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"HEP — «Hosuii
€AEMEHT PO3CEACH-
Hs1» — IPOEKTHA
NPOINO3HI}isl TBOPYOrO
koAekTiBy Mockos-
CBKOTO aPXiTeKTypPHO-
TO iHCTHTYTY KiHILT
1950-x — cepeannn
1960-x. Marepiaau
HEP Buxaaaeno: ba-
6Gypos, A., [ytHos, A,
Asomenron, I, Aexa-
Ba, M., CapoBekuii, C.,
& Xapuronosa, O.
(1966). Hoswuii
NEMEHTN PACCENCHIUL:
Ha Nymis K Ho80MY
20pody. Mocksa. —
Tlpum. nep.

HOHSITT}I «TEOPisl APXITEKTYPU>» HE AHUIIE B IOBCAKACHHIN CBIAOMOCTI,
a i1 B oilifHUX AOKYMEHTAX, i HaBiTh y HAYKOBIi AiTeparypi TPaKTy-
I0Tb y IIMPOKOMY AiaIla3oHi ysSBACHb.

ITo-nepure, mip Teopiero apXiTeKTypu pO3YMIIOTb 8¢ APXimeKmypHy
Hayxy. Take ysSIBACHHS IPO3BYYaAO H Y CAMOMY 3aIIPOIICHHI « ApXHTEK-
TYpPBI>» AO PO3MOBH IIPO TEOPii0 («ApqueKTypa», 12 Bepecus 1987
POKY), A€ CEPEA CEMHU 3allUTaHb, BUHECCHUX Ha OOTOBOPEHHS, YETBEPTHM
IiCASI CHIBBIAHOLIEHHS TEOPIl I iCTOPil CTOITh MUTAHHS PO OPTraHi3aliiio
ApXiTEKTYypHOI HayKH.

ITo-Apyre, mia Teopiero apXiTeKTypu pO3yMiIOTb 0C00AU8Y 244)3b aPXimeK-
MmypHOL HayKu, IO MAE CBill IPEAMET, BAACHI METOAU CTYALIOBaHHA 1 popmu
penpe3eHTallil HAyKOBOTO 3HAHHA. Y TAKOMY 3HAYEHHI MOHATTS «TeOpis ap-
XiTEKTYpHU>» PO3TAILIOBYETLCS B PAAY TAKUX MOHSATD, SIK «TEOPis MAIIMH i Me-
XaHI3MiB>», «apXITEKTyPHA aKYCTHKA >, « 6yAiB€AI>Ha q>i31/n<a» TOIIO.

ITo-Tpere, mip Teopi€ro apXiTeKTypH POSYMIIOTb cucmemy no2450i8 Ha
SKHICh aCIIEKT apXiTeKTypH (Teopis KAACHIHUX apXiTeKTYpHHX $OpM, Teo-
pist Aesypbanisauii, Teopist posceaenns rpynu HEP', teopis Bpyno Agesi
Ta 1H) vy TAaKOMY 3HAYEHHI IOHATTS «TEOPisl apXiTEKTypHu > 36AI/I>Ky€TbCH,
a HEPIAKO M CHHOHIMI3YEThCA 3 MOHATTAM « KOHLETILIIS» .

Hait6iapm KOHKPETHHUM 32 3MICTOM € APYT€ i3 HABEACHUX YsSBAEHD, 3TIAHO
3 SIKUM 72€0pis APXIMEKMmyPu — ye 0C00AUBA CAMOCIIIIHA 244)3b APXiMmeK-
IYPHOL HAYKU, ICTMOPUHHO CPOPMOBAHA, DE3YNUHHO YCKAAOHIOBAHA CUCINEMA
HAYKOBUX SHAHG NPO APXIMEKIMYPY SK NP0 YIAICHE 00 EXIMUBHE CYCNiAbHE L6114E,
mobmo maxe, wo icHye ne3arenio 60 csidomocmi awdunu. CaMe B bOMY 3Ha-
YEHHI PO3YMITUMEMO HAAAAL IOHATTS «TEOPis ApXiTEKTYPU > .

T he concept of “architectural theory” receives a wide range of interpretations not only in
popular understanding but also in official documents and even in scholarly literature.

First, the theory of architecture encompasses all architectural science. This idea was
expressed in the very invitation of Architecture newspaper to talk about theory (Arkhitek-
tura, 12 September 12, 1987). Among the seven issues discussed, the fourth after the
relationship between theory and history of architecture is the organization of archi-
tectural science.

Second, the theory of architecture is understood as a particular branch of architectural
science with its subject, methods of research, and modes of representation of academic
knowledge. From such an angle, the concept of “theory of architecture” finds oneself in
aline of such concepts as “theory of machines and mechanisms,” “architectural acoustics,”
“building physics,” etc.

Third, the theory of architecture refers to a system of views on some aspect of architecture

(the theory of classical architectural forms, the theory of de-urbanization, forms of settlement
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1. I'lpusHadeHHs Teopil apXiTEKTYpH He 3aACKUTD aHI BiA €Tamy poO3BUT-
Ky apxiTeKTypH, aHi Bip Miciys, aHi Bip vyacy. Le npusHaueHHss — misHaHHA
00’ €KTUBHHX 3aKOHIB « 6yTT;1 > apXiTEKTYPHU SIK COLIIAaABHOIO SBUINA.

«Iloeornysamu meopir 3 npaxmuxow >, <6nposadHcy8amu meopin 8 npax-
MUKY> 045 Y0 €Kma npaxmusnoi JisSAbHOCINL 03HAYAE He DOMPUMYBAINUCS
peyenmis abo npunucie (meopis we moxce i He NOBUHHA 0ABAMIYL MAKL peyen-
mi), a yci0oMArEaMU NIZHAHI IMEOPIEN 3AKOHOMIPHOCINL 00 EKMUBHO20 C8imMmY
1L Y320090cY8amit 3 HuM (807 7.

Kpusary dopmyay «Teopist OCBITAIOE MIASX IPAKTHLI» MOXKHA PO3YMITH
no-pisHoMy. Aast 6iABIIOT HAOYHOCTI YSIBIMO COOI apXiTEKTypHY IIPaKTHKY
Y BUTASIAL TPYIIH AIOACH, IJO PYXA€TCS 3 OAHIET TOUKHU MicTa AO iHIIOL. 3Bic-
HO, MOYKHA HECTH AIXTap MOIMEPEAY XiALIIB, TPUMAIOYH HOro 6inst AOpPOTH i BU-
CBITAIOIOYH PUTBHUHHU I Bu60THH. MO>XKHA OCBITAIOBaTU IHIIy AOpOTY, IpUKa-
aytoun: «He TuM masxom ipere, och Tak caip pyxaTucs». I spemrroro, MmoxxHa
IAIOMIHYBaTH BCE MIiCTO UM OKPEMHUH PaOH, HAAABIIM XiAIISM MOXKAUBICTD
caMuM 0OpaTH LIASIX, AA€ HE HAOCAII, a 31 3HAHHAM YCIX «3a» I «IpoTH»
LIbOTO IIASIXY, 3 YPAXyBaHHAM KOHKPETHHX YMOB peaAbHOI cuTyanil. Y Bia-
HOCHHAX TEOPil 3 MPaKTUKOI0 MOXAMBI BCi TPY BapiaHTH, AA€ Y 3aTAABHOMY
BUITAAKY TPETill BApIaHT — €AUHO IPABUABHUIE. 120pis apximexmypu ne no-
BUHHA § He Moce NIOKA3YBAIMU 30040MY, W0 i SK 81 NOBUHEH POOUMY, B0HA
MOHCE § NOBUHHA OPIEHTNYBAIM 11020 ) DE30EPENCHOMY HEOOMIHHO SMIHIOBAHOMY
00 exmusroMmy caimi.

ApXiTeKTypHa IPAaKTHKA 3araAOM € BIAIIDABHUM MOMEHTOM PO3BHTKY
Teopii apxiTekTypu (HCOOXiAHO AMII 3ayBaskUTH, 4O HACTBCS 72p0 APXimex-
IYPHY NPAKIMUKY IK 4ACTIUHY CYCNIAbHOL MPAKMUK YL, & HE TIPO IPAKTUKY Oy-

theory by the NSE! group, the theory of Bruno Zevi, etc.). In this respect, the notion of “the-
ory of architecture” becomes closer and sometimes even synonymous with “concept.”

The second of the above-mentioned notions is the most accurate. According to it, zhe
theory of architecture is a separate and independent branch of architectural science. It is
a historically formed, constantly complexifying system of scientific knowledge on architecture
as an integral objective (existing irvespective of the human mind) social phenomenon. In the
following text, the “theory of architecture” notion will be based on that definition.

1. The aim of the theory of architecture is independent of the stage of development
of architecture, location/place, and time. This aim is to understand the objective laws of
“being/existence” of architecture as a social phenomenon.

“To combine theory and practice,” “to implement the theory in practice” for the agent
of practical activity means not to follow the guidelines literally (as the theory cannot and
should not provide such guidelines) but to understand the laws of the objective world

(cognized by theory) and to coordinate the actions with this laws.

'NSE—New Settlement
Element—was the late
1950s to mid 1960s pro-
ject proposal by the team
of the Moscow Architec-
tural Institute during the
late 1950s to mid-1960s.
See: Baburov, A., Gutnov,
A., Dyumenton, G.,
Lezhava, L, Sadovskiy,

S., & Haritonova, E.
(1966). Novyiy element
rasseleniya: na puti k
novomu gorodu [New
settlement element:
Towards a new city].
Moskva: Stroyizdat. Note
by A. Puchkov.
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aiseapnoro tpecty Ne 5, ABK Ne 4, Mocnpoexry, Kuisnpoekty Tomo). Aae
BOHA CIIUPAETLCS, YCBIAOMAIOIOUH i€ a60 Hi, Ha OTpHUMaHi paHille HayKOBi
3HAHHSI.

2. VHiBepcaAbHE THOCEOAOTIUHE 3aBAAHHSI OYAb-51KOI TeOpil — Ii3HAHHSI
06’eKTUBHOTO CBITY — 3a3BMYail 3a3€MAIOETHCSA M 3BY)KYETHCS AO Y3araAb-
HEHHS AOKaABHOI MOTOYHOI NpakTUKU. ChOTOAHI OCHOBHHM HANpPsIMOM
Teopii apXiTEKTYPU OTOAOIIYIOTh CTYAIIOBAHHS KAACUYHMX apPXiTEKTYPHHUX
dopM, a 3aBTpa — HPOOAEMH BEAMKOIIAHEABHOTO AOMOOYAYBAaHHSI, ChO-
TOAHI — HPO6ACMI/I MAaAHX MICT, 2 3aBTpa — PEKOHCTPYKIIIO iCTOPUYHUX
LIeHTPiB. Y paHI HayKOBUX np06AeM i IpIOPUTETHUX HANPAMIB PO3BUTKY
Teopii apXiTEKTYpHU BUCYBAIOTh YCi 00ABOBI TOUKH apxiTeKTypHo—6y,A,iBeAb—
HOI MPAKTHKM — OA «CIpOCTi» 3a6YAOBH AO TIPOTIKaHHA U MPOAYBaHHS
cTukiB naneaei. Lle 3aBpAae HUIIIBHOTO yAapy SIK HayIj, Tak i MPaKTHI.

Burasipae, o Ha TenepiluHiil Yac ocHO8HUM HANPIMOM POIBUINKY MEOPIL
APXIMEKMYPU MAE CIMaMmu Po3POCAEHHS i Kame20piasvroi (noHSmitinoi) cuc-
memu. AOKH MU He yCBIAOMHMO, 1O T€OPis apXiTeKTYpH, AK i 6yAb—m<a iHIIIa
Teopis, Mae OYAyBaTHCs Ha CUCTEMi B3a€MOIIOB SI3aHUX OAHO3HAYHHX IIOHSITD,
HA MOCAIAOBHINl BUBOAUMOCTI CYAKEHD 13 MEBHUX IEPBUHHUX aKCiOM i I1o-
CTyAQTiB, AOKH MU He CQOPMYAIOEMO Iii IIOHATTS, AKCIOMH i IOCTYAATH, AOTH
TEOPist apXiTEKTYpU 3aAMIIATHUMETHCS 3i6PaHH5{M ocobucTicHUX CYAKCHD
1 TOTASIAIB, TIOAOKEHD, 11O HE MOXYTh 6YTI/I Hi AOBEACHUMH, Hi CIIPOCTOBAHU-
MU i, BIATTIOBiAHO, IIPO JKOAHUI PO3BUTOK TE€OPil apXiTEKTYPH HE HTUMEThCSL.

3. HpeAMCTOM TEOPil apXiTeKTYpH, 5K i 6yAb—;n<o’1' IHILIOI TeOpil, € CTPYKTY-
paicyrHicts aBuma. IIpeamerom icTopii apxitekTypH, 5K i icTopil GYAB-}IKO-
ro iHIIIOTO SIBHUIIA, € HOTO reHe3a.

The common expression about “theory lighting the way for practice” may have several inter-
pretations. For illustrative purposes, let us imagine an architectural practice as a group of people
moving from one point in the city to another. Obviously, one may carry the lantern in front of
the walkers, keeping it close to the road and illuminating all the bumps and potholes. Also, one
may cast light on the alternative path and keep saying, “That is the wrong path you have entered,
that is the only right one.” And finally, the entire city or district may be illuminated, when the
walkers would be free to choose their path, not blindly but with the full knowledge of all pros
and cons of this path, taking into account all the specific circumstances of the situation. In the
relations between theory and practice, all three variants are possible. Though in general, only the
third variant is the only right one. The theory of architecture should not dictate to the architect what
to do and how. It may and should guide him in the vast and constantly changing objective world.

Overall, architectural practice is the starting point for the development of the architec-
tural theory (however, it should be noted thatis it true only when it is about the architectural

practice as a part of social practice, and not the practice of the Construction Trust No. 5,
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TCOPi}I apXiTEKTypH Mae 6yTH ICTOPUYHOIO, 4 ICTOPisl, AKIO BOHA HE
3BOAUTBCSL AO OIHCY O0’€KTiB, He Moxe He Oytu Teopernunow. OpHak Te-
Opist apXiTEKTYpHU, POSIASAAIOYM CTPYKTYPHI 3B'I3KU SIBHILA, BCTAHOBAIOE
3araApHi 3aKkOHOMipHOCTI popMu i GYHKIJIOHYBaHHS 00’eKTa, He MOB A3aHi
3 PEAABHOIO CUTYAIIi€I0 TOTO UM TOTO €TAIly PO3BUTKY apXiTeKTypu. Icropis
ApXITEKTYPH, POSIASAAIOYM TCHETHYH] 3B SI3KH, BCTAHOBAIOE 3aTaABHI 3aKO-
HOMIPHOCTI peaAbHOTO PO3BUTKY 00 €KTa y 4aci i poCTopi.

Aast Teopil B mpuHImmi 6a1?1,A,y>1<i KOHKPETHI HOCII sBUIIa (6yAiBAi, cropy-
AM, aBTOPH IIPOEKTIB Ta iH.), — AAF Hei € BAXKAMBHUM Haif3aTaAbHillIe, ycTase-
He, MOIIMPEHE, TUIIOBE, OCKIABKH CaMé B HUX BIAA3EPKAAEHO CTPYKTYPHHUI
3aKkoH sBUIIA. IcTopis poskpuBae 3araApHi 3aKOHOMIPHOCTI sIBHINA caMe
yepes HOro KOHKPETHUX HOCIIB, BOHA IEPEBAXKHO IIKABUTHCS OAMHMYIHUM,
HETUIIOBUM, OCKIABKM CaMe B HUX BIAOUBA€THCSI MOMEHT PO3BUTKY.

PesyapraToM icTOPUYHOIrO AOCAIAKEHHS € KapTHHA 3MiHIOBAHOIO 06’ex-
Ta. Pe3yAbTaTOM T€OPETHYHOIO AOCAIAXKEHHS € KAPTHHA HE3MIHHOI CYTHOCTI
1IbOTO 00’€KTa, MOAEAD HOTO iHBapiaHTa.

Aelo iHakIe BUTASIAQE B3aEMO3B A30K TEOpil apXiTEKTypHu U apXiTeKTyp-
HOI KpUTUKH. BiAKHAQI04H 10CB, KPUTHK SIBHO YU IPUXOBAHO IIPOTHCTABASIE
HOMY IJOCh iHIIIE, YTBEPAXKYE CBOE PO3YMiHHS IUTAHHS, 110 HE MOXKE 6yTn HE
YUM {HIINM, SIK YCBIAOMAEHOIO Teopiero. AAst Teopil s KPUTHKA YHAOYHIOE
HPO6A€MI/I MPAKTUKH, 1[0 HE LIO iHIIE, SIK HEBIAIOBIAHICTh HASBHOTO Hay-
KOBOTO 3HAHHS PEAABHUM KUTTEBUM CUTYALIisIM B apXiTEKTYPHOMY MPOLIECI.
AAe AKIO apXiTEKTYpHY KPHTHKY HE OTOTOXKHIOBATH 3 KPUTHUKOIO XYAOX-
HBOIO (a TaKe OTOTOXKHEHHS YABASETHCS HEHPABOMIPHUM), TO M Gisvuse
PO3BUHYMOI0 € MEOPISL APXIMEKNLYPU, UM MEHUL SHALYULOI0 € APXIMEKINYPHA

House Building Plant No. 4, Mosproekt, Kyivproek, etc.). Architectural practice, whether
consciously or not, builds on the previously accumulated scientific knowledge.

2. Cognition of the objective world — a universal gnoseological aim of every the-
ory — is often grounded and narrowed to the generalization of the current local practice.
One day, the study of the classical architectural forms is regarded as the main focus of the
theory of architecture; the next day, the focus shifts to mass panel housing construction.
Today, it may be the issues of small towns, and the next day — the reconstruction of the
inner cities. All the ills of architectural and construction practice — from the “medi-
ocrity” of urban development up to leaks and draughts of the loosely fit panels — are
clevated to the level of scientific challenges and priority trends in the development of
architectural theory. That inflicts a crushing blow on both science and practice.

Now, it is the development of the categorial (conceptnal) system within the architectural theory that
should become its primary focus. There should be an understanding that the architectural theory, like

any other, has to be built upon the system of interconnected unambiguous concepts grounded in
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Kpumuxa, OCKiAbKH 0COOUCTICHE CYAXKEHHSI IIPO apXIiTEKTYPY, SIKUM € KPUTH-
Ka, IOCTYMAETHCS MiCLIEM HOPMAaTUBHOMY CYAJKEHHIO.

Miporo po3BUTKY apXiTeKTYpPHOI HAyKH, MipOK PO3BHTKY TeOpil apxiTek-
TYPH TaAy3b apXiTEKTYPHOI KPUTHKHU 3BY)KYETHCS AO XYAOXKHBOTO aCHEKTY
MaTepiaAbHO-TIPOCTOPOBOIO CEPEAOBHUIIA, TOOTO A0 OOMEKEHHX MEX PyHK-
L[iIOHYBaHHs 6y,A,I/IHKiB i cIopya SIK TBOPiB MUCTELTBA.

4. ApxiTekTypHa HayKa Mae OyTH OpraHi3oBaHa Tak caMo, SIK i Oyab-sika
iHIIa, a caMe y BUTASIAL CHCTeMH: <« PYHAAMEHTAABHI CTYAIl — IPHUKAAAHI AO-
CAIAXKEHHS — €KCIIEPUMEHTAAbHE IIPOEKTYBAHHA i 6yAiBHI/1uTBo — HAyKOBIi
PEKOMEHAALIT — MPOEKTHA 6y,A,iBeAbHa npakTuka>. BiamoBa oa 6y,A,b—;1Ko'1'
3 AQHOK ILJbOI'O AQHINIOra Ii3HAHHS ¥ IEPETBOPEHHS PEAABHOTO CBIiTY, TaK
€aMO SIK i HEY3rOAYKEHICTh PO3BUTKY OKPEMUX AAHOK, YHEMOXKAUBAIOE BITAUB
HayKH Ha IPAKTUKY 200 pPOOUTH 11eil BIIAUB HETaTHBHUM.

Oco6AUBO cAip 3ayBa)KMTH IIPO HeoOXiAHICTh TOAOAATH BKOPiHEHY 3HEBA-
ry QyHAAMEHTAABHUMH CTYALIMU. Mu 3apas ycBIAOMAIOEMO, SIKOI IIKOAU He
AHIIe 6ioAoTivHIH Hay1i, a i MPaKTUIIi CIAbCHKOTO TOCIIOAAPCTBA Ta MEAULU-
Hi 3aBAaAA BIAMOBa 0 GYHAAMEHTAABHUX AOCAIAXKEHD F€HETHKHU Ha KOPHCTD
«IIPaKTHYHOI» 0ioAOTil, 10 HIOUTO 00iLsIAA WBUAKI pedyabTatu. [Ipaznenns
NPazMamu3y8amu HayKy 8 30umox iHo0i mpusasum PyHOAMEHMANHUM CI)-
disim € 32y0num ne aume 8 0io102ii, a 1l Y BCIX IHUMUX 244)39X HAYKHU, 30KPeMa
8 APXIMEKMYPHIL HAYYL 3A2400M, ) MEOPIL APXIMEKMYPU — 30KPEMA.

S, 6. ApxiTeKTypHa HayKa SIK CHCTEMa 3HaHb HE Ma€ Hi perioHasbHoi (Ha-
I[iOHAABHOI), Hi KAACOBOI crieyudiku. He mosxe icHyBaru pocificbka Teopis
ApXiTEKTYpHU Ha BIAMIHY Bip yKpalHCBKOI, I'Py3HHCBKOI, aHTAIHCBKOI TOIIO.
Busnauennsa « perioHaAbHE>, «HAL[IOHAABHE>», «PAASHCBKE> Ta iHII MO-

the consistent derivability of conclusions from certain axioms and principles. In its turn, concepts,
axioms, and principles need to be properly articulated. Otherwise, the theory of architecture
appears as a collection of personal attitudes, views, and statements that can be neither proven nor
refuted. In this case, any development of the architectural theory is out of the question.

3. The subject of the architectural theory, like any other, is the structure and essence of the
phenomenon. The subject of the history of architecture (regarded as a phenomenon) is its genesis.

The theory of architecture has to be historical, while its history, not reduced to describ-
ing the objects, cannot be anything but theoretical. Yet architectural theory, considering
the structural connections within the phenomenon, establishes the general patterns of
form and functioning of the object not connected to the situation at the particular stage of
architectural development. Architectural history, while addressing the genetic connections,
establishes general laws of the development of the object in time and space.

As such, the theory is irrelevant to the particular representations of the phenomenon (cer-

tain buildings, structures, authors of projects, ctc.). What matters, then, is the most universal,

ABRAM MARDER

JKYThb CAYTYBaTU AMIIE BKa3iBKOIO HA OKPEMUX HAYKOBI[IB Ta IXHi KOACKTUBH.
3HaHHA X € IHAUPEPEHTHUMH I[IOAO E€THIYHOI, IPUPOAHO-TEPUTOPIAABHOI
4u conjiasbHOI Audepennianil AropHOCTL. HYepes Te 3HaUyIiCTh AAT PaASH-
CHKOI apXiTEeKTYPHOI HayKH po3poOOK 3apyODKHHX HAayKOBLIB a0 «perio-
HaABHHUX 1 MICIICBUX IIKiA>» (HeMae 3HAHb CTOAMYHHX i IPOBIHLIHUX, BITYU3-
HSHUX i3apyODKHMX, € 3HAHHs iCTMHHI # NTOMMAKOBi) BHUSHA4a€TbCs HE
TEPUTOPIAABHUMH YU HAIliOHAABHMMH XapaKTEPUCTUKAMH I[UX HAYKOBIIiB
1 mIKiA, 2 IXHBOIO HAYKOBOIO 3MiCTOBHICTIO.

7. € norpeba mupoxoro obroBopeHns y $paxosiil mpeci i, 30kpema, Ha
CTOpiHKaX « APXHUTEKTYpbI>, IUTaHb IIPUPOAHU i CyTHOCTI apxitekTypu. Bip
TOrO, 110 MM PO3YMITHUMEMO IIiA APXITEKTYPOIO, HACAMIIEPEA 3AAEKUTD 5K
AEp’KaBHA IOAITHKA B IaAy3i MiCTO6yAYBaHH5I i apXiTEKTYPH, TaK i TBOPYICTh
KOXKHOTO apXiTeKTOpa, TOOTO — PO3BUTOK CAMOTO APXITEKTYPHOIO IPOLIECY
i, 3PEIITOIO, YCIIXH PAASHCHKOI APXITEKTYPH.

established, widespread, typical, as it reflects the structural law of the phenomenon. History
reveals the general regularities of the phenomenon through its particular representations: it
deals with the unique and atypical since they reflect the moment of development.

The result of a historical study would be the picture of a changing object. The outcome
of a theoretical exploration would be a picture of the immutable essence of this object, a
model for its particular variants.

The interplay of architectural theory and architectural criticism is somewhat different.
Rejecting something, a critic explicitly or implicitly opposes it to something else, promotes
his/her understanding (of the subject) that, inevitably, is a mere interiorized theory. For the
theory, the criticism illustrates the practical issues, being nothing else but inconsistencies of
the existing academic knowledge and (the real-life situations of ) the architectural process.
Unless the architectural criticism is identified with the art criticism (and such identification
seems unjustified), zhe more developed the theory of architecture is, the less significant the archi-

tectural criticism becomes: personal judgment (criticism) gives way to the normative one.
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In the course of the development of architectural science and architectural theory, the
scope of architectural criticism narrows to the art aspect of the material and spatial environ-
ment, to the limited sphere of functioning of buildings and structures as mere works of art.

4. Architectural science should be organized like any other science into a system: “fundamen-
tal studies — applied research — experimental design and construction — scientific guidelines
— design and construction practice.” Eliminating any of the stages in this cognition process/
cognition chain/ and transformation of reality, as well as inconsistent development of particular
links, excludes the possibility for science to influence practice or makes its impact negative.

The need to overcome the deep-rooted disregard for fundamental studies also should receive
special attention. We are now aware of the damage done not only to biological science but also to
the practice of agriculture and medicine by the abandonment of basic research in genetics in favor
of “practical” biology, which allegedly promised quick results. The urge to pragmatize science to
the detriment of long-term fundamental studies is destructive not only in biology but in all other
branches of science, including architectural science in general and architectural theory in particular.

5, 6. Architectural science as a knowledge system has neither regional (national) nor
class-specifics. There is no Russian theory of architecture that differs from the Ukrainian,
Georgian, English ones, etc. The definitions like “regional,” “national,” “Soviet,” and others
may only serve as an indication of individual scholars and their research teams. The knowl-
edge as such is indifferent to ethnic, natural, geographic, or social differentiation. Therefore,
the significance of works of foreign scholars or “regional and local research schools” for
Soviet architectural science is determined not by their territorial or national characteristics
but by the scientific value (as there is no metropolitan and provincial, domestic or foreign
knowledge, there is true and false knowledge).

7. The issues of the nature and essence of architecture should become a subject of
extensive discussion in the specialized press, including the Architecture newspaper. Our
understanding of what architecture is determines both the government policies in urban
planning and the work of individual architect; that is — the development of the very archi-

tectural process and, ultimately, the success of Soviet architecture.
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