
THYHHUX KpalHax. Y LIl CTaTTi pOSTASIHYTO AHMIIE HaH6iABII HNPUHLUIIOBI
MoMeHTH GOpPMYBaHHS 3araAbHOI Teopil coniaaicTHYHOI apXiTeKTypH Ta
ixHe MeTOoAOAOTIYHE 3HadeHHs y npansix K. Tonsika', A. Aoaexena?, I. Ce-
cepmana® ta K. Marpitua®. Lleit oocBip pospobacHHs ¢pyHAAMEHTaABHIX
OCHOB COIIiaAICTUYHOI apPXiTEKTYPU MA€ BaXKAUBE TEOPETUYHE ¥ MPAKTUY-
HE 3HAYEHHS.

OueBUAHO, 3-IOMDK Nepmux (yHAAMEHTAABHHX IIpalpb i3 mpobaemu,
SIKy pO3rasiaaeMo, Tpeba Hasaru KHIDKKY K. Tonsika «Ha masxy ao coui-
aaictuunoi apxitexTypu» (1960)°, Bupany pociiicbkoro Moo 1967 poky
(Gonzik, 1967), mo € pesyabraTom yci€i ioro 6aratoi NpoEKTHOL, Teope-
TUYHOI, MIEAATOTIYHOI, ny6AiuI/ICTI/IquI Ta IPOMAACBKOI AISABHOCTI, IMOYHU-
Hatoun 3 1929 poxy, 3 apxiTexTypHOI cexiii AiBOro ppoHTy Ta CTBOpEHOI
1932 poxy Cmiaku coniasictuyHux apxirexropis. epes yBech Teopernd-
Hu# 1 npaktiuyauil masx K. Tonsika npoxoauTts AyMKa, o 3aBAAHHS apxi-
TEKTOpA «IIOASITA€ HACAMIIEPEA Y BMiHHI BTIAIOBATH B HAMTOYHIIIUIM croci6
YSBACHHS IIPO AIOACBKE >KUTTA>». KoHLenIiio apXiTeKTypH sK )KUTTEBOTO

By the 1950s, in the European countries that entered the path of socialist development,
the drawbacks of functionalist/constructivist ideological concepts and flaws of certain
classicism-like architectural movements had become apparent. Thus, it seems necessary to
analyze both the experience of architecture in the bourgeois society in the twentieth century
and the achievements of the theory and practice of Soviet architecture from the perspective
of Marxism-Leninism to formulate the overall theoretical basis for architectural creativity.
Since that moment, a new phase in the development of architectural theory in the socialist
European countries has started. This paper focuses on the most fundamental points in the
socialist architecture general theory and its methodological significance in the works by
Karel Honzik, Alois Dolezel, Gheorghe Sasirman, and Kurt Magritz. This experience of
developing the fundamentals of socialist architecture is theoretically and practically valuable.

Obviously, Karel Honzik’s Road to Socialist Architecture (1960), the Russian translation of
which was published in 1967 (Gonzik, 1967), should be listed among the first fundamental

works regarding the issue under consideration. This work summarizes Honzik’s planning,
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AOBKIAAS BIH aKTUBHO Ipornarysas yce XUTT. [Ipaui « Popmysanmst xut-
TeBoro ctualo» (1946), «Apxitekrypa Bcim» (1956), «Ilfo Take cruab
xuttsa>» (1958) Ta inmri YTBEPAXKYBAAH COLiAAbHY 3HAYYIIICTh APXiTEKTYP-
HOI TBOPYOCTi, META KOl — CTBOPEHHS XMTTEBOT'O CEPEAOBUIIIA.

Teopis coujaaicTuynol apxitexrypu, 3a K. Tonsikom, ue — teopis, 6a-
30BaHAa Ha MPOTPECUBHOMY, COLIIAAICTUMHOMY PO3BUTKY CYCIIABCTBA, Ha
INPOTUCTABAECHHI 11 6yp>KyaBHI/IM KoHLenuisM. Y Berymi Ao kHikkH «Ha
IIAAXY AO COLHAaAiCTHYHOI apXiTeKTypH» BiH mumre: «Y KOMIIAEKCI Cy-
CIIIABHHX CHA, 10 GOPMYIOTh apXiTEKTYPY, OCOOAUBO BaKAHBOIO € HEIIPH-
MUpeHHA 60pOTbEOA ABOX IA€OAOTII: OypiKya3HOI, 110 € MOPOAXKEHHSM IIje
HE [TEPEMOXKEHOTO KAIMiTAAICTUYHOTO AAAY, 1 COL[IaAICTUYHOT, 110 o6’€,A,Hye
BCi CHAHM IIPOTPECY — CHAH ICTHHHO peBOAIOLiHHI». | paal: «Bussuru ci
i IPUYUHH, IO CIIOHYKAIOTh MEBHUM PO3BUTOK 30AYECTBA, AATH IM Hay-
KOBY OIIIHKYy — OCb 3aBAAHHs HAIIOI apXiTEKTypHOI Teopil...» (Gonzik,
1967, p. 22). Aas K. Tonsixa coniasicTuuHa apXiTekTypa € OpraHiqaHUM
CHUHTE30M TEOPil Ta NPAKTUKH, EAHICTIO MATEPIaABHOTO i AyXOBHOTO, rap-
MOHIIHOIO B3a€EMOAIEI0 Ta PO3BUTKOM BCiX CTOPiH, BAACTUBOCTEM, KO-
CTEM i MPOABIB COLIIAAICTUYHOI AICHOCTI.

Pasom 3 Tum, K. Tonsik 6a4uB yci ckAaAHOLLI CTAHOBACHHSI coLliaAicTHY-
HOI apXiTEKTYPH AK AKiCHO HOBOTO SIBUIIIA B ICTOPII CBITOBOI apXiTEKTypH:
«3 MOTAsIAY MAPKCHCTCHKOI METOAOAOTI] 6on 61 HAIBHUM i TOMUAKOBUM
PO3paxoByBaTH Ha T€, IO 33 COL[iaAICTUYHUX YMOB IOMNEPEAHI KOAUBAHHS
Bip OAHi€l apXiTEKTYPHOI KOHIIEMIII AO iHIIOI BiAPa3y 5K MOCTYHASTbCA
MICIIEM €EAMHOMY CBiTOTASIAY, ILJO IIOBHICTIO BiAIIOBiAQTHME IAQHOBIH cuc-
TeMi HOBOTO CYCIIABHOTO AaAy [...] B apXiTeKTypi i y BCbOMY KHTTEBOMY

theoretical, teaching, critical, and social activities since 1929 when he became a member of
the Left Front and in 1932 when he joined the Union of Socialist Architects. The common
thread of entire Honzik’s theoretical and practical activities is that an architect’s “uppermost
aim is to implement his vision of human life in the most precise way” All his life, Honzik
promoted the concept of architecture as a living environment/habitat. His works Forming a
Lifestyle (1946), Architecture for All (1956), What is a Lifestyle (1958), and others asserted the
social significance of architectural creativity that strives for creatinga better living environment.
The theory of socialist architecture, according to Karel Honzik, is the theory based on
the progressive, socialist development of society, as opposed to the bourgeois concepts
of architecture. In the introduction to the Road to Socialist Architecture, Honzik writes,
“In the body of social forces forming architecture, the struggle between two ideolo-
gies is of foremost importance: the bourgeois one, generated by the capitalist social and
economic order that has not yet been defeated, and the socialist order that has united all

the forces of progress, the truly revolutionary ones. ... To reveal all the causes conditioning
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CEPEAOBHUII COIIAAICTUYHOIO CYCIIABCTBA TPUBATUMYTh CYTTEBI IeEpe-
TBOPEHHS; MU CTAaHEMO CBIAKAMM AUBOBH)KHMX 3MiH, 3yMOBAECHHUX PO3-
BUTKOM CYCITIABHUX BIAHOCHH I TEXHIYHOI PEBOAIOLl, OAHAK TaKi 3MiHM
[IOBUHHI MATH OPraHiYHUH 3B 30K i3 KOHKPETHUMHU HASIBHUMH YMOBAMHU >»
(Gonzik, 1967, p. 22).

KomraekcHicTh, KOHKPETHICTD, TICHUIT 3B'5130K 13 IPUPOAHUMU i coi-
AABHHUMHU YMOBAMHU JKUTTS, IA€OAOTIYHA CIIPSMOBAHICTh, OPi€HTALlis HA ITe-
PE€AOBI colliaAbHI, HAYKOBI I TEXHIYHI AOCATHEHHS BUPI3HIOTh AOKOPiHHI,
$yHAAMEHTAABHI IOAOXKEHHS BCHOTO HOIO TEOPETHYHOIO Aopo61<y; BiH
OAUH i3 IEPIIUX CTBEPAXKYBAB IIHPOKE PO3YMIHHS aAPXIiTEKTYPU B YMOBaX
COLIIaAICTUYHOIO CYCIIABCTBA, Y YOMY MU 6a4MMO BIIAUB ipci mioHepiB
PaAAHCBKOI apXiTEKTypH: «...HaraAbHOW HeobxipHicTio TyT (y KpaiHax
coniaaismy. — FO. €., H. T.) cTarno CTBOPCHHS €AHOCTI BCbOTO MaTepi-
AABHOTO OTOYCHHSI, sIKe O BIAIIOBIAAAO IIAAHOBOMY PO3BUTKY HAPOAHOTO
FOCIIOAAPCTBA Ta COLIAAICTHYHOMY CYCIIIABHOMY YCTPOIO. 3EMAIO, SKUBY
HPHUPOAY, MicTa i OYAIBAI MU POSIASIAAEMO 2k €dune yise, Sk €0une cepedo-
BuUYE NPOKUBAHHS AH0OUHY. 3 WUX IPUMHH HAM He0OXiHa 1 yiAicHa KOH-
yenyis Po3BUMKY COYIANICTNULHOL apXimexmypy, sxa 0yia 0u Haditinow
0CH06010 106020, €0UNO020, COYTANICIMU4HO20 Po36umKy> (KYPCHB HAIl. —
I0. €, H. T.) (Gonzik, 1967, p. 23). Yepes te K. Tonsik crBepaxye, mo
PO3BUTOK apXiTEKTYPU «SIK EAMHOTO CEPEAOBUIIA IPOKUBAHHA AIOAUHU »
HE MOXE 6yTH 6a30BaHUM Ha IHTYILT  AOCBIAL OKPEMHX 30AYHX, A CTAE
3aBAAHHSAM KOAEKTHUBHOI AiSIABHOCTI, OCHOBAaHOI Ha HAayKOBOMY 3HaH-
Hi, IO CIIUPAETbCS HA AOCSTHEHHS IHIIUX raAy3ed Haykd. 3 Lji€I0 METOIO
B KHIKI[I AOCAIAXKYIOTBCS HPO6ACMI/I TEOpii MPOEKTYBAHHS SIK BAXKAUBOTO

the certain course of development of architecture, to scientifically evaluate them are the
objectives of our architectural theory” (Gonzik, 1967, p. 22).

For Karel Honzik, socialist architecture is an organic synthesis of theory and practice,
the unity of the material and the mental, a harmonious interplay and evolution of all the
sides, characteristics, traits, and manifestations of socialist reality.

At the same time, Honzik had a clear idea of the evolution of socialist architecture
as a qualitatively new phenomenon in the history of world architecture, “From the
standpoint of Marxist ideology, it would be naive and erroneous to expect that under
socialist conditions, previous fluctuations from one architectural concept to another will
immediately give way to a single worldview that will be fully consistent with the planned
system of the new social order ... In architecture and the entire living environment of
socialist society, essential transformations will be ongoing; we will witness extraordinary
changes driven by the evolution of social relations and technological revolution, though,

such changes have to be organically rooted in the specificity of current conditions.”
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PO3AIAY 3aTaABHOI TEOPIl ApXITEKTYPH, MICTUTbCA KPUTHKA TEOPil apxiTek-
Typu 1940-1950-X, posrasiHyTO 3HaYCHHSI apXiTeKTYpHOI MOpdoAorii Ta
3aBAAHHS TEOPil apXiTEKTYpPH.

TosoBny yBary K. Tonsika sik Ao0cAipHHKa OpUBEPTA€E CHCTEMA YMHHHKIB
(ACTCpMiHaHT), I1J0 BU3HAYAIOTh pOPMYBAHHS apXITEKTYPH M MaTepiaAbHOTO
CepeAOBHILA (HOAiTI/IKO-CKOHOMi‘IHi, TOHOI‘pa(l)i‘IHi, KAIMaTH4Hi, ririeHivsi,
€KCITAYaTal[iliHi, TEXHOAOTIYHi, ICHUXOAOTi4HI, xy,A,o>x<Hbo—306pa>KaAbHi Ta
in.). Posrasa ix MIATTOPSIAKOBAHUH A€l LIAICHOCTI apXiTEKTYPHOIO CEPEAO-
BUIIA i, SIK [TUIIIE ABTOP, p03p06AeHa HUM TEOPis YMHHUKIB MAa€ CBOEIO METOIO
KOMIIAEKCHY apXiTEKTYpY.

3a 4ac, 0 MMHYB IiCAS HANTMCAHHA KHIDKKH «Ha masxy a0 coniaaic-
THYHOI apXiTEKTypU>, CUCTEMA YMHHUKIB OTPUMAAA 3HAYHUM PO3BUTOK
Y HU3IIi HAyKOBUX CTYAIM y Hamlii KpaiHi ¥ y KpaiHax colliaAi3my, ase, pa-
30M 3 THUM, iA€s LIAICHOCTI apXiTEKTYPHOIO CEPEAOBUILA i BUMOTH Heob-
XIAHOCTI p03p06AeHH;1 €AMHOI TeOPpil COLiaAICTUYHOI apXiTEKTYpH, AKi
BucyHnyB K. Tonsik, He auie He 3acTapiam, a i Ha6yBa10Tb Bce 6iAbmioi
aKTYaABHOCTI Ta 0COOAMBOTO 3HAYCHHSL.

IMupoxe po3yMiHHS apXiTEKTYPH 5K CEPEAOBHINA XKHTTEAISABHOCTI
COLIiIaAICTUYHOTO CYCMiABCTBA OTPUMAAO IOAAABIIMI PO3BUTOK y IPAIlAX
TEOPETHKIB COLaAICTUYHUX KpaiH. 30KpeMa, 3rapaeMo LiiKaBy Ipaijio
Anoiza Aoaexesa, B AKifI OAHOYACHO POSIASAAETHCS MPEAMET apXiTEK-
TYPHOI AISABHOCTI, il CKAAAOBI Ta AECTEPMIHAHTU APXITEKTYPHOI TBOP-
YOCTi, IXHI} i€papXiYHUI MOPAAOK i MOXKAUBIL koMbinamii. Y npani «[lu-
BiabHe OyAiBHULTBO B YPCP>», siky 6yA0 mepekAaACHO I OIPHAIOAHEHO
B CPCP 1970 poxy (Diomin, Yevreinov, & Lavrik, 1970, pp. 26-28), Bin

The distinctive features of the fundamental positions of Honzik’s theoretical works
are their complex and specific nature, their close relation to the natural and social living
conditions, their ideological direction, orientation toward progressive social, scientific, and
technical achievements. Honzik was among the first to advocate for a broader understand-
ing of architecture in a socialist society. The latter might be influenced by the pioneers of
Soviet architecture: “...Creation of the unified material environment that would follow the
planned development of the state economy and socialist social order is the pressing need
here (in the socialist states — note by Yevreinov & Trykash). We view the land, wildlife,
cities, and buildings as a whole, as 2 unified human living environment. For these reasons, we
need a holistic concept of the development of socialist architecture, which will make a solid basis

Jfor the new, unified, socialist development” (italics by Yevreinov & Trykash) (Gonzik, 1967,
p-23). As Honzik argues, the development of architecture “as a unified human living envi-
ronment” cannot be based on intuition and experience of individual architects. It becomes

an aim for a collective activity based on scientific knowledge grounded in the achievements
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POSTAsIAAE «OHTOAOTIMHY MOAeAb AificHocti» (Dolezel, 1967). V npe-
3EHTOBAHIN MOAEAL «AIMCHICTE>» CKAAAAETHCS i3 TPHOX MIACUCTEM, IO Xa-
PpakTepu3yIOTh 11 y HalIupLIIOoMy AaHi: popMa, opraHisanis, moBeaiHka.
B miacucremi «IToBeainka», mo oxomnamwe «PosBurok>», «Mucaenns»
i «AisAbHiCTB>», 0cOOAUBHI iHTEpeC — 0COOAMBO Temep, i3 pO3BUTKOM
ALSABHICHOTO MiAXOAY — CTAaHOBUTDb PO3TASIA AISIABHOCTI.

AlsabHICHUI miAXiA AO apXiTEKTYPHOI AIFCHOCTI LiKaBHH THM, IO
Ad€ HOBI (PpyHAAMEHTAABHI IIACTABH AAS ApXiTEKTYpHOI THUmoaorii. 3o-
KpeMa, 3riAHO 3 IPE3CHTOBAHOIO MOACAAIO, cpepa BUPOOHHINX OyAiBEAD
OXOIAKE eAeMeHTH «BupoOyBanus» it «Bupobuuurso» miacucre-
Mmu «IBopuicts», cdhepa rpoMapCchKuX 6yAiBCAb — eaeMmeHTH « OOMIH>,
«Ympasainusa» ta «Hayka» miacucremu «IIpomixHi AaHkH>», 2 TAKOX
eaeMeHT «MucrenrBo» miacucremMu « IBopuicTb» Ta eaeMeHT «Crmia-
KyBaHHsS>» MIACHCTeMH «IcHyBaHH:>, cdepa KUTAOBHX 6yAI/IHKiB i cro-
pyaA oxonamoe eaeMenTH «Camosbepexenns» ta «ITobyr» miacucremn
«IcnyBannsa». ¥V mpani A. Aoaexxesa mictutbest BucHOBOK: «Kaacudika-
ist 6y,A,iBCAb 3a IXHIM OCHOBHUM NPU3HAYEHHSAM € 060B’S1I3KOBOIO, OCKiAB-
KU MaliKe B ycix 6y,A,nHKax 3AIMCHIOETBCS AOAQATKOBA AISIABHICTD 3 1HIIIHX
raayseii. Hanpukaaa, y rpoMaschkux cropyaax 3AIHCHIOETHCA i Bmp06—
HHUYA AISAABHICTD, i IPOKMBAHHS, TAK CAMO AK Y BI/IPOGHI/I‘II/IX Ta iHIIMX
6yAiBA5[X 3MIIIYETHCS IX BAACHA AISABHICTD i3 AISIABHICTIO IIPOMIKHUX Ad-
nox» (Dolezel, 1967, s. 90). Kpim Toro, A. Aoaesxea pobuTs i mupmmii
BHCHOBOK: BiH CTBEPAXKYE, IO IOHSTTS «apXiTEKTYPHE CEPEAOBUIIE>
Habararo MIMPIIE 32 3aTAAPHOIPUHHATE i OXOINAIOE EHEPIETUKY, BOAHE
FOCIIOAAPCTBO, 3€MACPOOCTBO i AICOBOACTBO, TOOTO BCce OpraHisoBaHe

of other branches of science. To this end, the book deals with the theoretical issues of
architectural design regarded as an essential part of the general theory of architecture, the
significance of architectural morphology, the aims of the architectural theory, and includes
criticism of the architectural theories of the 1940s and 1950s.

What draws Karel Honzik’s attention as a researcher is mainly the system of factors
(determinants) crucial for architectural development and material environment (pol-
itics, economy, topography, climate, hygiene, maintenance, technologies, psychology,
representation, ctc.). The idea of the integrity of the architectural environment is
central to his work, and, as the author mentions, the ultimate aim of his theory of
factors is complex architecture.

Since its publication, the system of factors described in Road to Socialist Architec-
ture has received scholarly attention in a number of academic studies in our country and
socialist countries. However, the ideas of the integrity of the architectural environment

and the need to develop a unified theory of socialist architecture put forward by Karel
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it TpaHCcGOPMOBAHE AIOAHHOIO IIPHPOAHE OTOYCHHS, B SIKOMY 3AIICHIO-
€THCSI COLIiaAbHA AISIABHICTH AIOAMHH.

Omxe, moaeab A. Aoasexera € TAuO6OKO 3MICTOBHOIO Mi3HABAABHOIO
$opMoI0, 110 AOIIOMAra€ pO3KPUTH HEOUEBUAHI 3aKOHOMIPHOCTI apxiTek-
TYPHOI AiHiCHOCTI.

Hagitp sxmio mipxoautu ao uiei ta inmux mopeacit sixk oo CAEHTy
(poc. «CTPOMTEABHBIE AE€CA HAYYHOH TEOPUM>» — IOHATTS, SKE BBIB Y
HayKy papsHcpkuil girocod E. M. Uypinos (Chudinov, 1981, pp. 361~
380), HeobXiAHO 3a3HAYUTH NPO iXHE Ay>Ke TAMOOKE METOAOAOTIYHE
3HAYEHHS AAS PO3YMIHHS NIPUPOAU APXITEKTYPU COLIiAAICTMYHOIO Cy-
CITIABCTBA iPO3PO6ACHHH €AMHOI 3araAbHOI TeOpii colliaAicTUYHOI apXi-
TEKTypH. Y MOIIyKaxX 6iABIIOI BU3HAYEHOCTI M 3MiCTOBHOCTI apxiTexTyp-
HUX KaTEropid i HOHATh AOCAIAHMIIBKA AYMKA BCE YaCTillle 3BEPTAETHCA
AO MOACAIOBAHHS M a6CTPaI‘YBaHH}I K HeOOXiAHUX eTaIliB MpOLECy Ii-
3HAHHS — BiA J)KHBOTO CITOTASIAAHHSI AO a6CTPaKTHOI‘O MHCACHHS H BiA
HBOTO AO HpaKTI/IKI/I6. I'lpu npoMmy, BIAITOBIAHO AO AOTIKH I METOAOAOTII
HAyKOBOTO Ii3HAHHS, BUSBACHHS HAaHM3araAbHIIIMX KaTEropid Ta iXHbOTO
B3a€MO3B 13Ky II0Tpebye He ABOBUMIPHOIO, 2 TPUBUMIPHOIO MOACAIOBAH-
us (Krymskiy, 1974, p. 200). ITpeaMeT apxiTeKTypH, K CKAAAHA CHCTEMA
B3aEMOAIL IPUPOAHOTrO, COL[iIaABHOTO M MaTEPiaABHO-IIPOCTOPOBOrO, HAH-
Kpalle MOXe 6YTI/I PO3KPHUTHII caMe B TPUBUMIpHIi Moaeal. Sk amicToBHY
pO3po0OKy Takoi MOAEAI HaBeAEMO OCHOBHI IoAokeHHst ctarTi [eopre Ce-
cepmana (Sisirman, 1970, p. 10-17). ABrop Bu3HaYa€ TpH aKcioMH.

Tlepua axcioma mOCTyAIO€ EAHICTB QYHKILIIL, KOHCTPYKLi Ta popmu B Op-
raHi30BaHOMY IIPOCTOPI, TOOTO IIPEAMET apXiTeKTypu mepebyBac y B3aeMOALL

Honzik not only have not become obsolete but, furthermore, are becoming increasingly
relevant and significant as ever.

The broad understanding of architecture as a living environment for socialist
society has been further developed in the works of other theoreticians from the
socialist states. In particular, the notable publication by Alois Dolezel elaborates
on the subject of architectural activity and its components and determinants of
architectural creativity, as well as their hierarchy and possible combinations. In his
work Civil Engineering in the CSSR (Dolezel, 1967), translated and published in
the USSR (Diomin et al., 1970), Dolezel analyzes the “ontological model of reality”
(Dolezel, 1967). In the presented model, “reality” is comprised of three subsystems
that characterize this reality in the broadest sense: form, organization, and behavior.
In the “Behavior” subsystem that includes “Development,” “Thinking,” and “Activ-
ity consideration of activity is particularly useful, especially now, in the light of the

development of the activity-based approach.
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3 dyHkuiew i mpocropom. Apyza axcioma: npeaMet apxiTekTypu nepebyBae
y B3aeMo|i 3 Marepiero Ta cBigoMicTIO. Tpem.a axcioma: IpeAMET apXiTeKTy-
pu nepe6yBa€ MIX CYCITIABCTBOM i AOBKIAASIM.

Ormxe, KOXKHa i3 akCiOM BU3HAYA€ IPEAMET APXITEKTYPH 5K B3AEMOAIIO ITap
MOASIPHUX KaTeropii: GpyHkiis (npouec) — IPOCTIp, MaTepis — CBIAOMICTb,
CYCIIABCTBO — AOBKIiAASL. AKCIOMH He CylepedaTb OAHA OAHIH, HE3aAEXKHI,
1 )KOAHA 3 HUX HE € BUBIAHOIO 3 iHIIOI. 3 iHIIOro 601<y, BOHU AOCTATHI AAS
HO6y,A,OBI/I AOTIYHOI MOAEAIL APXITEKTYpH M BU3HAYAIOTD 1i SIK CUCTEMY B TPHOX
KOOPAUHATAX: PEryAsIPHE TCOMETPHYHE TIAO — KyO0, 1110 BUSHAYAETHCS TPHO-
Ma OCSAMHM — BEpPTHKaAbHa (apXiTEKTypHa), TOPH3OHTaAbHA (€KOAOTiYHA) i
tpers (pirococrka). Koxnmit eaement mMopeai (ix 27) npeseHrye Aoriany
KaTeropito B ii 3B513Ky 3 iHImmMMu Kareropismu (55 BigHoweHs). Tpyu mapu
IPOTUACKHHX [AOLHH SBASIIOTh COOO0I0 rpadiuHe BUPAKEHHS TPHOX aKCIioM,
IPH LIbOMY IIPEAMET apXiTeKTypH IepeOyBae y B3a€MOAIL 3 IOASPHUMU Ka-
Teropismu, TO0TO B LeHTpi Kyba (0.00). biabmra kiabkicTs HYAIB BIATIOBipa€
6iabLiii KiAbKOCTI B3aeMoajil (apxitexTypa 0.00), MAOLIMHY MAIOTh 9MCAO 3
ABOMa HyAsIMH, pebpa — 3 OAHHUM HyACM.

Moaean (iA. 1) He TiAbKH PO3KPUBAE CKAAAHICTh CKAAAOBHUX IPEAMETA
ApXiTEKTypH, HE AUIIE BI/I6YAOBy€ CHCTEMY 3B SI3KiB KaTEropii, a i Aa€ 3MOry
CTYAIIOBaTH apXiTEKTYPHi 3aKOHOMIPHOCTI Ta SBHUIIA HA MOAEAIL, 1110 € 6iAbII
MIPOCTUM i IPOAYKTHBHHUM 32 EMITiPUYHI criocobu, sKi BHUKOPHCTOBYIOTb B ic-
TOPIl i1 TeOpil apXiTEKTypPH, OCKIABKU IA€AABHICTb MOAEAI BU3HAYAE il 3araAb-
HICTb, 3aCTOCOBHICTh AO GYAB-}IKI/IX SIBUIL] apXiTEKTYPHU. 3aAaBIIH PYHKIIIO
OYAb-5IKOI CIIOPYAH Y BUTASIAL TOYKH Ha aouuHi 1.00 (mAsIXOM BH3HAYEHHS
MPOEKIIIH 11i€l TOUYKH HAa KOXKHY MAOIUHY i rpaHb Ky6a), MO>KHA 3AIACHUTH

The activity-based approach to architectural reality is interesting for giving new grounds
to the architectural topology. For instance, according to the presented model, the sphere of
industrial buildings encompasses the elements “Extracting” and “Production” of the subsys-
tem “Creativity.” The sphere of public buildings encompasses the “Exchange;” “Management,”
and “Science” elements of the subsystem “Intermediate links,” as well as the element “Art”
of the subsystem “Creativity, and the “Communication” element from the subsystem
“Existence.” The sphere of housing and buildings includes elements “Self-Preservation” and
“Houschold” from the subsystem “Existence” The conclusion of Dolezel’s paper is the fol-
lowing: “classification of buildings according to their intended purpose is indispensable as all
buildings host additional activities from the other spheres.” For example, public buildings are
often used for both production and housing, while in industrial and other buildings primary
activity is mixed with the activities of intermediate links” (Dolezel, 1967, p. 90).

Furthermore, DoleZel draws an even broader conclusion: he claims that the term

“architectural environment” is much broader than its conventional understanding and
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aHaAi3 6yAb—;n<0’1' CIIOPYAH, 1 HABITAKH, HAYYH Bip BEPIIMH, pe6ep 1 IAOIIUH,
MO>KHA OTPUMATH IPOLEC MPOEKTYBAHHS i 6YAiBHI/IuTBa. AAst 3MiCTOBHOTO
aHAAI3y CTAHOBUTbH TAKOXK iHTEPEC PO3TASIA B3AEMOAIl «BEPIIMHHUX> Ka-
TEropiil, po3TAalIOBaHUX y BepuiMHaX Kyba. Postun kyOa BepTHKaAPHUMU
AlarOHAABHUMH IAOUIMHAMU IOPYIUYE L[IAICHICTh apXiTEKTYpH, 3HHUILYE ii
SIK IPEAMET apXiTEKTypHU (iA. 2).B apXiTEKTYPHIN AIMCHOCTI 11i YOTHPH Ka-
teropii (L, IL, IIL, IV) Matoth mocTynosi posMuTi nepexopu i MoxyTs 6yTH
[IPE3CHTOBAHI SIK AOAATKOBI AP BEPTUKAABHHX AOLIUH Ky0a.

Ouinroroun MeToposoridne 3HadeHHs Moaeal, I. Cecepman caymiso 3a-
3HAYAE, IO «MOAEAb AACTb 3MOTY AOTiYHO 300pasuTH icTOpilo i Teopin

includes energy industry, water resource management, agriculture, and forestry, i. e.
all the natural environment organized and transformed by humans where their social
activity takes place.

Therefore, Dolezel's model appears as a suggestive form of knowledge that helps to
reveal the unobvious laws/patterns of architectural reality.

Even if we approach this and other models as SLEN'T (stroitelnyic lesa nauchnoy teorii /
scaffolding of scientific theory — the concept introduced by Soviet philosopher Engels
Chudinov (1981)), their profound methodological significance for understanding the very
nature of the architecture of socialist society and developing the unified general theory of
socialist architecture is definitely worth noting,

In search for greater clarity and richer meaning of architectural categories and
concepts, research thought is increasingly turning to modeling and abstraction as a
necessary stage in the process of cognition — from empirical observations to abstract

thinking and subsequently to practice®. In this context, according to the logic and

In. 1

Aoriuna MoaeAb
apxiTekTypu

Fig. 1

Logical model
of architecture
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In. 2

Tpaucdopmanis
AOTiYHOT MOA€Ai apxi-
TekTypu: [ — Mopean

HapaapxiTeKTypu:
opraHisaiis npocro-
Py 1036aBAcHOTO
indpopmaruBHOCTI;
II — mopean
MOHYMEHTAABHOTO
MHECTEIITBA: Opra-
Hizallis npocTopy,
nos6asaeHoro
kopucuocri; [T —
MOA€EADb KOHCTPYKIIIT
(imskenepii): opra-
Hizallis npocTopy,
nos6asaeHoro
306pakaAbHOCTI;

IV — mopeas yromii
(iaci): opranisanis
npocropy, noa6asae-
HOT'O KOHCTPYKTHB-
HOCTI

Fig. 2
Transformation of

the logical model of
architecture

I—the model of para-ar-
chitecture: organization
of space deprived of
information content,
II—the model of monu-
mental art: organization
of space deprived of
usefulness/utility, IIT —
the model of structure
(engineering): organiza-
tion of space deprived of
figurativeness, [V—the
model of utopia (idea):
organization of space
deprived of constructive-
ness/structure

methodology of scientific knowledge, determining the most general categories and
their interplay requires not two-dimensional but three-dimensional modeling (Krym-
skiy, 1974). As a complex system of interconnections of the natural, the social, and the
spatial material, the subject of architecture can be best described in the tree-dimen-
sional model. The main points of Gheorghe Sisirman’s paper (Sasirman, 1970) are an
example of such a meaningful model. The author sets off three axioms.

The first axiom postulates the unity of function, construction, and form in the organ-
ized space; hence the subject of architecture interacts with function and space.

The second axiom reads that the subject of architecture interacts with matter and mind.

The third axiom says that the subject of architecture positions itself in-between
society and the environment.

Therefore, ecach axiom defines the subject of architecture as the interplay of the
pairs of opposing catcgorics/binarics: function (proccss) — space, matter — mind,

society — environment. The statements are independent, not contradictory, while

YURII YEVREINOV, NINEL TRYKASH
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none is derived from the other. On the other hand, they are sufficient to build up a
logical model of architecture and delineate it as a system of three coordinates, beinga
regular geometric body, a three-axis cube, with the axes being: vertical (architecture),
horizontal (ecology), and the third one (philosophy). Each element of the model
(overall 27 elements) presents a logical category in relation to others (55 relations/
links.) Three pairs of opposing planes are a graphic representation of three axioms
while the subject of architecture interacts with the opposing categories at the center
of the cube (0.00). Therefore, a larger number of zeros corresponds to a greater num-
ber of interactions (architecture 0.00), the planes have the number with two zeros, the
edges of the cube have one zero.

Not only the model (Fig. 1) illustrates the complexity of the components of the sub-
ject of architecture or builds up a system of relationships/links of categories but allows
for studying architectural patterns/laws and phenomena. That is more simple and more

productive than the empirical methods previously used in history and theory of architec-
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apXiTEKTYPH, BUSBUTH AOTIKY SIBHIL, PO3KPUTH i CGOPMYAIOBATH 3aKOHU
ApXITEKTYPH, CTBOPUTH MOCAIAOBHO TEOPETUIHY CUCTEMY > .

TCOPCTI/I‘IH’EL AYMKa apXiTEKTOPIB COLIiaAICTUYHUX KPaiH HACTIHAUBO Ha-
MAaraeTbcs BUABUTHU CrIeluiKy apXiTEeKTyPH COLIiaAiCTHYHOrO CYCIIiABCTBA,
1i B3aeMoaiio 3 iHmumMu chepamu coriaabHOI AICHOCTI. 30KpeMa, MOAEAD,
sxy sanpononysas Kypr Marpity (Magritz, 1967, s. 12-33) posrasaae ap-
XiTEKTYpy SIK B3a€EMOBIIAUB TPhOX cq)ep: MaTepiaAbHOI, MUCTELITBA i HAYKH,
3 SIKUMHU BOHA Ma€ 6CSHOCCPCAHiﬁ 3B 30K, aA€ 3 IKMMH BOAHOYAC 11 HE CAiA
OTOTOXKHIOBATH. MOACAD BUKPUBA€E AUEPEHLIALII0 I AlAACKTUYHY €AHICT
BCIX TPbOX 11 CKAAAOBHUX (apxiTeKTypa — HE MUCTELITBO, APXITEKTYypa — HE
HayKa, apXiTekTypa — He 6yAiBHI/mTBo), 3B’ A30K Mi>K HUMHU HEOAHO3Ha-
gnuii. K. Marpiriy AooBoAHTS, 110 HU3BKA SIKICTH 6y,A,iBHHuTBa HE 3aBXAU
€ 03HAKOIO HE3aAOBIABHOTO DIiIICHHS HAYKOBUX i IPOEKTHUX SKOCTEH. Y
CTATTi IPOaHAAI30BAHO BUITAAKU PO3PUBY 3B SA3KIB Mi>K CKAAAOBHMHU MOAE-
Al ¥ 3ayBaXKEHO, III0O MOAEAD HE AHMIIE MOJXKE MOACHUTHU iCTOPUYHI CUTYall,
a i1 BUSBUTH Cy4acHi KOHQAIKTHI cuTyanil Ta ixHi HacAipkH B MafI6YTHbOMy.
Y mpani TakoX pOSTASIHYTO 3AATHICTh CHCTEMH AO 36iAbIIEHHS I YCKAQA-
HEHH, 110 € BAXKAUBUM AASl IUTAHDb YIPABAIHHS ¥ NPOTHO3YBaHHS.

K. Marpirn ctBepaxye, mo «TtpaHcdopMariiss Mopeai € He $popMaAb-
HOIO I'POI0 B CHUCTEMH, 3 METOAOAOTIYHOIO I'POIO, KA AA€ 3MOIYy OTpHUMa-
TH CUMBOAH iACAABHUX YSBACHB>» (Magritz, 1967, s. 15), IIPH IIbOMY BiH
AOXOAUTDH BHUCHOBKY, IO B apXiTEKTYpi COI[iaAICTUYHOIrO CYCIiAbCTBA He-
MA€ IHIIOTO MIASIXY AOCAIAYKEHHSI, HIX 3ACTOCYBAHHS CUCTEMHHMX METOAIB.
IlpunariaHo 3a3HaYMMO, 1O 3aCTOCYBAHHS CHCTEMHHUX METOAIB y Teopil
apxiTekTypu Ha6on PO3BUTKY 1 y HaIIiil KpaiHi.

ture. Thus, being ideal, the model proves its applicability to any architectural phenomena.
Setting the function of any structure as a point on the plane 1.00 (by determining the
projections of this point at every plane and cube face) enables the analysis of any building
whatsoever. And vice versa, starting from the cube vertices, edges, and planes, the process
of architectural design and construction may be derived from the model.

For analysis, it also makes sense to consider the interaction of the categories located
at the vertices. Section of the cube by the vertical diagonal planes disturbs the integrity
of the architecture and ruins it as a subject matter. (Fig. 2) In architectural reality, there
are blurred boundaries and a gradual transition between these four categories (I, IL, II1,
IV), so they may be represented as the additional pairs of the vertical planes of the cube.

Evaluating the methodological significance of the model, Gheorghe Sisarman rightly
points out that “the model allows for logically presenting the history and theory of
architecture, to reveal the logic behind the phenomena, to clarify and articulate the laws/

patterns of architecture, and to build up a consistent theoretical system.”
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Ortxe, B COLiaAlCTUYHUX KpalHaX 3a Pi3HMMH aCMEKTaMU POBOAUTBLCS PO-
6ora 3i CTBOPEHHS TEOPIl COLIAAICTUYHOI apXiTEKTYPH; BOHA, 11032 CYMHIBOM,
pOOUTD TIEBHUIT BHECOK Y CIIPaBy (pOPMYBAHHS SKUTTEBOTO CEPEAOBHUILA COLiia-
AICTUYHOTO CYCIIIABCTBA, Y 60POTb6y 3 MPOHUKHEHHSAM B apXiTEKTYPY 4y»Koi iae-
oAorii 6yp>Kya3Horo CYCIIIABCTBA, a TAKOXK B YTBEPAYKEHHS I PO3BUTOK COIiaAic-
TUYHOI KyAbTYpH. Hatenep apxirexrypHa Teopis B coniaAicTHYHUX KpaiHax Ma€
AOCTAaTHBO PO3BHHYTI KOHLIENTYAaAbHI i METOAOAOTTYHI 3acobu aAs TOro, 106
POSTOPHYTH CIIIABHI TEOPETUYHI CTYAIL, CkepoBaHi Ha pOPMyBaHHS iACHHHUX ITiA-
CTaB i TBOPYUX TEHAEHIIIM PO3BUTKY apPXITEKTYPHU COLIAAICTHYHOIO CYCIIIABCTBA.

IIPUMITKU ITEPEKAAAAYA

'Kapea Tonsik (1900-1966) — 4ecbkuii apXiTeKTOp i MMCbMEHHUK-(aH-
TACT, aBTOP poMaHiB «BipHOBAcHUII paii» Ta «Caip y KocMoOCi».

2 Anois Aonexen (1893-1984) — dechkuil XYAOXKHHK, APAMATYPT, XYAOK-
HHK, crieHorpad, ¢piaocod, IeAaror i TEOPETHK apXiTeKTypH.

? Teopre CecepMaH — PyMYHCHKUIT apXiTEKTOP i TEOPETUK APXITEKTYPH.

* Kypr Marpiry (1909-1992) — HiMenpKHil apXiTEeKTOpP, XYAOXKHHK, T€O-
PETHK MUCTCLITBA.

> Kaura orpumansa nepuy npemito Criaku apxitexropis Yecskoi PCP rta
AeprxaBHy npemiro YexocaoBawunuu 1965 poxy.

¢ IpuxoBana nutara 3 « Pirocodepkux somutis» Aenina: «Bia xusoro cro-
TASIAQHHSL AO 20CTPaKTHOTO MUCACHHS 1 Bip HBOIO AO IPAKTUKH — TAKHM €
AMAACKTHYHUI MIAAX II3HAHHS ICTHUHH, Ii3HAHHS 00 €KTHBHOI PEaABHOCTI»

(Aenun, B. W1. (1977). Ioanoe cobparue cosunenusi (B 55 1., T. 29, ¢. 152-153).

The theoretical thought of the architects from the socialist countries persistently
secks to identify the specifics of the architecture of the socialist society and its
interaction with other spheres of social reality. Kurt Magritz’s model (Magritz, 1967)
views architecture as an interplay of three spheres: the material world, art, and science.
While architecture is directly linked to them all, it should not be identified with these
three spheres. The model reveals the differentiation and dialectic unity of all its three
components (architccturc is not art, architecture is not science, and architecture is
not construction); though, their interconnection is controversial. Kurt Magritz proves
that the low quality of construction is not always a sign of poor scientific and design
solutions. His paper also analyzes the cases of breaking the links within the components
of his theoretical model. Magritz states that the model can provide an explanation not
only for historical situations but also identify current conflict situations and their con-
sequences in the future. The paper also considers the ability of the system to expand

and complexify, which is important for management and forecasting. Kurt Magritz
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argues that “model transformation is not a formal systems game but a methodological
game that provides symbols of ideal concepts” (Magritz, 1967, p. 15).

He concludes by stating that in the architecture of a socialist society, the only possible
way for research is the application of systemic methods.

In addition, it should be noted that the use of the systemic method in the theory of
architecture has been studied in our country as well.

Hence, in socialist countries, work is being done to create a theory of socialist
architecture in various aspects. No doubt, this contributes to the development of
the living environment of the socialist society, to the ongoing struggle with the alien
ideology of the bourgeois society that infiltrates architecture, as well as the establish-
ment and further development of socialist culture. At present, architectural theory
in socialist countries has sufficient conceptual and methodological tools to develop
complex theoretical studies to form the ideological foundations and creative trends in

the architecture of socialist society.

'Karel Honzik (1900-1966) was a Czech architect and science fiction writer, who authored
the novels Paradise Restored and A Footstep in Space (note by Andrii Puchkov).
% Alois Dolezel (1893-1984) was a Czech artist, playwright, stage designer, philoso-

pher, teacher, and architectural historian (note by Andrii Puchkov).
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3 Gheorghe Sasirman was a Romanian architect, artist, art historian (note by Andrii
Puchkov).

* Kurt Magritz (1909-1992) was a German architect, artist, art historian (note by
Andrii Puchkov).

5 The book was awarded the First Prize by the Union of Architects of the Czechoslovak
Socialist Republic and the State Prize of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic in 1965.

¢ This is an implicit citation from Lenin’s Philosophical Notebooks: “From empirical
observation to abstract thinking, and, further, to practice — that is the dialectic
way of cognition of the truth, cognition of the objective reality” (Lenin, 1977, pp.
152-153) (note by Andrii Puchkov).
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