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poext «ITicast Coniaaictuyrnoro MoaepHismy» i Auckycis npo npo-

necu B apxiTexTypi 1980-x aas HanjionaabHOro XyA0XXHBOro Mysero
VYkpalHu € Ba)KAUBHMU 3 OTASAY Ha HeoOXiAHICTD BIATBOPIOBATH CKAAAHY
u 6aI‘aTOBI/IMipHy iCTOpiI0 PO3BUTKY YKPAIHCHKOTO MUCTELTBA.

Yrpoposx pokis HesasexxsocTi NAMU craBus cobi 3a MeTy moBepHyTH
AO icTOpil MUCTEL|TBA 3a6yTi, IITYYHO BUAYYEHi iMEHA Ta ABUIIA, 3PO6I/ITI/I
CYCIiABHUM HaADAaHHAM MaAOBipAOMi cropinku icropii. CroropHi myseit
Iparde CTBOPIOBATH MIXAMCIUIAIHAPHI MaHAAQHUYMKH AAS 06rOBopeHb
HaspiAnX mpobaem, 1106 1036y THCs 3BY>KEHOTO 260 3PEAYKOBAHOTO ITOTASI-
AY Ha MHCTEIIbKY CHAAIIHHY.

Lle mepeaycim cTOCYEThCS [IEPEOCMUCACHHS CIIAAKY PAASHCHKOI €ITOXH,
o norpeGye HEYIEPEAXKEHOTO TOTAAAY 1 MIDKAUCIIUITAIHAPHUX IiAXOAIB.
OcranniMu poxamu B NAMU BiA6YAI/IC}I BUCTABKOBi IPOEKTH, B SKHX
TBOpYicTh NMPOBiAHUX MHUTLIB XX CTOAITTS 6on POSIASHYTO B KOHTEK-
cTi A0OH, a apxiTeKTypHUI Aopo6ox< MIPEACTABAECHO SK Ba)XAUBY YaCTHHY
MHUCTELBKOI IPAKTUKH, IK-0T BUcTaBkU « Peaip Kpuuescokuit. Maticrep
igac» (2017) ta « Paopian FOp'es. Modus Coloris Sintez» (2019).

PosmoBa mpo misHiI MOAEpHi3M i IOSIBY IOCTMOAEPHICTCHKHX PHUC
B apxiTexTypi YKpaiHH AASL HAC € YACTHHOIO LIMPIIOI POSMOBH IIPO IIO-
AIOHI TeHACHLIT B XyAOKHbOMY Ipoueci B niaomy. ITepioa 1980-x yce mie
3aAMIIAEThCs Ha nepudepil HaykoBUX i cycmiabHuX iHTepeciB. Bin poci
nepebyBae Ha4eOTO B CUTyALil «MDK»: MK «AOBIUMH CIMAECSTUMU>,
3 IPUTAMAHHUM IM PO3KBITOM Pi3HOMAaHITHMX aHAETPAYHAHUX IPAKTHUK
I pOBLIMPEHHAM MOHATTA «COLiaAICTUYHOTrO peaaismy», Ta HOCTHcpe6y—
AOBHUM IIEPIOAOM, IO XapPaKTEPU3YETLCS BUXOAOM CYy4aCHOTO MUCTELITBA

he After Socialist Modernism project and discussion on the processes in the 1980s archi-

tecture are significant for the National Art Museum of Ukraine (NAMU), as there is
a pressing need to present a more complex and multidimensional history of development of
Ukrainian art.

In the years since Ukraine gained its independence, NAMU's objective was to reintroduce
the obliterated names and phenomena into the history of art, to make public the little-known
moments of history. At present, the museum aims to create interdisciplinary platforms for dis-
cussion of topical issues, in order to abandon a narrow and reduced view on the artistic heritage.

It is primarily true regarding the rethinking of the legacy of the Soviet era that requires
an unbiased and interdisciplinary approach. In recent years, NAMU hosted exhibitions
that considered the creative legacy of the leading artists of the 20th century in the context of
the era. In addition, architectural heritage was presented as a crucial part of art practice, for
instance in such exhibition projects as the Master and Time. Fedir Krychevskyi. (2017) and
Modus Coloris Sintez. Florian Yuryev. (2019).
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Ha INMPOKMUM 3araA, HEPEBIAKPUTTSAM BITUM3HSHOIO MOAEPHI3MY Ta IO-
CTYIIOBUM PYHHYBAHHSIM PaasSHCHKOI MUcTerpkol cucremu. Pokyc Ha ap-
XiTeKTypi, 3 Orasiay Ha ii crenugixy, 30KpeMa AOBFOTPHBAAICTD yTIACHHS
3aAyMY Bip €CKi3y AO 6yAiBAi 4 KBapPTAaAy Ta OYEBHUAHY COLIIAABHY POAB,
AA€ 3MOT'Yy ONPUABUTHU L€l MTEPEXiA, POSTASHYTHU COLIIOKYABTYPHI IIPOLIECH
6iAbIm 1TiAicHO.

IToxxBaBACHHS OCTaHHIM 4YacOM CYCIIABHOTO IHTEPECY AO Ii3HbOPaA-
ASHCBKOI apXiTEeKTypH, HACAaMIIEPEA Y€PE3 ii Bpa3AUBICTD IEPEA 3aIPO30I0
3HUILEHHA YU PEAU3ANHY, 3MYUIy€ CTABUTH IHUTAHHS MPO II LIHHICTD i
FOBOPUTH IIPO TOH BHECOK, KU 3pobuau kpainu Llentpaabnoi i Cxia-
HOI EBponH, «IepeTPaBUBILN» 3aXiAHI BIIAUBY 1 BUHAIIIOBIIN BAACHHI
croci6 OyTH CyYacHHUMH YM — 3TOAOM — MiABaXXyBaTH Li crpobu. Yoke
3AllicHeH] pocaipkeHHst moa0 1980-x pokiB cBipYaTh PO rocTpy notpedy
TBOPEHHS MIMPUIOTO KOHTEKCTY, HE TIABKM MI>KAMCLIMIIAIHAPHOIO Xapak-
TEpY, a i cowjioreorpadivHOro, i3 3aAy4eHHAM AOCBiAY KPalH KOAHIIHbOTO
COLIIaAICTUYHOTO CBITY.

I'Mpoexr «ITicas Couiasicrianoro MopepHi3My>, 110 CKAAAAETBCA 3 KOH-
epenuii, r[y6Aquo'i MpOrpamH, Be6ca171Ty Ta LbOTO CIIELBUIIYCKY >XyPHAAY
«MIKC>, 6ya0 pearizoBaHO 3aBASIKH 00 €AHAHHIO HABKOAO HbOTO PisHHX da-
xiBIiB Ta iHCTHTYLIH. MU BastaHi HamuM koaeram i3 HarjionaapHoro xypox-

A discussion about the late modernism and emergence of postmodernist traits in the archi-
tecture of Ukraine is a part of a broader debate about the similar trends in the art process
in general. The 1980s period still remains on the margins of scholarly and social interest. It
still is in the “in-between” situation: between the “long 1970s,” with the abundance of vari-
ous underground practices and broad understanding of the notion of “socialist realism,” and
the post-Perestroika period that was characterized with the contemporary art entering the
public domain, rediscovering Ukrainian modernism, and gradual demolition of the Soviet art
system. The focus on architecture, by its very nature, i.c. the long time it takes to implement
the artistic design from draft to complete edifice or a block, and its obvious social role, allows
to unveil this shift, to contemplate on the sociocultural processes in a more holistic manner.

Recent intensification of the public interest to the late-Soviet architecture, primarily due
to the risk of its annihilation or redesign, poses a question of its value and reevaluation of the
contribution by the Central and Eastern European states that “digested” the Western influences
and invented their own way to be modern or, later on, their way to undermine these attempts.
The studies of the 1980s period prove the urgent need to create a broader context, and not only
interdisciplinary but also sociogeographical that would involve the experience of the former
Eastern Bloc states.

The implementation of the Affer Socialist Modernism project, in the framework of which

an academic conference was held, a website was launched, and this special issue of the Cizy
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HbOro My3selo AUTBH — AUpeKkTOpOBi AokTOpy AproHacy learonacy ta Erae
IOceBiuyTe — 3a MATPUMKY i IIUPY FOTOBHICTh AIAUTHCS BAACHHM AOCBIAOM.
ITpoexr He BipOGyBest 6 6es ininjiatusu it Ao0cBiay aocaipnukis 'O «Posymitu
paastucbkuii [Toaia», sIKi BIPOAOBIK KiABKOX POKIB IIOCAIAOBHO AOCAIAXKYIOTD
MOCTMOAEPHICTCBhKY 3a6yAOBy Kuesa, B3aeMOAI0TS 3i CIliABHOTAMH i IparHyAu
CIIPSIMYBATH CYCIIIABHY AMCKYCiIO B HAYKOBE piduine. Takos A0 IPOEKTY AOAYIH-
Aucs AepkaBHa HayKOBa apXiTeKTypHO-OyaiBeabHa 6i0aioTexa imeni B. I. 3a-
60AOTHOTO Ta Llentp yp6auicrnqﬂnx crypit. ITpoexr craB MOXXAMBHM 3aBAS-
ku mpTpuMi « Aomy Esporu>. Lle cBiAYUTS PO HOro HaraAbHICTS i CITIABHE
3al[iKaBACHHS y 30€PEeKCHHI CITAAIMHE HEAABHBOTO MHMHYAOTO (3a Gpakom
MY3€I0 aPXiTCKTypI/I), IIParHEHHS AO GIABII SIKICHOTO AOCAIAMEHHS nepioay,
ftoro apxisaiii Ta momyaspusanii. Mu nepexonai, mo npoext «Ilicas conia-
AICTUMHOTO MOAEPHI3MY>» CTaHE Ba)KAMBUM IIAIPYHTSAM AAS TIOAAABILIOTO BHU-
BYEHHS APXITEKTYpHU U MiCTO6yAYBaHH}I, MIOLIYKY BIATIOBIAEH HA MUTAHHSA IIPO
CYYaCHMHM CTaH MICT i IEPCIEKTUBU IXHBOTO PO3BUTKY B MaﬁGyTHBOMy.

IOaia AurBunens,
eeneparvna dupexmopra
Hayionanvnozo xydoncnvozo myserw YVpainu

History, Culture, Society journal was published, was made possible by a joint effort of var-
ious experts and institutions. We would like to thank our colleagues from the Lithuanian
National Museum of Art — its director, Dr. Artinas Gelanas and Dr. Eglé Juoceviciaté — for
their kind support and genuine commitment to sharing their experience. The project was
enabled by the initiative and experience of the researchers from the Understanding Soviet
Podil NGO who have consistently studied the postmodern development of Kyiv for several
years, who communicated with the urban communities, and sought to channel the social
discussion into the academic direction. Zabolotny State Scientific Library of Architecture
and Construction also contributed to the project. The project was made possible with the
support of the House of Europe. This proves its urgency and common interest in preserving
the heritage of the recent past (as there is no museum of architecture yet), in striving for
the higher quality research of the period, its archiving, and popularization. We are certain
that the Affer Socialist Modernism project will become a significant basis for further study of
architecture and urban planning, for searching for the answers to the current urban situation,

and the prospects of their development in the future.

Yuliia Lytvynets
Director General

of the National Art Museum of Ukraine
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KAAAHO HE ITOTOAMTHCS 3 aHTAIFCHKUM ICTOPHKOM apxiTekTypu Biabs-

mMoM Piuapaom Aetabi, axuit OIMCYBAB MICTO K BEAHKE TiAO, 1O HOro
CTBOPHUAH TOPOASIHH AASL CBO€I CIIABHOI Aymn. SIKIO OAHHM 31 CBiAdEHDB
<OKHTTS» L€l «AyIIi» € pOpMyBaHHS IACOAOTIH i IXHE IPAKTHYHE 3aCTOCY-
BaHHS, TO, IAyYH MiCTOM, MH MOXXEMO YUTATH HOTO AK HEMOBTOPHY KHUXKKY 3
iCTOPIi iA€OAOTIH, SIK MIAPYYHHK, 11O ONUCYE MOCTIHHY 3MiHY apXiTEKTYPHHUX
mapapurM. Ls ynikaapHa 30ipka crateif — OAHA 3 Iepux crpob mpouu-
TaTH TEKCTH YKPAIHChKOI, AUTOBCBKOI, 6iAopyc1>1<o’1', ITOABCBKOI T CXIAHOHI-
MenbKol apxiTekTypH, cTBopeHi micas 1980 poky, y KOHTEKCTi OAUH OAHO-
ro. Mu BAs4HI HalMM YKPaiHCBKUM KOA€TaM 3a iHilliloBaHHs Lji€i $paxoBol
AMCKYCil Mi>K IIPEACTABHUKAMHU TPhOX KOAUIIHIX « PAASHCHKUX pCCHy6AiK»
i ABOX AepkaB «BapiraBchkoro AoroBopy> Imip €rip010 Mi>KHapOAHOI KOH-
¢epennii «Ilicas Couiaaictuanoro Mopepaiamy: Apxitextypa, Michkuit
AuzaiiH i maanyBanHs 1980-x>, Ha skiit 06r0BopeHH;1 GYAYBELAI/ICSI HABKOAO
CTBOPEHHS Ta 36CPC>K€HH}I apXiTEKTYPHOTO MOCTMOAEPHI3MY LIUX POKIB Ta
aHAAI3y OKpEMHUX IIPUKAAAIB.

PapsHChKUIT Tepiop BIAOMHUIL THM, IJO IIOTASIAU Ha HBOTO B Pi3HHUX Te-
orpadidHux perioHax € Ayxe pisuumu. Hampukaaa, maibxe Bci AMTOB-
i BBA)KAIOTh HOTO <« KUTTAM IiA OKYIALi€l0>», a PAASHCBKY iA€0AOTIIO
«KOMYHi3My>», 260 «3piAOro corjaaiamMy» — 4yXOI0 Ta HACAAXKEHOIO.
MosxauBo, came TOMY, 10 icAsI BIAHOBACHHA HedaaexHOCTi AutBu 1990
poxy HakaHHS « 3a6YTI/I 1 AMCTAHIIiIOBATUCS» AOMIHYBAaAO, AOBOAI AOB-
ruii yac He 6yA0 cipo6 «mpouuTatu» Ta rAaHOOKO IpoaHaAisyBaTu apxi-
TekTypy Biasnioca, Kaynaca ta inmnx mict Autsu 1945-1989 poxis abo
3miHu B MicbkoMy naaHyBauHi. HatomicTs BiauyBasocs Bupasue HaxxkaHHs

It is difficult not to agree with the English architectural historian William Richard Lethaby,
who described the city as a greater body, which its inhabitants created for their soul. If
one of the indicators of the “life of a soul” is the creation of ideologies and their practical
application, then walking through a city we can read it as a unique kind of book on the history
of ideologies, or a textbook on the flux in architectural paradigms. This unique collection
of articles is one of the first attempts to read Ukrainian, Lithuanian, Belarusian, Polish
and East German architectural texts, created post-1980, in the context of each other. Our
Ukrainian colleagues must be thanked for initiating this professional conversation between
representatives of three former Soviet republics and two former Warsaw Pact states under
the banner of the international conference After Socialist Modernism: Architecture, Urban
Design and Planning in the 1980s; this discussion centred on the creation and preservation of
architectural post-modernism in those years and an analysis of certain case studies.

The Soviet period is known to elicit very mixed views in different geographical

regions. For example, among Lithuanians it is almost unanimously considered as “life

BCTYMNHE CJ10BO  FOREWORD

BIAHOBUTHU KYABTYPHY iCTOPIiIO PaHILIMX €MOX, SK-OT Peui I'TocmoauToi 4u
MI>KBOEHHOT'O MOAEPHI3MY B KayHaci, BUCBITAEHHS 5IKOI 3a3HAAO CYTTEBUX
BUKPUBACHb 200 OyAO HaBiTh 32a00POHEHO 32 PAASHCHKUX YaciB. Tox aHa-
AITUYHHUH OTASIA PAASHCHKOTO MOAEPHI3MY Ta IOCTMOAEPHI3MY — SBUILE
IOPIBHAHO HEAABHE, 3HAYHOIO MipOIO IOB s13aHe 3 AOPOOKOM Ipoecopku
Mapii Apemaiite. Came 3aBAsIKH TI AOCAIAKEHHSIM Y AUTBI MM HABYHUAHCS
POBIASAATH PAASHCBKUH IIEPIOA B apXIiTEKTYpi fAK TaKHH, IO aXX HifK HE
6yB 0AHOOIUHUM — «CIpUM 1 A€TYMaHI30BAHHUM>, 2 HaBIMAKH — CIIOBHE-
HUM L[iIKaBUX TBOPYUX EKCIIEPUMEHTIB « HEOKOPHU > iACOAOTII, HEe KaXyuu
BXKE IPO LiHHI apXiTeKTypHi i MicTonAaHyBaAbHI BiAKpUTTS. CyMHO3BiCHY
«3aAi3HY 3aBiCy» He Tpe6a BBa)KaTH YUMOCh TAKHM, 1[0 HATAYXO i30AI0BAAO
KYABTYPHE XXHUTTS <« PaASHCBKUX pecny6AiK» Bip HANpsAMIB, SIKi PO3BUBa-
AMcs Ha 3aX0Al; paplue e 6yB MPOHUKHUH €KPaH, HE 3AATHUH L[IAKOBUTO
«3aXUCTUTH>» PAASHCBKUX ApXiTEKTOPIB Tiel AOOU Bip 30BHIIIHBOTO BIIAU-
By. IIpo 11e AOCHTb IIPSIMO CTBEPAXKYBAAOCS Y « KPUTHYHOMY>» TOHI A0OU
«BIAAMTH >, 30KpeMa y KypHaAi «ByaiBHULTBO i apxiTekTypa» («Statyba
ir architektiira» ), mo Buxoaus y papsucskiit Autsi: «IToctMopepHism Aas
HAC YY>KUH, X049 A€Ki HOTO TBOPYI BIAKPUTTS Ta TEOPETUYHI KOHLIEMIIIT —
AOCTATHBO IIiKaBi>».

Mu HapsBHYaiiHO BTilleHi I LIIHYEMO Te, IO Lie AOCAIAMKCHHS (SQBAHKI/I
criBripani 3 HanionaabHuM XyAOXKHIM MyseeM YKpalHH, IHIIUMH IHCTHTY-
LisAMU Ta OKpeMHUMH axiBLIMH, SKi AOAYYHAHCS AO IpoBeaeHol 11-12
sxoBTHA 2021 poky y Kuesi KOH(l)CPCHL[ﬁ) MIAXOAUTH AO IPOOAEMU 3 KOMIIA-
paruBHOro norasipy. ITopsip i3 AUTOBCHKHM AOCBIAOM IIEPEOCMHCACHHS MO-
ACPHI3MY Ta HanpsMiB apxiTekTypHOro po3sutky 1980-x poxkis i misHiuroro

under occupation”, while the Soviet “communist” or “mature socialism” ideology is seen
as foreign and imposed. It is perhaps for this reason that when Lithuania's independence
was restored in 1990, for quite a long time no efforts were made to try to “read” and
thoroughly analyse the architecture created in Vilnius, Kaunas and other cities in
Lithuania in 1945-1989, or the changes to urban planning, as the will to “forget and
distance ourselves” dominated for quite a while; there was a distinct rush to recover the
cultural history of earlier epochs, be it of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth of the
inter-war modernism of Kaunas, which had been significantly deformed or even banned
during the Soviet period. Thus, an analytical perspective to Soviet modernism and post-
modernism is a rather recent phenomenon, largely associated with the work of Prof.
Marija Drémaité. It has been mostly due to her research in Lithuania that we have learned
to look upon the Soviet period in architecture as one that was not at all unilateral —
“grey and dehumanised”, but replete with interesting creative experiments “disobeying”

the ideology, not to mention valuable architectural and urban discoveries, while the
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nepioay y BiabHioci, Mu BBa>kaeMo, 1110 yKpaIHCBKHIT AOCBIA Ta icTOpis 3a6y—
AOBH IIIAMX IIEPEAMICTB 1 3BEACHHS XKUTAOBHUX KoMIaekciB y Kuesi Ta ApBoBi
AQIOTh 3MOTy IIOPiBHIOBATHU II€M AOCBIA Ta 00’e€KTH 3 TUMH, AKi MIPEACTaBUAHU
6iAOPYCbKi, IOABCBHKI Ta cxiaHOHIMenpKi ¢axiBui. Takox i3 Beankoro mpu-
EMHICTIO X04y IMIAKPECAHTH, IO AAs HalioHaABHOro XyAOXKHBOIO My3ero
AwutBu 1e 6yB yoKe TPETiii 32 OCTaHHI ABA POKH Ba>KAUBUH IPOEKT CIIBIIpa-
ui 3 HanionaapHum xypoxHiM Myseem Yipainu: y 2021 poui ykpaiHchkuit
My3eit npesenTyBaB y Biabnioci uypoBy BucraBky Oackcanppa Boromasosa,
a Haul Mysel naaHyBaB y Kuesi BHCTaBKYy AHTOBCHKO-aMEPHUKAHCHKOTO XY-
Aoxuuka-rpadixa Pomaca Becyaaca. Tosx 151 Baskansa koHdepeHIiis 3 icropii
apXiTEKTypH, OpPraHi30BaHa HAIIMMHU YKPAiHCHbKUMHU KOAETAMH, AA€ MOXAM-
BiCTb BHITH 32 MEXIi AHIIIE MUCTELIBKOTO KOHTEKCTY. [ lepexonanuii, mo neit
L[iHHUI MPOEKT, iHIiIOBaHUH YKPaiHCHKUMHU KOAETAMHU, 6yAe BaroMUM BHeE-
CKOM y sbaraueHHs i PO3BUTOK iCTOpIl apXiTEKTypH.

Xouy BucaoButu wupy BasuHicTs FOAll AutBunens, supexropri Ha-
IIIOHAABHOTO XYAOXKHBOTO MY3€l0 YKpaiHM, 3a 3aIPOLIEHHS AO CIiBHparji
xoaer i3 HarjionaspHoro xyaosxxaporo mysero Auts, a Takox Oxcani bap-
IIHHOBIH, 3acTynHULi AupexTopku HXMY, 3a mpakTuuny pomomory B ycix
OpraHisanifiHUX MUTAHHSX, IO CTOCYBaAUCS KoHdepeHuil Takox AsKyio
moiit koaesi Erae FOcesiuyre 3a Te, 1m0 Bona npogeciitno npeacrasusa Ha-
LiOHAABHHUII XYAOXKHIH My3e#l AUTBU Ta KOOPAMHYBAAQ AHTOBCHKY CTOPOHY

infamous Iron Curtain should not be seen as something that strictly isolated cultural
life in the Soviet republics from trends developing in the West, but rather as a permeable
screen unable to totally “protect” Soviet architects of the day from external influence.
This was stated quite openly in “critical” language typical of the Thaw period already in
1979, in the Soviet Lithuanian Statyba ir architektira (Construction and Architecture)
magazine: “Post-modernism is foreign to us, however post-modernist creative discovery
and theoretical concepts are rather interesting.”

We cannot but be pleased by the fact that this research, thanks to cooperation with
the National Art Museum of Ukraine and other institutions and individual experts
who participated at the conference in Kyiv on October 11-12, 2021, takes on the very
valuable comparative perspective. Alongside the Lithuanian modernist transformation
experiences and architectural development trends of the 1980s and later in Vilnius,
we find the Ukraine experience and the history of the development of entire suburbs
and building complexes of Kyiv and Lviv, allowing for a comparison of experiences
and objects with those presented by Belarusian, Polish and East German experts. [ am
also very glad to be able to state that for the Lithuanian National Museum of Art, this
has been the third important cooperation project with the National Art Museum of

Ukraine in the last two years — in 2021 the latter sent across an excellent exhibition by
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npoekty. CroaiBarocs, 1o Halla CIiBIparsd 3 YKPaiHChKUMH KYABTYPHUMHU
iHCTUTYLIsIMH Ta QaXiBLSMU AHIIE TOYMHAETHCH, 1 6axalo, 0 BOHA 6yAa
ycminHoo i Hapaal. Maro Haalio, 1o i mporiec yuTaHHA L€l 36ip1<1/1, 1 mikasi
BIAKPUTTS, SIKi BOHA ITOAAPYE, 6YA}7TI> YTIXOIO AASL YUTAYIB.

Aoxrop Apronac I'earonac,
dupexmop Hayionarvrozo xydoncnvozo myser Aumeu

the modernism classic Oleksandr Bohomazov to Vilnius, while the LNMA recently
sent an exhibition by the American-Lithuanian graphic artist Romas Viesulas to
Kyiv. This important architectural history conference organised by our colleagues in
Ukraine allows looking further beyond the boundary of strictly art contexts. I have no
doubt that this valuable project initiated by our Ukrainian colleagues will contribute
to the beneficial enrichment of all architectural history.

I would like to sincerely thank Yulia Lytvynets, the Director of the National Art Museum
of Ukraine, for extending the kind invitation to colleagues from the LNMA to cooperate
in this project, and thank Oksana Barshynova, the Deputy Director of this institution,
for taking care of all the practical concerns in organising the conference. I would also like
to thank my colleague Eglé Juocevitiute for professionally representing the LNMA and
coordinating the Lithuanian part of the project. I truly hope that our cooperation with
Ukraine's cultural institutions and their professionals is only just beginning, and I wish it
great success. Meanwhile, I hope readers of this collection will rejoice in the experience of

reading and discovering enriching insights.

Dr. Ariinas Geliinas

Director of the Lithuanian National Museum of Art
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MoaepHiam i mocTMOAEpPHI3M He BIAOKPEMACHI OAUH
BiA 0AHOTO 3aAi3HOIO 3aBicoio uu Kurasicbkum Mypom,
aAJKe iCTOpist — 1€ MAAIMIICECT, i KYABTYPa € IPOHHUK-
HOIO: B Hilf IPUCYTHI 9aCOBi IIApU MUHYAOTO YaCy, 4acy
TENEePilIHbOTO i yacy Maﬁ6yTHLoro.

Atizab Taccan

Kiapka pokiB TOMy B AOCAIAHUIIBKOMY CEPEAOBHII i3 HOBOIO CHAOIO PO3-
TOPHYAHCH AebaTu IOAO ImOcTMOAEpHi3My. baunmo, mo maibke 50 pokis,
IO MUHYAH, HEAOCTATHEO, m06 He TIABKU BI/IPO6I/ITI/I PO3yMiHHS TepMiHa,
a ¥ 3pO3yMiTU SBUILE, SIKE TOAI 3AABAAOCH AE30PIEHTYBAABHUM Ta 00i-
LIABHUM BOAHO4YAC. ITocTMOACPHISM BHAAETBCS AOCHTH POSIAHBYACTHM
$opMyAIOBaHHSM, 1O Ha IO3ip HE Mae BUPA3HOI BAACHOI HA3BH, a AMIIE
BKasye Ha A00Yy, sika HaueOTO HacTae micas MOAepHi3My. Xova, IpuMipoM,
JKan-®pancya Avorap i Aiirab Taccan me B 1970-x nucasn npo mopep-
HIi3M, AKHH KOHCTUTYL[IHHO BariTHUI CBOEIO MOCTMOAEPHICTIO. Sk Ha MeHe,
HOBA XBUAS YBaru AO IIbOT'O SIBUINJA YYAOBO AEMOHCTPYE, IO Lj€ aK HifIK HE
3pYYHUH SPAMK, AKMH CBOTO 4acy HABIIIYBAAU A€Ab HE HA BCE HOBE, HE3BUY-
He, Te, IO HAEC BPO3pi3 i3 poKaMH yCTaACHUMH HOpMaMH i AcdiHinismu,
a LIAKOM IIPOAYKTHBHA 0araTo$OKyCHa TEOPETHYHA MEPCIICKTUBA AAS
aHaAI3y apXiTeKTYpHHX, MHCTELBKHUX, $piA0COPCHKHUX, AiTEpaTypHUX, «CY-
CITIABHHUX » (HOCTiHAYCTPiaAbHC Cycr[iAbCTBO) TOWO ABUI. A Ha AOAATOK,
KOXXHMH i3 IJUX IIOCTMOAEPHI3MIB Ma€ CBOIO iCTOPIiIO abo crienuixy, i Ha-
BiTh — «caMoHa3By» (ITocT-MOACPHISM, MOCTMOACPHIZM, MOCT-MOACP-
Hi3M, mocT-MoaepHuit TOIIO). IMTonpu nosipHy HediTKiCTh, HABITH ACSAKY
XUMEPHICTb, TEPMiHA (nopiBH;IHo i3 TAKMMU POMOBUCTUMH HA3BAMH, SIK,

Modernism and postmodernism are not separated by an Iron
Curtain or Chinese Wall; for history is a palimpsest, and culture is
permeable to time past, time present, and time future.

lhab Hassan, “Toward a Concept of Postmodernism”

Several years ago, the debate on postmodernism unfolded in research circles with renewed
vigor. As we see now, almost five decades are not enough to develop an understanding of the
term or to grasp the phenomenon that then seemed both disorienting and promising,
Postmodernism appears to be a rather vague definition, which does not seem to have
a distinctive name of its own, and only points to an era seemingly coming affer modernism.
However, back in the 1970s, Jean-Francois Lyotard and Thab Hassan already wrote
about modernism constitutionally and ceaselessly pregnant with its postmodernity.
To me, the new surge of interest in this phenomenon perfectly demonstrates that it
is by no means a convenient label once attributed to the new and unusual, something

that goes against the grains of conventional norms and definitions. Instead, it is quite

SVITLANA SHLIPCHENKO

ckaximo, Bapoko uu Penecanc), npedike moct- skpas i € TM, IO XapakTe-
pusye mocTMoaepHiaM. 3 0AHOrO 60Ky, HOCT- 03HaYae «micasi». TobTo Te,
o BiA6YBa€TbC}I IiCAST MOAEPHI3MY, micast GeMiHisMYy, ITicAs KOAOHIaAi3MY,
nicast inaycTpiasbHOi A06H (y Yacu Heoaibepaaismy Ta HacTymy rao6aaisa-
1ii) 91 micast cTPyKTypaaismy i Tak paai (6admmo i sacTocyBaHHs TepMiHa
<<HOCT—HOCT—<l>eMiHi3M», AA€ TYT IAETBCS TIPO ITATh XBUAD (l)CMiHiSMy, €
ITo-ITo-Mo/Po-Po-Mo tex). MoBa nepesoBcim npo gac. 3 inmoro x 6oxy,
B TPaAULii I'yMaHITAPHOTrO 3HAHHS NpeikC MOCT- MO3HAYAE PEAKIiI0 Cy-
YaCHOCTI, TENEPIIIHbOrO Ha MONEPEAHIH EPioA — 3araAbHY KyABTYPHY CH-
Tyaniio, B AKifl MM OIIHUHAEMOCE, i T€, AK MM PearyeMo Ha L€l MOonepeAHin
nepiop. To6To mpedikc mocT- Aae MOXAUBICTD PO3PUBY 3 TPAAULIEI MO-
AEPHi3MY i1 BOAHOYAC 1l IPOAOBXKEHHS — IMIAXOAY B TEPMiHAX KOHTUHYYMY
Ta AUCKPETHOCTI.

€ neBHi nepioaH B KYABTYPi, BCEPEAHHI SIKHX [TOCTAIOTh 1 IIEBHI YMOBU AyM-
K{ Ta NPUHLUIHA GOPMOYTBOPEHH:. A Lji MPUHILIUIIN BXe MAIOTh CBOI MOp-
¢oaoriuni o3Haku. Tox TyT 6yA€MO FOBOPUTH IIPO CTaH MOCTMOAEPHI3MY
(mocT™MopepHuit cTaH, mocTMOAepHicTs/postmodernity, surmodernité (nop.
Mapx Oske, sikmo xodete AuckypcusHy popmaniro 3a Pyko) Ta BaacHe apxi-
TEKTYPHHI IIOCTMOACPHI3M sk siBuIne. | x04a Hasaraa BBaXKalOTb, IO ITOCT-
MOAEPHI3M B apXiTeKTypi nodnHascst Ha noyarky 1970-x is pobit (i kHmKOK)
Po6epra Benrypi it Aenis Cxorr-Bpayn (He 6yaemo sabysaru ioro mapraepky
i Apyxuny), caasnossicuoi [ syyu ATmasia / Piazza d'ltalia Yapasa Mypa
i, 3BicHO X, KaHoHIuHOT Crmpadu Hosicina / Strada Novissima Beneniiicbkoro
bienaae 1980 POKY, AOCAIAHHMKH i AOCI HAMAraloTbCsA CHCTEMATH3yBAaTH apXi-
TEKTYPY TOCTMOAEPHI3MY, OKPECAUTH i IPOAHAAI3yBaTH 1i 4ACOBI Ta KyABTYpPHi

a productive multifocal theoretical perspective for analyzing architectural, artistic, phil-
osophical, literary, “social” (post-industrial society), etc. phenomena. Moreover, each of
these postmodernisms has a history or unique features of its own, as well as the “self-defi-
nition”: Post-modernism, postmodernism, post-modernism, post-Modern, etc. Despite
the apparent ambiguity, even ceriness of the term (compared to such eloquent names
as, for instance, Baroque or Renaissance), the prefix post- is exactly what characterizes
postmodernism.

On the one hand, post means “after”: something happening affer modernism, after fem-
inism, after colonialism or the industrial era (in the time of neo-liberalism and incom-
ing globalization), or after structuralism, and so on (the term “post-post-feminism” is
also in use; however, is it about five waves of feminism; though, there is a Po-Po-Mo /
Post-Post-Modernism too). And it is primarily about time.

On the other hand, in the tradition of humanitarian knowledge, the prefix post- indicates

the reaction of the present set against the previous period — the general cultural situation in
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! Tpeba sayBaxcutH,
IO apXiTeKkTypa
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3HAYHO MCHII OTO3H-
LIIHOIO A0 iacoAOTIT
MOAEPHOTO PYXY,

i apxiTexTypHHit
MOAepHisM Habarato
TicHille NoB s13aHuit
i3 coniaAbHOIO
MoAepHisalri€io, aHix
MHCTEI[TBO: apXi-
TexTypa Ji ypbanism
[oCTaBaAM creudiu-
HHUMH iHCTPyMEH-
TaMH COIL[iaAbHOI Ta
TEXHOAOTIYHOI MO-
AepHisarii; HaToMicTh
MHCTEITBO MOAEP-
HisMy 6ya0 criocobom
MePEKHBATH 10K,
TICHXOAOTTYHO TPH-
CTOCYBaTHCh

AO IIBUAKHX TEX-
HOAOTIYHHUX I COLiaAb-
HUX 3MiH AOOH.

koHTeKCTH. [ IpuHaiivMHi 3 0QiL[IIHOK AATOI «KIHIST MOACPHI3MY>» HaueHTO
Bce sicHo. Yapas ApkeHKc, BUSHAYHHI AOCAIAHHK i HellepeBepIleHH MaticTep
apXITeKTypHUX TAKCOHOMIH, BUsHavae il sik 15 roanny 32 xsuaunu 16 6epesns
1972 poxky, koan nepIia cepist CHpsIMOBaHHX BH6yxiB 3pyHHYyBaAa IEPIIy YEPTy
MOAEPHICTCBKUX 6araTOHOBepxiBOK, sanpoekToBanux Minopy fImacaxi, y pa-
tioni [Iprotrr-Aitroy B micti Cent-Ayic, mrrar Miceypi, CILA. To6to e 6yao
CBOEPIAHE YHAOUYHEHHS PAAMKAABHOTO PO3PUBY 3 IACOAOTIEI0 Ta ECTETHUKOIO
apXiTEKTYPHOTO MOACPHi:BMyl, SIKI AECATUAITTAMM YCTAAIOBAAU TPAHA-HAPaTH-
BU IIPOTPECY i COLIIaABHOI yTOIIi1, TEXHOLIEHTPU3MY, YHIBEPCAAbHI, TyPUCTUYHI,
BipipBaHi Bip koHTekcTiB popmu (nop. Dom-Ino Kop6rosbe), npumar $yHkuii
(« AIM SIK MAIIIHA AAST JKUTTSI >>) i ¢pyHKI[iOHAABHE 30HYBAHHA Y MiCTi, 3BHHIICH-
HS «BYAHIIi>», CTAHAAPTHU3AL[iI0 GYAiBHI/IuTBa iT. A.

Tak, apXiTeKTypHHIT IIOCTMOACPHI3M HaMbiABII HIMPOKO CIPUHMAIOTD K
MOBEPHEHHS A0 «TpapuLii» (nop. Benrypi, 6paru Kpie, Pocci, [peiiss), ase
Tak caMo TyT € ipoHist (Toit camuit Myp) i nosifine koaysanns (nmpumipom,
Taaepest mucrenrs y Ilryrrapri Crupainra, «Apxuasxep i Ppep» Tepi
y Ipasi). A caipom 3a Teaom Pocrepom MoxHa ckasaTH, o (B KyABTYpPHUX
MPAaKTUKAX i B ApXiTEKTYPi, 301<peMa) MPHUCYTHI ABa TIOCTMOAEPHI3MU: «II0-
CTMOACPHI3M CIIPOTHBY» Ta «IIOCTMOACPHi3M sk peakuis» (Foster, 1983,
pp- xii, ix—xviii). I sxmio ocranmii BUKOPHUCTOBYE KYABTYPHI KOAU (<1>opMa—
Ai3ye iCTOpiI0 AASL «pENpe3ecHTaLiHNX NOTPe6>» ), TO Iepmuil PO3IAiAaE
00’eKT i 1OT0 COLIaABHHUI KOHTEKCT, ACKOHCTPYIOE < TPAAHULILIO» (BKAIOYHO
3 MOXXAUBOCTSIMU «BUXOAY>» apXITEKTYpH 34 BAACHI TPAaHUIIi, 32 MEXi CBOro
«>Kapr>>) i, Ha BIAMiHY BiA KBa31iCTOPUYHUX ITIAXOAIB, PO3TASIAA€ KYABTYPHI
KOAU B KPUTUYHOMY CBITAl, 2 HE IPOCTO EKCIIAYaTY€E iX.

which we find ourselves and the ways we react to it. Put differently, the prefix post- provides
an opportunity for rupture, repudiation and continuation with the tradition of modernism
at the same time - the approach in terms of continuity and discreteness.

There are periods in culture producing certain conditions of thought and formative prin-
ciples/principles of form-making. These principles, in turn, would have morphological traits
of their own. Hence, it is possible to speak of the postmodern condition (postmodernity, surmo-
dernité (ct. Marc Augé), or Foucauldian discursive formation if you wish)and architectural poss-
modernism as a phenomenon. Even though it is generally accepted that postmodernism in archi-
tecture started in the early 1970s with the works (and books) of Robert Venturi and Denise
Scott-Brown (let's not forget his partner and wife), Charles Moore's famous Piazza d'ltalia, or
the canonical Strada Novissima of the 1980 Venice Biennale, the scholars still feel a bit puzzled
trying to systematize the postmodernist architecture, to trace its temporal and cultural contexts.

Fortunately, with the official date of the “end of modernism’, everything looks more or less

clear. Charles Jencks, a distinguished scholar and outstanding master of architectural taxonomies,
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A Temep, micAd IIbOTO KOPOTKOTO OTLASIAY TOAOBHHX/IIPHHIJUIIOBHUX IO-
3uLiil, — nuTaHHA. Sk roBopurtH mpo Te, 10 BiAGYBaAOCb B apXiTEeKTYypi
M MAAHYBaHHI KPaiH KOAMIIHBOIO COLIAAICTHYHOTO 6AOKy IicAsT MoA€ep-
Hi3MY, YU CIIPallbOBYIOTh, HAAAIOTLCS TYT IMAXOAM Ta iHCTPYMEHTH i, BAac-
He, MOBa, IKHMU KOPUCTYBAAUCEH i KOPUCTYIOTHCSA AOCAIAHUKH AASL AHAAI3Y
IIOCTMOACPHI3MY 110 iHuIMIt OiK «3aAi3HOI 3aBicu>» ? MabyTh, HEBUIIAAKOBO,
TOBOPSIYHU MPO «IPOHUKHICTb» KYABTYPH, Taccan 3raaye Kuraiicpxuit MYp
I «3aAi3Hy 3aBicy>, III0 HaY€ IMMOCTAIOTh yOCO6A€HH}IM «HEMPOHUKHOCTI» i
«BaKPHUTOCTI», aAe, paKTUYHO, TAKUMH HE €.

36ipka eceiB «[licas Coyiaricmuurozo Modeprismy» — Bxe He mepuia
cnpo6a OKPECAUTHU M MPOAHAAI3yBaTH ABUIIA i IEPIOA TOCTMOAEPHI3MY B apXi-
TeKTypi couiaaicTianoro 6aoky Ta koaumasoro CPCP, tak 3Banoro Apyroro
ceiry (Kulic, 2019; Bocharnikova & Kurg, 2019; Demchenko, 2018; Krivy,
2016; Mankus, 2017; Szacka & Krivy, 2018; Urban, 2019). Bona 3'sBuaacs
SIK MACYMOK MDKHApOAHOI KOoHepeHwii, o Biabyaacs y xxoBtHi 2021 poky
B Kuesi. I tpeba Bippasy ckasary, 110, He IPETEHAYIOYH Ha «TAHOMHHY aKaae-
MIYHICTD>, 36ip1<a, TUM HE MEHIII, AA€ YSBACHHS IIPO SBHI Ta HESIBHI, BUAUMI Ta
HE Ay>KE€ IPOLIECH PEaryBaHHs HAa KPU3Y IACOAOTII MOAEPHI3MY B apXiTEeKTYpi
Ta apXiTeKTYpHOMY cepepoBUIi. TOOTO BHAAETBCS AOPEIHUM TOBOPUTH PO
IIOCTMOAEPHI TEHAEHIIIL: ACLIEHTPALIiI0, Aeiepapxisallilo, MAIOPAAI3M 3aMiCTh
TOTAABHOCTI, BIAKPHTICTb 3aMiCTb 3aKPUTOCTI, AOKaABHI icTopil / petit histoire
3aMiCTh IPAaHA-HAPATHBIB, pPArMEHTOBAHICTD, @ HE LIiAICHICTD, AKI|CHTYBaHHS
HPOLiECy, 4 HE BUBEPIICHICTh TBOPY TOLO. BaxkAUBO i Te, 1110 IPHHIMIT KOMITa-
PATUBHOTO ITIAXOAY AAB 3MOT'Y ITOKAa3aTH «3pi3» 06w, MATBEPAUTH AOCAIA-
HUIIbKI BUCHOBKU M OKPECAMTH (a60 HaTSKHYTH Ha) TEHACHIIII IIOAAABIIIOTO

sets it as 3.52 pm, March 16, 1972, when the first series of directed explosions demolished
the first block of modernist Pruitt Igoe high-rises/projects designed by Minoru Yamasaki, in
St. Louis, Missouri, USA. It appeared as a manifestation of a radical break with the ideology
and aesthetics of architectural modernism’, for decades nurtured by the grand narratives of
progress and social utopia, technocentrism, universal, puristic, detached from any context,
forms (cf. DomIno by Corbusier), the primacy of function (“house as a machine to live in”)
and functional zoning in the city, the “death of the street;” standardization of construction, etc.

Yet, architectural postmodernism is most widely seen as a necessary return to “tradition”
(cf. Venturi, the Krier brothers, Rossi, Graves), though, there is also irony (the aforemen-
tioned Moore) and double-coding (cf. Staatsgalerie Stuttgart designed by James Stirling or
the GingerérFred Building by Frank Gehry in Prague.)

Now, let us agree with Hal Foster that (in cultural practices and architecture, in
particular) there are two postmodernisms: postmodernism of resistance and postmod-

ernism of reaction (Foster, 1983: xii, ix-xviii). While the latter uses cultural codes (instru-

"It is worth noting that the
architecture of modernism
was much less oppositional
to the ideology of the
modern movement, and ar-
chitectural modernism was
much more closely linked
to social modernization
than art. Architecture and
urbanism became the spe-
cific tools of social and tech-
nological modernization,
while modern art was a way
to experience/live shock,

to psychologically adapt to
the rapid technological and
social changes of the era.



24

CBIT/TAHA LLMIMYEHKO

PYXY, 3aAyYMBIIN <« PO3MAITTS TOAOCIB» — 1 KOHTEKCTHU MiCLs, I KyABTYPHI
koHTekcTH. B yacu misHporo comiasizmy 6ayrmo, 1110 Bi,A,6yBa10Tbc5{, y Til uu
Til <1>opMi, Ba’KAMBI (AOA€HOCHi) 3MIiHM y CUCTEMI IPUHHATTS pillleHb — IO-
crabaeHHA LIEHTPAAI3aIlil, IOCTYIIOBUH BiAXiA BiA )KOPCTKOI MOAEAI TAAHOBOI
€KOHOMIKH, 3MiHH y HOAiTHYHI cucTeMi Toio. I Topyu BiA6YBaIOTI)C}I ¥ 3MIiHHU
B ApXiTEKTYPHOMY Ta IIAAHYBaABHOMY AUCKYPCAaX — HE3aAOBOACHHS MACOBHM
JKUTAOBUM OYAIBHULITBOM, IUTAHHS 30€PEKEHHS ICTOPUYHOTO CIIAAKY; 2, OTKE,
IIPOSIBASIETLCA YBara AO AOKAAbHOTO KOHTEKCTY, iCTOPIi Ta IOIIYKiB iHAUBIAY-
aapHocTi. Lle A0Ope mpoiaocTpoBano B Tekcrax Mapii Apemaiite «Bipno-
BHUTH CBOIO iACHTHYHICTb: IIOCTMOACPHHI ITOBOPOT B apxiTekTypi BiabHioca
1980-x pokiB», Maprunaca Mankyca «Ha0yte B nepexaaai: mocrmoaepsa
apxitekTypa y misHbOpapsHCbKiHE AnTsi», Mixaaa Bummnescskoro «Mikpo-
pation “Llentpym E” y kpakiBcskitt Hosiit I'yTi: mocTMoaepHHI eKCIIepHMEHT
y cepiii cUMBOAY cTaAiHCbKOI A0OH >, Paopiana Ypbana «Crape micto B Eab-
OAOHTIY: IIOCTMOACPHA icTopryHa mam sitka», Kiperen Anremann «Kontexer
i Tsraics. 3MinHa mapapurmu MicToOyayBaHHs Ta apxitexktypu y Cxianiit Hi-
meyauni y micti [anse (3aane)», Onexcanapa Anicimosa i Csitaann Iain-
YEHKO <<4KBapTaAM Ha [Topoai: BiamoBiab Kuesa Ha xpusy mopepHicTudHO-
ro naaHyBaHHs». Bopnovac, Haraska Otpimenxo y crarti «Bip kapkaca oo
cepeAOBHIIA: AUCKYCIT m0a0 posBuTKy AbBOBa y 1980-Ti>» anaisye ABi pisHi
MEPCIIEKTHBH y TIOTASIAL Ha po3BUTOK Liboro Micta 1980-x poxiB, nmokasyrouw,
SIK Bi,A,GyBaBCH KOHLIENTYaAbHUH IIEPEXiA Bip MAAHYBAHHS MiChKOTO IPOCTO-
py (morasp «3ropu», IOTASA NAAHYBaAbHHMKA) AO TAQHYBaHHS <«MiCBKOTO
4acy>» i AIOACBKOTO AOCBIAY (HOI‘AXA Kpi3bh IPU3MY «CEPEAOBHUIHOIO MiAXO-
AY»)- Ae1io mapaAOKCaAbHHIT IIOTASIA Ha «3MiHy apXiTeKTyPHOI TapaAMTMU>»

mentalizes history for “representational needs”), the former is concerned with the object
and its social context, secking to deconstruct “normalcy” and “tradition” (including the
possibility of architecture “going” beyond its limits, beyond its “genre”), and, in contrast
to quasi-historical approaches, viewing cultural codes in a critical light, rather than simply
exploiting them.

And now, after this brief overview of the key points, a question becomes. How are we
to speak about what happened in the architecture and urban planning in the countries of
the former socialist bloc affer modernism? Will the approaches, tools, and the language
used by the scholars to analyze postmodernist architecture work on the other side of the
Iron Curtain? It is probably no accident that asserting the “permeability” of culture, Has-
san mentions the Chinese Wall and the Iron Curtain as the epitomes of “impenetrability”
and “closedness,” though they are neither.

The After Socialist Modernism collection of essays is not the first to define, posit and explore

the phenomena and the entire period of post-modernism in the architectures of the Eastern Bloc
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npomonye Aimitpiii 3apopin. ¥ crarri «MoBa MacoBoro apxiTekTypHOro
MIOCTMOAEPHY>» BiH CTBEPAXKYE, IIJ0 BHYTPILIIHIO IPUPOAY 3MiH B apXiTEKTYpi
CPCP 1980-x moTpibHO IPOCTEKYBATH «HE YepEes 3aMO3UYEHY KOHIIEIIIII0
IIOCTMOACPHI3My, a Yepe3 aHaAi3 po3pOOOK Y IPOEKTYBaHHI HOro HaOiAbLI
COLIaABHOTO TPOsIBY — MacoBoro xutaa». Oaexcanap Amicimos («Aocai-
AJKCHHSI KHIBCKUX apXiTEeKTypHUX KOHKypciB 1980-x — mepeaymoBu ‘Tricast
COI[iaAICTUIHOTO MOACpHiBMy»») IIPOIIOHYE CBill MOTASIA HA BXKE IPUTPYLIE-
Hi apXiBHUM [IHAOM KOHKYPCHI IIPO€EKTH, SIKi YOMYCh OOIHIIAY CBOEIO YBArOIO
1 apXiTEKTOpH, i AOCAIAHMKH, Ta aHAAI3y€ IXHI cAabki Ta cuAbHI CTOPOHH i I10-
tennias. Auppiii [Tyuxos («Hasmucna BumaakoBicTs yKpaiHCHKOTO paaMo-
AcpHy, 260 Ao30BaHe «1LiKaBeHbKe>» B apXiTeKTypi KiHys 1950-x — movarky
1990-x») Hade PO3PUBAETHCS Y CBOIX BHYTPILIHIX CYHEPEIHOCTSIX MX CIIPO-
0010 AATH BUSHAYCHHSI CIIOCL, )KOPCTKOKO KPUTHUKOIO « PaASHCHKOCTI>, 3ariepe-
YEHHSM 1 BOAHOYAC YTBEPAJKEHHSAM IIIHHOCTI TOAILIHIX TEOPETUYHUX ITOIIYKiB
Ta OOIPYHTYBaHHSIM TCPMIHA < PAAMOACPH>.

Mosxe sparuch, mo Marepiaan y 30ipui IIOAAHO ACLIO He30AAAHCOBAHO,
I103a5IK TOAOBHHII aKIJeHT 3po0AeHO Ha YkpaiHi. AAe X HalIa apxiTeKTypHa
icTopisi/Teopis AAsI CBITY Ta i AASL HAC CAMHX ITOCTAE « HEXOAXKECHOIO TEPUTO-
pi€io>», CIOBHEHOIO «biaux masm>». | TOMY 3 IEPCIEKTUBU ChOTOAHIMIHEOT,
KOAU € BXXE AHUCTaHIiA AAS KPUTHIHOTO ITOTASIAY, BXKAHBO ITOAMBUTHCH Ta
npoanaaisyBaru apxitekTypHuUil Ackypc 1980-x i fioro KyAbTypHi, conjiaabHi
i1 iHCTUTYLifHI KOHTeKCTH Ta iMmaikanii. Brim, He aumte B Ykpaini Toal He
0auNMO «CaMO-aHAAI3y» Ta KPUTHYHOIO OCMHCACHHS apXiTEKTYPOI CaMol
cebe — cBO€I MeTH/ TIpU3HAYEHHs/ TeAoCy, rpaHuip abo cency. He BuaHO
# OCMHCAEHHS CUTYallil KpU3HU peNpe3eHTallil, a, OTXKe, i (l)OPMOYTBOpCHHH

and the former USSR countries, the so-called Second world. It presents the follow-up of the
international conference held in Kyiv in October 2021. And I'd argue from the outset that with-
out claiming to be “too academic;” it nevertheless suggests insights into the explicit and implicit,
visible and invisible, processes belied the crisis and practices of responding to the crisis of mod-
ernist ideology in architecture and the architectural milieus. Thus, it seems plausible to discuss
the postmodern tendencies in this context: decentering, de-hierarchization, pluralism instead of
totality, openness instead of closedness, local histories / petit histoire instead of grand narratives,
fragmentation rather than totality, emphasis on the process of making, performance not excel-
lence or finished work of art. Equally important is that the comparative approach allowed to
present the “portrait of an era,” confirm research findings, and outline (or hint at) trends for the
future by involving the diversity of voices — from both cultural contexts and places.

In the age of late socialism, the system of decision-making experienced momentous
changes and transformations: the decline of centralization, a gradual break with the rigid

model of a state-planned and state-sponsored economy, ease in the political system, etc.
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2 3paeThest, «bakaHHs
HaykoBocTi» / desire
for science mporasiaae
iy crpo6ax Aatu
«BU3HAYEHHA» |
PpO3AiAHTH icTOpiIO i
TEOPiko apXiTeKTypH.
Brim, npocro «ic-
TOPHKA MUCTEIITB>»
Epucra [om6puxa mu
3HAEMO 3a MO0 HEOIli-
HEHHUM BHECKOM Y i-
A0cOdito MUCTEIITBa,
2 «apXiTEeKTypHHUX
icTopuKiB» i «Kpu-
THKiB>» AABGepTO
Iepeca-Tomeca

i Enroni Biasepa —
32 He3aNepeYHHI
BHECOK y Teopio i ¢i-
A0coiio apXiTeKTypH.

Ta yTBOPEHH: i IepeAaBaHH:A/KOMYHIKaLlil 3HaYeHb, 110 < I10 TOH 6ik 3aBicu»
3HAMIIAO BUXiA HE AHMILIE Y HM3I MPOEKTIB (aKTyaAI)HI/IX i KOHIeNIiiHMX),
a il y BEAMKOMY KOPITyCi KpUTHKH i Teopil (apxiTekTypHOi i He Tiabkn). Xo4ya
«apXITEKTYpPHA AOTiKa Mi3HHOTO COLiAAI3MY >, BKAIOYHO i3 MACOBUM 6yAiBHI/I-
LITBOM i CTAHAQPTUSALIIEIO )KUTAQ, IPOOYAXKCHHSIM IHTEPECY A0 APXEOAOTi, ic-
TOpil Ta CHAALIMHHU, PETIOHAABHUX 0CcOOAMBOCTEH Ta AOKAABHOTO KOHTEKCTY,
L[IAKOM CHiB3BYYHi I BUAQIOTBCS BIAAYHHSM moaibHUX IPOLIECIB, 110 BiA6YBa-
ANCH y 3axiaHii €Bpomi, TIABKU Ha Mapy-TPIAKy ACCATUAITH paHile.

Ile xiabka caiB mpo pospia 36ipkH, NPHUCBSIYCHUI «TECOPETUYHUM
KOHTEKCTaM>». YT IMOAQHO KiABKA YPHBKIB i3 pO3MHCAIB TOAIMHIX Teo-
PETUKIB YKpalHCBhKOL apxiTeKTypnz. Ix PO3MIILIlEHO CIEL[iAABHO 3 METOIO
AATH YUTAYaM PO3YMiHHS, B SIKOMY «iA€HHOMY IOAI>» TOAIL poGI/IAaCb ap-
xitexTypa (i HACTBCA TYT He TiAbKH IIPO MapKcu3M-AcHiHisM). [Tepure, mo
BIIapa€ B OKO (OKpiM TOTO, 110 IEpIIOAXKEpeAa yci 6e3 BUHATKY HalucaHi
POCIHCBKOI0 MOBOIO), — Lj¢ IIParHCHHS PO3POOHTH €ANHY 3araAbHY <«Te-
opiro» coniasicTuaHoi apxiTekTypu (SIK Taky cobi saraapHy iHTeprpera-
LifHY CHCTeMy). Iponist B Tomy, mo ne BiA6YBa€TbC5I y 9ac, KOAU peIuTa
CBITY, « HPO6YA)KYIO‘II/ICI) BiA KOIIMAapy MOAEPHiI3MY>, BIAMOBASIETbCSA Bip
«HOCTAABI'YIOUOTO IIOPUBY TOTAAI3YBaTH i ACTiTUMI3yBaTH CaMOTO cebex,
i «Hayka I ¢pinocodist BIAKHMAQIOTE CBOI IpaHAIO3HI MeTadisuyHi mpeTeH-
3ii i posrasipaoTh cebe 6iAbLI CKPOMHO — SIK IIPOCTO {HINY CYKYIIHICTb Ha-
paTuBiB>» (Eagleton, 1987).Y LIbOMY BHITAAKY, «[IParHEHHS HAYKOBOCTI>»
B PE3YABTATI BHUIASIAQE SIK CXOAACTHYHA 1OOyAOBa. Xo4a, SIKIIO HAIpy-
JKUTUCh, TO MOKHa OyA0 6 TyT nmpurasaru Haykosi momyku rpynu ABC
y 1920-x (apxitextopu-mopepHictu: Emiab Por, Tanc IImiat, annec Meiiep,

At the same time, architectural and urban planning discourses also experienced change:
a pronounced discontent with mass housing and radical critique of historic preservation
policies resulted in attention to the local contexts, history, and the search for individual-
ity. The essays in this book take up these questions and others besides: Reclaiming Iden-
tity: The Postmodern Turn in Vilnius Architecture of the 1980s by Marija Dremaite, Gained
in Translation. Postmodern Architecture in Late Soviet Lithuania by Martynas Mankus,
Centre E Estate in Krakow’s Nowa Huta. The postmodern experiment is the heart of the
Stalin era symbol by Michat Wisniewski, The Old Town of Elblag, a Postmodern Historic
Monument by Florian Urban, Context and continuity. Shifting paradigms in East Ger-
man urban planning and architecture in the city of Halle (Saale) by Kirsten Angermann,
and 4Blocks in Podil: Kyiv’s Response to the Crisis of Modernist Planning by Oleksandr
Anisimov and Svitlana Shlipchenko. Nataliia Otrishchenko, in her essay From Frame
to Environment: Discussing the Development of Lviv during the 1980s, would speak of

two different perspectives on Lviv's urban development in the 1980s. She demonstrates
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Tlanc BittBep), siki mpoexTyBasu conjaapHo 3Havymi 06’extu (i skutao s0-
erMa), CHOUPAIOYUCh HAa BUBEACHI HUMH )X HAyKOBI IPUHIIUIIU (nop. —
ixHs $pOpMyAa HECIIPUHHSTTA MACHBHOI apXiTeKTYpU: czopyda X sazy =
monymenmanrvnicms). A ime Moxna 6yr0 6 MOCIIEKYAIOBATH Ha IIPUAAT-
HOCTi BUBEAECHHS MEBHUX «AOTTYHHMX 3aKOHOMIPHOCTEH » Ta AaATOPUTMiB
Yy BUBHAYEHHI IPEAMETA APXITEKTYPU Ha MOAEAI Ky6a (CTaTTH IOpis Espe-
iHoBa 1 Hinean Tpm(am «Y momykax 3araApHOI Teopii conjiaAicTHIHOI
apXiTeKTYpH>» ) AASL pO3POGOK IITYYHOTO iHTEACKTY Y cdepi apXiTeKTypH...
Brim, ocHOBHI moAokeHHS 11HOTO MaTepiaAy B3ATO 3i CTATTI PyMYHCBKOTO
socaipuuxa [eopre Cecepmana 1970 poxky.

CropiBaiocs, mo 151 30ipKa CTaHe Lie OAHUM apPIyMEHTOM AASI IICPErAs-
Ay ¥ IepenucaHHsA KaHOHY ITOCTMOAEPHI3MY B apXiTEKTYpi — BHECKOM
y «AecTabiAi3aniio yCTAACHUX IereMOHIYHUX HAPATUBIB», K CPOPMYALO-
BaB e Baaaimip Kyaiu (Kulic, 2019). Meni spaetbes, Aas aHaAisy-nieperas-
AY apXiTEKTYPHOT'O KAaHOHY YyAOBO HaAAEThCS MOCTMOAEPHICTChKA XK CTpa-
TETis AaHAAI3Y KYABTYPHMX LIIAICHOCTEH, 110 6a3y€Tbc;1 Ha A€l IPUCYTHOCTI
«iHaKWOCTI» 5K IXHBOI cKA2AO0BOI (i MaGyTb, 0COGAMBO L€ CTOCYETHCA
YKPaiHCHKOTO apXiTEKTYpPHOTO HOCTMOACPHiSMy.) Apxe ceHe y TOMY, 100
3BEPTATH YBary Ha IIOAS, IO ¥ CTBOPIOIOTH TeKCT. Iu He Tak?

how the conceptual shift from planning urban space (top-down planning, a look from
without embodied in a gaze of the Planner) to planning “urban time” and human expe-
riences (a look from within — “environmental approach”) affected planning policies.
Dimitrij Zadorin offers a quite paradoxical take on the change of architectural paradigm.
In his essay, The Language of Mass Architectural Postmodernity, he argues that “if one is
to trace the intrinsic nature of changes in the architecture of the 1980s in the USSR, it
is to be done not through the borrowed concept of postmodernism, but through the
analysis of the developments in the design of its most social manifestation — mass hous-
ing” Oleksandr Anisimov offers his account of the competition projects already covered
with archival dust, which for some reason escaped the attention of both architects and
researchers, analyzing their weaknesses, strengths, and potential. Andrii Puchkov, in his
piece Happy Incidents Happen. Ukrainian RadModern (SovietModern) in the Architec-
ture of the Late 1950s and Early 1990s, scems to be torn by internal contradictions hesi-

tating between the attempt to define the epoch, harsh criticism of "Sovietness', denying
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2Seems that the desire for
science is also traceable in
the attempts to “define”
and separate history and
theory of architecture.
Yet “art historian” Ernst
Gombrich is known for
his invaluable contribu-
tion to the philosophy of
art, while “architectural
historians” and “critics”
Alberto Pérez-Gémez
and Anthony Vidler for
their undeniable input
into the theory and phi-
losophy of architecture.
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and at the same time affirming the values of the experiments and the then theoretical
research, and thriving to define/introduce the term RadModern.

The choice of essays might seem unbalanced, as the central focus is on Ukraine.
The reason is that our architectural history/theory is still an “unknown territory” full
of “blind spots” both to the rest of the world and to ourselves. Hence, from today's
perspective, there is already a possibility to take a distance, a critical look at the archi-
tectural discourse of the 1980s and analyze its cultural, social, or institutional contexts
and implications. However, then, and not only in Ukraine, we hardly see the postmod-
ernist/ deconstructive impulse that made architecture question its purpose/telos, its
limits, its sense. There does not seem to be present any critical reappropriation of the
overall “modern project” or the crisis of representation either. Meanwhile, on the other
side of the Iron Curtain, all these concerns have found their embodiment in a series of
projects (actual and conceptual), in an enormous body of cross-disciplinary criticism
(architectural, art, literary, etc.)

Yet the “architectural logic of late socialism” with its mass-housing construction and
standardization, the awakening interest in archeology, history and heritage, various region-
alisms, and local contexts is in tune and echoes similar processes in Western Europe, though
a few decades earlier.

A couple of finishing remarks. The chapter on “theoretical contexts” presents several
reprints/excerpts from the works of Ukrainian-Soviet architectural historians/theoreti-
cians’. Indelibly marked by the flair of their days, they are included in the book with the
intention to give the readers an idea of what the ideological flair and making theory/archi-

tecture were like (and this is not just about Marxism-Leninism). The first thing that catches
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the eye (apart from being written in Russian without any exception) is the desire to develop
a unified general “theory” of socialist architecture (as a kind of overarching interpretative
system.) The irony is that it happens when the rest of the world is “awakening from the
nightmare of modernity,” rejects the "nostalgic urge to totalize and legitimize itself;’ while
"science and philosophy reject their grandiose metaphysical claims and view themselves
more modestly as simply another set of narratives." (Eagleton 1987)% In this case, the
“desire for science” results in a scholastic construct. Here, however, with a small effort, one
could recall the theoretical endeavors of the 1920s when the ABC Group (modernist archi-
tects Emil Roth, Hans Schmidt, Hannes Meyer, Hans Wittwer) designed socially charged
objects (housing, in particular) based on the scientific principles (cf. their formula for
describing the negative stance toward an architecture of massive volumes: edifice x weight =
monumentality.) Or, one could also speculate on the relevance of deriving “logical patterns”
and algorithms in determining the subject of architecture on the cube model (Yevreinov &
Trykash) for the development of artificial intelligence in architecture... However, the main
provisions of this paper were borrowed from the article by the Romanian scholar Gheorghe
Sasirman dating 1970.

I hope this collection will make yet another argument for revising and rewriting the
canon of postmodernist architecture — a contribution to the "destabilization of established
hegemonic narratives’, as Vladimir Kulic put it (Kulic 2019). Apparently, the postmodernist
strategy for analyzing the cultural entities based on the idea of “otherness” as their inher-
ent part (which is particularly true for Ukrainian architectural postmodernism) is perfectly
suitable for rewriting the architectural canon. After all, the point is to mind the margins that

produce the text. Is not it?

3T. Eagleton, “Awakening
from Modernity” in
Times Literary Supple-
ment, 20 Feb 1987 theory
and philosophy

of architecture
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AHoTauis. Y cTaTTi, No-neplue, apryMeHTOBaHO BMNPOBaA>KEHO MOHSTTS paAsH-
CbKUI MOAEPH sK BinbLl TOYHE, HiXX COLMOAEPHI3M; Mo-Apyre, PO3rsHyTO
cniBponi TanaHoBMTOro apxitektopa (Ha npuknapi ABpaama Mineupbkoro) i po-
symHoro gepxaBus (Ha npuknapi [letpa Llenecta) y cTBOpeHHI opuriHanbHoi
apxiTeKkTypHoi GopMun nocepen, paasHCbKoi byaiBenbHOI MepPeciYHOCTi; mo-Tpe-
Te, BUCBITNEHO POsb NEPIOANYHOI apXiTEKTYPHOI Npecy (nepeknapHoi Ta orns-
AiB iIHO3eMHOI apXiTEKTYPHOI NPaKTVKK B papsiHCbKIX Yaconrcax) y GopmyBaH-
Hi XxapaKTepy 3BMKaHHSI 3aMOBHUKa (NPeACTaBHUKIB AepiKaBy) AO HE3BUYHOI
B PapsHCbKIN MpakTuui ByaiBHULTBA apXiTeKTypHoOi ¢opmu, Wwo morna 6w
CMPUNMAaTCS SIK KOHKYPEHTOCNPOMOXKHA i3 pe3ynbTaTtamMu 3axifAHOi NPaKTUKM;
no-YeTBEpPTE, NOKa3aHO POoJib TEOPETUYHNX AOCHIAXKEHb PaAsIHCbKOI apXiTeKTy-
pu B npaugsix cniBpobitHukiB HIl Teopii Ta icTopii apxiTekTypu i MicToByayBaHHs
B 1970-1980-x; HapeLuTi, no-n'aTe, 3BEpHYTO yBary Ha HebeaneyHicTb Tenepilu-
HbOro abconioTN3yBaHHS aPXITEKTYPHMX TBOPIB PaAMOAEPHY, LLIO iX MOXHa pO3-
rNSIAATW HE TiNbKM SIK «Xy[0>KHE> CBifYEHHS MPO apXiTEeKTYPHUIN CTMb fAobu, a i
SIK HUHIi 3aliBe KapbyBaHHs p1C ToTaniTapHoi crucTemMu (Bip, KpMBaBOi A0 NaTEHT-
HO-MOB3YY0i), IKMX CIlif, MO3BYTNCS «eCTETUYHO>.

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

Keywords: twentieth-century Ukrainian architecture, Ukrainian Soviet modernism
(RadModern), architecture of Kyiv, Kyiv architects.
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AroAH 11 iICTOPHUYHI €[IOXH XapaKTEPHU3YIOThCS He
TaK iICTUHAMM i Y€CHOTAMH, 110 € 3aTaALHUMM i a6-
CTPAKTHHUMH, K XUOHUMH IIOTASIAAMU I IOPOKAMH,
10 € IHAUBIAYaABHUMU | KOHKPETHUMHU.

Ouexcandp 3inoses

1. Ocobucricts i marepiaa. B ocranniit meci Oaekcanapa Kopaiituyka
«ITam’sTe cepusi» (1969) — ais Apyra, KapTHHa YeTBepTa — MiX ABOMA
ABIPHMYKAMH, SIKi CIAM IIEPEMOYUTH MTiCAS npn6npax—u—m aAei y mapky Caasuy,
BHOYI, BIAOYBA€TbCsI AlaAOr:

Bapsapa. [...] Sxuit kpacusnit Ham Kuis, a kpamoro Micys, sk TyT, HeMae.

Ouvea. [...] Crnacubi MyApuM AIOASM, IO 30yAyBaAHM LieH MaM SITHUK Ha
ropi 6ias Aaspu (Korniichuk, 1987, p. 222).

A1y OCTOPOHD CATUPUYHUIT KOHTEKCT BUTOAOLICHHST IIOAYM SIHO-CXBAAB-
HOI OLIiIHKH i HATOAOIIY HAa TOMY, SIK II€PECIYHA AIOAUHA CTABUTHCS AO PE3YAD-
TaTiB CIIABHOL pO6OTI/I apxiTexkropa ABpaama MiAeljbKOro i TOAIIIHBOTO
ouinbauka Ykpainu [Terpa Illeaecra. Poas ocobucrocrti B ictopil apxiTexTy-
PH € TaKOIO CaMOK0 BEAUKOIO, AK i 3araAOM B icTOPil.

Ancam6ab naowi Caasu B Kuesi, cTBOpIoBaHHI [TOCTYIIOBO TOYHHAIOYH
3 1957 poky, B HE3BBUYHO CBDKUX, «HEOAYCHO» YHCTUX AASI TOTO Yacy I Tiel
KpalHU apXiTEeKTYPHUX (OPMaxX, Ha TPH ACCATHAITTA CTaB KAMEPTOHOM OLii-
HOK XYAO>KHBOI SIKOCTI MiCBKOTO cepeaoBHIna cTOAUL Yipaincskol PCP: ai-
HIMANI3M HE 4ePE3 3AUIEHHICTNG HCUMINS, a4 4ePE3 HALBHICINY (MAK).

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

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

Oleksandr Zinoviev

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

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

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

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

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

[ puxia A0 Baapu «pupextopa Yipainu» [lerpa [lleaecta (1908-1996)
came 3 AroToro 1957 poky cmouaTky sk mepmoro cexperaps KuiBcbkoro
ob6koMmy maprii, a 3 1962 mo 1972 poxu — nepuoro cexkperapst LIK KITY,
03Ha4aB ADaHHS PO IMIAX CTOAMIIE pCCHy6AiKI/I Hap yce. BrpaBHumii rocmo-
sapuuK, Ilerpo FOxumoBu4 3HaB, sk Mae BUTASIAQTH CTOAHMIIS HABITH ITOCE-
P€A TOBCIOAHOI PAASHIUHHU CYCIIABHOTO no6yTy, YMOB IIpalli, XapuyBaHHs
(Stiazhkina, 2021) i1 BiAmouHHKY.

v 3a60pOH€HifI MaiKe OAPAa3y MiCASI BUXOAY B CBIT KHMXKI, SIKy BiH ITMCaB
cam, [leaect Harosomrye:

«CyyacHa ykpalHCbKa apxiTeKTypa — Lie BiAO6Pa>KCHHH B MOHYMEHTAABHHX,
AOLIABHHX $pOpMaX HAIIOI COLIaAICTHYHOI €IIOXH, BUKOPHCTAHHS KPAIIOro, IO
Ha6yTo B Iiff TaAysi B HAIIilM KpPaiHi i 32 KOPAOHOM: IPOCTOTA, AAKOHI4HICTB,
SICHICTD XYAOXKHIX (OPM, 3aCTOCYBaHHs B 6y,A,iBHI/IuTBi IPOrPECMBHUX KOH-
CTPYKLiH Ta CyYaCHUX MaTepiaaiB. TpHBAIOTh IOIMIYKH HAMKPALIOTO Cy4aCHOTO
YKPAIHCBKOTO, HAIL[IOHAABHOTO CTHAIO B ApXITEKTYpi, B IAAHYBAHHI MICT i cia,
03A00ACHHI iX YKPaIHCHKUM OPHAMEHTOM, MAHCTEPHUM 6apBI/ICTI/IM SKUBOITHCOM,
MO3aIKOIO Ta CKYABIITYpPOIO. OAHUM CAOBOM, B ApXITEKTYPi, K y KUTTI, 6e3 pa-
BHABHOI AiHiI He MO>ke 6yTH moayTTst BAacHOi rianocTi» (Shelest, 1970, p. 95).

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

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

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

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

Ao TpyAHs 1991

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

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

«30A4€CTBO — SICKPABHUII ITOKA3HUK XYAOXKHBOI CHAH HAPOAY. Sk KaskyTs,
KpaiHa — AIM HapoAy, apxiTekTypa — AeTaab aoomy» (Shelest, 1970, p. 94).

He ocrannboro ueproio i posyminns 3 6oky OaekcaHapa €BAOKHMOBHYA
Kopniitayka (1905-1972), sikuit He aniue 6yB 3HAHUM YKPaiHCBKHM KOMEAiO-
rpadpom (Puchkov, 2021), a it o6iiimas nocasy roaosu Bepxosroi Papu YPCP
(TOAl TaAQHOBUTHX AIOACH 3aAYYaAH AO KEPYBaHHS ACPKaBomo), T06TO 6yB
APYToK0 0co6010 B pecrybainyi, — 6araTo 4oro BapTyBaAo B CIIpaBi IPOCYBaH-
Hs1 Ha TEPEHU YKPAIHCBKOI CTOAMI]I « A€TAAEH » €BPOINEHCHKUX APXiTEKTYPHUX
¢opw, i HaBiTh 6YAO SIKECh 3aXOIACHE KOSUPSIHHS HUMHU 3 TEATPAABHOTO KOHY.

MoBuasHe 3aAsIKaHE HACEACHHS | — «POAb 0COOUCTOCTI B icTOpii»; Opex-
AMBi TeKCTH OQILIFHUX HOBHH i MapTIIHO-YPAAOBUX KAMAAHb I — MOACPHI
apxiTeKTypHi $opMH; coliasbHa 3pIBHAAIBKA I — HelepeciyHi BisyaabHi 36y—
AXyBadi: Ao neBHoI Mipu Kuis, Hibu Hmo—I;IopK, Ha TOH Yac OyB «MicTOM
KOHTPACTiB>».

He Bcturan 3aBepumru 6yAiBHI/IuTBO HamuBHOI PycaHiBky, sk MaricTpasb-
HY Al0 HOBOI ITecu roaoBa Bepxosroi Paau posroprae B oAHOMY 3 TpHOX TOU-
KOBUX OyAMHKIB apxiTekTopiB Bapuma Aasnoro it Ienpixa Kyasunnpkoro na
PycaniBcpkiit Ha66p6>KHiﬁ‘: «Kpisp BigunneHuit 0aAKOH Ta MIHUPOKE BIKHO
BHAHO BHCOKUII IpaBuil Oeper AHinpa, Ha sikoMy cepep OyIHOI 3eAcHi rpae
30a0TOM ApeBHs AaBpa», — mounnae Kopaiftuyk pemapky B mepmifi kap-
tuni «[Tam’siri cepus» (Korniichuk, 1987, p. 195). Bin i m'eci xotiB Aatu
Maibke HasBy-nporaroHicra: «Y Kuesi Ha Pycanisii>».

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

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

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

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

2. Bia xoHy A0 ckoHY. [ToHATTS «coLMOAEPHISM>» yCTaA€HE: TaK HA3H-
BaroTh sBume 1920-x, mo, Ha BiAMiHY BiA OAHOYACHOTO 3 HUM aBaHTapAY,
Habyao B CPCP osnax niaicnoi cruaictuxu (Smolenska, 2017), — rakwuit
cobi papsIHCBKUIT ap-A€KO. 3BICHO, 3aCTOCYBAaHHs TCPMiHA «COLMOAEP-
HizaM» a0 sBuI 1950-1980-x He € TOYHHUM, 1 CAOBOCIIOAYYEHHS « PaAsH-
CBKUIT MOACPHI3M>», padmodepn Gisbuie Bigmosipae siBumyy. Jomy? Yepes
TE, IO TEPMIH «COLIMOAEPHI3M>» IIOYaAM HETOYHO BHUKOPHUCTOBYBATH
3aXiAHI HAyKOBIli, aA€ )X ONHCYBAaHE HUMH SBUIIE l'IOTPi6HO Ha3HUBaTHU
caMe padancvkum modepHom, OCKIABKH, MO-TIEpIIe, BiH QX HIisAK HE coyia-
aicmuynuti (33 HOAITHYHOKO THIIOAOTIEI0), @ CaMe CIIPABXKHIN padsncoxuii
(32 $aKTOM NMPAKTUYHOTO iCHYBaHHS i IPAKTHIHOTO €KCIICPUMEHTYBAHHSA
Ha IPOCTOPOM MicT); IIO-APYTE, AO TEOPil MAPKCU3MY i coljiaAi3aMy Te, 1[0
BiaOyBasocs B CPCP Ha npakTuLji, 5)KOAHOTO CTOCYHKY HE Ma€, OKpiM 06-
AYAHHUX CAIB i 3aKAHKIB.

o Taxe 1920-1i? 3apas moxna ckasatu: 1970-1i minyc 1950-ti. Le ne
auute poren Aeonipa Croaosuua (Stolovich, 1999, p. 272), a it Bapre yBarn
CIIOCTEPEXKEHHS HaA IPUPOAOI0 BUHHKHEHHS apXiTeKTYPHUX $OpPM 32 JaciB,
KOAH IXHSI I1051BAa BUKAMKAAA ITOAMB CEPEA MHUCASMOTO HACEACHHS, TOOTO —
Hebaratbox, i YOMyCh BUKAMKAE HOro 3apa3 — Tex Hebararbox. OpaHak Ko-
peHi Takoi nikaBocri 3aasraors i B 1950-x, i B 1970-x, i y 1980-x, sHukaouu

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

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

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

Kyiv, just like New York, was a “city of contrasts” at the time: an intimidated population

that kept it quiet, on the one hand — and the “role of personality in history; on the other;
hypocritical official reports, pompous party and governmental rituals — and modernist

puristic architectural forms; social “equalization” — and the excess of visual stimuli.
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Ha mo4arky 1990-x pasoM i3 «IPUMXAMBHM>» HapTiHHO-TOCIIOAAPCHKUM 3a-
MoBHUKOM. Y 1930-x BuOip apxiTekTypHOI MOAH OyB HaueOTO 3pO3yMiAMM
(ockiabky, six nucas [ep6epr Pip, «3a CIMHOI KOKHOTO AMKTATOPA CTHPYHTH
AOPHYHA KOAOHA> ), i MAAO KOTO AUBYBaB, a OT KOAH KOAOHH IOCTYIIOBO I10-
4aAM 3HUKATH, apXiTeKTypHa (OpMa OIIMHHUAACS Ha PO3MYTTI.

Baacue, iipeTsesa mpo OCO6AI/IBy CBOEPIAHICTD MiCBKOI (a iHOAI U CiAb-
cpKoi: «OyTH ceay kpamum» (Kosenko, 1990)) sabyaosu, mo moraa 6yTu
JKAXAUBOIO, SIK OIABIIICTD PAaASIHCBKOTO, aA€ YOMYCh ONMHUAACS IIPUTOM-
HOIO, HaBiTh 3AATHOIO PUBEPTATH yBary TenepimHbol Mosoai. CBoepipne
depes Te 1 CBOEPiAHE, 0 BUCKAKYE 3HEHALbKA, Hade Oic i3 Tabakepku, i AU-
BYE, SIKIIO HE LIOKYE, crioctepirada. Ie tpanasiaocs gepes te, mo B CPCP
yCsl HPOAYKIIisl — Bip, 6YAiB€Ab, TPAaKTOPIB AO OASTY, 3y61—xo'1' LIITKY Ta «ITi-
nidakcy» — 6Gyaa Ay’ke HU3BKOT AKOCTI (KpiM, SIK BiAOMO, XOKelo, 6aseTy
i KOCMIYHHX AOCAIAXEHB), i KOAH IIJOCh PanToM BAABAAOCS — BHUTIASIAAAO
SIK AMBOBIDKHHH BUHSITOK.

ITam’siTaere opHy 3 Bepciit, oMy Moriceil Boaus eBpeiB €rurmrom ympo-
AOBX YOTHPBOX AECATHAITE? [lo6u BcTUrAU BMEPTH BCi 3 IOAOPOXKHIX, XTO
3a3HaB paOCTBa.

VY Hac nomepeAy Iie IPHHAMMHI OAHE ACCATHAITTA, 061 MOXOAUTHU, Ha-
BITb ITOAYMATH, 3BEPHYTHUCS AO AXKEPEA, TPHAUBUTHCS ITHABHIIIE:

— Xro 6yan Apam i3 €poro?

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

Ha rakomy Tai 6y,A,b—;1Ka CBOEPIAHICTD, Ta L€ I MaTepiaAi3OBaHa 32 YMMAAIL
PaAsHCBKi (TApAOH, «HapOAHi>» ) IPOLL, BUSBASAACS AUBOM.

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

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

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

the avant-garde developing in the USSR at the same time — a kind of “Soviet” Art Deco, as
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IToxn dvexkaTumMeMO, KOAHM 3HHMKHE OCTAHHIH BAACHHK PaAsSHCHKOTO
MACIOPTa, KOAM 3iTPYThCS B aAbLreiimepax (is AEMEHITisIMH ) PaAsSHCBKI
criocTepeskeHHs: «/AecTH, ase AOTPUMYICA HPaBAOHOAi6HOCTi», «cep-
PeaAiaM», «COLPOSAIBM>», «AXHBOIHC», <KOHKPETHHI3M y 60poThbi
3 abcrpakyionismom» Tomo (Stolovich, 1999, p. 283), cnovarky — ce-
PEA MOBCIOAHOTO $papUCEHCTBA — IPUAUBUMOCH AO «0araTcTB peaAbHOTO
coriaAismy>, a mOTiM cIIpoOyeMO 3pO3yMiTH, SIK cepea i€l poskouli BU-
HUKAAHU APXITEKTYPHI BUHATKHU i3 3aTAABHUX NPAaBUA 3BUYAHHOTO, mob He
KasaTtu 6pyTaAbHoro, 6yAiBHI/II_ITBa, SIKE AO OIIIATHOI CTUAICTUKH 3aXiAHOTO
OpyTasisamy 3 HCOOPYTAAIBMOM CTOCYHKY HE MalOTh” .

3. Peaasne six noGyroBe. OTxe, 32 IEPEKOHAUBUMHY IIEPEKa3aMH 1 CI1O-
CTEPEKECHHAMU (1>axiBuiB, peasbHUI comianizm (T06To <1>opMa HO6YTYBaHH$I,
1110 Ha4e6TO NPUNTMHMAA iCHYBaHHS pa3oM i3 aAepxkasoto Ha itmenns CPCP)
[0KAa3aB, 10 BTIAIOE B cobi Bci HOMIEPEAH] CYCITIABHO-eKOHOMI4HI $popmariil:
BiA NIEPBICHOOOLIMHHOTIO AAAy B3SITO CIIOCIO BUPOOHMIITBA, Big paOoBAACHHU-
LTBA — MPHUHLIMII cBob0AH, Bi $eopanismy — crparosi npusiael, Bip Karmi-
TaAI3My — «HEpO3B'sI3yBaHi CYIIEPEIHOCTI>».

Cepep ocrannix Taki: 1) 6e3pobiTTs HeMae, ase MaAO XTO MPALIOE «Ha
COBICTb>», OCKiABKHM, 2) HaBiTh He MPALIOI0YH, MOXXHA OTPHUMYBATH HEBe-
AHMKY, aA€ PETYASPHY NAATHIO; 3) aAe H Ha Ty HAQTHIO HiY0TO He MOXHA
npuabaty 3a OaKaHHAM, a CAlp OpaTH Te, 0 «BUKUHYAHU> Ha IIPUAABOK;
4) X04a MaAO 1JO MOXXHA IPHADGATH, B YCiX IOCh 6YAO, B TOHKOTO NpOIIap-
Ky HaceAeHHs — Maibke Bce Gaxkane; 5) i xo4a y Bcix «Imock 6yao», Bci
6yA1/1 HEBAOBOAEHI; 6) i Xoua Bci 6YAI/I HEBAOBOAEHI, APY>KHbO TOAOCYBAaAU
«3a» — TyPTOM, OIITOM, «PaAICHO>.

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

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

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

*V uyaoBo iarcTpoBa-
HOMY aAbOOMI BUAAB-
uunrea « OcHoBU»
(Bykov & Gubkina,
2019), sk Ha MeHe, He
AyKe IEPEKOHAMBO 32-
CTOCOBAHI CTHAICTHYHI
Ha3BH SIBHIIA YKPAiH-
ChKOTO PAAMOACPHY
(moaepniam, 6pyTa-
Al3M, HOCTMOACpHiSM),
3arapaseaci i3
3aXIAHMMHU TCHACH-
1isMu TaK, HayebTo
PAAMOACPH KPOKYBAB y
XPOHOAOTIYHY i THITO-
Aoro-QyHKIIiitHy HOry
31 CBITOBUMU TEHACH-
LiAMH B apXiTEKTYypi.
Bunsirox i3 mpasua
AMIIE AO ACSKOT MIpH
AMIIAETHCS TIPABHAOM,
2 OCKiABKH TBOPH
HAIIOTO PAAMOACPHY
MaAO B YOMY BiATIOBi-
AQAU 3araAbHOCBITO-
BUM SBHILAM, HABPSIA
41 MOJKHA 11 aBTOPCBKi
BHHATKU BBAKATH 32
LuBiAizaniiini npaBuaa
CTBOPCHHS TYTEIIHBO-
TO apXiTEKTYPHOrO
CEPEAOBHILIA.
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TakuMM CynepedHOCTAMU XXUBHAOCS PAASIHCBKE CYCILABCTBO, OCOOAMBO
HNPHHAAAMBO IICASI IAAALIOBOTO NIEPEBOPOTY >KOBTHsI 1964 poky, koau 3a-
MiCTb HEPO3BAXKAUBOTrO XPYILIOBA ACPIKABOIO II0YAB KEPYBATH PO3BAXKAUBHI
BpC)KHGB — HaA(is, Oropa, «BIIEBHEHICTD Y 3aBTPAIIHbOMY AHI>» 60POTb6i
32 MUp Ha KILITAAT: Y HAC TAKOX € SIACPHA 30pOsl, aAe BY, IAHOBE KAIliTaAICTH,
OyAb AaCKa, CBOIO HE 3aCTOCOBYIITE, 60 MU i Tak 6e3 mrraniB xopumo. Hy, 6yan
AACKa, He 3aCTOCOBYIiTe. [HTEACKTYaAM IIPH BAAAL 33aBaXKAIOTh PEIUTI OTOYEH-
HsI, OTXKe IX TaM He Ma€ OyTu.

Crpax nepes aroMHO0 60M6010 OyB cTpauIHimuil 3a caMy aTOMHY 60MOY,
SIK OYAb-SIKMIL CTpax, IO IPUMYCOBO MOLIMPIOKOTh CepeA HaceAeHHsL. I3 ce-
peaunn 1960-x aAMiHICTPATUBHHIT CKAEPO3 CTAB 7260p%UM METOAOM YIIPaB-
AIHHS KPaiHOIO, 2 OTXKe i <l>opM01o MiKAYBaHHS NPO ii «30BHILIHINA BUTASIA>,
yocoGAmBaHmﬁ 6YAiBCAbHHMH $opMamu mip IOrOHHYEM APXITEKTYPHHX:
dacap cucremu MaB 6yTH XO4 TPOXU KOHKYPEHTOCIIPOMOSKHUM IOPIBHIHO
3 KamiTaAicTuuHuM, o6 He 6on reTh COPOMHO NPUHANMHI IIEPeA 1HO3EM-
HUMH apXiTeKTyPHUMM 4aCOMHUCAMHU. Ocobauso 1e BIAYYBA€ThCS, KOAU 3i-
3HaeMOCb, o apxitekrypa CPCP Oyaa apxitekTyporo excnepumenmanvrozo
CYCniAbCmMBa, SIKE HA TMACTaBAX MAXPOBOTO IMO3UTHUBI3MY HAMaraAoCsl CKOH-
LICHTPYBaTH caMe cebe i BAACHE IIPEAMETHO-TIPOCTOPOBE AOBKIAAS, 1 11O Ha
LIbOMY IIASIXY BUSIBUAOCS OiAbLIIE BTPAT, HK HAAOAHb.

CrBepaXyBaTH, IO B PAASHCBKHX apXITEKTOPIB 6yAI/I SIKICh CIELiaAbHI
MEPEKOHAHHS MIOAO IXHBOI «POAl B CYCHIABCTBi>», B KOACKTUBHOMY I103a-
CBIAOMOMY, I]OAO BiAIIOBIAAABHOCTI ITEPEA, MaﬁGyTHiM, — Ba)kKyBaro. SKicp
«IEPEKOHAHHS >, 3BICHO, iIM BTOBKMAaYyBaAHM 31 CTYAGHTCHKHX AaB («MO—
PaAbHMIT KOAEKC OyaiBHHKA KOMyHisMy» 1961 poxky, HaHpI/IKAaA), aAe 3a-

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

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

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

ing? For all the former slaves to dic out.
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MICTh LIUX a6crpa1<ui171 icHyBaAa GiABII-MEHII CTilKa, yCTaA€HA peakiiis Ha
TE, 3 YMM APXITEKTOPOBI BUIAAAAO CTUKATHUCS, — CTEPEOTUIl MOBEAIHKU
AAEKBATHOI AIOAMHM, SIKA HAPOAMAACS B HEAACKBATHUX CYCHiABHUX yMOBAaX
I MYCHUTD Y HUX )KUTHU M BUXKUBATH.

IlepexonanHs — Lje IpUHAAA 3aXiAHOI, @ He PaASHCBKOI AIOAMHH: CTe-
PEOTHUII TOBEAIHKH, BIIPOAOBXK AECATUAITH BHKaP6YBaHHﬁ SKOBTEHSTCTBOM,
MiOHEPi€I0, KOMCOMOAI€IO i MApTIMHICTIO, SIKUM HE nepeAGaan HAsIBHOCTI
CIIPaBXKHIX, HEYAABAHUX MEPEKOHAHb, & TOMY 6yB CyMicHUH i3 mepeKOoHaH-
HAMH OyAb-AKMMH, 1O iX 32 MOTPeOOI HECKAAAHO # 6e300AICHO MOXKHA
3MIHIOBATH Ha IIPOTUAGXKHI. AAe I AIOAUHA 3 IEPEKOHAHHAMH € HETHYYKOIO,
AOTMATUYHOK, HYAOTHOIO i 3a3Buyail HepaaaekoraspHow. Lo sx poburn?
CymHiBaTHCS 1 IPArHyTH 3aAMIIATHCS cobor0, AKIO TH cob0I0 €, a HE TUM,
KHM XO4elll, 100 TeOe YSIBASIAO OTOYECHHS, TOOTO: KOAU BaXKO BUOPAaTH MIX
CTEpPEOTHUIIOM IIOBEAIHKH I HASIBHICTIO IIepeKoHaHb. | mpaiioBatu Haa AOPY-
YEHUM, SIKILO HE AY>KE 3aBaXKAIOTh. « 51 61 3pobus A0bpe, aae MeHi pAomomara-
AM>» — B)XKE HE 30BCIM PaASHCBKE CIIOCTEPEKECHHA: KOAH PAAHHUK/TIOPAAHHK
3aMiCTb YECHO BBXKATHUCS IIparHe «OyTu>», clpaBa CTpaxAae. PapHukom/
[OPAAHUKOM OYB papsHCHKHIH 3HEOCOOACHHI 3aMOBHUK, KOACKTHBHE 1034~
CBiAOME TOCIIOAAPIOBAHHSL,

ApxitekTop He OYB «aHTHKOMYHICTOM» d4epes BiadyTTsi camosbepe-
>KeHHS 1 — 3 oruau. He aniue depes Te, 150 aHTHKOMYHICT BiApi3HABCS
BiA «CIIPaBKHBOIO KOMYHICTa>» 3BOPOTHUM 3HAKOM 3A00HOCTI, a i yepes
¢paxoBy HOTpe6y: CTBOPIOBATH XO4Y SIKiCh MaTEPiaAbHI LIIHHOCTI ITOCEPEA
TOTO, 1J0 He Ma€ LjiHHicHOro xapakrepy B3araai. Koancs ABpaam Miaens-
KMI MOKAAB CAYXaBKY, B SKY IOMHO HarpuMaB Ha SIKOTOCb HAaYaAbHHKA

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

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

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

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

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

the method of production from the primitive society, the principle of freedom — from slave-
holding, strata privileges from feudalism, and “irreconcilable inconsistencies” from capitalism.

The latter include: 1) there is no unemployment, and yet not many are decent workers, as
2) even without working hard one can get a small yet regular salary, 3) little can be bought at
this salary, there was not much choice at all, 4) despite scarcity, everyone still had something,
with only a few having everything, 5) everyone had that little “something,” yet everyone was
dissatisfied 6) being dissatisfied, everyone nevertheless voted for the party in unison.

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

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

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

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

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

In. 1

Yuaounenus pop-
MOTBOPYOI EAHOCTI
BTIACHHS METOAY
«COLAAICTUYHUI
peaaism»

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

Fig. 1

Visualization of the
forms shaping unity

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

4. Ilepex Bi3iii, mepera cmyTkiB. 1o 6aunaa papsHcbka aopnHa? Buo-
4i, B CyTiHKax 260 3a SICKPaBOTO COHSYHOIO CBiTAQ 6€3HaAiﬁHy TYTy HaBiBaB
HEXUTPHII MiCPKHUIT KPAEBHA: OAHAKOBO BOOTI, CSIK-Tak 260 3a PAHXKHPOM I10-
CTaBACHI 6y,A,I/IHKI/I, BEAUYE3H] ITyCTUPi ¥ TpaHIIEl PO3KUAAHUX TEMAOTPAC;
B OAHAKOBHUX 6YAI/IHKaX OAHAKOBi KBAPTHUPH, OAHAKOBI MebAi, OAHAKOBI ATOAU
FOTYIOTh 3 OAHAKOBHUX IPOAYKTIB («KPaAYKTiB») OAHAKOBE IAAO, 3HEXOUY
BHXOBYIOUH B OAHAKOBHX AITSX ITOYYTTS BIECBHEHOTO iHAUQPEPEHTH3MY AO
XKUTTs.. XOY 32 TAKMX YMOB B)KKO Ka3aTH IIPO «OCOOUCTHUI BHECOK>, OyTH
apXiTEKTOPOM CTaBAAO COPOMHO. AA€ OT SIKach B'i3Ha Opama, HABKOAO IapK,
HONepeAy MasdUTh 0ira KOAOHAAA 3aXapaleHOrO AeHIiHIsMHU maaany. He-
BIKE 1€ TIABKH BIAOAMCKH MUHYAOTO, HAIlIA 5K AOASL — CIIOTBOPIOBATH 3EMAIO
1 ATOACBKI YABAECHHS IIPO HOPMY >KUTTs?

Honpm BCE, MAAEHDBKI 3MIHU B PaAsSHCBKIN apXiTeKTypi YKpa'l'Hn HaspiBa-
Au noctynoBo: micas oobu Illeaecra, 3 movarky 1970-x, 3’ssBuaucst nepuui
O3HAKH 3pYLICHHA B npodeciiiHiil cBiyomocTi. 3Minn, Ha6me14 CIOYaTKy
XapakTep CTaTel i AUCKYCii, HEBAOB31 OTPUMAAU 3PUMUIM BUPA3 y KOHKYPC-
HHX NPOEKTaX. MUTTEBO BiapEaryBaAO CTYACHTCTBO apXiTEKTYPHHX BHIIIB.
B’staecaas [xasuues sayBaxkyBas:

«CTyaeHTH, HATOPTABIIKCD >KYPHAAIB, HABBUIIEPEAKH IIOYAAU BCTABASITH
B dacapu CiABCHKHX KAy6iB IOHIYHI KOAOHH, YBUBAaTH CIIPUTHO HAMAaAbOBa-
HUM IAIOIIEM BaHAECPPOEBChKI paMeHHM, 3MIlIyBaTU AlaTOHAAl 3 TOPU3OHTA-
ASIMH... Ba 6iabmie: axio paHillle, KOAU BIAUB KPaCHBUX YacCOIIMCIB 6yB HE
MEHII MTOIIMPEHUH, MiA L€l eHEPriliHUI MPOLIEC HE MAKAAAAAY 0COOAUBUX

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

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

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

Iepura peakuisi, 3BicHo, 6yaa mpocToro: 3aboponuTn. B mepebiry cry-
AEHTCBKUX HACTPOIB YIA€AIAM 6yHT, mAPUB OCHOB 1 «HacAipyBaHHsS 3axo-
Ay>». Bukaasadis, siki MATPHMAAH IIYKAHHS MOAOAL, HAMAraAHUCs IIOBEPHY-
TH Ha 3BUYHUI IIASX. YTIM, IPUIIMHUTH IPOLIEC HE BAAAOCSH, 1 TOAL HaperTi
crpobyBaAr posiOpaThcs: a 1O K, BAACHE, TAK ASIKAE?

Crnunrasn daxiBuiB i3 3axiaHOI apxiTeKTypu — HedHCAeHHHX Y Mocksi
i1 Maibke reTh BiacyTHiX y Kuesi — i orpumasu pos’HCHeHH;I: SIBUIIE 3aXiA-
He, aAe He mKipause. [liHa ceHcanifiHOCT] MoYaAa capaTH, KPUMiHAABHHI
Aymok Bunapysascst. OpranisoBaHa ONO3HULIS IPUIHMHUAACS, AA€ 32 TASH-
LIEM CTOPiHOK iIHO3EMHUX >KYPHAAIB HE PO3TACAIAM: 3MiHA CTYACHTCBKHUX Ha-
CTpOIB MOB’I3aHA 3 MIACTABHUMU 3PYIICHHAMH y $axoBiil CBIAOMOCTI came
PAASHCBKHUX apXiTEKTOPIB.

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

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

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

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

of life? These were the questions that young Soviet architects may have asked themselves.
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Bia mouarky 1970-x y mieHTpaAbHOMY YKPaiHCHKOMY (paXOBOMY YACOIHCY
«CTpoHTEABCTBO U APXUTEKTypa>» 6on BAQIITOBAHO PATIBHUH iAIOCTPOBa-
HUIT pospia «3apybixHa iHdpopMalisi», MaTepiaAn SKOTO FOTYBAaAH CIBPO-
GitHnku peaakuii, He mignucyrwouuncs (Y. ITepan, I Baasatain.). Ao orasaun
3aAy4aAd sIK gacomnucu courabopy — «Apxirekrypa YPCP», «Yexocao-
BallbKUM apXIiTEKTOP>», « ApxiTeKTypa I cycmiAbCTBO>» (BOAI‘apiH), « Ap—
xitexrypa HAP», «Awopuna i npocrip>» (IOrOCAaBi;I), «ITepcrexruBu>»
(IToabma), Tak i — TnxyeM — imMnepiasicThuni: « Aomyc» i « ApxitexkTypHa
xponika i icropist» (Irasis), «Kyp'ep KOHECKO» (CIIIA), « ApxitexTypa
i MiCTO6yAYBaHHH » (HopTyraAix) too. Hamri 30A4i B momykax HaTXHeHHS
MTOYMHAAH TOPTATH HOBE YHCAO YACOIHCY 3 MIPUKIHIIEBOTO PO3AIAY.

5. ApPyk — apxiTeKTOpiB Apyr. Y IepLInX papsHCHKUX IybAikanisx mo-
varky 1970-x aBropu 3a3BHYall OOMEXKYBAaAMCs OiABLI-MEHLI aKypaTHUM
nepekasoMm nporpamuol kHmwkku Japassa Apkenkca «Mosa apxitexrypu
IOCTMOAEPHiSMy>» (3peluToro Buiimaa B pociiicbkomy nepekaaai 1985-ro,
10 Ha TOH piK He 6on AMBHHUM AASL PAASHCBKOTO qpTaya) i 36CTPaKTHI/IMI/I
3aKAMKAMH BUBYATH POPMAABHI IPUHOMH 3aXiAHOI IPAKTHUKH, BIAOKPEMAIO-
I0YM X 0A «BOPOXKOTO> COLIAABHOTO 3MICTY. ¥ BCIX BUITaAKAX MOACPHI3M
1 TOCTMOAEPHI3M PO3TASIAAAU AK CYTO 3aXiAHI ABUINA. Ta6y HE 3a4iITaA0, 3Aa-
€Tbcs, aulle EcToHII0O: MUIIYYH IPO €CTOHCKUX MHTLIB, MICLIeBi KPUTHKH
BIABHO ONEPYBAAU IOHATTAMH «MOAEPHI3M>» 1 «IIOCTMOAEPHI3M>, 2 TOMY
BUIAsIAaAU Ha cTopinkax « Apxutektypst CCCP» HemabaoHHO.

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

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

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

were attempts to force the teachers who supported the experiments of the youth to stick to

ANDRII PUCHKOV

TekTypu AO mepebyaoBu (kBiteHs 1985 poky) He 6yao ysakoneno. Xoua Mo-
AEPHI3M y MUCTETBI aKypaTHO IIEPETBOPUAH Ha OITYAAAO, 3aXiAHA ApXiTeKTypa
«CYYaCHOTO PyXy» 3 PO3pPSIAY IACOAOTIIHO YIXKOIO i «Oe3AyXOBHOrO>» popMa-
Aismy Hanpukinni 1950-x mepeiiinaa B OBOXHUI PO3psiA KOPUCHOTO 3apyOixk-
Horo aocBipy. Ha moyarky 1980-x, me 3a bpesxnena, MmockoBcbkuil apxirexTy-
posnasenb Boropumup Xaiit (1933-2004) y crieniaAbHiii cTaTTi, IPOCAKHYTif
YAABAHOIO HEHABUCTIO AO KaIliTAAICTUYHOTO CBITY, HABAKUBCS HAITUCATH:

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

Yomy 11e smorao TopkHyTHcs i Ykpainu? [Tosropromo: sik6u ne Ileaect
sik BoAbOBHI o4iabHUK Y PCP, He meaectian 6 B yKpaiHCbKHX MicTax pagMo-
AEPHOBI ITarOHU Ha CTOB6yan ApXITEKTYPH COLIPEAAI3MY.

1989 poxy I'lerpo FOxumosuy Hleaect srapysas:

«IlenTpoM Hap3BHYAIHO obMexeHi npasa pecnyGAiK — yce 3alleHTpaAi-
30BaHO AO Oesraysasi. Bu sHaere, sik st AooOuBaBcst OyAiBHHIITBA peciyOaikaH-
cpkoro ITaaany mionepis y Kuesi? 5 6yB ocobucro B Mukuru CepriitoBuya,
6aaras, mo6 aaau possia. Y Aepxnaani CPCP 6y — cxasaau Hi, B [Ipo-
MbOanky — Ttexx Hi. Toal st oo Xpymosa moixas i kaxy: “Mukuro Cepriito-
BUYY, BU CKIABKU IPAL[IOBAAY HA YKpa'l'Hi, a HaAauy mioHepiB He 36yAyBaAn
(Bin 3acomnis HeBAOBOACHO), mie [ TocTuines sbupases ne spobutw [...] " Koan
Muxura CeprifioBud ckasas “Tak’, TOAL Bce 3HAHIIAOCS — i rpoui, i $oHAH,
i marepiaau. I me npuxaap — OypiBHMITBO Masany “Ykpaina” Le x ysaraai

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

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

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

architecture profession in the USSR. Not only literary circles have produced their Sixties,

a7



48

AHJIPIIA TYYKOB

HaniBaeTekTHBHa icTopis. [Tasan pecnyGAiui 3BOAUTH HE AO3BOASIAM Harato
POKiB, MOBASIB, Y BaC YK€ € JKosTtHeBuii. Beankuii KiHOTeaTp — 6yAb Aacka.
Toai Mmu nmovasu 6yAiBHI/mTBo — 32 AOKyMEHTaMH, sKi iuman A0 Mocksy,
GYAYBaTI/I KiHOTeaTp, a 32 IPOEKTOM pecny&xixax—xcmnﬁ maaar. I s, HepHni
cexperap LIK mapril pecriy0Oaiku, cBipA0MO 3MyLIeHUI OB OpaTu y4acTs B 06-
MaHi. A KOAM BUTHaAM MaiDke BECh IIEpLINIl IIOBEPX, TOOTO BKAAAU MiABHO-
HH, “TaeMHuil 06’ext” OyB poscexpedenuit. Y Kuis crenjiaabno npuispus
I[Tiaropuuit — posbuparucst i “Buxosysatu’ Illeaecra. Aae x rpouteii He
nosepHenl... 3aTBepAuAH Ham masan» (Shelest, 2011, pp. 962-963).

Lle came [leaect moxauxas Xpy1joBa Ha BIAKPUTTS AMBOBHIKHOTO TOTEAIO
«Tapacosa ropa» B Kanesi (1960-1961) apxitexropis Haraaii Umyrinoi Ta
K°, a me 1956-ro ysroaus i3 Mocksoo 6ypiBauntBo B Kuesi roreais «AHi-
npo» Ta «Aubiab» Ha maowmi [lepemoru (1965-1970), B Yepracax «mpo-
OMB>» CKCIIEPUMEHTAABHUI ToTeAb « TypucT> (y rpu6onopi6Hux KoHCTpyK-
nisx, 1970), a paHime — KpUTHI PHHOK i3 BEAMKOIIPOTOHHUM BaHTOBHM
nokputTsaM (1966); spemror0 — TOH caMMil 3araAbHOPECIyOAIKAHCHKHI
ITaaan kyabTypH « Ykpaina» €prenii Mapunuenko ta K° (1970) Towo.

Lli mpuxaapmu, 3posyMiso, He O3HaYaAHM aHiI «iACHHOTO CITOB3AHHS>»
PaAAHCHKOI ApXiTEKTYPU B «IIPOBAAAS 3aTHMBAIOYOTO KaIiTaAiaMy>, aHi
BIAITOBIAHHX TBOPYHX AHBepciit apxirextopiB. Aae i3 Burxanusm Ille-
AecTa, skuii 3aBakaB Mocksi (Hamarasest 3pobutn YkpaiHy eKOHOMIYHO
HE3aAC)KHOIO BiA ueHpr) i uepes Te 6yB MOKAMKaHMHA A0 MOCKBH X Ha
nocapy sacrynauka rorosu Kabminy CPCP, HOBiTHI apxiTeKTypHi TeH-
ACHIIII ACIIO 3MIHHAHCS. 3a KepYBaHHsI YKPaiHOIO yIpososx 1972-1989
pokiB GeskomnpowmicHoro pycudikaropa Boropumupa Ilep6bunskoro

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

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

journals from the last section.

ANDRII PUCHKOV

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

3rapaiiMo npuHaiiMHi icTopifo ctBopeHHs kommaekcy KuiBcpkoro kpema-
TOpiIo i MOB’s13aHi 3 BUCOKUM aBTOpuTeToM MiAebKoro iHepLifiHi HamMaraH-
HsI CTBOPUTH LIOCh OpUriHaAbHe; 260 — crBopenHs [Taaany ypouncrux mo-
Alit Ha Bpect-Autoscbkomy npocnekti (tenep — Ilepemorn) sa mpoexramu
Bapuma [onkasa ta Bapuma Ipeannu (1980-1982); abo — xpacHmii passin-
ChKUIT AOBro0ya 25-noBepxoBoro byannky Toprisai apxirexkropa Basenruna
€>xoBa Ha AbBiBChKiil a0y, posnovaruii 3a [lleaecra (1968) i saBepuienuii
1981-ro 3a Ilepbuipkoro — HamepeaoAHi Tak 3BaHoro «1500-pivus Kue-
Ba» (Ezhov, 2001, p. 27).

6. IIporect sk ABHUTrYH, 3roaa K Bpoaa. [0AOBHOIO pyLIIIIHOIO CHAOKO
PAaAMOAEPHY AMIIABCS MPOTECT, 1[0 BUPAXKaB MIHPOKI, YACTO HEYCBIAOMAEHI
1 3aBXXAM MOBYA3Hi CyCIiAbHI HACTPOI MPOTU MAHYBaHHS Bbororo 6yAiBCAb-
HOTO «BaAy». | xoua iHOAI CIpOOU XYAOXKHBOTO «OCYYaCHEHHS» apXiTek-
TYpHHUX GOPM CTUKAAHCH 3 HOTpC6OIO PI3KOro MepPErAsiAy MaTepPiaAbHUX ITiA-
CcTaB HpO€I(THO-6y,A,iBCAI)HOI‘O KOMIIAEKCY, OTOAIOIOYH AO HEIPUCTOHMHOCTI
Bupasku apMinicTpatusHol cuctemu CPCP, — y piumiyi HapoasxyBaHOro
PAASHCBKOIO MOAEPHI3My BUHMKAAM TBOPH, BAapTi TENEPIlIHbOI yBaru 5K
3PpasKu HEBAOBOAEHOCTI TOAIIIHBOIO MAPTIITHO-AEP>KABHOIO TEPOHTOKPATIEIO,
110 i1 HarpaBAy OyAa BapTa OCMIIOBAHHSL.

IToBTOpIo: ipoHist AOAL pAAMOAEPHY B TOMY, 1110 Ha FIOrO CTAHOBACHHS HE
OCTaHHi} BIIAUB CIIPABHAA CIIPABXXHS MPUCTPACTb APXiTEKTOPIB-IIYKAYiB AO

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

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

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

a programmatic work by Charles Jencks (the Russian transla-

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

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

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

3a p0bu Hamoro paamoaepHy 1950-1980-x y skoAHIil pO3BHHEHIN Kpa-
iHI BAAU MOAEPHI3My HE IPOCTYHAAM TaK YiTKO, & OTKE HEAOAIKH BUSABU-
AUCSL IPOAOBXKEHHSIM IepeBar. Maciutabu OyaiBHUIITBA, 30KpeMa CTBOPEH-
HA AECATKIB HOBUX MICT, 0OAHOOOKA inpycrTpiaaisanis, gakruaHO — 36ipHa
MOHOKYABTYPA, HAaHBUIA LEHTPAAI3allisd MAAHYBAHHSA, IPOEKTYBAHHA i 6y—
AIBHHIITBA — BCE Lj¢ B IIOEAHAHHI 3 XPOHIYHUM AeIlIUTOM KOIUTIB i MaTe-
piaaiB, BiacTaA0K0 BUPOOHHYOK 0a3010 i THITIOYE HUSBKOK SKICTIO CAMOrO
6yAiBHI/1uTBa CIIPUSAAO AUCKPEAUTALII PAAMOAEPHOI apPXIiTEKTYPH i, HA XKAAb,
camol npodecil apxiTekTopa B o4yax cycmiabcra. Ckasary, 10 apXiTeKTOp
CTaB MPHUCAY)KHUKOM 6yAiBCAbHI/IKa, — IOMMAMTHUCS: K i paHille, BiH BBa-
’KaB cebe rOAOBHIIINM, HiX 6yAiBCAbHI/IK, OAHAK iHAyCTpiaAi3aljis BKadyBasa
cTapuM akTopaM HOBi poal. Tyr BiAGYBaAOC}I I]OCh HAa KIITAAT AOAi TBOPiB
PaASHCBKOTO KOHCTPYKTHUBI3MY, IKi — Ha BiAMiHY Bia TBOPiB 3aXiAHO€BPO-
MeHChKOro GYHKI[IOHAAIBMY — CTBOPIOBAAH 3 LIETAM M THHBKYBAaHHS, a HE
3 0eTOHYy; 00 Ha KIITAAT yKPAiHCHKOTO KAACHLIU3MY nepiuol moaoBuan XIX
CTOAITTS, OpACPHI POPMH SIKOTO 3aMiCTh KAMEHIO CTBOPIOBAAH 3 Ti€l caMol
LICTAH, TOOTO IKiCTb IMITYBANY, A HE BIMIANBANY.

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

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

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

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

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

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

ANDRII PUCHKOV

JKUTAOBOI 1pobaeMu OyA0 icTOTHO 3HIKeHO. Lle Tenmep Mu He MOXeMO BH-
rapaTH, 10 pO6I/ITI/I 3 TUMH 36ipHI/IMI/I MaHEABHUMU ITATH-, A€B ATU- 1 IIiCT-
HaALSITUIIOBEpXiBKamy, aae xT10 3a Aoobu CPCP HacripaBai, a He Ha caoBax,
AbaB IIPO «CBiTAE Maﬁ6yTHe»? Puropuuna 6PCXAI/IBiCTb HapTIHHO-YPIAOBUX
BUCAOBAIOBAaHb BKYIII 3i CITPaB)KHbOIO MOXKAMBICTIO 34 AOBOABHMTH AMIIE MiHi-
MaAbHI norpe6m HACEACHHS aK HisIK He CIPaIlbOBYBAAU HA IO CAMY CBITAICTD
Maﬁ6yTT51, 1 koAU KaTaCTpoq)quuﬁ CTpax A06u Craaina aMiHUBCS KaTacTpo-
(IYHOIO BYABrapHICTIO, HACEACHHIO AOBOAMAOCS BHDKHBATH 6YAB-AC i GYAI)-}IK,
1110 IIOPOAHAO AOOY coyiarvrozo indugpepermusmy MOAO APXITEKTYPHHUX GopM
(aoxaapnime: Puchkov, 2006).

Skio moaepHiaM y €Bpori nocraBas i3 6araToBiKOBOI €BPOIEHCHKOL
MiChKOI1 KYABTYPH, )KUBUBCSI HEIO i B KPalllUX MPOsABAX IPOAOBXYBAB Il
TPaAMIIil, IKIIO MOAEPHI3M aMEPUKAHCHKUM HE MAaB TAKUX KOPEHIB, i HOoro
BUTOKHM — B iHIIiM KYABTYpI, IO IPOTArOM TPHOXCOT POKIB acUMiAIOBa-
AQ €BPONEHCHKI IIIHHOCTI Yepe3 HACAIAyBaHHA, iMiTallilo, KiT4, TO paA-
MOAEPH — II€ IIPOCTO cnpo6a HE BIACTaTH BiA ITUBIAI30BaHOrO CBiTY, Bia
TPAAMLIH, CXOXKHUX Ha KyAbTypY. | sIKIO, cKaskiMO, AASL aMepHKaHCHKHX
apxiTekropiB npoexTu ¢ppannyspkol Ilkoan KpacHHX MHCTELTB (Ecole
des Beaux-Arts) Bce 5k TaKu He GiABII HiX « KapTUHKH 3 BUCTABKH >, 3Ha-
KU €BPOIEHCHKOI KYABTYPH, — AASL GPaHIY3iB Lji IPOEKTH HE BTPAYaAU
KOHKPETHOCTI, BOHU — YaCTHHA IXHbOI BAACHOI KyABTYPHOI TPAAHUILLiL, 11O
THMYACOBO BIAIMIIAQ HA ADYTUHM TAQH, A MOTIM — 31 CTBOPEHHSAM IapPU3b-
xoro AepaHcy — 3HOBY HociAa Miclje, Tl HaA€XKHE.

Pisne craBacHHS AO alficHOCTI — pisHi apxiTexTypHi mpoextu. OcKkisb-
KM B CTABAECHHI AO CIIAAIMHU EBPOIIEHIIi CEPHO3HI AIOAU, B EBPOIEHCHKOMY

a“no” again. Then I come to Khrushchev and tell him, “Nikita Sergeevich, you worked in
Ukraine for so long but did not build a Palace of Pioneers (he snuffles angrily). Postyshev
planned to do this long ago..” When Nikita Sergeevich said “yes,” there it was all of a
sudden — all the money needed, the funds, the materials. Another example is the con-
struction of the Palace “Ukraine.” This is almost a detective story of sorts. They would not
allow it to build for several years. They said you already have the October Palace. A cinema
theater — no problem, go ahead. So we started the construction. And according to the
documents that we sent to Moscow, we were building a movie theater. But according to
the project, it was the palace. And I, the first secretary of the Central Committee of the
Party of the Republic, was deliberately forced to take part in the deception. When the first
floor was almost completed, meaning millions were already spent, we took the wraps off
our “secret object.” Podgorny himself came to Kyiv — to understand what was going on
on the spot and scold Shelest. Well, the money was gone... So we got the seal of approval
for our palace” (Shelest, 2011, pp. 962-963).
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MOAEPHI3Mi/TOCTMOAEPHI3MI 3HAYHO MEHIIIE IPOHII, TPOTECKY, MalKe HEMAE
KOMEPLIHHOI CMMBOAIKM 1 €KAEKTHYHOTO KiT4y, IOPIBHSHO 3 aMEpPUKaH-
cokuM. [1Jop0 papMOAEpHY TYT HaBiTh COPOMHO IPOIOHYBATH IMAPAACAL:
BCE BUBAAIOETHCA 1 3 TPAAULIIH, 1 31 3A0POBOIO TAY3AY, i SIKIIO GiABLI-MEHII
«I1JIKAaBO BUTASIAAE€>, TO TPOTECKOBICTD i KiTYEBICTh MOXKHA 3apa3 BUIMATH
3 apxiTeKTypHOI OPMH SIK BAAAO Ha6yTi BAACTUBOCTI IPOLIECY PAASIHCHKO-
ro OyAlBHHULTBA.

7. CnaaluHa K DOLITOBX, AOBKIAAS sIK maanpapM. Xod 5K Iie AUBHO,
TPaAULiFHA CEPHO3HICTD Y CTABAEHHI AO APXITEKTYPU 3araAOM i AO CMAAIUHU
30KpeMa (IO AOKOPIHHO BiApi3HSE PaAMOACPH OA AMEPHKAHCHKOTO IIOCTMO-
AepHiSMy) CTBOPIOBAAA SIKIIIO HE TOTEHIIiaA, TO HEPEAYMOBH AASL GOPMYBaHHS
PAAAHCHKOL apXiTEKTYPU MOAEPHI3MYy B €BPONEHCHKOMY PO3yMiHHI TepMiHa.
Lleit moTeHuiaa 6araTopasoBo MMOCHAIOBABCS MaiDKe YHIKAABHHM AOCBIAOM
«3aCBOEHHS KAACHYIHOI CTAAIIIMHE » B PAASHCBKIH apxiTexkTypi 1930-1950-x.

Xouya mapaseAi MK «CTaAIHCBKOIO apXiTEKTYpPOIO» Ta IMOCTMOAEPHICT-
CBKUM KAACHILIM3MOM CTaAM 3araAbHUM MICLIEM B apXiTEKTYPHil KPUTHII,
Tpeba 3BepHyTH yBary, wo B apxitekrypHiit kyaprypi CPCP 6yao inTerpo-
BaHO 1) AOCBiA eBoAOIIiT Bip «CYYaCHOI apXiTeKTypU>» AO PETPOCHEKTHUB-
HOI (3 TOBYAABHUM NEPEXiAHUM IePioAOM), 2) AOCBiA Tpancdopmarii Tpa-
AMLIIMHUX IPOTOTUINB 3 YPAaXyBaHHSAM Cy4YaCHOI apXiT€KTypPHOI TUIIOAOTII,
3) AOCBia CTBOPEHHS PETPOCIEKTUBHUX KOMITO3UIIil Y HOBOMY MiCTO6y,A,iB-
HOMy MacIuTabi i HaBiTh (X04a MEHIIOK MipoI0) 4) AOCBiA ITOEAHAHHS HO-
BUX 6yAiBeAbHI/IX KOHCTPYKIIiH i3 TPAAUL[ITHUMY TEKTOHIYHUMHU CUCTEMAMHU.

Sxmo perpocnexrusHa apxitextypa 1930-1950-x cTBOpHAa CcBOE-
piany 6y<1)ep1—1y 30HY MIX CITAAIMHOIO i CYy4acHICTIO, TO UM CAMHUM BOHA

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

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

underwent significant changes. During the rule of Volodymyr Shcherbytsky (1972-1989,
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moAermuaa Aast 3Myxkiaoro B 1960-1980-ti moxoainHs apxirexTo-
PiB COPUMHATTA ¥ 3aCBOEHHS TPAAUIIIHHOI apXiTEKTYpHOI KYABTYPH i B
«06’eMH0My», iB MiCTO6yAiBHOMy acnekTax. I och 110 1€ € BaXKAMBUM:
POAb MPEACTABHUKIB CTAPLIOrO MOKOAIHHS apXiTEKTOPIB SIK HOCIIB HaIiB-
3a6yTo'1' i HaniB3HHUILEHOT (paxOBOI KYABTYpH IIiA 4ac $OpPMyBaHHS HOBHX
CTHAICTUYHHUX YIIOAOOAHDb € AOCTATHBO 3HAYHOIO, 1 6yAO 61 HEIPaBUABHO
300paXKyBaTH PAAMOACPH SIK PISHOBHA 3yXBAAOTO MOAOADKHOIO AMCH-
AEHTCTBA, HABIsIHOTO BITPaMM 3aKOPAOHHHUX YACOIUCIB i HE BKOPIHEHOTO
B TYTELIHIN KYABTYpI.

VY crarTi BIAMBOBOIO Ha TOH 4ac apxiTekTyposHaBus, y 1980-1990-x
aupexropa HAI Teopii i1 icTopii apxitexrypu Oaexcanppa Psibymuna € Bu-
KAAACHHSI OCHOBHUX O3HAK (HPI/IHLU/IHiB?) MOAEPHi3MY, IPUCTOCOBAHOTO AO
PAASHCBKUX YMOB. ABTOP HE BUMOBASE <« KaXAHBHUX>» CAIB «MOAEPHI3M>,
«IIOCTMOACPHI3M>, aA¢ BCi [TOB'sI3aHi 3 SBUILEM KAIOYOB] IIOHSTTS HA3UBAE
i 0OrpyHTOBYE: CepeAOBHUIIHE NIPOEKTYBAHHS, KOHTEKCTYaAi3M, iCTOpPH3M,
CUMBOAIYHI HayaAa, HAlliOHAABbHI I perioHaAbHi 0cobAuBOCTI, MaciTab
BTPYYaHHs B CEPEAOBUIIE i, 3PEIITOIO0, K CUHTE3 — IAXiA, IO CIAABASIE
«3 HOBITHIMH BIAKPUTTAMHU HAaMKpAaIl[i EAEMEHTH iCTOPUYHOI apXiTEKTYpPH,
3okpeMa QYHKIJIOHAAIBMY — CBOTOAHI BKe ICTOpHUYHOTO peHOMEHA IEPIIOT
noaosunn XX croairrsa» (Rjabushin, 1985, p. 36). To6o itaeTsest nmpo mo-
AlpoOHIUHY TpapuLiio, TaKHUil COOI 3arapKOBUII KOHTpanocT MikeaaHAKeA0
B Micbkomy cepepaoui (Loktev, 1983, p. 108).

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

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

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

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

administrative system. Thus, within the flux of young Soviet modernism emerged architec-
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BaHHs1. [IpoexTyBaHHs 670 Kowmexcnry IEPETBOPUAO CTBOPEHHS OYAb-SIKO-
ro, HaBiTh HEBEAMKOTO 00’€KTa Ha aKIiifo, IO 3a CYTTIO € MiCTo6y,A,iBHO}0.
3 inmoro 601<y, 6on MiAAAHO PYMHIBHOMY CKENTULIM3MY TOTAABHE MiCTO-
OyAIBHE IPOEKTYBaHHS BEAUKHX «CACMCHTIB PO3CEACHHS HACCACHHS», |
TPAAUMLIMHUN AEAYKTUBHUM METOA AOIOBHUBCA IHAYKTUBHUM, KOAQX-
HHUM — BiA 9aCTHH AO I[iAOrO.

Sk andepenuianis mMicrobyaysanns (npaxtuka) i ypGanictuxu (Hay-
Ka) — Il OKpeMa TeMa, TaK i POSAYMH IIPO PeKOHCTpyKLio (peabiairawio,
peBaAopnsauilo) ICTOPUYHOTO MICHKOTO AOBKiAAS, 3a3HABIIM BIAOKpEM-
A€HHS BiA aKTYaAbHOI «o06’emuOl apXiTEKTypU >, IIEPETBOPUAUCS HA EAU-
Hy TaAy3b MiCTO6YAYBaHH}I, A€ HOBI iA€l CTaBaAM OPraHIYHOKIO YaCTHHOIO
pyTHHHOrO npoekTHOro npouecy. CTpHXKHEM HOBOTO PEKOHCTPYKTHBHO-
IO MHCAEHHS CTAaAO PO3IIHPEHE AOBKIAAEBE IOHATTSA «CIAAIHMHA>, IO
OXOIIAIOBAAO HE AMIIEC TBOPHU-TIAM SITKH, 4 H YCIO MACy PSIAOBOI, ICTOPHYHO
AHOHIMHOI apXiTEKTYPH, €AEMEHTH AHU3ANHY, iH(l)paCTPYKTYPI/I, MiCBKOIO
AsaHAmAPTY i HOro KpaeBuAiB. Baace, HIIAOCS IpPO 3apOAOK CHCTEMHO-
ro miaXoAy A0 BHpileHHs npobaem Mmickkoro cepeaosuma (Volga, 1970;
Lavrik & Djomin, 1975; Lavrik, 1976; Rudnickij, 1984; Seredjuk & Kurt-
Umerov, 1987; Timohin, 1989; Djomin, 1991), To6To npo cykymHicTs oc-
HOBHUX ITPaBUA NMPOAYKTUBHOTO MUCAEHHS ITiA Yac BUPIMIEHHS BEAUKHX i
MaAHUX np06AeM, iHIMME cAOBaMH, TPO GOpPMaAI30BaHUI B apXiTEKTYPHUX
popmax 3p0poBuii rayss. OaHak ue BiaOyBasocs Hanpukinni 1960-x, koau
3peITo0 6yA1/1 BuAaHi npani A. ¢on beprasandi 3 Teopii cucrem, — i Ha-
npukinni 1980-x. Koan Muxoaa Tabpeas 2004-ro sanpononysas I[TPO-
I'PEC — IIPOcmoposy lapmonizayiro PEzionarvnux Cucmem, ioro Bia-

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

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

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

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

8. Teopernuna incrurynis Hanpuxingi XX croairrs. Tenep npuausu-
MOCh AO TEKCTOBUX MOAYASALIIM Y IPOCTOPI TOAIMIHBOI YKPAiHCBKOI 772¢0pii
COYLANICTIUHOL apXimexmypy B TAPUHI BUSHAHHS, 3aCBOEHHS I XapaKTepU-
3yBaHH Cy4aCHUX POPM.

VY epuHOoMy B pecnyGAiqi ApXiTEKTYpO3HABYOMY HAYKOBOMY 3aKAAAl —
KuiBHAITI (3 1991 — HAITIAM?), mo icuysas 3 aunus 1945-ro mo
cepriers 2007 poKy, NUTaHHSIMH BIMCYBaHHS He0aueHO HOBOTO B 3aMHAC-
HO TPaAHILifiHE TEOPETHYHO 3aHMAAMCS ACKiAbKa HaykoBuLiB. IIpoBignum
BBakasu Muxoay Koaowmiits (1915-1994), aropa kamwkkn «IIpobaemu
dopmyBanHs cydacHoi apxitektypu Ykpaincekoi PCP» (1973) ta pokTop-
cpKol AucepTanii «Passurue coBpemenHo apxurektypsl Ykpaunckoii CCP
(1955-1979 rr.)» (Mocksa, 1981). Y 36ipHukax iHCTUTYTY BiH ApyKyBaB
MOHOTOHHI CTaTTi, A€ KPaiHs XPOHOAOTIYHA MEXA 3POCTAAA MipPOIO BUXOAY
sbipuuka B cBir (Kolomiec, 1987; Kolomiec, 1988b), a Teker npupocras
3raAyBaHHSIM HOBHX CIIOPYA, IepeBakHO rpomMapckkux. [Tlonpasaa, Mukoaa
CremaHoBHY HAMAraBCsl PO3YMYBATH 1 Hap B3a€MO3B SI3KOM 3MicTy i dpopmu
B apxiTekTypi, crieudikoo $OPMOTBOPEHHS B CY4YacHIH papsSHCBHKIH apxi-
TeKTypi, 06pasnum aapom B apxitextypi (Kolomiec, 1981; Kolomiec, 1983;
Kolomiec, 1988a) Ta in., ase B iHIMX CHiBPOGITHUKIB L5t CIIpaBa BUIASAA-
Aa BupasHime. Baarounce sapas a0 texcriB Koaomiiirs, Bakko ckasarw,
HACKIABKU BiH HACIIPaBAl CIIPUIIMaB PAaAMOAEPH SIK HOBE CAOBO, OCKIABKU
HaMObiABII 3HAKOBI, NPUHANMHI KUIBCBKi o6’exTH, JOMYCh AO HOTO OTASIAIB HE

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

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

* KuisHAITI —
HayxoBo-pocaiammit
IHCTHTYT Teopil, icTopii
Ta nepcﬂﬁKTMBHHX
IPOGAEM PaASHCBKOL
apXiTeKTypu

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

i MicToGyayBanHs

(y 1988-2007 poxax).
Aus.: (Dakhno, 1995).



56

AHIPIV NYYKOB

ITOTPAIIUAM. AASL OCMHCAECHOTO YUTAHHS HOTO ITUCAHUHA (;n(, Ha XaAb, i 0iAb-
wocTi iHmux cniBpo6irHukis [HcTuTyTY) He NPUsHAYaAacs.

Cepriit Kiaecco srapysas:

«3acTynHuKOM AupekTopa 3 HaykoBol poboru craB M. C. Koaomiens,
KaHAMAAT, 2 OTIM AOKTOP apXiTEKTYPH, AIOAHHA i3 CTaTYPOIO IITAHTICTA-BaX-
KOBaroBHKa, SIKUI1 BECh Yac CItaB — i Ha poOOTi 3a CTOAOM, 1 0cOOAMBO Ha Ha-
paaax pisHoro pisas. [ToHap ABaALSTS POKIB 1ieil KepiBHHK HAayKOIO LIIAKOM
CBIAOMO 3 IA€OAOTIYHUX MipKyBaHb 60sIBCS HAIIIOHAAICTUYHUX 3004eHb i HE
BHAAB YKOAHOTO IHCTUTYTCHKOIO 36ip1-u/n<a HayKoBHUX mpans. IcTopuxu apxi-
TEKTYPH 3aMiCTh L[iKaBUX ny6AiKaui171 MHUCAAM HAYKOBI 3BiTH, 1[0 36€pi1"aAI/I—
cst B MeToaOHAL AHIIE ACCATD POKIB, a ITOTIM CIIMCYBAAHCS B MAKYAATypy>
(Kilesso, 2005, p. 10).

Vrim, IIOTIPH BCi HAMATaHHs TAKUX IEPCOHAXIB (Ao peui, came Koaomienp
oGCAerByBaB aupekropa [ncruryTy B 1959-1976 pokax opiosuoro Ipuropis
ToaoBKa, sikuii, He OYBIIM KAHAUAATOM HAyK, MPisiB CTATH OAPa3y AOKTOPOM
ApXITEKTYPHU 32 CYKYITHICTIO IIpallb, Y SIKUX HOMY HE HAAEXKAAO KOAHOTO p}I,A,Ka)
3poburH Tak, abu HIYOro He APYKYBaAOCs, a TOMy IHCTHTYT IpaijioBaB BXO-
AOCTY — i 1€ ATPUMYBAAOCS i B KUIBCHKOMY A,ep>K6y,A,i, i Y MOCKOBCBKOMY, —
Hanpukinui 1970-x AeskuM criBpoOITHHKAM BCE 5K TAKH BAAAOCS 3pOOUTH AASL
ApXiTEKTYPO3HABCTBA I[OCh KOPHUCHE.

FOpiit Xopopxoscokuit (1949-2020), 3axuCT KaHAMAATCHKOI SIKOTO
(Khodorkovskyi, 1989) saBaaman y mockocbkomy Beecorosnomy HAL
Teopil apxiTeKTypu Ta MiCTO6YAYBaHH}I i3 IPUXOBAHO AHTUCEMITCHKUX
MPUYUH, ONPHUAIOAHIOBAB CTATTi, MOBYAABHI 32 XapaKTEPUCTUKOIO SIBMIIA,
MPUCBAYEH] KOMIO3UIIMHIN CYMICHOCTI Pi3HOYACOBUX €AEMEHTIB 3a6y,A,o—

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

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

sidelines but later on (when La Défense was built in Paris) regained its rightful place.
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Bu (Khodorkovskyi, 1988), soxpema nokasyrouu, sik paAMOACPH CHiBicHye
3 TPAAULIMHOIO 1HAYCTPiaAbHOIO 3a6y,A,013010 B COLHAAICTUYHHX KpaiHax
Esponu (eBpoconrabopy) (Khodorkovskyi, 1984; Khodorkovskyi, 1986;
Khodorkovskyi, 1990). ITicas aixsipanii HAITIAM ¥Opiit Icakosuy npo-
AOBXYBaB 3aMaTHUCS HPO6A€MaTI/IKOIO CIiBICHYBaHHSI HE3BUYHOTO 31 3BUY-
HUM i ONIPHAIOAHUB KopucHi ysaraapaioBasbHi nipani (Khodorkovskyi, 2012;
Khodorkovskyi, 2013).

Onekcanpp 3indenko (1946-2015) (Zinchenko, 1990), Boaogumup Hi-
xitin (nap. 1946) (Nikitin, 1986) is nopisHsHO MOAOAOI reHepanii, Muxoaa
Anppymenxko (1939-2011) (Andrushchenko, 1989; Andrushchenko, 1979)
ta Irop Kacesnenxo (1935-1998) (Kas’janenko, 1981; Kas’janenko, 1983;
Kas'janenko, 1988), mo 6yan Tpoxu cTapmoro BiKy, Ha MACTaBi aGcTpak-
THO-CTPAaTEriiHOrO aHAAI3y PAASHCBKOI ApXITEKTYPU IParHyAM 3BEPTATHCS
AO MHUTAaHb MSIKOI iHKOpIOpanil 3apy6i>1<Horo AOCBIAY B IIOTOYHY CHUTYaIlilo
YPCP, to6T0 B HayKOBuI1 CIIOCI6 HAMATraAKCSI 3aCIIOKOITH KEPIBHUKIB apXiTek-
TypHO-0YAIBEABHOI IaAys3i, 110 5KOAHOI HeOE3IEKH y 3aI103HYeHH] 3apyOiKHOrO
ApXiTEKTYPHOI'O AOCBiAY, HABITh «KaIMiTaAICTUYHOTO>, HE CIOCTEPIraeThCs.

IToripu Bce, MOHITOPHHIOBUMH 3pi3aMHU SKOCTI TEOPETUYHOIO OCMUCACH-
HS MOAepHOI apxitexktyprol npaktuku B YPCP caip BBaxkaTn KOACKTHBHI
86iprnku xinys 1970 — mouarxy 1990-x (Aguf, Ezhov, & Kolomiec, 1979;
Ustenko, Kondratenko, & Vodzinskij, 1989; Yevreinov, Mihajlova, Trykash, et
al., 1991), a TakoX AOCAIAXKEHHS, IO BukoHyBaaucs 3a Moxamu HAITIAM
BHKAAAQYaMHU apXiTEKTYpPHMX BMWIIB i apxitrekropamu-npaxtuxamu (Ezhov,
1981; Ezhov, 1983; Savchenko, 1990; Abyzov & Kucevich, 1990). Aac ne
TEMa OKPEMOI PO3MOBH.

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

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

the 1930s and 1950s.

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

9. Ao3yBaHHS Bi3yaAbHHX 33A0BOACHB. Bakko cTBepAXXyBaTH, 1110 HAYKOBI
npaui criBpo6itaukiB HAITIAM pobuan xo4 sKych apXiTeKTypHY IIOroAy Ha
BYAUIISIX YKPAIHCBKHMX MICT i B 3aBAAHHSAX NPOEKTHUX OPraHi3aiii, OCKiAbKH
1X MaAO XTO YUTAB, TA ¥ HAKAAAU 6YAI/I Mi3epHUMH, — AA€ HEMAE CYMHIBY, 1[0
caMe iCHyBaHHS pO3YMOBOTO LIEHTPY, A€ BMIIOTh «HeE TIABKH PYKaMH>, CIIpa-
LIbOBYBAaAO HAa TOAEPYBAHHS 3aXiAHUX BIIAUBIB i3 60Ky CIIPaB)KHIX rOCIIOAAPIB
cranoBuuia. [Ipo Hux i3 yaaBaHMM «IepeOyAOBUMM>» OOYpEHHSIM KasaB y
Tponniit npomosi Ha VIII 3'isai apxitextopis YPCP (1987) Toaimmiit roaosa
npasainns Criaku apxitexropis Ypainu Irop Ceaax (1923-2009):

«Boxe HEAOpEUYHHUI TOH NAPAAHOTO PAIlOPTY, PafAY>KHHUX CIOTaAiB Ipo
KOAHMIIHI AOCATHeHH:. HepAoCTaTHRO Temep MOKAMKATHCS AMILIE HA KiAbKic-
Hi MOKa3HUKH [...]. 3apas Bci 59 micokux ABK (soMo6yaiBHi koMbinaTn. —
A. I1.) y pecniy6aini nparjioroTs 32 3aMKHEHOI TEXHOAOTTYHOIO CXEMOIO Ie-
PeBaXHO 3 pOpMaMH, PO3PAXOBAHMMHU HA BUITYCK AMII OAHOTO BHPOOY, 6e3
MOXAMBOCTI IXHBOTO IepeocHameHHs [...]. He cexper, mo wacro ABK au-
BUTBCSI HAa MICTO SIK Ha CKAQA CBO€I MPOAYKLIl [...]. Tax yxe moseaocs, mo
Kpalli apXiTeKTOPU MPOEKTYIOTh IPOMAACHKI 6yAiBAi [..]. B OAHOMY TiABKH
Kuesi 3'sBuancs pisHi 3a XyAOKHBOIO CTHAICTHKOIO TBOPH — KOMIIACKCH
YHIBEPCHUTETY i IOAITEXHIYHOTO iHCTUTYTY, 6yAiBA}I Aepxxcranpapry i apxi-
texTypHruil paxyasrer KIBI, roreas “Caaror”».

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

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

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

«Posmupenuit plamasoH TBOpYMX MOIIYKiB 306013’5{3ye MIPUHIUIIOBO
I KPUTUYHO OLIIHIOBATU IX PE3YABTATH, OCKIABKH MOXKE BUHMKHYTH Hebes-
IeKa eKACKTUKH. MU He NOBHHHI MIATPHUMYBaTH 4yXi HaM 6esnpm—1uI/mHi
TEHACHI[I] CTUAICTUYHOI MIiIIAHUHU > .

I'lpo mpo ne? BusBasierses, mpo Te, 10 « AOPOro O0OXOAMTBLCS HAIIUM Mi-
CTaM BiA4y>KEHICTh OpraHiB apXiTeKTypH Bia rpomaschkoi aymxu» (Sedak,
1987, pp. 1-3), a 3a Ay>kkaMH HacIpaBAi PO Te, IO He BapTO B3arai 3pa-
JKaTH Ha TPOMAACBKY AYMKY, sika pOPMYEThCs 30KpeMa i TekcTamu $paxiBLiB
i3 apXiTeKTypO3HABCTBA. Papsucpxuin apXiTEKTYPHUM HAYAABHMK, SKHH
000B’I3KOBO 3aKiHIUB BEUipHIN YHIBEPCUTET MAPKCU3MY-ACHIHI3MY, YyAOBO
3HAB 3aKOH ICTOPil: YuUM 6iAbII MacIITAOHUMU i PO3YMHHMH € 3allAAHOBA-
Hi pe<1>opMm, TUM 3aI€KAillle i AypHIillle CYCMiAbCTBO YMHUTD OIp IXHBOMY
3plficHenHo. Tomy criokifiHille HOBUSHM YHHKATH: 3aAOBOACHA HOTpeGa no-
POAXKYE HOBY,  AASL CYCRIADCINGA BUNCUBAHH.S — HA BIAMIHY BiA CYCniivmea
CRONUBAHHSI — L€ HEOLUAAAHBO, 2 OTKE HEMOXXAMBO: IIOTPpeOH MaroTh OyTH
AO30BaHHUMH.

Hamararounce BHOKpeMuTH HabiAbII XapaKTepHi ocobauBoCTI yKpaiH-
CbKOTO PAAMOAEPHY, CTUKAEMOCSA 3 MIEBHUMU TPYAHOIAMM, OCKIABKY HOMY
BAACTHBA 4aCOBa PO3MAITICTD i B Mekax YKpaiHM — HaBiThb TePUTOpiaAbHa:
PaAMOAEPH LIEHTPY (KHIB) BIAPIBHABCA Bip PAAMOAEPHY SK 3aXiAHHUX, TaK
I CXIAHUX PEriOHIB HE AMILIE SIKICTIO BUKOHAHHS p06iT, a i1 popmoro yHa-
OYHEHHsL. Y 1IbOMY, XOY 5IK AUBHO, OyAa cBOsI Tpapuuis. Yrim, crpoba uu-
TAHHSA apXiTEKTYPHOTO TEKCTY HE 32 TEXHOAOTIYHHMH obmexennamu ABK,
a3a I10-aBTOPCHKOMY 3aBAAHOIO TTIOETHKOIO XYAOKHIX 3HAKIB OyAa ITyIHUM

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

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

contrapposto in architecture (Loktev, 1983, p. 108).
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YTBOPEHHSM, IO AUBHUM YHHOM BHSBASIAOCS HE AMIIE 3aBXKAU Ha CBOEMY
MiCIi, aA€ 3aBXKAU KPaIl€ 32 «IIPUPOAHOI>» PaASHCBKOL 3a6yAOBI/I.

Viepure 3 moyarky 1920-x TBOpYa CpsIMOBaHICTb PAASHCBKOI apXiTeKTy-
Pl YHAOUHIOBAaAACS HE 324 KOMAHAOIO 3TOPHU, «3 LEHTPY>», d ACLIO CTUXIHHO,
IOCTYIIOBO, 6e3 HaraTO3HAYHMX IIOCTAHOB i CXBAACHUX 3Pa3KiB.

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

«Mu maemo 6ausbko 150 6yAIBHULITB caMOCTIHHOrO 3HaYeHHs. Bonu
KapAUHAABHO 3MiH0ITh 06pucu Kuesa, nepersoproouu ioro 3 micra
KOAUCH 6yp>1<ya3Ho—MiLuchm<oro Ha MmicTo inpycrpiaasue. Li 6y,A,iBH1/1u—
TBA, [IOKA3aHI B OAHOMY aAbOOMI, CIIPABASIIOTh BEAUKE BPa>KCHHS CBOEIO
PI3HOMAHITHICTIO i epeKTHUBHICTIO, SBASIOYH 3Pa3KH AOCSTHEHb Y 60-
poTs6i 32 HOBY mpoaeTapchKy KyabTypy» (Budova [sotsialistychnoho]
Kyieva, 2020, p. 20).

Sxwo sx pAopatn, mo Bee nikase B Kuesi 1920-x 6yao crBopene 3a iH-
AUBIAYaABHUMHU NPOEKTAMH MICIIEBUX aPXiTEKTOPIB, Bn6yx HABKOAO KOH-
CTPYKTUBICTCHKOI, cebTo COLIMOAEPHOI PO3MAITOCTI CTa€ 3PO3yMiAUM: iH-
LIOTO Y HEPIBHOMIPHO PO3BUHEHIM pecnyGAiui 32 TUX YMOB i 6YTI/I HE MOTAO.
Brim, mro PO3MAITICTh HE MOXKHA a6COAIOTI/IBYBaTI/I: 3araAbHi PUCHU MiCTHAH-
Cs1 B CXOKOCTI oprasisanjii apxiTeKTypHo—6y,A,iBeAbHoro MPOIIECY i HAsSBHO-
cri MarepiaabHOI 6asu. I koau micast cymHosBicHOI ocTanoBu 1932 poky
TBOPYI IMOIIYKH BUMYILEHO 6YAI/I CKEPOBaHi B OAHE piuHUIIlE, TPAAULIIS KOH-
CTPYKTHUBICTCHKOI BIABHOCTI apXiTeKTOPiB 36eperAa notenniaa. Came nei
ITOTEHITiaA pO3KpUBCs HanpukiHii 1950-x npuHaiiMHI B KHIBCBKHX TBOPAX

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

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

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

cityscapes. In fact, it was the germ of a systematic approach to solving problems in
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Hanjonaapni abo perioHaAbHi apXiTeKTypHi Tpaauuii, 0cobAuBOCTI ap-
XiTeKTypHOI Ta — mMplIe — KyABTYpHOI icTOpii, 3aCHOBKH (axoBOI OCBi-
TH, NEPEBAKHUI THUI 3aMOBHUKIB (Aép}KaBHi Y¥ IPOMAACBKI OpraHisanii,
KOATOCITH, IHAMBIAyaAbHI 3a6YAOBHHKH), 3PEIITOI0, iHTEHCUBHICTh HAAXO-
AXeHHs iHpopManii npo apxirexrypuuit npouec B «inmomy CPCPx» i3a
KOPAOHOM (d4epe3 4acomucn) — HafBaKAMBIII CKAAAOBI PaAMOACPHOT
posmaitocti Ykpainu micas 1950-x. 3BicHO, mUTOMA Bara IIMX CKAAAOBHX
Y KOXKHOMY KOHKPETHOMY BUIIAAKY HE € OAHAKOBOIO, YEPE3 T€ BUMYIICHUH
HATIOASTATH, 10 HAHOiABLION MipH 3piAOCTI paAMOACPH — sk popMaAizoBa-
Ha PIBHOAIMHA MIXXK POMaHTHU3MOM i TEXHOAOTI3MOM — AOCAT B apXiTEKTYypi
Tenepimnix baatificoknx kpain (Autsa, Aatsis, Ecronis), a ne B Ykpaini.

Xou 61 5K HaM XOTIAOCSI, OAHAK papsHCbKa A00a 1970-1980-x He 6yaa
«BIAKPUTTAM>» aBaHrapAy 1920-x, mo Haue6TO OyB 3aMOpPOXCHHI Y CBOIX
iaefinux iHTeHUisx y kBiTHI 1932 poky. Lle ckopime 6yB yac BuskuBaHHS
apXiTeKTopa K TBOPYOI AIDPAUHH B YMOBAX, MaAO IIPUCTOCOBAHUX AAS TBOP-
vocri B3araai. Iloprpern nepepoBukis Bnpo6ﬂnuTBa 1 HE3MIHHHUH 6y301<,
IO 3aKyMOBYBAAHCSH XyAPOHAOM, HAPOAHO-Y)KUTKOBE MHUCTELITBO i 3a0X0-
YEHHS AMTSIO0i TBOPYOCT Y aAaLiax MioHepis i mkoastpis (3okpema MysHd-
HOI) — OCh KOAO MOXXAUBOCTEH TOAIIIHBOI TBOp4OI 0cOOU; pelITa posBiB
6YAI/I MO>KAUBI HE 3aBASKHU CHCTEMI, a BCyIeped iif, i BUHMKAAH, HibU AUBO
auBHe. CaMe HEYMCACHHICTh TBOPIB, CXOKUX Ha 3aXiAHI 3PasKH MOAEPHI3-
My/IOCTMOACPHI3MY, CBIAYMTH Ha KOpPUCTb Takoro morasipy. Lle me Gyao
paaictio TBopuOCTi, Ile Oyaa moAcHHA 6OPOTHOA, sIKA BHCHAXKYBAAA AYILIY
apXiTEKTOPa, BUCYIIYBaAa BOAIO TBOPYOI AIOAMHU B TE€PIii 3 YUHOBHULITBOM
3a mpaBo OyTH camoro coboro. Moxe, 11i TOAiIIHI epeMory i MoXHa 3apas

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

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

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

10. AcouiaAbHicTh coniaabHOrO 3aMoBAcHHs. HaBpsia un MoxHa Ge3
AOCTATHIX ITACTaB ONEPYBATH TAKUM IOHATTSM, K «COL[iaAbHE 3aMOBAEH-
Hs>», IO BTPAIIMAO B ApXITEKTYPO3HABCTBO 3 MAPKCHCTCLKOI AiT€paTypHOIL
kpurtuku. o ne?

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

HaitynisepcaabHima ckaapoBa apxiTekTypHol ¢popmu — ii cTuaicTH-
Ka, YEPE3 SIKY 3aABXXAM AAMATUMYTBLCS CIIMCHU APXiTEKTYPO3HABYUX MOTAS-
AIB, — Mae Haﬁ6iAbLuy ABTOHOMHICTb OA IPOMAACBKHX YMOB i HaﬁGiAbLuy
3aAEKHICT 0A cMakiB 3aMOBHHKA. [ IpuMipoM, KAaCHIIU3M YCITIIIHO BUSB-
ASIB €CTETHUYHI (i HE TiAbKI/I) iaeaan i abcoaroTHOI MOHapXii, i AeMOKparii,
i HIMEIIBKOTO HaM3MY 3 iTaAiFChKUM (AIIM3MOM, «yTOIIYHOIO» i «pe-
aApHOTO» coniaaismy. CraainicTudna apxitexrypa 1930-1950-x, 3 opHo-
ro 601<y, B OCBiY€HIl CBIAOMOCTI aCOL[IIO€ThCS 3 HAUTPATiYHIIIUMU MOAis-
MH B iCTOPII, 3 iHIIOTO, — IJi€I0 K CBIAOMICTIO OLIiHIOETLCS K ECTETUYHO
3Havymla i IPUIHATHA 3 IOTASIAY TemnepimHix ysBaeHb. Koaisin? Asx Hisk:
HOpMa BiAMIHHOCTI XyAO)KHBOTO CIIPHHHATTS COLjiaAbHOI $pyHKILIT Ta Ii Ma-
TepiaabHOI popMHu.

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

seemed to handle the task much better. Looking now at Kolomiets's texts, it is difficult to say to
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IIpocrexyioun 3B 30K 1ACOAOTIT PAAMOAEPHY i3 CYCIIAbHO-TIOAITUMHUMU
IpolecaMu Ha 3axXOAl, PaAsHCbKI HAayKOBLI 3ayBakyBaAH 1i CIIOpIAHEHICTDH
i 3 iACOAOTI€I0 «HOBOTO KOHCEPBATHU3MY>, i 3 TacAaMH BUHHKAUX y 1970-
1980-x HOBHX ACMOKPaTHYHUX PYXiB, CIIPIMOBaHHX Ha 30epekeHHs GopM
micekoro poBkiaas (Grac, 1995; Ruble, 2016), ciapkoeMHicTb m0AO « AiBOT
XBUAI» apyroi moaoBuru 1960-x Tommo. Aae 4i BUHMKHEHHS TaKOI 3aACK-
HOCTI 6on BIAIIOBIAAIO Ha «cOLjjaAbHE 3aMOBACHH:» ? IMOBipHiIe — peak-
Lji€r0 Ha cTarHanio GopM CyCIiAbHOTO 6yTT;1.

11. ApxiTeKTypHE IIOAOAAHHS COPOMY i raHpou. VYkpaiHcbkuii apxiTex-
TOP-PaAMOAEPHICT MParHyB NPUHANMHI Yy Bi3yaAbHUH crioci6 36€pCI‘TI/I me-
peBaru paAsHCBKOTO 06pa3y MIiCBKOIO (i CiAbeKOI‘O) JKUTTSI, IIOAOAATH HOTO
Bi3yaAbHI HCAOAIKH Y BUTASIAL IT'SITHITOBEPXIBOK 1 3aMiCTh HUX OTPHMATH MaK-
CUMYM Bi3yaABHUX AOCTOIHCTB 3aXiAHOTO o6pa3y JKUTTS, A€ Ti caMi ITATH-
[OBEPXIBKH YOMYCh BUIASIAAIOTH HE MO-PaAsHCbKOMY. To6To: cpopmyBaru
¢axoBuit ri6p1/1A «COLiaAiBMy» H «KaIliTaAi3My>» SIK TOH apXiTEKTypHHUI
iaeaa mpodecii, 3a KU MOXKHA KAACTH TBOPYE XXUTTS HA BIBTap L€l AepiKa-
BH. ApXiTeKTOp BiAirpaBaB pOAb TAEMHOTO I€His, IIbKOBAHOIO i aHOHIMHOTO,
IIPY 3AMOBHUKY, TEX AHOHIMHOMY, AA€ 3yXBAAOMY.

3BiCHO, MOCTMOAEPHI3M Ha 3aXOAl [epeBakaB PAASHCBKI cnp061/1 apxirex-
TOpiB 6yTH MOAEPHICTAMU HE AHILE 6iABII BUTOHYEHOIO TEXHIKOI BUKOHAH-
Hsl, SICKPABICTIO, KIABKICTIO ITPUKAAAIB, MACOIO, «YHNAKOBKOIO>» CYCIiABHOIO
MI03aCBIAOMOTO, A i MOPO3YMIHHAM Mi>K 3aMOBHUKOM i MalCTpOM: aMbiTHUI
3AMOBHHK IIParHyB 3aAy4HTH A0 poboru ambitHoro apxitekropa. B CPCP
HABCIMAK: IEPECIMHUI 3aMOBHUK 6yB BUMYIIEHUH 1HOAL 3BaKaTH Ha ambiTHO-
IO apXiTEKTOPA, OCKIABKM aM6ITHOTO 3aMOBHMKA CYCHiABCTBO 6 He BUTPHMAAO

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

Serhii Kilesso recalled,

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

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

the way, Kolomiets serviced odious Hryhorii Holovko, the director of the Institute from
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npuHaitvHi $inancoso. (AocratHpo 3apas mosusutHcs $iabM «CHIr y aun-
Hi» pexucepa Muxoan Komeaesa (1984), mo6 sposymiru, sk BiaOyBasa-
cs1 padsncoka 60poThba 3a SKicme apximexmypu 6 0ydisnuymei ycumaa.) In,
MOXe, Lje TaK 3AaeTbcsi? Hanpasay, HaceaeHHs 3apyODKHUX KpaiH Tak camo
0yAO 3aHypeHE B CHCTEMY MaCOBOIO OLIYKYBAHHS, SIK 1 paAsSHCBbKe. 32 BHCAO-
Bom O. 3uHOB'eBa, AcpXkaBi 3aBXAM HOTPiOHA MODIiAi3yBaAbHA OpexHs, a He
npasAa, o cie necumism (Zinov'ev, 1991, p. 251). Papstacpkuii Aap TpuMascst
came Ha MOOiAi3yBaAbHil OpexHi.

v MiCTo6yAyBaHHi, Kpim PO3PO6ACHH51 IEHIIAQHIB, II¢ HAMAraAOCs BHAU-
THUCS Y BIIPOBAAYKEHHS BIATIOBIAHOTO 3aKOHOAABCTBA, PO3BUTOK IiA3EMHOI
yp6aHiCTI/IKI/I, POBLIMPEHHS COLIIOAOTIYHUX AOCAIAXKEHD i3 NPaBAUBOIO Be-
pudixaniero coniassnoro nporuosysanns (Popkov, Posohin, Gutnov, &
Shmul’jan, 1983; Krymskij, Pilipenko, & Saljuk, 1992), a takosx — aana-
A THO-PO3IAAHYBAABHHI AHAAI3 TEPUTOPIH AAS «IPOSBACHHS» CBO-
€pIAHOCTI MicLsl, «3aKOAOBAaHOTO» y popMax peabedy UM iCTOPHIHO Ha-
KOIMUYCHUX 6y,A,iB€AI). I'lpuyomy MeToa pereHepariii MiCbKOro cepeAOBHIIA
He 3a3ixaB Ha (l)iSI/I‘{HC iCHyBaHHs 3pDUMUX yTiA€Hb rmam SITi: oMy 6aﬁAY)K€.
Paplue #Amaocst mpo MiHIMAAbHY PEXUCYPY CHPUIHATTA — CYHPOTHB €CTe-
THYHOMY 320PYAHEHHIO MiCHKOTO CEPEAOBHIIA, 3ACMIYCHHIO HOT0 «baceiiHiB
supumocti» (I. Hocenko), #ioro ecteTudHe BIOPSAKYBAaHHS 3 ypaxyBaH-
HSIM SABHIL iCHyBaHHs HalliBMicbKoi («Ha paiioHi» ) kyabrypH (Zarinskaja &
Pavlovskaja, 1989). Oanax yci ni Aoo6ponopsiaHi, mosuTusHi Hamipu pos6u-
BaAKCS 06 YUHOBHUIIBKI XBUAEPI3H — Makbke TaK CaMo, fK i Temnep.

12. Icropist sik saxuct Bip Maiibyrrs. Apxirexropu 1970-1980-x, TBopu
SIKHUX MM 32pa3 i3 3aB3ATTSAM 3aXHUILAEMO BiA pyHHaii, 6YAI/I Ha CaMOTi, a 11ie He-

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

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

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

Ha >xaasp, BiH He Ae)kadnii — BiH IOB3y4HH i HebesmevyHuii. Tax, popmu
JKUTAQ PAASHCHKOIO MUHYAOTO HACIAAIOTb HA CY4aCHY MOAOAY CBiAOMICTb
Y KBapTHpaXx HaIIUX 6aTHKIB i AlAyciB, sKi He po6uAn PEMOHTIB I10 MiBCTOAIT-
51, 1l pOpPMHU XKUTAA IICYIOTD L0 CBIAOMICTD 32 MOACAAID POAUHHOTO 3B sI3-
Ky, BCE Ile MPUMYIIYIOYH 3Ba)KATH HA CBOE iCHYBaHHS, HaBiTh — OYEBUAHO
3MEPTBIiAi, a TOMY 3aiiBi B Cy4aCHOMY CBITi.

Cxaxxu 51, IpUMIpPOM, 1IOCh ITOraHE Ha aAPECy KHUIBCHKOT 6y,A,iBAi «Ksitn
Ykpainn» Mukoan Aesuyka abo kBapraais Bikropa Posen6epra na [Toaoai,
a00 HaBmaku 1mock xopoure npo « Tearp Ha ITopoai» Oaera Aposposa Ha
AHApiIBCbKOMy y3Bo3i, 20, — i Bci cTpiAM aKTHBICTCHKOI HEHABUCTI BITHYTh-
cs1 B Moo criuHy. Sk 1 ToAl, 3apa3 MoBuaTu Gesneuniure. ko B Toi yac pa-
XOBa KPUTHKA MOTAQ ICHYBATH AUILE SIK BIAA3EPKAACHHS NAPTiIHHO-YPIAOBUX
HACTAHOB 13 BIATTOBIAHUMH HaCAIpAKaMU (B ripIIOMy BUIIAAKY PENpPECYBAAH,
B AlIIOMY — 3HIMaAM 3 po6OTH, MO30ABASIAU ACPIKABHHX r[peMiy”[), Tenep
¢axoBa KpUTHKA Mae — AAsl Ge3IIEKH MOBLISI — HEOAMIHHO BiaOUBaTH yIIo-
AOOaHHsA IPOMAACBKHX aKTHBICTIB, GpaHATUYHHUX Y HEHABHCTI AO IPOTHACK-
HOI AYMKH. HOBTOP}OIO: TOTAAITApU3M HOB3y4YHH i Hebe3MmeYHu i, BiH AHIIe
3MIHHB rOCIIOAAPIB 1 MicIist MOMUPEHHs. AA€ Lie B IPHPOAL AIOACTBA.

I'lpunaiiMHI 3 TAKOTO IOTASIAY CKAAAHA I ADAMATHYHA AOAS YKPaiHCHKOI
apXiTEKTYPH PaASHCBKOT A0OM MicTUTH OiAbllle 3aIMTaHb, Hi’K BIATIOBIAEH.

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

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

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

CHHXPOHHO i3 CyCIiABCTBOM, apxiTekTypa sik $OpMa YHAOYHEHOIO CYC-
MiABHOTO OYTTSI AOAAAQ LIASIX BiA CAMOPETYAIBHOTO 6araToIapoBoro soade-
crBa 1920-x yepes yaaBaHuit poMaHTU3M cTaAiHCbKOI A0OU 1930-1950-x a0
3aKOBAHOTO B HOPMH 1 TEXHOAOTI4HI 06MesxeHHst OyaiBHunTBa 1960—1980-X,
1O AASL IOPSIAKY OYB p0o306aBACHMIT HEYHCACHHIMHU TBOPAMH aBTOPCHKOI ap-
XiTEKTYPH, SKi i CTAHOBAATD ABUIIIE PAAMOAEPHY.

VY KOHTEKCTi CBITOBOI apXiTeKTypH TaKHUH LIASX BHUIASIAAE AOCTAT-
HBO caMo6yTHiM, i3 BHYTPiIIHBOIO IMOCAIAOBHICTIO, PEXHUMHOIO TPHU-
BaaicTio eramiB i moaiii. Aepxxasna apxitextypa CPCP (i BigmoBiaHO
Vkpaincekoi PCP), Ha BigMiHy Bis €BpomeichKoi, MiBHIYHO-cXiAHOT
AMEpPUKAHCBKOI, XapakTepusyBasacs raobaapHicTio (0c06AMBO 3 KiHIs
1940-x), sika BUABASAACS B TOMY, IO IOTOAXKEHUI 3TOPU HAIpPSM IO-
IIMPIOBABCS HA BCI0O TEPUTOPIIO HEOCSKHOI, HeanGPaHoI, CYCIiABHO
IOraHO CKAEEHOI KpaiHu.

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

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

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

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

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

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

And suddenly, the usual official slang breaks through:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

monuments to the Soviet era, the embodiments of its Zeitgeist?..

71



72

AHLIPIV NYYKOB

Sedak, I. N. (1987). Stroit’ dlja naroda, sovershenstvovat’ masterstvo. Stroitel’stvo i
arbitektura, S, 1-3.

Seredjuk, L. I, & Kurt-Umerov V. O. (1987). Gorodskaja sreda i optimizacija deja-
tel nosti cheloveka. L'vov: Vysshaja shkola.

Shelest, P. (2011). “Spravzhnii sud istorii shche poperedu’: Spobady. Shchodennyky.
Dokumenty. Materialy. Kyiv: Heneza.

Shelest, P. Yu. (1970). Ukraino nasha Radianska. Kyiv: Politvydav Ukrainy.

Smolenska, S. O. (2017). Arkhitcktura avanhardnoho modernizmu v Ukraini: gen-
eza ta spadshchyna (Doktoral thesis). Kharkiv.

Stiazhkina, O. (2021). Smak radianskoho: yizha ta yidtsi v mystetstvi zhyttia y mystet-
stvi kino (seredyna 1960-kbh — seredyna 1980-kb). Kyiv: Dukh i Litera.

Stolovich, L. (1999). Filosofija. Jestetika. Smeh. Sanke-Peterburg; Tartu: Kripta.

Timohin, V. A. (1989). Territorial nyj rost i planirovochnoe razvitie goroda. Kiev: Bu-
divjelnyk.

Ustenko, T. V., Kondratenko, E. S., & Vodzinskij, E. E. (1989). Formirovanie ar-
hitekturno-hudozhestvennogo oblika centrov gorodov. Kiev: Budivjel'nyk.

Volga, V. S. (1970). Kompleksnye modeli v procktirovanii. Kiev: Budivel'nik.

Zarinskaja, 1., & Pavlovskaja, E. (1989). Znaki polugorodskoj kul'tury v gorodskoj
stede. Arhitektura i stroitelstvo Moskvy, 8,20-23.

Zinchenko, A. P. (1990). Kollektivnye formy organizacii truda v arbitekturno-gra-
dostroitel nom proektirovanii. Kiev: Budivjel'nyk.

Zinov'ev, A. A. (1991). Gomo sovetikus. Para bellum. Moskva: Moskovs’kij rabochij.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

still nostalgic of.
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I{H’iBHAITI1 (1970) saiiicHEHO AOCAIAXCHHSI CHCTEMH apXiTEKTypH,

I'y LIiAECIIPSMOBAHO CTBOPIOBATH APXITEKTYPHE CEPEAOBHIIE, 36iAbH.IYBaTI/I
itoro sikicTs Ta edpexruBHicTh. HaBoArMO 0CHOBHI MOAOKEHHS i€l cUCTEMH.
1. OcHoBH apxiTekTypH. Aar04n BUSHAYCHHS apXiTeKTypH, 6arato XTo
MOKAHKaeThcs Ha Biaomuit Bucais A. K. byposa: «Apxitekrypa — 1e ce-
PpeAOBHIIE, B AKOMY iCHYE AIOACTBO...> (Burov, 1960, p- 145). Inmi 3 He
MmeHIoo BresHeHicTio nutyiots K. O. IBanoBa, sikuil mume, mo «apxi-
TEKTypa — L€ AisIABHICTb....» (Bylinkin & Minervin, 1957, p. 23).

XT0 X caMe i3 UX BIAOMHUX NPAKTHKIB I TEOPETHKIB apXiTEKTypH Mae
panio? AAst AOCAIAHMKA CHCTEMH apXiTEKTYPH Lj¢ BAKAUBE IIUTAHHSL.

Bupuaioun apxitekTypy SIK cepeAOBHILE, AOCAIAHUK MaTHME CIIPaBy 3 Mi-
CTaMM i CEAAMM, )KUTAOBUMM M IPOMAACBKUMU 6yAiBA}IMI/I, TO6TO 3 mpea-
MeTaMU. BuB4aroun apXiTeKTypy sIK AISABHICTS, BiH CTyAilOBaTHME 30BCiM
IHIIMI aCHEKT: iCTOpilo apXiTEKTYPHOI AYMKH, €BOAIOLII0 KOHIEIIiH,
PO3BUTOK apXiTEKTYPHOI HayKM, NMPOEKTYBaHHS, 6yAiBHHHTBa, TUTAHHS
$yHKILIOHYBaHHS 06’eKTiB apXiTEeKTypH, npoGAeMI/I OCBITH CTBOpIOBaYiB
ApXiTEKTYPHOTO CEPEAOBUILA, BUXOBAHHS CIOXKMBA4a, 1IO HUM KOPHUCTY-
€ThCSI, TOOTO AISIABHICHUH acIeKT apXiTEKTypH.

Ao cucreMu apxiTeKTypHOI AiSAPHOCTI BXOAATS IMICTD MACHCTEM: apXi-
TEKTYPHA HayKa, IPOEKTYBaHH, OYAIBHULITBO, GpYHKL[iOHYBaHHS (eKany—
aTauia), ociTa ¢axiBLiB i BuxoBaHHs croxusadis. HagBuicTs nux mectu
MIACHCTEM y cuCTeMi apXiTeKTYPHOI ALSABHOCTI, IXHI B3a€MO3BsI30K i B3a-
EMOAIS 1 p06A}ITb 11 1[iA€CIPSIMOBAHOIO CUCTEMOIO Mi3HAHHS i IEPETBOPEH-
HsI MAaTEPIaABHOIO M AYXOBHOTO CEPEAOBHUIIA, I[O OTOYY€E AIOAMHY M caMo-

K}:\INDITI (1970) conducted theoretical research on the system of architecture, on the
ierarchy of its subsystems, elements, and interconnections to form an architectural envi-
ronment and improve its quality and effectiveness. The key concepts of this system are as follows.

1. Fundamentals of architecture. While defining architecture, many rely on the
well-known quote by Andrei Burov, “Architecture is the environment the mankind
exists in” (Burov, 1960, p. 145). Others, no less resolutely, would quote Konstantin Iva-
nov who stated that “architecture is an activity...” (Bylinkin & Minervin, 1957, p. 23).

So who of these renowned practitioners and theoreticians of architecture is right? It is
a question of interest for the researcher of the system of architecture.

Studying architecture as an environment, a scholar would deal with cities, villages,
housing, and public buildings, i. e. with the objects. Studying architecture as an activity,
one would deal with very different aspects of it: the history of architectural thought, the
evolution of conceptions, development of architectural science, design process, construc-

tion, issues of functioning of the objects of architecture, professional training of the cre-

SEMEN TUTUCHENKO

PO3BHBAETHCA, 3 METOI0 3abcealedeHHsT HEOOXIAHUX yMOB 1i iCHYBaHHS,
SKUTTEAISABHOCTI.

Otxe, AOCAIAHHKAM apXiTEKTypH n0Tpi6Ho 6ayuTH ABI CTOPOHH CYT-
HOCTi apXiTEKTypU SIK ABI CTOPOHM MEAAAI: AISABHICTDL 3 1i miacHCTeMa-
MU H YHCACHHUMU EAEMEHTAMM; CEPEAOBHUIILE, To6TO Bech apXiTEeKTypHUM
MPEAMETHHUH CBIT — caMi MicTa, GYAI/IHKI/I, CIIOPYAH TOIIO.

HeaooriH0BaHHS AISIABHICHOTO aCIEKTY IMPHU3BEAO AO TOTO, IO 6araro-
TOMHI BUAAQHHS 3 iCTOpIi apXiTEKTypU MPUCBAYEHI 3A€6iABIIOrO BUBYEHHIO
pO3IAaHyBaHb i 06’€MHO-HPOCTOPOBI/IX BUpIIlIEHD, TOOTO apXiTEKTYPHOTO
CEPEAOBHIIIA, A HE MPOLECY IXHBOTO CTBOPEHHS — HAMBAXKAUBIIINX MUTAHb
AASL TIPOEKTYBAABHUKIB, SIKi MOTAU 6 3pO3YMIiTH CaMHil mporiec $OpMOTBO-
PEHHs, BUKOPUCTOBYBATH 1ii 3HAHHS IIiA 9aC IPOEKTYBAHHS.

2. Teopetndni ocHoBH $popmoTBOpenHs. Moaeab (AuB. ia. 1) ynaou-
HIOE apXiTEKTYPHO-TBOPYUI IPOLIEC. Horo ocHoBHi YOTUPH MACUCTEMU —
CTPYKTypa IpOLeCiB, CTPYKTypa IIPOCTOPY, MaTepiaAbHO-TeXHIYHa 6asa i1 op-
raHisariist 6yAiBHI/1uTBa — € OCHOBOIO pOPMOTBOPEHHS B APXITEKTYPI.

ITiacucTeMa «CTpyKTypa mpoLecis» 06’€Aﬂye YHCACHHI IPUPOAH] YMHHU-
KM — KAIMAT, 30HH, COHSIYHE BUITPOMIHIOBAHHS, TEMIIEPATYPHI YMOBH, HU3KY
reoMOP(OAOTiIHUX YMHHHUKIB (peabed, AaHAMAPT, XapakTep i BAACTHBOCTI
rpyHTy), BOAY, MOBITPSI, HU3KY €AEMEHTIB OPraHi4HOIO XapaKTepy, HAMEHO-
BAHHX «OPraHi3MH>» — AIOAUHY, GayHy i $paopy, IXHIO 6yAOBy (MOp(l)OAOI‘iIO),
BianpaBacHHs (pisioaorio), xapakrep pyxy Towo. 3 iHIoro 60Ky, A0 L€l miA-
CHCTEMU HAAEKUTbh HM3KA YMHHMKIB IPOMAACBKOTO XapaKTEPY: CYCHiAbHUM
Aap i CyCIiABHA CTPYKTYPA, BI/IPO6HI/IL[TBO i BI/IPO6HI/I‘Ii BIAHOCHHH, CYCITiAbHE
6yTT51 i CyCHiAbHA CBIAOMICTb, IA€OAOTIs, IICUXOAOTISI CIIPUMHATTS Ta iH.

ators of architectural environment, education of a consumer who uses this environment,
i. e. the activity side of architecture.

The system of architectural activity is comprised of at least six subsystems: architectural
science, design, construction, functioning (operation), professional training, and education
of the consumers. These six subsystems in the system of architectural activity, their intercon-
nection, and interplay make it a focused system of cognition/cognitive system and trans-
formation of the self-developing material and spiritual/cultural environment to meet the
requirements for human existence and functioning,

Hence, the researchers of architecture need to see the two components of the essence of
architecture as the two sides of the same coin: activity with its subsystems and numerous
elements and environment, and the environment — an entire world of the objects of archi-
tecture (cities, buildings, etc.).

Underestimating the activity aspect resulted in multivolume works on the history of archi-

tecture focusing on planning and spatial solutions/forms, i. e. an architectural environment/the
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* IIpuxoBaHa nuTara
Cemena Tyryuenka
i3 posmucay Kapaa
Mapxca: «Tsapuna
GyAYE TiABKH 3TiAHO

3 MipkoIo i norpe6oio
TOTO BUAY, AO SKOTO
BOHA HAACKUTD, y
TOM Yac 5K AIOAMHA
BMie BUpo6ASTH 32
Mipkamu 6yAb-skoro
BHAY, | BCIOAM BOHA
BMi€ AOKAQAQTH AO
HPEAMETA BAACTHBY
oMy MipKy; B cHAY
LIbOTO AIOAMHA OyAye
TAKOX i 32 3aKOHAMH
Kpacu> (Map](c, K.
(1974). Sxonomu-
uecko-puaocopckue
pyxomucu 1844 ropa.
B K. Mapxe, & ©.
Onreasc, CounneHus
(B50t, T.42,c.94).
— Ilpum. nep.

Vei 1i YMHHUKY H YMOBH € 30BHILIHIMH IIOAO apXiTEKTYPH, OAHAK, I1O-
Ipu Te, HAUTICHiIIE IIOB s13aHi 3 Helo. BoOHU BIIAMBAIOTH Ha <l>opMyBaHH;1
ApXITEKTYPHOTO CEPEAOBUIIA M APXITEKTYPHY ALSABHICTb.

BsaemoBnAUB cTpyKTypH HpoOLECiB i CTPYKTYpH apXiTEKTYPHOTO IpO-
CTOPY B KOHKPETHHUX 06’exTax BI/IPO6A}I€ neBHi QpyHKIIiI, «TEXHOAOTTYHI
HUTKHU>» IPOILIECIB, 1[0 I BUSHAYAIOTb YTUAITapHY cl)opMy B apXiTeKTYypi,
sIKa BiAITOBipa€ BciM ¢isiosoriyHum BumMoram. Ase AIOAMHA TaKOX CTBO-
PIO€ CBOI IPEAMETH i 32 3aKOHAMHU KPach?, eCTETHKH.

OpHiero i3 HalBa)KAUBIIIUX IMIACHCTEM TBOPYOIO MPOLECY € MIACH-
CTEMAa «ECTETHUKA APXITEKTYPHOTO MPOCTOPY, aAPXiTEKTYPHOI (I)OPMI/I»,
0 o6’e,A,Hye HM3Ky TaKHX €AEMEHTIB, SIK KOMIIO3HUIIis, macirab i npo-
MOpLii, METP i PUTM, IMAACTUKA I KOAIp, EAEMEHTH Y>KUTKOBOI'O MHUCTE-
yrea Tomo. Bci ni eaeMeHTH po3MiIIylOThCS Ha AIBOMY 6o11i MoAEAI.
Bouu symoBaeni HOTPCGaMH CYCIiABCTBA, BUMOTaMM IPaBUABHOI Op-
ranizanii npocropy. CBoi ) MarepiaabHi BTIAC€HHS BOHH OTPHUMAIOTH 32
YMOBHU BpPaxyBaHHSI APYIOl Ba>XAMBOI KaTEropil — MOXXAHUBOCTEH Cy-
CHiABCTBA. HOTpe6H # MO>XAHUBOCTI TyT BUCTYNAIOTb Y AlAAEKTUYHOMY
B3a€MO3B 53Ky 5K MeTa i 3aci0.

I'paBui 0iKk MOAEAL M BHCBITAIOE IIi MOXXAMBOCTI Marepiaaizanii apxi-
TEKTYPHOI (I)OPMI/I: HASBHICTh MaTePiaAbHO-TEXHIYHOL 6asmy, BUKOPHUCTAHHS
HOBUX TEXHIYHHUX iAcH, PO3PO6ACHI/IX I BIPOBAAYKEHUX Y )KUTTS PI3HUX KOH-
CTPYKTUBHHUX CHUCTEM, IIJO BPAXOBYIOTh BAACTUBOCTI MaTEPiaAiB i IPaBUABHE
X 3aCTOCYBaHHSI, HOBI I'HYYKi TEXHOAOTI BUTOTOBAECHHSI BI/IPO6iB, HapemTi,
BCIO CUCTEMY 6yAiBCAI>HOI‘O npotiecy i camoi oprasisarnii p06iT, TEXHIKY 064i-
Ky BUTPAT 1 OTPUMaHOI epeKTHBHOCTI i AKOCTI 6yAiBHI/1uTBa.

built environment, and not on the process of their creation as such, which is of utterly impor-

tance for the designers. Understanding the very process of shaping in architecture (how and why

certain forms have come about), they could implement this knowledge into the design process.
2. Theoretical foundations of form. The model (Fig. 1) illustrates the process of archi-

tectural creativity. Its four main subsystems — the structure of processes, structure of

space, material and technical resources, and construction management — are the basis for
form-making in architecture.

The “structure of processes” subsystem incorporates numerous natural factors: climate,
solar exposure, external temperatures, many geomorphological components (topography,
landscape, type and characteristics of soil), water, air, and several organic elements under
the umbrella term “organisms” — human beings, flora and fauna, their morphology, bodily
functions (physiology), movement patterns, etc. On the other hand, this subsystem includes
political factors: Social order and social structure, mode of production, social being and

social consciousness, ideology, psychology of perception, etc.
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OaHak cucreMa nepepbadae mopaablie BUBYCHHSI SIKOCTI 30YAOBaHO-
ro o6’exkra. Moro sixictp, mo CyTi, BU3HAYAETHCS HOBOIO MiACHCTEMOIO:
«yHKIIOHYBaHHS 06’ekTa B MPOLECI EKCIAYaTaLii>», [0 AAE 3MOTY AO-
TPUMATH «3BOPOTHI 3B SA3KU >, BUKOPUCTATH IX Y Haylji, IPOEKTYBaHHI,
6yAiBHHHTBi, y Ipolieci HaBYaHHA HOBHUX $axiBLiB.

Cucrema AOBOAUTS, 110 X04 61 Ha siki ApiOHI yacToukH OyA0 po3aiscHe
BHPOGHI/IuTBo 06’exTiB y Hallle CTOAITTS AudepeHnianii mpari, BOHa MOXKe
iHTETpyBaTH IiX, oG’eAHyBaTI/I 3YCHAAS] YMCACHHHUX paxiBIIiB.

HaBepena Mopeab mokasye LjiAiCHICTH IIPOLIECY CTBOPEHHS HOBHX
06’exTiB apXiTEKTYpPH, CKAAAHUM B32€MO3B SI30K HayKM, IPOEKTyBaHHI,
6yAiBHHHTBa i yHKLIOHYBAHHS IX, AlAACKTHYHUI B3aEMO3B SI30K CACMCH-
TiB MIACHCTEM «IIPHPOAHI MPOLIECH>», «IPOMAACHKI IpOLeCcH>», «YHK-
Lisl IPOCTOPY>, «ECTETUKA IPOCTOPY> Ta iH.

IlisHanHs cyTHOCTI LMX 3B'SI3KiB 6y,A,e KAIOYEM AO YIPABAIHHSA CHUCTe-
MOIO, SIKICTIO, COLiaAbHOI0 ¢EKTUBHICTIO, PYHKIIi€I0 06’exTiB Ta ecTeTUY-
HOIO BUPA3HICTIO Cy4acHOI apXiTEKTYpH.
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All these factors and conditions, being external to architecture, are, however, most closely
related to it. They impact the development of the architectural environment and architec-
tural activity/making architecture.

The interaction of the structure of processes and the (structure of ) architectural space in spe-
cific objects produces and shapes certain functions, “technological threads” (of the processes)
that define the utilitarian forms in architecture that meet all the physiological requirements.
Nonetheless, a man creates objects of his own, according to the laws of beauty' and aesthetics.

One of the most important subsystems of the creative process is the subsystem “acsthetics of
architectural space, architectural form.” It includes several elements, such as composition, scale
and proportions, meter and rhythm, plasticity and color, elements of applied art, etc. All these
components are grouped in the left part of the model. They respond to the needs of society, to
the requirements of efficient organization of space. They acquire their physical embodiment if
another important category is considered — the availability of the resource (in society.) In this

case, needs and resources constitute a dialectic interconnection as an aim and means.

! Here, Semen Tutuchen-
ko implicitly quotes Karl
Marx: “The animal builds
only according to the
standard and the need

of the species to which

it belongs, while man
knows how to apply the
intrinsic standards to the
laws of beaury” (Marx,
1974, p. 94). (Note by
Andrii Puchkov).
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CUCTEMA APXITEKTYPU

OcHoBHi eaeMeHTH crcTeMu apxiTekTypu. O — opeanizayis apximexmypnozo
cepedosumya: CI1 — crpykrypa npouecis; ITIT — npupoani nponecu; K —
KAIMAaTHYHI Ta iHII YMOBU HEOPTaHIYHOIrO Lu"m6y; Op — Oprasismi, ixHs
6YAOBa; b — cycnispne 6YTT}I; C — cycmisbHa cBiAOMICTB, 1A€0AOTiS, IICHXO-
sorist romo; Cllp — crpykrypa mpocropy; PIT — $yukuis apxirekrypHOro
npocropy; HIT — Texnosoriuna Hutka npouecy; YO — yruairapaa dopma;
EIT — ecreruxka npocropy; XIT — xapakrep npocropy; KB — xommosu-
LifiHe BUPILIECHHS apXiTeKTypHOro npoctopy; M — mamepiarizayis apxi-
mexmypnoi gopmu (6ydisnuymaso): MTD — marepiaabHo-TexHiuHa 6asa;
TI — rexuiuni iaei; ITKC — maacki xorcrpyktusHi cucremu; [IpKC —
npocTopoBi KOHCTpykTHBHI cuctemu; BMK — BupoOuuurBo marepiaais i
KoHCTpyKLii; BM — BaactuBocti Matepiaais; BK — Burorosaenus supo-
6iB, koHcTpykuiil; 3b — 3aliicHenns OyaiBanuTsa; OP — opranisauis po-
oir; ITOP — npoexr oprauisauil pobir; PC — poboua cuaa, Mexanizmu;
Eb — exonomika OypiBHnuTBa; B — Burparu marepiaais, pobouoi cuau, 3a-
c06iB; P — epexTHBHICTD, SIKICTb, pE3yABTATH.

The right part of the model highlights this potential for the materialization of the archi-
tectural form: sufficient material and technical resources; new technical ideas developed and
implemented in different structural systems which consider the properties of the materials
and correct use of them; new flexible technologies of production; and, finally, the entire
system of the construction process and management; techniques of accounting, of assessing
building efficiency and quality of construction.

However, the system suggests further quality assessment of the constructed object.
In fact, what defines its quality is a new subsystem: “functioning of the object while
in use” that allows getting “feedback” to use it in science, design, construction, and
training professionals.

That proves that whatever detailed differentiation of labor there is in our century, the
system still may integrate all these differentiated parts, consolidating the efforts of numer-
ous professionals.

The model presents the integrity of the process of creation of the new architectural
objects, the complex interconnection of science, design, construction, and buildings” func-
tioning, as well as the dialectic interconnection of the elements within subsystems, such as

natural processes,” “social processes,” “function of space,” “aesthetics of space,” etc.
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Understanding the essence of these connections would be a key to managing the system
and quality, social effectiveness, the function of the objects, and the aesthetic expressiveness

of modern architecture.

BASIC ELEMENTS OF THE SYSTEM OF ARCHITECTURE:
O—organization of architectural environment:

SP—structure of processes, NP—natural processes, C—climate and other non-organic con-
ditions, Org—organisms, their morphology, B—social being, S—social consciousness, ideology,
psychology, etc., StrS—structure of space, FS—function of architectural space, TT—technologi-
cal thread of the process, UF—utilitarian form, AeS—aesthetics of space, CS—characteristics of
space, CC—compositional choice for architectural space.

P—physical embodiment of the architectural form (construction):

MTR—material and technical resources, TI—technical ideas, OWS—one-way (rigid) struc-
tures, TWS—two-way (rigid) structures, PMS— production of materials and structures, PM—prop-
erties of materials, PP—production process, C—construction, OM—organizational management,
CPMP—construction project management plan, WF—uworkforce and mechanisms, CE—construc-

tion economics, SC—labor and material costs, supply component, R—effectiveness, quality, results.

Fig. 1

The System
of Architecture
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0 1950-x y eBpomeficbkuX KpalHaX, IO CTAAM Ha IIASX COLjiaaic-

THYHOTO PO3BUTKY, IPOSCHUAHUCS HEAOAIKM iacosoril ¢yHKIio-
HAaABHO-KOHCTPYKTHBICTCbKUX KOHLIEMLIH I IeBHI xubu KAAQCHUIJU3YIOIHX
HanpsimiB B apxitexTypi. Ilocrasa HEOOXIAHICTD i3 MO3UINiH MapKCHU3-
MY-A€HIHI3MY IPOaHAAI3yBaTH AK AOCBiA PO3BUTKY apXiTEKTypu 6yp>1<y—
asHoro cycmiabcTBa XX CTOAITTSA, Tak 1 AOCATHEHHS TeOpil Ta MPAKTUKU
PaAAHCBKOI apXiTEKTYpH AAs BI/IPO6A€HH}I 3araAbHOTEOPETUYHOTO IIiA-
IPYHTS apXiTeKTYpPHOI TBOPYOCTI. 3 [}bOrO MOMEHTY I10YaBCsl HOBHI €TAIl
Yy PO3BUTKY apXiT€KTYPHO-TEOPETUYHOI AYMKHU B €BPONENCHKUX COLjiaAic-
THYHHUX KpalHax. Y LIl CTaTTi pOSTASIHYTO AMIIE HaH6iABII HNPUHLUIIOBI
MoMeHTH GOpPMYBaHHS 3araAbHOI Teopil coniaaicTHYHOI apXiTeKTypH Ta
ixHe MeToAOAOTIYHE 3HadeHHs y npausix K. Tonsika', A. Aoaexena?, I. Ce-
cepmana® ta K. Marpitua®. Leit oocBip pospobacHHS ¢pyHAAMEHTaABHUX
OCHOB COIIiaAICTUYHOI apPXiTEKTYPU MA€ BaXKAUBE TEOPETUYHE ¥ MPAKTUY-
HE 3HAYEHHS.

OueBUAHO, 3-TOMDK Nepmux (yHAAMEHTAABHUX 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 fioro 6aratoi NpoOEKTHOI, Teope-
TUYHOI, IEAATOTIYHOI, Hy6AiuI/ICTI/IquI Ta IPOMAACBKOI AISABHOCTI, NMOYHU-
Hatour 3 1929 poxy, 3 apxiTexTypHOI cexiii AiBOro ppoHTy Ta CTBOpEHOI
1932 poxy Cmiaku coniasictuyHux apxirexropis. Yepes yBech Teopernd-
Hu# 1 npaktiuyauil masx K. Tonsika npoxoauTts AyMKa, o 3aBAAHHS apxi-
TEKTOPA «IIOASITAE€ HACAMIIEPEA Y BMiHHI BTIAIOBATH B HAMTOYHIIIUIM croci6
YSABACHHS IIPO AIOACBKE KUTT>». KoHLjenIjifo apXiTeKTypH K )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,

YURII YEVREINOV, NINEL TRYKASH

AOBKIAAS BIH aKTUBHO Iponarysas yce XUTT. [Ipaui « Popmysanmst xut-
TeBoro ctuaio» (1946), «Apxitexrypa Bcim» (1956), «Ilfo Take cruab
xuttsa>» (1958) Ta inmri YTBEPAXKYBAAH COLIiAAbHY 3HAYYIIICTh APXiTEKTYP-
HOI TBOPYOCTi, META KOl — CTBOPEHHS XMUTTEBOI'O CEPEAOBUIIIA.

Teopis couiaaicTuynol apxitexrypu, 3a K. Tonsikom, ue — teopis, 6a-
30BaHAa Ha MPOTPECUBHOMY, COLIIAAICTUMHOMY PO3BUTKY CYCIIIABCTBA, Ha
INPOTUCTABAECHHI 11 6yp>KyaBHI/IM KoHLenuisM. Y Berymi Ao kHikkH «Ha
IIAAXY AO COLHAAICTHYHOI apXiTeKTypH» BiH muiIe: «Y KOMIIAEKCI Cy-
CIIIABHHX CHA, 10 GOPMYIOTh apXiTEKTYPY, OCOOAUBO BaKAMBOIO € HEIIPH-
MUpeHHA 60pOTbEOA ABOX IA€OAOTII: OypiKYa3HOIL, 110 € MOPOAXKEHHSM IIje
HE [TEPEMOXKEHOTO KAIiTAAICTUYHOTO AAAY, 1 COL[IaAICTUYHOT, 11O 06’€,A,Hy€
BCl CHAHM IIPOTPECY — CHAH ICTHHHO PeBOAIOLiHHI». | paal: «Bussuru ci
i IPUYMHHU, IO CIIOHYKAIOTh MEBHUM PO3BUTOK 30AYECTBA, AATH IM Hay-
KOBY OIIIHKYy — OCb 3aBAAHHs HAIIOI apXiTEKTypHOI Teopil...» (Gonzik,
1967, p. 22). Aas K. Tonsixa coniasictuuna apxiTekTypa € opraHiqaHUM
CHUHTE30M TEOPil Ta NPAKTUKH, EAHICTIO MATEPiaABHOTO i AyXOBHOTO, rap-
MOHIIHOIO B32€EMOAIEI0 Ta PO3BUTKOM BCiX CTOPiH, BAACTUBOCTEH, SIKO-
CTEM i MPOABIB COLIIAAICTUYHOI AICHOCTI.

Pasom 3 Tum, K. Tonsik 6a4uB yci ckAaAHOLLI CTAHOBACHHSI coLliaAicTHY-
HOI apXiTEKTYPHU 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 IONEPEAHI KOAUBAHHS
BiA OAHi€l apXiTEKTYPHOI KOHIIEMII AO iHIIOI BiAPa3y 5K MOCTYHASTbCA
MICIIEM EAMHOMY CBiTOTASIAY, ILJO IIOBHICTIO BiAIIOBiAQTHME IAQHOBIM 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 CYCIIABHUX BIAHOCHH I TEXHIYHOI PEBOAIOLII, 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 YMOBAaMHU JKUTTS, IA€OAOTIYHA CIIPSMOBAHICTh, OPi€HTAIlis HA IT€-
PE€AOBI colliaAbHI, HAYKOBI I TEXHIYHI AOCATHEHHS BUPI3HAIOTh AOKOPiHHI,
$yHAAMEHTAABHI OAOXKEHHS BCHOTO HOIO TEOPETHYHOIO AopoGKy; BiH
OAUH i3 IEPIIUX CTBEPAXKYBAB IIHPOKE PO3YMIHHS apXiTEKTYPU B YMOBaX
COLIIaAICTUYHOIO CYCIIABCTBA, Y YOMY MU 6a4MMO BIIAUB ipeit MioHepiB
PaASHCBKOI apXiTEKTypH: «...HaraAbHOW HeobxipHicTio TyT (y KpaiHax
coniaaismy. — FO. €., H. T.) cTarno CTBOPCHHS €AHOCTI BCbOTO MaTepi-
AABHOTO OTOYCHHSI, sIKe O BIAIIOBIAAAO IIAAHOBOMY PO3BUTKY HAPOAHOTO
rOCIIOAAPCTBA T4 COLIaAICTUYHOMY CYCIIIABHOMY YCTPOK. 3EMAIO, )KHUBY
HPHUPOAY, MicTa i OYAIBAI MU pO3IAsSIAAEMO 2k €dune yise, Ik €0une cepedo-
BuUGe NPOKUBAHHS AH0OUHY. 3 WUX IPUNHH HAM He00XidHa i yiAicHa KOH-
Yenyis Po3BUMKY COYIANICTRULHOL apximexmypu, sxa 6yia 0u Haditinow
0CH06010 106020, €0UN020, COYiANiCIMU4HO20 Po36umKy>» (KYpCHB HAIl. —
I0. €, H. T.) (Gonzik, 1967, p. 23). Yepes te K. Tonsik crBepaxye, mo
PO3BUTOK apXiTEKTYPU «SIK EAMHOTO CEPEAOBUINA IPOKUBAHH A AIOAUHU »
HE MOXE 6yTH 6a30BaHUM Ha IHTYILT  AOCBIAL OKPEMHX 30AYHX, A CTAE
3aBAAHHSAM KOAEKTHUBHOI AiSIABHOCTI, OCHOBAaHOI Ha HAayKOBOMY 3HaH-
Hi, IO CIIUPAETbCS HA AOCSATHEHHS IHIIUX raAy3ed Haykd. 3 Lji€I0 METOIO
B KHIKI[I AOCAIAXKYIOTHCS 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 erroncous 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.”

YURII YEVREINOV, NINEL TRYKASH

PO3AIAY 3aTaABHOI TEOPIl ApXITEKTYPH, MICTUTbCA KPUTHKA TEOPil apxiTek-
Typu 1940-1950-X, posrasiHyTO 3HAaYECHHSI apXiTeKTYpHOI MOpdoAorii Ta
3aBAAHHS TEOPil apPXiTEKTYpPH.

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, KAIMaTu4Hi, ririeHivsi,
€KCITAYaTal[iliHi, TEXHOAOTIYHi, ICHUXOAOTi4HI, xy,A,o>x<Hbo—306pa>KaAbHi Ta
in.). Posrasa ix MATTOPSIAKOBAHUH A€l LIAICHOCTI apXiTEKTYPHOI'O CEPEAO-
BHUIIA i, SIK [TUIIIE ABTOP, p03p06AeHa HUM TEOPis YMHHUKIB MAa€ CBOEIO METOIO
KOMITIAEKCHY apXiTEKTYpY.

3a 4ac, 0 MMHYB IiCAS HANMMCAHHSA KHIDKKH «Ha masxy a0 coniaaic-
THUYHOI 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;I €AMHOI TeOPpil COIiaAICTUYHOI apXiTEKTYpH, AKi
BucyHnyB K. Tonsik, He auiue He sacTapiam, a i Ha6yBaxoTb Bce 6iAbmoi
aKTYaABHOCTI Ta 0COOAMBOTO 3HAYCHHSL.

IMupoxe po3yMiHHS apXiTEKTYPH 5K CEPEAOBHINA XKHTTEAISABHOCTI
COLIIaAICTUYHOTO CYCMiABCTBA OTPUMAAO IOAAABIIMI PO3BUTOK y IIPaIiAX
TEOPETHKIB COLaAiCTUYHUX KpaiH. 30KpeMa, 3rapaeMo LiiKaBy Ipaijio
Anoiza Aoaexesa, B AKifI OAHOYACHO POSIASAAETHCS MPEAMET apXiTeK-
TYPHOI AISABHOCTI, 1i CKAQAOBI Ta AETEPMIHAHTU APXITEKTYPHOI TBOP-
YOCTi, IXHI} i€papXiYHUI MOPAAOK i MOXKAMBIL koMbinamii. Y npani «[lu-
BiabHe OyAiBHULTBO B YPCP>», siky 6yA0 mepexAaAcHO 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 «OHTOAOTIHY 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 «AlsAbHiCTB>», 0cOOAUBHI iHTEpeC — 0COOAMBO Temep, i3 pO3BUTKOM
AISABHICHOTO HiAXOAY — CTAaHOBUTD PO3TASIA AISIABHOCTI.

AisabHICHUI miAXiA AO apXiTEKTYPHOI AIFCHOCTI LiKaBHH THM, IO
pae HOBI QpyHAAMEHTAABHI IIACTAaBH AASL apXiTeKTypHOI THmoaoril. 3o-
KpeMa, 3riAHO 3 IPE3CHTOBAHOIO MOACAAIO, cpepa BUPOOHHIUX OyAiBeAD
OXOIAKE eAeMeHTH «BupoOyBanusi» i1 «Bupobuuurso» miacucre-
Mmu «IBopuicTs», cdhepa rpoMapchKux 6yAiBCAb — eaeMeHTH «OOMIH>,
«Ympasainusa» ta «Hayka» miacucremu «IIpomixHi AaHkH>», 2 TAKOX
eaeMeHT «MucrenrBo» miacucreMu « IBopuicTb» Ta eaeMeHT «Crmia-
KyBaHHsS>» MIACHCTeMH «IcHyBaHH:>, cdepa KUTAOBHX 6yAI/IHKiB i cro-
pyaA oxonamoe eaeMenTH «Camosbepexenns» ta «ITobyr» miacucremn
«IcnyBanns». ¥V mpani A. Aoaexesa mictutbest BuUcHOBOK: «Kaacudika-
ist 6y,A,iBCAb 3a IXHIM OCHOBHUM NPU3HAYEHHSAM € 060B’SI3KOBOIO, OCKiAB-
KU Malike B ycix 6y,A,nHKax 3AIMCHIOETHCS AOAATKOBA AISIABHICTD 3 1HIIIHUX
raayseii. Hanpukaaa, y rpoMaschkux criopyaax 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 CTBEPAXYE, IO MOHATTA «apXiTEKTYPHE CEPEAOBHILE>»
Habararo MIMPIIE 32 3aTAABPHOIPUHHATE 1 OXOIAIOE EHEPIETUKY, BOAHE
FOCIIOAAPCTBO, 3€MACPOOCTBO I AICOBOACTBO, TOOTO BCe 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, etc.). 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

YURII YEVREINOV, NINEL TRYKASH

it TpaHCcGOPMOBAHE AIOAHHOIO IPHPOAHE OTOYCHHS, B SIKOMY 3AIICHIO-
€THCSI COLIIaAbHA AISIABHICTH AIOAWHH.

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

Hagitp sxmio mipxoautu ao uiei ta inmux mopeacit sixk oo CAEHTy
(poc. «CTPOUTEABHBIE AE€CA HAYYHOH TEOPUM>» — IOHATTS, SKE BBIB Y
Hayky papsHcokuil girocod E. M. Uypinos (Chudinov, 1981, pp. 361~
380), HeobXiAHO 3a3HAYUTH NPO iXHE AyKe TAMOOKE METOAOAOTIYHE
3HAYEHHS AASl PO3YMIHHS NIPUPOAU APXITEKTYPU COLIiAAICTMYHOIO Cy-
CITIABCTBA iPO3PO6ACHHH €AMHOI 3araAbHOI TeOpii colliaAicTUYHOI apXi-
TEKTypH. Y MOIIyKaxX 6iABIIOI BU3HAYEHOCTI M 3MiCTOBHOCTI apxiTexTyp-
HUX KaTEropid i HOHATb AOCAIAHMIIBKA AYMKA BCE YaCTillle 3BEPTAETHCA
AO MOACAIOBAHHS M a6CTPaI‘YBaHH}I K HeOOXiAHUX eTariB 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 HAaM3araAbHIIIMX KaTEropii Ta iXHbOTO
B3a€MO3B 513Ky 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 POBKPHUTHII caMe B TPUBUMIpHI Moaeal. Sk amicToBHY
pO3po0OKy Takoi MOAEAI HaBeAEMO OCHOBHI IoAokeHHst ctarTi [eopre Ce-
cepmana (Sisirman, 1970, p. 10-17). ABrop Bu3HaYa€ TpH aKCioMH.

Tlepua axcioma mOCTyAIOE EAHICTB QYHKILIIL, KOHCTPYKLi Ta popmu B op-
raHi30BaHOMY IIPOCTOPI, TOOTO IIPEAMET apXiTeKTypu repebyBac 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.

a1
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3 dyHkuiewo i mpocropom. Apyza axcioma: npeaMet apxitekTypu nepebyBae
y B3aeMoi 3 MaTepiero 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: GpyHkis (npouec) — IPOCTIp, MaTepis — CBIAOMICTb,
CYCIIABCTBO — AOBKIiAASL. AKCIOMH He CylepedaTb OAHA OAHIH, HE3aAEXKHI,
11 )KOAHA 3 HUX HE € BUBIAHOIO 3 iHIIOI. 3 iHIIOro 601<y, BOHH 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 (pirocodcrka). Koxnmit eaement mMopeai (ix 27) npeseHrye Aoriany
KaTeropito B ii 3B513Ky 3 iHIMMu Kareropismu (55 BigHoweHs). Tpyu mapu
IPOTUACKHHX [AOLHH SBASIIOTh COOO0I0 rpadiuHe BUPAKEHHS TPHOX aKCIioM,
IPH LIbOMY IIPEAMET apXiTeKTypH IepeOyBae y B3aeMOAIL 3 IOASPHUMU Ka-
Teropismu, TOOTO B LeHTpi Kyba (0.00). Biabmra kiabkicTs HYAIB BIATIOBipa€
6iabwiii 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 SBUIIA HA MOAEAIL, 1110 € 6iAbII
MIPOCTUM i IPOAYKTHBHHUM 32 EMITiPUYHI criocobwu, AKi BHUKOPHUCTOBYIOTb B ic-
TOPIlI i1 TEOpil apXiTEKTypPH, OCKIABKU IA€AABHICTb MOAEAI BU3HAYAE il 3araAb-
HICTb, 3aCTOCOBHICTh AO 6yAb-}IKI/IX SIBUIL] apXiTEKTYPH. 3aAaBIIN PYHKIIIO
OYAb-5IKOI CIIOPYAH Y BUTASIAL TOUKHM Ha naouuHi 1.00 (mASIXOM BU3HAYEHHS
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<o’1' CIIOPYAH, 1 HABITAKH, HAYYH Bip BEPIIMH, pe6ep 1 IAOIIUH,
MO>KHA OTPUMATH IPOLEC MPOEKTYBAHHS i 6yAiBHHuTBa. AAst 3MiCTOBHOTO
aHAAI3y CTAHOBUTDH TAKOXK iHTEPEC PO3TASIA B3AEMOAIl «BEPIIMHHUX> Ka-
TEropiil, po3TalIOBaHUX y BepuiMHaXx Kyba. Postun kyOa BepTHKaAPHUMU
AlarOHAABHUMH IAOLIMHAMU IIOPYIUYE L[IAICHICTh apXiTEKTYpH, 3HHUILYE ii
SIK IPEAMET apXiTEKTypHU (iA. 2).B apXiTEKTYPHIN AIMCHOCTI IIi YOTHPH Ka-
teropii (L, IL, III, IV) MatoTh mocTynosi posMuTi nepexopt i MoxyTs 6yTH
[PE3CHTOBAHI SIK AOAATKOBI AP BEPTUKAABHHX [IAOLIUH Ky0a.

Ouinroroun MeToposoridHe 3HadeHHs Moaeal, I. Cecepman caymso 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 SLENT (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

HapaapxiTeKTypHu:
opraHisaiis npocro-
Py 1036aBAcHOTO
iHQOpPMATHBHOCTI;
II — mopean
MOHYMEHTAABHOTO
MIECTEIITBA: Opra-
Hi3allis mpocTopy,
nos6asaeHoro
kopucHocri; [II —
MOA€EADb KOHCTPYKIIIT
(imskenepii): opra-
Hizallis npocTopy,
nos6asaeHoro
306pakaAbHOCTI;

IV — mopeas yromii
(iaci): opranisanis
npocTopy, noa6asac-
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, III —
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

I.21

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) arc 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 categories/binaries: function (process) — space, matter — mind,

society — environment. The statements are independent, not contradictory, while
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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 COLIiaAICTUYHMX KPaiH HACTIMAUBO Ha-
MAaraeTbCcs BUABUTHU CIIelQiKy apXiTEeKTyPH COLIiaAiCTHYHOrO CYCIIiABCTBA,
1i B3aeMoaiio 3 iHmumMu chepamu coriaabHOI AICHOCTI. 30KpeMa, MOAEAD,
sxy sanpononysas Kypt Marpity (Magritz, 1967, s. 12-33) posrasaae ap-
XiTEKTYpY SIK B3a€EMOBIIAUB TPhOX c(l)ep: MaTepiaAbHOI, MUCTELITBA i HAYKH,
3 SIKUMU BOHA Ma€ 6esr[ocepeAHi131 3B 30K, aA€ 3 IKMMH BOAHOYAC 11 HE CAiA
OTOTOXXHIOBATH. MOACAD BUKPUBA€E AUPEPEHIIALII0 I AlAACKTUYHY €AHICTB
BCIiX TPBOX 1T CKA2AOBUX (apXiTeKTypa — He MHCTELTBO, apXiTeKTypa — He
HayKa, apXiTeKTypa — He 6yAiBHI/1uTBo), 3B’ A30K M)XK HUMHU HEOAHO3Ha-
gnuii. K. Marpiriy AooBoAHTS, 110 HU3BKA SKICTH 6y,A,iBHI/1uTBa HE 3aBXAU
€ 03HAKOIO HE3aAOBIABHOTO DIilICHHS HAYKOBUX i IPOEKTHUX SKOCTEH. Y
CTATTi IPOaHAAI30BAHO BUITAAKU PO3PUBY 3B SA3KIB Mi>K CKAAAOBHMHU MOAE-
Al ¥ 3ayBaXKEHO, IIJ0O MOAEAD HE AMIIE MOJXKE MOACHUTHU iCTOPUYHI CUTYall,
a 11 BUSBUTH Cy4acHi KOHQAIKTHI cuTyanil Ta ixHi HacAipku B MaI?I6yTH1>0My.
Y mpani TakoX pOSTASIHYTO 3AATHICTh CUCTEMH AO 36iAbIIEHHA I YCKAQA-
HEHH, 110 € BAXKAUBHUM AASI IUTAHb YIPABAIHHS ¥ MPOTHO3YBaHHS.

K. Marpirn ctBepaxye, mo «TtpaHcdopMariiss Mopeai € He $popMaAb-
HOIO I'POI0 B CHCTEMH, 3 METOAOAOTIYHOIO I'POIO, KA AA€ 3MOTY OTpHUMa-
TH CUMBOAH iACAABHUX YSBACHB>» (Magritz, 1967, s. 15), IPH IIbOMY BiH
AOXOAUTDH BHCHOBKY, IO B apXiTEKTYpi COI[iaAICTUYHOIO CYCIiAbCTBA He-
MA€ IHIIOTO MIASIXY AOCAIAYKEHHSI, HIX 3ACTOCYBAHHS CUCTEMHMX METOAIB.
IlpunariaHO 3a3HaYMMO, 11O 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,
pOOUTDH TEBHUIT BHECOK Y CIIPaBy (pOPMYBAHHS SKUTTEBOTO CEPEAOBHILA COLiia-
AICTUYHOTO CYCIIIABCTBA, Y 60POTb6y 3 MPOHUKHEHHSAM B apXiTEKTYPY 4y»Koi iae-
oAorii 6yp>Kya3Horo CYCIIABCTBA, A TAKOXK B YTBEPAYKEHHS I PO3BUTOK COIiaAic-
TUYHOI KyAbTYpH. Hatenep apxirexrypHa Teopis B coniaAicTHYHUX KpaiHax Ma€
AOCTAaTHBO PO3BHHYTI KOHLIENTYAABHI i METOAOAOTTYHI 3acobu aAAs TOrO, 106
POSTOPHYTH CIIIABHI TEOPETUYHI CTYAIL, ckepoBaHi Ha pOPMyBAHHS iACHHHUX ITiA-
CTaB i TBOPYUX TEHACHIIIM PO3BUTKY apPXITEKTYPHU COLIAAICTHYHOIO CYCIIIABCTBA.

IIPUMITKU ITEPEKAAAAYA

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

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) — HiMelpKuil apXiTEeKTOP, XYAOXKHHK, T€O-
PETHK MUCTCLITBA.

> Kaura orpumansa nepuy npemito Criaku apxitexropis Yecskoi PCP rta
AepxaBry npemiro YexocaoBawuanuu 1965 poxy.

¢ IpuxoBana nutara 3 « Pirocodepkux somutis» Aenina: «Bip xusoro cro-
TASIAQHHSL AO 20CTPaKTHOTO MUCACHHS 1 Bip HBOIO AO IPAKTUKH — TAKHM €
AMAACKTHYHUH MIAAX II3HAHHS ICTHUHH, ITi3HAHHS 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

9
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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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CUCTEMA 3HAHb

Nepeknap ykpaiHcbkoto AHppis lNyukosa 3a: Mappep, A. (1988).
Cuictema 3HaHui. ApxutekTtypa: llpun. k «CrpoutenbHoi ra-
sete», 19, 4-5. CtaTTiO HanncaHo B pamkax ra3eTHoi ANCKYCii
Ha Temy «ApXiTeKTypHa Teopisi — KomMnac Ans 30a4ecTsas.
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y 2003-2013 — npodecop kadpepnpu Teopii apxitekTypu Knicb-
KOro HauioHanbHOro yHiBepcutety byaiBHULTBa | apXiTEKTYpW.

Abram Marder

THE SYSTEM OF KNOWLEDGE

Translated by Andrii Puchkov. Source: Mappep, A. (1988).
Cuctema sHaHun. ApxuTexTypa: lpun. k «CtpoutennHom
rasete», 19, 4-5. The paper was published in a newspaper
debate Architectural theory as a compass for architecture.

Abram Marder (1931-2013) was a Ukrainian architectural
historian, Academician of the Ukrainian Academy of Archi-
tecture, Honorary Doctor of NDITIAM, Doctor of Architecture,
Professor. He was an Academic Secretary of KyivNDITI/NDITIAM
in 1977-1995, Deputy Director for Scientific Affairs of NDITIAM
in 1995-2003, Professor at the Department of Architectural
Theory of the Kyiv National University of Construction and
Architecture in 2003-2013.
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"HEP — «Hosuit
€AEMEHT PO3CEACH-
Hs1» — IPOEKTHA
NPOINO3HI}isi TBOPYOro
koaekTiBy Mockos-
CBKOTO aPXiTeKTyPHO-
TO iHCTHTYTY KiHILT
1950-x — cepeannn
1960-x. Marepiaau
HEP Bukaaaeno: ba-
6Gypos, A., [ytHos, A,
Aomenron, I, Aexa-
Ba, M., Caposekuii, C.,
& Xapuronosa, O.
(1966). Hoswuii
EMEHTN PACCENCHIUSL:
Ha Wymit 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-
I0Th y IIMPOKOMY AiaIla3oHi ysSBACHb.

IMo-nepure, mip Teopiero apXiTeKTypuU pO3YMIIOTb 8¢ APXiMmeKmypHY
Hayxy. Take ysSIBACHHS NPO3BYYaAO H Y CAMOMY 3aIIpPOIICHHI « ApXHTEK-
TYPBI» AO PO3MOBH IIPO TEOPil0 («ApaneKTypa», 12 Bepecus 1987
POKY), A€ CEPEA CEMHU 3allUTaHb, BUHECCHUX Ha OOTOBOPEHHS, YETBEPTHM
IiCASI CHIBBIAHOLIEHHS TEOPIl I iCTOPil CTOITh MUTAHHS PO OPTraHi3aliiio
ApXiTEKTYpPHOI HayKH.

ITo-Apyre, mip Teopiero apXiTeKTypu pO3yMiIOTb 0C00AU8Y 244)3b APXimek-
MmypHOi 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» TOIIIO.

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

Haii6iabm KOHKPETHHUM 32 3MICTOM € APYT€ i3 HABEACHUX YsSBAEHD, 3TIAHO
3 SIKUM 72€0pis APXIMEKmypPu — ye 0C00AUBA CAMOCINIIIHA 240)3b APXiMmeK-
IYPHOL HAYKU, ICTMOPUHHO CPOPMOBAHA, DE3YNUHHO YCKAAOHIOBAHA CUCINEMA
HAYKOBUX SHAHG NPO APXIMEKIMYPY K NP0 YIAICHE 00 EXIMUBHE CYCNiAbHE L6114E,
mobmo maxe, wo icHye ne3arenio 610 csidomocmi awdunu. CaMe B bOMY 3Ha-
YEHHi PO3YMITUMEMO HAAAAL IOHATTS «TEOPis ApXiTEKTYPH > .

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 apxXiTeKTypH, aHi Bip Miciys, aHi Bip vyacy. Lle npusHaueHHss — misHaHHA
00’ €KTUBHMX 3aKOHIB « 6yTT;1 > apXiTEKTYPHU SIK COLIIAaABHOTO SBUINA.

«Iloedunysamu meopir 3 npaxmuxow >, <6nposadHcysamu meopin 8 npax-
MUKY> 045 Y0 €Kma npaxmusnoi JiSAbHOCINL 03HAYAE He DOMPUMYBAINUCS
peyenmis abo npunucié (meopis He Moce i He NOBUHHA 0ABAMU MAKL Peyen-
mi), a yc6i0oMANEAMY NIZHAHI IMEOPIEN) 3AKOHOMIPHOCINL 00 EKIMUBHO20 C8imMY
1L Y320020cY8amit 3 HUMU €807 7.

Kpusary dopmyay «Teopist OCBITAIOE MIASX IIPAKTHLI» MOXKHA PO3YMITH
no-pisHoMy. Aast 6iABIIOI HAOYHOCTI YSIBIMO COOi apXiTeKTypHY MIPaKTHKY
Y BUTASIAL TPYIIH AIOACH, IJO PYXA€TCS 3 OAHIET TOUKHU MicTa AO iHIIOL. 3Bic-
HO, MOYXHA HECTH AIXTap MOIMEPEAY XiALIIB, TPUMAIOYH HOro 6inst AOpPOTH i BU-
CBITAIOIOYH PUTBHUHU I Bu60THH. MO>KHA OCBITAIOBaTH IHIIy AOpOTY, pUKa-
aytoun: «He TuM masxom ipere, och Tak caip pyxaTucs. I spemrroro, moxxHa
IAIOMiIHYBaTH BCE MICTO UM OKPEMHUH PaOH, HAAABIIM XiALISM 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 MPaKTUKOIO MOXAMBI BCi TPY BapiaHTH, AA€ Y 3aTAABHOMY
BUITAAKY TPETill BApIaHT — €AUHO NPABUABHUIE. 120pis apximexmypu ne no-
BUHHA § He Moce NIOKA3YBAIMU 30040MY, W0 i SK 8iH NOBUHEH POOUMH, B0HA
MOHCE T NOBUHHA OPIEHTLYBAINY 14020 ) DE30EPENCHOMY HEOOMIHHO IMIHIOBAHOMY
00 exmusroMmy caimi.

ApXiTeKTypHa IPAaKTHKA 3araAOM € BIAIIDABHUM MOMEHTOM PO3BHTKY
Teopii apxiTekTypu (HCOOXiAHO AMII 3ayBaskWTH, 4O HACTBCS 72p0 APXimex-
IYPHY NPAKIMUKY IK 4ACTIUHY CYCNIAbHOL NPAKMUK 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€ abo Hi, Ha OTpHUMaHi paHille HayKOBi
3HAHHSI.

2. VHiBepcaAbHE THOCEOAOTIUHE 3aBAAHHSI OYAb-51KOI TCOpil — Ii3HAHHSI
06’eKTUBHOTO CBITY — 3a3BMYail 3a3€MAIOETLCSA M 3BY)KYETHCS AO Y3araAb-
HEHHS AOKaABHOI IOTOYHOI NpakTUKU. ChOTOAHI OCHOBHHM HANPsIMOM
Teopil apXiTEKTYPU OTOAOIIYIOTh CTYAIIOBAHHS KAACUYHMUX apPXiTEKTYPHHUX
dopMm, a 3aBTpa — NpPoOAEMH BEAMKOIIAHEABHOTO AOMOOYAYBAaHHSI, ChO-
TOAHI — npoGAeMH MAaAHX MICT, 2 3aBTpa — PEKOHCTPYKIIIO iCTOPUYHUX
LieHTPiB. Y paHI HaYKOBUX npo6AeM i IPIOPUTETHUX HAIPAMIB PO3ZBUTKY
Teopii apXiTEKTYpPU BUCYBAIOTh YCi 60ALOBI TOUKU apxiTeKTypHo—6y,A,iBeAb—
HOI NMPAKTHKM — OA «CIpOCTi» 3a6YAOBI/I AO TIPOTIKaHHA U MPOAYBaHHS
cTukiB naneaei. Lle 3aBAae HUIIIBHOTO yAapy SIK HayLj, Tak i MPaKTHI.

Burasipae, o Ha TenepiluHiil Yac ocHO8HUM HANPIMOM POIBUINKY MEOPIL
APXIMEKMYPU MAE CIMamu 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 OAHO3HAYHUX IIOHSITD,
HA MOCAIAOBHINl BUBOAUMOCTI CYAKEHD 13 MEBHUX IEPBUHHUX aKCiOM i I1o-
CTyAQTiB, AOKH MU He CQOPMYAIOEMO Iii IIOHATTS, AKCIOMH i IOCTYAATH, AOTH
TEOPisl apXiTEKTYpU 3aAMIIATHUMETHCS 3i6PaHH51M ocobucTicHUX CYAKCHD
1 TOTASIAIB, TIOAOKEHD, 11O HE MOXYTh 6YTI/I Hi AOBEACHUMH, Hi CIIPOCTOBAHU-
MU i, BIATTIOBiAHO, IIPO JKOAHUI PO3BUTOK TEOPil apXiTEKTYPH HE HTUMEThHCSL.

3. HpeAMCTOM TEOPil apXiTEKTYpPH, 5K i 6yAb—;n<o’1' IHILIOI TeOpil, € CTPYKTY-
paicyrHicts aBuma. IIpepmerom 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 that s 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 3aKOHOMipHOCTI popMu i GYHKI[IOHYBaHHS 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 6aﬁAY)Ki KOHKPETHI HOCII sBUIIa (6yAiBAi, cropy-
AM, aBTOPH IIPOEKTIB Ta iH.), — AAF Hei € BAXKAMBHUM Haif3aTaAbHilIIe, ycTase-
He, MOIIMPEHE, TUIIOBE, OCKIABKH CaMe B HUX BIAA3EPKAAEHO CTPYKTYPHHUI
3aKkoH sBuIIA. IcTopis poskpuBae 3araAbHi 3aKOHOMIPHOCTI sIBHINA came
yepes HOro KOHKPETHUX HOCIIB, BOHA IEPEBAXKHO IIKABUTHCS OAMHMYIHUM,
HETUIIOBUM, OCKIABKM CaMe B HUX BIAOUBA€THCSI MOMEHT PO3BUTKY.

PesyapraToM icTOPUYHOIO AOCAIAKEHHS € KapTHHA 3MiHIOBAHOTO 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 1OCB, KPUTHK SIBHO YU IPUXOBAHO IIPOTHCTABASIE
HOMY IJOCh iHIIIE, YTBEPAXKYE CBOE PO3YMiHH A MUTAHHS, [0 HE MOXKE 6yTn HE
YUM {HIINM, SIK YCBIAOMAEHOIO Teopiero. AAst Teopil K KPUTHKA YHAOYHIOE
HPO6A€MI/I MPAKTUKH, 1[0 HE LIO iHIIE, K HEBIAIOBIAHICTh HASBHOTO Hay-
KOBOTO 3HAaHHS PEAABHUM KUTTEBUM CUTYALIisIM B apXiTEKTYPHOMY MPOLIECI.
AAe AKIO apXiTEeKTYpHY KPHTHKY HE OTOTOXKHIOBATH 3 KPUTHKOIO XYAOX-
HBOIO (a TaKe OTOTOXKHEHHS YABASETHCS HEIPABOMIPHUM), TO M Oivuse
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 CYAXKEHHS TIPO apXIiTEKTYPY, IKUM € KPUTH-
Ka, IOCTYMAETHCS MiCLIEM HOPMAaTUBHOMY CYAJKEHHIO.

Miporo po3BUTKy apXiTeKTYpHOI HAyKH, MipOK PO3BHTKY TeOpil apxiTek-
TYPH TaAy3b apXiTEKTYPHOI KPUTHKHU 3BY)XKYETHCS 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 — IMPUKAAAHI AO-
CAIAXKEHHS — €KCIIEPUMEHTAAbHE IIPOEKTYBAHHA | 6yAiBHI/1uTBo — HAyKOBi
PEKOMEHAALIT — MPOEKTHA 6y,A,iBeAbHa npakTuka>». Biamosa oa 6y,A,b—;1Ko'1'
3 AQHOK IJbOI'O AQHINIOTA Ii3HAHHS ¥ IEPETBOPEHHS PEAABHOTO CBIiTY, TaK
CaMOo SIK i HEY3rOAXKEHICTh PO3BUTKY OKPEMUX AAHOK, YHEMO)KAUBAIOE BIIAUB
HayKH Ha PAKTUKY 260 POOUTH 11eil BIIAUB HETaTUBHUM.

Oco6AuBO caip 3ayBa)KMTH IIPO HeoOXiAHICTh TOAOAATH BKOPiHEHY 3HEBA-
ry $yHAAMEHTaABHUMH CTYALIMU. Mu 3apa3 ycBIAOMAIOEMO, SIKOI IIKOAU He
AHIIe 6i0AOTIUHIH Hay1i, a ¥ MPaKTUIli CIAbCHKOTO TOCIIOAAPCTBA Ta MEAULU-
Hi 3aBAaAA BIAMOBa 0 GYHAAMEHTAABHUX AOCAIAXKEHD F€HETHKHU Ha KOPHCTD
«IIPaKTHYHOI» 0ioAOTil, 0 HIOUTO 00iLsIAa WBUAKI pedyabTatu. [Ipazienns
NPazMamu3y8amu HayKy 8 30umox iHo0i mpusasum PyHOAMEHMANHUM CIRY-
disim € 32y0num ne aume 8 0io102ii, a 1l Y BCIX IHMUX 248)39X HAYKYU, 30KPeMa
8 APXIMEKIMYPHIL HAYYL 3A2400M, ) MEOPIL APXIMEKMYPU — 30KPEMA.

S, 6. ApxiTeKTypHa HaykKa SIK CHCTEMa 3HaHb HE Ma€ Hi perioHasbHoi (Ha-
I[iOHAABHOI), Hi KAACOBOI crieyudiku. He mosxe icHyBaru pocificbka Teopis
ApXiTEKTYpHU Ha BIAMIHY Bip yKpalHCBKOI, I'PYy3HMHCBKOI, aHTAIHCBKOI TOIIO.
Busnauenns « perioHaAbHE>, «HAL[IOHAABHE>», «PAASHCBKE>» Ta iHMI 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,
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JKYThb CAYTYBaTU AMIIE BKa3iBKOIO HA OKPEMUX HAYKOBI[IB Ta IXHi KOACKTUBH.
3HaHHA X € IHAUPEPEHTHUMH I[JOAO E€THIYHOI, IPUPOAHO-TEPUTOPIAABHOI
4u conjasbHOI AudepeHianil AropHOCTL. Hepes Te 3HauUyIiCTh AAS PaASH-
CHKOI apXiTEKTYPHOI HAayKH po3poOOK 3apyODLKHHX HAyKOBLIB a0 «perio-
HaABHHUX 1 MICIICBUX IIKiA>» (HeMae 3HAHb CTOAMYHHX i IPOBIHLIIHUX, 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
CTOpIiHKaX « APXHTEKTYpPbI>», IUTaHb IIPHPOAH i CyTHOCTI apxitekTypu. Bip
TOrO, 110 MM PO3YMITHMEMO IIiA APXITEKTYPOIO, HACAMIIEPEA 3AAEKUTD 5K
AEP’KaBHA IIOAITHKA B IaAy3i MiCTO6yAYBaHH}I i apXiTEKTYPH, TaK i TBOPYICTh
KOXKHOTO apXiTeKTOpa, TOOTO — PO3BUTOK CAMOTO APXITEKTYPHOIO IPOLIECY
i, 3PEIITOIO, YCIIXM 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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OOCNIDKEHHS KNIBCbKIX
APXITEKTYPHUNX KOHKYPCIB
1980-x — MEPEQYMOBI «MNICN4
COLIIANICTYHOIO MOJEPHI3MY>
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AHoTauis. OcTanHim yacom 1980-Ti cTanu guckycinHUM nepiogom B icTopii ap-
XiTeKTypu Ta Micbkoro nnaHyBaHHs CxigHoi EBponu Ta nocTpapsHCbKMX KpaiH.
PoaTalwoBaHi y YacoBux mexax CouianictniHoro MopepHiamy, BoHV BogHo4ac
€ nepexifgHoIo NaHKOIO A0 PO3MAITTs NONITUYHMX Ta eKOHOMIYHMX 3miH 1989-
1991 pociB. | xoua ¢axiBui cTaBunn yHaameHTanbHi MMTAHHS LLOAO KIIOYOBMX
npobnem coujianicTM4HOro coLianbHO-NPOCTOPOBOro PO3BUTKY 1 BUpobnsnm
HoBe po3yMiHHS$ icTopii Ta nokanbHoCTi, byAiBenbHa NPOMMUCNOBICTb 3a3BUYal
cyTTeBo obMeXyBana iXHill BB Ha NPUNHSTTS OCTaTOYHUX PillieHb.

Y1im, y Knesi, sik i B 6inblocti Benukux mict CPCP, oveBnpHolo 6yna amiHa
nigxopy A0 AINSIHOK y LEHTPi MicTa: apXiTeKTypHi KOHKYpcK, AUCKyCii Ta iTe-
paTVBHMI NpoLiec NPOEKTYBaHHSI CTaBann HOBOIO HOPMOIO [Nl apXiTeKTopiB
Ta MicTonnaHyBanbHUKIB. Y cTaTTi nopaHo AeTanbHUiA OrNsiA TPbOX MPOEKTIB
y macwTabi kBaptanis. Lli npoekTn cTtanu nepenomMmHVM MOMEHTOM MiX Mo-
AEepHICTCbKMM i NOCTMOAEePHICTCbKIM MiAXOAaMU A0 MICbKOro nnaHyBaHHS,
npepcTaBnsioyn HOBi KOHTEKCTYani3oBaHi NpocTopoBi pilleHHs. Bnepiue 3po-
6neHo cnpoby 3'sicyBaTtu, SKUMMN Bynn AOBFrOCTPOKOBI HacnigKn Takux npo-
LeciB Ta siki cTaHpapTv BoHn dopmysanu. MeTolo pocnipikeHHs € pocsrHyTn
KpaLoro posymiHHS Hef,aBHbOro MUHYNOro 3aA/is aKTUBI3aLii AucKypcy npo
BUTOKMU cy4acHoi 3abyposu Kuesa Ta iHwnx micr.

KniouoBi cnoBa: noctmopepHiam, couianicTuyHun mopepHiam, Knis, 1980-Ti,
Tadypi.
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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.

Keywords: postmodernism, socialist modernism, Kyiv, 1980s, Tafuri.
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BCTYII

Meroio crarti € ranboxuii PO3IAsiA KOHKPETHOTO MEPIOAY i KOHKPETHOIL AO-
kanii — Kuesa 1980-x — i moB’s13aHHs H0T0 3 IpOLjecaMy Y MiCbKOMY ITAQ-
HYBaHHI Ta apXiTeKTypi, sAKi 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 i 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 Kurato, B'ernamy, [isniunoi Kopei, Ky6u). Tox € notpe6a He aume
MEPETASTHYTH MIKHAPOAHI MEXi IMOCTMOAEPHI3MY, a M IEPEOCMUCAUTH MeEXi
nosoerHoro Coujaaicruanoro Moaeprismy. [Toai6HO Ao mpani Maprina Paii-
HXOAAQ, IIPEAMETOM Lji€i cTarTi Gyae He «icTopist (coniasictranoro) (moct)mo-
AcpHiaMy, a icTopist apxiTekTypHOi Ta ypbanictianoi aymxu (Reinhold, 2010,
p- XII). ®okyc 1poro AOCAIAKEHHS, 3aKOPIHEHHUI y TTOAITOAOTII Ta MicbKkOMY
[TAAHYBaHHI, BKa3ye Ha HEOOXiAHICTD 3aAYYMTH COLIIOTIOAITUYHUI KOHTEKCT,
a4 TAKOXX SIK TOMICTUTH TBOPEHHS apXiTEKTYPHU B MEBHI COLIiIaABHI Ta iHTEAEKTY-
AABHI YMOBH, TaK i [TI0-HOBOMY Lji YMOBHU IHTEPIPETYBaTH.

Kapaa Keseitnian (2000) ta Entoni Bipaep (2018) y cBoemy anaaisi po-
pobky Maupepo Tadypi, sIKMl KPUTHYHO NEPEOCMUCAIOE TEACOAOTIIHO
o6yAoBaHi icTOpil, 3a3HAYAIOTS, 1O Lie MUTAHHs I0TPebye 0cOOANBOI yBary.
CruKkao4uch 3i Bxe CKOHCTPYHOBAaHUM <<YHi(1)iKOBaHI/IM CTHAEM>», MU PU-
3UKYEMO NPHUBHECTH B apxiTeKTypy 1980-x «perioHaaism>», «mocTMopep-

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)

OLEKSANDR ANISIMOV

Hi3M>» 1 HaBiTb «AEMOKPATHYHI CIOAIBAaHHS», AKi MU XOTiAU 6 Tam moba-
unTy. Tadypi HasuBaB Takuil miAXiA, KOAH GaKTH IPOEKTYBAAH Y Maﬁ6yTHe,
oIepaTUBHOI KpuTHKOI0. Ha fioro Aymxy, e PO6I/IAI/I 1 Ioro rnomnepeAHUKH,
i cyyacHuxu: Bia Beanopi it Basapi ao Birrkosepa # 3esi. Bin BusHauas ome-
PaTHBHY KPUTHKY TaK: « AHaAI3 apXiTeKTypH (41 MUCTELITBA 3araA0OM) SKHIL,
3aMiCTh aGCTPaKTHOI‘O OTASIAY, MA€ HA METi IAAHYBAHHS YiTKOI IOETUYHOL
TEHACHLI [...], SIKa TOXOAHTD 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 nepexkommnonyBatu paktu nepioay 1980-x pokiB BiAIOBIAHO AO
HOBOTO KOAA ItuTaHb. HaMaraHHs AOBECTH CAYIIHICTD NPHUITYILEHS, 11O B Liei
gac y Couiasicruanomy MopepHismi (;n(m”[ i cam 1o cobi cTaBAATH mip cyM-
HIB — AMB. CTaTTIO AHAPIS Hy‘{KOBa), Bi,A,6yBc;1 MEBHUH «IIEPEXiA >, AKIIO HE
«IIOBOPOT>», MOXKYTb BUAABATHCS 3aHAATO cMiauBuMu. Exroni Biapep mume
mwoa0 1poro: «Xoua Tadypi sacrepirae 040 BCTAHOBACHHS 3aHAATO IIPSIMHX
3BI3KIB MDK iHTepIpeTaniero icTopil i Ii BUKOPHCTAHHAM AAS IIATPHMKH Y1
CTBOpPEHHS MalOyTHIX IIPOEKTIB, apXiTEKTypHA KPUTHUKA Ta MIPKyBAaHHS IIPO
ICTOpIiI0 3aAMIIAIOTLCS TAK CAMO BaXXAMBUMM, SIK Y IIHPOKOMY I'POMAACBKOMY
KOHTEKCTI, Ta I B M&Xax caMoi AucLunAim>». BiH Takox A0Aa€, 110 «crpaBxk-
HiM ypokom Bia Tadypi € Te, w0 xoaHa icTopis [...] HikoAn He MOXe irHOpyBa-
TH ii CygacHuUil KOHTeKCT. [cTopist Gepe cBOI IHCTPYMEHTH i3 apceHaAy CyYacHUX
AAS HET AUCLIMIIAIH, Bip ¢irosoril o0 KpuMiHaAicTHKH, a I 06’ekTH i cy6’€KTI/I
HikoAM He 6yBatoTs 06pannmu Gestesunno» (Vidler, 2018).

YacrkoBo iaest mpoekty «llicas Conjasictuunoro Moaephismy» mo-
XOAHTD BiA TepMiHa «IIOCTCOLIMOACPHI3M>, SIKHI 3aIIpOIIOHYBaB Baaxeil

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 CyIEpPedYHOCTEH, MOPOAXKEHUX pepOopMaMH y COLIaAICTHYHHX CY-
criaberBax 1980-x: paprkasbHa IHHOBALIMHICTD 1 KPUTHYHA peanponpiaris
MDKHAPOAHHUX 1 HAlliOHAABHUX AJKEPEA B aPXITEKTYpi ¥ MiCbKOMY IIAaHy-
BaHHI, 5Ki BiA6YBaAI/IC}I B MEXAX HAsSBHOI ONTUKH COILIaAICTUYHOI AE€PIKaBH,
6e3 MOPYIICHHSI OCHOBHHUX IIPAaBHA TPH. OerMimHiCTb i€l A00u, 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
Baaaimip Kyaiu sactepirae, mo (6yab-sixuil) HOBHIl TepMiH MOPOAXKYE IO-
TEHLIIMHY MapTiHaAi3allil0 ApXiTEKTYPHUX SIBUIL APYTOTO CBITY, AKi BXe U 6e3
Toro onunuaucs Ha nepudepii (Kuli¢, 2019, p. 3), i Ha Takuii pusux BapTo
3BaXKATH, Y LIl CTATTi BCE 5K MPUITYCKAEMO, IO IA€THCS PO «MiABAXKEHHS iH-
oro kaHoHy» — kaHoHy Coujiaaictuynoro Moaepnismy B CPCP i 3a fioro
mexamu. Calp 3HOBY POSTAsIHYTH Liel mepioa B icTopiorpadii apxiTexTypu
i Micpkoro nmaanyBanHs. Harui sHaHHA Ipo HBOTO Bce Ije HEAOCTATHI, TOMY
Ass GOPMYBaHHS IIHPOKOI KAPTHHH LILOTO MEPIOAY HOTPi6HO BcebiYHO BU-
BYHTH pi3Hi TOUKH 30py, reorpadil Ta yacosi npomixku. Beaskatumemo, 110
LIM 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 [Ticast CorniaaicTuano-
ro MoaepHiamy sIk HOBOI ITOTEHLIIHHOI, X04 1 AMCKyCiFHOI mepiopusanil. Y
APYTilt yacTHHI 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 was a
“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 PO 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 CKAQAHO AOCAIAXKYBATH YU CTBOPIOBATH IOCH, IO AO TOTO HE 3'BHAOCS
«y cToAuILi». Takoxx MOXKHA CTBEPAXKYBATH, LIO IHAMBiAyaAbHA MOOIABHICTB
Ta IHCTUTYLifHI 3B’I3KH X0Y i 6yAH 06MEXEHUMH, AA€ BCE K iCHYBaAU B paM-
KaX IPUHAUMHI 03HAHOMAEHOCTI 3 TPOL[ECaMHU, AKi BiA6YBaAI/IC}I B 30BHIIIIHbO-
MY CBITi, SIKIIO i HE 3aBXKAU 3AATHOCTI IHTEPIIPETYBATH iX i OMIIIATH y BiATIO-
Bipnuit kourexct (Zhuk, 2017).

Sk ToAl IpemapyBaTH MepEKy 3B SI3KiB i3 Iporecamu (Mi)K)HauiOHaAbHo—
ro MacnnaGy? Yu poaydasmcs MicIieBi apXiTeKTOPH AO MIXXHAPOAHOI AHC-
Kycii, 6opait K crocrepiradi? Yu mos’sisyBasu BoHH CBili Aopo601< 3 OCTaH-
HIMHU pO6OTaMI/I, SIKi MABXYBaAH MOAEpHicTChKUE Haparus? | Hackiabku
3aKOpiHEHI 6yA14 GYAB-}IKi 3aMiHu y Micuesiit cenuini Ta xpuruni? 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 IIACTaB?

3Bepratounch A0 nparp Hen Eaain, X094y HopiBHATH KiAbKa IIMTAaHb LIOAO
POAi apXiTeKTOpa-MiCTONAAHYBAABHUKA Ta IPOIECY APXiTEKTYPHOTO BHU-
po6uunTBa y 1980-x. Easin posrainryBasa peakuii Ha apXiTeKTypy MOACPHI3-
MY Ta MiChKe IIAQHYBaHHS 32 ABOMa OCSIMU: GOPMAABHUMH TIParHeHHAMH (32
rAMOHHOI0 KOHTEKCTyaAisallii IPOEKTY) Ta POAAID apXiTEKTOpa/IAaHyBaAb-
Huka/ypbanicra (3a coniasbHo0 3HauymicTio Hacaiakis aisabnocti) (Ellin,
1999, p. 155). Yum 6iabire BiH/BOHA 3aTAMOAIOETHCS y CycmiAbHi Teopil i
npobaemu, THM OiAblI CEPHOSHOK i TeopeTHYHO aMOiLiiiHOW cTae Horo/ii
AlSIABHICTB/TBOPYICTS.

I'lepriua Bich MOYHHAETHCA 3 MYHKTY «Kpaca/eCTETHKA», AAAl IO HIll ipe
HOMYASIPHA KYABTYPa, COLLaABHMII KOHTEKCT, Miclie mobysoBu (KOHTEKCTY-
aaism/perionasiam) Ta oxpemi Bippisku MuHysoro (icropuuusm i momyk
ypbannocri). Cxoxi Tesu, mOB's3aHi 3 Bicclo «(OPMAABHUX HParHCHb>,
moxHa Bipumykaru i B CPCP 1980-x. PiBens »xurts 3pocTaB, THIIOAOTIS
$yHKIIIH posmrpioBasacs, y MicTi 6iAbIIAAO [IPOCTOPIB i3 HOBUMH PYHKIisI-
MH, OcBideHi paxiBiii rAUOOKO I[iKaBUAKCS ICTOPIIO i AOCAIAYKYBAAU MiCHKMIH
KOHTEKCT, 1 MichKa MOp(l)OAOI‘i}I CTaBaAa BCENMPOHUKHOIO. CycniAbHi 3CyBH,
Ha KWTaAT icropudnoro nosopory (Kozlov, 2001), HoBux Tediii y MucTenTBi
(Cubbin, 2016) Ta couioaorii (Alekseyeva, 2019), cnpusian Tpancpopma-
uism y cdepi micbkoro possutky (ia. 0.1).

Apyra Bick cuctemu xooppunar Hen Eaain mokasye po3BUTOK poai: Big
npocro mutus (6isHecMena) — Ao dacuairaropa, akTHBicTa i, 3pemToro,
coniaAbHOTO imxeHepa. MoxHa 3a3HAYUTH, 1O POAb APXITEKTOpPA B COLi-

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

(Spencer, 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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The axes of postmadern urbanism.

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 IPALIIOBAAU Y HaA-
3BUYAMHO i€papXi3oBaHill cucTeMi, 3 AyxKe 0OMeXEHUM CIIAKYBAaHHAM i3
3aMOBHHMKOM, I IlJ€ MEHIIUM — i3 KiHI[€BUM KOPHUCTYBa4eM 6y,A,iBCAI). V Bia-
HOCHHAX apXiTEKTOPIB i3 A€pKaBOIO MaHyBaAa CTPOTICTh i cy6opAuHaui;1,
a IpOTEe CUCTEMa Mi3HBOTO COLiaAi3My OyAa AOCTATHBO PO3BHUHEHOI, 100
3HAHTH pimeHHs AAs npobaemu iepapxianocri (Peters, 2016). [Tpuiinsarrs
piieHb 3a3BuYail BiAOyBaocs posocepesskero i posmuro. Lle ocobanso
CTOCYEThCS MEPiOAY, KOAH peOpMiCTCHKUI EHTY3ia3M A0bu XpyoBa 1o-
4aB CMAAATH i «HOBI HPOrPECUBHI KOMYHICTH » a6o mimau 3 cuctemu, abo
NPUIHAAU HOBI IPaBUAA I'PU 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
MTOSIBU NPSIMUX 3aAMOBACHb (Roubal, 2018). Paxisui Ta aAMiHicTpanis pipko
MOTAH SIKOCh CYTTEBO BIAMHYTH Ha KiHIleBHI pesyabraT. CHcTeMa pHHKO-
BHUX BIAHOCHH, IIJ0 BUHHKaAa TOAL y OPMIi IIPSIMHUX 3aMOBAEHb i FOCIIPO3pa-
XYHKY, YMOXAHBAIOBAAA 3HAYHO OiAbLIy THYUKicTb y BUOOpI 3amoBHUKA. st
IIPaKTHKA, IPOTE, 6yAa MapriHaABHOI i TOIUPHAACA yoke micast 1986 poxy.

Kpurnyni npani aMepHKaHCHKHUX AOCAIAHHKIB AQIOTh HAM 3MOT'Y POSIAS-
HyTH BopHOYac ¢paxose apxitekrypHe cepeaouie CPCP i kpain Courabo-
py. Hiokue sanpononoBano ¢popmy cucremarusaiii, o 6asyeTsest He Ha BU-
AMMUX PE3YAbTATaX MiCTOINAAHYBAHHS Ta APXITEKTYPH sAK TAKMX, 2 HA 3MiHAX
Y CBITOTASIAL Ta Y IPOLIECAX, TOPOAXKEHUX HOBUM PO3YMIHHSM, IO BUHUKAO
B A06y mizHporo (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 nocrmoaepHiamy. B CPCP sesiki apxiTeKTOpH IOrOAXYBaAHCH, 11O
Y MICTi € Miclle AASI AIOAMHH Ta i HEAOCKOHAAOCTI, a TAKOX 11 TBOPYMUX IO-
Tpe6. Lli iaei Habyan ¢popmu «rymanisanii» (a6o mepeocMucaeHHs) coui-
AABPHOTO KOHTEKCTY: BUKOPUCTAHHs MaTE€PiaAiB KPaIlol AKOCTi, MAAHYBaHHs
IPOCTOPY MEHIINX MAcCIITA0iB, BUPAaSHUX ACTAACH, 2 TAKOX IPOrpaMu 00-
AAIITYBaHHS ny6Aqu1/1x IPOCTOPIB, sAKi 6 320X04YyBaAH pi3HOMaHITHI popmu
B3aeMOAIT Mixk aropabMu. [T]o caip 6yAYBaTI/I OKPiM 3aA0BOAEHHSI IIEPIIOYEPTO-
BUX HOTpe6? MosxauBo, maxoBui KAy6? Yu AABTAHKY 3 TAPHUM KPaEBUAOM?
Yu apxiTekTypHY BidyaAbHY FOAOBOAOMKY, SIKa nepeA6a‘{a€, IO PO3rapAyBaTH
i1 6yAe OcBiueHUI rasipad? [HIIUMU cAOBaMH, apXITEKTOP AK HO6OPHI/IK MO-
AEPHICTCBKOI €CTETUKH i MPABUABHOCTI MOCTYMUBCSA MICLIEM HpO(l)CCiOHaAy,
SIKUI BPaxOByBaB 6araTorpaHHy MHOXKUHY COLIIAABHUX KOHTEKCTIB IIPH IIPO-
exryBanHi. Ta 1j¢ piaKO BIIAMBAAO Ha KIiHIICBUI PE3yABTAT, OCKIABKU 6yAi—
BEAbHA IPOMHUCAOBICTD BCE 1€ AOMIHYBaAA.

Perionaaisanist micbkoro maanyBauHs i apxirexrypuy 1970-x i 1980-x
AAAQ 3MOTY MiCLIEBUM IIPOEKTHUM OPraHi3allisM BiAirpaTH KAIOYOBY POAb
y 3a6ya0Bi Beaukux i Maaux mict no Bcbomy CPCP. Xoua npsiMoi Buof
IOAITUYHOI BOAI Ha Iie He 6on, ICHYBaAO IParHEHHs CTBOPIOBATH ambiTHI
IPOEKTH 3 MicLeBOKW crenudikoro, Aki 6 BiaOMBaAM meBHI MicleBi Tpapu-
1l Ta MAXOAH, 2 HE BIATBOPIOBATU rabAoHHI BEPCil Mi3BHHOTO MOAEPHI3MY,
orpumani 3 Mocksu. YcBiaoMAeHH crieriudiky IEBHOTO MICLIsI 3pOCTAAO, SIK
i PO3yMiHHS TOTO, 1II0 IPUBHECEH] 330BHI PillIEHHS HE 3abe3meyaTh BUCOKOI
SIKOCTI MICI]EBOTO IIPOEKTY. TepMiH «CepeAOBHIIHUI MAXIA» ITOIIHPUBCS
3aBASIKM KPallOMy PO3YMIHHIO IE€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. HoBOoI HOpMOIO, SIKIIO HE IMIIEPAaTHBOM, CTAAO HArOAO-
IICHHS HA POAI CTapUX/iCTOPHYHUX OYAIBEAD LIASIXOM CTBOPEHHS Cy4aCHOTO
«(OHY>» HABKOAO HHX i HAAQHHS IM HOBUX QYHKIIH.

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 MUTAHHSIM HAyKOBHX NPOEKTIB. MO)XHa cTBEepAXYBaTH,
10 30iABLICHHS 9aCOBOI AMCTAHLI BiA AOKOpiHHOTO mepeaomy 1955 poky
AAAO MOXKAUBICTD OiABII YBa)KHO I KPUTHYHO MEPEOCMUCAUTU HEAABHE MU-
ayae. B CPCP 1970-1i Oyan 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 pecTaBpariii
6y,A,iBCAb, ACCATUAITTAMU BIAKMHYTHX apPXITEKTOPaMHU Ta MiCLIEBOIO BAAAOIO.
Hamapysanns piBHIB MiCPKOTO IAQHYBaHHS, HACAMIIEPEA B ICTOPUYHHX pa-
fioHax, Aast 1970-x He 6yAO BUHSATKOBUM BHITAAKOM. BipTOAI KepiBHI opranu
Ha YOAi PISHHX €ACMEHTIB CHCTEMM MiCHKOTO NAAHYBaHHS (€KOHOMIYHOTO,
ICTOPUYHOTO, IIPOCTOPOBOTO, COLI{aABHOTO) AOAYYAAHCS AO IMPOLECY MPOEK-
TyBaHHs. Y I€HEPAABHOMY IIAQHI BPaxOBYBaAH crieudiky CTaporo LEHTPY
MiCTa, IO AAAO 3MOTY 3aIIPOBAAUTH HOBHI PEXKUM HOr0O GYHKIIIOHYBAHHSL.

Piske 36iApLICHHS MiCHKOTO HACEACHHS Ta YaCTKU OCBiYeHHX Ipodeci-
OHAAIB NEPEBU3HAYHAO MOHATTS « ny6Ai1<n micta». Ha IIPOTUBAry AIOASM,
SIKi TIOTEPIIAAM Bia HecTadi )KMTAA Ha 1M0YaTKy 1960-X, mOKOAiHHS, mo Hapo-
AMAMCS TICAS BifHH, MaAU OiABII PpisHOMaHITHI HOTP€6I/I Ta COLIIOKYABTYPHi
inTepecu. IpoMaaceKicTh yxe He crpHiiMaAa apxXiTeKTypHi iael MOBYKH, a de-
pes npodeciiiHi 00’ eAHAHHS BUCAOBAIOBAAA CBOIO AyMKY Hasaraa, 0COOAHBO
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 TEeMaMH
SKUTAQ 1 npaui). Ao auckycii npo MaﬁGyTHQ MiCBKMX IPOCTOPIB AOAYIHAOCS
4UMaAO PaxiBLiB: APXECOAOTIB, ICTOPUKIB, COLIIOAOTB i MUTLB, SIKi IpOCyBaAU
KOHKPETHI PillleHHS, TUCAAU KPUTHUYHI OTASIAM YU BUCTYIIAAU 3 KOMEHTAPSAMU
Ha IPOMAACHKHX 300pax.

3pemrroro, AcsIKi MAAHYBAABHHKH 3 ICYBAAH, LIO MiCTO He € aHi CHCTEMOIO,
aHi «ACPEBOIOAIOHOIO iepapXi€ro>, a € IAICHICTIO — YMMOC, IIJ0 OEAHAHE
CIIABHOI0 KOHIICNITYaABHOIO ONTHUKOIO, CKOHOMIYHHMH 3B SI3KAMH Ta iCTO-
pHYHEMH YMOBaMH. 3 610TeXHIYHUX yromiit 1960-x ¢paxiBui sacBoiau, o He
BCE MOXKHA 3AIPOTPaMyBATH, KOHTPOAIOBATH, He BciM MOXKHa yrpaBasit. Ppa-
TMEHTAL]is MiCTa BIATIOBIAHO AO HOTO ITOAIAY Ha )KHUTAOBI MacHBH/MiKpOpaioHH
BHKAHKaAa HEBAOBOACHHSL. [ J0CTyIIOBO MicTO €TaBaAO He TaK IIPOAYKTOM «CO-
LHAAICTHIHOrO yp6aHi3My>> (Ae BCE HAAABAAOCS AO 3MiH BIAIIOBIAHO AO BCTa-
HOBAEHHX AEPKaBOIO 11iAeil), K 3HAYHO GiABII BUTOHYEHOIO i CKAAAHOIO Mepe-
KEIO CIIOTaAiB, IPAKTUK 1 MOPPOAOTil, ACSIKI 3 AKHUX MOXKHA 6on MTOKPAIUTH,
6iabuIicTs — 30eperT, a Aue Aesiki — BuayuuTy. HasiTs y 3a0yA0Bi okoAHILIb
noMiTHUI OyB mowmyk 6esnepepBHOI ypOaHICTHYHOI TATAOCTI: apXiTEKTOPH Ha-
MAaraAHCs IPOBECTH 3B SI3KM Ta I10B s3aTH HOB1 PpaiioHU 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

macoBoro CoriaaicTuaHOrO MerpHisMy;
— 0OpaHHs MiCHKOTO KBapTaAy 0a30BUM €ACMEHTOM, IJO BUSHAYAE IIAAHY-
BaAbHY Ta apPXITEKTYPHY NEPCIEKTUBY MIPOEKTY;

— CydYacHe NEePENpOYUTAHHS 30YAOBAHOTO CEPEAOBHUIIIA Ta IEPEOCMUCACH-
HS1 ACSIKHX 3 YCTAACHHUX ITIAXOAIB AO IIPOCTOPOBUX GOPM;

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

— iTepaTUBHUI Ta GaraTocTapifHUH MIPOLIEC, IKUI OXOIAIOE KiAbKA POKIB,
SIKI[O HE ACCSTUAITTSL.

Viepure micast ny6Aquoro 3acypskeHHs XPYIIOBUM HAAMIPHUX €ACMCEHTIB
apxirexrypu (mocranosa «IIpo ycyHeHHs HaAMIPHOCTEH y IPOEKTYBaHHi i
OyaiBHHLTBI» 1955 pOKy), MICTONAQHYBAABHUKU OyAH OQILiiHO 3MyIueHi
6paT1/1 AO YBaru iCTOpUYHY LIHHICT IEBHUX PAaHOHIB Ta Michbki MOP$OAOTIiL
I i pospisHeHi i1 HEBAOBOAECHI TOAOCH 3BYYaAHU TEIlep HE 3TOPH, a 3 mpode-
CIHHHX CIIABHOT i IHpoKoro saraay. PasoM i3 mommesHUM CBATKYBaHHIM
1500-piuys Kuesa yce 1je cTaro CIpUATAMBUM I'PYHTOM AASI ApXITEKTYPHHX
KOHKYPCIB, SIKi MAAH HA METIi NEPEBUHANACHHS o6pa3y MicTa Ta MPUBHECEH-
Hs cydacHUX QyHKLIH y MicTo KiHnst XX cToAiTTA. 3arasom apMiHicTpanis
micra i AepxOya 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 BCEINPO-
HUKHY BEPTUKAADb IIPOEKTYBAHHA Ta NPUMHATTS 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 OOrOBOPEHD.

VY uiit 9acTHHI AOCAIAXKEHHS, 3aAy4alO4M Pi3HI ACIIEKTH MPOAYKYBaHHS
MiCBKOTO IPOCTOPY (npouecm, HOpMH, iA€l, apXiTeKTypHi HiAXOAH), 6on
3pobaeHO cripoby mpoiArCcTpyBaTH HOBUIL croci6 MucauTn Micto micast Co-
uiasicruyroro MoaepHismy.

Byauni Auronosuya i MaseBuya, 1972-1988

Texniuna ingopmayis

Tun: xouxypc, ITAIT i mopasbie po3pobacHHs!, yacTKOBA peaAisaryis.

Poxu nposepaenns: 1972, 1974, 1975-1990-i.

3amosuuxu: Aepx0ys YPCP, Criaka apxitexropis.

PiBenn: kuiBchKuUii.

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

¥ noBoennomy Kuesi BisuTiBK0OI0 cTaAiHCHKOI apXiTeKTypH cTaB Xpela-
THK, SIKHH ACCSTHAITTAMHU BBa>KAAM HaHOiABII YCHIITHUM apXiTeKTyPHUM
aHcaMbAeM MicbKOI Byauri. IIpuaeray ao Xpemaruxa yacTuHy MicTa, siKa
TOAl Maaa HasBy Bya. YepBoHoapmiiichka (Tenep — Beanka Bacuabkiscpka)
3aAYMYBAAU SIK IIPOAOBXCHHS IIPEACTABHHI[BKOIO MICHKOTO aHCaMOAIO;
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 CIPUYMHSIAO pO30DKHOCTI B MaciuTabi, Gesaap 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 — Aunbia-
CBKa), TAKOX IPOAYKT MIiCTOITAAHYBAABHHX ITiAx0AiB 1960-x.

Taxa HerpocTa cuTyauis i moraHe IPOCTOPOBE IAAHYBAHHS CIIOHYKAAH apXi-
TEKTOPIB, FOAOBapxiTeKTypyi CniAKy ApXITEKTOPIB IIyKaTH HOBE, IliAiCHE 6aueH-
Hs1 11bOro paiiony. Maticreprst KuiBnpoexry N® 5 pospo6raa AAst el aoLwi >Kut-
AoBi GyaunHkH, HOBi 6yaiBai aast apxiBy KAB ta VepHAIHTI (1971, apxirexropu
®ropian IOp'es i Acs Hosikos). Cropyay YkpHAIHTI, sixa Harapysasa HAO,
JKApTIBAUBO HasMBaAU <« lapiakoro». ¥ nentpi » pationy 3sBuamcst ITanan
«Ykpaina» (ykpaiHcbkuii 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 Hosoi 3ab6ypoBu Oyao BU3HAYECHO SIK
30HY PEKOHCTPYKLil 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 MAXOAIB AO 3a6yAOBI/I «ILEHTPAABHOL
nepudepii» micra — micrjeBocti Hosa 3abyaosa. Leit mpoexr OyB yHikaabHuiIT
sK 3a Macurabom, Tax i 3a popmoro. Oaekcanpp 3opis i Bikrop Posenbepr —
MOAOA] ApXiTEKTOPH, SIKi TPAIIIOBAAY B TAHAEMI, — BUPIIIHUAU BiAMOBUTHCH Bip
BIABHOTO pO3TallyBaHHs 6y,A,iBCAI) 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 )KUTAOBHX, KOMEPLIIMHUX 1 TEXHIYHUX IPUMIlIIEHb.

Texniune 3a60anns

Konxypc nepepbadas po3poOACHHS KOMIIACKCHOTO IAQHY YaCTHHU MICTa —
OYAIBHHLITBO HOBOTO JKHTAQ, TPOMAACBKUX CIIOPYA, OOAAIITYBAaHHS MOOIABHOCTI
Ta pekpeanifinux npocropis. Hosuit cuayer micta MaB mporasiaaTucs i3 BaroHis
norsry «KuiB—Mocksa» i OyB 4aCTHHOI IPOEKTHOTO 3aBAAHHS. Y KOPOTKOMY
OIUCI KOHKYPCY 6on 3a3HAYEHO PO HeOOXiAHICTD CUHXPOHI3yBaTU IPOEKT
i3 6YAiBHI/II_1TBOM HOBMX CTaHIIi# METPO (;uci 3aBEPIIHMAU XK Y CEPEAUHI 1980-x).

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 1970x
(pororpad

HeBiAOMHI)

Fig. 1.1

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

ApxiTexTopka
Csrenis Mapun-
YEHKO CITIAKYEThCS

3 mapTiHuMu
KepiBHUKAMMU Mip
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 F€HIIAAHY PaliOHY, Tpe6a 6on MOAATH Bi3yaaisamil
BUAOBUX IIEPCIEKTUB i3 Pi3HUX OTASIAOBUX TOYOK, ACTAAbHI €CKi3H XKHUT-
AOBHX CTPYKTYP, CXEM TPAHCIOPTY, 0OCAYTOBYUX CTPYKTYP i ACTAABHUI
BEAMKOMACIITAOHUI MaKeT KBapTaAy. Takuil BeAHKHI Ha6ip MaTepia-
AIB CBIAYMB IIPO BUCOKMH PiBEHb MIATOTOBKH 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 3actpoiiky 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
(¢pororpad

HeBipoMuil)

Fig. 1.3

Volodymyrskyi

market, view from the
Antonovycha St., 1970s.
Unknown photographer
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3Ba)kaloud Ha BUCOKHIH piBEeHb IIyMY i 3a6py,A,HeHH;1 MOBITPs Bip Mari-
CTPaAbHMX IIASIXiB, apPXITEKTOPHU PO3TAINYBAAU JKUTAO IMOAAAl Bip ByAHIIb
irpynyBasu 6yAI/IHKI/I Y BUCOTHI CTPYKTYpPH, 06 AOCATTH HEOOXiAHOT I]iAD-
HOCTi HaceAeHHs (A0 15 THCAY HOBUX MENIKAHINIB) i 3a6€3MEYUTH AOCTATHIO
KIABKICTb 3€ACHHUX 30H y IIEPEPAXYHKY HA AIOAMHY.

Sazarvri nosuyii 3a260K Y KOHKYPCi

MoaepHicTcpka MPOEKTHA AOTIKA YYACHHKIB KOHKYPCY IOASITasa Iepe-
AYCIM Y PO3BEAECHHI MiCIlb IPUKAAAAHHS Mpalli i IPOXXUBAHHS, Y CTBOPEHHI
CIEL[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 Aubiab He BBaskasu
BOKAMBHUM CTPYKTYPHUM €AEMEHTOM PAaHOHY, i B TEXHIYHOMY 3aBAAHHI 1if
HE 6on MIPUAIAEHO 0cobAUBOI ysaru. Ha 1 mici, BIATTOBIAHO AO reHIAaHy
MiCTa, MaAH 3BECTU HOBY 00’13HY Aopory. [HIIO0 MOAEPHICTCHKOK PHCOIO
3aBAQHHS OYAO AOCTaTHbO BIABEpPTE IrHOPYBAHHS CTAPOIO SKUTAOBOTO $OH-
AY; K 1 B YCIX IHIITMX MPOEKTAX, CAip 6on 3aAMIIATH TIABKH IOBOEHHY 3a6y—
AOBY, a PEIUTy — 3HOCUTH 3aAASl HOBOTO OYAIBHMIITBA 200 00AAIITYBaHHS
3€ACHHUX 30H.

AIIIPOMICTO

Apxitextopu: . Mesennes, 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 ePEKTHY IPOIO-
3UIIII0, 11O nepeAGaqua CTBOPEHHA 6araTopiBHean HIiIIOXIAHUX 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 youngarchi-
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 i 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 sickpaBuii npukaas o6’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-
€KTOBAHHX BYAHLIb (TOAiH.IHSI Bosxenka), ase cBoi iaei BoHH o6rpyHTOByBaAn
i 3a AOITOMOTOIO BIACHAQHBb AO MHUCTEIITBA, 30KPEMA ABAHTAPAY.

LlixaBoro, HaIIpUKAaA, € MOsBA (y 1972 poui) [IPOIIO3HLIH 10A0 GpopMy-
BAHHS )XUTAOBUX KOMIAEKCiB. MK TeXHIYHUMU Be>kaMmH i3 aidramu Ta cxo-
AAMH MAaAU PO3TALIOBYBATH JKUTAOBI 6a0Ku Bipg 8 a0 20 nosepxis. [Tonpu
NiABHILEHY BUCOTHICTD, 3araabHa misbHicTh 3a6yaoBu (FAR) 6yaa HeBuco-
KOIO TIOPiBHSAHO 13 Cy4acHUM 6YAiBHHuTBOM.

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

KuisBHAIEIT

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

ITpoext KuiBBHAIEIT nepeabaya koHTpacTHe pimieHHs: 30epesKeHHsI
KBApPTAABHOI CTPYKTYPU — 3aBEPIICHHS/AOIOBHEHHS ACAKHUX KBAapTaAiB

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

areas per person.

129
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In.14
AIITPOMICTO,

TIPOEKT MiCBKOTO
nAaHyBaHHﬂ
kBapraay (apxin
AITTPOMICTO)

In.1.4.1

AIITPOMICTO,
KOHILICNTYaAbHE
OOTpyHTYBaHHS

npoexry (apxin

AIIIPOMICTO)

Fig. 1.4

DIPROMISTO, Project
of the urban plan for the

district, from the
DIPROMISTO archive

Fig. 1.0.1

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

DIPROMISTO archive
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In.1.4.2

AITTPOMICTO,
AQHi TIPO iABHICTH
320yA0BH i mpOEKT

TEW P M YO Na -

60 vaaoa" JKHTAOBOTO

MM OA AW A O A AR
KOMIIACKCY (apxis

AIITPOMICTO)

oA S E AR MM E- 30 veac A,

e Aamum 3TAmMGO o¥ - Mavases

In.1.4.3

AIITPOMICTO,

Bi3yaAbHA MEPCIEKTH-

MEOEKT MAAMMPONMEE M BAOTEO TAmu mmAcw

Ba paitony (apxis

AIITPOMICTO)

MCXOAHOE MOAOIKEHME

“;!é

CTPYKTYPA

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

Kuis3HAIETT,
dparmenT Makera
IIOAQHOTO TIPOEKTY
(oo 3 5xypHasy
«DByaiBunieo
iapxitekTypa»,
apxis AHABD

im. B. T 3a6osotHOTO)

In.1.5.2

Kuis3HAIEIT,
KpaeBHA i3 ByamIii

Ha IPOMAACHKHI
TOPTrOBEABHMIT LIEHTP
KBapTaAy (3 KypHasy
«DBypiBuuITBO
iapxirekTypa>,

apxis AHABB

im. B. . 3a6oaoTHorO)

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

e —

e
— —
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In.1.5.1

Kuis3HAIETT,
BHMAOBA TIEPCIIEKTHBA
IPOMAACHKOI 30HH Ta
IrPOMAACHKOTO TOp-
TOBEABHOTO LIEHTPY
KBAPTAAY
(3xypHany
«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 (mepumerpasbHa 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 Has BOAOAMMHUDPCHKHUM PHHKOM 31 CKAAAHUMU 6araTopiBHe—
BUMU IIPOMEHAAAMU AASI MICTSIH MaB CTaTH HOBOIO aTPAKIIi€I0 I HOBUM TUIIOM
pocTopy B MicTi. Sk Maaa mouyBarucs AIOAHHA y LIbOMY IIPOCTOPI 3a cepea-
upol Temneparypu —10°C B3umky i +30°C BAITKY — BiAKpHTE IHTAHHSL.

Kuienpoexm, maiicmepus 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 3MIIIIEHO Ha TEpU-
Topil mapaseapHUX ByaHLb YepBoHOapMmiiicskol i fopsroro. Lleit mpoekr
TaKOX nepeA6aan iHQpacTpyKTypHi iHBECTHLII Y CTOSHKH AASL ABTO Ta
coniaabHy iHQPACTPYKTYpPY, aAe HE Y 6araTopiBHeBi aBromaricTpaai. Bee
JKUTAO MaAO OyTH 3BEACHO 3a IPOCTUM NPUHLUIIOM KOMOIHYBaHHS Clie-
11iaABHO pO3pO6A€HI/IX JKMUTAOBHUX CEKIIiH i3 AIPTOBUMH IIAXTAMH 1 CXOAA-
MM — KAACHYHHH MOAepHicTchkuil npuiiom. LlikaBum Takox Oy Hamip
3p061/1T1/1 6yAbBap Ha BCIX MariCTpaAbHHX BYAUISX — iA€s, Yac AKOI Iie
Ma€ NpUHTH.

Posnoaia Ha kBapTaau OYB IPUKMETHOI O3HAKOI IPOEKTY, aAXKe, He-
3Ba)KAI0YU HA 3MiHY MacmTa6y 1 MPOCTOPOBOI OPraHi3allii HOBUX JKUTAOBUX
CIIOPYA, BOHM 30epiraAM MPHHLUI OKPEMHUX HAMiB3aKPUTHX MIPOCTOPIB,
a He BIAbHO PO3TaIIOBAHMX 6yAI/IHKiB y 3eAcHiH 30HI. 3eAcHA 30HA X MaAa
HTH B3AOBX 00 13HOT Aoporu i Aunbeai Ta cTatu OCHOBHUM pexpeaniiHumM

Common 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 ‘dﬂd 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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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,
3aMPOTIOHOBAHMI
TeHEPAAbHHI TTAQH
paitony (a skypHaay
«DByaiBamnTBO
iapxitexTypa>,
apxis AHABB

im. B. T. 3a6oaoTHoro)

In.1.6.1

Kuisnpoexr, maker
MPOEKTY Bi ByA. Ai-
A0BOI A0 AubipcrKol
naomi (3 kypHaay
«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
apxisy FOpist

[laaaupkoro)

Fig. 1.7

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

the Yurii Shalatskyi
private archive

MapLIPYTOM i TEPUTOPIEIO AAST AO3BiAAS B paiioHi. ByaiBAi 3 kyAbTYpHO-pO3-
BaXKaAbHUMH QYHKLIIMH — KiHOT€aTPH, KYABTYPHI LEHTPH Ta BUCTABKOBI
3aAM — PO3TAIIOBYBAAMCS SKPa3 B3AOBX 11bOIO KOPHAOPY.

Lleit mpoekT mocis mepiie Micije, i aBTOpaM AOPYYHAH ITOAAABLIE PO3-
pobacunus npoexry. Ha sxaas, Oaexcanap 3opin momep, Tak i He 3aBep-
IMBIIK PO6OTY.

Iicas konxypcy. Poseumox npoexmy

Apxirexropu: L. Ilmapa, B. Posen6epr, 0. Hlaranpxuii, B. I0aina, O. Ta-
mapos, I. Ayxouunmii, A. Hocenxo, 1. Yepnsseska (ia. 1.7, 1.7.1, 1.7.2,
1.7.3,1.7.4).

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 paaiiiy A€P>K6Y,A,i
YPCP;

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

1983-1990 — BTiACHHS IPOEKTY.

AecsTb poKiB IPOEKTyBaHHS OyAH Oe3IPELiCACHTHUM BHIIAAKOM: apXi-
TEKTOPH MaAH 3MOTy BCEOIMHO pO3pOOUTH IPOEKT — BiA KOMIIACKCHOTO
IIAQHY AO YTOYHEHHA mouaﬁApiGHimux pilleHb IPOEKTHOI MPOMO3UILIL
Im Baanocs p03p061/1T14 6iAbI peaAicTu4HI ¥ peA€BaHTHI pillleHHS, AKi He
3aBXKAM IIOBTOPIOBAAH ITOYATKOBI 3aAyMH. [Aest TOCAIAOBHOTO BTiACHHS €AU-
HOI KOHIenuii 6yaa BiaoOpaxkeHHsM icTopil 3a0ypaoBu Xpewatuka, pospo-
OAcHHS i OYAIBHULITBO aHCAMOAIO SIKOTO TPUBAAM MOHaA 15 pokis. Maroun
MOXXAHBICT BHOCUTH 3MiHU AO IIPOEKTY, aBTOPU 3MOTAM TAMOIIE IIpOmpa-
LIIOBATH B3a€MOAIIO 3 AQHAIIATOM, BUAOBI EPCIEKTUBH, IIPOCTOPOBE PO3-
[AQHYBaHHSA ABOPIiB. APXiTEKTOPHU 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 A061.

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 6yB IoeAHAHHSM AEIO OPYTaAICTCHKOI i KAACHYHOI AlHINHOI 320y-
AoBHU. BiH cTaB pesyAbTaToM yBa)KHOIO MOIIYKY HOBOIO <«CEPEAOBHIHOIO

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 skuTAOBOT
crpykrypu, 1983 pix
(3 ocobucroro apxisy
IOpis [1laranpkoro)

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-
HoBuya), 1980-Ti

(3 apxiBy Oaekcanapa

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
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In.1.8

Maxker kBapTasy
Ne22,2021 pix
(aBTop 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 PI3BHOMAHITHUX CKaTHHX
3aBEpIIEHb AAXiB 6y,A,I/IHKiB i BUHeceHMX GaAKOHIB. Mymo- i nuaosaxuchi
CHCTEMH BEHTHASIII, PO3TAIIOBaHi Iip BIKHAMH, CTBOPIOBAAU SCKPaBi 6iai
akeHTH Ha pacapax. Bupashicts rpyn 6y,A,iBeAb € OYCBHAHOIO 1 AAS TIIIIOXO0AQ,

-
-
-
-
-
-
-

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 3apOEKTOBAHO IPOMAACBKI CIIOPYAH, IK-OT Kade, Kpam-
HUIIi, AUTSYi CAAOYKH, BUCTAaBKOBA 3aAd. 1aKoX 6on 3aIIPOIIOHOBAHO
BiATBOpUTH 3ropiauil AiM-myseir Mapii 3aHbkoBeubkoi, obpamMuBLIM
fioro 6GararomosepxiBkamu. Lleil maaH, mpote, He BAAAOCS peaAisyBaTu
AO KIHIISI, I ChOTOAHI HABKOAO Bi,A,GyAOBaHoro MEMOPiaAbHOTO MY3€I0 06-
AQIITOBAHO CKBEP.

Crapuii kBapraa Xpemaruka, 1982-1985

Texniuna ingopmayis

Tur: KOHKYPC i3 ITOAQABIINM AOOIIPALIIOBAHHSIM.

Poxu nposepcuns: 1982, 1984.

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

PiBenb: 3akpuTHil KUIBCHKHUIL.

O¢iuiitna HasBa: «KoHKypc i3 po3pOOACHHS €CKI3HOTO [IPOEKTY PEKOH-
CTPYKIHI i 3a6y,A,OBI/I KBapraay Xpemjaruka MK Bya. AeHiHa i 6yAbBap0M
T. Ilepuenka» («Konkypc Ha paspaboTKy 9CKM3HOTO IPOCKTa PEKOH-
CTPYKLUH U 3acTpoiiku kBaprasa Kpemaruka mexay ya. AeHuHa u 6yapBa-
pom T. Illeuenko» ).

Busnauenus mexc pexoncmpyxyii

ITicast BiitHM BiAbyAacst cepist KOHKYpPCIiB Ha HOBY 3a0yAOBY 3pyHHOBaHOI
Y4aCTHHHU TOAOBHOI ByAuni croanni Ykpaincekol PCP — Xpemaruxa. Kon-
KYPCH TPHBAAU i3 cepeAMHH 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 (pororpad

HeBiAOMUiA)

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

yriaeauam xonnenuii Oaexcanapa Baacosa y 1950-x poxax mip kepiBHuILI-
tBoM AHatoaist AobpoBoabcbkoro. Hapaal peKoHCTpYKTHBHI 3aX0AH CTO-
cyBaAuCsl OBIAbHOL 3aMinu crapux 6yanHkiB XIX cToAiTTSI — OTOYCHHs
cporoaHinHporo Maripany 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 cuMBoAiuHuII cTaryc Kuesa sik «marepi mict pycskux». Le poano
MOIITOBX YHCACHHUM IIPOEKTAM PEKOHCTPYKIi y BCbOMY iCTOPUYHOMY LieH-

Tpi MicTa. [Tutanns moao crapoi yactunu Mixx OyasBapom IlleBuenka 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 Koskypc Ha pa3paGOTKy ¢CKHSHOIO IIPOCKTA PEKOHCTPYKLIUH U

sactpoiiku kBapTasa Kpemaruka mexay ya. Aenuna u 6yassapom T. Ileucnko

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 6yanBapy Tapaca
Ilepyenka (poro
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 cBiTOBY BiitHy Maibke Oe3 nomkopxens. Came Tomy
3a0yA0Ba 0OMEXyBaAacs AOAABAHHSIM AMIIE ABOX HOBUX OypiBeas. Y 1980-
My poui 6yAO OrOAOLICHO KOHKYPC Ha IPOEKT TPAHCIIOPTHOI PO3B'SI3KU Ha
MiCLIi IPUAETAOI AIASSHKM — CTaporo Beccapa6cm<oro kBapTaay. Ha sxaas,
KOHKYPC HE AAB BIAIIOBIACH HA TOCTPi TPAaHCHOPTHI i MPOCTOPOBI MUTAHHS,
X0 i yMO’KAMBHB HeOpAMHApHI pimenns (ia. 2.3).

3asdanns xonxypcy

ABa poku notomy, y 1982-my, Criaka apxitexropis i Aepsx6ys YPCP opra-
HI3yBaAM IIj€ OAMH 3AMOBHUH KOHKYPC MiXK KHIBCBKMMU ITPOEKTHUMH OpraHi-
sanismu. Konkype nepeA6aan IpOrpaMy KOMIIAEKCHOI OPraHi3aril 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 pecny6Ai1<1/1.

VY npodiabHiit mepioauIi AyHAAH KPUTHYHI 3ayBa>KEHHS IPO Te, LIO NPO-
rpamMy KOHKYpCYy caip Oyao momepeanso obrosopuru 3 ¢axiBusMu Ta, 1o
BAXXAUBIIIE, 3 IIMPOKOI IPOMAACHKICTIO. TaK0X HArOAOIIYBAAOCS, 11O MiCh-
KHUH MacmTab i TEPUTOPIisl MPOEKTYBAHHS Y KOHKYPCHOMY 3aBAAHHI HE BiATIO-
BiAaAM O4iKyBaHOMY pesyAbTary npoekTyBaHHs. [ Turanus MobiAbHOCTI # cy-
MicHOCTI QpyHKLIH Tpeba Oyao posrasipatu B 6iabumomy macmra6bi. ba 6iabue,
pO3B’si3aTH IpobAEMY Maike HEMOXKAUBO, POSIASIAAIOYH 1i B KATETOPIsX OA-
HOTO KBapTaAYy, 6e3 LisicHOrO HEPEOCMUCAEHHS POAI TOAOBHOI BYAHUIIi MicCTa.

Ha aopaTox, xputuku 3asHayaAu, Ijo OiABIIICTD 6y,A,iBeAb XpemjaTuka
BXC [TAAHYBAAOCSI BHCCTH AO PCECTPY IAM SITOK, AA€ 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 WW?2 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 HAHPAAUKAABHIIINX 3aAyMiB. ABTOPH IPOEKTIB CHOTOAHI 3a-
YBKYIOTb, IIJO 1i¢ OYB [TOLIYK PillIeHHS, IKe AAAO O 3MOT'Y Y3TOAUTH IHTepecH
HOBOTO 6yAiBHI/IuTBa i 36CPC>K€HH}I HasIBHOTO MiCBKOTO AAHAIIAQTY, IKHI Ha
TOM Yac HE MaB OXOPOHHOTO CTATYCY.

3arasoM, KOHKYPCHI IPOIMO3HUIIil MAAH TPU IPOTPAMHI HAIIPSAMU 1) 36e-
PEXKEHHS 1 HOBE BUKOPHCTAHHS — AOAABAHHS HOBHUX (YHKII; 2) pEKOH-
cTpykuist i HaAGyA0Ba; 3) 3HeceHHS i HOBa 3a6yAOBa.

Kuiscoxuii deprcasuuii xydoxncuiii incmumym (cyvacua naséa — Hayio-
HANbHA AKAdeMist 00PA3OMEOPL020 MUCTREYMBA i APXimeKMmYPi)

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 IIOAOBUHY 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 AOOU. AA€ K MOSACHIOIOTH 1€l MIPOEKT APXiTEKTOPHU CHOTOAHI?

AMUTPO AHTOHIOK, OAUH 3 aBTOPIB, KOMEHTYe: «Mu ToAl He Ayxe 6auu-
AM PI3HHUINIO M CaHAIli€I0, PEHOBALII€I0, PEBAAOPU3ALIIEI0, PEKOHCTPYKIIIEIO,
pecraspauieio. To6To MU 1[OCh pO3yMiAH, aA€ KOXKEH pO3yMiB cBo€. XTOCD 3a-
IIMaBCsl pecTaBpali€lo i 4iTKo po3yMiB, mo Tpeba Bee 30epertu, BiApecTapy-
BaTH, AO TOT'O K, 30BCIM HE Ha 3aCaAaX MDKHAPOAHOI pecTaBpaliil, a IpOCTO
BIATBOPEHHSI, BIAHOBACHHS BTPAY€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

Ipoekrna mpomo-
3H11is PEKOHCTPYK-
i nepexpecrs
Beccapabepkoro
kBapraay Eayapaa
Biabcrkoro, 1980 pik
(¢oto 3 apxisy
Eayapaa Biabcbkoro)

Fig.2.3

Project proposal for the

reconstruction of the

Bessarabska block inter-

section by Eduard Bilskyi, - -

1980, from Eduard A KTHA MO
Bilskyi archive A M J- H,| - |..llwmll _E! | r:h[
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In.2.4 >

KAXI, xpaesup Ha
Ppir KkBapTasy — 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)
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In24.2.

KAXI, xpaesup
3TOPH Ha BHYTPINIHIH
ABIp 1 KyABTYpHHI
ueHTp, Maket (poro
3 0cO6HUCTOrO apXiBy
Boaopumnpa

Ilepyenka)

-L‘lll‘;‘
1 r
hk.‘.h.

fti A
BAl iy

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

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. Illo 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,
MOAEPHICTCHKUMHU IIPONOPLisAMH, BUCOTOIO IIOBEPXIB i BUKOPUCTAHHAM Pi3-
HOMaHITHHX MaTepiaAiB, 110, IK BUAHO 6on HAaBITh i3 MAKETa, HE 3aCTOCOBY-
BaAU B CYCIAHIX KBapTaAaX, — BHMPAa3HO KOHTPACTYBaAad 3 TOAILIIHbOIO TKa-
HuHoo Micta. Boaoaumup IlleBuenxo, 0AuH 3 apxiTeKTOPIB, ACIO KPUTHKYE
L€} aCIEKT IPOEKTY:

«[Le 6yaa] sxicHa ipest Ha TOM wac — 36epertn Ppacapm OcHOBHHX Oy-
AMHKIB 110 ByAHLI XPEIJATHK, ACAKI HaA,6YAYBaTI/I. 3aMiCTh ACSIKHX CTapUX
OYAMHKIB BCTaBASIAMCSL HOBI 00’€KTH, aAe, Ha MOIO AYMKY, BOHU OyAH Ay>Ke
“paastHCBKI’, He BipOBipaAM XapakTepy Xpeuiatuka, i He OyAO HI4OTrO AAs
AIOACH — AASI IIIIOXOAIB. AHIlle ACCh TaM Y ABOpax 6on CTBOPEHO MPOCTIp
i HoBi ¢pynxkuii. Hosuit o6’em Ha pO3i MaB Bi3yaAbHO IMIATPUMYBATHU Pir KBap-
TAAY, A€ SKOICh EBHOI PYHKIIT AASL MiCTa He MaB, XOY Lie I 6on 3aAyMaHO
Ay>ke nikaBo. Baxxansa MiCTOGy,A,iBHa iA€sl: BHECEHHA yCiX 6y,A,I/IHKiB KBapTaAy
o Byauni Aenina (Boraana Xmeapnuupkoro), 3 tum, mo6 Tearp pociiicpkoi
APaMH BUXOAMB 5K aKL|CHT HA HOBUH IyOAIMHMIT ipocTip — i 06 npubyay-
BaTU HOBY 33AY AASl PO3BUTKY TE€ATPY BCEPEAUHI KBAPTAAY» (iHTepB’Io 3 Bo-
aopnmupo [llepuenkonm, 19.09.2021).

Is cyyacHol mepcrekTHBH MapapOKCAABHHUM BHUAA€THCS IOLIYK ITIAXOAY
AASI HEBU3HAUYEHOTO Ha6opy yHKLi Ta ayauTopil. bes koHkpeTHKy i BUsHa-
YEHUX I1iA€H MTPOEKTY OLIIHUTHU IPEACTABAEHI KOMAHAAMHU APXITEKTOPIB iA€l
ckaapHo. Hampukaap, y mMexxax opranisanii ny6Aquoro MPOCTOPY 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-
mwait, H. Bpumuncexa, H. Hemepskuipkuit (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 aApamu A0 O6yabBapy Tapaca IlleBuen-
ka. [ToBroproBani Buctymnu ¢acaais, apku i BUPa>KEHUI LIOKOABHHI ITOBEPX
i3 macakeM BiaCHAaAH AO TOrodacHol apxiTexTypu Himenpkoi Aemokparny-
Hoi Pecrry6aiku, Yropmun i FOrocaasii, a Takox A0 peasizoBaHOro npoex-
Ty Xpemaruka 1950-x poxkis.

Snom Bir Harosomrye:

«Sl MaB yneBHeHicTb i mOCAIAOBHY ipcto, o Xpemaruk Mae OyTu 3aBep-
LICHUH y Till apxiTekTypi, B sKiil Bin OyB posmovaruit B 1950-1i poku, 3a
npoexramu Baacosa, AoGposoabcbkoro, Ipuitmaka, Masnnoscbkoro. I s
BHCAOBAIOBAB ITI0 iA€I0 3aBEPUICHHA B apXiTeKTypi 1950-x pokiB; He 3Ha0, K
61 ckAaAacst icTopis, ase Mu MaAu 6 HiaicHUIT aHCaMOAD, MOrAK 6 HaBiTb Ipe-
TEHAYBATH, 10 XPEIIATUK SK 3aBEPILICHUI aHCcaMOAB Mir 6M CTaTH Bi3UTIBKOIO
kpainu> (inteps’io 3 Slnomem Birom, 30.12.2020).

Kackap, Hy6Ai‘IHI/IX IPOCTOpPIB y BUTASIAL amiTearpis 6yB IIEPEOCMUCAEH-
HSAM 3BHUYHHX MOACPHICTCBKHX IPOIpaM aBTOPAMHU HPOEKTY: PO3AIACHHSA
(l)yHKuiﬁ 3aMiHSAAU 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,
KPAEBHA HA KBAPTAA
is 6oxy Xpemaruka,

maket (¢poTo 3 kyp-
Haay «ByaiBaunTBoO i
apxitekTypa», 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

OLEKSANDR ANISIMOV

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 My0AIMHOMY IIPOCTOPY
IpsIMO y cebe mip BikHAMU.

Kuis BHAIEIT

Apxirexropu: B. 3aaynpxwuit, 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 LIMX EKACKTHYHUX CTAPHX PacaaiB i raapKo-TIoAipo-
BAHOIO IIOBEPXHEIO CYLIABHO 3ackAeHHX pacapiB. L]ikaBo, mo aBropu Bbava-
Au dacaau okpeMuM 06’eKTOM 30epeskeHHsI, o OYAU Haue BIAOKPEMACHHMU
BiA 6yAiBAi 74 Ha6YBaAI/I BAACHOI LIiIHHOCT] 11032 BHYTPIilIHIMU NTPOCTOPaMH,
CTPYKTYpPOIO NPUMIlIlEHb, OPraHi3alli€lo MPOCTOPIB MiX 6YAI/IHKaMI/I.

Boaopumup 3aayrpkuil 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 HAACKUTD apXi-
TEKTYpi icTOpHUYHIil, KAACHYHIH, aae BiH TyT OyB nepebysoBaHuil i 3pobaeHMi
B iHIIIOMY Macmitabi. Posmipu 1pOro kapHH3y BIAITOBIAAAM CaMe ITOCTMOAEP-
HICTCBKOMY CBIiTOIAsIAY. TOMYy IO ITOCTMOACPHI3M AaBaB 3MOTY TPaHCPOPMY-
BAaTH PO3MIpH, BiH AO3BOASIB HaBiTh A€SIKY ipOHiI0 Haa Kaacukoro. Lle ne 6on
HPOCTO MEXaHIYHe, KAACHYHE IIepeHeCeHH GOPM; ITIOCTMOAECPHISM — 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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KievZNIIEP, View from
the inside of the passage,
sketch, Volodys

Zalutskyi private archive
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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 HNEPETBOPUTHU HA TOPTOBEABHMH LIEHTP i3 IMEPEKPUTUM IIaCaXKeM Ia-
paaeabHO Xpewaruxy, i3 6ararbMa MarasHHaMu, KaB IPHSIMHU, PECTOPaHAMHU.
BuyTpinsio yacTHHY KBapTaAy 3aAyMYBaAH SIK MiCHKHI CKBEP.

Ainpodepsnpomn6yd

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

I'Tpononyroun cxoxuii Ao mpoekTy Snomra Bira miaxip — moBHe OHOBACHHS
KBapTaAy, Licil IPOEKT IepeAdayaB MepeAyciM abCOAIOTHO iHILE CIIIBBIAHOLICH-
HsI MacIuTabiB OyAIBEAb AO IPOCTOPY KBAPTAAY, 3HAYHO OiAbIII pOPMU KOAOH i
BHPA3HE Bi3yaAbHE PO3MEXYBAHHS MOBEPXIB Ta IHIINX BHYTPIIIHIX IPOCTOPIB.
KoskeH noBepx 34UTYBaBCs 3aBASIKH «3BOPOTHOMY TEPACYBaHHIO >, HAHOIABLI
BIAOMUM IIPUKAAAOM SIKOTO B ¢BiTi € bocToHcpka paryma. Pacasu 6yan pasu-
KAABHO Mi3HbOMOAEPHICTCHKUMH, 6e3 HpsIMOTO pedepyBaHHs AO IIPOIOPLIiiL
i marepiaaiB dacapiB cycipnix 6yaiBean. Ha mepmomy nosepci popmysascs
MEPHCTUAD HABKOAO BCHOTO HOBOTO MEPUMETPA KBAPTAAY — KPUTUH MPOCTIp,
SIKUI OyB 4aCTHHOIO OYAIBAI I1 YACTHHOIO 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 1LIJ0 MU HE PO3YMiAH, MOKAUBO, BChOTO I[bOT'O 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 arca 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

Ainpoaepsnpo-
MOYA, KpaeBu i3
Xpemarnka Ha da-
CaAM IIPOEKTY, MAKET
($poto 3 5xypHasy
«DByaiBuniro
iapxitekTypa>,

apxiB ZSSLoAaC)

In.2.7.1

Ainpopepxmpom6bya,
KpaeBuA i3 ByA. bor-
Aana XMeAbHUI[b-
KOTO Ha BHYTpilIHii
npOCTip, MaKeT
(oo a sxyprany
«DByaiBuniro
iapxitekTypa>,
apxi 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, cepeaoBuiie, poHOBY 3a6yaoBy. Tak, Mu posy-
MiAH, IO TAM SITHHUKH aPXITEKTYPHU — Lj¢ OAHO3HAYHO Tpe6a 36€piI‘aTI/I, SIK
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 36UpaTHCst, OCh POOUTH, TOBOPUTH,
sycrpivarucs. [...] Tomy meTa 6yaa spoburu kyasrypHuii yentp Kuesa, i ne
0ya0 Moe GaueHHs. Mu poOuan TaM BeAnkuil amdirearp, A¢ AIOAU MOTAH
CHAITH, CTOSITH, IIOCh OAYUTH, Yy TH, TAKOX OYB 3aA/mpocTip, o6 Oyau pec-
Topauii» (inrepr’io 3 Bikropom Kyainum, 01.09.2021).

VY [eBHOMY KAIOYi MOTHBH SIITOHCBKOTO MeTa60Ai3My, HIAE€PAAHACBKOTO
CTPyKTypaaAismy, OpuraHcbkoro 6pyraaismy Oyan o0’epHaHI AAsl PO3pO-
OACHHSI MOHYMEHTAABHOIO, aAC BIAKPUTOIO AASL TPOMaAM IIPOCTOPY, IO
nepeabayas iHmi $pyHKLIl Ta MacIITAOHICTD MYOAIMHHUX MOAIH, MOXXAMBHX
Ha TO¥ 4ac Ta/abo caHKIioHOBaHMX AepikaBolo. [lepdopoanicTs OyaiBAi,
I1JO BUXOAMAA Ha XPeIaTHK, HOBI MIIOXIAHI MapIIPyTH 1 HaBic Bis HEroau
MAaAM AATH 3MOTY IOCTiHfHO BUKOPUCTOBYBATHU 10 BHYTPIIIHIO TEPUTOPIIO
HapiBHi i3 camum XpeLIaTHKOM, a MOXKAHBO, H IEPEBEPIIUTH HOTO IOITy-
ASIPHICTD AASI ACSIKUX IPYIL.

Kuisnpoexm 2

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

Lleit npoexr 36epiras HailbiAbILIE 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 PO3MICTUTU BCEPEAMHI BHUCTABKOBI 3aAH, Kade,
FOTEAD, TEATP, OTASIAOBUEI MAHAAHYHMK Ha XPEIIATHK, MOAOADKHHUI LIEHTP 1 6a-
raro ixmoro. JKypi oLjiHHAO yBaXkHY I AOCHTb TBOPYY p060Ty 3 ICTOPUYHOIO
CIAALMHOIO: 30epeXeHHS, IIepeOyAOBY I HAAOYAOBY pisHHX 00’€KTiB 6yr0 06-
IPYHTOBAHO PI3HOIO aPXITEKTYPHOI 3HAYYILICTIO, Pi3HIHOI 30epexcHicTIO,
a TaKOXX IIOTPEDOI0 y HOBHX BidyaAabHUX opieHTHpax. Hanpukaaa, 6yro nepea-
6a4eHO CTBOPEHHSI IUTYYHOI BEXI I 301ABLICHHS BUCOTHOCTI 3a0yAOBH Ha PO3i

KBapTaAy, IJ0 3aMHKaB pir ByAu11b, Ha Kuraar 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

Vikeor 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,
KPAa€eBUA HA KBap-
taa i3 Xpemaruxka,
maket (¢poTo

3 KypHAAY
«DbypiBannTBO
iapxiTexTypa>,

apxis ZSSLoAaC)

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,
KpPaeBUA i3 ByA.
Borpana XmeabHurp-

KOTro0, 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 Ije OAUH KOHKYPC, IIPOTE SIKOrOCh i ACYMKOBOI0/0CTa-
TOYHOTrO PillIcHHS yXBaAeHO He 6yao. Pesyabrar koHKypcy 6yB AOBOAL AUB-

HUM: KiAbKa KOMaHA-yYaCHUIIb OTPUMAAHU 3aBAAHHS iHTErpyBaTH PisHi i€l

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,

OLEKSANDR ANISIMOV

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 MicTa) Ta IOpiit ITackeBuy ABa poKH IPAIIOBAAM HAA LIUM CITiAB-
HO. OCHOBHOIO iAci0 OyAn 30epeKeHHsI Ta peHOBallis Halkpale 30epexe-
HUX | HallBaXXAMBIMHNX OyAiBeab PpoHTy 3a6ys0BH Xpemaruka (Homepu 42,
44,501 52) i nepenecenns Beix komepuiitanx ¢pynkuiit Ao beccapabepkoro
kBapraay. 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 ApamMu Masu cPOpMyBaTH
TOYKU TSDKIHHS AASL SKHTEAIB MicTa. Ix MIAAHYBaAH 06’epHaTU BHYTpilI-
HbOKBapPTaAbHUM Hy6Ai‘1HI/IM MIPOCTOPOM (no,A,i6H1/1M A0 Myseitnoro
KBapTaAy y Bipni), mo mas 6u pi3Hi 30HH i 6yB 3’ €AHAHUH MIIOXiAHUMHU
Mapuipytamu i3 Byaunsimu [ Iymkincekoro, Tapaca IlleBuenka, AcHiHa
(sapas — Borpana XmeapHunpkoro) Ta Xpemarukom. Maau BigBectn
YaCTHHY HUHIIHBOI ByAuni boraana XMeAPHUIIPKOTO AAS MILIOXiAHOI
30HH, CTBOPUTHU APY>XKHIO AO AIDAMHH i BiABHY Bip MAIllUH MAOILY ITEPEA
HasIBHOIO 6yAiBACIO TEaTPy Ta MPOKAACTH HOBHI MappyT Ao Kuiscokoi
onepu (ia. 2.9.2,2.9.3).

Ecreruka icropuiusmy, sIKy 3apornoHyBaAU aBTOPH, BBOAHAQ HOBHI
CUMBOAIYHUM MIAXIA, METOK SIKOTO 6on MPUXOBATH 3HAYHUMN MacmTab
3HECEHHX y CTApOMY KBapTaAi 6y,A,iBeAb i AO6YAOBaHHX HoBux. Pedepen-
Tamu TYT Oyaa i 3abypoBa XIX croairts, i 6yaiBas LIYMy y cruai «pa-
ASIHCBKOTO Ap-Aeko» Ha posi, I IIOMIE3HHH IICASBOEHHHN aHCaMOAb
Xpemaruka 1950-x. Buyrpimmiit my6aivauit npoctip 6yB 3apymaHuit

the background buildings. Yes, as normal architects, we understood that architectural
monuments should be preserved. (In the competition project — ed.) we demolished
everythingand 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,
dpouT 3a6ys0BH
Xpemaruxa, 1984
pik (is knmxkn «ITis
CTOPIYYS O4MMa apXi-
TekTopa>» 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)

alaalalalal
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In.2.9.2

Suowm Bir npesenrye
BapianT 1, 1984

pix (i3 kKHKKH
«ITiB cropiuys
OYHMMa 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 TYpPY
(¢oto 3 ocobucroro
apxisy Boaopumupa

Ilepyenka)

Fig. 2.10

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

of the competition,
1996, from the
Volodymyr Shevchenko
private archiv
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In.2.10.1 «

Maiicrepust Mukoan
AeBuyka, npoekTHa
IIPOIO3HLLisl APYTOTO
1ypy (poTo 3 ocobu-
croro apxiBy Mukoan

Aesuyxka)

In.211+

Makxer kBapTasy
BIATIOBIAHO AO TIPO-
€KTY PEKOHCTPYKIIil
1980-x poxis, 2021
pix, aBrop Boprc
MeaBeaeB
(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 Micra, 3 BipBEp-
TUMHU IJUTYBAHHAMH KAACHMYHOI apXiTEKTYpHU (PI/IMy, I'peui'l') Ta HEAABHIX
noctmopepHux npoektiB CIIIA Ta €sponu. Bin pisko koHTpacTyBas i3
conpeaaicTuiHo ecTeTHKo0 maomi YKoBTHeBOI peBoatonii Ta Xpemraru-
ka 1960-x1i 1970-x.

Pesysomamu. Licaamosa

Hesaskaroun Ha yxBaAeHHS pIlIEHHS IIPO PEKOHCTPYKIHIO 33 IIPOEKTOM,
nporjec Tak i He mo4ascs. Y 1987 poui BiaOyaacst smiHa kepiBHHIITBA apxi-
TeKTypHOro yrpasAinusa. Hosi micbki yrpaBainii Bupimuan He ¢popcyBaru
Lle CKAAAHE 3aBAAHHS 1 BIAKAAAW PEAAI3AI[iI0 TPOEKTY aXX Ha 14—Ty T SITH-
piuky — 1996-2000 poku. 3 mmeBHUX IPHYHH, CEPEA SKUX, OYCBHAHO, KO-
pymnuis Ta 6arxkaHHA OTPUMATH 3UCK i3 PUHKOBUX BIAHOCHH, IO TOAi came
popmyBaucs, 6yAO OrOAOIICHO HOBUI KOHKYPC, SIKMI MaB YK€ IHILY METy
(ia. 2.10, 2.10.1).

ITicast OypxanBoro mepioay mepebysoBU CIpaBAi BIAOYBCsI HOBHIL, ABOCTAII-
HUI KOHKYPC.

Y apyromy typi BuOpasu npomnosunio Boropumupa IlleBucHka.
Llsoro pasy mpoexr Maaa piHaHCYBaTH iHBeCcTHLiliHA KoMIIaHis 3 Bpu-
taHil. Apxitekrop P03p06I/IB HOBI Bi3yaAbHi I NPOCTOPOBi aTpakuil
Ta [IOB’513aB Pi3HI YACTHHH KOMEPILIHHOro Ta opicHOro LCHTPY 3 IIpHU-
ACTAUMH BYAULSIMH. BTpyuaHHs B HasiBHMI mpoctip 6yA0 MeHIIMM 3a
MacwtaboMm, ase He MeHII amOinifiHuM, HiX npoektn 1980-x poxis.
ITpore y 1997 poui, oApasy micast 3aTBEPAKCHHS IPOEKTY, IIOYAAACS
HOBA €KOHOMI4Ha KpH3a $piHAHCOBUX PUHKIB, I1JO TIOCTABHAO MPOEKT HA
ayasy, [0 TPUBA€E 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
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CporoaHi KBapTaA NPUBATU30BAHO i pPArMEHTOBAHO SIK IIPOCTOPOBO,
0 AIASIHKaX, Tak i BidyaabHO. Aesiki Oro yacTHHU 3aHeAOaHi, 1 He icHye
€AMHOTIO MiIIOXiAHOTO IPOXOAY, AKUM IEPETUHAB 6u itoro miakom. Pos-
TAIIOBaHi TaM MaAi MIATIPMEMCTBA HE aXK TaK BaKAUBI AASL MICTa, a IXHi
BAACHUKH HE MaIOTh CIIIABHOTO 0aueHHs MaiibyTHbOIO LibOTO KBapTAAY;
BHYTpIIIHI ABOpH — Y skaxauBoMy ctasi. Ha 1jio r[p06AeMy AABHO HE 3Ba-
skae 1 micpka BAapa. IlpoTe akTyaAbHHM AMINAETHCSA MUTAHHSA HAaPiKHOI
6yAiBAi KOAMIIHBOTO FACTPOHOMY, 5IKa IIOKHU IO CTOITh 3pYHHOBAHA IiCAS
MEHTY MiCTOGy,A,YBaHHH i apxiTexTypHu 6on ITOAAHO HOBUM MPOEKT CyNep-
CTPYKTYpH Iii€l 6y,A,iBAi, SAKUM CBIAYUTH IPO TE, IO y KEPIBHUITBA MicTa
HEMA€ XKOAHOIL CTPATETii YU MOAITUKHU 1IJOAO MaﬁGyTHboro PO3BUTKY ITiel
aokauii (ia. 2.11).

Ksapraau Posenbepra, 1979-1988

Texniuna ingopmayis

Tun: xoHKyPC i moAaABLI cTaAIT pO3pO6ACHH}I.

Poxu: 1979-1988.

3amosuuku: Kuisnpoexr, Aepx6ys YPCP.

PiBens: sakputuit koukypc y KuiBrnpoexri.

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

Tpaexmopis pationy — 6id 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
Musecumsquartier 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
3aMiHu KBapTaAbHOIL cTpykTypu [Toa0Ay OyaArHKaMH B OTOYEHHI [TApKiB, CXO-
JKMMH Ha Mikpopaiionu Ha iepudepil. Lleii maan HamroBXHYBCs Ha 3aIIEKAHI
OIlip iICTOPUKIB apPXiTEKTypPH Ta PECTABPATOPIB, i BAAAA MOTO TaK i HE 3aTBEp-
AuAa. PaitoH 6yA0 «BpSTOBAHO>» BiA TOTAABHOI PEKOHCTPYKLIL, a TUM 4aCOM
nepeA KUIBCbKUMHU apXiTEKTOPAMH [TOCTAAO IIUTAHHSL: K OYAYBaTH B LIIABHO
3a6yAOBaHI/IX Ta iICTOPUYHO HACHMYEHUX PaliOHAX? (iA. 3.1,3.1.1, 3.1.2)

Y 1973 pouni apxitekropka-pecraBpatopka Basentuna IlleBuenxo
MpoBEAd KOMITAEKCHE AOCAIAKEHHS apXiTEKTYPHOI CHAAIUHU PaHoHY,

-
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oxonupmu 3600 6yAiBeAI> Ha [Topoai. Pexomenpanii niel inBenTapusa-
il mam’sTok 6yA0 BHeceHO A0 HOBOro ITaaHy AeTaAbHOrO IAQHYBaHHs
paitony 1974-1975 poxkis. TyT MOXHAa BUOKPEMUTH ACSKI PaAMKAABHI
BIAXMAEHHS Bia MOAepHicTChkoOro mipxoay. Ilo-mepiue, Byanuny crpyk-
Typy XIX cTOAITTS 3aAUIIUAU HE3MIHHOIO, 2 HOBIL 6y,A,iBAi MaAU 3AUBa-
THCSI 3 HABKOAUIIHIM 30yAOBaHHMM CEPEAOBHUILEM, & HE KOHTPACTYBAaTH
3 HuM. byao 3anmaanoBaHo HOBI IpocTOpoBi KOHIrypanii ABOX FOAOBHUX

naowu; — ITomrosoi ra KonTpakToBoi, a Takox Byauui 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
iapxirexrypa>,

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 Architekeura journal,
ZSSLoAaC archive



170  onEKCAHOP AHICIMOB

In.3.1.1

Kuinpoexr,

IIAQH ACTAABHOTO
MAQHYBAHHS PaiioHy
(¢poto 3 xypHany
«DByaiBHuuTBO
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, IO HE TAPMOHIIOE 3 AOBKOAHUIIHIM CEPEAOBUILEM, — IIJO-
HaiiMeHIue, HeaarekorasipHo. Ha 1974 pik y HOBOMy AeTaAbHOMY IAaHi
IToaoAy mepeabayarocs CTBOPEHHs OXOPOHHHX 30H AAS apXiTEKTYpPHHX,
ICTOPUYHUX | KYABTYPHHX IIAM SITOK, IO O3HAYAAO 3aIIPOBAAXKCHHS CIIC-
IiaABHUX 6yAiBeAbHI/IX HOPM AASL HOBOTO GYAiBHI/IuTBa» (Lositskiy &
Vlasova, 1991, p. 32).

VY 1980-x y CPCP 3's1BASIIOTBCSI IEPCIICKTUBY PO3BUTKY TYPH3MY, iHAY-
CTpisi mOCAYT IIBUAKO posBuBajacs. Lle yacTo BUKOpHUCTOBYBaAM 5K ap-
rymeHT (0CO6AMBO KOAM HIIAOCS NTPO MIXKHAPOAHHMH TYPH3M) y MOSCHIO-
BAABHHUX 3aIIHCKAX [IPO 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
GyauHkis 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,
MOACADB HOBOTO
paiiony, 1975 pix
(apxis Kuisnpoexry)

In.3.2.1

Konrpaxrosa
MAOIIA, MAKET
MOAEAI 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 1A€I0 PEKOHCTPYKLI LIepKOB, siki 6ya0 sHeceHo y 1930-x,
BKe OYyAO IPEACTABACHO Yy IPOEKTHUX PIlllCHHSX. ABTOPHU IepeabadanH,
IJ0 TOAOBHUMHU 00’€KTaMu iHTepecy TypucTiB OyAyTh LiepKBY, OpyKOBaHi
BYAHIi Ta CTapi MiChbKi Ao,

3a60anmsg ma idei

Kiapka pokiB mmicast 3aTBEpAXKEHHSI IIAQHY HE PO6I/IAI/I SKOAHUX KPOKIB AAS
I0ro peaaisaiil, OCKIABKY HAASBUYAIHO CKAAAHO OYAO 3HAITH 30A0TY cepe-
AUHY MK THITI30BAHMMHU METOAAMH OYAIBHHUIITBA T2 HOBUMU CTPOTUMH HOP-
MaMH yXBaAeHOTo maany. ¥ 1979 poui komaHaa apxiTexTopis Ha 4oai 3 Iro-
pem IInaporo nepemoraa Ha KOHKYpPCi IIPOEKTHUX IA€H IJOAO 3a6yA0B1/1 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 xypHaAy
«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)

e
07

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 HOPMYBaAHU HOBY 3a6y,A,OBy Mi-
cra. Le pAano 3aMory orpumaTu BUCOTY 3—5 HOBEpXiB i CTBOPUTH AOCTATHI
BipcTani Mix 6yauHkamMu. OCHOBHOIO iAc€l0 OYAO BUKOPHCTAHHS CHUCTe-
MU TUIIOBUX KBAPTAAIB i3 A€SIKMMU IHAUBIAYaAi30BAHUMH €EAEMEHTAMU —
KYTOBHMHU CEKIJisIMH, €AEMEHTAMH BYAHUYHOIO AH3AHHY Ta AEKOPYBaH-
HsaM dacapiB. 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)
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3 SIKMX Ha TOH 4ac 6YAI/I B )KAXAHBOMY CTaHi, OAHAK )XOAHOTO pillleHHs Ha
TOPU30OHTI, OKPiM 3HECEHHS, HE 6on. ToBapucTBO OXOPOHH ITaM SITOK ic-
TOpIl Ta KyABTYPH BiA IOYATKY MPOTHBHAOCS 3HECEHHIO. YTiM, A0 1990-x
pecraspanis 6iAbIIOCTI 6yAiB€Ab Tak i He movaaacs. Ha Toii yac Bonu Bxxe
CTOSIAM B PYIHAX, HOTP€6YB21AI/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 GoHAy
AO 10YaTKy Oyais-
nunrea, 1980 pik (is
ocobucroro apxisy
FOpis lasanpkoro)

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

Iepmmit mipxip 6yB ocHOBaHuit Ha ipesx genius loci (Ayxy micus) pa-
itony. IlpocTopoBa opienranis crapux 6y,A,iBeAb BKa3yBaAa Ha CEPEAHBO-
BI4HY ByAHYHY Mepesxy. [aest aBTopiB moasiraaa B Tomy, w06 cpopmysatu
BHYTPILIHIO CTPYKTYPY HOBHUX KBapTaAiB BIAIIOBIAHO AO CTapoOro Tpacy-
BaHHs ByauLb. Lle pineHHs npusBeAo AO ABOX PI3HHX THIIIB BHYTPILIHIX
aBopis. [Tepumit (3oBHimHii) 6yr0 3apayMaHO K MPOCTHH MPOCTIp i3 He-
BEAMKHUMHU CAAOBUMU AIASHKAMU TIEPEA 6YAI/IHKaMI/I. A BHyTpilHIH Bia-
TBOPIOBAB THIIOAOTIIO, SIKY He 6aunau 3 moyarky 1930-x: miapHui HamiBm-
PUBaTHUII 3aKPUTHIH BHYTPIlIHIH ABOPUK AAs MemKkaHUis (ia. 3.4, 3.4.1,
3.4.2,3.4.3).

Lle mipcuaroBasocsi HAMIPOM CTBOPHUTH BHYTPILIHI rasepel B3AOBXK yChOTO
6y,A,I/IHKy — q)opMy IIPOMIXXHOTO ITPOCTOPY MiXK MPUBATHUM i Hy6Ai‘IHI/IM, MDK
BYAMIICIO/ABOPOM i KkBapTHpO®. TyT mpocrexyerbest crpoba BiaoOpasuTu
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 BipkpuToro mpocropy. Hepeaesant-
HICTb TAKOTO «3MilIAHOTO BUKOPUCTaHHs» ¥ 1980-x OyA0 akijeHTOBAaHO THUM,
10 1ii BIAKPUTI rasepei 6YAI/I B)KE HE YACTMHOIO IIOBHOTO <« KUTTEBOTO>» IIUKAY,
a AHIIIE IPOCTOPOM MUMOBiABHUX (i He 3aBKAM GaXkaHHX) 3yCTpideil.

Apyra Bepcist 6yaa sIK KOMIIPOMICOM i3 3aLiKABACHUMH CTOPOHAMH, TaK
i po3BUTKOM IOIEPEAHIX iacHt Y HOBOMY Hampsmi. KalogoBa BigAMiHHICTS 1TO-
ASITAAQ B TOMY, IO y IAQHi 36€PiFaAOC}I 6iabIie CTapHUX apXiTEKTypHO-3Ha-
IyIUX 6yAiBeAb, a caM IPOEKT TEMEP BiANOBiAAB 6iAbII Cy4acHil Mepexi
Byauns 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 OBl

1. Namariukn apxurextypsl XV1H—
XIX 8.

2. Monosaa 3acTpokka XIX — Hau.
XX Bs.

3. 3acTpoiika coBeTCKOro nepuHopa
4. NpoexkrMpyemas 3acTpoika

OLEKSANDR ANISIMOV 1.7/

In.3.4

Iepua Bepcist
reHEPaAbHOrO nAaHy
(a), 1979 pix (¢poro 3
JKypHAAY « ApxiTek-
Typa CPCP>, 1989,
Ne )

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 pix (is
skypHany « A+C»,

2017, N2 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)

Modonsckue keapmanst B. A. PosenGepza (1982) Ha ocnoee ITAIT FO. A. Ilackesuya (1975)
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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
LEHEPAABHOTO AAHY
(6), 1983 pix (oo 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)

0 bl

C KOBODPO

na

=

)

ki

1. Namaraukn apxurextypel XV1H—
XIX Bm.

2. Monosana 3acTpokka XIX — Hau.
XX Bs.

3. 3acTpoiKka ¢OBeTCKOro nepHoAa
4. NpoexkrMpyeman 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 sIBUANCS KOABOPOBi Ppacapu. Craso 3posymi-
AUM, 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
nosiTpsi. Baok A-8

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

CPCP», 1989, Ne 6)

Fig. 3.5.1

Aerial 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 IPOCTOPY
Ha ByA. CkoBopo-
AM MDXK TTapKOM,
HOBOGYAOBOIO T2
1jepkBoio 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 Architekeura
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 IIEPEXiA Bip OAHIEL 6y,A,iBAi AO IHIIOI.

[Tporpama rpomaschkux $yHKIiH KBapTaAiB Oyra He TAKOK0 CUCTEMHOI,
SIK mepeabavarocs crovarky. Y Ljiil Bepcil maaHyBaAu Auuie Mysei i kade,
SKOAHUX IHIIUX comjiaabHux 00’ektiB. Kiabka auTsunx irpoBUX MalAAHYHU-
KiB i HEBEAMKHUH CIOPTUBHUI MaHAAHYMK MAaAU 6YTI/I BCEPEAMHI KBApTAAiB,
mo6b HapaTH 3HAYYIICTh ABOPAM i MIAKPECAUTH IXHIN 6iABII MPUBATHUH BU-
Mip. BiakpuricTs ABOpiB ypiBHOBa)KYBaAH BUAMMA AiHis SaGYAOBI/I BYAMIIi Ta
miAT3AK 3 ABOMA BXOAAMU, OAMH 3 SIKHX BiB y BHYTPIIIIHIO YACTHHY KBAPTAAY,

a APYTHI BUXOAMB IIPSIMO HA BYAUIIIO.

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 pix
(¢oto 3 apxisy Bixro-
pa Mapymenxka)

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, stka 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 TrII0BOrO OyaiBHMLTBA? Li OyArHKY 10BHHHI OyAr MaTi 0OAMYYS, BOHU
Oyan mepiummn — Takux OyaiBeab pawiute He 6yayBaau. Tiabku micas Hac moda-
AMCSI 1ji @pKH Ta KapHU3H. 3apa3 Mu 6 3po0HAH 6arato 40ro mo-iHIomy, aAe Toal
Lie BCE 3AaBAAOCS HAM PEBOAIOLIHHMM. | 1110 1je coliaabHe JKUTAO — 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 aHaAi3oM yxke 30YAOBAHOrO paioOHY, 3a3Ha-
qaB: «MicTobyaiBHI mepeBarn [Tppox kBaprasis PosenGepra] moasrawors,
IIO-TIEPILE, Y MPaBUABHOMY Bu6opi MIOBEPXOBOCTI 6yAI/IHKiB (BiA TPHOX AO
ITSTH HOBepxiB). BHacaipOK 11bOr0 BOHH OPraHivHO YBIHIIAM SIK HOBA AaH-
ka B maHopamy [Toaoay Ta cTpykTypy HasiBHOI onopHoi 3a6yaosu. [To-ppyre,
rapMOHIMHOMY BKAIOYEHHIO HOBOT'O Y CTap€ CIPUsE HACTYIIHICTh IAAHYBAAD-
HOTO MacmTa6y. IlporsokHicTs eaeMeHTIB HOBOI 3a6yAOBI/1 CIIiB3By4YHA PO3-
Mipy-“MoayAr0” capAnbOHOI Hapi3Ku >KUTAOBHUX KBapTaaiB [Topoay, mo Takox
3HAMIIAQ CBOEPiAHE BIAOOpaXKeHHs B posMipHOCTI “Mo3aiku” dacaais cra-
pux bararonosepxoBux 6yauHkiB. [To-Tpete, aBTOpH CYBOPO AOTPUMYIOTHCSI
TPaAMLIHHOTO MPUHLMITY KBapTaAbHOI 3a6ya0Bu» (Markhin, 1988, p. 12).

Lleit npoekt Ha4eOTO iHTErpye PaASIHCbKY €KOHOMIYHY PEAAbHICTb I HOBOBH-
HUKAMHI CEPEAOBUILIHUH MAXiA — BHECEHHS AO APXITEKTYPHOTO 3aBAAHHS OCMHUC-
ACHHS MiCLisl, iCTOpIIl 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, IHAMBIAYAABHICTD, CHMBOAI3M), L€ IIPOEKT HE BUABASE KOHKPETHOI
«IIOCTMOAEPHOBOI>» peakilil Ha papsHCbKY cucteMy 1980-x pokis. basancyroun
MDXK THITi3aIli€lo Ta IHAMBIAYaAbHICTIO, BIAHOBAIOIOUM XapaKTep PatoHy Ta Horo
BUTASIA, ABTOPU BAAAO 3i'PaAM HA CUABHHX i caabKux CTOPOHAX PAASHCBKOI CHC-
temu. CIOBHEHI KOMITPOMICIB, XapaKTEPHHUX AAS TOTO YaCY, Lji TPU KBAPTAAH, THM
HE MEHII, TBEPAO 3aABHAHU PO YCHIIIHE MIEPEOCMUCAEHHS MiCBKOTO MPOCTOPY
nisHpoCouiaicTHaHOrO 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-
LisIMU apXiTEKTOPIiB Ta €KOHOMIYHMM iMIIEPATHBOM, 6yAn i € HAA3BUYAHO
piAKicHUMH y BeAnKHX MicTax, Takux sk Kuis (ia. 3.8).

3araAoM, 1ii TPH MPOEKTH ACMOHCTPYIOTD KiAbKa CIIelUPIdHUX 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 $aXxoBUX 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, 3MILIYBAHHS PYHKIL
i THIOAOTIi IPOCTOPIB, 1110 PI3KO KOHTPACTYBAAO 3 OiAbLIICTIO IIpoeKTiB 1970-x.

ITo-tpete, Gararomaposuii i KiAbKaeTAITHUIA IIPOLEC IIPOCTOPOBOTO Ta CO-
L[iAAbHOTO IMAAHYBAHHA i ITPOEKTYBAHHS IHILIIOBAAU IIASIXOM OTOAOIIEHHS
apXiTEKTYPHHUX KOHKYPCIB, sKi O6I‘OBOPIOBaAI/I HA HAIBBIAKPUTHX 3aCipaH-
HSX 1 SIKi AE€TAABHO PO3TASIAQAU 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)
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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
Ceprist 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

|

w
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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
kBaprasy A-8 (¢poto
3 0co6ucTOro apxiBy
Cepris 3axapucHka)

Fig. 3.7.3

Interior of the block
D-8, Serhii Zakharchen-

ko private archive
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In.3.7.4

Hosuit TPOMAACHKHIT
npocrip (cour
d’honneur) mix
CTapUMH | HOBUMH
6yAiBA;{M14 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)

Fig.3.1.5

Street-view on the
Khoryva St. D-8,
Serhii Zakharchenko
private archive

Fig. 3.8

Model of the Block D-7,
2021, Borys Medvediev
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AocaipkyBasn ¢axisui. Hapemri, MoxHa 3ayBaskuTH i MparHeHHs CTBOPUTH
IIPOCTOPH AAS OiABII PO3MaiTOro AEMOKPaTHYHOTO CYCIIABCTBA, AE < ACKOMY-
Hi30BaHi>» COLIiaAbHI BIAHOCUHHM MOXXYTb BiA6YBaTI/IC$[ 11033 KOHTPOAEM A€p-
JKABHOT'O aIapaTy: Li€ BUHAXIAAUBI EACMEHTU AU3AIHY ny6Aquux IIPOCTOPIB,
¢opMa BHYTPIIIHIX ABOPHKIB, CITIABHI MICLISI 1 IIPOCTOPH AASI MICLIEBHX CITiAb-
HOT, — yci BOHU OYAH 4aCTHHOIO IIOPIBHSHO O€3MEYHOI COLIAABHOL ACpPXKaBU
1980-x i BiabuBasu OYiKyBaHHS COLIIAABHUX 1 KYABTYPHHUX YMOB, SIKi HACTAHYTh
micas Papsiacpkoro Corosy, a caMe rpoMaAChKa BiATTOBIAAABHICTh MEIIKAHILB,
IXHS 3a11IKABAEHICTD Y KMTTi IXHBOI CITIABHOTH i BCI€EI TPOMAAU 3aTaAOM.

BHCHOBKU. YU BAJKAHBO IIE Y 2022 POLII?

Ha mpakTuiii naanyBaHHS 3aBXKAH € COIIAaABHHM IIPOAYKTOM,
SAKUI HE MOXKHA ITOACHUTH, AKILO HE POSTASIAATH HOTO 3aKOpi-
HEHICTb Y PEAABHUX IIPOLIECAX MiCHKOTO PO3BUTKY i COIIiaABHUX
HepeAYMOBAX: PECYPCaX, TEXHOAOTIAX, COIiabHUX BIAHOCHHAX

i HOpMaTUBHUX CHCTEMAX, 110 XapaKTEPU3YIOTh BPSIAYBAHHS Miclje-
BOI CITIABHOTH Ta IIPOLIECH ii BIATBOPEHHS.

(Palermo & Ponzini, 2010)

HemopaBHe MuHYyA€ BasKAHBE caMe TOMY, IO HOTO 3aCAAHUYHX IIEPEAYMOB
9acTO HE pO3yMiIOTh. A MPOTE BIAAYHHS LIUX YMOB € YAaCTHHOIO CY4acHOI CH-
Tyauil. AocaipkeHHs icTopil yp6aﬂicrmqﬂo'1' AYMKH YMOXXAHUBAIOE 0CcoOANBUH
Croci6 BUBYEHHS MUTAHHS Ta IPUMHATTA PillleHb, IO I'PYHTYIOThCS HA LIiH-
HOCTAX, npodeciiHux MipKyBaHHSX, $iAOCOPCHKUX apPIyMEHTAX, SIKi AAIOTh
[OBUTHBHI HACAIAKH Y AOBLOCTPOKOBiH IepcrekTuBi. Texcru, 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
around the city core.

Urban planning on a big scale retained car-dependent modernist principles and
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
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-
6oKaIiTaAICTUHIHUX CEPEAOBHUINIAX HAABUCOKOI I ABHOCTI.

Macmrabue micbke ITAQHYBaHHS 36epira€ MOAEPHICTCHKI MPUHLIUIN 3aAEK-
HOCTI BiA aBTOTPAHCIIOPTY Ta AOPOrUX iHPPACTPYKTYPHUX MEPEXK Y MICTaX, IO
MAalOTb | MEHII MALIEHTPH Y CIIAABHHUX PAaFOHAX, | KAACHYIHE PO3AIACHHS QYHKIIH.
LIi HOBI mpoLecH, 3A€THCsI, OMUHAIOTH YBArol pO3MIpKOBYBAHHI IIPO 3a0YAOBY
SK Y AAAEKOMY, TaK i B HEAQBHBOMY MUHYAOMY: ITPO iA€aAU 3MIIIAHMX i IIIIABHO
3aceaeHnx paitoniB XIX croairrs i MmoaepHictepki 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, AAXKE, 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 6ya0 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 BUXOAUTb 32 MEXI TIABKU HEOOXiAHOTO, CTBOPIOETHCA i 36€piraeTbc51 3aBASIKU
3AATHOCTI yTPUMYBATH Bip KPUTUYHUX ITOMHAOK i 36epiraTH MiCBKE CEPEAOBUILIE
Bip HebGaxkaHuX HacaiakiB. BiabmmicTs IHCTUTYL[IMHUX Ba>KEAIB BIIAUBY A06pe Bi-
AOMI: I1€ BIATTOBIAHUM CITOCOOOM OpraHi3oBaHi KOHKYPCH, PpaxoBi AUCKYCII Ipo
LiAl TIPOEKTIB, IPOrPECUBHI HOPMH IIIOAO 30HYBAaHH:, yBara IpOMaAChKOCTI Ta
BUMOTH PiBHOTO COILIIOEKOHOMIYHOTO 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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AnoTauis. ABTopKa BMCBITNIOE Pi3Hi NepcnekTBm Wwopo po3suTtky Jibeosay 1980-Ti
poKM i nokasye KOHLeNTyanbHUN Nepexip, Bif nnaHyBaHHS MiCbKOrO NMpocTopy
[0 NNaHyBaHHS «MiCbKOro Yacy> i [OCBIAiB niofen y MicTi. Bona posrnsapae nga
npuknapw. Nepwwuii nos’ssaHnn i3 JlbBiBcbKkoto dinieto [lep>kaBHOro iHCTUTYTY
npoektyBaHHs MicT «[IMPOMICTO», skuin BignoBigas 3a MigroToBKy micTonna-
HyBanbHOi AoKyMeHTaLji micTa i perioHy. Qinis npautoBana 3 GyHKUiOHANbHVM
30HYBaHHSIM Ta 3aCTOCOBYBana MaKponepcrnekTMBy AO MiaHyBaHHS MiCbKOro
npocTopy. lpyrnin npuknap — MPOEKT YNpPaBiiHHS MiCbKAM CepPefoBULLEM,
po3pobneHun y JlbBiBCbkoMy MoniTeXHiYHOMY iHCTUTYTI. Lis ines po3suTtky micta
nepepbayana 3acTocyBaHHS JIIOAVUHOLEHTPUYHOTO MiAXo[Y Ta BpaxyBaHHS He
TiNbKW MPOCTOPOBOI, a 1 YaCcoBOi NEePCNEKTUBWU. K anbTepHaTUBHa [0 NaHiBHOro
LUCKYpCY Ta NPaKTVKM MicTonnaHyBaHHsl, Lis KoHUenuis nicnsi posnagy CPCP sa-
nuwanacs Ha mapriHecax. [lecsTnniTts notoMmy Micbke nnaHyBaHHs /loBoBa Bce
LLie FPYHTYETbCS Ha KOHLIEMLsIX Ta iHCTPYMEHTaX, PO3pobneHNX paasiHCbKMU
MicTonnaHyBanbHUMM yCTaHOBaM, WO YacTo 3a/nuLliae pearnbHUn NofchbKnn
[OCBIf XXUTTS y MiCTi 38 Me>XXaMu ANCKYCii.

KniouoBi cnosa: J1bBiB, MmicTonnaHyBaHHs, kapkac, cepepouiue, 1980-Ti.
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Abstract. The paper discusses different perspectives related to the
urban development of Lviv during the 1980s and shows the gradual shift
from planning urban space to planning urban time and experiences. It
focuses on two cases. The first one is connected to the Lviv branch of
the Dipromist State Design Institute for Cities, which was responsible
for preparing planning documentation for the city and region. It worked
with functional zoning and applied the macroperspective to the space
of the city. The second one evolved at the Lviv Polytechnic institute
and dealt with the concept of the urban environment. It proposed a
human-centered approach to city development and took into account
not only the spatial but also the temporal perspective. As an alternative
to the dominant discourse and practice of cityplanning, it remained
marginal after the collapse of the USSR. For decades Lviv urban plan-
ning continues to rely on the concepts and tools coined in the Soviet
planning institutions and leaves human experiences of the city largely
outside of the discussion.
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200

HATANIA OTPILLEHKO

ICTOMAQHYBaHHS — OAMH 31 crocobis IPOEKTYBAaHHS Maﬁ6yTHboro i3a-

KAQAQHHS TEHACHLIIH MicbKOro po3BUTKY. BoHo BusHavae npiopurery,
IIPOIIOHYE IHCTPYMEHTAPIl TAKTHK i IIEBHE GayeHHSs TOro, AO YOTO CAiA IIparxy-
TH. Y YacH ACPXKABHOTO COLAAI3MY IPOCTOPOBE IIAAHYBAHHS MicT OYAO TiCHO
IIOB’5I3HCE 13 COLIfaABHIM Ta CKOHOMIYHUM ITAAHYBAHHSIM, AA’KE KOMYHICTHYHA
MapTis 30CEPEAXKYBAAA TTiA CBOIM KOHTPOAEM PECYPCHU AASL LIEHTPAAi30BaHO-
IO YXBaAE€HHs PillIEHb Y IPOMUCAOBOCTI Ta apxiTeKTypHo—GyAiBeAbHiﬁ cdepi.
«ITobyaoBa kOMyHIZMY>» OyAa SIK COLAABHOIO, TAK i IPOCTOPOBOK METOIO.

V 6auenni MaﬁGyTHboro iy mporeci BTiA€HHS I1bOTO OayeHHs HA TEBHUX
ALASTHKAX MICTa CAIA 6on Y3rOAKYBATH LAl maprTil, mpodeciiiHe 3SHAHHA 1 AO-
crynHi pecypcu. IIoBO€HHI AGCATHAITTSA CTaAH 4acOM POBIIHMPEHHS Mepe-
XKi papsAHCHKHX MiCTOIMAAQHYBAABHUX YCTAaHOB i BCTAHOBAEHHS i€papxil Mix
Humu. Sk crBepaxye Crisen Koaaiep, «3acapHHYa KOHLjENITyaAbHA CTPYK-
Typa MicTobyayBanHs Oyaa mpoaykrom 1930-x, i came micas Apyroi caito-
BOI BiliHM 6aunMO YTBEPAKECHHSA MiCTO6yA}7BaHH}I SIK aIapaTy IEPETBOPEHD,
KYAU BXOAMAM €KCIIEPTH, TEXHIYHI iIHCTUTYTH, IOTOKU PECYPCiB, MaTepiaAb-
Hi CTPYKTYpPH, IPOCTOPOBIi q>opM1/1, PO3IOAIAM HACEAEHHS Ta OpraHisaliiiui
aomoBacHocti» (Collier, 2011, p. 85). Anapar npaijoBas Ha Bcix piBHAX —
BCECOIO3HOMY, P€CHY6AiKaHCbKOMy, PErioHaABHOMY, MICBKOMY, PailOHHOMY,
Ha pIiBHI IIEBHUX TaAy3ed MPOMHMCAOBOCTI — sK BEPTUKAABHO, TaK i ropu-
30HTAABHO, AAC CEKTOPAABHE Ta TEPUTOPiaAbHE IIAAHYBaHHS He OyAH LiiAKO-
BUTO 1108 s13aHi. OOUABA TUIIN [AQHYBAHHS MaAU CIIPaBy 3 IPOCTOPOM — i3
BUKOPUCTAHHSIM 3€MAI ITiA BaGYAOBy i mip GopMyBaHHS Mepex KOMYHIKaIii,
a Takox i3 mpocTopoM Haa (acporoptn) i mig semacto (MeTpo). Baipuem aas
IHIMX MiCT Ipu 1bOMY OYB reHepaAbHUI [1AaH pekoHCTpyKuil Mocksu 1935

rban planning is one of the venues for designing the future and setting trends for city

development. It sets up priorities, proposes a toolbox of tactics, and includes a certain
inherent vision of what should be achieved. During state socialism, planning of cities was
tightly connected to social and economic planning — the Communist party concentrated
resources for centralized decision-making in industry and urban design. “Building Com-
munism” was both a social and spatial aim.

Envisioning the future and its construction on specific urban areas was negotiated
between the aims of the party, professional knowledge, and available resources. The
postwar decades became a time when the network of Soviet planning institutions
expanded and formed into hierarchies. As Stephen Collier argues, “the basic concep-
tual framework of city-building was a product of the 1930s, and it was after World
War II that we see the consolidation of city-building as an apparatus of transformation
comprised of experts, technical institutes, resource flows, material structures, spatial

forms, demographic distributions, and organized arrangements” (Collier, 2011, p. 85).
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poxky. KarouoBumu npiopureramu 6yA1/1 ¢yHKIIOHAABHE 30HYBAaHHA i TpaH-
CIIOPTHA MEPEXKA: HABITh SAKIO Y HAAHI PUTOPUYHO MIIAOCS PO « rIOTpeGI/I »
PaASIHCBKHX AIOACH, BiH OIEpPyBaB ycepeAHEHUMH LU(pPaMU i He BpaXOBYBaB
AOCBIAY OKPEMMX ocib. Ilpiopurer — 1]0AO pO3TAIIYBAaHHS, LMIASAXIB CIIOAY-
4eHHs | 00CAYrOByBaHHS — OYAO HAAQHO IIPOMUCAOBHUM IIATIPUEMCTBAM.

Maﬁ6yTHe MICT Y COLIiaAICTHYHIN AEPKaBi MAAO YiTKi YACOBI TOPU3OHTH.
Ior’sith poKiB, BIAIIOBIAHO AO €TAIiB COLIIAABHOTO T CKOHOMIYHOTIO IAAHY-
BaHHA (I'ATUpPiYOK), AbBiBcbKa Qinis Aep>kaBHOIO IHCTUTYTY NPOEKTYBaH-
mst Mict « AITTPOMICTO» rorysasa nmpoexTu mepuoi dyepru OyaiBHUL-
tBa. Li MIPOEKTH MICTHAM OTASIA IIOTOYHOI CUTYalil B MICTi, OKpPECAIOBAAU
3AO6YTKI/I i BU3HAYaAU MEPCIEKTUBU PO3BUTKY HA HACTYIIHI ITSITh poxis. Ko-
JKEH AOKYMEHT MaB PO3AIAU IIPO obcsaru i micis 6yAiBHI/ILlTBa ()KI/ITAOBOI‘O,
KOMYHAABHOTO, HPOMI/ICAOBOI‘O), iHKeHepHi iHcl)paCprKTypH, BYAUYHO-AO-
POXKHIO MEPEXY, HASIBHICTb Pi3HUX BUAIB TPAHCIOPTY, IH)KEHEPHO-TEOAOTIY-
Hi YMOBH, OXOPOHY AOBKIAAS, OUiKyBaHUi1 KomwTopuc Ta 6yaiBeabHy 6asy. Lli
MaTepiaAu MMOKA3YIOTh, SIK PAASHCbKA AEPKaBa PO3yMiAa MiChKi peaail Ta sKi
KOMIIOHCHTH BBa)KaAa 32 MOXKAMBE i moTpibHe cpoexrysaru. Li npoextn
Oyan, 3a BUCAOBOM MicTOOYAiBHMKA Bitaais AyOunu, «MicTOOYAIBHOWO IIKO-
aomw [Spocaasa] Hosakiscskoro»! (Dubyna, 1997, p. 51).

VY aokymenti 1979 poxy 3a3HaueHO, 0 MAAHYBaAbHA CTPYKTypa AbBO-
BAa «LJCHTPHYHA | CKAAAAETHCS 3 ITSITH IIAAHYBAABHHX PailoOHIB, posMilre-
HHUX AOBKOA icropuynoro siapa» (Petrova et al., 1979, p. 8). Oaniero i3
3a3HAYCHHUX KAIOYOBHX IPoOAeM OyAa HH3bKA IPOIYCKHA CIPOMOXKHICTD
TPAHCHOPTHOI Mepexi, 0Cco6AUBO B LeHTpaAbHIN yacTuni micta. [poekr
nepuIoi Yepru 6yAiBHHuTBa 30CEPEAKYBABCSI AOBKOAA CTPYKTYPHOI AOTiKH

This apparatus worked on different scales — the USSR, republics, regions, cities and
their parts, specific industries — both vertically and horizontally, but sectoral and
territorial planning were not entirely linked. Both types of planning were dealing with
the space — the land usage and various connections on it, above (airports) and below
(metro) — with the 1935 general plan for the reconstruction of Moscow as a role
model for other cities. Functional zoning and the transport network were the key pri-
orities — even when planning rhetorically referred to the “needs” of the Soviet people,
it operated with average numbers and did not take into consideration the experiences
of the individual person. The priority was given to industrial enterprises that need to
be located, connected, and serviced.

The urban future under state socialism had clear time horizons. Every five years, accord-
ing to the stages of social and economic planning (five-year plans), the Lviv branch of the
Dipromist State Design Institute for Cities prepared projects for the first stage of con-

struction. These projects provided the overview of the current urban situation with notes

! Slpocaas Hosaxis-
chmit (1920—

1982) — mictoby-
AIBHMK, HAYaABHUK
APXITEKTYPHO-TIAQHY-
BAABHOI MAHCTEPHI

No 2 AwiBcbkoi Biaii
AepaBHoro incTuTy-
TY ﬂpOCKTyBaHHﬂ MiCT

«AITIPOMICTO».
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* Pobouy rpymy, sixa
BEAQ IIEH POEKT,
opraniszosano 1980
POKy 32 HAKA30M
Ne 91-OK (aomos-
HEHMH HAKa30M

Ne 132-OK i 30
rpyats 1983 poxy)
AbBiBCbKOT Piil

«AITTPOMICTO».

Yaroslav Novakivskyi
(1920-82)—urban
planner, the head of

architectural planning

workshop #2 at the Lviv
branch of the Dipromist

State Design Institute

for Cities.

PO3BUTKY MicTa — IIe 6yB orasip Micra i3 Makponepcnexkrusu. Hosa pe-
paxuis, 1985 poky, yxe MICTUTb pedepyBaHHS AO TEXHIKO-€KOHOMIYHHX
ocnos (TEO) HoBoro renepaapHoro naany AbBoBa, AKHI OYaAH PO3PO-
Oasiti Ha movarky 1980-x%

Iael, sxumu KEPYIOTbCS IIPU OKPECAEHHI PO3BUTKY MiCTa, IMIACYMOBaHO
B r€HEPAABHOMY IIAQHI — Bi3yaAisaljil 04iKyBaHb, IK MAAO 61 BUTASIAATH Mi-
cro (Harris, 2005). Lleit Tun AokymeHTa y Haif3araabHimomy macmTabi onu-
CyBaB PO3BHTOK MiICTa Ta PO3TAIIOBYBaB ACMOIPapiyHMI Ta €KOHOMIYHUI
noTeHLias y mpocroposoMy Bumipi. Ilicast 3aTBepA)keHHS BiH CTaBaB OCHO-
BOIO AASL AeTaabHUX NAaHiB TepuTopii (DeHaan, 2013, pp. 67-68) Ta incTpy-
MEHTOM, AO SIKOTO BAAAQ MOTAQ 3BEPTATUCS Y PI3HUX KOHTEKCTAX: BiA MeAianiil
AOKAABHHUX KOHQAIKTIB AO IMO3UIIIOHYBAHHS MiCTa B MacmTabax pecny6AiKH.
I'lepmnii i Apyruit reHepaabHi maaHu AbBOBA, BiaIIoBiAHO 1956 1 1966 poxkis,
pospobus AepxxaBuuii iHcTuTyT npoexryBanss Mict « AIITPOMICTO»
B Kuesi. ITpore nanpuxinni 1970-x po60oTy Hap HOBOIO PEAAKIIIEI0 KOOPAH-
HYBaAa yoke MicieBa, AbBiBcbKa $iais Ljiel opranizanil.

KarouoBoro iseero posButKy micta ApBOBa, 3ampornonoBanon y 1970-x
AsBiscskoro ¢isiero « AITTPOMICTO», 6on IIEPETBOPEHHA CTPYKTYpPH
MiCTa 3 MOHOLIEHTPUYHOI HAa MOAILIEHTPUYHY — IUASXOM PO3BHUTKY 6iAb-
IIUX MALICHTPIB Y MiBHIYHIMA Ta MiBAGHHINA yacTHHAaX ABBOBA, a TAKOX 3Be-
AEHHSI TIPUMIIIEHD AASL KYABTYPHO-TPOMAACBKHX 3aXOAIB y HOBUX paliOHax
(Mykh, 1983, p. 6). Y 1960-x iaest MOAILEHTPUYHOTO MiCTa IIOAO BEAMKHX
MICT 1oYasa AOMIHYBaTH B MiCTO6yAiBHifI HNPaKTULl — L€ 6on HACAIAKOM
nommpenHs mikpopaiionis (Alekseyeva, 2019, p. 81). IlJo x Ao AbBoBa, TO
TaKa ipes paAllle BTIAIOBaAa NParHeHHs IepeHecTH PYHKIII i3 HACHIEHOro

on accomplishments and set up the prospects for development for the next five years. Each
document consisted of sections on the amount and location of construction (residential,
communal, industrial), engineering infrastructures, the road and street network and trans-
port, engineering and geological conditions, environmental protection, expected cost of
the work, and the construction base. Such materials showed the way urban reality was
understood by the Soviet state and what parts of this reality could and should be designed.
These projects were of the “urban planning school of [ Yaroslav] Novakivskyi'” (Dubyna,
1997, p. 51), as urban planner Vitalii Dubyna puts it.

In the 1979 document, the planning structure of Lviv is described as “centric and
consisting of five planning districts located around a historic core” (Petrova, 1979, p.
8). One of the key problems mentioned there is the low transport network capacity,
especially in the central part. The project for the first stage of construction was built
around the structural logic of urban development — it looked at the city from the macro

perspective. The next edition, dated 1985, already reflects on the technical and economic
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LEeHTPY MicTa B HOBI AoKanil. OAHHM i3 HATXHEHHHKIB L€l KOHLENIil 6yB
Hosaxkiscpkuit. Bin kepysas nporecom p03p06A€HH}I FEHEPAABHOTO IAAHY
K AO KIHIIS CBOTO SKHUTTS, A0 1982 poky.

ITpoexr nepwoi yepru 6yaiBHunTBa 1985 poky Harosouwrysas Ha poAi
«TPAaHCIIOPTHO-MAAHYBAABHOTO KapKaca>» B €BOAIOLIl MiChbKOI CTPYKTYpH
AbBOBa (Bugaev et al., 1985, p. 75). 1 y IPOEKTHIH AOKyMeHTall, i B ycHUX
iHTepBIO 3 MiCTOGyAiBHI/IKaMI/I, 3aAYYEHHMH AO pospoGAeHHa T€HEPAABHOTO
IIAQHY, 6auumo 3BEPHEHHS AO KOHLIENIil kapkaca i TkaHuHu: «Kapkac — To,
3HAYMUTh, TPAHCIIOPTHUM KapKac, TO € HalbiApIn cTabiAbHA YaCTHHA MicTa,
1 TKaHMHA — II€ T€, IO € MiXK KAPKACOM, 3alIOBHEHHS, TaK CKa3aTH, TOTO Kap-
xaca» (micTobyaiBank 1947 p. H., inTeppio 26.11.2018). Lli iaci seTasbHO
pospobacto y kHmxkui Aaekcest ['yrrosa Ta Iabl AexxaBu «MaitbyTHe Mi-
cra» (Gutnov & Lezhava, 1977). V renepassnomy naani ApBoBa KAI4YO-
BUM IIPIOPUTETOM 6on BU3HAYEHO «KAPKAC>» — TPAHCIOPTHY MEPEXY, TOAL
SIK HA «TKaHHHY>» 3BepTaAu MeHiue yBard. OaMH i3 MicTONAaHYBaAbHHKIB
npuraaye: «Koancs [Spocaas] Hosaxisebkuit kasas, mo sKpas TpaHCIOPT-
Ha IHPPACTPYKTypa — TO € OCHOBA MiCTOOYAYBaHHsI, TOMY IO 0e3 MilHHX
3B SI3KiB... HEMUCAUMUI B3araAi PO3BUTOK yp6a1—1i3013a1-n/1x TEPUTOPIi. Tam,
A€ TIABKH MOSIBASIETHCSI MariCTpaAb, MOYMHAE BOHA oOpocTaru. To6To Tepu-
TOpisl AICTa€ BIATIOBIAHY KOMEPIIHHY LIiHHICTS, HPI/IBa6AI/IBiCTb. I npu mari-
CTpaAl, 3HAYUTh, MOKE PO3BUBATHCh TEPUTOPIA, OT> (MiCTO6YAiBHI/IK 1952 p. n,,
inteprio 13.12.2018).

Po3BUTOK TPAHCIIOPTHOIL CHCTEMH — AOPIT 1 PO3B’I30K, 10 IX BBAXKAIOTH
HalcTabiABHINIO0 YaCTUHOIO MiCTa, — AECATHUAITTAMU 6yB BHU3HAYaABHUM
AAsl Micbkoro pos3BuTky AbpBoBa. IIpore Taka mepcmexruBa mepeabadae

rationale, the feasibility study (zekhniko-ekonomicheskie osnovy) of a new Lviv general
plan, which started to be developed in the early 1980s%

Ideas that guided the development of the city were summarized in the general plan — it
was a visualization of the expectations of what a city should look like (Harris, 2005). This
type of document expressed the most “general” scale of urban development and located the
demographic and economic potential of the area spatially. After being approved, it became
a base for detailed plans of the territory (DeHaan, 2013, p. 67-8) and a tool that authorities
could refer to in various contexts: from local conflict mediation to the positioning of the city
on the scale of the republic. The first and the second socialist general plans for Lviv, dated
1956 and 1966 respectively, were designed by the Dipromist State Design Institute for Cities
in Kyiv. Yet, in the late 1970s the work on a new edition was coordinated by the local branch
of this organization.

The key idea of Lviv urban development proposed in the 1970s by the Lviv Branch of

Dipromist was the transformation of the city structure from monocentric to polycentric —

% The team was organized
in 1980 by the decree

of the Lviv Branch of
Dipromist #91-OK
(supplemented with the
decree #132-OK on 30
December 1983).
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HasIBHICTDb MicTa paplue sk QOHY AASL pYXy 3 TOUKH A A0 Touku b, npiopurer
P LIbOMY OTPUMYIOTbh TPAHCIIOPTHi 3acobu, a AOCBiA MEPECYBAHHS MiCTOM
HIIIOXOAIB CTa€ MEHII BaXAMBHM. BopHOuac, mpodecopka MicToOyayBaH-
Hs 3TAAy€ i IpO HOBI 6aueHHs MNIOXiAHUX 30H, ONMMUCAHUX Yy TEHEPAABHOMY
naani: «Haiibiabmme mimoxiaHe MicTo, ke 6on 3aIpO€eKTOBaHE Y /AbBOBI,
TO, BAACHE, B TOMY T€HITAAHI Hosaxkiscpkoro. Tam 6YAI/I TaKi MimoxipHi npo-
CTOPHU 3aIPOEKTOBAHI, 1O 11€ HABITh CHOTOAHI TPYAHO cobi YABUTH, mo6 ix
3anpoexTyBarH... OLs iAesl HOBHX IMIALICHTPIB, 31 CTAPOro LIEHTPY BOHH 6YAI/I
3B’513aHi MiX c06010 MiloXiAHUMH 3B’ 13KaMu>» (Ipodecopka MicToGyAyBaH-
us 1957 p. 1., inteps’io 22.03.2019).

A mpore OaueHHs MiCTa, BTIACHE B oiLiiiHill IAAHYBaABHI AOKYMEHTa-
1ii, 6iabire CTOCYBaAOCH iaell pYHKIIIOHAABHOTO 30HYBAHHS 1 3aCTOCOBYBAAO
CTPYKTYPHY HEPCIIEKTUBY IOAO POo3BUTKY AbBOBa. MOBa maaHy aAemepcoHa-
Ai30BaHa, HaBITh MONPHU Te, IO € 0AraTo MOCHAAHb Ha KOpUcTyBada. I1aa-
HYBaAbHA AOKYMEHTALlisl pO6I/IAa y3araAbHEHHS HAa OCHOBI «HACEAECHHS, Bip
KIABKOCTi MiCTOYTBOPIOBaABHHX KaApiB, T06T0 pobiTHHKiB» (MicTOOYAiB-
Huk 1944 p. 1., inrepsio 17.09.2020) Ta ycepeAHEHHX TOKA3HHUKIB BUKOPH-
cTanHs (KBaAPaTHHX METPIiB Ha 0co0y, AiKapHAHHX ADKOK Ha THCAYy OCif,
KIABKIiCTb MicLjb y IIKOAI Ha THCsy Ocif Tomo), 06 BUpo6uTH HEBHI peko-
menpanil. KiabkicHa Aorika, sxa 6yAa Ba)KAUBOIO AAS PAASHCBKOTO IIPOEK-
Ty, AOMIHYBaAa i B MiCTOIAQHYBAABHOMY AUCKYPCi (i AUIIAETHCS MTAHIBHOIO
HaBiTh micas possasy CPCP, xou 1i i TpancdopMyBasn MOBa €KOHOMIYHOTO
KaIliTaAy Ta iA€i TOCTIHOTO 3pOCTaHHS MicT).

I'TouyaTkoBi AaHI AASL TEXHIKO-€KOHOMIYHHMX OCHOB I€HEPAABHOTO IIAAHY
AbBOBa 6yr0 pospaxoBaHo asst 1981 poky, fioro mepury 4epry MaAu BTiAu-

through the development of larger subcenters in the northern and southern parts of Lviv and
community centers in the new districts (Mykh, 1983, p. 6). The idea of a polycentric city was
predominant in large cities already in the 1960s as a result of the construction of microdistricts
(Alekseyeva, 2019, p. 81). In the case of Lviv, it was rather following the logic of sprawl of the
already-existing dense urban core. One of the masterminds behind this concept was Nova-
kivskyi. He led the process of the development of the general plan until he passed in 1982.
The project for the first stage of construction from 1985 emphasized the role of the
transport planning frame (transporino-planirovochnyi karkas) in the evolution of the Lviv
urban structure (Bugaev, 1985, p. 75). Both the planning documents and oral interviews
with urban planners, who were involved in the development of the general plan, refer to the
concept of a frame and fabric: “The frame — that is the transport framework, that is the most
stable part of the city, and the fabric, that is something between the frame, filling the frame”
(an urban planner, born 1947, recorded 26 November 2018). These ideas were elaborated
on in the book Zhe Future of the City, written by Alexei Gutnov and Ilia Lezhava (1977).
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iy 1990-My, a poxom 3aBepirenns Hassano 2005 (Novakivskyi et al., 1983,
p- 12). 3axuct HPOEKTY BiAOYBCsl Ha MiCTOOYAIBHIH paaly AepskaBHOMY KOMi-
teti Ykpaincokoi PCP y cipasax 6yaisrunrsa (Aepx6yai) 11 Bepecns 1985
poxy B Kuesi. 3rigno 3 nmporoxosom sycrpidi, Aybuna 3asHayas, mo micTo
PO3BUBAAOCS 1K KOMIIAKTHE, | TAKUM BOHO i Ma€ 3aAMIIMTUCS Y Mai0yTHBO-
My. Bin onucas iCHYBaHHS IIAQHYBAABHOI CTPYKTYPH — PaAiaAbHUX OCEH, sKi
dopMyBasn Kapkac MiChKOI CTPYKTYpH pailOHIB (LIeHTPaABHOTO i TPHOX Iie-
pn(l)epiﬁﬂmx). I'lepernnu nux ocei i3 AlaMeTpOM LIEHTPY YTBOPIOBAAH ITiA-
LEHTPH; Y TAKUH croci6 aBTOp 06rpyHTyBaB KOHIIEMLII0 «ITOAILIEHTPUYIHOI

cucreMu teHTpy Mictax. [Ticas cxBaaenns TEO pupexrop ApBiBebkoi ¢iail

In the case of the Lviv general plan, the key priority was given to the “frame” — a trans-
port network — while the “fabric” was undervalued. One of the urban planners recalled:
“[Yaroslav] Novakivskyi once said that the transport infrastructure is the basis of urban planning,
because without close links, there is no urban development... Where the main road begins to grow,
the territory gains a corresponding commercial value, attractiveness. If there is a highway, then this
territory can develop” (an urban planner, born 1952, recorded 13 December 2018).

The development of the transport system — roads, interchanges, traffic circles — has
remained a determinant for urban development in Lviv for decades. It is considered the most
stable part of the city; however, it also shows the city only as a background for movement
from point A to point B with a priority for vehicles and does not take into consideration
the pedestrian’s experience of the city. At the same time, the professor of urban planning
mentioned the new vision of pedestrian areas, which was described in the general plan: “The
largest pedestrian city that was ever designed in Lviv, in fact, was in Novakivskyi’s general plan.

There were such pedestrian spaces designed there that even today it is difficult to imagine

In. 1

Kumxkosuit kiock
3a rearpom im. Mapii
3aHbKOBEIBKOT,
1964 (is xoaexuii
Muxaiiaa Limep-
mana. Micbkuit
Mmeaiaapxis, Llenrp
michkoi icropii Llen-
TpaabHO-CxigHOL
Espornu, pororpad

HeBipoMuit)

Fig. 1

Unknown author,
Book kiosk behind
Maria Zankovetska the-
atre, 1964. The private
collection of Mykhailo
Tsimerman. Urban
media archive, Center
for Urban History of
East Central Europe
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«AITIPOMICTO» 3inosiit ITiaaicauit sanpocus Boaopumupa Byraitosa
KepyBaTH pO3poOACHHSM BAACHE IeHepaAbHOro maaHy. Komanaa saBepuu-
Ald p060Ty Hap HuM Hanpukinni 1980-x, a AbBiBcbka Micbka paja yXBaAHAQ
fioro aume y 1993-my. MicToOyAIBHUK i KOAUIUHIN FOAOBHHIH apXiTEKTOP
MicTa HA3UBA€E L€l AOKYMEHT «CIpaBXHbOK0 KoHcTuTyieo Mickkoro pos-
BUTKY>, AA€ TAKOXX BHU3HAE, [0 I'€HITAAH IIBUAKO BTPATHUB CBOE 3HAYCHHS,
OCKiABKH «3MiHHAMCS COIiaAbHO-TIOAITHYHI i eKOHOMIuHi BaskeAi» (MicTo-
OyaiBank 1944 p. n., inTeppio 17.09.2020). Sk sayBaxkuB KOAMIIHIN rosoBa
Komicii y cnpaBax 6yAiBHHuTBa i apXiTEeKTypH, «Ilj¢ HIXTO HE 3HAB, K 6yAe
MICTO AaAblIE PO3BUBATUCS, 0O NEBHUIT Xa0OC CTBOPUBCA Ha TOM 4ac. Tomy
3aTBEPAXKYBAAH Te, 1O OYAO BXKe HAlpalboBaHe, TOOTO 3 yMOBaMH, 3 bararsb-
Ma 00YMOBAIOBAaHHSIMH, 1110 i B SIKOMY HAIIPSMKY AABILE IIPALIFOBATH, 11O L€
BXKe, CKaXiM, He € 30BCiM akTyaAabHe» (koanmHiii roaosa Kowmicii y cipasax
OyaiBHMLTBA i apxiTekTypu 1963 p. H., inTepB 0 24.07.2020).

Onucanuil BUITAAOK € IPUKAAAOM IIAAHYBAABHOTO AUCKYPCY, yOCOOACH-
HSIM SIKOTO 6yAa A€p)KaBHA MICTOIAQHYBaAbHA IHCTHUTYList — /AbBiBCbKa
¢iais AepxaBHoro incturyTy mpoexryBanHs micT « AIITIPOMICTO».
Yrim, sik 3asHadae AHHa AACKCEEBA, ACPXKaBHUI amaparT OyB HaATO Her-
HYYKHUM, mobu NpUHAMATH 3MiHU. e CTOCYBaAOCH i 6y,A,iBeAbHoI MIPOMHC-
AOBOCTI — 1 3 MOTASIAY IHCTUTYL[IHHOI CTPYKTYPH Ta IPOLECY HPHUHHAT-
TS PillIEHb, 1 3 TOTASIAY MaTe€PiaAbHOI CTOPOHM — IMPOAYKLIL (HaHpI/IKAaA,
HEMOXXAHUBICTh BI/IPO6A}{TI/I Pi3HI TUIIM IaHEAEH AAS MACOBOTO >KUTAOBOIO
6yAiBHuuTBa). Buena onucye nepiop micas Xpyiiosa Ak 4ac, KOAH «iHHO-
BaliiiHa, IporpecuBHa 260 HE3aACXKHA APXITEKTYPHA AYMKa, 110 IIEPEBaK-
HO KOHIIEHTPYBAAaCs B HAYKOBUX Ta AOCAIAHHX YCTaHOBAX, PIAKO AOXOAHU-

how to design them... New subcenters were interconnected with the center by pedestrian
links” (an urban planning professor, born 1957, recorded 22 March 2019).

Still, this urban vision was more linked to the ideas of functional zoning and applied the
structural perspective to the development of Lviv. It has depersonalized language, even when
constantly referring to the user. Planning documentation had to be generalized based on “popu-
lation, number of city-forming personnel, i.c., workers” (an urban planner, born 1944, recorded
17 September 2020) and on average usage numbers (square meters per person, number of beds
in hospitals per 1,000 persons, number of places in high schools per 1,000 persons, etc.) in order
to make a recommendation. Quantitative logic, which was important for the Soviet project,
also dominated in the urban planning discourse (and remains dominant after the collapse of
the USSR, albeit transformed by the language of economic capital and constant urban growth).

The initial data for the technical and economic rationale of the Lviv general plan was
calculated for 1981, with the first stage to be implemented by 1990, and the estimated year
of completion was supposed to be 2005 (Novakivskyi, 1983, p. 12). This project was defended
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Aa po npaktukiB» (Alekseyeva, 2019, p. 97). Kpurnka mopepHicTchkoro
MAQHYBAaHHSA «3TOPU AOHM3Y>, IO 30CEPEAXKYBAAACSA B AKAAEMIYHUX KO-
AaX 1 pO3BHMBAAACA B AlaAO3i 3 MAAHYBAABHOIO IIPAKTHKOIO, IPOIOHYBAAA
CKOHIICHTPYBATHUCS HA THX, XTO KOPUCTYETbCS MiChKOIO iHPPACTPYKTYpPOIO,
i Ha ixupomy pocsiai (Beyer, 2017; Hallas-Murula, 2017; Kurg, 2013). Oa-
HI€IO 3 iA€H, SIKi 3aCTOCOBYBAaAM, HAMArAlOYUCh TYMaHi3yBaTH COLIiaAiCTHY-
He MicTo, OyAa KOHLeNList «cepepoBuma» (poc. «cpeaa» ). Lleit Tepmin
MaB Ha METi 3MICTUTH aKILIEHT i3 MAKPOPiBH: QYHKIIIOHAABHOTO 30HYBAHHS
(koA cy6’exTOM nAaHyBaHHS € 260 IHCTHTYILIisl — YacTO MEBHA IPOMHUCAO-
BicTb, 260 y3araAbHEHa 0co6a) Ha IM[OACHHE XUTTS B MicTi OKPEMOI AIOAU-
Hu. Y AbBOBI 110 ipcio posBuBasH y AbBiBCBKI MmoAiTexHill, HacamIepes
Anppiit Pyaaunskuii®.

Pyauunpkuit Hanpuxinngi 1970-x mparjoBaB i3 HOHSATTSAM MICBKOTO ce-
PEAOBUINA § IOEAHAHHI 3 iACEI0 BUKOPUCTAHHS aBTOMATH30BAHUX CHC-
tem ynpasainasa (ACY), came ToAl 1 TeMa IIpPUBEpHYAQ yBary MicLieBOro
napriiiHoro kepiBHunTBa. Y 1979 poui ApBiBcbka moaiTexHika nmpuiiMasa
MacmTa6Hy KOHEpEHLiIo 3 npoGAeM YIPaBAIHHS MiCBKUM CEPEAOBUILEM,
Pyanunpkuit 6yB OAHHM 3 il OCHOBHUX opraHisaropis. Bin possunys cBoi
ipel y monorpadii, Ha ocHoBi sixoi 1988 poxky saxucTus pucepranio. Y ioro
po60Ti HE TIABKM HIIAOCS PO ONTUMI3aIlii0 MPUHHATTA PillleHb Y MiCTOIAA-
HyBaHHI Ta IIPO 3aCTOCYBAHHS METOAIB OOUUCACHHSL, a i OYAO 3aIIPOIOHOBA-
HO HOBUH ITOTASIA HA PO3BUTOK MiCTa.

ITo-nepie, PyAHUIIbKHIT AOAQB 4ACOBUIH BUMIp Y CBOIO MOAEAD IIPOCTO-
poBoi opranisanii cycmiabcta. [To-Apyre, BiH 30cepeAuB yBary Ha okpe-
MUX AIOASX i3 pISHUMHU iHTepecamMu (HK IHAUBIAYyaABHUMHU, TaK i rpyHOBHMM),

during the urban planning council at the State Construction Committee on September 11,
1985, in Kyiv. According to the protocol of this meeting, Dubyna mentioned that the city
had developed as a compact one — and due to historical evolution it had to remain so in
the future. He described the presence of the planning frame — the radial axes that formed
the basis of the urban structure of the districts (the central one and three peripheral ones).
The intersections of these axes and the diameter of the center made up subcenters; therefore,
he justified the concept of “the polycentric system of city center.” After the approval of the
technical and economic rationale, the director of the Lviv Branch of the Dipromist Zinovii
Pidlisnyi invited Volodymyr Bugaev to lead the development of a general plan. The team
finalized this document during the late 1980s and the Lviv City Council approved it only
in 1993. Urban planner and former chief architect of the city calls it “a true Constitution of
the urban development,” but also admits that it quickly lost its significance, as “sociopolitical
and economic levers have changed” (an urban planner, born 1944, recorded 17 September

2020). The former head of the commission on architecture and construction mentioned:

3 Amppiit Pyauurp-
xuit (1928-2009) —
npodecop kadpeapu
MicToGyayBaHHs,
AOKTOD apXiTeKTypH,
ACKaH apXiTeKTyp-
HOTO paKyAbTETY
(1977-1991) Assis-

CBKOI MOAITEXHIKH.
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In. 2

Byauns Awbincexa,
1978 (is koaexuii
Anppis Apumasnka,
Micekuit meaiaapxis,
Llenrp micpkoi
icropii Llentpaas-
no-Cxipnoi €spomnu,
doro Anppis
Apumasnka)

Fig. 2

Andrii Drymalyk,
Lubinska street, 1978.
Collection of Andrii
Drymalyk. Urban media
archive, Center for
Urban History of East
Central Europe

SIKI CHIBICHYBaAM y IPOCTOPI MicTa Ta 4l «CEPEAOBHILA>» YaCTKOBO 30i-
TAAUCS, TOX IX TpeGa 6on y3ropxyBatu. AOCBiA iCHYBaHHS LIHX AIOACH Y
MICTi OXOIAIOBAaB yCi OpraHU YYTTH, i IJeM AOCBiA 3MIHIOBaBCS YIIPOAOBXK
ixuporo >xurts. Ilo-Tpere, Bin 6paB mip CyMHIB MOHOQYHKIJiOHAABHHUI
MiAXIA AO 3OHYBAaHHS, BUCYBAIOYH HATOMICTD iA€I0 «iHTeHCHiKaLil BUKO-
pucTanus Micekoro npocropy» (Rudnitskii, 1985, pp. 25-26, 54, 68). Yci
i iA€l CTOCYBAAMCS IAAHYBAaHHS Yacy, HAIIPUKAAA CTBOPEHHS AOKALii y
MicTi, sxi 6 Pi3Hi coliaAbHI IPYIIH MOTAH BUKOPUCTOBYBATH B Pi3HUH 4ac abo
AAs pisHOT AlstabHOCTI. PyaHHIIBKHIT IPSIMO 3a3HAYaB IIPO «YIIPABAIHHS 4aco-

BUMM IPOLIECAMU > ILJOAO MiCBKOTO CEPEAOBHIIA, 3 HATOAOCOM Ha AO3BiAAL Ta
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«6r0p)eTax yacy» Awael i3 pisuux coniaapnux rpyn (Rudnitskii, 1985,
pp- 56-64). Y miApYYHHKY AAS CTYACHTIB apXiTeKTypHOTro npodiato, BH-
saromy 1991 poky Ha ocHOBI #ioro MoHorpadii, PyasHunskuil nucas npo
Cy4acHy HOMY NPaKTHUKY MiCTOIIAAHYBAaHHs, 2 TAKOX IPO T€, IO 1i CAiA Te-
peopienTyBary, 06 BOHA 3aA0BOABHsIAA IOTPeOU BpasauBux rpym: «Ha
JKaAb, Y CyYacHIH MpPaKTULi posB’xsaHHa npo6AeM MICBKOI'O CEPEAOBHUIIA
OpIEHTYIOTh HEPIAKO AHIIE HA CEPEAHBOCTATHCTHYHOIO >XUTEAS... Micto
3araAOM >KOPCTOKe AO cTapux Aloaeil. [Tpore Bucoka sikicTs Micekoro ce-
peAoBHIa 3a0€3IeYyBaTUMETHCSL AMIIE TOK MIpOIo, 3a KOl HeoOXiAHI
3PYYHOCTI HAAABATUMYTbCS BCIM AIOASM, SIKI TEPIASTD HYKAY. AAS LIbOTO

“No one knew how the city would develop further, because a certain chaos was created at
that time. Therefore, [we] approved what had already been worked out, that is, with the
conditions, there were many conditions, concerning in what direction to work further,
that are, let’s say, no longer quite relevant” (former head of the commission on architecture
and construction, born 1963, recorded 24 July 2020).

The described case is an example of planning discourse embodied at the state plan-
ning institution — the Lviv branch of the Dipromist State Design Institute for Cities.
Yet, as Anna Alekseyeva pointed out, the state apparatus was too rigid to accommodate
changes, and the construction industry was inflexible both in terms of the institutional
structure, the decision-making process, and the materiality of manufactured products
(e.g., the impossibility to produce various types of panels for mass housing). She described
the post-Khrushchev period as a time, when “innovative, progressive, or independent
architectural thought, which was predominantly concentrated in academic and research

institutions, rarely reached the practitioners” (Alekseyeva, 2019, p. 97). The critic of mod-

ernist top-down planning that concentrated in academia and developed in a dialogue with
planning practice proposed to focus on the users and their experiences of the city (Beyer,
2017; Hallas-Murula, 2017; Kurg, 2013). One of the ideas mobilized as an attempt to
humanize a socialist city was the concept of “environment” (Ukrainian: seredovyshche,
Russian: sreda). This term aimed to shift focus from the macro scale of functional zoning
(when the subject of planning is either an institution — often industry — or the gener-
alized person) to the urban daily life of a specific person. In the case of Lviv, this idea was
developed in the Lviv Polytechnic mainly by Andrii Rudnytskyi®.

Rudnytskyi worked with the concept of urban environment in relation to automated
management systems, ASU (Ayt{)mzztyzowmi Systemy Upmv/z’nm’zz, sometimes translated
as “automated control systems”) in the late 1970s, which was when this topic gained spe-
cial attention from the side of local party authorities. In 1979 Lviv Polytechnic hosted a
huge conference on the management of the urban environment (Khorkhot, 1979), and

Rudnytskyi was among the key organizers of this event. He developed his ideas further

In.3
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Fig. 3

Unknown author,
Trolleybus of the route
No. 4 on central boulevard
of Lviv, 1963-1969.
Collection of Volodymyr
Rumiantsev. Urban media
archive, Center for Urban
History of East Central
Europe

3 Andrii Rudnytskyi
(1928-2009)-urban
planning professor, the
dean of the Department
of Architecture
(1977-91) at the Lviv

Polytechnic Institute.
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In.4
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mapmpyTy Ne 4 6iast
TOTeAI0 «/ABBiB>»,
1965-1970 (is
KkoAekii SIpocaasa
Snyaxa, Micekuit
Mepiaapxis, Lentp
MichKoi icTopii
Lenrpaabuo-Cxipnol
€spon, poro
Spocaasa Snuaka)

Fig. 4

Jaroslav Yanchak,
Trolleybus of the route
No. 4 near “Lviv” hotel,
1965-1970. Collection
of Jaroslav Yanchak.
Urban media archive,
Center for Urban
History of East

Central Europe

into a monograph, and defended a dissertation based on this publication in 1988. His

work not only discussed the optimization of decision-making in urban planning and
the application of methods of computing, but also offered a different perspective to the
city development.

First of all, Rudnytskyi included the time dimension in his model of the spatial
organization of society. Second, he focused on specific people with different interests
(both individually and on the group level), who shared the space of the city and whose
“environments” overlapped and had to be negotiated. These people experienced the city
with all senses, and these experiences changed through the course of their lives. Third, he
challenged the monofunctional approach toward zoning with the idea of the “intensifica-
tion of using city space” (Rudnytskyi, 1985, p. 25-6, 54, 68). All of these points in various
ways refer to the planning of time, for instance, creating urban locations that could be
used by different social groups during different time periods or various time-consuming

activities. Rudnytskyi clearly spoke about the “management of temporary processes” in
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Tpeba YIIPaBASITH CEPEAOBHUIILEM TAK, 1[0 Y MICTi HIXTO HE 3aAHIIKBCS 1032
yBaroto» (Rudnitskyi, 1991, p. 20).

I'lpore mropm eKOHOMIYHOI KPU3H Ta MOAITHYHHUX TpaHCPOPMALIi mic-
ast posnapy CPCP noranHyB 06roBOpeHHs ADAMHOLICHTPHYHOTO MiCBKO-
ro MAaHYBaHHsA. YKe Ha moyaTky 1990-X BUHUKAM CYMHIBH, 4H AOLIIABHO
3aCTOCOBYBaTH I'€HEPAAbHUI IIAAH SIK AOPOTrOBKAa3 AASl YHOPaBAIHHSA Mi-
CTOM, OCKiABKH A€p>KaBa BXKE BTPATHAA MOHOIIOAII0 Ha BTPYYaHHS B IIPO-
cTip. YTiM, reHepaAbPHHH MAAH 3aAHIIABCA KAIOYOBUM MiCTO6y,A,iBHI/IM
AOKYMEHTOM (X0Y i 3 ACAKMMHM cpo6aMy 3aIPOBAAUTH SIK AABTCPHATHUBY
THy4YKille 30HYBaHHs 49U OiAbLI LiHHICHO-OpieHTOBaHI MichbKi CTpaTeri'l').
MaiibyTHe MicTa Bce Ije OIUCYBAAH 3 IIOTASIAY HOTO CTPYKTYPH 1 3€MAEKO-
PHUCTYBaHHS, KOAH IIEBHUM AIASIHKaM HaAaBaAM BHU3HaveHi GpyHKII i 3Ha-
wenns: y 1980-x e po6uaa acpxkaBHa Baapa (TiCHO NOB’s13aHa 3 KOMYHic-
THYHOIO MapTie), ay 1990-x i nisHile BOHO cTaA0 06’€KTOM AOMOBASIHHS
MiX PISHUMM AI€BLSIMM, a)K ITOKU 3PELITOI OCTAHHE CAOBO HE OTPUMAaB
$iHaHCOBHI KamiTaA.

Amckycist mpo kapkac i cepeaOBHILE MiCTa CTABUTD 3AIMUTAHHS IIPO TOUKY
BiAAIKY AASL MICBKOTO NMAaHYBaHHA. SIKy IepCIIEKTHBY y HbOMY 3aCTOCOBAHO
i Bip umitoro imeni? Illo Tpeba maanysaru i A0 sikoi mipu? [TaanyBanus MicTa
SK IPOCTOPOBOI PeaAbHOCTI QYHKITIOHAABHUX 30H i3 aKIIEHTOM Ha <yCEPEA-
HEHIN AIOAMHI» 32 3aMOBYYBAaHHSAM 3aAUIIAETHCS BIATIPABHOIO TOUKOIO AAS
micromaanyBanHs. [ Ipore cmaamuna apxitexrypHoi Aymxu 1980-x crionykae
HAC AO NEPEOCMMCACHHS MiCTa 3 4aCOBOTO NOTAIAY (0COBAMBO B KOHTEKCTI
MicbKOi MOGIABHOCTI, A€ TIAHYE «KapKaco-LeHTPUIHE GaYeHHS» ) Ta 3 ypaxy-
BaHHSM AOCBiAY Pi3HHX COIIiaAbHUX T'PYIL.

relation to the urban environment, with an emphasis on free time and “time budgets” of
people from diverse groups (Rudnytskyi, 1985, p.56-64). In the tutorial for architecture
students, which was published on the basis of his monograph in 1991, Rudnytskyi wrote
about his contemporary practice of urban planning and how it requires a reorientation
to meet the needs of people from vulnerable groups: “Unfortunately, in modern practice,
solving the problems of the urban environment is often focused on the average resident...
The city is generally cruel to the elderly. However, the high quality of the urban environment
will be ensured only to the extent that the necessary amenities are provided to all people in
need. To do this, you need to manage the environment so that no one in the city is left out”
(Rudnytskyi, 1991, p. 20).

However, the discussion about human-centered urban design was lost in the storms
of the economic crisis and political transformation after the collapse of the USSR. The
relevance of a general plan as a guiding tool for urban management was questioned

already in the carly 1990s as the state lost its monopoly for spatial interventions,
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MOBA MACOBOI'0
APXITEKTYPHOIO NOCTMOJEPHY
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Anorauis. lpoTuctaBnsiioumch apxiTekTypi KanitanicTuiHoro 3axopy, Hibuto 3a-
MIyTaHOTo B CTUNSIX, PaAsiHCbKa apXiTekTypa 3asiBfisina Mpo CBOE MOXOAXKEHHS
3 coujianbHoi cdepu. KLU NPOCcTeXyBaTN BHYTPILLIHIO NPpVpPOAy 3MiH B apXiTek-
Typi 1980-x pokiB y CPCP, To Lie noTpibHO poburTu He Yepes 3ano3nyieHy KOHLenLjio
nocTMopepHiamy, a Yepes aHani3 po3pobok y AnsaliHi oro HambinbLl covjianb-
Horo mposiBy — MacoBoro xuTna. [loci pagsHCbka apxiTekTypa B nepLuy Yepry
3Bopmnach Ao eBontoLlii cTUNIB. binbLu posilunpeHe NpoYNTaHHS 30CepPen>KyeTbCs
Ha nepexopi Bif coLpeaniaMy [O CKNagHOro An3saiiHy cepefoByLLa NPOXKNBaHHS
NIOAVIHN Micns XPyLLOBCbKUX pedopm y byaiBHMUTBI. 0pHaK i Us TpaHchopMmaLlis
BiOynacs B paMkax cuctematmaaLlii 6yaisenb, NpeAcTaBneHoi 3aranbHOCOI03HO
CUCTeMolo HallMeHyBaHHSI TUMOBOI apxiTekTypu, abo HomeHknatypoto. Cuctema,
Lo BnpoBapykyBanachk 3 1947 poky, HapaBana iHAEKCY TUMOBKM NPOEKTaM YCiX BU-
B ByniBenb; y Hill KOXXHOMY TUMOBOMY An3aiHy byno BuAineHo cBoe creLydivHe
nonosxeHHsi. 0mxe, HomeHknatypa mMorna 6 onvcati Bce cepefoBULLE NPOXMBaH-
Hs mioauHn. Y cepepuni 1980-x pokiB crcTema HaliMeHyBaHb 3pobuna nopanbLui
KpoKu, Wwob 3apoBonbHUTY AvBepcudikaiio anaaiiHie WwWpudTis, Wo aepani 3po-
cTana, NpuaHayaloum HoBi iHAeKew, siki Bynu aoBLIMMM Ta KoandikyBanm binblue
napameTpiB, NigpriBaoYmn BNacHi reorpadiyHi Ta TMM4acosi iepapxii. PisHomaHiT-
HiCTb po3rnsipani Sk KinbkicHy npobnemy, sky HomeHknatypa ycnillHo BupiLLmna.
BoHa BusiBUNacs poctaTHbO FHYYKOM, W06 MOCNIAOBHO MPUNMCYBaTH iHAEKCH
Bynb-51KkoMy — He 060B'I3KOBO TUMOBOMY — [AM3alHy. Xo4a MacoBe XXNTNO 3HNKIO
3 apXiTeKTypHOro AVCKYPCY Mif Yac nepebynoBy, CTaHAAPTM30BaHa apXiTeKTypa
npo>kuna HanbinbLL NAIHUI | cMCTEeMaTYHWI Nepiop, y cBoil icTopii. BceoxonHa
1 noTy>kHa HomeHknatypa, TM He MeHLL, posBanunacs 3 napiHHsSM PagsiHcbkoro
Cotosy. LleHTpanisauis ansaiiHy BUsiBANA CBOKO HaBaXkKNMBIiLLy NepenyMoBy, Ky
B MOCTPaAsHCbKOMY CBiTi HEMOXNINBO Byrno 36epertut.

KniouoBi cnosa: HomeHknatypa, cuctema HasB, cuctemaTm3allis, apxiTekTyp-
HWI NOCTMOMEPH, LieHTpani3aLlis NpoeKTyBaHHS, CTaHAaPTU30BaHa apXiTeKTypa,
MacoBe XWT/O.

Dimitrij Zadorin
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Abstract. Setting itself off against the architecture of the capitalist West,
allegedly tangled in styles, Soviet architecture claimed its origins in the social
realm. If one is to trace the intrinsic nature of changes in the architecture of
the 1980s in the USSR, it is to be done not through the borrowed concept of
postmodernism, but through the analysis of the developments in the design
of its most social manifestation — mass housing. So far, Soviet architecture
has primarily been whittled down to the evolution of styles. A more advanced
reading focuses on the shift from Socialist Realism to the complex design of
the human habitat following Khrushchev’s reforms in construction. However,
even this transformation took place within the framework of building
systematization, represented by the all-Union system of naming for standard
architecture, or the Nomenclature. The system, implemented since 1947,
assigned indexes to type designs of all building types; within it, every type
design was allocated its specific position. The Nomenclature could thus
describe the whole human habitat. In the mid-1980s, the naming system made
further steps to meet the growing diversification of type designs by assigning
new indexes which were longer and codified more parameters, undermining
vested geographical and temporal hierarchies. The diversity was treated as a
quantitative problem, which the Nomenclature successfully solved. It proved
flexible enough to consistently ascribe an index to any — not necessarily
type — design. Although mass housing disappeared from the architectural
discourse during Perestroika, standardized architecture enjoyed the most
fruitful and systematic time in its history. So all-encompassing and everlasting,
the Nomenclature nevertheless collapsed with the fall of the Soviet Union. The
centralization of design proved its most fundamental precondition, which in
the post-Soviet world was impossible to retain.

Keywords: Nomenclatura, naming system, systematization, architectural
postmodernity, design centralization, standardized architecture, mass
housing.
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' A. B. Ixounikos —
TIPOBIAHUIT PaASH-
ChKHMI TEOPETHK Ta

icropuk apxirex-
typu. Came itomy
PAASHCHKHIT YUTaY
AO BEAHMKOI MipH 3aB-
ASYYE 3HAOMCTBOM
is GpuTaHCHKOIO Ta
AMEPUKAHCHKOIO
apxirekrypoio. Cepep

PAASHCBKHX BHAQHD

icTopii 3axipHof apxi-

TEKTYpPH HOTO OTASIA

€, MabyTb, Hail6iAbII
PETpe3eHTaTHBHUM.

* [NopiBHsnHA Mix
1970-mu Ha 3axoai
it 1980-mn y Papsu-
cpromy Corosi Aobpe
iarocTpye Giorpadis
JKana-®pancya
Aiorapa, itoro
KOHIIEIII]isl METaHa-
paTuBiB i mepexia
BiA «<AIBHX» AO
«MPaBHX>.

! Tkonnikov was a leading
Soviet architectural
theorist and historian.
He is largely known for
introducing British and
American architecture
to the Soviet reader. His
survey of the history of
Western architecture is
likely the most represent-
ative Soviet account of
thekind.

The comparison between
the 1970s in the Westand
the 1980s in the Soviet

is well illustrated by the
biography of Francois
Lyotard, his concept of
metanarratives and his shift

from “left” to “right”.

BCTVYII

Aast Auppis IkoHHikoBa icTOpis 3axipHOI apXiTEeKTYpH Bip CEpeAHHH
XIX cropivus i misnima — ue Bee ictopis midis (Ikonnikov, 1982)" .
Mi(l) NPUXOBYBAaB KAaIliTAAICTUYHY PEAABHICTh, AKYy PO3PHUBAAU COLi-
aAbpHI cymepedHoCTi. Yci apXiTeKTYpHI IPOPHBH, IOPOAXKEH] CMIAMBUM
[PAarHeHHAM TPaHCPOPMYBATH CYCIHIABCTBO, 3PEILITOI0 BUPOAXKYBAAHUCS
y ctual. ¥Y1iMm, koan 3axia y 1970-x oxonnaa yeprosa Kpusa Kamitaaiamy,
Bipa y «CHCTEMY>, CXOXE, 3a3HAAA KPAXY, a CHIPABXKHA PEAAbHICTh OT-OT
maAa Biakputucsa. Hacras yac spearyBaru Ha 1je i apxiTexTypi, mpore
yepes 3aHENaA BOHA HE CIIPOMOTAACS HA HIOCh KPAllle, HiXK IOCTMOAEP-
nism. Ha ¢oni pyitnanii Beaukux ipeil apxiTekTypa BAaAACs AO Bidyaas-
HUX iIrop Ta CUMBOAi3MY.

Oanax curyanis Ha 3axopl y 1970-x mosropuaacs B Paasrcskomy Coro-
3i y 1980-1i (Anderson, 1998, pp. 24-36)* . TyT nOoCHACHHS €KOHOMIYHOT
KPH3U HaBITh IIPU3BEAO AO IMAAIHHSA KOMYHICTHYHOro mpoekty. PasstHcbka
apXiTexTypa 4yacis HCpC6YAOBI/I, SIK BBa)KAAH, TAKOXK BIATBOPIOBAAA Bi3yaAbHi
eKCIIEPUMEHTH IONEPEAHbOro Accsatuairts B €pponi # Crioayuenux [lra-
Tax. Aae Tak rapasu iHozeMui. ¥ camomy sk Paasiacskomy Corosi apxitexktypa
He moTpebyBasa MidiB — BoHa 5x 60 Oyaa sakopineHa B peaasHocti. CyTb
PaASHCBKOL apXiTEKTypu — Ha IMPOTHUBAry KaIiTAAICTUYHIN 3axipHil —
Bbavasu y comiaAbHii cdepi, a MOBa apXiTEKTYpH MaAa xiba o AoHOCUTU
«TAUOOKHUH ipeoAOTidHMIT cMucA». | cMMcA 1ieit moAsTaB He B apxiTekTyp-
HUX IIEAEBPAX, 4 Y BEAUYE3HOMY IOTOL|i CTAHAAPTU30BAHOI APXiTEKTYPH.
Came MacoBa XXUTAOBa 320yAOBa, ACIO po30aBAcHA OYAIBASIMU IPOMAACHKO-
rO NMPHU3HAYECHHS, YTBOPIOBAAA CEPEAOBHUIIE iICHYBAHHS PAASIHCHKOI AIOAUHH.

INTRODUCTION
For Andrei Ikonnikov, the history of Western architecture from the mid-nineteenth century
onwards s that of myths (1982)". The myth concealed a capitalist reality torn apart by social contra-
dictions. Every architectural breakthrough, ambitious to transform society, degenerated eventually
into a style. However, as another capitalist crisis hit the West in the 1970s, the beliefin the “system”
seemed to have collapsed; the reality was finally about to be laid bare. The time was ripe for
architecture to respond, but immersed in despondency, it could not come up with anything better
than Postmodernism. With bigideas crumbled, architecture reverted to visual games and symbolism.
But what had been the 1970s for the West proved to be the 1980s for the Soviet Union
(Anderson, 1998, pp. 24-36)% Here, the aggravating economic crisis even led to the fall of
the communist project. Soviet architecture during Perestroika likewise is believed to have
replicated visual experiments of the preceding decade in Europe and the United States. But
this is a view from without. From within, Soviet architecture did not need a myth — it wal-

lowed in reality. Its essence — as opposed to that of the capitalist West — was seen in the
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3amicTh TOTO, 1[06 YHHUKATH TaKOL HenpnBaGAnBoI c<l>epn ApXITEKTYpPH, CAiA
OPUMHATH 11, — 1 I1e AOTIOMOKE 3PO3YMITH, YMM HACIIPaBAL 6yB PAASHCBKUI
apXiTEKTYPHHUI MOCTMOAEPH.

MOBA APXITEKTYPHOI MOAEPHOCTI

Yapaps AsKCHKC, 3BOASIIM MOBY aPXITEKTYPH AO €KCTEPEPY i Bi3yaAbHHX 3Ha-
YEHb, BBAXKAB, [0 «Cy4YaCHA APXITEKTypa» (apxiTeKTypa MOAEPHOI Ar0bu /
modern architecture) 3asHaAa HeBaaui Yepes Opak KOMYHIKATUBHHX PUC/SKO-
creii (Jencks, 1977, p. 7). Bpyno 3eBi rakosx Hapikas Ha 6pax mocAiA0BHOI MO-
AcpHoi MoBH apxitextypu (Zevi, 1978, pp. 3—6). 3eBi, sarsaTHii KpUTHK perpe-
CHBHHUX ITOCTMOAEPHUX TEHAEHIIIH, HAMAraBCs AATH BU3SHAYEHHS «IOCTIHHUX
BEAMYMH>» MOAEPHOI apXiTeKTypH y HAMOIABII AHTUKAACUYHOMY KAIOU, 6e3
3BEPHEHHA AO AlHrBicTHYHMX MeTadop Askerkca. Aast 3eBi apxitekTypa — Lie
PO KOMyHiKalito, Oaiiayke, <€ Lje MOBOIO uM Hi». PaasiHcbKa cTaHAQpTH30-
BaHA apXiTEKTypa TOBOPHAA BAACHOK MOBOKW. Ju Oyaa 151 MOBa apxiTeKTyp-
HOIO — ITUTAHHS AUCKYCIMHE, AA€ CEMAHTUKA Y Hil, GesyMOBHo, HasIBHA.

Llst moBa Oyaa cucremoro inaekciB, abo Homenkaarypu, sika oxomnarosasa
yCi TUITOBI IIPOEKTH: BiA KUTAQ i <l>a6pm< AO 00’eKTiB 3B'I3KY i CIABCBKOrOCIIO-
AAPCBKHUX CIIOPYA. 3a BHUHATKOM AIHIMHUX €AEMEHTIB iH(l)paCprKTypu, SIK-
OT AOPOTH 4YM KOMYHAABbHI CAYXKOH, L5l CHCTEMa MOTAA OIMCATH yCe IUITYYHO
CTBOPEHE CEPEAOBHILIE AIOACBKOTO ICHYBaHH:/MELIKAHH. APXITEKTOPH ACTKO
CITIAKYBAAHCS 3 BAAAOIO, BUKOPHCTOBYIOUH I1i IIEPEAIKU Ta KATAAOTH THITOBUX
npoexris (ia. 1, 2), B sxnx 6yA0 BKa3aHO KAIYOBi TexHiuHi AaHi Ta (y BUIaA-
Ky KATaAOTiB) KpeCACHHS. Y LIUX IHACKCAX HIllO He TO3HAYAAO ApXiTEeKTYpPHOI
MOBH, IPHHANMHI TaK, sIK i po3yMiB AJKEHKC, aA€ Te, 1110 BUXOAUAO B PE3YABTATI, HE

social realm, and the architectural language was merely to communicate “profound ideolog-
ical content”. This content was not in architectural masterpieces but in the bulk of standard-
ized architecture. It was mass housing diluted with some civic buildings that constituted the
habitat of the Soviet person. Instead of shunning this unattractive territory of architecture,
we should embrace it as the source for our understanding of what Soviet architectural post-

modernity was really about.

THE LANGUAGE OF ARCHITECTURAL MODERNITY

Charles Jencks, reducing the architectural language to the exterior and visual meanings,
attributed the failure of Modern Architecture to the lack of communicative qualities
(Jencks, 1977, p. 7). Bruno Zevi also lamented the lack of a consistent modern language
of architecture (Zevi, 1978, pp. 3-6). But, a fervent critic of regressive postmodern
tendencies, he tried to define the “invariables” of modern architecture in the most

anticlassical key without reverting to Jencks” linguistic metaphors. To him, architecture
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In. 1

Harpomaaxenns
6GaraToKBapTHPHIX
6yAMHKIB pisHUX
epioaiB mobysoBn
na Aom6posui/Kyn-
neBiuHi, MiHCcbK.
3aiBa HampaBo:
3A-OITB (2007),
3A-OITE (2000),
M-90 (1990), M-464
(1990), M-464Y-1
(2004) (AiniTpiit
3apopin, 2014)

Fig. 1

Bricolage of blocks

of flats from different
periods in Dambrouka/
Kuntsaushchyna,
Minsk. From left to
right: 3A-OPB (2007),
3A-OPB (2000), M-90
(1990), M-464 (1990),
M-464U-1 (2004).
(Dimitrij Zadorin, 2014)
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12
EKaumaTitue- e
Homep HAHMEHOBAHHE M KPATKAR ckufl pafton,  OPT &
TimosoTG XAPAKTEPHCTHKA THIIOBOTO noapakon, ApOERT, W aTA DBOAM Lo
npoexTa MNPOEKTA PECNETHAN apoekTa o AeRcToue e
HAPYHHAR {°C Tpostr
Cepus 48
Hapynubie cTeHs! HecylHe H3 KepaM3HToGeTonnEx mateneil. [Te-
PEKPEITHE H3 Mene300eTOHHBIX naneaeit. INToaxoe HH#EHEDHOE
G1aroycTpoicTRO.
Mas cTpouTenbeTBa B paifonax cefiemuyHocteio 8 u 9 Ganios
CEKOUHOHHEBE AOMA
AByxoraxkusie:
111-48-6c YeTmpeXCEKUHOHHBIT AcM Ha 16 1B, 1B, K prusranpoceAsxos, Kazaxcru
KBapimp [rpexxoMuaTHBIX 36-5, Ima, 1B, 1972 1. raman
yeTHpexRoMHaTHEIX 46-8). s, IVT T
JKuran maomaas 721 ot —20,
Ofwan nAclass, TPHESASHHAR —23,
1145 u® —30
111-48-5¢ TpexcexuuoHHblT AoM Ha 12 KBap- I8, 1B, Knpraaranpoceasxos, Kazaxcrmit
THp (rpexroMHaTHBIX 3A-6, 1A, OB, 1972 r, durastas
YeTBIPEXKOMHATHRIX 4A-B), B, IVl LHTII
Jmnas maomaps 516 a0 —20,
Ofujas MAOMAAL, TPHBEARHHAT —25,
808 w® —30
ABYX3TAMNHBIE BAOKHMPOBAHHEBE AOMA
141-48-3¢ ABVXKBAPTHPHENT A0M € NATHXOM- 1B, iIB, KipruarunpoceAsxos, Kazaxcsuit
mraTHERMH KBaprHpams S5A B asyx IIA, [IB, 1972 hEAman
YPOBRAX. HiB, IVT LIMTII
JKenas naomaas 116 M7 —20,
Obman MAOWEAL, NPHBEASHHAR —25,
189 »® —30
141-48-4c ABVXKBADTHDHSIN AOM C NATHROM- 18, 1IB, Kuprazrenpoceanxos, Kasaxcruit
narumvy weaprmpamm 5B s asyx 1A, IIIB, 1972 1, dranan
YPOBHAX, Mg, Ivr UHTII
Funan maomapk 123 M2 —20,
Ofman mAoHiaAb, NPHBSACHHAT —25,
203 m* —30
OAHODZTAHBIE pAOMA
181-48-1¢ ABYXKBAPTHPHBIL AOM C TPEXHOM- IB, IIB, KMprusranpoceAsXos, Kazaxceuit
HATHEIMH KEapTHpadi 3A. A, MB, 1972 r. raman
JKwaas naomape 77 oM 1B, IVT LMTIT
Ofman NAOLIaAL, PHBEAESHHAA —20,
134 »° —25,
—30
181-48-2¢ ABYXKBAPTHDHBHD ADM € TPEXKOM- 1B, IIB Knmzrvmpoce..uxoa. Kazaxcmit
HaTHEME KBapTHpaMm 3B IMA, THE, 1972 1. huanan
Huras maomaas B0 M 1B, Ivr WMTIT
Obmas mAcUiaAL, OpHBEASHHAA —20,
142 m? —25,
—30

In.2

Cropinka 3 «ITe-
PeAiKy THITOBHX
TIPOEKTIB >, SIKi BU-
KOPHCTOBYBaAH, 06
CIPOCTHTH KOMYHi-
Kallilo apXiTeKTopiB
iBaaau (Iepevens
TUNOBBIX NPOEXIMOE
HCUNDLX 30aHUTE 01
cmpoumenscmea 6
CeAbCKOTL MECTIHOCIIL:
ITc 01-2. (1976).

Mocksa)

Fig. 2
A page from a List of
Type Designs, which
were used for concise
communication between
architects and authorities.
(Perechen

tipovykh proektov zhilykh
zdanii dlia stroitelstva v
selskoi mestnosti: Ps 01-2
(1976). (Moscow)
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000B'I3K0BO BHSBASIAOCS ACTHASIPHOIO OyAiBAcko. 1MaA0 moMIesHux criopya,
CTaAIHCBKOI A0OOH, SK i MIOCTMOACPHI €KCIIEPUMEHTH, TEX MAAM TaKi iHAEKCH.
Sx1o MoAepHI3M OyB XYAOXKHBOIO BIATIOBIAAIO HA MOACPHICTH, TO Taki OyaiBAi
OYAH MOACPHICTIO, 3 SIKOI YCYHYAH MOACPHi3M. PaasiHcbKa CTaHAQPTH30BaHA
apXiTEKTypa rOBOPHAA APXITEKTYPHOIO MOBOKO MOAEPHOCTI.

ITorysxHa i Bceoxonna, Homenkaarypa Tum He MeHme 6yaa 3aByaaboBa-
HOIO, IPUXOBAHOIO 33 CTUAICTUYHUMM 3MiHAMM Ta KYABTYPHUMU MapapUrMa-
MH. Y )KOAHOMY AXKEPEAl FOAl 3HAMTH YiTKOTO MOSCHEHHS IPUHIUITIB HAAQH-
Hs IIUX IHAEKCIB, HE Ka)Ky4H BKE MPO IMOXOAKEHHS CUCTEMU HAAAHHS HA3B
cepiff uM cMHCcAy IXHBOrO icHyBaHHA; Lo HomeHkaarypy He MoXxHA 6on
BUBYHUTH B KOAHOMY 3aKkAaal. MoBa cucremarusanii 3aAHIIAAACS HESCHOIO
HAaBiTbh AASI TUX, XTO ITIOCAYTOBYBAaBCs HEIO.

Biaroal Maso 1m0 3MiHHAOCS, OCKIABKH HAyKOBLIi MOBY CTAaHAAPTH30BAHOI
apxiTeKTypH He AOCAipKyBasn. HaromicTs BoHM BoAiAM mepexasyBaru icTopiio
PAASHCBHKOIL apXIiTEKTYPH 5K ITOCAIAOBHICTb CTHAIB, B OCTAHHE ACCATHAITTS 30Ce-
peaxyrourch Ha iepioai 1960-x — moyarky 1980-x, abo, six ckasasu 6 Tenep, Ha
epioAl paAsHCBKOTO MOAEPHI3My. IHKOAN HABITh BAAETHCH, LIO EAUHE, IO TPe-
6a 3HaTU IIPO PAASIHCBKY apXITEKTYPY, — Li€ BIATIPaBHY TOYKY LIbOTO IEPioAy —
nocranoy LIK KITPC i Paau Minictpis CPCP Bis 4 anucromapa 1955 poky
«IIpo ycyHeHHs HaAMIpHOCTEH Yy IIPOEKTyBaHHI i 6yAiBHI/IL[TBi>>. Ha nisnimi
3pYIIEHHS YBAaTU 3BEPTAIOTh MEHIIE: HAIPUKAAA, HA BIAMOBY BiA XPYILIOBCKOTO
$yHKIIOHAAI3MY HA KOPHCTb 6iAbII IHAMBIAYaAI30BaHOI apXIiTEKTYPH y CEPEAUHI
1960-x (Zadorin, 2020) a6o Ha nepexia A0 HOCTMOACPHI3MY B YacH epeOYAOBH.

VTiM, Ha AYMKY PaASHCBKHX TEOPETHKIB, PAAsHCbKA apXITEKTypa MaAa po3-
BUBATHUCS K HiSIK #¢ B HAIIPSIMi €BOAIOLIIT CTHAIB. Im HOTpiGHa 6yAa iaes, siKa

was about communication, no matter “whether it is a language or not.” Soviet standard-
ized architecture spoke the language of its own. Whether it was architectural is a matter
of debate, but semantic it was, no doubt.

This language was a system of indexes, or the Nomenclature, assigned to all typeable
designs, ranging from residential buildings to factories to objects of communication and
agriculture. Save for the linear elements of infrastructure, e. g. roads and public services, it
was thus a system capable of describing the whole artificially created human habitat. Archi-
tects readily spoke indexes with authorities through lists and catalogs of type designs (Fig.
1, 2), which listed key technical data and — in the case of catalogs — drawings. Nothing in
the index codified architectural language, at least as Jencks understood it, but the products
were not necessarily astylar buildings. Many pompous Stalinist edifices, as well as postmod-
ern experiments, had their index, too. If Modernism was an artistic response to modernity,
then this was modernity with Modernism excluded. Soviet standardized architecture spoke

the architectural language of modernity.
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61 6iABLI ITOCAIAOBHO IIOB’sI3aAa HAATO OYEBHAHI CTHAICTHYHI mepTypbanil.
ToMmy BU3HAYCHHS COLIAAICTHYHOTO PEAaAi3MY SIK METOAY,  HE SIK CTHAIO BHSI-
BHAOCS B IIbOMY CEHCI Ay»ke koprucHUM. HoBuit etarn papsHCbKOI apXiTeKTypy
3 1950-x i Aaai MaAM XapaKTepH3yBaTH BiAOMi TeXHI4Hi iHHOBaIlii — 3aBOACHKE
BUTOTOBACHHSI 30ipHHX KOHCTPYKLII Ta MacOBEe BUPOOHHUILITBO, & TAKOXK COLIi-
AABHI HAYKH, SIKi OKMBAAH ITICASI 3AICHOI CTAAIHCBHKOI aTakU Ha Pal[iOHAAI3M.
Hosa mapapurma moasirasa B KOMIIACKCHOMY ITPOEKTYBAHHI cepeAOBHIIA ic-
nyBanHs1. Le Oyao cepeaoBuLe sIK HAYKOBA cucmema, 10 GYAO IPOTOAOLICHO
OCHOBHOIO PHCOI0, 5IKa BIAPI3HAAA COLIIAAICTUYHY apXiTEKTYPY Bia 3axiAHOT .
VY nparHeHHI TOTAABHOCTI 30BHIIIHIEI BUTASIA YoKe He 6yB OCHOBHHUM, SIK 32
crasiHcpkoro ekaekTusMy. HoMeHkaaTypa, MOBa crcTeMH, AOIIOMOTAQ AMCTAH-
LI{I0BaTHCS BiA Bi3yaAbHOTO II€ AAAL, — i HATOPOAOIO 32 Iie 6yAa AOTiuHICTB. Aae
cHCTeMa HailMeHyBaHb OyAa HE TaK IIPO IPY YHCEA, SIK IIPO HAAAHHS KOXKHOMY
THUIIOBOMY IIPOEKTY HOr0 OKPEMOro MicCLis B 3araAbHiil iepapxii. Kpim Toro, Ho-
MEHKAATYpa, 3 Yacy 3anpoBaAXeHHs y 1947 poli, KoAM CTaAlHChKA apXiTeKTy-
pa OyAa B 3eHiTi, pO3BUBaAaCs 32 BAACHUMH 3aKOHOMIPHOCTSMH, THMYACOM SIK
HOBI KCPIBHUKU ACp)KaBU Ta cTHAL mpuxoauad i Biaxopnan. Toxx Homenkaa-
Typa yTBOPIOBAaAA CTPYKTYPY, B MEXAX SIKOI HE TIABKU CTHALI MOTAU 3MiHIOBAaTH
OAMH OAHOTO, 2 M HaBiTh COLAAICTUYHMI PEAAI3M MOCTYNABCS CUCTEMHOMY
CepeAOBHILY icHyBaHHS. TOMy LIOMHO MU IAXOAUMO AO LIAPHHH CTAHAAPTH-
30BaHOI apXiTeKTYpH, TO cTHKaeMocs 3 HomeHkaaTypolo, sika maHye Haa, yciM.

ITOBOPOT AO ITOCTMOAEPHY
Te, six passiHCBKa apXiTEKTypa BIAIIOBiAa Ha MOACPHICTChKUE pyx ¥ 1980-x,
MabyTh, MOAIOHO AO paHilIOl 3aXiAHOI peakijil: BOHA OBTOPIOBaAa i pali-

Powerful and totalizing, the Nomenclature was nevertheless covert, hidden behind
stylistic changes and cultural paradigms. In no source can we find a coherent explana-
tion of the principles of index assignment, let alone the naming system’s origins or raison
détre; neither there existed a school to learn the Nomenclature. The language of system-
atization remained obscure even to its users.

Not much has changed ever since, as scholars have ignored studying the language of standard-
ized architecture. Instead, we prefer to retell the story of Soviet architecture as a sequence of styles,
focusing in the past decade on the 1960s early 1980s period, or Soviet Modernism, as we would
say today. It even seems as if its alleged starting point — the 1955 decree “On the Elimination of
Excesses”— is the only thing to know about Soviet architecture. Later transitions are less accen-
tuated. Such is the repudiation of Khrushchev’s functionalism for a more individualized architec-
ture in the mid-1960s (Zadorin, 2020). Such is the shift to Postmodernism around Perestroika.

The stylistic evolution, however, was exactly how Soviet theorists did not want to see the

progress of Soviet architecture. They required a concept that allowed for more continuity

* Is 1960-x poxis

i misHimre 1o

HOBY TTAPAAMTMY
o6roopioBasn

Y CBOIX mparsax
YHMAAO TEOPETHKIB
apXiTeKTypH, 30-
Kkpema it IkoHHiKOB.
Hanpukaaa, ans.
oninky Muxaiiaom
Bapxinum ipiocnn-
Kpasii coriasicTuy-
HOI apxiTeKTypu
(Barkhin, 1979,
pp- 191-199).
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* Po6ept Benrypi
HPOTHCTABASB
MoA€epHiCTHYHI
OyAiBAI- «KauKH>»
HOCTMOACPHHIM
«IPUKPAMICHIM
capasM>; B OCTaH-
HIX KOMYHiKaTHBHE
HOBIiAOMACHHS GyAO
LITYYHO MPUAALITO-
BAHO AO APXiTEKTYp-
HOI KOpoOKH.

OHAAICTCHKHUE, MICTOLIEHTPHYHHI/MICTOOPiEHTOBAHUII €BPOICHCHKHUI TTAXIA,
i amepuxaHcbkuil KoHcroMepu3M. IIpoTe njikasilne, 110 %K CTAAOCS 3 THM, 1110
PaAsSHChKA apXiTEKTYpHA TEOpPis BBa’kaAa CIPAaBAl COLIAAICTHYHOIO apXiTek-
TYPOIO, — THM, 1110 $OPMYBAAO CHCTEMY )KUTTEBOTO CepeAOBHIIA Aloaci. Yu
HPUITHSIAQ LT apXITEKTypa — 3 YCiM Il MACOBUM BUPOOHHULITBOM, OX0pOKpaTieio
Ta HAAMIPHOIO IIEHTPAAi3alli€l0 IIPOEKTYBAHHSA — IHAMBiAyaAi3alliio i maropa-
Aiam? Slkoro Oyae 1151 apxiTeKTypa 3 MpedikcoM «IOCT->, IO HAPOAIKYBAAACS
3 ApPXITEKTYPHOTI'O MOAEPHY ?

Ha BisyaspHOMYy piBHI 3apOAKH MOBH apXiTEKTYPHOTO IOCTMOAECPHY CIIPaB-
Al MOXXHa OOAYUTH Y ACSIKUX TUIIOBUX IPOEKTAX i3 cepeanrn 1980-x i Aaai.
Baskka maactH4HICTD MIBHBOTO PAASHCHKOIO MOACPHI3MY ITOCTYIIHAACS 6iABII
[AACKUM MOTHBAM; MOXKHA IOOAYUTH i IOBEPHEHHS AO ICTOpUYHHX POpM,
cepea AKUX Haitmonyasiprimumy 6yau apku (ia. 3, 4). Li exemenTu craBasn
BIABEPTO ACKOPATUBHUMM, IOPIBHSAHO 3i CTAHAAPTU30BAHMMHU «CaPasMU>».
Bentypi 6u Tpiymdysas* .

MockoBcbKi iHCTUTYTH IPOSBUAH iHILIIATHBY, CTBOPIOIOYU HaMbiABII BU-
pasHi «IMOCTMOAEPHI» NPOeKTH (iA. S). 32 ACCATD POKiB BOHM TaKH CTAaHYTh
TUIOBUMH CEPisIMM, KAIiTAABHO nepe6y,A,OBy10qn BI/IPO6HI/I‘1y AIHIIO )KHTAO-
BOTO 6y,A,iBHI/mTBa y pocifichkiit croauti. Lo Moseab mepefinsan i cotTHi mict
xoautaboro CPCP. Aae Hanpukinni 1980-x, koan papsHcbka iMnepis Bee
e 6yAa iAICHOIO, [IPO SIKUICh MACOBHH MOACPHI3M TOAL OYAO If FOBOPHUTH.
bByaiBeabHa raAysp yce 1ie He MOraa OrOBTATHC ITICASI HEITPOCTOTO IIEPEXOAY
AO TPETHOTO MOKOAIHHS THIIOBOIO OYAIBHUIITBA, BBEACHHS SIKOTO Y IIPAKTH-
Ky (micast npeacraBaenHs y 1972-my) 3abpaao nise pccatuairts (Meuser &
Zadorin, 2015). Bpewrri-pewr, paasiHcbKa peaAbHICTb i 6.4 MipoM.

between all too apparent stylistic perturbations, and the definition of Socialist Realism as
a method rather than style came out handy. The new stage of Soviet architecture from the
1950s onwards was to be characterized by the well-known technological innovations —
prefabrication and mass production, but also by social sciences, resuscitated after the mali-
cious Stalinist assault on rationality. The new paradigm was the complex design of the hab-
itat. It was the habitat as a scientific syszezz, which was claimed to be the principal feature of
socialist architecture as opposed to that of the West.

In the drive towards totality, the appearance now clearly lost its hegemony, which it
had wielded under Stalinist eclecticism. The Nomenclature, the language of the system,
helped distance itself even further away from the visual. Consistency was the reward. But
the naming system was not so much about the game of numbers, as about granting every
type of design a particular position in the design hierarchy. Moreover, since its introduction
in 1947 at the climax of Stalinist architecture, the Nomenclature followed its own line of

development, seeing new leaders and styles come and go. The Nomenclature thus provided
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a framework in which not only styles could change one another, but also Socialist Realism
gave in to the systematic habitat. Therefore, as soon as we enter the realm of standardized

architecture, we must face the Nomenclature, the master of the habitat.

THE POSTMODERN BEND
The responses to the Modern Movement in Soviet architecture in the 1980s must have
followed Western patterns earlier on, replicating both the rationalist, city-oriented European
approach and American consumerism. More interesting, however, is what happened to what
Soviet architectural theory itself considered true socialist architecture — one shaping the
system of the human habitat. How would this architecture, residing in mass production,
bureaucracy, and design over-centralization, treat individualization and pluralism? What was
the architecture with the prefix “-post” originating in architectural modernity?

At the visual level, the germs of postmodern architectural language can indeed be

seen in some type of designs from about the mid-1980s onwards. Heavy plasticity of late

In.3

Icropnuni

$opmu, Hav s13aHi
MOAEPHICTCHKOMY
«capato». Cepist
M-464Y-1 na Aom6-
posui, Mincek, 2009
(AimiTpiit

3apopin, 2016)

In. 4.

Cepisn M-464Y-1,
Bup 36AM3BKA.
Kamennas lopxa,
Mincsk (Aimirpiit
3apopin, 2014)

Fig. 3

Historic forms imposed
on a modernist “shed”.
Series M-464U-1

in Dambrouka,

Minsk, 2009.

Dimitrij Zadorin, 2016

Fig.4

Closc-up of M-464U-1
in Kamennaia Horka,
Minsk, 2010. Dimitrij
Zadorin, 2014
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Hosa sxuraosa cepist
Bip MockoBcbkoro
HAyYKOBO-AOCAIA-
HOTO i MPOEKTHOTO
iHCTHTYTY THITOAOTII,
€KCIIEPHMEHTAAD-
HOTO MPOEKTYBAHHSI
(MHHUMTOIT),
xinenp 1980-x.

Lo nponosuiiio
BHKOPHCTOBYBAAH
SIK IIPOTOTHIT AASK
HOBOI BUpOGHIYOL
AiHIT XXHTAOBOTO
6yaiBHMLTBA Y
BChOMY KOAHIITHBOMY
Papsmcskomy Corosi 3
kinust 1990-x i nisHi-
we (Apxumexmypa:
Pabomo: npoexmmvix
U HAYUHBIX
uncmumymos Mockevt
1984-1988 zz.
(1991). Mocksa:
Crpoiinsaar)

Fig. 5

A new housing series by
MNIITEP of the late
1980s. This proposal was
used as a prototype for a
new production line of
housing series across the
former Soviet Union from
the late 1990s onwards.
(Arkhitekura: Rabory
prockinykh i nauchnykh
institutov Moskvy
1984-1988 gg. (1991).
Moskva: Stroiizdat)

m]
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I3 TUIIOAOTIYHOTO TIOTASIAY, PAASHCBKE IOCTMOACPHE MAaCOBE SKUTAOBE 0Y-
AIBHHIITBO MaAO YUM MOTAO ITOXBaAUTHCS. Y Bcbomy Cxipnomy 6aoky 1980-ti
O3HAMEHYBAAH [TOBEPHEHHA AO CTapol LieHTpaAbHOI yacTuHH MicTa. [licas
3BEAEHHS TaM HOBOTO )KMTAA AABHO 3aHEADAHI AIASHKYM MaAU ITOBEPHYTHCA
Ao xurts. Y HAP BeankonaneabHa OypiBeAbHa IIPOMHCAOBICTb YCIILIHO
BIATIOBiAQ HA BUKAMK, YYAOBUM IIPUKAAAOM 40ro € AaprinTapT y PocToky.
Y merponoaii — Papsrcekomy Corosi — cripobu B3siTHcs 3a cepeAMicTst
saammaaucs Ha manepi (ia. 6) (Kopao, 1980). Hasirs nepcnexrusry HoBy
cepito KOTIE, «Micbka MaHEBpPEHICTh» SIKOI AaBaAa 3MOIY <«TaHI[IOBATH>»
AOBKOAA CTapHuX 6YAiBCAb, pe€aAi3yBaAU TiABKH B yMOBaX IIiAbHOI 3a6yAOBI/I
Ha OKOAHIAX MOCKBH.

Soviet Modernism gave way to flatter motives; one observes a return to historical forms,
with arches being the most popular. (Fig. 3, 4) These elements grew overtly decorative
against the standardized “sheds.” Venturi could triumph*.

Moscow institutes took the lead in delivering the most pronouncedly “postmodern”
proposals. (Fig. 5) Ten years later these would finally become type series, overhauling the hous-
ing production line of the Russian capital. Hundreds of cities across the former USSR followed
the model. But back in the late 1980s, with the Soviet empire still intact, no mass postmodern-
ism was possible. The construction industry was still rehabilitating from a stressful transition
to the Third Generation of industrialized housing, which — introduced in 1972 — took a
decade-long route into practice (Meuser & Zadorin, 2015). After all, Soviet reality was a myth.

Typologically, Soviet postmodern mass housing had even less to boast of. Across the
Socialist Bloc, the 1980s marked a return to the inner city, whose long-neglected areas were
to be revitalized with new housing. In the GDR, the large-panel industry successfully met the

challenge, of which Rostock Altstadt is a great example. In the metropolitan Soviet Union, the

Tponosuuis
BKAIOYUECHHS OAOKY
GyauHKIB cepii
I1-46 y nasuy
326yAOBY ByAHILi
(Apxumexmypa
CCCP, 1980, 9,27)

“4Robert Venturi set

off modernist “ducks”
against postmodernist
“decorated sheds”, whose
communicative value
was artificially attached
to the architectural box.

Fig. 6

Proposals for inserting
the blocks of series P46
into an existing street.
(Arkbitektura SSSR, no.
9,1980, p.27)
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Tosk IPOHUKHEHHS TOCTMOACPHOI CTAHAAPTH30BAHOI PAASHCHKOI apXiTek-
TYpHU, IPUHANMHI CTUABOBE i TUIIOAOTIUHE, 6on HETAMOOKHM. HOCTMOACPHa
MOBa (B il 3BUYHOMY PO3YMiHHi) HE 3MOTAA TOAYYKATH BCIOAMCYILIOTO KOHBEEPY
SKUTAOBOTO 6yAiBHnuTBa. Are Ha I‘AI/I6IJ.IOMy piBHi Bce inakiue. Oxpema MOBa,
MOBa CHCTeMATH3aLlii, — yxxe icHyBaaa. I papsHChKUIT apXiTeKTypHHUIT TOCTMO-
ACPH MO>KHA €PEKTHBHO BUBYATH CaMe 3aBASKH IHTOHALIISIM 11i€l MOBH.

Koan paasHCcbKa apxiTeKTypa [o4asa OBEPTATU AO IIOCTMOACPHI3MY, Als-
40 Apyre Bupanas Homenkaarypu. Horo IIPEACTABUAHM Ha Io4aTky 1960-x sk
HEPETASIHY Ty OPUIiHAABHY pepakiio 1947 poky. O6uaBa BUAAHHS IIParHyAH
o06’epAHaTH yci papAsHCHKI TUITOBI IPOEKTHU «ITiA OAHHUM AAXOM>>, AA€ Y APYTOMY
AO HAAAHHS HA3B MAIMIIAM HYYKillle, OCKIAbKY CEMAHTUYHY YACTHHY HA3BU
IIPOEKTY 6on BipokpeMaeHO Bip 1udposoi yactunu. KosxHa cepis i Tunosuit
IIPOEKT, 3 SIKMX BOHA CKAAAAAACH, MAAU MOPsAKoBHUiT HOMep. CeMaHTHYHUI
npedixc ((DTM) MIPUEAHYBABCA AO iHAEKCY, KM IO3HAYaB TUIIOAOTIIO Ta
METOA 6yAiBHI/1uTBa HpOEKTYy. Y BUIASIAL GOPMYAH IHACKC TUIIOBOTO IIPOEKTY
Burasiaas Tak: T M-c-n, pe D nosnasaso PpyHkuio, 7' — tunoaoriio, M — me-
TOA 6yAiBHuuTBa, ¢ — HOMEP Cepil, a # — HOMEP MPOEKTY.

Miporo posButky craHpapTH3oBaHOI apxitekTypu Homenkaarypa Hamara-
Aacsi 3aCBOITH 1HHOBAILIi, BIAITAIOUH BIAIIOBIAHI CYQIKCH B IHAEKCH THIIOBHX
npoexriB. Hacripasai, apyre Bupanns HoMeHkaarypu BUABHAOCA HACTiABKH
THYYKUM HIOAO 3MiH, 11O HABiTh 3HAMIIAO pillIEHHS, K [TO3HAYATH OAOK-CeK-
il — HaHOiABLI PaAMKAABHY HOBAILIIO Y )KUTAOBUX IPOEKTAX i3 YaciB 3arpoBa-
AJKEHHSI CEpIHHOTO METOAY pOeKTyBaHHs Hanpukinni 1940-x. Ha BigmiHy Big
IHAEKCIB TUIIOBUX IPOEKTIB, IHAEKCH OAOK-CEKI[IFTHUX 6yAiBCAI) HE MaAM IIpe-

dixca PTM, a nepes HomepoM poekTy crosis Hyab (0) abo sk popmyaa (¢c-06).

attempts to enter the city center remained on paper (Fig. 6) (Kordo, 1980). Even the prom-
ising new series KOPE, whose “urban maneuverability” allowed the buildings to “dance”
around old houses, ended up in high-density developments on the periphery of Moscow.

Thus, the penetration of the postmodern into Soviet standardized architecture, at least
as far as style and typology are concerned, was skin-deep. The postmodern language — in
its common understanding — broke its teeth on the ubiquitous housing conveyor. But a
different image emerges on a deeper level. There had already been a language of its own, the
language of systematization. And it is through the inflection of that language that Soviet
architectural postmodernity can effectively be examined.

The moment Soviet architecture began to bend towards postmodernism, the Nomencla-
ture was in its Second edition. It had been introduced in the early 1960s as a revision of the
original Nomenclature from 1947. Both editions aimed at summoning all Soviet-type designs
under one “roof;” but the Second edition granted more naming flexibility, which it owed to the

separation of the semantic part from the general index. Each series and type design, from which
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Ocranns papsiacska Bepceiss Homenkaarypu 1984 poxy 36iraacs B yaci is
BXOAJKEHHSAM ITOCTMOACPHHUX TEHACHILIIH Y PaAsIHCBKY apXiTeKTypy. BiaToal
KOXKEH )XHTAOBUH THIIOBUI IPOEKT HasuBaaH 3a popmyaroro DT M-c-n(.6)
(.p3)-pp, a xoxmy 6a0k-cexuito — ¢-06(.6)(.p3).pp (ia.7,8). Tyt c nosnavae
HOMep cepil, # — HOMep IPOEKTY, 6 — HOMep OAOK-cekiil, .6 — BapiaHT,
.p — perioH, a .pp — ABi ocTaHHI nU$pU POKY CTBOpeHHS npoekty. I .6,1.p
OpaAU B AY>KKH 51K HEOOOB SI3KOBi €ACMEHTH.

Mo Bpaskae y niit «mocrmoacpHii» Homenkaarypi — e AoBri Homepu
IPOEKTIB, B AIKUX MOTAO IIOEAHYBATUCH AO TPbOX CydikciB. 3BiCHO, OCKIABKH
6AOK-ceKLii OyAr 6e3yMOBHO HAMMOLINPEHIIIIM THIIOM XUTAOBOI 3a0yAOBU
mict Hanpukinni 1970-x, i cydikcu A0 meBHOI Mipu KOMIICHCYBaAd Opak
CEMAHTUYHOTO HABAHTAXKEHHS LUPPOBOI YACTHHH IHAEKCY 6AOK-CeKIIii. Aae
AOBTi HOMEPH IPOEKTIB TAKOK MOKHA PO3TASAATH i SIK MipHAO 3HAYEHD, SKi
BBa>KaAU BaXKAUBUM ITOBIAOMUTH. qu)iKC POKy ( pp), SIKUM paHille BXUBAAH,
106 BKa3aTH Ha OCTAHHIO MOAUGIKALIiI0 IEPBUHHOTO IIPOEKTY, TEIEP AOAA-
BaAH A0 Beix iHpekciB. Ipiopurer opurinaay 6on BTPaYeHO, YACOBY iepap-
xito nopymeHro. Perionasbnuit cydixc (p3) cBiAdMB po BUSHAHHS HeliMO-
BIPHOTO PEriOHAABHOTO PO3MAITTS KpaiHH, 1[0 OYAO HaraabHOW MOTpeboIO,
3BAXKAIOYM Ha ACAAAIL 6iA}>I.Hy KIABKICTh HE3HAYHHUX MOAHpIKALiH, sSKi BIpo-
BaAKyBaAH Ha MicueBoMy piBHi. IIpoekrt, omxe, yxe mir mepemimyBarucs
B 4aci i1 npocropi, auue aminooyu cydiken. Hapeurri, 6ys mwe cyikc, mo
II03HAYaB BEPCilo (.6), KA BXOAMAO yce PiSHOMAHITTS BapiaHTiB, sIKi He BIU-
CYBAaAHCS Y ABA ITOIIepeAHi cydikcu.

Bpaxosyrouu 11e, Homenkaarypa — MoBa CHCTEMaTH30BAHOTO XXUTTEBOTO
CEPEAOBHIL[A — HAMAraAacs B3SATU IiA KOHTPOAb AEAAAIL 6iabiie po3MairTs,

the series was composed, got an ordinal number. A semantic prefix (FTM) was then appended
to the index, encoding the type design’s typology and construction method. Expressed in a for-
mula, the type design index was F7M-n-d, where Fis for function, 7 typology, M construction
method, 7 series number, and & design number.

As standardized architecture developed, the Nomenclature tried to assimilate innova-
tions by concatenating suffixes to the type design index. In fact, the Second edition of the
Nomenclature proved to be so resilient to the challenges that it managed to come up with a
solution for notating block sections, the most radical innovation in housing design since the
introduction of the serial method of design in the late 1940s. Unlike the type design index,
the block section index had the no FTM prefix, and the type design number was preceded
by azero (0), or, expressed in a formula, 7-0b.

The last Soviet version of the Nomenclature, introduced in 1984, coincided well with the
infusion of postmodern tendencies in Soviet architecture. From this time onwards every residen-

tial type design was named FTM-n-d(v)(r3)yy and every block section -0b(v)(r3)yy. (Fig. 7, 8)

22/
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® I'Tik MacOBOTO XHT-
AAOBOTO OYAIBHHITBA
npumnas Ha 1988 pik,
KoAH 6yAO 3BeACHO
132,3 miabitoHa
KBAAPATHUX METPiB.
ToBHuii orasia AuB. y:
(Hapodwoe xossiicmso
8CCCP 619902
Crmamucmueckuii
exmez00nux. (1991), c.
175; Hapoonoe xossii-
cmso CCCP 3a 70 sem.
(1987),¢.508).

[PUIHCYIOYH HOMy BiploBipHI iHpekcu. Ll cTpokaricts cpuiiMasn sk
KiAbKicHY pobaeMmy, siKy ycmimuo poss’sisysasa Homenkaarypa. Mosa Ho-
MEHKAQTYPU BUSIBUAACS AOCTATHBO THYYKOIO, 10O HAAIAUTH KOAOM OyAb-
SIKUH TUIOBUH IMPOEKT i, O HAHBa)KAWBIIIE, — 3pO6I/ITI/I Lj€ Y AOTIYHUI
i 3MiCTOBHUI cr10ci6, MPETEHAYIOYH Ha IIPUMOBKY «Hewma Taxoro MIPOEKTY,
SKUH HE MO>XXHA 6on 6 BIATIOBIAHO Ha3BaTU>. 3BiCHO, MIOIIMPEHHS HOBUX
THITOBUX IIPOEKTIB y MO€AHAHHI 3 rHyukicTio HoMeHkaaTypu 3arposxyBaso
HEKOHTPOABOBAHUM ITOAIAOM Ha mipgTunu. Hasite npoextu Aast opaHOpaso-
BOT'O 3BEACHHSI MOTAHM MaTH BAACHUH iHAEKC. Le cTaHOBHAO pH3HK AAsT caMOl
A€l CTAHAQPTHU3AIlil, AA€ HE AASI BAATHOCTI KOHTPOAIOBATH il APYTY IIPUPOAY.

MOAEPHI3M BE3 KIHITA

IIpsiMuit OYHT IPOTH PaASIHCBKOTO MOACPHI3My B Apyriil moaoBuHi 1980-x
Bi,A,6YBaBC5I [apaA€AbHO 3 BHUAYYEHHSIM CTAaHAAPTHU30BAHOI apXiTEKTypH
3 apXiTEKTYPHOTO AUCKYPCY. YTiM, HaPaAOKCAABHO, IO Li¢ BOAHOYAC OyB
i HalbiABII MAIAHUI nepioa, KOAU KUTAOBE 6yAiBHI/IuTBo AOCSITAO YU HE
HaHBUIIOTO PiBHA Y CBITOBiM icropi'l'S . Toxx mpusHadenHs mudpiB A TH-
MOBUX INPOEKTIB HIKOAM HE BiA6YBaAOC$I HACTIABKHU IOCAIAOBHO. Papsn-
CbKHH MOACPHI3M yBiOpaB IIOCTMOACPHI apXiTeKTypHi Teuil Oes wjoHail-
MmeHIux nocrynok. Hacaiaxu niei mepemoru moscioan 6a41MO i CbOTOAHI.
AoOCTaTHPO MOTASIHYTH Ha KUTAOBHE KoMIAeKC «IlleHTp-2» Ha cxoal
Mocksu, mob momitutu, AK «yci YMOBH AASL KOM(POPTHOIO SKUTTSI>» —
IIKOAH T4 HAPK y Ml AOCTYIHOCTI, 1 HaBiTh TOH $aKT, 110 6yAiBHHHTBO
OYAO AOBEACHO AO KiHIIsI, — 30€piraioTh CAip IIOBOEHHOIO YSIBACHHS IIPO
A€pKaBy 3araabHOro Ao6pobyrty (ia. 9). ITiacymok ycboro nporo: cdpop-

Here 7 is series number, o design number, & block section number, .v variant, .» region, and .yy two
last digits of the year. Both .v and .» have been put in brackets because they were optional.

What is striking about this “postmodern” Nomenclature are long design numbers,
with up to three concatenated suffixes. Of course, with the block section being by far
the most popular housing typology in cities since the late 1970s, the suffixes were to
an extent compensation for the lack of semantics in the block section index. But long
design numbers can also be seen as a gauge of values that were considered important for
communication. The year suffix (.yy), used previously to indicate later modifications of
the original design, was now included in all indexes. The precedence of the original
was lost; the temporal hicrarchy was broken. The regional suffix (.73) acknowledged
the country’s enormous regional diversity — an exigency given the growing number of
minor modifications implemented at a local level. A design could now move around
in time and space just changing suffixes. Finally, there was a version suflix (.z), which

absorbed diversity the other two suffixes could not handle.
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myaboBaHa y 1970-x isest MakayeHa npo MacoBy KacToMi3aliilo He BUTPH-
MaAa IepeBipKu peasbHicTIO. Bupobastu opHakoBe, a He pisHe — i poci
aemesie (Jencks, 2011).

INpore Homenxaarypa — e inma piu. Posmap Papsucrkoro Corosy cy-
IIPOBOAJKYBABCs KPAXOM LICHTPaAi30BaHOI cucTeMu poekTyBaHHA. Koanm-
Hi KHA3bKH CTAAU HOBUMH I1APbKAMHU, 2 MICIIEBI « HEYKH>» MPUHIIAU AO Kep-
ma Homenkaarypu Ha micusx. IlparHeHns cucreMarudHO HpI/I60pKYBaTI/I
TUIIOBI IPOEKTH HIKYAU HE TIOAIAOCSH, AA€, HE MIAKPIMTAECHA HAACKHUM PiBHEM
3HaHb, HoMenkaaTypa yxe ckouyBasacs B xaoc imnposisanii. [Toryxua cu-
cTeMa, sika OyAa OCHOBOIO Cy4acHOCTI, pyiiHyBaaacst. PaasiHcbKa craHpapTH-

30BaHa apXiTeKTypa yBiiilaa y A0Oy IOCTMOAEPHY.

That being so, the Nomenclature, the language of the systematized habitat, tried to keep
the quickly growing diversity under control by assigning indexes. The diversity was treated as
a quantitative problem, which the Nomenclature successfully solved. The language proved
flexible enough to ascribe an index to any type design and, more importantly, to do it in a
coherent and meaningful fashion, laying claim to the adage “There is no design that cannot
be properly named.” The proliferation of new type designs, of course, assisted by the flex-
ibility of the Nomenclature, ran risks of the uncontrolled division of types. Even one-off
buildings could end up having their own index. This might have endangered the very idea of

standardization, but not the capacity to control the second nature.

A NEVER-ENDING MODERNITY
The brutal revolt against Soviet Modernism in the second half of the 1980s went hand in
hand with the expulsion of standardized architecture from the architectural discourse. Yet

paradoxically, it was also its most fruitful period, with the highest rates of housing con-

Hosi 6yaisai
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Y KHTAOBOMY KOMII-
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New buildings of the
P44 pedigree in Tsentr-2
Residential Complex,
Zheleznodorzhnyi,
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> The peak in housing
construction with 132.3
million square meters
was reached in 1988. For
a full overview, compare:
(Narodnoe Khoziaistvo
SSSR v 1990 g. (Statis-
ticheskii Ezhegodnik),
1991, p. 175; Narodnoe
Khoziaistvo SSSR Za 70
Let, 1987, p. 508)
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struction in world history®. Likewise, the assignment of type design indexes had never been
so consistent. Soviet Modernity absorbed postmodern architectural trends without mak-
ing even wee concessions. The results of that victory are still ubiquitous today. It is enough
to look at the residential complex Tsentr-2 to the east of Moscow, to see how “all condi-
tions for a comfortable life” — schools and a park at a walkable distance, and the very fact
that the blocks have been completed — retain the scent of a post-war welfare state. (Fig.
9) The bottom line is that McLuhan’s idea of mass customization, formulated in the 1970s,
does not stand reality. It is still cheaper to produce the same than different (Jencks, 2011).

The Nomenclature, however, is a different story. The fall of the Soviet Union was accom-
panied by the collapse of the centralized system of design. Former dukes became new kings;
local “illiterates” took over the reins of the Nomenclature on the ground. The urge to name
type designs systematically did not go away, but without expertise, the Nomenclature was
plunging into the chaos of improvisation. The powerful system that held modernity had

fallen into pieces. Soviet standardized architecture entered postmodernity.
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6I‘OBOPCHH5I apXITEKTYPHU MMOCTMOAEPHI3MY B AUTOBCBHKIH IIpeci pos-

049aA0Cs 3 OrAsiA0BOI crarTi «Ha mepexpecti apxitexTypHoro pocai-
AXCHHS>», SIKa BUIMIIAA Y AUTOBCBKOMY TaAy3€BOMY KypHaai «Statyba ir
architektiira» («ByaiBHunTBO Ta apxirexrypa») B 1979 poui (N¢ 5). ITo-
All, SIKi IOHAA AECSITHAITTSI PO3TOPTAAUCS 32 «3aAI3HOIO 3aBiCOI0>, BXKE HE
MO>KHa OyAO irHOpyBaTH. AAe HOCTABAAO 3AIIMTAHHS: SIK TPeOa paAsIHCBKIN
Awutsi pearyBaru Ha HUX? AHOHIMHHII aBTOP AOIHKCY 3ITKHYBCSA 3 TUIIOBOIO
IPOOAECMOIO PAASHCBKOT IACOAOTII: BUPOOACHHSM «IIPABUABHOIO> CIIOCO-
6y OLIIHKHU 3aXipAHOTO mocTMOAepHiaMy. [Tiacymxu 11bOro, X04 i KPUTHYHO
HAAAIITOBAHOIO, AHAAI3y BCE XK HE IPUXOBYBAAM IEBHOI 3aIliKaBAEHOCTI:
«ITocTMopepHI3M AASL HAC Uy)XKUI, aA€ ACSIKI TBOPYI BIAKPHTTS I TEOpETHY-
Hi KOHLIeNLii MOCTMOAEPHICTIB — AocTaTHBO ILiikaBi». Ha Toii yac mocr-
MOAEPHI3M yXkKe 6yB HNPUCYTHIH Y AMTOBCBKIlN apXiTEKTYPI, i 1€ pO3TASIAAAU
SIK O3HAKY BECTEPHI3aIil.

V 3axiaHiil apxiTekTypi HOBI MAX0AU AO GpopMHU 6yA14 IPOAUKTOBAHI TeX-
HIYHUMM iHHOBAL|iSIMHU, IIJO BTIAIOBAAOCS B €KCTPABAraHTHUX MaTEPiaAbHUX
BUPIIIEHHAX, SKi i CTAAU IPUKMETHOIO PUCOI0 IIOCTMOAEPHI3MY. Tum vacom
Y PAaASHCBKIM apXiTeKTypi iHHOBALii CTPUMYBAaAM MOCTiffHa €KOHOMiYHA
CKpyTa, 0OMexeHUH Bn6ip MATEPIaAiB 1 TEXHOAOTTYHA BIACTAAICTD, TOX MOCT-
MOACPHI3M y papsHCHKOMY IPOCTOPi 4acTo OyB Auiie CyTO pOPMAABHUM.
Ba 6iapme, PaASHCBKI apXiTEKTOPH BCE IIE 6yA14 Biapi3aHi Bip AOCTYITy AO
indopmanii mpo Teopiro cyvacHOI apxiTekTypH i aAuckycii npo uei. Tum He
MeHIIe, HOCTMOAEpPHI3M Y Paasrcpkomy Corosi MOXKHA PO3LASIAATH SIK BAAC-
Hy $OpPMY CIIPOTUBY Ta OYHTY IPOTU CTAHAAPTHU3ALII APXITEKTYPH B yMOBaX
6paky marepiaai. ¥ 1970-x i 1980-x y Mocksi, HoBocubipceky, Taaainni

An overview article titled “At the Crossroads of Architectural Exploration” published in
a 1979 issue of the Lithuanian trade magazine Statyba ir architektizra (No. 5) was the
first open discussion in the Lithuanian press about postmodernist architecture. Events, taking
place for more than a decade behind the Iron Curtain, could no longer be ignored, but the
question arose: how should Soviet Lithuania react to them? The anonymous author of the
piece grappled with a common problem plaguing Soviet ideology: devising the “correct” way to
assess Western postmodernism. The author’s final analysis, though critical, was unable to mask a
certain amount of curiosity: “Postmodernism is foreign to us, but the creative explorations and
theoretical concepts of the postmodernists are rather interesting.” Postmodernism was already
present in Lithuanian architecture, and was seen as a mark of Westernization.

In Western architecture, new approaches to form were dictated by technological
innovation, resulting in extravagant material choices that became a prominent
distinguishing trait of postmodernism. In Soviet architecture, meanwhile, innovation was

impeded by continuous economic hardship, a scarcity of materials, and lagging technology,

MARIJA DREMAITE

MOYaAM BUHUKATU HOHKOH(I)OPMiCTCbKi apXiTEKTYpHi PyxXH, sIKi Ha3MBAAU
«IANEePOBOIO APXITEKTYPOI0>» (260 KOHLENTYaABHOIO apXiTeKTypoI). Bonu
IPOCYBAaAU HOBY €CTETHKY, IOETUYHI HAPATHUBHU, PO3BUBAAU TPAAULIl KAa-
CHIIU3MY, KOHCTPYKTHBI3My Ta CyNpPEMaTH3MY, CTBOPIOBAAM AHTHYTOIIYHI
06pa31/1 MaI?IGyTHboro, L[iIKaBUAUCS XYAOXKHIMH MPAKTUKAMU, SKi BBaXKAAUCS
MPOTECTHUMH II[OAO 610p01<paT1/13aui'1' Ta CTAHAAPTU3ALIII ApXITEKTYpHU (Kurg,
2015, pp. 119-129; Kurg, 2017, pp. 131-151).

I'lposiBu mocT™MoaepHISMY B apXiTeKTypi paasHCbKOI AUTBH 6yAH e Ha
novarky 1970-x, Xo4a BOHHM I HE CYIPOBOAXYBAAMCs OYHTIBHUMH MaHi-
dectamn. Meror HatoMicTh Gyao mepeiiTh 3 raobaspHoro pisHs (Bceco-
I03HOI CTaHAameaui’i) AO AOKaABHOT'O, 320XOYYBATH MOIIYK PETiOHAABHUX
/ micueBux / HanioHaapHHX iaeHTHYHOCTEH. IIpodecop Aaprimanrac Ma-
YIOAIC IIEPIIOKO TTIOCTMOAEPHOIO OyAiBAcio B AUTBI BBaskae KAYO 3 apKoIo Ta
MOTHBOM HOpTaAy, 3BeacHuil y [Taransi 1979 poky 3a npoexrom Pomyaas-
saca Ciainckaca. Opnax koan Madroaic Hassas CiaiHckaca iHiniaTopom mocrt-
MOACpHi3My B AMTBI, TOH BIATIOBIB, 1110, CTBOPIOIOYH IPOEKT, 30BCIM HE MaB
IIOCTMOACPHI3M Ha AyMIi, 60 ToAl He 3HaB, mo ye Take (Madiulis, 1996, p.
22). OTxe, apXiTeKTOPH HEOAHOPA30BO BU3HAYAAM Ta MIAKPECAIOBaAU pop-
MaAbHY CTOPOHY AUTOBCBKOTO IIOCTMOAEPHi3MYy.

VYTiM, TOCTMOACPHI3M y AHTOBCBKIH apxiTeKTypi yke icHyBaB i 6yB
TICHO NOB'SI3aHUH 13 IOCTAHHSIM HOBOTO, MOAOAOTO IIOKOAIHHS apxi-
tekTopiB. [TocTMOACpHIZM BBa’kaAn HOBHM CTHAEM i3 3aXiAHHUM, A€IIO
«aQHTUPAASIHCBKUM>»  PaepoM. CTaro MOAHO OYTH IOCTMOACPHICTOM,
AOIIOMAraTH BUTBOPHUTH IIEBHY (pOPMAABHY apXiTEKTypPHY MOBY, EACMEH-
TaMH SKOI 6YAI/I MacIITabHi reoOMeTPUYHI (l)OPMI/I (KOAa, KBaApaTH, TPH-

so postmodernism in the Soviet space was very often purely formal. What's more, Soviet
architects were still cut off from access to information or theory.

Nevertheless, postmodernism in the Soviet Union canstill be viewed asaform of resistance
and rebellion against the standardization of architecture and the scarcity of materials.
The 1970s and 1980s saw the emergence among graduates of the Moscow Architectural
Institute of a non-conformist movement called “paper” (or conceptual) architecture that
promoted new aesthetic, poetic narratives, a continuation of the traditions of classicism,
constructivism, and suprematism, and the creation of dystopian visions (Mankus 2014). In
Estonia, a group of young architects, the so-called Tallinn School, emerged in parallel to
the usual architectural field, taking up their interest in artistic practices that were viewed
as a protest against the burcaucratization and standardization of architecture (Kurg 2015,
p. 119-129; 2017, p. 131-151).

Manifestations of postmodernism could be found in Soviet Lithuanian architecture

as carly as the late 1970s. Though, these were not accompanied by rebellious alternative
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KYTHI/IKI/I), SICKPaBi KOABOPU eKCTep’epy, reOMETPUYHI BIATUCKH Ha cl)aca—
AaX, pi3HOMaHITHIiCTb 03A00AI0BAABHUX MaTepiaAis (HaCKiAbKI/I e 6on
MO>XAHBO B yMOBaX HEBEAHUKOIO iX acopTUMeHTY B PapsHCchKOMY Corosi)
Ta CKAAAHI KoMIosuuii 3 po3pobaeHux 06’emis. HailBaskausimorwo moai-
eo craB Buxip «Karasory npoekris Moropux apxitekropis BisbHiochKO-
ro iHcTuTyTy MicTOOysyBaHHS Ta apxitektypu» («Jaunyjy architekey
projekey katalogas», 1982). Apxirexrop i xputux Ayapic Kapaawoc no-
piBHIOE Horo 3 «Bubyxom 6om6u»: «Cama MosiBa LbOr0 HEBEAHKOTO,
4opHO-6iroro Bupanus B Papsincbkomy Corosi BkasyBaaa Ha Oesmperie-
AEHTHY BiABary, a apXiTeKTypa MOAOAHUX [aBTopiB] MEXyBaAa 31 CMiAMBOIO
antupapsHcekictio» (Karalius, 2016).

VY 1980-ti apxiTeKkTypHi KOHKYPCH CTAAM OCHOBHUM MAHAAHIHMKOM Ta HAABAK-
AUBOIO Aa60paTopi€10 HOBUX IA€H, TUM IaYe, IO AUTOBCBKI apXiTEKTOPHU BIlEp-
IIe OTPHMAAH AOCTYII AO MDKHAPOAHHX KOHKypciB. [ IpoexTyBaspHuKH Masu
3MOT'y BiAbHillle BUCAOBAIOBATHU CBOI iA€l, BUPa)KaTH HOBI KOHLIEMLIl 6e3 He0O-
XiAHOCTI CIIEpIIly OTPUMYBATH CXBAAECHHSI KOMITETIB POEKTHUX IHCTUTYTIB YU
OyaiBeABHHX pap. 30IAbLICHHS KIABKOCTI MICLICBUX KOHKYPCIB 6yA0 pakTopom
SIK TIOPiBHAHOI AiGepaAisauil' 3aTaAbHOIO TBOPYOTO CEPEAOBHUINA, TAK i A€AAAL
6iABIIIOTO HOLINPEHHS apXiTeKTypHUX iacit. Tomy Taki saxoan 0CcOoBAUBO pu-
BabAIOBAAU MOAOAUX apXiTeKTOpiB.

VY 1981 poui posmoyaBcsi KOHKYPC MPOMO3ULIH I[OAO PEKOHCTPYKIIT
roAoBHOI Byauui Biapaioca — npocnexry leanmina (To,A,i — IPOCHEKTY
Aenina). Merorw konkypcy 6yao nepetBoputH Byauio (abo sHauny ii ya-
CTI/IHy) Ha MIIIOXiAHUH 6yAbBap, OTOYEHUH I'POMAACHKUMU 6yAiBA}{MI/I, i3
CUCTEMOIO MEHIIUX EAEMEHTIB AU3ANHY (AaBKH, AixTapi TOIO) Ta 3E€ACHUX

practices or manifestos. The aim was to move from the global (All-Union standardization)
to the local, encouraging a search for regional/local/national identities. Professor
Algimantas Maciulis considers a club with an arc and portal motif designed by Romualdas
Silinskas in Palanga in 1979 to be the first Lithuanian postmodernist building. But when
Maciulis referred to Silinskas as the pioneer of Lithuanian postmodernism, Silinskas
responded that he never had postmodernism in mind for his design, since he didn’t
know what postmodernism was (Maciulis 1996, p. 22). Thus, architects repeatedly
acknowledged and emphasized the formal side of Lithuanian postmodernism.

The postmodernist movement was closely connected with the emergence of a new, young
generation of architects. Postmodernism was viewed as a new style with a Western, even “anti-
Soviet” flavor. It became fashionable to be a postmodernist and being involved in working
out a special formal architectural language: decorativeness, large-scale geometric forms (e. g.
circles, squares, triangles), bright exterior colors, geometric imprints on fagades, diversity in

finishing materials (as much as was possible under conditions of Soviet scarcity), and complex
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son (Vilniaus reginioninis valstybés archyvas, f. 1011, ap. 5, b. 468). Ha-
npukinni XX cTOAITTTA iaes MIIOXIAHUX BYAHLIb (a6o IIAMX MMIITOXiAHUX
30H) BKOpiHMAacs Ha 3aXOAl SIK HEBIiA€MHA YacTHHA PyXy 3 rymaHisanii
MICBKOTO IPOCTOPY, B SKOMY «3AOPOBi>» IIIIOXiAHI 30HU 6yAn 6 BipO-
KPEMACHI Bip MOTOPHU30BaHHX BHUAIB TpaHcmopry. [TimoxigHa Byauis sk
METOA CTBOPEHHS OAMXKYOTO AO AIOACH, ocobucToro mpocropy Oyaa mo-
HIMPEHOI Y MiCTO6YAYBaHHi Mi3HbOPAAIHCHKOI A06m. Iepury Taxy By-
auio 3Bean y Hlsayasi 1975 poky. Y Biabhroci apxitexTop Ayric I'yvac
y 1983-1984 pokax po3pobuB AeTaAbHHI [AQH MIMIOXiAHUX 30H Ha OCHO-
Bi HOAQHOTO Ha KOHKypC npoekTy (ia. 1). Yrim, npubpatu aBToMo6iAbHMIA
pyx i3 mpocmexty lepnmina Ha To#t yac 6on HEMO>XAHUBO.

V¥ 1983 poui Criaka apxiTekTOpiB AUTBH OTOAOCHB KOHKYPC LIOAO PO3-
pO6ACHH}I iael i ctBopenHs micus postamysanHs HanionaasHol rasepei
mucTenTBa y BiasHioci. IniniroBas foro apxirekrop Ieanminac bapasikac,
SIKHI TOAI OYOAIOBAB CEKIII0 MOAOAHUX apxiTekTopiB CriakH apXiTeKTOpiB
Awutsu. 3a cBipdeHHsamMu apxitexropa Piuappaca Kpimrramasidroca, y xoH-
Kypci 6paAI/1 y4acTh TiABKH MOAOAI apxitexropu. IIpo xBHAlo TBOpYOrO €H-
Ty3iasaMy CBIAYHTB TOM $aKT, 10 OYAO MOAAHO ax 24 IPOEKTH, a 30yAyBaTH
raaepeto naanysasu y Crapomy micti. Byao sanpomnonoBaHo moBepHyTH
AO JKUTTs, TPaHCYOPMYBATH, BIAHOBUTHU i PEKOHCTPYIOBATH saHepbani Ky-
touku Craporo micta BiabHioca, crrycromeni a0 IOMKOAXKEHI T1iA 9ac mo-
BOEHHOI MOAepHisawil: Byauijio Bokeuro, maomy Koncranrinaca Cipsipaca,
Kaaitneaceky Byano Ta naomyy Opminsit. Aekiabka IIPO€EKTIB HaBiTh MPO-
noHyBaAu 3abyayBaru naouty Pyaninkail, noposxusiu Llentp cygacHoro
mucrenTBa (KoaumH© Bucraskosy saay). Ha pyx Bnamsaso i nmocuaeHus

compositions consisting of fragmented objects. The most significant event came in 1982 with
the publication of the Urban Construction Design Institute’s (UCDI) Young Architects Design
Catalogue, which the architect and commentator Audrys Karalius called a “bomb”: “The very
existence in the Soviet Union of this small, black and white publication hinted at unprecedented
courage, and the architecture of the young [contributors] verged on the audaciously anti-
Soviet... [....] This powerful, postmodernist bomb propelled new blood into young minds... [...]
In the Architecture Department auditoriums, one could hear the threads of Marxist-Leninist
doctrine beginning to fray. This simmering cauldron finally detonated the SIKON architectural
student competition in 1983 (now considered the longest-running in Europe)” (Karalius 2016).
The works showcased at the competition, the brainchild of architecture students enrolled at the
Vilnius Engineering and Construction Institute (Audrius Ambrasas, Gintaras Caikauskas, and
Audrys Karalius) had much in common with the rebelliousness of “paper architecture”.
Architectural competitions became an extremely important laboratory for new ideas

and innovation in the 1980, all the more so because Lithuanian architects gained access to
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V 1981 poni

npocnekt AeHina

XS

(sapas — mpocnexr
Teanmina) Bupimman
3p0614'r14 MiIOXiA-
num. [TpoexrHa
MPOTO3HILis apXiTeK-
Topa Ayrica I'yuaca,
1984 (Aeprasuuit

apxiB Biabniochkoro

n()BiTy)

Fig. 1

In 1981, Lenin
(present-day Gediminas)
Avenue was set to

be designated for

pedestrians. A project
proposal by architect
Augis Gucas, 1984.
(Vilnius Regional State
Archives)
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In. 2

Komnkypc mopo
apxitekTypHoi iaei Ta
MiCIist pOSTaIyBaH-
us Hanionaapnoi
raAepei MUCTELTBA
oroaocuau 1983
poxy. ITpoexru mo-
AAAU 24 KOAEKTHBH,
SIKI IIPOTIOHYBAAK
nepepoburu,
nepebyayBaru 1a
OHOBHTH IIPOCTOPH
Craporo micta
Biabnioca, saneabani
YU SHUILCHI MiCAS
Apyroi csitosoi
pitinu. Harionaapna
rasepest. Heigomuit
apxiTeKTOp, 3asBKa
«720216>», 1983
(Acpxasuuit

apxiB BiapHiochkoro
nosiry)

Fig. 2

The contest for the
location and the
architectural idea of the
National Gallery of Art
was announced in 1983.
24 collectives responded
to the call with their
projects, which suggested
transforming, rebuilding
and renewing the spaces
of the Old Town of
Vilnius which were aban-
doned or destroyed

after the Second World
War. The National
Gallery envisioned in
the competition entry
“720216% unknown
architect, 1983. Vilnius
Regional State Archives

iHTepecy MOAOAMX apXiTeKTOpPiB AO icTOPIl, A0 OcTaHHIX AocAipxens IHcTH-
TYTy pecTaBparil rnam sIToK, APXEOAOTIYHUX PO3KOIMOK Ta MOAHOI IIOCTMO-
ACPHOI apxiTekTypu (HanmpHkaap, BUTBopis 6patiB Acona i Po6a Kpiepis),
IJO CIIOHYKAAO 3BEPTATHUCS AO icTOpHYHHX MicreBocTei micta. Hassa kon-
kypcy — HarjionaabHa rasepest — AOAATKOBO MiAKPECAIOBAAQ FOTO METY.
ITopani npoextu po3kpUBaOTh GEHOMEH «BIAHOBACHHS iCTOPHYHOT mam si-
Ti» B apxitexrypi BiabHioca (ia. 2, 3).
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international competitions for the first time. Projects submitted to various competitions afforded
designers to express their ideas more freely and to convey new concepts and architectural ideas
without having to seck prior approval from design institute committees or construction councils.
The increase in the number of competitions was a factor of both a relative liberalization of the
overall creative atmosphere and a general intensification of the dissemination of architectural
ideas. Thus the contests appealed to young architects in particular.

The number of local architecture competitions increased considerably. In 1981, a contest
was opened for proposals to reconstruct Vilnius main thoroughfare, Gediminas Avenue (then
known as Lenino Prospektas), to transform the street (or a significant portion thereof) into
a pedestrian boulevard lined with public buildings and a system of smaller design objects
(benches, lights, etc.), and green spaces (Vilnius Regional State Archives, f. 1011, ap. 5, b.
468). In the late 20th century, the idea of pedestrian streets (or entire zones) took hold in the
West as part of a movement to humanize urban areas, recreating “healthy” pedestrian-only

Zones scparated from motorized transportation. PCdCSU‘iC{ﬂ Street as a means to create more
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Hanpuxaaa, apxirexropu Ayric I'yuac, IOaroc IOpraasonic, Hamoae-
onac Kurkayckac Ta Morexa sanpomnonysaau Baamrysatu Harjionaasny
raaepero y BiapecraBpoBanomy Hiokabomy 3amky. Apxirexropu I'inTapac
Anepasiutoc, Pobeprac Cracenac ta Piwappac Kpimranasidioc Takox 3a-
NpoIoHyBasu posramysaru Hamionaapny rasepero 6iAs iAHIIOKS marop-
6a lepumina. Bonu Bubpaau aast rasepei ABa 0co6auBi Micrisi: Giast mipHDK-
1 maropba fepnmina i B3p0Bx Byauni Bokeuw, siky 1954 poxy paastHCbKi

humane and intimate spaces also gained recognition in late Soviet-era urbanism. The first such
street was built in Siauliai in 1975. In Vilnius, architect Augis Gucas developed a detailed plan
for the pedestrian zones in 1983-1984, based on the competition design. (Fig. 1) However,
the eviction of cars from Gediminas Avenue has not been possible at the time.

In 1983, the Lithuanian Union of Architects announced the competition for the general
idea and location of the art gallery in Vilnius. It was initiated by architect Gediminas
Baravykas, who, at that time, headed the Young Architects Section of the Lithuanian
Union of Architects. As architect Ri¢ardas KriStapavicius recalls, only young architects
entered the competition. Creative enthusiasm is evidenced by the fact that as many as 24
groups submitted projects, and a site for the gallery was planned within the Old Town.
It was proposed to revive, transform, restore or renovate forgotten spaces of the Old
Town of Vilnius that were destroyed or damaged during the post-war modernization:
Vokiediy Street, Konstantinas Sirvydas Square, Klaipédos Street, and Odminiai Square.

Several projects even proposed infills on Radninkai Square, creating a continuation of the

In.3

Hauionaasna rasepes
y Bepcil apxiTekTopis
Paitmonpaca Spma-
AaBivIoCa, FiHTapaca
ITouroiinu ta Aonaraca
Illymxayckaca, 1983.
YV cBoiii 3asBui
BOHH PO3MICTHAM
GyaiBAIO Ha IIAOL
Koncrantinaca
Cipsiaaca (MSPI
Jjaunuju architektu
projektu katalogas,
1984, vol. 11)

Fig. 3

The National Gallery
envisioned in Konstanti-
nas Sirvydas Square, com-
petition entry, architects
Raimondas Jarmalavicius,
Gintaras Pociuipa, Do-
natas Sumkauskas, 1983.
MSPI jaunyjy architekty
projekty katalogas, vol.

11 (1984)
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MTAAHYBAABHUKHU 3HECAH i IEPETBOPUAHM HA IIMPOKUI 6yAbBap. Posmicturu
rasepero 1o ByAuli Boxedio sampomonyBasa Takox apxiTekropka Biais
Mauroaire. Ha o1t yac Bona mparoBasa B [HcTuTyTi pecraBpanii mam siTox
i 3HaAa IPO PE3YABTATU OCTAHHIX APXEOAOTIYHUX PO3KOIOK HA IIill BYAUIII.
Bona BucyHyAa mpommosuiio BiAHOBUTH ICTOPHUYHI IPOCTOPH, CTBOPUTH
Mpoi3A Mix BiapHIOCBKOIO paTylie0 Ta IPOCIEKTOM Tepaumina, a Takox
AAANTYBaTH TAACPCI0 AO KYABTYPHHX IIOTPeO I'POMAACBKOCTI, BAQIITY-
BaBIIU FaA€pel Cy4acHOIO Ta AABHIIIOTO MHUCTELTBA HA APYIOMY ITOBEPCI,
a xadpe — Ha [EPIIOMY.

Konkypc Ha 38BeACHHS MHCTELIbKOI rasepel CTUMYAIOBAB IHTEPEC AO ic-
Topii Byauni Boxeuio, 3okpema cepea mpomosuniit 6on YHUMaAO cnp06
peKoHCTpyioBaTH 3HeceHi 6yaiBai. Po3pobuTu mimoxiAHUil IPOCIIEKT IO
Byauni Bokeuio popyunan y 1987 poui mosoaum apxitexTopam Ayaprocy
AwmbOpacacy, Aabdpepacy Tpimonicy Ta Tintayracy Asaicy. Boun Buko-
PHUCTAaAH I[J0 HATOAY i CTBOPUAM OPUIiHAABHUIN MOCTMOAEPHHUI IPOEKT,
SIKMHI MPONOHYBAB TPU BapiaHTHU: Bip pecTaBpanil 06’emiB y HiBACHHIN
YACTHUHI BYAHIL|i AO IIOCTMOAECPHOTIO MO3HAYEHHS (PpyHAAMEHTIB 6yAiBCAb
(ia. 4). Ha xaap, apxiTeKTypHa paAa MiA KepiBHMLITBOM TOAOBHOTO apXi-
TekTOpa BiABHIOCA He CXBaAMAA IOAAQHHUX IIPOMO3HILIH IIPOEKTIB, OCKiAb-
KM BUpilMAQ, o BoHH 3aHaATO ckaaaHi (Vilniaus regioninis valstybes
archyvas, ¢.2., b. 58-1060a).

OueBUAHO, O MOAOAI AMTOBCHKI apxitekTopu y 1980-x BBarkasu
BA)KAMBUMHU IIMTAHHS PETiOHAABHOCTI, HAIliOHAABHOI IAE€HTUYHOCTI
Ta YHIKAaABHOCTI — CaMe€ Ti PUCH, AKI Y3rOAXKYBAAUCS 3 ICTOPUIHUMHU
CTUASIMM Ta YHIKaABHOIO IHTEPIPETALI€I0 APXITEKTYPHOI CMAAIUHHY, 11O

Contemporary Art Center (former Art Exhibition Hall). The growing interest in history,
the latest research of the Institute for the Restoration of Monuments, recent archacological
excavations, and trendy postmodernist architecture popular with young architects (e. g.,
Leo and Rob Krier brothers) greatly influenced Lithuanian architects and made them turn
their sights to the historic sites of the cities. The name of the NATIONAL GALLERY was
also deliberately emphasized in the competition task. Submitted competition entries reveal
the phenomenon of “reclaiming historical memory” in Vilnius architecture.(Fig.2,3)

For example, architects Augis Gucas, Julius Jurgelionis, Napoleonas Kitkauskas, and
Saulius Motieka proposed to place a national gallery in the restored Lower Castle. Placing
the National Gallery at the foot of Gediminas Hill was also proposed by architects Gintaras
Aperavi¢ius, Robertas Stasénas, and Ric¢ardas KriStapavi¢ius. They located the gallery in

two sensitive placcs

at the foot of the Gediminas hill and also along Vokie¢iy Street,
which was demolished and converted into a wide boulevard by the Soviet planners in 1954.

Architect Vilija Maciulyté also suggested siting an art gallery along Vokieciy Street. At that
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i mpomnaryBaB IIOCTMOAEPHI3M (iA. 5). CkaapHe NMAQHYBAHHS, yBara AO
KOHTEKCTY Ta MiChKa iCTOpPif BHPA’KAAUCA y AEHIO y3araAbHEHHUX KOH-
LENTYaAPHUX $OPMaX «MICIIEBOTO AyXy>, Ki aCOL|iI0BAAHCS 3 icTOpHY-
HuM cepepoBuueM. Crape MicTo, 6€3yMOBHO, OYAO OCHOBHHM AXKEPEAOM
HATXHEHHS AASl APXITEKTOPIB, HABITh 32 HPOEKTYBAHHA HOBOI 3a6y,A,OBI/I,
10 MO>KHA TOOAYUTH HAa IPUKAAAI TPOMAACHKOTO I TOPrOBEABHOTO LICH-
Tpy paitony Illsumkine, sxuii Ha moyarky 1980-x pospobuau lepnminac
Bapasixac, T'itic Pamynic ta Teape Aipene. byao o6pano o6pa3 puHky,
MOAIACHOTO Ha 3aKyTKH, AKHH iMiTyBaB cTpykTypy Craporo micra 3 6e3-
AlY4YI0 MAACHBKHX KpaMHHYOK. MasonoBepxoBi 6yAiBAi 3 Y4EPBOHOI 11€er-
AU PO3TAIyBAAHM HABKOAO HAIiB3aMKHYTOI ITAOII, IO MaAO HAraAyBaTU
npocrip Craporo micra (ia. 6).

Vi 1ji moryk# B rpoOMaAChKOMY MiCbKOMY IIPOCTOPI, IEPETBOPEHHS BYAULIb
3 AaBTOMOOIABHUM PYXOM Ha IIIIOXiAHI, @ TAKO)X PO3BUTOK YHIpIKOBaHHX Bi3y-
AABHUX CHCTEM II03HAYaAM HOBHMII €Tall IIOCTMOACPHOrO ypbaHisMy, rpomMaa-
CBKHX IIPOCTOPIB Ta MicTomnaaHyBaHH:. B apxitexrypi BiabHioca nisubopapsin-
CBbKOI AOOH ITOMITHOIO € KPUTHKA OAHOMAaHITHOCTI MOAEPHI3MY, IPUTaMaHHOI
3aXiAHOMY CBITY, a TAKOXX ITIOBOPOT AO IIOIIYKY MicLjeBoro Ayxy. Excriepumen-
TH B TPOMAACBKOMY MiCbKOMY IIPOCTOpI, CTBOPEHHS HOTO AM3aHH-TIPOEKTIB Ta
3BIABHEHHS MICIISI AAS TIIIOXOAIB 3HAMEHYBAAM HOBHH €Tall MiCBKOTO yp6a—
Hi3My. A HalBUPa3HIIIOK 0CcOOAUBICTIO IOCTMOAEPHOI apxitekTypu y Bias-
HIOCI 6yAa TEHACHLIIs A0 icTopuyHocTi. [ IprkMeTHOIO pHcoro L€l paasSHCBKOI
BEpPCii MOCTMOAEPHI3MY 6on HOTr0 NEPEMAETEHHS 3 AUCKYPCOM AUCHAEHTCTBA,
KOAU HOBI CIIOCOOH XYAOKHBOTO BUPQKCHHS YMOXKAUBAIOBATU CIIPOTUB 0i-
uiitnii iscosorii (Mankus, 2018). ApxiTekTypHi IPOEKTH MOXHa POSIASIAATH

time, she was working at the Institute of Monument Restoration and was acquainted with
the latest archaeological research of Vokieliy Street. She proposed to restore the historical
spaces, create a connection between the Town Hall and Gediminas Avenue, and adapt the
gallery to the public cultural purpose installing contemporary and historical art exhibition
galleries on the first floor and putting cafes on the ground floor.

The competition for the art gallery stimulated increased interest in the history of Vokie¢iy
Street, and there were more attempts to reconstruct the demolished buildings. Young
architects Audrius Ambrasas, Alfredas Trimonis, and Gintautas Adlys were commissioned
to design a pedestrian avenue in Vokiec¢iy Street in 1987. They used the opportunity to
develop an original postmodernist project, which offered three options: from restoring
the objects in the southern part of the street to the postmodernist marking of the building
foundations. Unfortunately, the Council of Architecture headed by the Chief Architect
of Vilnius did not approve the submitted project proposals as the board found them too
complicated (Vilnius Regional State Archives, f. 2, b. 58-1060a). (Fig.4.)
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In.4

Tponosunis pe-
KOHCTPYKIIii ByAHIIi
Boxkeuro y Crapomy

micri Biabnoca ap-
xirexTopis Ayspioca
AmbGpacaca, Axpdpe-
aaca Tpimonica

ta [iarayraca
Aapaica, 1987
(Aeprxanit apxis
Biabuocsxoro
nosiry)

Fig. 4

The proposal for recon-
struction of the Vokiediy
Street in the Old Town
of Vilnius, architects
Audrius Ambrasas, Alfre-
das Trimonis, Gintautas
Adlys, 1987. Vilnius
Regional State Archives
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In. 5 («a,+6)

Koan 1960 poxy
syauiio Kaassapiio
PO3IIMPIOBAAH, TO
YaCTUHY HCOTOTHY -
Horo maaany Liasipis
Papymkesmaa XIX
CTOAITTS 3HECAH.
Byan nocriiini
crpo6u BiAHOBHTH
3pyHHOBAHY YaCTHHY.
Konkypcna sasiska
Ha OyAIBHUIITBO
KiHOTeaTpy Ta
KOH(EPEHII-3aAK
apxirexropis AcoHi-
aaca Mepkinaca ta
Cayaica [apxinaca,
SIKa MoCiAa mepie
micue, 1988
(AepsxaBruit

apxis BiabHiocskoro

noBiTy)

Fig. 5 (+a,<b)

When Kalvarijy street
was being widened in
1960, a part of the 19th
c. Neo-Gothic Hilary
Raduszkiewicz palace
was taken down. It was
constantly actempted to
reconstruct the destroyed
part. Competition

entry for the cinema and
lecture hall, architects Le-
onidas Merkinas, Saulius
Sarkinas, the 1st prize,
1988. (Vilnius Regional
State Archives)
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Tepanminac Bapasikac,
Keitcryr [emne,

Tiric Pamynic ta Teape
Alinpene npoexryBasu
HOBHI OPUTIHAABHUI
TOPTOBHUH LICHTP
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SIMH, THAHATUMU Ha
KOAOHAX, BIAKPUTHMH
6GETOHHUMHU CXOAAMH
Ta HEBEAMKHUMHU
MarasuHaMH, 10
HaraAyloTh MAra3uHu
Craporo micra (¢poro:
Yecaos Masypac,
1985; ocobucruit

apxis)

.
Fig.6

Gediminas Baravykas,
Kestutis Pempé, Gytis
Ramunis, and Giedré
Dindiené¢ designed a nov-

el and original shopping
k

center in Seskiné mass
housing estate in Vilnius
from 1978 to 1985. The
complex consisted of red
brick buildings arranged
around a partially en-
closed square, with a pool
and clock at its center,
surrounded by galleries
raised on columns, open
concrete stairwells, and
small stores reminiscent
of Old Town shops.
(Ceslovas Maziiras, 1985.
Private archive)
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HE AUIIE SIK KPUTUYHE CTABACHHA AO CTAHAAPTHU3ALlil PaASHCBKOTO MiChKOTO
IIPOCTOPY, a 1 K 6a)KaHHS HAAATH CUMBOAIYHOTO 3micry Hy6Ai‘{HI/IM IPOCTO-
paM, BIAHOBUTU iCTOPUYHY maM sITh Ta aKTUBI3yBaTU PyX 3a 36CPC>KCHHH co-
niaapHOI crrapmuHi. Sk crBeppxye Caabsitoc Kyaesiutoc, skuit AOCAipXyBaB
TOTOYACHI PyXH 32 30€PEKECHHSI CIIAAIMHHY, BOHA «CTaAd YUMOCh OIABIINM 32
npocto KyabrypHy Metadopy» (Kulevitius, 2011, p. 207).

PizHOMaHITTS NPOCTOPOBUX CTPYKTYP, ABOPHKIB, 6araT0BmMipan
30BHILIHIX OOPUCIB Ta eAEMEHTIB 00’eMy BUKOPHCTOBYBAaAM, OO CTBO-
PHUTH XapakTepHY aTMOCPEPY CTAPOro MiCTa. 3araAOM, 30CEPEAKECHHS Ha
iCTOPil BUSIBUAOCS AABTEPHATUBOIO TEXHOKPATUYHOMY MOAEPHI3MY, a CaM
mipxia icropusmy 1980-x cTaB Biccio apXiTeKTypHOro BHpPaXKEHHS icTO-
PHUYHOTO CEPEAOBUIIA.

It is evident that young Lithuanian architects in the 1980s attached importance to such
issues as regionality, national identity, and uniqueness — traits well suited to the historical styles
and unique interpretation of architectural heritage promoted by postmodernism. (Fig. 5) The
complexity of arrangements, attention to contexts, and urban history manifested in a rather
generalized conceptual form of the “local spirit” associated with the historic environment. No
doubt, the old town was an essential source of inspiration for architects, even in the design of
new neighborhoods, as can be seen in the Seskine community and shopping center, designed
by Gediminas Baravykas, Kestutis Pempé, Gytis Ramunis, and Giedre Dindiené in the early
1980s. To simulate the structure of the Old Town with its many small shops, the image of a
market divided into segments was chosen. The low-rise, red brick buildings arranged around
the semi-enclosed square were meant to resemble the Old Town urban spaces. (Fig. 6)

Allof these experiments in public urban spaces, the change of driveways into pedestrian avenues,
and the development of unified visual systems marked a new stage in postmodern urbanism, public

spaces, and urban design. In the architecture of Vilnius in the late Soviet era, one can notice the
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criticism of the uniformity of modernism typical of the Western world and the turn towards the
search for the local spirit. Experiments in urban public spaces, giving the way to pedestrians and
creating urban design marked a new stage in postmodern urbanism, and the most striking feature
of postmodern architecture in Vilnius was the tendency to historicity. A special characteristic of the
Soviet version of postmodernism was its intertwining with dissident discourse, when new modes
of expression allowed to oppose the official ideology (Mankus 2018). Architectural projects can be
seen not just as a critique of the standardization of the Soviet urban environment, but as a desire to
symbolically give meaning to the public spaces, reclaim historic memory and activate social heritage
movement. According to Salvijus Kuleviius, who researched the heritage protection movements
of that time, “heritage has become more than just a cultural metaphor” (Kulevicius 2011, p. 207).
A diversity of spatial structures, court-yards, multi-dimensional silhouettes and elements
of street design were used to create a characteristic old town atmosphere. The general focus on
history hasbecome an alternative to technocratic modernism, and the approach of historicism

in the 1980s became the axis of architectural expression in the historic environment.
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Abstract. After being widely explored in the historiography of Western
architecture, postmodernism has only recently started receiving adequate
attention in Eastern and Central Europe. The phenomenon of postmodernism
developed beyond the borders of the Soviet world, so the so-called “cultural
logic of late capitalism” crossing the boundaries of the Iron Curtain has to
be considered a consequence of globalization. On the other hand, this global
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BCTVYII
Y ny0aiunux 6i6aioTexax AUTBU 41 B 0OCOOMCTHX KHUTO30IPHSIX apXiTEeKTOPIB
yce 11le MOXXHA HATPAaIUTH HA AUBHOTO BUTASIAY IPUMIpHUKH 3HAHOMOTO XYp-
Haay. TbMsiHa 4OpHO-6ira 0OKAAAMHKA 3 POCIHCHKOI0 HA3BOK IIPHXOBYE BCE-
peauHi ¢ppaHIysbKHI apxiTeKTypHHUE >XypHaA. Pocificbka Bepcis «Apxitek-
Typu cboropHi» («LArchitecture d’aujourd’hui») Buxoanaa y koanmssomy
Papstacerkomy Corosi 3 1961 poky i cTasa OAHUM i3 KaHAAIB O3HAHOMACHHS
IPOMAACHKOCTI i3 3aXipHOIO apxiTekTyporo. Cepea paAsSHCPKHX apXiTeKTOpIB
XKypHaA OyB Ayke HOMYASPHUM. 3TrOAOM Lie ABOMOBHE BUAQHHS i3 TEKCTaMu
paHLy3bKOIO Ta POCIHCHKOIO IEPETBOPHAOCS Ha ACILIO HEADAAY KCEPOKOIILIO,
A€ TIepeKAaACHOIO OyAa TiAbKH HasBa Ha 0OKkAapuHI — «CyyacHa apxiTekTy-
pa» («Cospemennas apxutexrypa») (ia. 1). ¥ 1980-x sxypHaa i Aasi mpea-
CTaBASIB A€l ITOCTMOAEPHOI apXiTEKTYpPH, AKi xKapibHO CIIPUHMMAAO MOAOAE IO-
KOAIHHS apXiTEKTOPIB PaAsSHCHKOTO 6A01<y.

3apas, MaiKe ITiB CTOAITTS [IOTOMY, TOPTAIOYH CTOPIHKU IIbOTO ITOraHO IIe-
PEKOIIMOBAHOIO KYPHAAY, YUTa4 MOXKE MOCTABUTU ACIIO HAIBHE 3aITUTAHHS:
qu 6yB PAAAHCHKUI IOCTMOAEPHI3M TiABKH 6AsKAOIO KOMi€Io 3axigHOro? Yu
K BiH HATOMICTh KEPYBABCS AOTIKOIO PO3BUTKY MICILIEBOI aPXITEKTYPHOI KyAb-
TypH, 6yB «iHIIMM BUAOM> CBITOBOIO pO3MAITTs IOCTMOACPHI3My? B ocran-
HbOMY BHIIAAKY: SIKi PEriOHaAbHi, iCTOPUYHI, BEPHAKYASPHI PUCH AOAAAHUCS
AO TAODAABHOI KOHIIEIIHI [OCTMOAEPHI3MY? Skuil moAiTHdHMIT KAIMaT Mir
nopoautH Taky apxirexrypy? 1o pobuao Taky apxiTeKTypy MpHHHSATHOW?
V crarTi AeTasbHillle POSLASHYTO KYABTYPHE IIAIPYHTA IiSHPOPAASHCBHKOTO
IEPiOAY, MOTHBALIIIO AO «IIOCTMOACPHOTO OBOPOTY> Ta IIEpPeHECeHHS (I10CT)
MOAEPHI3My B MiCIIeBi peaail.

INTRODUCTION
In public libraries of Lithuania or personal collections of architects, one can still come
across a strange-looking copy of a familiar magazine. The obscure black and white cover
with a Russian title hides inside a French architectural magazine. A Russian version of
LArchitecture d aujourd hui (Architecture Today) was published in the former Soviet Union
from 1961 onwards and became one of the channels of presenting Western architecture
to the public. It was widely read by Soviet architects. Later, a bilingual magazine with
texts in French and Russian has transformed into a rather sloppy xeroxed copy with only
the translated title Sovremennaya Arkbitektura (Contemporary Architecture) on the front
cover. (Fig. 1) In the 1980s it continued to present the ideas of postmodern architecture,
which was eagerly embraced by a generation of younger architects of the Soviet bloc.
Now, almost half of a century later, while turning the pages of this poorly copied
magazine, one could pose a rather naive question: was soviet postmodernism only a

bleak copy of its Western counterpart? Or, did it follow the logic of development of local
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ITIOCTMOAEPHA APXITEKTYPA B AUTBI:

AJKEPEAA HATXHEHHA I ITPAKTHUKA

Is momenty Bipkpurts y 1989 poni B Kaynaci Mucrenpkol raaepel imeni
Muxkoaaca Kiainckaca (apxitexropu E. Miatonac, K. Kicearoc, C. FOmxkic;
iA. 2) ITI0 6yAiBAIO OAPa3y BUBHAAU OAHMM i3 FOAOBHUX IPUKAAAIB IIOCTMO-
AepHoi apxitextypu B Autsi. CkAapAHA IPOCTOPOBA KOMIIO3HLIisl 3 OaraTbMa
ICTOPUYHUMH BIACHMAQHHSMH, Ky BUBEpIIyE PPOHTOH Ha ABOX KOAOHAX, —
yC€ 1€ 9iTKO Y3rOAXKYETHCSI 3 OCHOBHUMH MPHUHIIMIIAMU 3araAbHOCBITOBOTO
IOCTMOAEPHI3My. ¥YTiM, Ha TOH Yac TEHACHLI IIOCTMOAEPHOI apxiTekTypu
Oyan BiA9yTHI y AUTBI yoke IIOHAA ACCATUAITTSL. I8 XpOHOAOTIYHOI/XYAOXKHBOT
HEPCIEKTUBH, IIOCTMOAEPHA apXiTekTypa AUTBH IpOBilljae mepexia Bip TeH-
ACHIIH Mi3HBOTO MOAEPHI3MY, 2 TAKOXK PETiOHAAI3MY Ta ippallioHaAizmy, —
AO 3aKOPiHEHOI Y KOHCTPYKTHUBI3Mi cnpoGu OHOBMTH XYAOXKHE BUPa)KEHHS
MopepHiaMy. [ael mocTMopepHisaMy 6araTo BaXHAHU AAS BCHOTO ITOKOAIHHS
apxitexropis, HapopkeHHx MK 1950 i 1965 poxamu. Crapuii apxitekTopu
B LIl IpyIi AI3HAAKCS PO MOCTMOAEPHI3M YK€ MiCASl TOTO, SIK IOYAAU Mpa-
uoBatu 3a dpaxom. Moaoami apxiTexropu o3HaltoMuAnCs 3 GOpMaMHu Ta iae-
SIMH TIOCTMOACPHi3My B poku HasdanHs (npubansno 3 1975 a0 1990), i ne
HealOHsIK BIIAMHYAO Ha IxHi paHHi po6oru. Y 1980-x, KoAH OCTMOACPHIZM
6yB Ha MiAHOMI, a HOro TEHACHLII MOMUPIOBAAUCA i AUTBOIO, TOCTMOAEPHA
apxiTekTypa AoominyBaaa. [ Ipo 1ie cBiAYaTh KaTaAOTH IIPOEKTIB, pospoGAeHI/Ix
MOAOAMMH AMTOBChKUMHU apxiTekTopamu y 1980-x. Maibke Bci po6oTtu B Hux
MICTHAHM MEBHI BIACMAQHHS AO ICTOPULIU3MY (mo 6on TUIIOBO AASI IIOCTMO-
AépHiSMy), HABiTh MOIPH TE, IO 3 OTASIAY HA €KOHOMIYHI YMOBH TOIO 4acy
[IOBHOIO MipOI0 BTiAMTH 6araTo 3 uux 06’ekTiB 6yao HemoxauBo. Kpuruku

architectural culture presenting itself as a “different kind” of global postmodernism?
In the latter case, what regional, historical, vernacular features were added to the
global concept of postmodernism? What kind of political climate could produce such
architecture? What had made this kind of architecture acceptable? The text tries to give
a closer look at the cultural background of the late Soviet context, the motivation of

“postmodern turn”, and local translations of (post)modernity.

POSTMODERN ARCHITECTURE IN LITHUANIA:

INSPIRATIONS AND PRACTICE

Once the Mykolas Zilinskas Art Gallery building in Kaunas (architects E. Militinas, K.
Kisielius, S. Juskys; Fig. 2) opened in 1989, it was immediately recognized as one of the
prime examples of postmodern architecture in Lithuania. Complex spatial composition
with plenty of historical references culminating with a pediment on two columns, —

everything clearly corresponded with the main principles of global postmodernism.
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3aKHAAAM, IO TAKA APXITEKTYPA € ACLIO ITYYHOIO, i HA3UBAAH 11 «KyPHAAD-
HOI0>. 3 iHIIOro 60Ky, yxe B 1980 poryi 0OAH i3 HAFBIAMBOBILINX apXiTeK-
TopiB Toro yacy I. bapasikac xasas: «CyyacHa TeHA€HIL|is y CBITOBII apxi-
TEKTYpi (Ky YacTO Ha3HBAIOTb IIOCTMOAECPHI3MOM) BUTiAHA AAS TBOPEHHS
Hamoi BaacHOI MicneBoi apxitextypu. Ilepexia apxiTexTypu Bip HiduM He
06MexXeHOTO BIIAUBY TEXHOAOTII AO KYABTYPHOTO KOHTEKCTY — KOPHCHUM
HaM, OCKIABKH MU MaEMO 6araTy MICBKy Ta apXiTEKTYPHY CIAAIIUHY, AABHI
TPaAULIL 6yAiBHHuTBa y MiCTi i B CIABCBKIH MiCIIEBOCTI, @ TAKOX AEILO obme-
KeHi TexHi4Hi MoxkauBocTi» (Baravykas, 1980, p. 6).

IpuiiHATTS AYXy HOCTMOAEPHY / HMOCTMOAEPHICTCHKOI YYTAMBOCTI HA
PAASIHCBKOMY IIPOCTOPI 30irAOCs 3 MEPEOCMUCACHHSIMU COLIAAICTHIHOTO
ypOaniamy. I3 1970-x pokiB HapocTaaa KpUTHKa HOBOI MicbKoI 3a6yA0BH
Ta, 0cOOAUBO, MIiKPOpaHOHIB 3 IXHIMH TEXHO-YTOIIYHUMHU IACSIMU. Moao
MiCTO6yAYBaHH5[ 6on YMMAaAO AMCKYCIH IO Te, K PO3BUBATU MiCTa AAAl,
SIK 3MILIHIOBATHU IXHIO IACHTUYHICTbD, n036yBaT14c;1 MOHOTOHHOCTI, pyXaTucs
AO PI3HOMAHITHOCTI Ta SIKOICh OIABLIOL «AIOASIHOCTI>», IKOrOCh OIABLI AfO-
AUHO-OPiEHTOBAHOTO MacmTa6y. IloBepHEHHS A0 «KAAQCHYHHX CAEMEHTIB
MicTa» (KOMHOSI/IuiI BYAMIIb i nAOLu) BBa)KAAU OAHHUM 13 MOXKAUBHUX IIIASI-
XiB AOCATHEHHA PI3HOMAHITTA Ta iepapxii Micpkux mpocropis. Hanpuxaaa,
Ha poBeAcHii 1971 poky koHepeHLil, IPUCBAYEHIH JKUTAOBUM MACHBAM,
apxitektop A. 3i06epKac CTBEPAXKYBaB, IO <iHTEPIIPETALlis TPAAUIIIHHOTO
apXiTEKTYPHOTO CEPEAOBHILA [...] MOXe CTaTH IMOBIPHUM IIASXOM PO3Bs-
3aHHA npobaeM iaeHTHIHOCTI MicTa» (Ziberkas, 1978, p. 3). Hepeaaisosa-
HUI1 AMsaiiH-TIpoexT paiiony Exepac y Ilsyasi (apxitextop A. YepHsyckac,
1983; ia. 3) 6yB opHi€I0 3i cIpO6 HAHOBO BBECTH TPAAMLIHHHIL ypOaHisM,

However, back then the tendencies of postmodern architecture in Lithuania had been
present for more than a decade already. From the chronological/artistic perspective,
postmodern architecture of Lithuania signifies the transition from the trends of late
modernism and regionalism as well as irrationalism to a constructivism-based attempt
to update the expression of modernism. The ideas of postmodernism were important to
the entire generation of architects born between 1950 and 1965. The older architects
within this group were introduced to postmodernism after having already started
their professional activities. The younger architects encountered representations of
postmodernism during their study years (from ca. 1975 to 1990) and it gave a powerful
impetus to their early works. In the 1980s, when postmodernism was on the rise and
its trends spread in Lithuania as well, postmodern architecture became dominant. A
possible illustration of this the dominance of postmodern architecture can be found in
the catalogues of projects developed by young Lithuanian architects during the 1980s, in

which almost all works contained some historicist references typical of postmodernism,
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BIAHOBHTH <«AyX TpaAMIiiiHOro micra». IIpoekt OyB papAMKasbHOMI aAb-
TEPHATHBOIO IIPOCTOPOBIH po3AiacHOCTI PYHKIIiH i BIABHOrO IAQHYBaHHS,
naHiBHUM mipXoAaM Toro yacy. Leit MiCTOGyAiBHI/xﬁ mAaH QOKYCyBaB yBary
Ha HeobXipHOCTI 3aIIPOBAAUTHU NOAIQYHKIIIOHAABHUII MIAXIA 1 IPOIIOHYBaB
3aCTOCYBAaTH TPAAULIIHI IPUHLIUIIU MiChKOTO IAAHYBaHHS (HCpI/IMCTpaAb-

Hy 3a0YAOBY, 110 MIAKPECAIOBaAa 6 BaXAUBICTb BYAMUDb Ta naom). [
LiKaBUM [PHKAAAOM I[IOBEPHEHHS AO AIOAHHO-OPIEHTOBAHOIO MacwiTaly

even though the economic conditions of the time prevented from full implementation
of many of these objects. The critics considered this kind of architecture to be somewhat
artificial and specified it as “magazine-like”. On the other hand, as carly as 1980 one of
the most influential architects of the time, G. Baravykas said: “Contemporary tendency
in the world’s architecture (which is often called postmodernism) is advantageous to
making our own local architecture. The shift of architecture from the boundless influence
of technology to the cultural context benefits us, as we have rich urban and architectural
heritage, deep urban and rural construction traditions, and slightly limited technical
possibilities” (Baravykas 1980: 6).

The arrival of postmodern sensibilities to the soviet space coincided with the
revaluation of socialist urbanity. From the 1970s onwards, new urban developments and,
especially, microdistricts (mzicrorayony) with their techno-utopian ideas were getting
increasingly criticized. On the urban scale, there were a lot of discussions about how to

develop them further, strengthen their identity, get rid of their monotony, and pursue

In.3

I'aan paiiony Exepac
y LLstyasti. ApxiTexrop
A. Yepusiyckac, 1983
(pucyHox 3 apxiBy

A. Yepnsyckaca)

Fig. 3

Project of EZeras quarter
in Siauliai, architect

A. Cerniauskas, 1983.
(Drawing from the archive
of A. Cerniauskas)
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6yAI/I IPOEKTH MILIOXIAHUX BYAHLb. Y HaMOIABIIUX AUTOBCHKMX MicTax 3a-
HOBO p03p06A51A1/1 HOBI MiIIOXiAHI 30HH 260 pexoHcTpyIoBaAu cTapi. Byau-
us Bissnsyc y Hlsyasi (apxitexrop B. Taysuckene, ausaitnep B. ITyponac,
1974-1986; ia. 4) BUPISHAETBCA SIK NPUKAAA KOMIIACKCHOTO IHAXOAY AO
[IPOEKTYBAHHSA CHCTEMH KPAMHHIIb, MAAHX apXiTeKTypHHUX POpM, O3eAc-
HEHHS, EACMEHTIB Bi3yaAbHOTO AU3aIHY. Karo4yoBuMu eaemeHTaMu y L
MIPOCTOPOBIN KOMITO3ULii 6YAI/I BECEAI Ta ipOHIYHI Bi3yaAbHi 3HAKHU i CUMBO-
an. I xoua 1 ipel, mopibui A0 TPOIIiB MIOCTMOAEPHOI ApXITEKTYPH, HIKOAU HE
Oyau peaisoBaHi y BeAMKOMY MacuTabi (IpUMipoM, y HPOEKTaX KUTAOBUX
paﬁOHiB), X OiABII YCHILTHO BUKOPUCTOBYBAAU AASI < OAIOAHEHH S » r[y6Ai‘{—
HUX IIPOCTOPIB Ta HAAAHHS IJUM IPOCTOPAM «BIAIYTTS MiCLIsI> .

PYCTUKAABHHI ITIOBOPOT, IOBEPHEHH
AO ICTOPII TA KOHCIOMEPU3MY
Haseaeni Bulle MPUKAaAU HE MPETECHAYIOTh Ha Te, I[O0O IX BBAXKAAU «4H-
CTHM> IOCTMOAEPHI3MOM, PAALIE BOHU € PE3YABTATOM PO3AYMIB IIPO PAASIH-
CBKHI MOACPHI3M, BIAPOAKEHHS IHTEPECY AO KOHTEKCTY, aTMOC(epH/BiAdyT-
T51 ICBHOTO MICIIsI, iCTOPII, a TAKOXK ITOIIYKY HAIJiOHAABHOI iaeHTHYHOCTL. Take
O3MPaHHs HA3aA HA €THOICTOPIIO, CHOPiAHEHE 3 HOHKOHPOPMICTCBKUM i CKeII-
THYHHM CTaBACHHSM AO MOACPHI3alil, 3aCTYIHAO IPOrpecUBICTChKI Ta y-
TYPHCTHUYHI IMIyABCH/CITIOHYKH cOLiaAlcTHYHOI MOACpHOCTI. Bpurancekuit
xypHaaict A. AiBeH ONMCyBaB MIUPINY TOTOYACHY KYABTYPHY CHTYALIIO TaK:
«...ITicast emepri Craaina Ta xpymoscskoi “Biaauru” 1950-x Mu 6auumo
ITOCTAHHS ICTOTHOTO HATIPSIMY B AiTeparypi, ocobauBo B AuTBi it AaTBil, ArS
SIKOTO XapaKTEPHE 3BEPTaHHS A0 POABKAOPHHX TeM Ta 06pasis. [...] Huni e

different and ostensibly more “humane” scale. The return to “classical urban elements”
(composition of streets, squares) was seen as one of the possible ways to achieve a
variety and hierarchy of urban spaces. For instance, in the 1971 conference dedicated to
residential districts, architect L. Ziberkas claimed that “she interpretation of traditional
architectural environment [...] could be a possible way of solving problems of city identiry”
(Ziberkas 1978: 3). One of the attempts to reintroduce traditional urbanity was the
unrealized design project of the EZeras district in Siauliai (architect A. Cerniauskas,
1983; Fig. 3). The project presented a striking alternative to the dominant at the time
spatial separation of functions and free plan. The proposed urban plan focused on poly-
functional necessity and suggested applying the traditional urban planning principles
(perimeter development highlighting the importance of streets and squares). Another
interesting example of the reintroduction of human scale was projects for pedestrian
streets. New pedestrian zones were designed anew or reconstructed in major Lithuanian

cities. Vilnius street in Siauliai (architect V. Taujanskiené, designer V. Puronas, 1974-
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BHP>KAETHCA HE TIABKH y IIPSIMOMY BUKOPHCTAHHI TPaAULIIFHUX $pOpM i MO-
THUBIB, 2 i Y BUTOHYEHHUX OCTMOACPHHX ix nepepobkax» (Lieven, 1993, p.
126). DoAbKAOpHI TPaAULIT B apXiTEKTYPi SIK IIPOAOBKCHHS BEPHAKYASPHHUX
I perioHaAbHUX TEHAECHIIIN 3Ae6iABIIOTO peaaisyBaAMCs B CiABCHKIH Miclle-
BOCTI. TpaAmuiI?IHi $opMH 1 MOTHBHU CTaAH IONYASPHUMH B IIPOEKTYBaHHI
OYAMHKIB KyABTYPH Y MEHILHX MicTeuKax 200 6a3 BIATIOYHHKY Ha KypOpTax.
OauH i3 HafBUPa3HINIMX MPUKAAAIB BEpHAKYAsIpHOI apxiTexTypu — AiT-
Hiit 6yannox y Ipefiai Incturyry isnku Axapemii Hayk (apxiTexTop

1986; Fig. 4) stands out as an example of a comprehensively designed system of shops,
street furniture, greenery, elements of visual design. Cheerful and ironic visual signs and
symbols were used as the key elements of this spatial composition. Although these ideas,
similar to tropes of postmodern architecture had never been implemented on a larger
scale (like in projects for housing estates), they were more successtully employed for

humanizing the public spaces, and providing them with a sense of place.

RUSTIC TURN, RETURN OF HISTORY AND CONSUMERISM

The aforementioned examples did not claim to be pure postmodernism, rather they had
grown out of reflections on soviet modernity, renewed interest in the context, sense of
place, history, as well as search for the national identity. Such alook back at ethnographic
history related to nonconformist and skeptical attitude towards modernization had
replaced progressive and futuristic impulses of socialist modernity. British journalist A.

Lieven described the broader cultural situation of the time as follows: “[...] affer Stalin’s

In.4

Byanns Biasusyc

y Istyasii. Apxitex-
top B. Taysirckene,
ausaiinep B. [Typo-
Hac, 1974-1986

N
Fig.4

Vilnius street in

Siauliai, architect V.
Taujanskiené, designer V.

Puronas,

1974-1986
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Airniit 6yansox
Tncruryry disuxu
Axapemii Hayk,
Ipeiiaa. Apxitexrop
T. TeakcHic,
1978-1985

($poro H. Tykait)

Fig. 5

Summer house

of the Institute

of Physics of the Academy
of Sciences, Preila,
architect Gintautas
Telksnys, 1978-1985.
Photo by N. Tukaj

I. Teakcric, 1978-1985; ia. 5). PopMOIO i KOHCTPYKTUBHUMH €AEMEHTAMH
s 6YAiBA}I 6araTo B JOMY 3aBASIYYE TPAAULII HAPOAHOI apXiTEKTYPH, TOAIL
SIK AEKOPAaTHUBHI A€TAAl Ta HAAMIpHA OPHAMEHTALlisl BIACHAAIOTb AO AOTIKH
ckaapHOCTI Ta cynepedansocti (complexity and contradiction) Po6epra
Bentypi. basancyroun Ha Mexi npodecionasismy Ta aMaTOpCTBa, Taki TeH-
ACHIII 4aCTO 3BEPTAAMCS AO CCHTUMEHTAABHO eTHOrpadiyHuX GOpM, Y CBiit

CIOCi6 MPOAOBXKYIOUH MOIIYKH «HALlIOHAABHOTO CTHAIO> MIKBOEHHOI AOOH.

death, and Khrushchev’s “thaw” in the 1950s, there was a tangible literary move, especially
in Lithuania and Latvia, towards folkloric themes and imagery |...] Today this is reflected
not only in straightforward uses of traditional forms and motifs, but in sophisticated post-
modern reworkings of them” (Lieven 1993: 126).

Folk traditions in architecture as a continuation of vernacular and regional tendencies
were mostly applied in rural settings. Traditional forms and motifs became widely popular
in designs for culture houses in smaller towns or vacation complexes in resorts. One of
the most vivid examples of vernacular architecture is the Summer house of the Institute
of Physics of the Academy of Sciences in Preila (architect G. Telksnys, 1978-1985, Fig. 5).
While its forms and elements are indebted to folk architecture, the decorative details and
excessive ornamentation refer to the logic of complexity and contradiction of Robert
Venturi. Balancing on the borderline between professionalism and amateurism, such
tendencies often veered towards sentimentally ethnographic forms and, in their own way,

continued the interwar pursuits for a “national style”. This informal cultural tendency,
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Lo HepopMaAbHY KYABTYPHY TECHACHILIIO, €CKAIICTChKE IOBEPHEHHSA AO
TPAAULIIHHUX LIHHOCTEH AOCAIAHMIA icTOpil KyabTypu B. AaBoarore onu-
Cy€ SIK «PYCTHKaABHHUI MOBOPOT>». BOHa TAYMaduTh HOro SIK «IIOBEPHEH-
HA AO CIABCBKOI, AOMOAEPHOI OCHOBHU IAGHTHYHOCTI>, AKY CIPUMMAAU SIK
«Micrese, nepudepiiiHe i BOAHOYAC Ay)Ke IIOTY)KHE BUPAXKCHHS [TOBEPHEH-
as mam’ari”» (Davolitite, 2013, p- 125).

OaHi€0 3 HaFOYEBHAHIIINX PUC IIOCTMOAEPHOI apXiTeKTYpH € icTopu-
uusM. [Tocuaanns Ha icropudHi cTHAL COpUIIMAAH i SIK HE3aAEKHUI MAXIA
AO KpAILlOro 3HaHHsA iCTOPIl, 1 5IK OAHY 3 pOPM KOHTEKCTyaAi3My. AHaAI3Y-
JOYM 3aCTOCYBAHHS iCTOPUYHUX Cl)OpM Yy AUTOBCBKIH apXiTEKTYpi, HE MOXKHA
OMHHATH MM PIINI ICTOPUYHUI ACIIEKT pereHepariii MicTa. Y HOBOEHHY Ao6y
ONTHMI3M Ta YacTO PAAUKAABHI NEPETBOPEHHs YpOAHICTUYHUX CTPYKTYp
6yAI/I npUTaMaHHi i coniaaicruynuM, i KamiTasicruanum kpainam. Hacryn-
HUH IIepiop NMEPEOCMUCAEHHS IPUHIC YCBIAOMAEHHA: HEXTYBAHHS CIIAA-
IMHOIO TAKOX O3Hayae pyHHyBaHHA KyabTypH. Lle mepesycim BusBAsAOCS
y IIparHeHHI 3AIMCHUTH PEKOHCTPYKLiI0/pereHepanio Micra, 36epiraodn
IpU LIbOMY iCTOPUYHI CTPYKTYPH Ta AOTPUMYIOUUCH IPUHIIUITY BIATBOPEHHS
IiA Yac PEKOHCTPYKLil 6yAiBCAI>.

YV AUTOBCBKIl apxiTeKTypi iHTepIpeTanis icropudHux popm 6a3yBaAa—
Cs1 HE TIABKHU HA y3aTaAbHEHIM CHAALUHI icTOpIT apXiTeKTypH, a i Ha OpHU-
riHAABHIN MiCIEBIH apXiTEKTYPHIN TPaAMIlil Mi)XBOEHHOTO MOAEPHi3MY.
Oco6AuBO BapTO 3a3HAYUTH IOCTMOACPHY apxitekTypy KayHnaca, sika, ok-
PiM iHIIMX BIAMBIB, IPYHTYBAaAaCs HA aBTEHTUYHIM iCTOpPUYHIN crapliu-
Hi nporo MicTa. IHTeprperanil Mi>KBO€HHOI apXiTeKTypH y Mi3HbOPAASIH-
CBKHUI MEPioA OYEBUAHI Yy 6araTpox MPOEKTAX KAyHAChKUX aPXiTEKTOPIB,

the escapist return to traditional values, was described by cultural historian V. Davoliate
as “the rustic turn”. It was explained as “the return to the rural, pre-modern identity
roots” and perceived as “alocal, peripheral and simultaneously very strong expression of
“return of the memory” (Davoliité 2013:125).

One of the most evident features of postmodern architecture is historicism. References
to historical styles have to be perceived both, as an independent approach to raising
awareness of history, and as one of the forms of contextualism. Analysis of application of
historical forms in Lithuanian architecture cannot sidestep the wider historical aspect of
urbanist regeneration of the city. During the post-war period, optimism and frequently
radical transformations of urban structures were typical in both, the socialist and capitalist
countries. The subsequent period of reflection brought in the realization that disrespecting
the heritage also means destruction of culture, which was primarily manifested in
aspirations of performing urban regeneration while retaining the existing historical city

structures and upholding the principle of re-creation in reconstruction of buildings.
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HAIPUKAAA B AAMIHICTPaTUBHIN 6yAiBAi o Byauni Ieprpyaoc (apxiTeKTop
K. ITaaBapcxkac, 1985) a6o y sxuraoBomy 6yauHKy 1o Byauni Bacapio, 16
(apxirextop B. Kyaemroc, 1989). Oanum is Halikpaiux 3paskis «KayHac-
TUYHOI» apXiTEKTYpHU € 6y,A,iBA;{ MyHinumaaitery micra Aairyca aBTOp-
crBa C. FOmkica (1985-1986, mo6yaosa y 1987—1989 poxax; ia. 6). Ii
XapaKTEPU3YIOTh SIK TPAAHLiiHA KOMIIO3ULisA KoMraekcy (06’ekT yTBO-
PIO€ IPaBUABHUII MiHIKBApTaA MiCTa), Tak i BAACHE IAACTHYHE PilllcHHS
6yaiBai (iHTep’epHa rpadika, mpocroposa koMnosuuis 3 Bexero). Opien-
TOBAaHICTh XYAOXKHBOTO PilllEHHS Ha Mi>KBOEHHHUH MOAEPHI3M HaibiAbIIE
BHPa)XCHO Y BEXi KOMIIACKCY (SKY CIepIly, AAsl KOHKYPCY, CIIPOEKTYBaAH
31 CKATHUM AQXOM, aA€ 3TOAOM 3aMIHHAU AQX Ha CTyninaCTMﬁ), 110 Hara-
Aye Bexy Bitosra y Mysei [Tepmoi cBitosoi Biitnu y Kaynaci (apxitextop
B. Ay6enenxic, 1937).

Exonomika 6pexHeBCchKOi 400K 3acToM0, sika cTabisisyBasacst i possu-
BAaAACs, IOPOAHAA PAASHCHKUH KOHCIOMEpPH3M. BusHaBmM Te, 1[0 Mporma-
I'YBaTH CHOXXKUBAHHSA — II€ HEOOXIAHUH eAeMEeHT MOAEpHi3alii, Aep>kaBa
IoYaAa 3alMaTHUCs MOKPALIEHHAM KUTAOBUX YMOB Ta MAaTEPiaAbHOTO CTa-
HOBHII}A HACEACHHS. JPEIITOIO Li¢ BTIAHAOCS y AM3aiHI iHTep’epiB rpoMaa-
CBKHX CIIOPYA, IO CTaAO LiKaBOI THIIOAOri€0 Toro yacy. Kpim Toro, Buai-
A€HHS KiABKOX BIACOTKIB KOIITOPUCY 6yAiBHI/mTBa OiABIIOCTI IPOMAACHKHUX
CIIOPYA Ha 3aKyIBAIO TBOPIB MHMCTELTBA CTAAO IOMIHMPEHOK MPAKTUKOIO.
I'lisHpopassiHCHKHI HEpioA 6yB 30A0TOI0 A06OI0 MOHYMEHTAABHOTO MHC-
TELITBA, TAKOTO SIK PPECKOBHI SKUBOIIUC, CKYABIITYPH, BiTpaxi. Ao pobotu
3 ApXITEKTOPAMU AOAYYAAU AM3AHHEPIB, SIKI AOAABAAU AO KiHIIEBOTO 3aAYMY
cBoe badenns. [lepuwi npoekTu, siKi AOPy9aAr MOAOAOMY ITOKOAIHHIO ap-

In Lithuanian architecture, interpretation of historical forms was based not only
on the generalized heritage of architectural history, but also on the original local
architectural tradition of interwar modernism. A particularly noteworthy case is the
postmodern architecture in Kaunas, which, apart from other influences, was based on
the authentic historical heritage of the city. Interpretations of interwar architecture
during the late Soviet period are highly evident in many projects by Kaunas architects,
such as an administrative building on Gertriidos Street (architect R. Padvarskas,
1985) or a residential building on Vasario 16 Street (architect V. Kuliesius, 1989).
One of the best examples of this “Kaunas-ist” architecture, the building of Alytus
City Municipality by S. Juskys (1985-1986, implemented in 1987-1989, Fig. 6), is
characterized both, by the traditional composition of the complex (the object forms
a proper mini-block of the town), and the design of the building’s plasticity itself
(the interior graphics, spatial composition with the tower). The artistic orientation

towards the interwar modernism is the most evident in the complex’s tower, which
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was at first designed with a sloped roof for the competition, but later replaced with
a stair-shaped one reminiscent of the tower of the Vytautas the Great War Museum
(architect V. Dubeneckis, 1937).

The stabilized and growing economy during L. Brezhnev’s Era of Stagnation
resulted in the birth of Soviet consumerism. After admitting that promotion of
consumption is a necessary element for modernization, the government started
concerningitself with improvement of the population’s domestic and material status.
Eventually, this concern had obtained the form of designing interiors of public
buildings, which became an interesting typology of the time. Besides, allocating a
few percent of the construction budget of the majority of public buildings to the
artworks became a widespread practice. The late Soviet period became the golden
age for monumental art, such as murals, sculptures, or stained glass. Architects were
supplemented with designers, who brought their own sensibilities into the final

design. Smaller-volume and cheaper objects, such as interiors of cafes, restaurants,

ByaiBas myninumaai-
Tery MicTa Aairyca,
C. IOmikic, 1985-
1986 (pucynox 3
apxisy C. FOurxica)

Fig. 6

Alytus town Munici-
pality building, by S.
Juskys, 1985-1989.
(Drawing

from the archive

of S. Juskys)
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XiTeKTOpiB, 3a3BUYAl 6yA1/1 MEHIII MAcIITabHi Ta ACIIEBII: iHTcp’epH Kade,
PECTOpaHiB, anTeK (iA. 7). I'lpoekryroun ix, MoxHa 6yA0 €KCIIEPUMEHTYBA-
i1 Oiabi cmiauBo. OpAHNM i3 HafipesoHaHCHIUX OyB iHTEp'ep pecTopaHy
«Acropisi» y BiasHroci (apxiTeKTop A. Iapaycxac, 1983), 03p06aeHMIt
y SICKpaBHX KOAbOpaX i3 GararbMa icropuyHumu MoTuBamu. Pectopan 6yB
posmimtenuii B icropuuHiii 6yaiBai (Temep Tam rotean), sika MaAa BAACHHMI
iCTOpUYHMIT ACKOD, 4 LIEHTPAABHUM CACMEHTOM iHTEp €py 6yAa Cy4acHa y3a-
raAbHEHA IHTEPIPETALlisl ICTOPUIHOIO AEKCUKOHY : KOAOHH CTAAU CTOBIAMU,
Karmiteai — Ky6aM1/1, a munui poOHTOHIB — TPUKyTHHUKAMHU. [HTep'ep Ta-
KO>X MICTHUB OPHUTiHAABHI M AEIIO €KCTpaBaraHTHi MebAi y Ti#l camiit MaHepi,
p03p06AeHi AU3AIHEPOM . Iepyaaiiticom, siki MOXXKHA IOPIiBHIOBAaTH 3 IIO-
CTMOAEPHOIO eCTETHKOI Ipynu « Memic» (ia. 8).

OpHOMaHITHE papsHCBKE CEPEAOBHUILE CTAAO 3PYIHUM POHOM AASL AO-
TEMHOCTi Ta AEKOPATUBHOCTI IIOCTMOAEPHI3MY, SK I AAST AEMOHCTPATHUB-
HOI €CTETUKM HAAMIPHOCTI, BUIIYKAHOCTI Ta (l)aAbH_II/IBOI pO3KoIi. Vrim,
TaKy ri6pn,A,Hy, 4aCcOM EKCLEHTPUYHY Ta IMPETEH3IHHY EKCIPECII0 TAKOX
MO>KHA PO3TASIAATH 5K IPOBICHUK Maﬁ6yTHix MOAITUYHUX Ta €KOHOMIY-
HUX [IEPETBOPEHD.

BUCHOBKU

I'lpuxia cBITOBOro MOCTMOAEPHI3MY y KpaiHH APYroro CBiTy BHBIiB Ha Iep-
HIMH TTAQH BHYTPILIHI CyNEPEYHOCTI PAASHCHKOI CUCTEMH i PaAsSHCHKOI MO-
aepHOCTi. | X042 AUTOBCHKHIT TOCTMOAEPHIZM 3aCBOIB €CTETHIHHUI ITOPSAAOK,
MOAIOHUI A0 3aXipHOTO, Yy HbOMY BCE K BUSIBUAOCS AEKIABKA IAPAAOKCIB:
3araAbHOCBITOBAa ApXiTEKTYPHA TEHAEHIIiS AOMOMOIAA IOCHAUTH MiCLEBi

pharmacies (Fig. 7), usually were the first works by the young generation of architects.
While designing them it was possible to experiment more daringly. One of the most
talked-about objects in the 1980s was the interior of the Astorija restaurant in Vilnius
(architect A. Sarauskas, 1983), which was decorated in vivid colors and various
historicist motifs. The restaurant was located in a historical building (currently a
hotel) that had its own historical décor, and the central element of its interior was
the contemporary generalized interpretation of historical vocabulary: the columns
became the pillars, capitals became the cubes, and the gables became the triangles.
The interior also contained the matching original and slightly extravagant furniture
by designer J. Gerulaitis, which was comparable to the postmodern aesthetics of the
Memphis group. (Fig. 8)

The monotonous Soviet environment became a convenient setting for the ingenuity
and decorativeness of postmodernism, as well as for the demonstrative aesthetics of

excess, refinement and fake luxury. However, this hybrid, sometimes eccentric and
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PHCH Ta HALIOHAABHY IA€HTUYHICTb; ABAHTAPAHUI TPEHA 6on BHUKOPHCTA-
HO AASI HAAQHHS iICTOPUYIHOTO Ayxy/ BIATBOPEHHSI iICTOPUYHOTO CAHTUMEHTY;
a TIOCTMOAEPHY KYABTYPY CIIO>KUBAaHHS INPUHMHIAM B YMOBAaX PapsSHCHKOTO
IPOCTOPY TOTAABHOTO Aedinury Tomo. PosBuTok mocTtMopepHismy y pa-
ASHCBKOMY CEPEAOBUILI HEBIAAIABHUIH BiA 3araAbHOI KPUTHKU apXiTEKTYpH,
sIKa BUIIAMBAE 3 iHAycTpiaaisanil. PaasiHchka mporpama MopepHisanii mpar-
HYAQ AOCSTTH YHipiKOBaHOI MPOCTOPOBO-COLiAABHOI CTPYKTYPH, SIKa 6yAa
6 3araAbHOBM3HAHOIO i BIII3HABAHOIO. ApxiTeKTypa, siKa 3a3HaAd BIIAUBY IO-
CTMOACPHI3MY, HaMaraAacst IOM SIKIIUTH PaASHCHKY HPOTPaMy TOTAABHOI
MOAEpHi3aLii (36ara4yloun 30BHIUIHE BUPa’KEHHS MOAEPHisMy) abo sampo-
MOHYBAaTH AABTEPHATHUBY 1M (BiAKI/IAa}O‘lI/I MOACpHiSM). ApxitekTypi Maiibke
HEMOXXAUBO BIDKUTH 6€3 eKOHOMIUHOT MIATPUMKH, TOX BOHA IHTEIPOBaHA
B iHppacTpyKTypy AeprkaBH. BipmoBiaHO, SIKIO HAE MOBa IPO apxiTekTy-
PY B PaAsSHCBKOMY CEPEAOBHIL, TO 0cobAuBOI Baru HaGyBae 1A€OAOTIYHMI
BEKTOp, AKUH BU3HAYA€ HeoOXiAHICTD, iepapxiio Ta HaBiTh XYAOXKHI pillleH-
HA 00’€KTiB. besymoBHO, mocTMopepHi3M He 6yB 4acTUHOI0 odiLiitHOI apxi-
TEKTYPHOI AOKTPHHH, 2 ACOLIIIOBABCA PAAILE i3 TEHACHLIAMU cy6’eKTnBi3My,
HepOPMAABHOIO KYABTYPOIO, HEIACOAOTrI30BaHOIO AISIABHICTIO i, B IIIMPOKOMY
CEHCl, 3 OIIOPOM PaASHCBKIN MOAepHisanil. 3 iHmoro 601<y, ITOCTMOAEPHI3M
QYHKIIIOHYBAB y MEXaX TOrO, 110 auTponoaor A. KOpyak BUSHa4MB 5K «rau-
6unne BHyTpimHe smimenns» (profound internal displacement) (Yurchak,
2005, p. 283) mOACHHOTO PAASHCHKOIO SKUTTS, SKE AOIYCKAAO TIOEAHAHHS
HauebTOo HEIIOEAHYBAHOrO. oMy HMOCTMOACPHISM MOXKHA TAYMA4HTH i 5K
CIIPOTUB PAASHCBKIN MOAEpHi3anil, i sk cnp06y MEePETBOPUTH, MMOKPAIUTH
Ta TyMaHI3yBaTH ii.

pretentious expression could also be seen as a harbinger of the forthcoming political and

economic transformations.

CONCLUSION

The arrival of global postmodernism to the second world brought forward the inner
contradictions of the soviet system and soviet modernity. While having adopted
an aesthetic regime similar to western postmodernism, its Lithuanian counterpart
presented several paradoxes: global architectural tendency helping to strengthen local
features and national identity; a vanguard trend employed for historical sentiment;
embrace of postmodern consumer culture in the context of scarcity in the soviet space,
ete. The development of postmodernism in the Soviet environment is inseparable
from the unified criticism of architecture resultant from industrialization. The Soviet
modernization program sought to build a unified spatial-social structure that could

be universally recognized and identified. Architecture influenced by postmodernism
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In. 7

Iarep'ep anrexn
«Biarec» y Kaynaci.
ApxitexTop .
Mamroassiuioc, 1984
(¢oro B. Paire,
2017)

Fig. 7
The interior of Vilties
pharmacy in Kaunas,

architect J. Maciulevi¢ius,
1984. (Photo by
V. Ralyté, 2017)

[ (DB

é
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Iutep’ep pecropany
«Acropis» y Biab-
Hioci. Apxitexrop
A. lapayckac,
ansaitsep V. Tepy-
Aaiiic, 1983 (poro
3: Janulevidiate, R.
(2018). 10 kédsiy:
Lietuvos dizaino
naratyvai. Vilnius:
Vilniaus dailés

akademijos leidykla)

Fig. 8

The interior of Astorija
restaurant in Vilnius,
architect A. Sarauskas,
designer V. Geru-

laitis, 1983. From:
Janulevidiaé, R (2018).
10 keédziy: Lietuvos
dizaino naratyvai.
(Vilnius: Vilniaus dailés
akademijos leidykla)
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attempted to mitigate the soviet program of total modernization (by enriching the
modernist expression) or to suggest an alternative to it (by rejecting modernism).
Architecture is practically unable to survive without economic support and thus is
integrated into the infrastructure of the state. As a result, when discussing architecture
in the Soviet environment, a special significance is given to the ideological vector,
which determines the necessity, hierarchy and even artistic expression of the objects.
Obviously, postmodernism was not a part of the official architectural doctrine, but
rather was associated with the trends of subjectivism, informal culture, non-ideologized
work, or, in a wider sense, the opposition to Soviet modernization. On the other hand,
postmodernism functioned within the boundaries of what anthropologist A. Yurchak
defined as the “profound internal displacement” (Yurchak 2005: 283) of Soviet everyday
life, which was capable of combining seemingly incompatible things. Because of this,
postmodernism can be interpreted both as a resistance against Soviet modernization and

as an attempt to transform, improve, and humanize it.
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Anorauis. B YpaiHcbkiii PapsHebkiii CouianicTuyHin Pecny6niuj, sik i B 6aratbox iHwumx
KpaiHax papgsiHcbkoro 6noky, 3 kiHus 1950-x i no 3aBepLueHHs 1980-x pokis BymiBHUL-
TBO Byno noB’13aHe 3Ae6iNbLIOro 3 GYHKLIOHaNbHUM 30HYBaHHSIM, MaCOBMM XUTIOM,
CTaHAapTM30BaHUMK 36ipHUMY enemeHTamu, MikpopanioHamMu, )KOPCTKMMM TUMOMOTi-
SIMU Ta opraHisaLielo rpomMapcbKIX MOCcNyr BiAMNoBiAHO A0 CTPOrMX AepKaBHUX bymi-
BeMbHIX HOPM. 3anuT Ha 3MiHy cucTeM1 Habny>kaBscsl A0 BUPILLANbHOTO MOMEHTY: ap-
XiTeKTopy BifiuyBanu, Lo BTpayatoTb CoLianbHMI CTaTyC i FONoc, HaTOMiCTb MeLUKaHLL
yCe ryyHilue BUCTMOBIIOBaNCh MPOTY MOHOTOHHOCTI «CManbHUX PaioHIB>.

CxnapHy, 6a HaBiTb pastoyy, BinnoBiab Aana rpyna MonoAnX yKpaiHCbKnx apXxi-
TEKTOPIB, 5IKi ckopucTanucb MomeHToM i HanpukiHui 1970-x pokis B3sinu y4acTtb
Y KOHKYpCi Ha nepennaHyBaHHsl fBox 06'ekTiB y Mexxax [lopgony (icTopuyHoro pa-
noHy Knuesa). BasiBluM 3a OCHOBY MiCLIEBUIN KOHTEKCT, NIOACHKUIA MacluTab i ma-
TepianbHiCTb, BOHN po3pobunu Hap3BUYaliHO HETPaRULIINHNIA MPOEKT, IKUIA BU-
pisHsIBCS 3-MOMiDK 3BMYHMX NipxofiB. HaTxHeHi «LernsiHolo apXiTeKTypoto>, BOHM
CMPOEKTyBany YoTUPW XXWUTIOBI KBapTanul, BUKOPUCTOBYIOYM LiErny siK AelueBui
i nippaTnuBu matepian.

Ananisytoumn odiuinHi Ta nonynsipHi HapaTMBM N penpeseHTauii (Hanpu-
Knap, mepia, iHTepB'lo, AUCKYCii, NPOEeKTN, KOHKYPCHi poboTn TolLo), aBTopM
CTaTTi PO3rNSAAaloTb TaKi NUTaHHS: SKUMKN Bynn cnocobun/iHCTPYMEHTN «BUpO-
6neHHs MicLleBOCTi» Ta SIK Lie cTocyeTbesl nocTmopepHiamy? fki «apxiTeKkTypHi
NPUHLMNN NOCTMOAEPHI3MY>» MOXKHa 6yno npocTe>knt B aunsanHi dksapranis?
Yu ByB Lile nocTMopepHICTCbKMI1 MaHipecT, «CBifoMa peakLiisi» Ha 3aranbHy Kpu-
3y MofepHICTCbKOI igeonorii, Y1 NPoeKT ByB NPOAYKTOM «ANCKYypCUBHOro ¢pop-
myBaHHs» (uuTytoun Dyko), Bunapkom surmodernité involontaire?

KniouoBi cnoBsa: nisHin couianiam, Kuis, apxitektypa, noctmopepHiam, YPCP.
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Abstract. In the Ukrainian Socialist Republic, as in many other countries
of the Soviet bloc, most of construction in the late 1950’s and onwards up
to the late 1980’s was primarily associated with functional zoning, mass
housing, standardized prefabricated elements, microrayons, stiff typolo-
gies and public services organized according to the strict state regula-
tions and building code. The demand for a system change was getting to
a crucial point: architects felt they were losing social standing and voic-
ing, while residents were raising their voices against the monotony of the
“sleeping districts”.

A challenging answer came from the group of young Ukrainian architects
who gained momentum and entered the competition for the redevelop-
ment of two sites within the Podil (Kyiv's historic district) in the late 1970s.
Building on local contexts, human scale and materialities, they developed a
highly unconventional project that stood out of the ubiquitous design prac-
tices. Inspired by “brick architecture) they designed four residential blocks
using brick as the material both cheap and flexible.

Analyzing official/popular narratives and representations (e.g. media, in-
terviews, discussions, projects, competition entries etc.), the paper seeks
to address the following questions: What were the ways/instruments of
“producing locality’ and how it refers to postmodernism? Which “architec-
tural principles of postmodernism’ could be traced in the 4Blocks design?
Was it a postmodernist manifest, a “conscious reaction’ to the overall crisis
of modernist ideology, or the project was a product of “discursive forma-
tion” (cf. Foucault), a case of surmodernité involontaire?

Keywords: late socialism, Kyiv, architecture, postmodernism, UkSSR.
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"Lle ckopoycHa Bep-
cist crarti «IaenTudi-
Kallii mocTMoaepHy >,

sKa BUMIIAQ
APYKOM Y 5KypHaAi
«Wolkenkuck-
ucksheim, Ne 25,
sumyck 41, 2021

2 AokaaHitue npo
«icTopuyHHit MOBO-
POT» AMB.Y:
(Kozlov, 2001).

BCTVIT!

I'o et 6ik «3aAi3HOI 3aBicH>» BIAKPHBA€ETbCS BCe OiAblie HOBUX aBTOPCHKUX
nosuniii, npoexris i auckypcis (Bocharnikova & Kurg, 2019; Demchenko,
20138; Krivy, 2016; Mankus, 2017; Szacka & Krivy, 2018; Urban, 2019), Tox
HUHI IepeA HAMH IOCTaAa HEOOXIAHICTD NEPEBU3HAYUTU IIOCTMOAEPHUH Ka-
HOH B apXiTexTypi. YkpaiHa, IIpOTe, y LIMX AMCKYCIfX BCE e NMPEACTABACHA
HeAOCTaTHBO. B YipaiHi, Apyriil 3a KiABKICTIO HACEACHHS 1 TPETi 3a MmAOLIEI0
pecny6baini Papscskoro Corosy, 6yA0 KiAbka BUSHAHMX apXiTeKTYPHUX IHCTH-
TyTiB: ABa y Kuesi, oaun y AbBoBi, oaun y Xapkosi it oaun y Aninpi (Aninpo-
nerposcbky/Karepunocaasi).

Ha 1980-ti menixanii papsSHCKHUX MICT 3MIHHAMCS SIK CITIABHOTA, 11 CKAAA
cTaB GiAbII pO3MaiTuM, MIABUIMAMCS 3aTAABHI PiBHI OCBIYEHOCTI I 3aiiHs-
TOCT] HaceAeHHA. Y el mepioa BiA6YAOC5I CTAHOBACHHSI HOBOI'O IOKOAIHHSI
AIOAEH — TOPOASIH, SIKi HOB’zsyBaAI/I CBOI KyABTYPHi IIParHEHHS 3 IOCTAHHAM
HOBOI yp6aHiCanHo'1' KYABTYPH 1 AASI AKHX LIIOACHHE BUJKUBAHHS 1 3 AOBOAEH-
Ha 6230BUX HOTpe6 y>ke Bialitiao Ha Apyruit naan. Hacaiakom nporo crasa
TpaHcOpMallis IPAKTUK AO3BIAAS — i3 PpoKycom Ha camopossutky. 1o x
AO IIPOCTOPY MICTa, TO CepeA TPOMAASIH BCe OiAbILE TOLINPIOBABCS HOBOIIPO-
OyAKEHHIA HTEpEC AO MICBKOI ICTOPI, CTAI0YH OCHOBOIO HOBOT'O CTABACHHS AO
MiCBKOTO AQHAIIATY Ta APXITEKTYPHOL CaAIUHUZ,

APXITEKTYPHA AOTIKA ITISBHbOT'O

COLIIAAI3MY: YKPATHCHBKHMH KOHTEKCT

Anna A AeKceeBa IIPUITYCKAE, 1[0 B yMOBAX PEIIPECHBHOI ACPIKaBU BIAOYAOCs
pO3YapyBaHHs IHTEAIreHIlil B iA€AX IPOrPeECy i MOAEPHOI aobu. Lle CIIpuYu-

INTRODUCTION

Today we are facing the need to re-define the canon of postmodernism in architecture, as
more and more positions, projects and discourses on this side of Iron Curtain are uncov-
ered by scholars (Bocharnikova & Kurg, 2019; Demchenko, 2018; Maro$ Krivy, 2016;
Mankus, 2017; Szacka & Krivy, 2018; Urban, 2019). Ukraine is still seriously underrepre-
sented in these discussions. Being the second largest by population and the third largest by
the area of the USSR republics, Ukraine had quite a few established architectural schools:
two in Kyiv, one in Lviv, one in Kharkiv, and one in Dnipro (former Dnipropetrovsk,
carlier — Yekaterynoslav).

Towards the 1980s, Soviet urban society itself has changed, becoming more diverse
and educated, working more in the tertiary sector than ever before. This period saw the
ascending of a new generation of people — urban dwellers, who associated their cultural
aspirations with the rise of new urban culture and who were not primarily focused on the

everyday survival and covering their basic needs. It led to the transformation of leisure
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HHUAO MEPEBU3HAYEHHS « KOHTPOAIO> B CYCIIABCTBI — BiA SIBHUX PENPECiit Ta

LICH3YPH AO IPUXOBAHOTO HATAsIAY Ta B3aeMHoro crexenns (Alekseyeva, 2019).

I'Ipore mpo Garato 3pa3kiB IOCTMOAEPHOI apXITEKTYpU HE MOXKHA CKa3aTH,
I1]0 BOHH «TPAIOTh HA CBOEMY AUCHAEHTCTBI>», OCKIAbKU 6yAiBHHuTBo i apxi-
TEKTypa 6yA1/1 MIIIHO BIIAETEHI y COLIIaAICTHYHI MeEpEXXi 3aMOBACHHS i BI/IPO6-
nunrea (Kuli¢, 2019). Iepapxiuna i nenTpasisoBana cucTeMa apXiTeKTypHOTO
BUPOOHHIITBA y BEAUKHUX ACPSKABHUX Ta MYHILIMIIAABHUX IPOEKTHHX IHCTH-
TyTaX CTPUMYBaAd BUSBACHHS 0cobucTol mo3uLii apxirexropa. Tum wacowm,
o6MexxeHnIt BUOIp BapiaHTIB palieBAAIITYBAaHHS CIPHYHMHSB e OiAblIe PO3-

practices towards focusing on self-development. As for the urban space, the newly arisen
interest in urban history was gaining ground among the citizens, framing new attitudes
towards the cityscape and architectural heritage. (Fig. 1)

The Architectural Logic of Late Socialism: Ukrainian Contexts

Anna Alekseyeva suggested that the disenchantment of the intelligentsia with the no-
tion of progress and modernity happened within the repressive state. It led to the redefi-
nition of “control” in society — from overt repressions and censorship to latent oversight
and mutual surveillance (Alekseyeva, 2019).

Yet, many examples of postmodernist architecture could not be said as being “capital-
izing on their dissidence,” since architectural design and construction were deeply entan-
gled in the socialist networks of patronage and production (Kulic, 2019). The hierarchi-
cal and centralized system of architectural production at large state and municipal design
institutes suppressed the individual standing of the architect, while a limited set of career

opportunities led to further frustration among newly graduated specialists. Neither could

In. 1

DinaapHMIT IPOEKT
6Gyaisai Hanjionaas-
HOT aKaaeMil Hayk
1o ByA. Boaopu-
MUpCBKi, S1-53.
ApxirekTopu:
Baaum [onkaso ta
in. (3 apxiBy apxirex-
TYPHOTO iHCTHTYTY
«Kuisnpoexr»)

Fig. 1
Final design of the
building of National
Academy of Sciences on
Volodymyrska St. 51-53
Architects: Vadim
Hopkalo et al. From
KIEVPROEKT archive
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In. 2

CasarkyBaHHs
1500-pivus Kuesa
(1982) ($poto 3 rase-
TH «XpearuK>» 3a
02.06.1982, c. 2-3)

Fig. 2

Celebration of the 1500
years of Kyiv (1982),
Khreshchartyk (xypcus)
newspaper dated June
02,1982,p2-3

4apyBaHHS CepeA HELOAABHIX BUIYCKHUKIB (aXOBUX HABYAABHMX 3aKAAAIB.

Taxox 6iabmocTi apxiTeKTOpiB HE 6yAa AOCTYIIHA 1 PO3KIlll IPaIlIOBaTH HaA
IHAUBIAYaAbHUMHU ITPO€EKTAMH, OCKIABKH MACOBE JKUTAOBE 6YAiBHI/ILITBO 6on
HA TOH YaC OCHOBHUM THUIIOM IIPOEKTOBAHUX CIIOPYA,.

Micpka Baapa, KHIBMiCbK6yA (€AI/IHa MYHIIJUITAAbHA 6YAiB€AI)Ha opraHisa-
nis B Kuesi) ta Aepx6ya (six HailBHIIMI YIOBHOBa)XCHMIT OPraH) CIPAMOBY-
BAAM TOAOBHI 3YCHAASL HA SKUTAOBE IaHEAbHE OYAIBHULITBO, 100 IIOM SKIIUTH
BCE Ie TOCTPUIT Opak XHUTAA. 3 OAHOTO GOKY, OIABIIICTD XXUTAOBOTO POHAY
micTa 6yAa Y AEPKaBHiM BAACHOCTI, 1 1l€é HAAABAAO YCi HeOOXiAHI MOBHOBA-
JKEHHS OPTaHAM MICIIEBOI BAAAH, mob 3HecTH CTapi 3aHenaai 6yAI/IHKI/I i 3Be-
CTU HOBI 6aI‘aTOl'IOBCpXiBKI/I i3 cydacHomo iH(pacTpyKTypoto — irypaspHo

most of the architects enjoy the luxury of individual design, since mass housing constitut-
ed the basic building typology at the time.

The city authorities, the Kyivmiskbud, the only municipal construction company that
operated in Kyiv, and the Gosstroy, as the highest authorizing body, were pushing the res-
idential panel district development to mitigate the still existing housing shortage. On the
one hand, state ownership of most of the housing stock in the city should have given all
the required powers to the municipal authorities to demolish old dilapidating housing
and to build new high-rises with contemporary infrastructure started with the blank slate
as it were. It seemed much more cost-efficient and appeared ideologically viable because
the whole industry was retrofitted to fulfill the specific task of producing panel hous-
ing for the microdistricts (Syetin, 1988) (Inozemtseva, Muliar, Piskovskyi, & Solovyov,
1988). On the other hand, this was not the case, since the demand for housing was still
pressing until the late 1980s, and during the following decade, political turmoil and in-

flation brought construction almost to a virtual halt. Thus, dilapidated apartment houses
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KaXKy4H, 3 Y4MCTOro apkyia. Lle BHAaBaAOCA €KOHOMIYHO AOLIABHHM Ta 1A€0-
AOTIYHO NEPCIIEKTHBHUM, OCKIABKH BCIO IPOMHCAOBICTh OYAO OCHALICHO Tak,
1106 BUKOHYBaTH KOHKPETHE 3aBAAHHS — MaCOBE CIIOPYAXKCHHS [IAHEABHUX
6yauHKIB AAst MikpopaiioHis (Suetin, 1988; Inozemtceva, Muliar, Piskovskii,
& Solovev, 1988). 3 inwmoro 6oky, BOro He CTAAOCS Yepes Bee e CCPHO3HY
HOTpe6y B KUTAI Ha KiHenp 1980-X, a TAKOXK Y HACTYIIHE ACCATHAITTS, KOAH
4epe3 MOAITHIHUN 6e3nap Ta ingAALI0 MalbKe TOBHICTIO 3YIIMHUAOCS MACII-
Tabue 6yAiBHHuTBO. Toxx KOAU BHPIIIYBAAU ITHUTAHHS IIPO T€, KAIMITAABHO pe-
MOHTYBATH YU 3HOCHTHU CTapi OyAUHKH, — CYMHIBH BUHHKaAH piako. | xoua
6iabiIicTb XKUTAOBUX OyAHHKIB Ha [Toa0Al rocTpo moTpebyBasu pemMoHTY un
PEKOHCTPYKLI, cTaBaaocst Take HevacTo. Lleit paiion nepexus Aoby Haiipa-
AMKaABHIIMX 3HeceHb y 1960-x 6e3 ocobauBux 3MiH, a Bxe B 1970-x maann
TOTaABHOI HCpC6YAOBH HAPA3HAMCS HA 3aTATUH OIIIp.

Basentun ©xoB, roaosuuii apxirekrop Kuesa y 1981-1987 poxax,
CTBEPAJXYBAB, 1O <<6pa1< IHAMBIAYaABHOCTI Ta OAHOMAHITHICTb 3a6yAOBI/I
KBapTaAiB [...] pasom i3 oueBupHuM BipcTaBanHsm Kuesa nopisrszo 3 ap-
XITEKTYPOIO 1 TeMIamMu 6yAiBHI/IuTBa CTOAUIb iHIMMX COLIAAICTUYHMX Pec-
nyOAaik — Hanpukaap, Biasnroca, Purn, Taaainna, Aamaru, €pesana, Tam-
KEHTA — CTAAM AOCTATHHO CEPHO3HOIO HPO6ACMO}O AAst dpaxiBIiiB i HeabusK
XBHAIOBaAH IMPOKY rpoMaachkicts» (Ezhov, 2001, p. 153).

KpiM TOTO, MiCT06y,A,iBHI/IKI/I MIOYAAM CYMHIBATHCS Y TOMY, Y4 OpTraHi3allis Mi-
CTa 33 MPUHIMIIOM MIKPOPaHOHIB MATPUMYE HCO6XiAHy EAHICTD, AO SIKOI CAIA
6on IIParHyTH. 3’ aBasancs HEPCHEKTUBU TOTO, 110 YHACAIAOK ACLIEHTpaAisaltii
MAQHYBaAbHA TAPAAUTMA MIKPOPAHOHIB CIIPUSAA TOMY, 11O IIOCTABAAM BiAPi3aHi
OAHa BiA OAHOI Ta Bip pewrty MicTa naanysasbHi oananni (Alekseyeva, 2019).

were rarely given the benefit of doubt when deciding between major repair and demoli-
tion. Although most of the residential buildings in Podil were in a dire need of renovation
or reconstruction, rarely did it happen. The district survived the most radical 1960s era
without much change, and already in the 1970s, the plans of total redevelopment were
met with fierce resistance.

Valentyn Yezhov, the city chief architect in 1981-1987, argued that z lack of individ-
uality and monotony of building blocks (...), together with Kyivs apparent retardation as
compared to the architecture and construction in capital cities of other socialist republics —
i. e. Vilnius, Riga, Tallinn, Almaty, Yerevan, Tashkent — became quite an issue for profes-
sionals and seriously excited the general public.” (Yezhov, 2001, p. 153)

Besides, the urban planners started to question whether organizing the city around micro
district units was fostering the requisite unity that they were looking for. According to this
emerging perspective, the decentralized microdistrict paradigm had created closed off urban

units, disconnected from one another and from the rest of the city (Alekseyeva, 2019).
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*leropuano Kuis
MaB TPH I[CHTPH:
Bepxue micro (micTo
Boaopnmupa —
3aMOK — OCIAOK
«BAAAM>» ) IPABHAO
32 TIOAITHYHHIT
nentp, Hiwkue micro
(ITopia — PHHKOBA
TTAOIIA, OCEPEAOK
TOPriBAi it pemecen)
6yao KoMepLiitHIM
LIEHTPOM; Ha AESKiH
BiAAQAL 3HAXOAHAOCS
«Casire MicTO»
(Aaspa / Ileuep-
CbKHiT MOHACTHP).
IToaia y misapomy
cepeAHbOBITYL
OTPHMMaB CAMOYTIPaB-
Ainns (marpc6ypapke
IIPaBO) Ta 3aAMIABCS
MiciieM, A¢ BUPYBaAO
skurrs. Tox came
TyT 0co6AMBO 1O~
MiTHA TaKa puca, K
CeMIOTHYHA CTAAICTh
cepeAoBHIIa.

IAest HAGAMDKEHHS MICHKOTO CEPEAOBHILIA AO AFAMHH — «T'YMaHI3aLlil», 4acom
MIPUCMAYEHA KPUTHYHUMH 3ayBA)KEHHAMU ILOAO MOAEPHICTCHKOI apXiTEKTYpH
# MICTOIIAQHYBaHHS, HACAMIIEPEA ACOLIIIOETHCA 3 TIOBEPHEHHSM AO CEPEAOBMIIA,
CITIBMIPHOTO AIOAMHI, Ta IEPEOPIEHTALIEI0 HA KYABTYPHI i IPOCTOPOBI KOHTEKCTU
eBporeiicekoro micta (Agnew, Mercer, & Sopher, 2013). OueBuaHo, sk 3a3Haqa-
10Tb Hawi criiBpo3MoBHuKH (inTepsio 3 FOpiem [asanpkum (15.09.2018) i Amu-
TpoM AHTOHIOKOM (30.12.2020), YKpPalHCHKHUM apXiTEKTOPaM HaBpsiA 4H OyAH AO-
CTYIHI TeKcTH, cKaxiMo, Axeiin Axeiiko6s u 6pari Kpie (Jacobs, 1961; Krier
& Vidler, 1978; Krier & Rowe, 1979), siKi KpUTHYHO OCMHCAIOBAAN CTIAALIMHY
MoaepHisMy Ta HATOMICTh HPOINATYBAAH IIEPEBATH TPAAHLIIHOIO iCTOPHYHOTO
€BPOIIEIICHKOrO MAAHYBaHHs MicT. HeBupaskeHe sIBHO He3aAOBOACHHS MacIuTab-
HUMU CTaHAAPTH30BAHHMH [POCTOPAMH i OYAIBASIMY, IO HE MAAM JKOAHUX 03-
HAK IA€HTHYHOCTI — OCOOUCTOL, ICTOPUYHOI UM AOKAABHOI, CHOHYKAAO AO 3MiH
y MucAeHHi # nmiaxopax. Hanpuxinui 1960-x i nisuiwe, nonpu AocTaTHs0 06Me-
SKEHUH Bn6ip AOCTYIHOI apXiTEKTYPHOI AITEPATypH, HOCUAMBCS IHTEPEC AO TEM
icropii Ta 36CPC>K€HH}I ICTOPUYHOI CIAALMHU, MiCLIEBOTO KOHTEKCTY, TPAAHULIIL

BianosiaHo A0 rerepaasHoro naany Kuesa 1967 poky, 6yao nepeabadeHo 6y-
AIBHULITBO HOBOI [AKH METPO, sIKa MaAa IIOEAHATH HOBO30yaoBaHHit paiton O6o-
AOHb 3 IHIIMMH 4aCTHHAMH MicTa. PiBeHp IPYHTOBHX BOA 6yB 3aHAATO BHCOKUM
AAsl OYAIBHULITBA TAUOOKOTO TYHEAIO, TOK OYAO BHPIILICHO IIPOKAACTH HOTO OAIDK-
4e AO ITOBEPXHi. 32 MPOEKTOM, AiHis METPO MaAa IIePepi3aTH OPTOTOHAABHY CiT-
Ky Byauwb [Topoay nouarky XIX croairrst. [Tpoekr 6yao A0AaTKOBO ycKAaAHEHO
THUM, 110 BUPILIYBATH, SKi YACTUHU MiChKOI 3a6yAOBI/I MO>XAUBO 3aAMIINTH, a SIKi
IAyTb ITip 3HECEHHSI, — MaB YpsiA. TAKOXK cAip OYAO IIPOBECTH apXEOAOTIYHI PO3KO-
IIKH Ha MicLli Maii0y THOro OyAIBHHLITBA, 100 BUBYUTH 3 AMIIKH CTAPOIO MICTa’.

The idea of humanization of the built environment in times marked with the critical
stance towards modernist architecture and urban planning is primarily associated with the
return to human scale and re-orientation to the cultural and spatial contexts of the European
city (Agnew, Mercer, & Sopher, 2013). Apparently, as our informants stated (Shalatskyi,
2019; Antoniuk, 2020), Ukrainian architects hardly had access to the texts of, say, Jane
Jacobs or the Krier brothers (Jacobs, 1961; L. Krier & Vidler, 1978; R. Krier & Rowe, 1979)
who criticized the modernist legacy and were praising the virtues of European conventional
historic cities instead. The implicit discontents with the vast standardized spaces and build-
ings deprived of any sign of identity — personal, historic, or local — prompted a change in
thinking. The late 1960s and onwards, albeit the rather narrow spectrum of available archi-
tectural literature, saw the growing interest in the topics of history and preservation, local
context, and tradition.

According to the Kyiv General Plan of 1967, the new subway line was to be built to

connect the newly constructed Obolon’ district to other parts of the city. The ground-
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Y 1970-x apxeoaoriuni poskonku Ha [Topoai 6yau kar0uoBUM $pakTOpOM,
IO AAB IIOLITOBX AO 3aljikaBaeHOCTi apxeoaorieio Kuesa Bsarasi. Kusanu
IPUDKAKAAH U OrAsiaaau Aeper’sii 3py6u IX—X croairs, 3HallAeHI Ha rau-
6uni 10—12 metpis. «Beuipniit Kuis>, HaiinmonyasipHimna rasera micra, 1971
poky B crarti «Kuieoki ITommei» nucaB nmpo «ceHcaniiiHi 3HaxiAKH Ha
crapomy IToaoai>, Ha3UBaIOYH Ije « CIIPABXKHIM AUBOM HAILIOTO 4acy>». AAs
kepiBHunTBa HarjionaapHol akapemii Hayk YKpalHH Lje CTAAO YYAOBOIO Haro-
A0I0 (260 XOpPOIIMM BHIIPAaBAAHHAM) PO3IOYATH IOCTIHHMI apXeOAOTIHUI

IPOEKT, AKUI1 TPUBAE AOHHHI®.

HA MEJXXI AOBU: 3BBEAEHH I
I TIOAAADBIITA AOAS 4KBAPTAAIB
XpOHOAOTIS ITOA#:
1968 — 3’sBuBCst mepIuuii AcTaAbHUI MAaH TepuTopil I Topoay, HaBisHMIT
iaesamu MoaepHismy.
1973 — ouiHIOBaHHS ICTOPHYHUX 11aM STOK 1 LIHHUX OyAIBEAD.
1974 — pospobaeHo HOBUI AcTaabHUIT IAaH TepuTopil [Toaoay, BusHa-
4EHO AIASHKHU IiA PEKOHCTPYKILIO.
1977 — cTBOpEHO LIeHTPaAbHY apXiTeKTypHY OXOpOHHY 30HY Ha [ Toaoai.
1979 — apxiTeKTypHHUIT KOHKYPC Ha 3a0YAOBY ABOX AiastHOK Ha [Top0ai.
1984 — rpyma apxirexropis Burpae BeecorsHui orasia-KOHKypC.
1993 — 6yaiBHMLTBO 4KBapTaAis (Maiike) 3aBepIIyETHCS.
1967-10, HACTYIIHOTO POKY IIiCASI 3aTBEPAXKCHHS TCHEPAABHOTO IIAAHY
Kuesa, MicToOyAIBHUKH 3aIIpONIOHYBaAM Iporpamy mepenaanysanss [lo-
AOAY, 1O IIPUBEPHYyAQ 3HAYHY yBary i Oyaa IIEpIIMM MiCTOIIAAHYBAABHHM

water level appeared too high to dig the tunnel deep, and it was decided to build it close
to the surface. According to the project, the subway line had to cut through the early
nineteenth-century grid of Podil’s streets. The project thus was further complicated by the
additional challenges: the government was to decide what had to go and which parts of
urban fabric could be preserved and to start archeological excavations on the site in order
to study the remains of the ancient city ahead of the upcoming construction.

In the 1970s, the archeological digs in Podil were the key factor that instigated the
overall interest in Kyiv’s archacology. As the excavations progressed, many Kyivans visited
the site as an attraction contemplating the log houses of the 9-10th centuries found at a
depth of 10-12 meters. Vechirniy Kyiv/The Evening Kyiv, the most popular city newspaper,
wrote about the “sensational findings at ancient Podil” and “the Ukrainian Pompeii” and
called it “a real miracle of our days” (Vechirniy Kyiv, 1971-2). For the National Academy
of Ukraine governing body, it became a perfect chance (and a good excuse too) to start the

ongoing archacological project on a permanent basis.

*Cepriii Tapanenxo,
3aBiAyBau CEKTOPY
apxeoaorii Hario-
HaABHOTO 3aIOBiA-
Huka «Kueso-TTe-
4epCbka AABPa>,
ACTaABHO OTIHCAB,
SK APXEOAOTTUHI
PO3KOIKH BIIAHHYAH
HAa APXEOAOTiYHi
cTyall B Akapemii Ta
Ha 3aIiKaBACHICTh
TPOMAACBHKOCT
sarasom (iHTepB’io 3
Cepriem Tapanen-
koM, 21.08.2020).
Ioao 1poro Taxosxk
AuB.: (Sahaidak,
2016; Tolochko &
Hupalo, 1975).
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AOKYMEHTOM, SKUH O6FOBOPIOBaAa rpomaachkicTs. Ilicast HempocTol pAnc-
Kycil 6YyAO CTBOPEHO HOBUII IIAQH, TEHEpP yXK€ HA OCHOBI OLIIHKH iCTOpHY-
HHX IIaM SATOK i HNPUHIUIIB IXHPOTO 36CPC>KCHH5I. BianoBipHO A0 TOAOXKEHD
naany, y 1979 pori 6yA0 OrosommeHo KOHKYpC Ha IEPEIAAHYBAHHS ABOX
AIASIHOK — 13 TPHOX 1 YOTMPHOX KBapTaAiB (iHTepB’xo 3 IOpieM ITaaarpxum,
15.09.2018). Bipbyaacs momiTHa 3MiHa MAXOAY: apXiTEKTOPH NPOHOHYBa-
AM 3aCTOCYBaTH IIOEAHAHHS THUIII30BAHUX Ta IHAMBIAYAABHO 3aIIPOEKTO-
BAHHUX KOHCTPYKTUBHHX C€ACMEHTIB, ;00 3aKPUTH IEPUMETP KBAPTAAY Ta
30epertu BUCOTY HOBUX OyAiBeAb IPUOAM3HO Ha PiBHI 31 CTAPUMH.

Lle Morao BHAATHCA HECHOAIBAHHM AASL )KYpPi KOHKYPCY, OAHAK AO-
CTaTHLO 3aKPUTE KOAO APXITEKTOPIB Pi3HUX MOKOAIHb, SIKi HaBYAAMCS
y KuiBcbkoMy XyAOKHBOMY iHCTUTYTI (HI/IHi — Hanionaapna akapeMis
06pasoTBOPIOro MUCTELTBA | APXITEKTYPH) Ta MPALIOBAAU Y IPOEKTHO-
My iHcTUTYTi «KHiBOPOEKT>, yKe AOCTATHBO AOBIO PO3MiPKOBYBAAM
[po MUTaHHsA icTOpii MicTa Ta fioro oHoBAeHH:A. KoHKypc mopo aAias-
HoK Ha [Topoai Burpasa xomanaa ¢axisuis Ha 4oai 3 Iropem maporo
Ta Bixtopom Posen6beprom (ia. 3). Bonu cpopmyaroBasu xoHuenty-
AABHHUU MIAXIA 1 6yA1/1 odinifiHO nMpu3HaYeH] BIAIOBIAAABPHUMH 32 HOTO
peaaisaniio, TUMYACcOM sK IXHi MOAOAIIL KOAETH 3aMMAAUCS IAAHYBAAD-
HUMH PIlIEHHSIMHU, AOKYMEHTAII€I0 Ta 3AIMCHIOBAAU aBTOPCHLKUM KOH-
TPOAb 3a $pisuyHUM 3BeAcHHsM 00’ektiB. Y 1980 poui BoHu moaiauau
CBOIO KOMAHAY, {006 pO3pOOASTH ACTAABHI IIPOEKTH AASL KOXKHOI AIASIH-
xu okpeMo (ia. 4).

«Ksapraan Posenbepra» posramoByBasucst B iCTOpHYHIE OXOpOHHIN
30Hi, apxeoAOTiYHMH map sxoi csrae kinns 900-x pokis (Taranenko, 2017).

ON THE TURN OF THE ERA:

CONSTRUCTION AND AFTERLIFE OF 4BLOCKS

Timeline:

1968: First modernism-inspired Detailed plan for the Podil area

1973: Assessment of the Historical monuments and valuable buildings

1974: New Detailed plan of the Podil area with identified reconstruction areas
1977: Central Podil architectural conservation zone is created

1979: Architectural contest for the development of 2 areas in Podil

1984: All-soviet Architecture overview won by architectural team

1993: Construction of the 4Blocks (almost) finished

The following year after the General plan of Kyiv of 1967 was approved, planners pro-
posed a redevelopment program for Podil, that had gained a lot of attention and was the

first publicly discussed urban planning document. After a harsh discussion, a new plan
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was created, now based on the historical monuments assessment and preservation princi-

ples. According to its provisions, a competition was launched in 1979 to redevelop 2 areas
of 3 and 4 blocks. (Shalatskyi, 2018) There was a notable shift of the approach: archi-
tects proposed using combined typified and individual construction elements to close the
block perimeter and keep the heights approximately equal to the old buildings.

Although this could have been surprising for the jury, a rather closed circle of archi-
tects of different generations who studied at the Kyiv State Institute of Arts (today —
National Academy of Fine Arts) and worked at KIEVPROEKT design institute were
for a long time reflecting on the ideas of city history and urban renewal. Contest for the
areas in Podil was won by a team led by Ihor Shpara and Viktor Rozenberg. (Fig. 3) They
formulated conceptual approach and were officially responsible for the realization, while
their younger colleagues took control over planning solutions, documentation and phys-
ical construction of the projects. In 1980, they split their workshop to develop detailed
projects for cach area separately. (Fig. 4)

In.3

JKutaosi Gyannku
1o ByA. AHTOHO-
BHYA 32 IIPOEK-

TOM MalcTepHi
Iropst Illnapu
kinus 1970-x (poro
1990-x poxis, i3
NPUBaTHOTO

apxisy IOpis

Iaarpkoro)

In. 4

Byaunok 1o sya.
Crkosopoan, 13,
«xBaprasu Posen-
6Gepra» (1988, is
TPUBATHOTO apXiBy
Cepris 3axapyenka)

Fig. 3

Housing units on
Antonovycha street, carly
1980s (photo 1995).
Source: private archive
of Yurii Shalatskyi

Fig. 4

Housing unit on Skov-
orody, 13 street, “Ro-
zenberg blocks” (1988).
Source: private archive of
Serhii Zakharchenko
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Haromicts piasiHka 4xBaprasiB Oyaa OiAbln BiaAaAcHA i, 32 OLiHKAMHU, AH-
maaacs HesaceaeHO10 A0 X VII croairrs. Posramoana aaai Bia icropuanoro
LICHTPY MiCTa, BOHA 3 000X OOKIB ME>XyBaAa 3 IPOMUCAOBOIO 30HOIO Ta TPaM-
BaITHOIO AiHi€10, sIKa Iepepisara 30Hy MAaHOBaHOI 3a0yA0BH. Y i€l KOMaHAM
0yA0 biable CBOOOAM AASL EKCIIEPUMEHTIB Ta CTBOPEHHS YPISHOMaHITHEHOTO
MiCBKOTO CEPEAOBUIIA.

YV 1983 poui nepimy crapiio npoekTy (cTapis «IpoexT» ) 6yA0 cXBaAseHO
SIK 9ACTHHY 3araAbHOTO IAaHy 3a0ypAoBu. Crio4aTky IpoekT pospobuau, opi-
E€HTYIOYMCh HA Ii3HbOPAASIHCHKY MOAEAB: OYAO BUKOPHUCTAHO SIK TUIIOBI 6A0-
KOBAaHI CEKINil, TaK i IHAUBIAYaAbHO BUTOTOBAEHI KOHCTPYKIIil, a TaKOX 36e-
pexeHo GaraHC MiX eEKTHBHICTIO BUTPAT i AOKaAbHOIO crienudikomo (ia. 5).
ApXIiTeKTOpPH CKOPHUCTAAHCS BY3bKUM BIKHOM MOXKAHBOCTEH: BUrpasu Bce-
COIOBHHI apXiTeKTypHHIT KOHKYpc 1983 poky. Leit yemix mpoxaas IIASIX AAs
TPUBAAOL, IPOTE BAAAOI peaaisanil mpoekTy. 3a pik OCTATOYHUIL ABTOPCHKHI
apXiTeKTypHHUIi IPOEKT (cTapiss «poboumil MPOEKT>» ) mepeabadan yxe Ljia-
KOM YHIKaAbHI KOHCTPYKTHBHI €AEMEHTH, 5K y $acapax, Tak i B 0pOpPMACHHI
yOAIMHOTO IPOCTOPY.

TosoBHuit apxitekrop misuimoro eramy, ¥Opiit [laranskuii, posnoaisus
3aBAQHHS CIIPOEKTYBATU CyMiXHI 6yAiBAi Mi>k KOMaHAOIO apXiTeKTopiB. 3aB-
ASKHM UM <IHAMBIAyAaABHMM IUTPHUXaM>» BAAAOCS AOCSATTH 6iAbI101 pisHo-
MaHITHOCTi 0GOPMACHHS PacaAiB I CKYABIITYPHHUX ACTaACH 3a 36CPC>K€HH}I
3araApHOI KOMIO3UUil Ta maaHy iHppacTpykrypu. CTBOPEHHS CIiABHHX
(my6Ai4HMX) IPOCTOPIB 32AMIIAAOCS TPYHOBHM 3aBAAHHSM: 0OrOBOPIOBAAH
i BucyBaau mpomnosunii Bci aBropn npoekty (Aeoniy Moposos, Tersina
Aasapenxo, Teopriit Ayxosuannit).

“Rozenberg blocks” were situated in a restricted historic area with the archacology
pointing towards late 900s (Taranenko, 2017). On the contrary, the “4Blocks” arca was a
more distant one, and supposedly uninhabited before the 17th century. Located further
away from the historic core of the city, it bordered industrial sites on two sides and a light
rail line cut through the planned redevelopment zone. The team had greater freedom to
experiment and create a diverse urban environment.

While the first stage of the design (stadiya prockr) was accepted in 1983 as an integral
general plan of construction. At first, it was modelled in a late-soviet style including both
prefabricated and individual building parts, maintaining a balance between cost-efficien-
cy and local specificity. (Fig. 5) Architects used a narrow window of opportunity by par-
ticipating and winning the prize of the All-Soviet competition for architecture in 1983.
This success paved the way for the long but successful realization. A year later in the final
project design (stadiya rabochiy proekt) authors introduced completely individualized ele-

ments, both in facades and public space design.
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ITosasx 6yB AOCTYIHUH TIABKH oOMeKeHUH HepeAIK MaTepiaAiB HEBUCOKOT

SIKOCTI, BTIAUTH IHAUBIAYaAi30BaHUE apXiTEKTYPHUH MPOEKT 6on Ha TOH 4Yac
MO>KAHMBO AHMIIE 3 MicLieBOI 1ierau. i i BUKOPHCTaAH AASL CTiH, KOAOH, Iaparie-
TiB Ta TOPTHKIB. [HIIIMM A€rko AOCTYITHHM BapiaHTOM 6YAI/I OeTOHHI eAEMEHTH,

The chief architect of the later stage, Yurii Shalatskyi, distributed the task to design ad-
joining buildings among the team of architects. This “personal touch” allowed an increased
diversity of facades and sculptural details within an integrated concept and infrastructural
program. The creation of common spaces remained a group work with the discussion and
proposals from all authors (Leonid Moroz, Tatyana Lazarenko, Heorhii Dukhovychnyi).

Due to the constraints of the available material quality and typology, the only material
that could suffice for the interests of the personalized architectural project was local brick.
It was used for walls, columns, parapets, and porticoes. Mass-produced prefabricated con-
crete elements were the other readily available option used to create contemporary scale
and slackness of arches, propylaca and pathways through the buildings. (Fig. 7, 8) Archi-
tects also designed different streetlights in one style which would fit the varied landscape
of inner courtyards and pavement. Overall, urban furniture was made in a simple way:
wooden planches put on the concrete parapets around the planted trees — a principle

that made it easy to maintain the furniture.

ITouarkosa mopeAb
3a0ya0BH 4KBapTa-
AiB (1981, i3 mpusat-
noro apxisy FOpis
Ilasaipkoro)

Fig.5

Primary model of the
4Blocks development
(1981). Source:
private archive of Yurii
Shalatskyi
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In.6

Mopeanb kBapTasy
B-14, kpaeBuy i3 Bya.
l\mmﬂnmmu KOI
(1986, ia mpusarHoro
apxisy FOpis [la-
ACLLU)KK)FK)\)




290

CBIT/TAHA LLJTIMYEHKO, ONIEKCAHAP AHICIMOB

SIKI HAAABAAH 6yAiBA}IM CY4acHOTO MacmTaGy i AO3BOASIAM TPY 3 ApKaMH, IIPO-
niAesMU Ta mpoxopamu Mix Gyannkamu (ia. 7, 8). ApxiTekTopn Takox pos-
p061/m1/1 PI3HOMAHITHI AIXTapi B OAHOMY CTHAI, 5Ki 6 ITACyBaAH AO HEOAHAKO-
BOTO M3y BHYTPIIIHIX ABOPHUKIB i TpOTYyapiB. 3araaoM, MaAi apxiTekTypHi
popmu OyAM IIPOCTHMU: ACPEB sIHI IIAAHKU Ha OETOHHUX IapareTax HaBKOAO
BHCAAKEHUX AEPEB — 32 IPUHIIUIIOM AEIKOCTI MOAAABIIOTO yTPUMAHHS.
Yepes BuCOKHUII piBeHb IPYHTOBHX BOA ABI 6oﬁAepHi CTaHLil He MOJKHA
0yA0 3poOUTH MIA3EMHHMH; Ha IXHIX AaXaX NMAQHYBaAM OOAQLITYBaTH Maii-
AAHYHKH AAS BipTTO4HHKY. OAMH i3 HEX 6on 3aIIPOEKTOBAHO SIK AITHIO Tepa-
CY 3i CTOAMKOM i MaHTaAOM, Ha iHIIOMY MaB 6YTI/I r0Ay6Hm< iapku (iA. 9,10).
byaisaunrso Bi,A,GyBaAOCﬂ B HECTAHAAPTHUH CI10Ci6, OCKIABKHU MiChKa BAAAQ
BiAMOBHAACS GiHAHCYBATH AOPOTHI IIPOEKT i IEPEKUHYAA BiAITOBIAAABHICTB 32
3BEACHHS 4KBapTaAiB HA OpraHisanii i mAIPUEMCTBA, PO3TAILIOBAHI n06AH3y
MiCITst 6yAiBH1/1uTBa. Lle AaA0 3MOTY BTIAUTH IIPOEKT, aA€ YCKAAAHHAO IPOLIEC
KOHTPOAIO aBTOPaMH SIKOCTI M yCiX AeTaAeit 6y,A,iBH14uTBa. bpaau yuacts kiabka
opraHizarjiii 0Apasy, 3 pi3HOI0 MIBUAKICTIO i KepiBHULITBOM. Y MACYMKY, IpO-
ext i3 16 6yannkiB (Maibke A0 KiHLs1) TpuBaB oHaa 8 poxis (1985-1993).
Henaaexxuuii Harasp 3a nporecom 6y,A,iBHI/IL[TBa CIIPUYMHUB MOAAADBII
ckaapHomi. Aeski eaeMeHTH l'Iy6Ai‘II—II/IX IPOCTOPIB, HATPUKAAA AUTSIYI Mai-
AAQHYHKH, AABKH T4 CHMBOAIYHI 00 €KTH — CTapy BOAOIPOBIAHY CTaHIIiIO Ta
HOBMH COHSYHUH TOAUHHUK Yy 6ap01<0B0My CTHAI, Tak i He BCTaHOBUAU. Je-
p€3 IoraHy sAKiCTh MaTePiaAiB IMBUAKO PyHHYBAAUCS BaXKAUBI MPUBATHO-IIY-
6AiuHi MPOCTOPH Y ABOPHUKAX.
I'Moxu AloAM HaMaraAHCst BIIOPATHCS 3 EKOHOMIYHUM CITAAOM i 663p06iTTHM
1990-x, HallBaXXAMBIII aCHEKTH 3aMAAHOBAHOI IyOAIMHOCTI mpocTopy 6yAo

Because of high underground waters, two heating facilities were constructed above
the underground level and their roofs were planned as secure free time spending places.
One of them was designed as a summer terrace with a table and barbecue, whilst another
featured a pigeon loft and arches. (Fig. 9, 10)

The construction itself happened in a non-conventional way, as the city administra-
tion refused to finance the pricey project and transferred the responsibility to construct
4blocks to the different enterprises in the vicinity. This allowed the project to happen but
increased complexity of authors’ control over the construction quality and comprehen-
siveness. Several companies were building at the same time with different managers and
speeds. In the end, (almost) complete project implementation of 16 houses took more
than 8 years (1985-1993).

This loose oversight over the project let to further complicacies. For instance, some
public design elements, such as children playgrounds, benches and symbolic objects (an-

cient water piping station and new baroque-style solar clock) were never installed. This
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sHexTyBaHo. Hanpukaaa, BepaHAU IEPIIOro MOBEPXY CKAMAH 3 MipPKyBaHb
0esneKy, a 3¢ACHI Fa30HU Y ABOPAX [IEPETBOPUAUCS Ha MIiCLisI AASI TAPKYBaHHs
Ta rapaxi. HyGAqui MIPOCTOpHU 6e3 uiTko OKpeCcACHHX PYHKIIH IBUAKO PYH-
HyBaAncst 200 K Ix 3akpuBaAy, o6 BOeperTucst Bip xyairancrsa. Llikaso, wo
XOYa BHYTPIIlIHi ABOPUKH 6yA1/1 p03p06AeHi AASL CIIAKYBAHHS MEIIKAHILIIB i AAST
TOrO, 106 B3aEMHUM KOHTPOAEM MiHIMi3yBaTH MapriHaAbHY ITOBEAIHKY Ta ITiA-
TpuMyBatu mouyTTs Gesneku (ia. 11), ix mocTifiHO OKymyBaAM MiclieBi aako-
FOAIKH, SIKUM TIOA06aA0CS 6yTH MOAQAI Bip «UY>KHX>» OUEH, «HE Ha BYAULIi>».

Tpe6a 3a3HAYMTH, 1[JO BAALITOBAHI HA IEPIIHUX IOBEPXax 3aKAaAM 1 GipMu
3MIHHAHM 30BHIIIHII BUTASIA OPHTIiHAABHHUX (PacapiB, IIPOTE BCE K CTBOPIOIOTH
KOM(OPTHY AAS KUTTA aTMOCEpPY B LibOMY paiioHi. Busicku MarasuHis crasu
OIABIIUMH, IXHA KOABOPOBa rama BUOUBAETHCA 3 ApXiTEKTYPHOTO KOHTEKCTY
(xo4a # BIATIOBiAQ€ KOHTEKCTY €KOHOMIYHOMY Ta coliaabHOMY). Aesiki HOBI
BAACHHUKH 33aXOINUAU 3E€AEHI 30HU MOPYHY i 36iAbIIMAY 3aTaAbHY ITAOIIY, TOAIL
SK 1HII Ha,A,GYAYBaAI/I, A€ 11e 6on MO>KAHBO, AOAATKOBI IIOBEPXH. YTiM, HaM
BIAOMO i3 YHCAEHHHUX PO3MOB i3 MEIMIKAHIIAMH, 1[0 BOHHU AY>XKE IIIHYIOTb TaKi
PHCH, SIK O3€ACHEHH, 3AKPUTI ABOPUKU 6e3 MamuH i Tenai KBapTUPH.

15 pokiB IOTOMY, pO3MipKOBYI04H PO «KBapTasu Posenbeprax, koau-
Hii1 rosoBHU# apxiTekTop Kuesa mucas, 110 BoHu 6yAH MIEPIIOIO0 CHCTEMHOIO
Ta IiAICHOIO peaAisalii€io MporpaMu PEKOHCTPYKIIil, 3aKAAAEHOI B ACTAABHO-
My maati 1979 poky. I mo «cbOropHimHi KpUTHKH TAHOOKO ITIOMUASIIOTHCS,
HNPUMEHINYIOYM LiHHICTh TAKOTO MiAXOAY, SKMM 6on HaAaAl peaaizoBaHO
B TAKUX NIPOEKTaX, K “4xBaprasn”» (Ezhov, 2001, p. 144). Baxaemo, mo
1€l KOHTEKCTYaAbHUH MIAXiA BIAUHYB Ha 00AMYYS MicTa y 6ararbox MOMEH-
TaX, XOYa i AUIIIE AO IIEBHOI MipH.

and the poor quality of the materials led to a fast decay of meaningful public-private areas
of courtyards.

While people were struggling through the economic downfall and job loss in 1990s,
most important aspects of planned publicity were neglected, as first-floor verandas were
built up for security reasons and green spaces occupied by parking and garages. Public
spaces without clear function rapidly dilapidated or were closed up to prevent hooligan
behavior. Interestingly, though inner courtyards were designed for mutual interaction and
surveillance to minimize marginalized behavior and sustain a feeling of safety (Fig. 11),
they are continuously appropriated by local alcoholics, who like being secured from the
“eyes from the street”.

We must note that planned first-floor businesses changed the appearance of the orig-
inal look of the facade but still create a livable atmosphere in the district. Shop signs be-
came bigger, randomly colored and out of architectural context (although very much

in the economic and social one). Some of the new owners enclosed the bordering green

291
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In. 7

JKuraosuit 6yannox
Ha MepexpecTi
Byanwp FOpkiBepkol
i Kocrsinrunisebkoi
(1989, is npusar-
Horo apxisy FOpist
[laaarpkoro)

Fig. 7

Residential building on
the intersection

of Yurkivska and
Kostiantynivska streets
(1989). Source: private
archive of

Yurii Shalatskyi

SVITLANA SHLIPCHENKO, OLEKSANDR ANISIMOQV

v BT

295

JKuraosuit 6ysnHox
Ha MepeXpecTi By-
annp FOpkiBepkol

i KocrstnTuniseskoi
(1989, is npusarHo-
ro apxiBy FOpist
[laaarpkoro)

Fig. 8

Residential building
on the intersection of
Yurkivska and Kostian-
tynivska streets (1989).
Source: private archive

of Yurii Shalatskyi
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In.9

Amirearp Ha
CXOAAX AO AITHBOT
Tepacu KOTEABHI

y xBapraai B-14
(1986, poro 3 xyp-
HaAy « ApXHTEKTypa
CCCP»,N¢ 12 3a
1989 pix, c. 42)

In. 10

AitHs Tepaca Ha
AAXy KOTEABHI y
kBapraai B-14 (is
NPUBATHOTO apXiBy
IOpist Iaaarpkoro)

Fig. 9

Amphitheatre on the
stairs to the summer
terrace on the boiling
facility in the block V-14
(1986). Source: journal
“Architektura SSSR”
1989-12, p. 42

Fig. 10

Summer terrace on the
boiling facility in the
Block V-14. Source:
private archive of Yurii

Shalatskyi

FIOBONHAHEE JHON U

SVITLANA SHLIPCHENKO, OLEKSANDR ANISIMOV 295

In. 11

Tenepaabnumii naan
kBaprasy B-14 i3
MaAMMH apXiTeKTyp-
HIMH GopMaMK Ta
TpOTYyapamn

(1986, poro

3 KypHAAY
«ApxuTexTypa
CCCP»,Ne 12

3a 1989 pix, c. 38)

Fig. 11

General plan of the
block V-14 with the
street furniture and pave-
ment (1986). Source:
journal “Arkhitekeura
SSSR journal”

1989-12, p. 38
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MICIHHEBI OCOBAHMBOCTI "n ITOCTMOAEPHI3M
MixpopaiioHH, OCHOBHA i YaCTO EAUHA OAMHHIS TEPUTOPIaABHOIO PO3BUTKY,
y 1980-x cTasn BHpa3HO 3aCTapiA0IO i HEAKTYaAbBHOK (OPMOIO KOACKTHB-
HOTO >KUTTS, OCKIABKHM PaASHCBKE CYCIIABCTBO CTABAAO OCBIYEHUM, A Pi3HO-
MaHiTHe KOAO mpodeciii i 3allikaBACHb IOEAHYBAAO AIOACH 3 yChOTO MICTa,
avacoM HaBiTh 3 yciel pecrybaiku. CouiaabHi 3B’ 513KM MicCLieBOI IpoMaAu
OyAM 3HAYHO CAAOLINMU 32 3B 5I3KH, 10 IOEAHYBAAH AIOACH Yy pO6OYOMY KO-
Aextusi uu 3a x06i (Alekseyeva, 2019).

TOMy PO3AYMU apXiTEKTOPiB PO T€, IKUM € XOPOIIE CYyCHiAbCTBO, ITiA-
BaXXyBaAU 0QiLjiiHO NPUHHATY MOACAD KOACKTHBHOIO XHTTS. ApXiTeKTO-
P4 rapaAu, o B I[bOMY PalOHI MEIIKATUMYTh AIOAW 3 TaPHOIO OCBITOIO,
3anikaBacHi B icTopil MiciieBOCTi. ABTOPH NMPOEKTY TAKOX BBAXKAAH, IO
aACKBaTHO 30aAaHCOBAaHE COIliaABHE YKHUTTS, SKE CIIUPAETHCS HA MiclleBi
pecyper, — 1je 6Aaro Aas MicTa, sike Tpeba BCIASIKO ITACKATH i IATpUMYBa-
TH. 3aKAAAM TOPriBAl i Kade BIATOBIAHOTO AO MICIIEBOCTI pO3Mipy MaAH
CTBOPUTH HOBI BHUPA3HIi MicIleBi ocobAauBOCTI 41<BapTaAiB, siki Moposo-
iYHO Ta ICTOPUYHO OB sI3aHi 31 CTApilIUMU YaCTHHAMH MiCTa.

Apxitektypa 41<BapTaAiB moraa 6 BIAI'paBaTH POAb AEKOPAILifl MiChKOI
IT€CH, TOAOBHOTO aKTOPA Ha CLieHi, My3HKH, IJO 3aCTHIAA B KaMeHi, i 6arato
40ro iHmoro, — sKO6u npo Hel Abaau i aArobuau cami Memkanui. Kpim roro,
ABTOPU ACABE HE AUPEKTHBHO BCTAHOBUAM AASL ACSIKUX MICLb CIIocobu Ko-
pucryBanns Humu, Aoci B Kuesi nebaueni. Hanpuxaap, cxopu-amirearp
260 HOCTAABIIHHUI KyTOYOK Ha PO3i 3 AABKAMHU Ta COHAYHUM TOAMHHHKOM
y 6ap01<0130My CTHAI B IIeHTpi. 3arasbHe BIAYYTTS IPOMAACHKOL 6eanexu Ta
0a30BOro piBHs AOOPOOYTY AAS BCIX AIOACH, HOPOAXKEHE [IBHBOPAASHCHKO0

spaces and expanded the floor area, whilst others built up additional floors where possible.
However, we know from numerous discussions with residents that such features, as green-
ery, enclosed and car-free courtyards and warm flats are highly recognized and valued.
Reflecting on the Rozenberg blocks project 15 years after, city ex-chief architect wrote
that they were the first systematic and holistic realization of the reconstruction program
envisioned in the Detailed plan 0f 1979. And that “today’s critics are profoundly wrong in
underestimating the value of this approach, further realized in such projects as 4Blocks”
(Yezhov, 2001, p 144). In our opinion, the impact that this contextual approach had on

the face of the city was limited but still manifold.

LOCALITY AND POSTMODERNISM
Microdistricts, the main and often the only unit of spatial development, were markedly obso-
lete and irrelevant forms of collective life in the 1980s as Soviet society became well-educated,

obtained a diverse range of occupations and interests that connected people from the whole
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city, sometimes on the scale of the republic. Social bonds of alocal collective were much weak-
er than in a professional or hobby collective, that people were tied to (Alekseyeva, 2019).

A challenge to the State-endorsed model of collective life came from the architects’
reflection on what a good society is. They presumed their dwellers to be well-educated
people with a high interest in the history of the place. The authors also believed that ade-
quately balanced and locally anchored social life of a community is a unique urban good
that should be supported and fostered. Introduction of local-scale commerce and cafés
was oriented towards the creation of a new distinct locality of the 4blocks, still morpho-

logically and historically connected to the older city parts.

In. 12

«ITpsiva» akcono-
METPist OCTATOYHOTO
HPOEKTY 4KBAPTAAIB,
3ABEPIIAABHA CTAALS
(1986, is MPUBATHOTO
apxisy FOpis

Ilaarbkoro)

Fig. 12

“Straight” axonometry
of the final project

of the 4Blocks, final
stage (1986). Source:
private archive of Yurii
Shalatskyi
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In. 13

Koavoposa poskaaa-
ka dacaai 4xBapra-
AiB, CTaAls «TIPOEKT»
(1984, $poro 3 ocobu-
croro apxiBy FOpis
Ilaarpkoro)

Fig.13

Integrated color
pallette for the facades
of the 4Blocks, project

stage (1984). Source:
private archive of Yurii
Shalatskyi

«ACPIKaBOIO 3araABHOTO AOOPOOYTY>, AABAAO 3MOTY CTBOPIOBATU YACTKOBO
BIAKPHTI Ta IPOXiAHI ABOPHKH. 3a IPHUIYLICHHSIMH apXiTeKTOPiB, BOPOTa
HIiKOAM i He MaAM 3HAAO6UTHCS, 60 3aBASKH CHMBOAIUHIH po3miTLi apkamMu

The architecture of 4Blocks would play the role of a backstage, main actor, stoned mu-
sic and much more if only taken care of and love by the citizens. Moreover, authors almost
prescribed some places to function in a way not seen before in Kyiv, for instance, as a col-
lective open-space amphitheater or a nostalgic waiting corner with benches and baroque
sundial clock in the center. A general sense of public security and basic level of well-being
for all people that came from the late soviet welfare state allowed the creation of partial-
ly open and walkthrough courtyards. In the imagination of the architects, physical gates
would never be needed as people would easily differentiate public space of the street from
the collective space of the courtyard by the symbolic delimitation of arches. (Fig. 12)

Politically such a project would hardly ever contrast itself to the developed socialism, but
it showed concrete signs of the post-industrial society with its focus on spaces for free time
spending, flancuring routes, local restaurants and viewpoints. We would argue that authors
shared a decolonial perspective, and while designing a Kyivan neighborhood, were wittily

using the local regulations and state liberalization for the interest of the project quality.
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AIOAM AETKO BIAPISHATUMYTb r[y6Aqum>‘1 MPOCTIp ByAHUIIi Bip KOAEKTMBHOTO
npocropy Asopis (ia. 12).

I3 moaiTHYHOro MOrAsiAy, TAKUH IPOEKT HABPSA YU NPOTHUCTABASIBCS
PO3BMHEHOMY COLIiaAi3MY, OAHAK BUSABASB YiTKi PUCH IOCTIHAYCTPiaAbHO-
ro cycmiabcTBa 3 GOKYCOM Ha MPOCTOPAX AASL AO3BIAAS, IIPOT'YASHKOBHX
MapLIPyTax, MiCLIEBUX PECTOPaHaX Ta OTASAOBHUX MaliAaHYHKaX. BBaxkaemo,
I1]0 AaBTOPU MPOEKTY B YOMYCh HABITh ITOAIASIAU AEKOAOHI3AIIiNIHY MTepCrek-
THUBY; p03p06A5uo'-m et paiion Kuesa, BOHU BAAAO BUKOPHUCTAAU AASL TTIA-
BUILCHHSI SIKOCTI IIPOEKTY MicLieBi MicTOOYAIBHI HOpMU Ta Aibepaaisariio
MOAITUKU AEPKABH.

«Taxa apximexmypa nepedbayac pisrozo y 2420a4i, pisHo20 Y Cni6POIMOBHU-
xy. Tym asmopu idyms na eauxuii pusux, 0ckisvku HEni020moBAeHuIL 245044
MONCE HENPABULDHO 3POSYMIMU HEICHE, 00 HC CHPUTIHIMY 11020 34 HeBOAUY ap-
ximexmopa> (Sedin, 1989).

MeTtopn «CTBOpEHHS MICLIEBOTO KOAOPHUTY>» / KOHCTPYIOBAHHSA AO-
KaAbHOCTI 6yAn AOCTAaTHBO pisHOMaHITHUMH. JKOBTY KAIHKEPHY Lieray AAs
MOLIECHHSI TPOTYapiB BUKOPUCTAAU SIK CIIOCIO MOB'3aHHS 3 MAaTePiaAbHOIO
KYABTYPOIO MUHYAOTO. MicIieBi MOTHBH, SK-OT 3aCKACHI OAAKOHH, IO BH-
XOAMAU BCEPEAHHY ABOPHKIB, OYAO BBEACHO 3 ACSIKUM POMAaHTHYHUM IIepe-
MaclTaOyBaHHsIM, IO ACLIO HaraAye miaxia Aeona Kpie oo bpeiinerdroprep
wrpace y Biani (1984-1987). Illo HaiiBaskamBile: apXiTeKTOpaM BAAAOCS
[EPEAATH AABHIO CITKY BYAHLb, 3HalAeHY apxcosoramu. Ilia yac mponecy
IPOEKTYBaHHsI OYAO 3MIHEHO ITAQH OAHOTO 3 KBAPTAAIB, IJ00 AOAYIUTH CTa-
poBuHHMI BoArapcekuil MpoBYAOK, BIAAABIIM AAHHHY ITOCEACHHIO TOPTIiB-
uiB i pemicHukis 6oarapcokoro noxopskenss XVII croairrs (ia. 13).

“Such architecture presupposes an equal in the viewer, presupposes an interlocutor. Here
the authors take a great risk because an unprepared viewer can take the inexplicit, or rather
the misunderstood, for the architect’s failure”(S’yedin, 1989).

The methods of the “construction of locality” were quite varied. Yellow clinker brick pave-
ment was used as a mode of connection to the past materiality. Local motifs such as screened
inner balcony galleries were reintroduced with a romantic re-scaling, somewhat similar of
Leon Krier’s approach to the Breitenfurter Strafle in Vienna (1984-1987). More important-
ly, architects managed to reflect the ancient street pattern, discovered by the archacologists.
During the design process, they changed the layout of one of the blocks to encompass a small
side-street, unofficially calling it “Bulgarian lane” as a recognition of the 17th-century settle-
ment of merchants and craftsman of Bulgarian origin on this place. (Fig. 13)

Colored facades were another unique feature drawn from the local context. Architects
used a historical case from Kyiv when a lot of the late-19th century housing was painted over

brick to disguise the absence of plaster. Some of these remaining houses were included in
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[HIIOK XapaKTEpPHOK PHCOI0, B3STOK 3 MICLIEBOIO KOHTEKCTY, OyAH IO-
(1)ap60BaHi ¢acapu. ApXiTEKTOPU BUKOPHCTAAU ICTOPHYHY AAIO3110: YUMAAO
oyaunkiB y Kuesi Hanpuxinui XIX croairrst ¢papbysaau, mob npuxosaru
HETUHBKOBaHI CTiHU. Aesiki 3 OYAMHKIB, sIKi 30€PETAUCsI, BHECAH AO NIPOEK-
Ty i 3eAHAAU 3 HOBUMHU OYAIBASIMY, 31 30epeXKEHHSIM BUCOTHOCTI Ta 00’eMiB
crapux crnopya. Pos'eaHani il po3ApoOACHI ABOPHKH 3HOBY IOBEPHYAH AO
HEPBUHHOIO [IAQHYBaHHsI, PO30UBIIY KBAPTAAM HA MEHILI IPOCTOPH, Xapak-
TEPHi PUCH SAKUX YACTO 6on B3ATO 3 0cObAUBOCTEH i Mop¢oaorii HassBHOTO
xuTA0BOro ponay (ia. 14).

Lli mpocTtopu cTaBasM YaCTHHOIO BEAHKHX apXiTEKTYPHO-TEaTPaAb-
HUX AQIITYHKIB ITOBCSIKACHHOIO >KHUTTS. ¥YCI AUTSIYI MaMAQHYHKU U 3a-
KPUTI NPOXOAM y 4KBapTaaaXx MaiOThb IICBHE CHMBOAIYHE 3HAYCHHSI.
Aesiki BIACHAQIOTD AO AlTEPATYPHHX TEM, IHIII 5 CBIAYATH PO «IIPUCYT-
HICTb MHHYAOTO> . MOHyMeHT «Caon bactuaii», srapanuii y pomaHi
Bixropa [ioro, ctaB AuTs9010 ripkoro, a Bapianino Ha TeMy 6apOKOBOrO
MiCOYHOTO TOAMHHHKA 6on MOMIILIIEHO IIPHU BUXOAIL 3 AuTCapka. Auts-
9 MaHAAHYHK Y GpopMmi Kopa6A;1 BKa3yBaB Ha BAKAMBICTh AHimpa pAas
icTopii Bchoro paiony.

I'MopiBHIOIOYH ITPOEKT 13 BUSHAYHUMH 3PA3KaMU COLIaAICTUYHOIO MOCT-
MOAEPHI3MY B IHIIMX MICIAX, MOXKHA 33ayBaXKUTH AESAKI KOHLENTYaAbHI
nopibuocti B miaxoai. ¥ Cxianomy Bepaini, Hanmpukaaa, y mpoekri pe-
KOHCTpPyKLii kBapTasy Hikosaigipreas (1983-1987) apxirexropu Bipby-
AOBYBAAH IIOLIKOAXKCHI YM 3HUIICH] apXiTEKTYpPHI maM SITKH Ta 03A06A10-
BAAM [TAHEABHI )KUTAOBI OYAUHKH 30ipHUMU ACKOPaTHBHUMH €ACMECHTAMH,
110 HEOAHO3HAYHO OLIiIHMAM KPUTHUKH 3 060x 60KiB bepaincpkoi crinn

the projects and adjoining new units were supporting the heights and the volume of the old
structures. Disintegrated and disjoined courtyards were put together again with the parceling
of the blocks into smaller-scale spaces, that often draw inspiration from some peculiarities of
the existing stock and morphology. (Fig. 14)

These spaces all were set as the part of the big architectural-theatrical backstage of
everyday life. Playgrounds for children and piazzas inside the 4blocks all had their own
symbolic bearing. Some referred to the subjects from literature whilst others were indi-
cating a “presence of the past”. Victor Hugo’s Elephant of the Bastille was converted in a
children’s slide and a variation of the baroque sun clock was set in the exit from the kin-
dergarten. A playground in the form of the ship retained the 4blocks connection to the
significance of the nearby Dnipro river to the history of this district.

Comparing the project with the prominent examples of socialist postmodernism else-
where, we can point out conceptual similarities in the approach. In the case of the East

Berlin, for example, Nikolaiviertel reconstruction project (1983-1987) architects rebuile
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(Urban, 2017). I xo4a ecToHChKi apXiTeKTOpPH MaICTEPHO O0irpyBasu co-
I[iaABHI CIOPYAH, AK-OT AMTAYi CAAKH Ta COI[iaAbHi IIEHTPH (Kurg, 2009),
a CAOBAKH CTBOPIOBAAH ipOHIUHI I ooTenHi npoekTu y bparucaasi, siki Ae-
TaabHO onucas Mapow Kpisi (Krivy, 2016), cami npuHIjunm naaHyBaHHs
SKUTAOBOT 3a6YAOBI/I PIAKO YCBIAOMAIOBAaAH 1 paAMKAABHO 3MiHIOBaAH. Ja-
CTO 3MIHU BiA6YBaAI/IC5I B TUIIOBUX IPOEKTAX: p03p06A}[AI/I HOBI €ACMEH-
TH Ta 3'€AHAHHS, SIKi ACIIO 3MIHIOBAAM BHUIASIA XMTAOBHUX MIKpOpaiOHIB.
YacoM Taki MOLIYKH YMOXKAUBAIOBAAU OCOOAMBE IIOEAHAHHS ITAHEABHOTO
6yAiBHHHTBa 13 HOBOIO THUIIOAOTIEIO0 Hy6Ai‘IHI/IX pOCTOPIB i cpepu mocayr
(Krivy, 2017).

ITorenuiiiHo yHiKAaABHUM y 4KBapTaAax € 1€ LIiAiCHA IHTerpanis cyyac-
HUX QYHKIIiH i SKOCTI KUTAOBHUX YMOB y TAKOMY MacmTabi B MeXax cra-
poro paiiony, 3i 36epexxeHHsM Horo arMmocdepu 6e3 npsiMoi iMiTaril, kpim
TOTO — AOAABAHHS IIPOCTOPY CKAAAHOCTI i 1iaicHOT TarAOCTi. Y daxosiit
Ipeci TOro 4acy MHPOKO 0OrOBOPIOBAAH IACI «CEPEAOBHIHOTO IIiAXO-
Ay» (Apxutexrypa CCCP, 1982, N2 9, c. 14-15; 1985, Ne 1, c. 74-76;
1988, Ne 3—4, ¢. 20-26). Lle maao smicTutn PoKyc yBaru si cTBOpeHHs
HOBOTO CEPEAOBUINA HA IIOIIYK KAIOYOBUX XapPaKTEPUCTUK HASIBHOTO
MiCBKOTO AQHAIIAQTY Ta IMOAAABLIOIO AOAABAHHS AO MICTa HOBHX 6yAi—
BeAb 260 pocTopiB.

«ITepeoninka 4KBapTaAiB Ha ITopoai», sik cami aBTOpH HasBaAHW Lieil
IIPOEKT, HATAAY€ HAM IIPO iACI0 3BEPHEHHSI/TIOBEPHEHHS A0 TAMOMHHUX L{iH-
HOCTEH, IPUTAMAHHUX IIEBHOMY ITPOCTOPY, 3aBASIKHU HOTO EPEOCMHUCAEHHIO.
A 3aITOPYKOIO LIOTO € YBAXKHE CTABACHHS AO MHHYAOTO, CIIPHIMaHHS PisHUX
€MOX Ta CTHAIB K piBHuX (ia. 15).

the damaged or destroyed architectural monuments and inset the panel housing with the
prefabricated decorations received mixed reviews from critics on both sides of the Wall
(Urban, 2017) (8). While Estonian architects masterfully worked with social facilities
such as kindergartens and social centers (Kurg, 2009), or Slovaks created ironical and
witty projects in Bratislava as detailed by Maro$ Krivy (2016), principles of common
housing projects rarely were revolutionized and realized. Often the changes happened
within the typified projects by developing new elements and joints that slightly altered
the look of the mass housing blocks. Sometimes, experiments allowed for peculiar blend-
ing of panel slabs with the new typologies of public spaces and services (Krivy 2017).
What is potentially unique in the case of 4Blocks is the holistic integration of contem-
porary functions and residential life quality on such scale within the old district, preserving
its character without any straight imitation and, furthermore, addition to the complexity as
well as historic continuity of the space. The idea of the environmental approach (sredovoi

podkhod) was widely discussed in the professional press at that time. (Architektura SSSR,
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In. 14

Apxa mix GysuHKa-
Mu y kBapraai B-15
(cyuacne poro)

In. 15

IOpiit [Tasarpkuii
i [eopriit Ayxo-
BUYHUH TYASIOTH
4xBaprasamn, 2018

Fig. 14
Arch between buildings

in the block B-15,
contemporary photo

Fig. 15

Yurii Shalatskyi and
Heorhii Dykhovychnyi
on the promenade in the

4Blocks, 2018

SVITLANA SHLIPCHENKO, OLEKSANDR ANISIMOV

BHMCHOBKHA
Y 1970-x GiabwicTs apxiTeKTypHHX NpUHUUNIB MoACpHI3MY BHUABHAHCS
HEPEAEBAHTHUMH, A HOro IPUXUABHUKHU BTPAYaAU MTO3UIIII i3 HAPOCTAHHAM
apxitekTypaux auckyciit y CIIA, 3axipniit €spomni ta fAnonii. Apxitekryp-
HA TEOPis i MPaKTUKA Mi3HLOTO COIIiaAi3MY, posﬁ’asyloqm HPO6ACMI/I icTopii,
KOHTEKCTY Ta IHAUBiIAYaAbHOCTI, 3iTKHYAACS 3 TAKOIO CAMOK KPU3OIO.

4KBapTaAU LIIAKOM 3aCAY)KCHO MO>KHA BBOXKATH OAHUM i3 IIEPLINX apXiTeK-
typuux npoektis y CPCP, pospobacHux A0 nepebyaoBH Ta peaAizoBaHHUX
A0 posmapy Papsiacskoro Corosy, a Takoxk — KiHIeM oiniifiHOI paasHChKOT
apxitekTypu. OAHHM 13 HACAIAKIB CBIAOMOI BIAMOBH Bip MOHOIIOAI30BaHOTO
MOAEPHICTCBKOIO AMCKYPCY i CTHAIO, BCTAHOBAEHMX MOCKOBCHKUM KEpiB-
HULTBOM, OyAa ACKOAOHIAABHA IIEPCIIEKTHBA CTBOPEHHs apxirekrypu. Te,
I1]0 TOAOBHHMM AXKEPEAOM iAEH AASL APXITEKTYPHUX MPOEKTIB OYAAH BBAXKATU
came MmicTo (#0ro icTopilo, apXiTeKTypy, IPAKTUKH TOPOASIH), a He abcTpak-
THI ia€l GpYHKIIIOHAABHOCTI, TPOCTOTH, IHCOASALIT yu iHIIi 6yAiBCAI>Hi HOPMH,
0yAO BAXKAUBUM KPOKOM AO IOIIYKY «ypbanicruunoi popmu Kuepa.

I'onpu tick, HUBKK AUCKYCIFT 1 IEPEroBOPIB, AKi Y HACTYITHI POKH BUITAAU
Ha AOAIO aBTOPIB IPOEKTY, BIAMOBA BiA KAACHYHOI MOAEA] MIKpPOpPaliOHHOTrO
IIAQHYBAHHsI CTAaAQ MO>KAUBOIO 3aBASIKU yHiKaAbHUM obcTaBuHam 1980-x. ITo-
TYXKHHH PYX 32 30€peXKCHHS KYABTYPHOI ClIaAIUHY, ITepemora y Beecorosno-
MY KOHKYPCi-OTASIAl apXiTEKTYPHUX MPOEKTIB i AiGCpaAiaauis{ €KOHOMIYHUX
peaaiit B Yipaincekiit PCP — yci 1i paxTopu cTasM cKAaAHMKAMH yCIIIIHO-
ro 3aBeplICHHS OYAIBHULITBA.

O6MexxeHuit BUbip Ta morany sIKicTb MaTepiaAiB 6araTo B 4OMy KOMIICHCY-
BaAM, BUKOPUCTOBYIOYH LIETAY B 6y,A,iBH1/1uTBi, YHACAIAOK 4OTO MOCTAAO ypi3-

#09 1982, p.14-15; #01 1985, p.74-76; #3-4 1988, p.20-26) This was meant to change the fo-
cus from the creation of new environment (sred) towards the search for the key characteristics
of the existing urban landscape and subsequent addition of new buildings or spaces to the city.
“Revalorization of 4Blocks in Podil” as authors themselves named the project, recalls us
the idea that inherent values of space could re(turned) by new reflection. Careful attention to

the past, taking different epochs and styles as equal is one of the guiding principles. (Fig. 15)

CONCLUSION

When in the 1970s, most of the architectural principles of modernism have proved their

irrelevance, and its proponents were losing grounds as the harsh architectural discussions

leveled in the US, Western Europe and Japan, architectural theory and practice of late so-

cialism came to a similar turmoil facing the questions of history, context, and individuality.
4Blocks can be rightfully considered among the first architectural projects in the

USSR designed ahead of “Perestroika” and realized before the dissolution of the Soviet

505



504

CBITITAHA LLMIMYEHKO, ONEKCAHLP AHICIMOB

HOMaHITHEHE Ta CIiBMipHE AIOAMHI TAAHYBaHHs IpocTopy. I xou4a 11e Aoopano
HPO6ACM B €KCITAyaTallil, IPOEKT i AOCI BUPI3HAETbCA B LIbOMY PaMOHI K
CHMBOA CBOTO 4acy. Taki pucu HOBOTO IIPOCTOPY, SIK BUPaXKeHe OaskaHHsI pe-
PopmyBarH miaXip A0 H€P€6YAOBI/I CTapoi IIEHTPAABHOL YaCTUHM MiCTa, He-
TPaAUIIifHA AOTEMHICTL i CUMBOAI3M, NPOTPaMHA «3aBEPUIEHICTL>, AAIOTh
MACTaBU BBA)KATH MO0 OAHMM i3 HAHI[IHHIIIMX 3pasKiB Mi3HbOCOLiaAiCTHY-
HOro MicTomaaHnyBaHHA Ta apxitektrypu Kuesa. Hacaipxom 6araToeTarHOro
MIPOLIECY MPOEKTYBAHHSA, KOAH 3MiHM BHOCHAM B KiABKA CTaAil, CTaAM Ae-
TaAbHI, IHAUBIAyaAi3oOBaHi i yce6i'n-10 IPOAYMaHi pillleHH.

Lleit mpoexT i3 TOpAICTIO yTBEPAXKYE LIHHICTh KOHLCIITYaABHOTO Ta iH-
TETPOBAHOIO IAXOAY AO MiCTOmAaHyBaHHS Ta apxiTekTypu. Edexrusne
BUKOPHUCTAHHS 3EMEABHOI AIASHKH, 3aCTOCYBAHHS AOLLIABHHX MiCLIEBUX
6yAiB€AbHI/IX MarepiaAis, a TaKoOX HeaOHsAKa BIIMCAHICTh HOBOTO IPOEKTY
B AOBKOAMIIHIHM MPOCTIP AOBOAUTH HOTO 3HAYYIICTh AASL CYYaCHUX apxi-
TexTypHux npakTuk. 1Ilo 5 A0 TemepimHboi moTpebu papAMKaAbHOTO Ie-
PEOCMUCACHHS IIPAKTUK 3a0YAOBH Ta OPIEHTOBAHUX Ha PO3POCTAHHS MICT
aM6iniit apxiTexTypu (HAATO y HOCTCOLIaAICTHYHUX ACPXKABAX), TO 3 OTAS-
Ay Ha HaOAM)KCHHS KAIMATHYHOI KPU3H Ta BUYEPIIAHHS IIPUPOAHUX PeCyp-
CiB IPOEKT 4KBapTaAH MOXKE [IPABUTH 32 B31pELlb.

Union and the end of official Soviet architecture. Conscious rejection of monopolized
modernist discourse and style set by the Moscow government led to the decolonial per-
spective on architectural production. Seeing the city itself as a main source of project ide-
as, whether it was its history, architecture or citizens’ practices instead of abstract notions
of functionality, simplicity, airiness or norms could be considered a significant step into
the search for “Kyiv urban form” Refusal to follow the classical model of microdistrict
planning and successive years of pressure, pleas and negotiations conducted by the team
of authors were made possible also by the unique circumstances of 1980s. The strong
heritage protection movement, successful victory on the All-soviet competition of ar-
chitectural projects and liberalization of the economic relations within the USSR all
contributed to the fortunate construction.

Simplicity and poor quality of materials were to a greater degree compensated by the
flexibility of the brick, allowing for a varied and human scale spatial design. Although

this contributed to the problems with maintenance, the project still stands out in the
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AHoTauis. Y cTaTTi pocnipykeHo icTopito po3euTky HoBoi [yTn sik kntoyoBoro
[OCSrHEHHS NMOBOEHHOro MicTobynyBaHHS Ta apxiTektypu Kpakosa 1 lonb-
wi saranom. Oco6nuBy yBary 3ocepepykeHo Ha NMoCTaHHi XXNTIOBOro MacuBy
«lleHTpym E», a came 1oro yacTuHi, 36yposaHin HanpukiHui 1980-x. IcTopis
O[IHOTO >KMTNOBOro MacuBy Aoromarae 3po3yMiT MPUYUHW BUHVKHEHHS
i pO3BUTOK MOCTMOMEPHOI €CTETUKM Y MicLeBin apxiTekTypi KpakoBa B oc-
TaHHi POK/ KOMYHICT/YHOTO PEXMMY.
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>XKunTnosux bypisens, llernep, «ConipapHicTb», LeHTpanbHa nnoLya.
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Abstract. The paper investigated the history of the development of Nowa
Huta at the key achievement of the post-WWIl urban planning and architec-
ture in Krakéow and Poland focusing on the rise of the Centre E Estate, the
late 1980s part of the ensemble. The history of one housing complex helps
to understand the reasons for the rise and development of postmodern
aesthetics in the local architecture of Krakow during the last years of the
domination of the communist regime.

Keywords: Nowa Huta, postmodernism, socialist realism, coldwar modern,
coldwar postmodern, Krakéw, housing architecture, Loegler, Solidarnosc,
Central Square.
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* Ipo ictopiro apxi-
rexTypu Hosoi I'ytu
auB. y: Biedrzycka,
Chyb, & Fryzlewicz,
2006; Klas, 2018.

* Ipo ictopiro
MiKkpopaiiony
«Lenrpym E» aus.
y: Gzowska & Klein,
2013,s. 154-167;
Jedruch, 2018b,

5. 96-103.

!"The history of Nowa
Huta’s architecture was
presented in: Biedrzy-
cka, Chyb, Fryzlewicz
(2006); Klas (2018)

2The history of Centre E
Estate was presented
already in: Gzowska,

Klein (2013, 154-167);

Jedruch (2018b, 96-103)

Paﬁox—x Kpaxosa Hosa I'yta, GesnepedHo, € Bi3UTIBKOIO IIOABCBKOTO COLIpE-
aaicTiasoOro MictobyAyBaHHs Ta apxitekrypu' . Lleit paiion, 3BeaeHuiT Ha
noyatky 1950-x, pasoM i3 pekoHCTpyKiielo BapiiaBy, npeseHTyBaAH K KAIO-
YOBUU Micro6yAiBHm?1 IIPOEKT IECTUPIYHOrO MAAHY — MPOTPAMU IMAAHOBOL
€KOHOMIKHU CTaAIHCHKOI €pH, SIKY yXBaAUB KoMyHicTuaHui ypsia [Toabui 1948
poxy. Kpim Toro, mo pailon mpeacTaBasie ecTeTHKY A00U cTaainismy, BiH Ta-
KO MICTUTD A€SIKi BAKAUBI IIPUKAAAU 3MiH, SKi BiA6yAI/ICﬂ B apxitexTypi Kpa-
KOBa micast 1956 poky, SIK i apXiTeKTYpHi IIOIIYKH PaHHBOTO MOCTMOACPHI3MY
nmicast 1981 poxy. Huni paiton Hoa I'yTa MoxHa BBaskaTH 5KHBOIO ITaM SITKOIO
CITapKy 1MoBO€HHOI apxiTektypu. CraTTs Mae Ha MeTi BUCBITAHTH PO3BHTOK
Hosgoi I'ytu, 30cepepyiodn 0cobAmBY yBary Ha IOCTMOACPHOMY PO3AiAi Ti
icTopii, a came Ha craHOBAEHHI Mikpopaiiony «Llentpym E» — sxuraosoro
KOMIIAEKCY OyaiBeab KiHust 1980-x, posramoBanux nopsia i3 OyAuHkamu cra-
AiHcbKOI A00u Ha LenTpaassiit maowi Hosoi Iyru?.

Y 1948 poui komynictuunuil ypsia [Toabmi npuiiHss pimeHHs sacHyBaTH
HaMbiABIIII y KpaiHi CTaA€AMBApHUI 3aBOA I PO3TAllyBaTH MOTO Ha CXiA-
Hux okoaunsx Kpakosa 6ias ceaa Mornaa (Krawczyk, 2008). Aast taxoro
MaclTabHOrO MPOEKTY HEMHHYYUM OYAO i OYAIBHULITBO XKHUTAOBOTO GOHAY
Aast mpuban3Ho 100 THCsIY HOBUX MewKaHLiB. Y coriaabHOMy po3pisi Hosa
['yra MaAa cTaTH KOAMCKOI «KOMYHICTa HOBOI AOOH>, SIKOTO IIEPEHECAH
i3 mocTdeopaspHOrO ceaa B cydacHe iHpyctpiasbHe cepeposuue (Nedza-
Sikoniowska, 2021).

ITpoext 1poro paiiony pospobus apxirexrop-mopcpaict Tapeym ITaa-
IIULBKUU, SKHH 3AO6YB ocBity y Bapmasi, Ta fioro komanpa. Ha pisai Mice-
KOTO [TAAHYBaHHs PalOH AOTPUMYBABCS MPUITHCIB COLIIAAICTUYHOIO PeaAismy.

he Nowa Huta district of Krakow is undoubtedly the visit card of the Polish social-
ist-realist urban planning and architecture'. Built during the early 1950s, together with
the reconstruction of Warsaw, it was promoted as the crucial urban project of the 6-year
plan, a Stalin-era state economy planning program implemented by the Communist gov-
ernment of Poland in 1948. Besides representing the Stalin-era aesthetics, it also contains
some important examples of the post-1956 changes in the architecture of Krakow as well
as post-1981 early postmodern design experiments. At present, the district of Nowa Huta
might be seen as a living heritage site of postwar architecture. This paper aims to present
the development of Nowa Huta focusing especially on its postmodern chapter, namely the
establishment of the Centre E Estate, the late 1980s housing complex, located next to the
Stalin Era buildings of the Nowa Huta’s Central Square®.
In 1948, the Communist government of Poland decided to establish the largest steel
factory in the country and locate it on the eastern outskirts of Krakow near the village

called Mogita (Krawczyk, 2008). Such a large project made it unavoidable to build also a
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housing estate for c. 100 000 new inhabitants. In terms of its social dimension, Nowa Huta

was meant to be the cradle of the “Communist man of the new era,” transferred from the
postfeudal countryside to the modern industrial environment (Nedza-Sikoniowska, 2021).

Designed by the Warsaw-educated modernist Tadeusz Ptaszycki and his team,
Nowa Huta was following the rules of socialist realism. Its hand fan shape resembled
the baroque ers and the plan of Magnitogorsk by its symmetrically designated avenues
meeting in one Central Square (Nedza-Sikoniowska, 2021). The settlement that was
built during the 1950s was located to the north of this place. The southern surroundings
were left empty. There is a 20 meters high slope some 200 meters to the south from the
Square, separating the Nowa Huta ensemble from the extensive meadow and the Vistula
river valley. Initially, the space between the Central Square and the slope was assigned for
housing, while the monumental seat of the theatre was planned as a dominant element of
the main axis of the Nowa Huta urban plan. The southern facade of the theatre building

was supposed to be equipped with a spacious terrace and stairs providing the access to the

In. 1

Ilenrpasbna

naouta B Hosiit T'yri,
cepeanna 1950-x
(poro Tenpixa
Tepmanosiua, apxis
Mysero Kpakosa.
MHK-2792-N-3)

Fig. 1
The Central Square in
Nowa Huta, mid 1950s,
image by Henryk Her-
manowicz, archive of
the Museum of Krakow,
MHK-2792-N-3
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Horo BisiaomoaiGHuit maan 0yB OAIOHIM A0 6aPOKOBOTO, CXOXKHM Ha IIAQH
Marnitoropcpka — i3 CHMETPUYHO MPOKAAACHUMHU MPOCIIEKTAMH, 5K CXO-
astbest y Tak sBanifi Llentpaasnifi naomi (Nedza-Sikoniowska, 2021). Io-
ceAeHHs, 3BeacHe ¥ 1950-X, Aexkaao Ha MiBHIY Bip IIbOro MicIi. Horo nis-
ACHHI OKOAUILi 3aAUIINAY HesabypoBaHuMH. 3a 200 MeTpiB Ha IIBACHD BiA
naomnyi — 20-MeTpOBUH CXHA, AKHH BiAOKPEMAIOE arcam6babr Hosoi I'yTu Bip
IIUPOKHUX AYK Ta AoauHH Bican. Criepiy npocrip mix LenTpassHoro nao-
IICI0 Ta CXHAOM IEPeADaYar0Cs BIABECTH IIiA SKUTAOBY 3a0yAOBY, a TaKOX
ITip MOHYMEHTAABHY OCHOBY T€ATpy, 1IJ0 MaB 6u AOMiHYBaTH Ha FOAOBHIH oci
naany Hosoi I'ytu. IliBaennnit $acay OyaiBai Teatpy maanyBasu 3poburu
3 HPOCTOPOIO TEPACOIO TA CXOAAMH, IKUMH MOXHA OyA0 Ou cIycTuTHCS AO
CTaBKa, 10 HOTO MaAM BHKoNatH Ha Mmichi ayku (Ptaszycki, 1953, s. 71-74;
Golaszewski, 1955, 5. 213-217).

I'panaiosnuit maan Hosoi I'yru tak i He OyAO BTiA€HO B HOrO MOYATKO-
BOMY 3aAYMi. Bnpo6HHuTBo cTaAl Ha cTaAeAHBapHOMY 3aBOAL iM. AeHiHa y
Kpaxosi posnouasocst 1954 poky. Ha Toii yac 6yaiBanurso skutaa B Hosiit
I'yTi Takox yske 3Ae0iAbIIOrO 3aBepiIHAOCS. AHIIAAOCS 30yAyBaTH TIABKH
HiBACHHY Ta 3aXiAHY 4acTHHM aMbiTHOrO aHcamOA0. [ToBOpOTHO TOUKOIO
B icropil moBoeHHOI [loApmli MOXKHA BBa)kaTH IOAITHYHI 3MiHH, IO BiA-
Oyaucst 1956 poxy. Menm Hix 3a Micsinp micast Buctyny Xpymosa Ha XX
3i3pl Komynictuanoi naprii CPCP ra fioro Hactymy Ha Mocuna Craaina,
y Mocksi momep mpesuaert Iloasmmi boaecaas bepyt. Tpu micsni noromy
MacoBi npotecty y [ To3HaHi 3aBepIIMANCS AIOACBKMMU KEPTBAMU: 3arHOEAD
moHap 50 i mopanenHs moHaa 200 AoAel COPUYHHUAY CepHO3Hi 3MiHH Y Ke-
PpiBHULITBI MapTii Ta ypsiay. YHACAIAOK LIbOTO AO BAAAM IIPHIAIIOB Baasucaas

artificial lake planned in the place of the meadow (Ptaszycki, 1953, p. 71-74; Golasze-
wski, 1955, p. 213-217).

The bombastic plan of Nowa Huta was never completed in its original shape. In 1954,
the steel production in the Lenin Steel Factory in Krakow was launched. By that time,
most of the housing of Nowa Huta was also completed. Only the southern and western
parts of the ambitious ensemble were still waiting for development. The political changes
of 1956 might be seen as a turning point in the postwar history of Poland. Less than
a month after the Khrushchev speech at the 20th General Assembly of the Commu-
nist Party of USSR and his attack on Joseph Stalin, the President of Poland Bolestaw
Bierut passcd away in Moscow. Three months later, massive protests in Poznan rcsulting
in more than 50 dead and more than 200 injured provoked critical changes. The party
and government leaders passed power to Wladystaw Gomutka, the WWII-times Polish
Communist leader arrested and kept under house arrest since 1949 (Machcewicz, 1993).

Following the Elia Erenburg famous novel title, the first months of his rule gave name
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Tomyaka, komynictuynuit aiaep Ioasmi gaciB Apyroi cBitoBoi BifiHH, sIKO-
ro 1949 poxy 6yAo 3aapeIIToBaHO i YTPUMYBAHO IiA AOMAIIHIM apELITOM
(Machcewicz, 1993). Iepui micsini npaBainms [omMyaku HasuBaoTb A06010
«BipAUTH>» (32 HasBoMw Bipomoi nosicti Iaai Epenbypra «Biaanra», 1954),
KOAU Ha CBO60,A,y BUMIIAM THCSYi IMOAITUMHHUX B S3HIB. TaKoX Bi,A,6yAI/Ic51
A€AKI AEMOKpAaTH3allis Ta Ai6€paAi3aui;1 pexumy. HaiiBaxkansinn Hacaipku
3MiH micast 1956 poky momiTHi Ha piBHI KYyABTYPH. 3aMiCTb COLI{aAICTHIHOTO
peaaiamy, KU AOMiHYBaB AO TOTO, IiA YaC «BIAAUTH > BHUPA3HO MPOSIBAS-
€TbCS 3aIIKABAEHICTb Yy CYYacHIH 3aXiAHIN KYABTYPI, AXKa30BiM My3Hlli, a6-
CTPaKTHOMY MUCTEL[TBI Ta apXiTeKTypi MOACpHiSMy3.

ITam’ ssTatu PO 1LIi NEPETBOPEHHS, SKi BiA6YAI/IC5{ micas 1956 poKy, —
AYy>Ke KOPHCHO AASL pO3yMiHHA 3MiH y kypci possutrky Hosoi I'yTu, mo
crasucst HezabapoM. Yxe Hanpukinni 1950-x y Mexax 1j0ro BaipiieBoro
aHcam0A10 craaincbkoi A00u B Toabmi 6yao 3BeaeHO mepruunil GYAUHOK
i3 3aAi3006€TOHHUX MaHeACH, TAKOXK BIAOYBCSI 1 paAMKaABHHIL [IOBOPOT i3
HOTASIAY apXiTekTypHOI Tumoaoril ta ectetuxu. Y 1957 poui, HeBAOB3I
nicas nmosepHenns 3i Isenii, Anym IarapaeH, oaun 3 aBTopiB mpoeKTiB
COLIpEAAICTUYHHUX 6YA,iBCAb Hosoi I'ytu, npeacTaBUB MPOEKTU CyYacCHUX
GararoxBapTupuux 6ysunkis (Karpinska, 2018b, s. 80-87). Kpim Toro,
Toro x poky Tapeym Ilrammnskuii, roaoBuuit apxirekrop Hosol I'yrn,
pasom i3 Tapeymem SnoBcokum Ta 3odieio SnoBcbKkoI0 3anponoHyBasu
HOBUM IIPOEKT AAS Ti€l AIASTHKH, A€ CIIEPIILY ITAAHYBAAH 3BECTH COL|peaAic-
tiany 6yaiBato reatpy (Dom kultury w Nowej Hucie, 1957, s. 194-195).
Llsoro pasy iaest 6yaa saanmmTu AiasiHky B kinni oci Hosoi I'ytu nesaby-
AOBAHOIO, IIPH LIbOMY MacIITaOHUI MalipaH MaB 3'€AHyBatH LleHTpasbHy

to the era: the Thaw giving freedom to thousands of political prisoners and offering
limited democratization and liberalization of the regime. The most important result of
the changes brought about after 1956 one could see in culture. Previously dominated by
the socialist realism discourse, during the Thaw it demonstrated high interest in Western
contemporary culture, jazz music, abstract art, and modernist architecture?.

The political changes of 1956 help us understand the changes that occurred in the
development of Nowa Huta soon after. Already in the late 1950s, the model Stalin-cra
ensemble saw the construction of the first reinforced concrete panel house, followed by a
radical turn in architectural typology and aesthetics. In 1957, soon after his visit to Swe-
den Janusz Ingarden, who was one of the authors of the socialist realist buildings of Nowa
Huta, presented projects for the modern apartment buildings (Karpifiska 2018, p. 80-87).
Furthermore, the same year, Tadeusz Praszycki, then the principal designer of Nowa Huta,
Tadeusz Janowski, and Zofia Janowska proposed a new project just in the site where the

socialist realist theatre building was initially planned (Architektura, 1957, 5, p. 194-195).

* Iepuui o3Hakn
MaiibyTHiX 3MiH

Y HOABCBKilt KyABTYpi
MO>KHa 1o6adnTH
yxe 1955 poxy.
Aus.: Luba, 2005

3'The first marks of the
coming change in the
Polish culture could be
found already in 1955,
see: Luba (2005).
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In. 2

KpaeBup Ha Mikpo-
paiton Benuni

3 IEHTPAABHOI A0
Hogoi I'ytu, misui
1960-1i (poro Ien-
pixa [epmanosiua, ap-
xiB Mysero Kpakosa.

MHK-3529-N-2)

Fig. 2

The view toward
Bieniczyce estate from
the Central Square

in Nowa Huta, late
1960s, image by Henryk
Hermanowicz, archive of
the Museum of Krakow,
MHK-3529-N-2

This time, the idea was to leave the space at the end of the Nowa Huta axis empty to put a

large-scale public square, thus connecting the Central Square of Nowa Huta with the slope.
To the West, it was planned to locate the longitudinal, modern building of the cultural
center. To the East, the space was planned to be filled with the apartment high rises. Despite
the prestigious location in the heart of Nowa Huta, the site was left empty for more than
two decades. During the 1960s and the 1970s, other projects were developed for this space,
all of them following the general idea of the 1957 plan with a space at the end of the Nowa
Huta axis, surrounded by the large-scale building of the cultural center on its West side and
housing estate on the East (Karpiriska, Le$niak-Rychlak, Wisniewski 2015, p. 97).

During the period, the fast development of the steel factory, which quadrupled its
production, forced the development of the new housing estates in the close vicinity of the
central part of Nowa Huta of the 1950s. By the end of the 1970s, the entire district of Nowa
Huta was inhabited by more than 300 000 people (Kwiecien 1985, 213, p. 5-33). This

intensive development resulted in a schizophrenic situation in terms of the development of
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maomy Hosoi T'yru si cxuaom. V 3axipniil wacTuHi maaHyBasocs pos-
MICTUTH B3AOBX Cy4YacHy 6yAiBA}O KYABTYPHOTO LieHTpy. Maiipanuux 3i
cxipHOrO 60Ky MaAu 3abyayBaTu 6araTrokBapTUpHUMH BucoTKamu. [ Tornpu
npecTikHe posramyBanHs B cepui Hosol I'yru, 1 alastaka crosiaa my-
CTKOIO Maike ABa AccaTUAITTs. Y 1960-x i 1970-x 6yao pospobaeHo me
KiAbKa IPOEKTIB AASL IILOTO MICIISI, yCi BOHM HACAIiAYBAaAM 3aTaAbHY iA€IO
naany 1957 poxy, 3a sixkum y kinni oci Hosoi I'yru 6y HezabypoBarmit
HNPOCTip, OTOYEHUM MacCIITaOHUMU 6yAiBA}IMI/I KYABTYPHOTO LIEHTpY i3 3a-
XiAHOTO 6OKY Ta >KHTAOBMM KoMmAaekcoM 3i cxignoro (Karpiniska, Lesniak-
Rychlak, & Wisniewski, 2015, s. 97).

V neit yac IBHAKHI PO3BUTOK CTAACAUBAPHOTO 3aBOAY, SKHI 301ABIIUB
BUPOOHUILITBO BYETBEPO, CIIOHYKAB AO PO3POOACHHS HOBUX >KHTAOBHX
MacHBiB HEMOAAAIK BiA LeHTpasbHOI yactuHu Hosol I'yTw, 3a6y,A,OBaHo'1'
y 1950-x. Yoxe nanpuxinni 1970-x B ycbomy paitoni Hosoi I'yru nposku-
Baau nonap 300 tucsa oci6 (Kwiecient, 1985, s. 5-33). Taxuii crpimxuit
IPOTpPeC CIPHYUHUB MHU30PPEHIYHY CUTYALIIO i3 3a6yA0301o LIEHTPAABHOTO
KBapTaAy, CIIPOEKTOBAHOIO Y CTAAIHCBKY A00OY. 3 0AHOTO 6OKY, AcaaAl OiAb-
II€ 3pDOCTAAO HOTO 3HAYEHHS K LIEHTPY BCHOTO PalOHY Ta «BOPIT>» AO CTa-
ACAHBAPHOTO 3aBOAY. 3 IHIIOTO, Ljel PaliOH, 3BEACHHII 33 CTAAIHCHKOI A06u
BIATIOBIAHO AO 3HECAABAEHOI €CTETUKHU COLIIAAICTUYHOTO PEAAI3MY, HE HAATO
HaAQBaBCS AASL MacIITaOHUX rpoMaAchkux 06’ekriB. Came Tomy cxuau Ho-
Boi ['yTu Anmaaucs HesabyaoBaHuMu A0 modarky 1970-x.

Hacaipkom moaitnynux amid y [Toaswi, mo BiaGyaucs 1970 poxy, ta mo-
4aTky npasainns EaBapaa Tepeka sk nepuoro cexperapst [Toabcbkoi 06'ep-
HaHOI po00Y0I MapTii CTaB IPUIAUB IHBECTULIII B 00AQLITYBAHHS ITyOAIMYHHIX

the Stalin-era central quarter. On the one hand, its meaning as a district center and the gate
to the steel factory was continuously growing. While on the other hand, the quarter built
during the Stalin era, along with its disgraced socialist realism aesthetics, was not the most
preferable for large-scale public investments. That is why the slope area of Nowa Huta was
abandoned for decades, up to the early 1970s.

The political changes in Poland in the 1970s and the beginning of the political career of
Edward Gierek as the Polish United Workers' Party First Secretary resulted in many new
investments in the public spaces and architecture all over Poland. Some of them took place
in the heart of Nowa Huta. In 1974, c. 250 meters to the East side of the Nowa Huta’s
urban/master plan axis, near the slope, the building of the Mieczystaw Karlowicz’s Music
School was completed (Karpifiska 2018, p. 72-79). The project was developed by Marek
Jablonski already 15 years before, but unfortunately, during the 1960s, there was no political
decision to execute it. Also, during the early 1970s, it was decided to build the cultural center

planned on the Eastside of the Nowa Huta urban/master plan axis. The new project of the
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IpOCTOpiB Ta apxiTekTypu 110 Beiit [Toapmi. Aesiki 3 nnx 06’exris Oyan B cep-
ui Hosoi T'yru. ¥ 1974 poui, 6iast cxuay, npubansuo 3a 250 MeTpiB Ha cXip
o oci naany Hosoi I'ytu, 6yao saBepuieno 6yaiBuunTBo MysuuHol mkoau
imeni Meuncaasa Kapaosuya (Karpiiska, 2018a, s. 72-79). Ii moaepruit
npoext po3pobus Mapek SI6A0HChKHIT e 32 15 POKIB AO TOrO; Ha 5KaAb, i€
craaocs y 1960-x, koA HOAITHYHOI BOAL peaaisyBaru Horo He 6yao. Takox
Ha 1104aTKy 1970-x 6yA0 BUpILIECHO 3BeCTH KYABTYPHHUIT LICHTP, SIKUi1 OyAO 3a-
[IPOEKTOBAHO y CXiAHIi yacTuHi 1o oci maany Hosoi I'yru. Cygachust mpoexr
MaciTabHOI OYyAOBHU IepeabayaB raAepero, TeaTp Ta 3aKAAAU OCBITH — B OA-
HOMY BEAMKOMY KOMITACKCI. SIK i y BUITAAKY 3 MYSHYHOIO IIIKOAOIO, 6y,A,iBH1/1u—
TBO aMbiTHOTO HPOEKTY, AKUH pospoGHAn BIAOMUI BapIIABCHKUM apXITEKTOP
36irues [TaBeabcokuit Ta Apskeit Hacderep, Hapasuaocs Ha Garato nepenon
i TpuBaso maitke pccsts pokis (Wisniewski, 2021).

LlepeMoHist BIAKPHTTS KYABTYPHOTO LieHTpY (Tenepimns HasBa — LlenTp
xyasTypu Hosoi I'ytu) BigGyaacst y skotHi 1983 poxy, 3a kiabka Micsuis
micast ckacyBaHHs BoeHHOro ctany y Iloasmi. IleBHOI Miporo saBepureHHs
OyAIBHHIITBA 3HAMECHYBAAO KiHEIh MOAepHI3My B apxitekTypi Kpakosa. Ka-
TacTpodiuHa ekoHOMIuHA Kpusa Mexi 1970-1980-x y IToabwi, six i ran6o-
KU MOAITHYHMI KOHPAIKT, cipudanHnan y cepnai 1980 poky macmtabni
crpaiiky, 6yao 3acHoBaHO npodcmiaky «CoAaipapHICTE>», 110 3rOAOM, i3 3a-
IPOBAAYKCHHSIM BOEHHOTO CTaHy B IpyaAHi 1981-ro, Heabusik BiauHyAO Ha Oy-
AiBeabHY raaysb [Toabwyi. BoenHuit cran OyKBaAbHO 3aMOPO3HB barato yxe
posnouarux OyaiBauuTB. [IpoTe, xo4ya y 6ararbox BUIAAKAX LISl HOBA CUTYa-
Liist 03HAYaAa KiHelb OYAIBHULITBA AASI 3HAYHOI KiAbKOCTI 00ekTiB y [Toabwi,
30KpeMa AOPOTHX IPOMAACHKHX OYAIBEAD, SIK-OT CHOPTUBHHX i KYABTYPHHUX

large-scale development comprised the gallery, theater, and educational facilities in one large
complex. Like in the case of the Music School, the construction of the ambitious project
designed by prominent Warsaw-based architect Zbigniew Pawelski and Andrzej Nasfeter
faced many obstacles and was in progress for almost ten years (Wisniewski 2021).

The opening ceremony of the cultural center, today the Nowohuckie Centrum Kultury,
ook place in October 1983, a few months after the government repealed the martial law
in Poland. To a certain extent, the building completion marked the end of modernism in
Krakow’s architecture. The catastrophic economic crisis in Poland at the turn of the 1970s
and 1980s and a deep political conflict provoked by the massive strikes in August 1980 and
the establishment of the Solidarity Trade Unions, and finally imposition of martial law in
December 1981 had a profound influence on the construction sector in Poland. In particular,
martial law froze many already initiated investments. However, while the housing construction
was still on the way in Poland during the 1980, the costly public buildings like sport or cul-

tural facilities in many places were left abandoned. In many ways, this new situation ended the
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construction of many modern/contemporary buildings in Poland. It was in 1981 that Warsaw
hosted the General Congress of UIA (International Union of Architects). During this event,
the group of young, mainly Warsaw-based architects presented the Karta DiM (House and

Dwelling Charter), attacking the quality of the space produced by the industrial panel housing
as well as the underestimated role of architects in the design process in the era of modernism in
the communist country. Being presented just before the introduction of martial law, the Karta
DiM is seen today as the initial voice of Polish postmodernism (Jedruch 2018a, p. 353-360).
Apart from Warsaw, the postmodern discourse found its alternative centers in some other
cities in Poland, e.g. Wroctaw, Gdansk, Katowice and Krakow.

Since the late 1950s, the Miastoprojekt Krakow, the state planning office responsible
for the Nowa Huta construction, was involved in many projects prepared for the Middle
East countries like Lybia or Syria. During the 1960s and 1970s, the company developed the
Masterplan for Baghdad (1967), the scheme for the housing development for Iraq capital
city (1968), and similar projects for the entire country (1981) (Grin 2010). In 1974-1984, in
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Fig. 3

The Swedish House in
Nowa Huta, designed
by Janusz and Marta
Ingarden and completed
in 1959, image by
Henryk Hermanowicz,
late 1960s, archive of
the Museum of Krakow,
MHK-4028-N-1
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CIIOPYA, — SKUTAOBE OyAIBHHLTBO y Kpaii y 1980-x yce x po3BHBaAOCSL
Kpim toro, y 1981 poui Bapmasa npuitmasa BeecsiThift konrpec Miskna-
poanoi criaku apxitexropis (MCA). V mexax miei moii rpyna Moaoanx
apxiTekTopis, nepeBakHo 3 Bapmasu, npeacraBusa «Kapry AiM» (xap-
Tis « ByAI/IHOK i Memkanus >>), B SIKill KPUTHKYBAAA SIKICTh IPOCTOPY, SKUH
[IOCTABAB YHACAIAOK 3BCACHHS BCAHKOIIAHEABHOTO SKHTAQ B IPOMUCAOBHX
MacmTabax. Takosk 00’€KTOM KPUTHKH CTaAa HEAOOLIIHKA POAL apXiTeKTOPIB
y IpOLECi IPOEKTYBaHHSI, IO OYAO THIIOBO AASL AOOM MOACPHI3MY B KOMY-
HicTnynil kpaini. Croropni «Kapry AiM>», npesenroBaHy He3aA0Bro A0
BBCACHHSI BOEHHOTO CTaHy, BBAXKAIOTH IICPIIMM IIPOBICHHKOM IIOABCHKOTO
nocrvmopcpHismy (Jedruch, 2018a, s. 353-360). Oxpim Bapimasu, assrepha-
TUBHHUMHU OCEPEAKAMH IIOCTMOAEPHOTO AMCKYPCY 6yA1/1 i i micta IToas-
mi: Bporiaas, Iaancex, Karosine ta Kpaxis.

Is xinms 1950-x «Micronpoexr KpakiB» — AepskaBHUIT OpraH MicTo-
OYAIBHOTO IIPOEKTYBaHHsI, BiAIIOBiAaAbHHI 32 3a0yaA0By Hosoi I'ytu, — 6ys
3aAydeHui y 6araTo npoekTiB Aast kpain bausskoro Cxopy, sokpema Aisii Ta
Cupii. ¥ 1960-x i 1970-x 151 opranisanis mAroTyBasa reHepaAbHHUI MAQH
Baraapa (1967) ta mporpamy sxutaosoi 3a6ysoBu croanwi Ipaxy (1968) i Beiei
niei kpainu (1981) (Grin, 2010). Y 1974-1984 poxax apxirexropu 3 Kpa-
xoBa (Su Snex Meitccnep, Maaroxara Masypkesud, Mapek AyHikoBcbkuii
Ta Boitiiex MeunukoBcokuit) mobyaysasu B Aamacky (Cupis) Hanionaasny
6i6aiotexy Cupil. Byao me 6araro iHmmx cxosxux MicToOyAIBHHX Ta apXiTek-
TYPHUX IIPOEKTIB, 3aBASIKH JIKUM apXiTeKTypHe cepeaonuiie Kpakosa amor-
AO AOCUTb PAHO AOAYYHUTUCH AO HOBOI IIOCTMOAEPHOI apXiTEKTYPH Ta HOBUX
Texuoaoriit. Y 1983 poui npodecop Tomam Manskoscskuit i3 KpakiBebkoro

Damascus, architects from Krakow built the National Library of Syria (Jan Jacek Meissner,
Malgorzata Mazurkiewicz, Marek Dunikowski and Wojciech Miecznikowski). There were
more such urban and architecture projects due to which Krarow local architectural milieus
relatively early entered the scene of the new postmodern architecture and the new technolo-
gies. In 1983, after a year of teaching at IUAV, Venice, Tomasz Marikowski, a professor from
the Krakow University of Technology, organized a thematic seminar on the revitalization
of abandoned parts of historic districts in the city. He invited some of the leading architects
from Venice to Krakow, including Gianugo Polesello, who was later coming to Krakow to
teach on a regular basis. Since then, close cooperation between Krakow and Venice schools
was established, for more than two decades giving Polish students and architects direct access
to one of the most important centers of postmodern architecture in Europe.

In 1985, the local branch of the Association of Polish Architects (SARP) organized the
first Krakow International Biennale of Architecture (Sepiot 1985). After martial law was

introduced, it was even more difficult to organize such an event and invite participants from
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TEXHOAOTIYHOTO YHIBEPCUTETY, IPOBIBIIH PiK 32 IPOrPaMoI0 06Mix-1y BUKAA-
AadiB y Beneunii, B ynisepenreri IVAB (Istituto Universitario di Architettura
di Venezia), opranisysas y Kpaxosi ceminap, npucBsaeHuil BiApOAXKCHHIO
3aHeADAHUX YaCTHH ICTOPUYHMX KBApPTAAiB MicCTa. OKpiM LJbOTO CEMiHapy,
ManbkoBcpkuit Takox 3anpocus A0 Kpakosa nposipgnux apxirekropis Be-
Henil, 3okpema Askanyro ITosecearo, SIKHE 3TOAOM PEryAsIPHO MPUDKAYKAB
40 Kpaxosa. Bipgroai ticHa criBripaist HaByaabHuX 3akaapiB Kpakosa i Bene-
il TPUBaAa MOHAA ABA AECATKU POKiB, 3aBASKH YOMY ITOABCBKI CTYACHTH Ta
apXiTEKTOPU OTPUMAAM HPSIMUM AOCTYI AO OAHOTO 3 HAMBa)KAMBIIIMX OCe-
PeAKiB TOCTMOAEPHOI apxiTekTypu B €Bpori.

V 1985 poui micuesa ¢iais Aconianii noascrkux apxirexkropis (SARP)
opranisyBasa nepumii KpaxiBcbkuil Mi>KHaApOAHHI bieHane apxiTeKTypu
(Sepiol, 1985). Oppasy micast IPOrOAOLIEHHS BOEHHOTO CTaHY BAALITYBaTH
TaKY MTOALIO Ta 3aIIPOCUTH YYACHUKIB 3-T1032 obox CTOPiH «3aAI3HOI 3aBicH»
6on CKAQAHO. OpraHisoBaHI/Iﬁ y (l)OPMi BUCTaBKHU i KOHKYPCY, LIl OieHase
CTaB MAMAAHYUKOM AASI IPEACTABACHHS HOBUX iAel Ta 06r0BopeHH;1 , 30Kpe-
Ma, HPO6ACMI/I peBiTaAisalii IpOMHCAOBUX PAaHOHIB, 110 PO3TALIOBAHI HETIO-
AAAIK Bip LIEHTPY MicCTa, SIKE HE3AAOBTO AO TOTO 6on BHECEHO AO MEPEAIKY
Csirosoi cnapmunu FOHECKO.

Iaest opranisyBatu bieHase Bunukaa B Pomyaabaa Aeraepa, epcrieKTHBHOTO
apxiTeKTOpa Ta XapU3MaTUYHOIO Aiaepa KpakiBebkol giail Acoriianil moAbChKUX
apxitexropis. Y 1970-x neit kpakiBChKHIl apXiTeKTOp OYB cepeA MEpIIHX CBOIX
koaer y oAb, siki 3acHyBaAM HamiBIPUBATHI ApXiTEKTYpPHI KOMIIaHiI, 1110 po3-
POOASIAM IPOEKTHU NEPEBAKHO KUTAOBUX OYAUHKIB Ha OAHY POAUHY Ta CIIIBIIpa-
LIIOBAAU 3 PUMO-KATOAULIBKOIO LiepkBoio. ¥ 1977 poui pasom i3 Anexom HYexaem

both sides of the Iron Curtain. As a mix of exhibition and competition formats, the Bien-
nale became a place to present new ideas and discuss pressing issues. For instance, about the
revitalization of the industrial districts located in the close vicinity of the city center recently
put on the UNESCO World Heritage List.

The idea of the Biennale belongs to Romuald Loegler, a promising architect and the
charismatic leader of the Krakow local branch of SARP. During the 1970s, this Krakow-
based designer was among the first architects in Poland who established semi-private archi-
tecture companies designing mainly single-family housing and collaborating with Roman
Catholic Church. In 1977, together with Jacek Czekaj and Marek N. Piotrowski, he started
the construction of one of the biggest churches in postwar Krakow — the St. Hedviga
Church located on the 30th Anniversary of the People Republic of Poland Estate (today
Krowoderskich Zuchéw Estate) in the western part of Krakow. The church project was his
first monumental discursive play with modern design and brutalist aesthetics (Styrny-Bart-

kowicz 2015, p. 206-209). In 1979, the same team presented the project of the St Mary’s
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ta Mapexom H. ITioTpoBcbkum BiH posnoyaB OyAIBHULTBO OAHI€EI 3 Haf0iAb-
mux 1epkoB y nosoeHHomy Kpakosi — nepxsu Cs. SIaBiru, posramosanol
B xuTAOBoMy Macusi iMeHi 30-pivus [Toabcbkoi Hapoanoi Pecriy6aixu (Teme-
pimns Hasa — Kposoaepebkux 3yxos) y saxigniit wactuni Kpakosa. [Tpoexr
LepkBU OYB MEPLIOK HOTO HACTIABKU MOHYMEHTAABHOK AUCKYPCHBHOIO TPOIO
3 MOACPHHM AM3AFHOM Ta €CTETHKOI OpyTaAismy (Stymy—Bartkowicz, 2015,
s. 206-209). Y 1979 poui Ta camMa KOMaHAA IIPC3CHTYBaAa MPOEKT LICPKBH
Ipecssiroi Aiu Mapii Posapito y XKeurysi. Llsoro pasy macusHy, moai0Hy A0
OpyTaAicTHIHOI MOHYMEHTaAbHY GpopMy OYAO pO3OUTO MPOPI3aHUMU BIKHAMH.
Byaisrnurso nepksu y XKemysi saepumaocs 1989 poxy (Styrny-Bartkowicz,
2015,5.210-211). Ha noyarky 1980 poky, okpiM criBITparii 3 MOAbCHKOIO KaTO-
AMIIBKOIO 1jepKBOI0, Pomyanbp Aeraep Taxosx npairosas i3 Cupiero, po3pobus-
I MPOEKTH AAS KOMEPLIMHMX i IPOMAACBKHX 6yAiBCAb B Aaenmo i Aamacky
(Styrny-Bartkowicz, 2015, s. 109, 226; Gzowska & Klein, 2013, 5. 173-187).

YV ckaapHuit nepiop 1980-x, KpUTHYHI POKH AAS KOMYHICTHYHOTO PEXH-
my B [Toabuii, Pomyaasay Aeraepy BaaBaaocst 3aBeplIyBaTH HOBI IIPOEKTH 1
IIPOCYBAaTH HOBY €CTETHUKY. ITicasn YCIiXy Takol CBOEI iHilliaTUBH, K KpaKiB—
ChKUI MDKHApOAHUI OieHaae apxitektypu y 1985 poui, BiH 3Mir crionykatn
MiCLIEBY BAAAY PO3IIOYATH TOYKOBY 3a6yAOBy BIABHMX AIASHOK Y LIEHTPI MiCTa,
YIIiABHIOIOUH HASIBHY 3a6yAOBy. BiapmicTs Takux 06 ekTiB HACAIAYBaAHM icTO-
PpUYHY TKAaHUHY MiCTa Ta IPEACTABASAU MOCTMOAEPHUH IAXIA AO €CTETUKH
Ta dopmu. ¥ 1985 poui BiaOyaacst 0opAHA 3 HAMBAXKAUBILIMX IOAIH — KOHKYPC
HPOEKTIB MacIITaOHOrO >KUTAOBOrO KoMIAekcy Ha cxuaax Hosoi I'yru. JKypi
KOHKYPCY [IOCTAaHOBHAO IIPUCYAUTH Iepiie Micne 3asBLi Pomyaapaa Aeraepa,
Boitnexa Aobpsxancbkoro Ta Mixaaa [llumanoscskoro (Architekeura, 1986, 1).

of Rosary Church in Rzeszéw. This time, the massive, brutalist-like monumental form was
divided up and opened/cut with thin windows. The construction of the church in Rzeszow
was completed in 1989 (Styrny-Bartkowicz 2015, p. 210-211). Besides cooperating with
Roman Catholic Church in Poland, during early 1980, Romulad Loegler was active also in
Syria, designing commercial and public projects for Aleppo and Damascus (Styrny-Bart-
kowicz 2015, p. 109, 226; Gzowska, Klein 2013, p. 173-187).

During the difficult era of the 1980s, critical years of the communist regime in Poland,
Romuald Loegler found his way to complete new projects as well as to promote the new aesthet-
ics. Following the success of such initiative as the Krakow International Biennale of Architecture
0f 1985, he was able to push the local authorities to initiate new construction to infill the density
of the city center. The majority of such investments followed the historic urban fabric presenting
the postmodern approach to aesthetics and forms. In 1985 one more important event took
place, namely the competition for the large-scale housing unit in the Nowa Huta slope area. The

competition jury decided to give the first prize to Romuald Loegler's, Wojciech Dobrzariski's
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ITisroroBka Ta 3BEACHHS MPOEKTY TPUBAAM MAIDKE ACCSATH POKIB 1 HaperTi
3aBepiHAUCA ¥ 1995-My. PosnaanyBaHHS B MeXax KOHKYPCHOI 3asIBKU OXO-
HA0BaA0 Bcio Teputopiio cxuay Hosoi I'ytu. 3axigHy wactuny niei AlasHku
MaAM 3aIIOBHUTU AOAATKOBI YaCTHHHU Y)KE 3raAAHOTO KYALTYPHOTO LIEHTPY.
Llentpaasny yactuny B kinui oci Hosoi I'yru, sik 1je 6yao0 i B mpoexrax micast
1956 poxky, Maau BigBecTH mip MicbKy maomty. HoBum eaemenToM maanysan-
HS 6yAa KPUTa Tasepesi — KOHCTPYKIIist Ky6i1n—10'1’ popmu, 3 TepacH SKOI Bia-
KpHBaBcsi 6 MaHOpPaMHUI KPaeBHA Ha AYKH Ta AOAHHY Bicau. Taaepes mana
6}7TI/I 3’€AHAHOIO 3 MAHAYCOM, SIKUH CIyCKaBCA AO IMPOMEHAAY i MIBAEHHOTrO
CXHAY AO AYTY.

3i cxipHoro 601<y AIASIHKY TIAOIIEIO MEHII 5K ABA FEKTAPU MAAM 3a6yAyBa—
i GararoxkBapTHpHUMY OyanHKamu. Ll YacTHHy IpOeKTy peaAisyBasu mos-
HicTIo, 1i HasBaau Mikpopaiton «Llentpym Ex». Ha Biaminy Big maany 1957
poky, npoekt Pomyaabpa Aeraepa He IPOIOHYBAB 3BEACHHS OKpeMHX Oara-
TOIOBEPXOBHX 0araTOKBapTUPHHUX «CBiYOK». Haromicts y ioro pospobui
6YAI/IHKI/I PO3MilljeHi B3AOBXK ITEPUMETPA KBAAPATa, BCEPEAUHI ITOAIAEHOTO Ha
Tpu YacTUHH. [leil )KUTAOBHII KOMITACKC 1O AlarOHAAl epeTHHAAA MIIOXiAHA
AOpOTa, 3 SIKOI BiAKpHBaBcst KpaeBup Ha Llenrpaasny naory. Ha niBai, mopsip
i3 conpeanicruynor yactunow Hosol I'ytu, 6ya0 3BeaeHO psia BOcbMUIIOBED-
XOBUX 6yAI/IHKiB, AOTIOBHIOBAAM SIKi ABOIIOBEPXOBI 6yAiBAi Ass odici i kpam-
HHLb. Y MBACHHIH YaCTHHI — YOTHPH IEPIIEHAUKYASIPHO POSTAILOBAHI YO-
THpUIOBepXiBKH. Aaai 10 cxuAy, Mibk HuMu — TpumnosepxiBku. Kinenp naany
BUTHYTHH, BIATIOBIAHO AO AlHil cxuay. PisHuiis y Bucoti 6yAI/IHKiB BIAKpPHBaE
KpaeBUA Ha npupoaHuil AaHpmadpr. e opAHUM LjikaBUM €A€MEHTOM CXiAHOI
CTOPOHHU LILOIO KOMIIAEKCY € 3aIIpONIOHOBAHA APXiTEKTOPAaMU HapiKHA 6yAiB-

and Michat Szymanowski's entry (Architektura 1986, 1). Design and construction took almost
ten years, and in 1995 the project was completed. The layout, included in the competition, cov-
ered the entire territory of the Nowa Huta slope. The western part of this space was supposed to
be filled with some new additional parts of the aforementioned cultural center (Nowohuckie
Centrum Kultury). The central part at the end of the Nowa Huta axis, as it appeared in the
post-1956 projects, was conceived as a public square. The new element planned there was the city
loggia, a cubical structure offering a panoramic terrace and a view towards the meadows and the
Vistula river valley. According to the plans, the ramp connected loggia to the pier going south the
slope over the meadows. To the east, the space of fewer than two hectares was intended for the
apartment buildings. After completion, this part of the project got the name of Centre E Estate.
Unlike in the 1957 plan, the Romuald Loegler project didn't propose independent housing
apartment towers. Instead, he designed the perimeter square of buildings divided internally into
three separate parts. The housing block was divided diagonally by the pedestrian path offering

a view towards Central Square. To the north, next to the socialist realist part of Nowa Huta,
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Asl, SIKQ BPIi3a€ThCS y CXUA 1 BIAKPUBA€E APAMATUYHY KOMITO3UILiIO, B SKill Ipo-
TUCTAaBACHI IPUPOAA I KyABTYpa.

I'Tia yac anaisy crpykrypu mikpopaiiony «Lentpym E>» Ha Aymxy oppa-
3y CIapaoTh acorianii 3 gopmoro Tunosoro maiicrep-naany XIX croairrs,
i3 3a0ypoBaHMMH B3AOBX mepumMerpa kBapTasamu. 11Jopo mpoexry xiHis
1980-x pokiB Take IMPOEKTHE PillleHHS MOXKHA BBAKATH BHCOKOIO OLIHKOIO,
SIKYy TIOCTMOAEPHI3M AQ€ PO3MAAHYBAHHIO TPAAUIIIMHOIO MicTa Ha IIPOTH-
Bary coupeasicTuyHoMy Maiictep-naany Hosoi I'yru Ta ftoro ipeosoriuno-
My HaBaHTakeHHIO. KpiM TOro, mpoexT MiCTHTBH 6araTo «IUTaT>» 3 icTopii
apXiTeKTypH, 0a4MMO PYCTYBaHHsI HIDKHIX [TOBEpXiB, po3buBaHHs OyAiBAi
0 BEPTHKAAL $OPMOIO BIKOH Ta CXOAOBUX KAITHH. 3BSI30K i3 AOMOACPHOIO
ApXITEKTYPOIO HE 3aAYMYBABCs 5IK OYEBUAHUI: BiH 633y€T}>C}I Ha CUMBOAAQX,
KOHOTAIIi5IX, 9aCOM Ha TTOKAUKAHHSIX.

Y Bumaaky mikpopaiiony «Llentpym E» 6aunmo Takox i KA04OBHUIT
€ACMEHT, THIOBHH Aas mipxopy Pomyaaspa Aeraepa, — sickpasi 6aPBI/I.
HaiiBuma 6yaiBast Masa 6yTu poskeBOIO i Cipoio, cepeAHi — OAAKUTHUMH,
HalHWK4i — 6iaumu. 15 macTeabHa, MPOTE AOCUTH arpecUBHA KOABOPOBA
raMa MaAa pi3Ko KOHTPACTyBaTH 3 CipUMU MaHEABHUMM 6araTOHOBepxiB—
KaMH, [Ki y 1960-x i 1970-x MacoBo 3BopauAHU 11O Bciil IToabmii, 30KpeMa
i B Hosiit I'yi. Ha sxaap aast Pomyasbpa Aeraepa, BuxopucTaT KoAip Ta
HECTAHAAPTHI AETaAl BUSBHAOCS AyKe ckaaaHO. CKAapHI TexHiuHI pileH-
HsI Ta HE3BUYHI MaTepPiaAU AAS IXHBOTO BTiA€HHS, SIKi YaCTO aCOLIOIOThCS
3 IIOCTMOAEPHOIO APXITEKTYPOIO, Y HOABCHKiH peaabHoOCTi KiHLst 1980-x He-
MO>XAHBO 6on BTiauTH 4H 3HaiTH. HaToMicTs apxiTexTopu Morau mrykaru
AABTEpHATUBHI MaTepiasn i AeTaal. 3pelITO0, BUXOAHAO TaK, IO KiHIjeBUI

the longitudinal, eight-story high building was constructed and adjoined with a long two-story
office and commercial building. To the south, there are four perpendicularly located four-story
blocs of flats. In between, along the slope, there are three-story buildings. Their plan is curved
following the line of the slope. The growing height of the buildings opens up the view toward
nature and landscape. One more intriguing element of the complex is on its east side: the archi-
tects proposed one corner plan building that enters the slope and presents the dramatic contrast
between culture and nature.

Analyzing the Centre E Estate composition, one can easily find associations with a typical
19th-century master plan with the perimeter blocks. In the case of this mid-1980s project, such
design decision could be regarded as the postmodern appreciation of the traditional city built in
contrast to the Nowa Huta master plan and its ideological meaning. Moreover, the project pre-
sents many quotations from the history of architecture, rustication of the bottom story, vertical
divisions underlining windows and staircases, etc. The association with pre-modern architecture

was not meant to be straightforward but based on symbols, connotations, and quotations.

MICHAL WISNIEWSKI

Pe3yABTaT HiKOAH He OyB IPAMOIO peaaisaniero nmodarkosoi iaei (Gzowska
& Klein, 2013, s. 154-167).

Ao nesnoi mipu npoext Pomyasbaa Aeraepa MoXHa BBaXKaTH KPHTHKOIO
MOABCHKOTO ITOBOEHHOTO MOAEPHI3MY, A€ TAKOX i AOKOPOM IOAITUYHOMY KOH-
TekcTy A00u 1980-x. VriM, aBTOp BIAKHAAB Taki 3aKHAM, HATOAOLIYIOYH, IO
koMyHictHaHi aipepu 1980-x HOBUM THIIOM apXiTekTypH LikaBuaucs. Jacra
KPHUTHKA SIKOCTI KHUTAOBOTO (oHAy IToabwyi crionykasa moaiTukis, ski mpu-
HIIAK AO BAAAH ITICAS CKACYBAHHS BOEHHOIO CTaHY, 3MiHUTH CBill kypc. Bonu
MOYAAM MPArHyTH AETITUMHOCTI B CYCIABCTBI, ITPOIOHYIOUH >KUTAOBY apXi-
TEKTYPY HOBOTO THITY, 3 IIUPOKUM 3aCTOCYBAHHSIM KOABOPY Ta OPIEHTOBAaHY Ha
macuirab aoaunn. Cxoxe, B cepeaunni 1980-x, sk i B 1956 poui, moaituysi Ai-
AEpH BBa)KAAU HOBI IA€l B apXITEKTYpi Ta KyABTYPi CBOEPIAHUM 3aI061>KHUKOM,
SIKHET AOTIOMOYKE IM BCTAHOBHTH AlaAOT i3 cycriabcTBOM. Hepes 3asHavueHi Bule
ckaapsomi Pomyaabs Aeraep BIAKMAQB IIpsIMUIL 3B 130K LIbOTO IIPOEKTY 3 IIOCT-
MOAEPHHUM AMCKYPCOM 3aXiAHOI apXiTEKTypH, K i 6yB AAAEKMIA Bip TOro, 106
BBaJKaTH 10T NoAiTHaHOW KpuTHKOIO cBoro vacy (Klein, 2013, 5. 154-167).

3apa3 MU 6a9HMO, IO ITOAITUIHHUI KOHTEKCT BiAIrpaBaB Ba>KAUBY, AA€ HE
IpsIMY POAb Y IOCTMOACPHOMY HOBOPOTI IMOABCBKOI apxiTexTypu y 1980-Ti.
Barato x10, 0cO0AMBO [1Or0 MELIKaHI, COPUAMAIOTh MiKpopaiion «Llen-
TpyM E>» Kkpisp nmpusmy itoro rpy6o'1' MaTepiaAbHOCTI (Luo CIIPABEAAUBO 1 AASL
0araTbox iHIIKX 6yAiBCAb, 3aBEpIIECHUX Y LI€l MTEPioA Y IToapmi), 30KpeMa Ha-
PIKaIOTh HAa MOTAHY AKICTh OIMOPSIAXYBAABHUX po6iT i ny6Aqunx IIPOCTOPIB.
Ao neBHOI MipH, yCYHYTH [TOYaTKOBi BaAU AOTIOMOTAQ TEIIAOI30ASALIS YCHOTO
mikpopaiiony «Lentpym E», Buxonana micas 2010 poxy mis Harasaom as-
TOpa IPOEKTY.

In the case of the Centre E Estate, one can also find the crucial element of the Romu-
lad Loegler design - the use of bright colors. The highest building was painted pink and
grey, while the medium ones were painted blue, the lowest ones were painted white. This
kind of pastel, quite aggressive color composition was conceived in strong contrast to the
grey colors of the panel block of flats built in mass numbers all over Poland and Nowa
Huta during the 1960s and 1970s. Romuald Loegler regarded the usage of color and the
implementation of non-standard details as complicated and disappointing. The demand-
ing technical and material solutions often associated with postmodern architecture were
impossible in Poland in the 1980s. Instead, architects had to search for some vicarious
products and details. In the end, the result hardly ever reflected the initial idea (Gzowska,
(Klein 2013, p. 154-167).

To a certain extent, Romuald Loegler's project might be regarded as a criticism of the
Polish postwar modernism and a reproach to the political context of the 1980s. Yet, the

author rejected such opinions, emphasizing the interest the Communist leaders of the
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AOKOpiHHI MOAITHYHI Ta €KOHOMIYHI 3MiHY, siKi BiaOyaucs B [Toapmii

Mikpopaiion 1989 . . P A .

«Llerrpyn E» y poui, Hapaau mokoainHio Pomyasppa Aeraepa sHauHo mmpiui

y Hosiit Tyri (oo MOXAHBOCTI AASL APXITEKTYPHOTO (TEKTOHIYHOTO i XYAOKHBOTO) BHpa-
ITaBaa Masypa.

bankfoto.info) skeHHA. Y 1990-x mocTMOAepHA apxXiTeKTypa CTaAa €CTETHKOIO TPaHC-
¢opmanii y I'Toapmi. Mikpopaiton «Llentpym E», oaun i3 neprumx
MacCIITAOHUX >KUTAOBUX IIPOEKTIB HOBOI A0OU y Iloabmi, y meBHOMY
ceHCi BUmepeakae cBiil 4ac. [0AOBHOro aBTOpa LIHOro KOMITAEKCY i AOCi
BBa)KAIOTb OAHHUM i3 mpoBiaHuX apxiTekropiB [Toasmi. 3a ocranni 30
POKiB BiH CIIPOEKTYBaB YMMAaAO Ba)KAMBUX I'POMAACHKHUX 6yAiBCAb icTaB
4iABHOIO $iryporo moapcbkoro nocrmoacpuismy. Hose xpuaso freason-
cpkoi 6ibaiorexu y Kpaxosi (2002), @isapmonist Aoasst (2004), Bpama
npouanns — [ToxoBasbHa 3aaa Ha nBuHTapi Barsine y Kpaxosi (2001),
Kpaxiscpka onepa (2009) — He TiAbKM BaXXAUBi IyHKTH HOro 0cobHcTOl
KapepH, a  sICKpaBl IPUKAAAH APXITEKTYpU Aobu IIEpETBOPEHD (Styrny—
Bartkowicz, 2015).

¥ 2011 poui Pomyasns Aeraep samponoHyBas 1ie OAHH IPOEKT HEITOAA-
Aix Bip Mikpopaitony «Llentpym E» — noBuit Burasa Llentpaapnoi nao-
wi Ta ocHoBHOI oci Hosoi I'ytn («Pesiraaisanis aaci Tpostna») (Hajok,
2011). Horo IPOEKT MOCIB Apyre Miclje, mepure He mpucypxysaad. 1o
K AO AlASHKM Ha miBAeHB Bip Llentpaapnoi maomi, To Pomyaass Aeraep
MPOIIOHYBAB IMIEPETBOPUTH 1i HAa ITOXUAMUH Y3Bi3, AKUM 6u MOEAHYBAB LIEHTP

Hosoi I'yTu 3 ayrom 6iast mAHDIOKS cxuay. Y BXIAHIN Ipymi A0 Ayk MaB 6yTH
MICTOK, a MOXMAUH Y3Bi3 MAAM BUKOPHUCTOBYBATH K aM(1>iTean. HpoeKT
2011 poxky Tax i He OyAO 3aBepIUEHO, SIK i KiAbKa IHIIMX, MIATOTOBACHUX
AASL Li€l AlasHKM Ha oyaTky 1950-x. 3apas 1i Bce e BUKOPUCTOBYIOTD K

1980s showed towards the new type of architecture. The common criticism of the qual-
ity of housing in Poland pushed the political authorities of the post-martial law era into a
new direction. They started to search for certain legitimacy within the society, offering the
housing projects of the new kind, full of color and closer to the human scale. It seems that
during the mid-1980s, just like in 1956, the political leaders saw new ideas in architecture
and culture as a kind of fuse helpful in setting up a dialogue/conversation with the society.

Due to the already mentioned difficulties, Romuald Loegler rejected to link this project
directly with the postmodern discourse in Western architecture. Likewise, he was far from
regarding it as a political comment of his time (Klein 2013, p. 154-167).

At present, we can see that the political context played an important but not direct/
Fig. 6, 7 decisive role in the postmodern turn in Polish architecture of the 1980s. Moreover, like

The Centre E Estate in
Nowa Huta, image

by Pawet Mazur
bankfoto.info

many other buildings completed during the same period in Poland, the Centre E Estate

is perceived today by many, and especially by its inhabitants, through its rough tangibil-

ity, namely the poor finishing and poor quality of the public spaces. In many aspects, the
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Mikpopaiion «Len-
tpym E» y Hosiii
Iyri (poro

[TaBaa Masypa.
bankfoto.info)

o
Fig. 8

The Centre E Estate in
Nowa Huta, image by
Pawel Mazur
bankfoto.info

3eACHY 30HY MiX COLpEaAiCTHYHOIO apXiTexTypor LleHTpaspHOl maomyi,
Hi3HbOMOACPHO}O aPXiTCKTypO}O KYABPTYPHOI'O LICHTDPY (LICHTP KYABPTYPHU
Hogoi I'yTu), moctmoaepHuM cepepoBumeM Mikpopaiiony «Llentpym

E» rta poanHolo Bican BHH3Y momip cxHAOM. Y IIbOMY KOHTEKCTI IIPOEKT
Pomyasppa Aeraepa 1980 poxy MO>KHA PO3IASIAATH K OCTAHHIH €ACMEHT
B aMOiTHIl MicTOOYAIBHIH KOMIIO3ULIT, 1110 BiAOOpaskae TpH pi3Hi MOMEHTH
B iCTOPil MOABCHKOI TOBOEHHOIL ApXITEKTYPH.

thermal insulation of the entire Centre E Estate provided after 2010 and supervised by the
author helped to improve the weaknesses of its carly years.

The deep political and economic changes implemented in Poland in 1989 gave the
generation of Romuald Loegler a much wider space for their architectural (tectonic and
artistic) expression. During the 1990s, postmodern architecture became the aesthetics of the
Polish transformation. To a certain extent, the Centre E Estate outpaces its time being one
of the first new-era large-scale housing estates in Poland. Until today, the leading architect
of this project/complex might be seen as one of the most prominent architects in Krakow
and Poland. During the last 30 years, he designed numerous important public buildings
and became the leading figure of Polish postmodernism. The New Wing of the Jagiellonian
Library in Krakow (2002), the EodZ Philharmonics (2004), the Farewell Gate — Funeral
House at the Batwice Cemetery in Krakow (2001) or the Krakow Opera House (2009)
should count as not only significant achievements in his career but also as the valuable exam-

ples of the transformation of the architecture of the era (Styrny-Bartkowicz 2015).

MICHAL WISNIEWSKI
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CTAPE MICTO B ENIbbIOHTY:
[MTOCTMOLEPHA ICTOPUYHA NAMATKA
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AHotauis. 3HameHuTe icTopuyHe CTape MicTo B ENbGnoHry, micTi Ha niBHoui [onb-
i, nig vac [lpyroi cBiToBOI BilHM Byno NoBHiCTIo 3pyliHOBaHo. [lekinbka NOBOEH-
HUX BECSTUNITb BOHO cTosino 3aHepbaHe, a 3 1979 poky novyanacs noro BiAoOy-
AOBa 3 Hynsl y MOCTMOAEPHOMY CTui. 3aoXo4yBana 3BEAEeHHSI HOBUX SICKPaBUX
6ypiBernb 3a iCTOPUYHMMUN MOTHBaMU MiCLIEBa rONOBHa YNOBHOBaXKeHa 3i 36epe-
>keHHsi nam’sTok Mapis Illo6oubka-lopdmarH, piHaHCyBaHHS XK HAAXOANIIO 3 PUH-
KOBOi eKOHOMiKM, sika Topi BigpomykyBanacs B llonbui. Ockinbky Bigbynosa npo-
XO@una Ha TNi NPUCTOCYBaHHS MiDKHapPOAHOro TPeHAY A0 BiHOBNEHHS CTaporo
MicTa, TO AKepena apXiTeKTypu Lux HOBUX ByaiBenb Bynu AeLLo iHWMMU, HiXX Ha
3axopij. BoHn 6panu novatok i3 posLrpeHoi KoHLENLii 36epeXXeHHs iICTOPUYHUX
nam'IToK, a Ha MeTi Manv y3roguT CynepeYnmBi NparHeHHs.. A came: KOHTPoBep-
CillHe MuHyne micTa, sike o 1945 poky 6yno HimeubkuM, — i3 NparHEHHIM A0
MiCLIeBOI iAEHTNYHOCTI Ta BifYYTHOI iICTOPNYHOCTI Nonpy iCTOPUYHMIN po3bpar;
a TaKoXX BCTAHOBJIEHHS TPaAULLIMHMX NPUHLMMIB MiCTOBYAyBaHHS, Takmx sK He-
BEMKMI MacluTab Ta 3millaHe BUKOPUCTaHHSI, — Y Cy4acCHOMY CepefoBULL.

KniouoBi cnoBa: noctmopepHiam, nonbcbka apxiTekTypa, couianicTiHa apxi-
TeKTypa, BiHOBJIEHHS CTaporo MicTa, 36epe>keHHs iCTOPUYHUX Nam’sITOK, pe-
KoHcTpykKuisi, Mapisi lioboubka-lopdmanH, LLlenan baym, Puiapp Cemxa.

Florian Urban

THE OLD TOWN OF ELBLAG,
A POSTMODERN HISTORIC MONUMENT

DO0I:10.15407/mics2022.01.334
YAK 94:72.01(438)“1980”

GLASGOW SCHOOL OF ART
HTTPS://ORCID.ORG/0000-0003-1953-3045
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Abstract. The famous historic 0ld Town of Elblgg in northern Poland was com-
prehensively destroyed during World War Il, neglected for several decades
in the post-war period, and rebuilt from scratch in a postmodern style from
1979 onwards. The new, flamboyant, historically inspired buildings were
promoted by the local Head Conservationist Maria Lubocka-Hoffmann and
financed by the fledgling market economy. Developing against the back-
ground of an international trend towards old town regeneration, these
buildings grew from different roots than postmodernism in the West. They
derived from an expanded concept of historic conservation and the goal
to reconcile contradictory desires. These included a contested past in a
town that had been German until 1945, a longing for local identity and visible
historicity despite historical ruptures, and the establishment of traditional
planning principles such as small scale and mixed use in a modern environ-
ment.

Keywords: postmodernism, Polish architecture, socialist architecture, old-
town regeneration, historic conservation, reconstruction, Maria Lubocka-
Hoffmann, Szczepan Baum, Ryszard Semka.
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IHOCTMOAEPHA BIABYAOBA'!

Micro Eabbaonr Ha niBHOui [ToAbI MOye TOXBAAMTHCS HE3BUYANHOIO MOCT-
MoaepHoIo apxitexTypoto. Hanpukinni Apyroi csitoBoi Biitnu caaserHe Crape
Micto 3 noHap 600 6yauakamu XIV-XIX cToAiTh mepeTBOpHAOCs Ha TOPY yAaM-
KiB i Tak i cTos1A0 3pyiiHOBaHe noHaA Tpu Accatuairts (Barton, 1975; Lubocka-
Hoffmann, 1998). V 1980-Ti mo4asocs f0ro BiApOAXKEHHS K « PETPOBepCii»:
icTopuyHuMIl 1AQH 3a0YAOBU KBapPTaAy PEKOHCTPYIOBAAH OYAMHOK 32 OYAUHKOM,
dacasu Gyan opHameHTOBaHi 32 icropuannmu Motuamu (Lubocka-Hoffmann,
1998; Skolimowska 2013; Urban, 2020; Urban, 2021).

Hose Crape micto B EAbOAOHTY — Lje pHKAAA TOCTMOAEPHOTO IIPOEKTY,
IIJO TOXOAMB HE 3 MOCTMOAEPHOI apxiTexTypu 3axianoi €spomnu Ta I liBHiuHOI
Awmepuxu. Ha nepebysoBy BIANHYB posmupeHuii AUCKYPC 30epexxeHHs icTo-
PHYHHX I1aMSATOK, 2 TAKOK BOHA OyAa IOB’si3aHa 3 icTopiero Ta crienudikow
Micus. BiaAHOBACHHS HPHMHPIOBAAO CYNEPEYAUBI MPArHEHHA AOTPHUMATHUCA
MPUHLMIINB MOCTPYHKIIOHAAICTCHKOTO IAAHYBAaHHS, BIAYYTHY ICTOPHYHICTD
Ta MiCLIEBY IACHTHYHICTD, ITOIIPH TE, 1II0 MUHYAE MiCTa 6on HEOAHO3HAYHUM.

bByaiBai MmoxxHa KaacHQiKyBaTH SIK IOCTMOACPHI, OCKIABKH BOHHU 3BEpPTa-
AUCSL AO EKACKTUYHHUX HEOKAACHYHUX | BEPHAKYASPHHX BIIAUBIB, OyAU HeBe-
AHKOTO MacmTa6y, 3MIIIAHOTO MPU3HAYEHHS Ta OPIEHTOBAHI HA IILIOXOAIB.
[loao posrainyBaHHs Ta po3MipiB OyaiBeAb OyAO B3SITO 32 OCHOBY icTOpHYHI
3pa3KH, OAHAK PO3IAAHYBaHHS KBAPTaAiB Ta OpHaMeHTOBaHi dacapu BHU-
Pa3HO MPOYMUTYBAAUCA SIK cy4yacHi. He Taxumu nomitHrMH, mpoTe Bce OAHO
OYEBUAHUMU 6YAI/I ACSIKI ACTIEKTH, SIKI TaKOX Ha6yBaAH Baru B TOTOYaCHIHU
€Bporni: BIAHOBAEHHS CTapOl LIEHTPAAbHOI YaCTHHH MICTa, 36iAbILIIEHHS YaCT-
KM IPUBATHUX IHBECTULIIH, IPOCYBaHHS o6pa3y MiCTa, pO3BUTOK TYPU3MY.

POSTMODERN REBUILDING!
The town of Elblag in northern Poland boasts an unusual example of postmodern
architecture. At the end of World War II, the famous Old Town, with its over 600
fifteenth-to-nineteenth-century houses, was reduced to rubble and left largely ruined
for more than three decades (Barton 1975; Lubocka-Hoffmann 1998). In the 1980s,
it re-emerged as what was referred to as refrowersja (“retroversion”): a house-by-house
reconstruction on the historical block plan, featuring historically inspired ornamented
facades (Lubocka-Hoffmann 1998, Skolimowska 2013, Urban 2020, Urban 2021).
Elblag’s new Old Town is an example of a postmodern project that grew from
different roots than postmodern architecture in Western Europe and North America.
The rebuilding was influenced by an expanded discourse on historic conservation and
connected to the history and specificity of the site. It reconciled contradictory desires
for post-functionalist planning principles, visible historicity, and local identity despite

a contested past.

FLORIANURBAN 55/

Xapaxrep BiAGYAOBI/I Ean6aoHra MEPETYKYBABCs 3 APXITEKTYPHHUM ITIAXOAOM,

sikuil 3arpornoHyBaau B Toil yac Po6 Kpie, Aabao Pocci Ta inmi (Krier, 1979;

Rossi, 1982, pp. 28—61). Oanak mapascai 3 HAMH TiAbKH 9aCTKOBO GYAH HacAiA-
KOM IIPSIMOTO BITAUBY; 3HAYHO 6iAbIlIe BOHH BUIIAMBAAH 31 CITIABHOTO 3aHEITOKO-

€HHs xubamMu MOAEPHICTHYHOI apXiTEKTYPH, SKE TOAL HOIIHMPUAOCS y KpalHaX 3a
«3aAisHOIO 3aBicoro» (AuB. mpuxaasm y: Kuli¢, 2018; Klei, & Gzowska, 2013;
Stanek, 2012, pp. 59-72; Cymer, 2018; Architektura Postmodernizmu, 2018).

The buildings can be classified as postmodern as they took up eclectic neo-
classical and vernacular influences and were based on a small scale, mixed-use, and
pedestrian orientation. They were historically inspired with regard to layout and
dimensions, but their block plan and ornamented facades were clearly noticeable
as contemporary. Somewhat more hidden, but still evident, were aspects that were
also gaining signiﬁcance in Western Europe at the time: inner-city regeneration,
increasing private investment, municipai image marketing, and an increase in
tourism. (Fig. 1, 2)

The rebuilding paralleled an architectural approach at the time brought forward by
Rob Krier, Aldo Rossi, and others (Krier 1979; Rossi 1982, p. 28-61). But these parallels
only to a small extent resulted from direct influence, and much more from a common
concern with the shortcomings of modern architecture that at the time were shared
across the Iron Curtain (see, for example, Kuli¢ 2018; Klein/Gzowska 2013; Stanek
2012; Cymer 2018; Architektura Postmodernizmu 2018).

In. 1

Crape micTo B
Eab6aonury, kpaesup
i3 Bexi co6opy Ha 11iB-
HivHMIT cXip, Byaniis,
AKa iae 3aiBa sropu
10 AlaroHaai, —
Crapuii Punok,
3ropu 3aiBa —

B'3A AO PHHKY
(Brama Targowa).
3aiBa — KiabKa

Aoci HesabypoBaHnx
AIASIHOK, PO3KOTIKH
byHAAMEHTIB SIKHX
BIAOYAHCS B ME&XAX
ApPXEOAOTiYHOT
nporpamu 1979—
1983 poxis (¢poro
asropa, 201 8)

Fig. 1

Elblag Old Town from
the tower of the cathe-
dral, looking northeast.
The street running
diagonally from top left
to bottom right is Stary
Rynek (Old Market),
with the Brama Targowa
(Market Gate) on the
top left. On the left side
one can see one of the
few blocks that have not
yet been rebuilt, with
the cellars of the prewar
buildings excavated

as part of the archacolog-
ical programme of 1979-
83 (author, 2018)
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In.2

Toii camuii kpaeBuA,
1975 pik. bpama
Taprosa —

y BCPXHBO]\‘Y J\iBO]ﬂy
kyTi (Archive of the
Wojewddzki Urzad
Ochrony Zabytkéw
Elblag, Call number
E/6207-6210,

poro 111 A.

BOAO].IJKCB]I‘-Ia)

Fig. 2
The same view in 1975.
The Brama Targowa
(Market Gate) ble
in the top left corner
(Archive of the Wojew-
6dzki Urzad Ochr

Zabytkéw Elblag
number E/6207-6210,
photograph no. 111 by
A. Wolosewicz)
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* IpeTest ipo
30UpaHHs OYAMHKIB i3
TOTOBHX €ACMEHTIB. —

TIpum. nayx. peo.

Pexoncrpykuis EapbaoHTa Masa Ha MerTi IPUMUPUTH CYIEPEYAUBI IIpar-
HEHHS: 36CP€I‘TI/I icropuyHy TArAicTs i 3anpoBasuTu TBOpYi iHHOBaLil. OcTan-
He OyAO 0COOAMBO aKTyaABHHM, 3BXKAIOYH HA TPABMATHYHE MUHYyAe. MicTo Bip
gacy ioro sacHyBanss y XIII croairti 6yao HiMerypkoMoBHIM, a 3 Kinust X VIII
croairTs i Ao 1945 poky Bxoanao a0 ckaaay Ipyccii/Himewannu. Hanpuxin-
ui Apyroi cBiToBOI BifiHH HIMELIPKHX MELIKAHIIB 13 MiCTa BUTHAAH. 3TOAOM
HFOTO 3aCEAUAH MOASIKH, SIKi caMi 6yAn OiXKEHIISIMHU, 9ACTO 3 TUX perionis I Toas-
i, siki 6yan npumycoso nepeaani Paasincskomy Coroay.

Pexoncrpykuis Eanbaonra — 1je takosx i icTopis Ipo BiAAAHY CIIpaBi XKiH-
Ky, 5IKa BAAAO BUKOPHCTAAA CAYIIHHI MOMeHT. Mapis A1060ubKa—F0(1><l>MaHH,
FOAOBHA YIIOBHOBaXKCHA 31 30epeskeHHs maM sIToK EABOAOH3BKOrO BOEBOACTBA
y 1975-1999 pokax, crasa pyuiieM IPOCYBaHHS MOOYAUHKOBOI BIAOYAOBH,
a He CIIPOLIEHOTO « HEOICTOPHUYHOIO MAHEABHOTO IIAAHYBAHHS» 3 CHCTEMHOIO
3a0yAOBOIO?, sIKE CIIOYATKY IIPHIHsIAA MicLieBa Baaaa 1979 poky. Takox BiaOy-
AOBA IAIOCTPYE MOKAUBICTB OIABIIOTO 3aAyYEHHSI IPOMAACHKOCTI: i3 1983 poky
micuese ToBapuctso ApysiB EabbaoH3bKOrO Kpato «Simipka» KOOpAUHYBaAO
(1)i31/I‘IHI/IX ocib, sKi XoTiAK Y HEBEAUKHUX MacITabax IHBECTYBaTH Y 3BEACHHS
BAQCHHX KUTAOBUX OYAMHKIB.

B EAI)6AOHI‘y, SK i B 6araTtpox iHIINX ocTMOAepHUX npoekTax y [Toapmii,
MexXi MDK peXuMoM i omosuuiero 6yan posmutumu. Awbouska-Todpdmann
OyAa YACHKMHEIO KOMyHicTH4HOI maptii — IToAabcbkol 06’eaHaHOI pobiTHU-
voi naprii (Polska Zjednoczona Partia Robotnicza), sixa kepyBasa kpainoro Ao
1989 poxky. YaeHamu naprii 6yau i 6araro 3 Tux, XT0 mATpuMyBas Ii B EAbbAOH-
Iy Ta B LeHTPaAbHOMY ypsial y Bapirasi i xTo speruToro, mo4actu 3 mparMarud-
HUX MiPKYBaHb, IIOTOAUB TaKy PEKOHCTPYKLIi0. YTiM, Takuil mmaXxia He OyB aHi

Elblags reconstruction means reconciling contradictory desires for historical
continuity and creative innovation. The latter was particularly significant in light of a
traumatic past: The town was German-speaking since its foundation in the thirteenth
century, and it was part of Prussia/Germany from the late eighteenth century until 1945.
At the end of the Second World War, the German inhabitants were expelled and the town
was subsequently repopulated by Poles who were often refugees themselves, originating
from the regions that Poland was forced to cede to the Soviet Union.

Elblag’s reconstruction is also the story of a committed woman who seized the moment:
Maria Lubocka-Hoffmann, who was Head Conservationist of Elblag Voivodeship from
1975-1999, became a driving force in the promotion of a house-by-house approach, rather
than the simplified “neo-historical panel plan” with system-built houses that had been
decided by the local authority in 1979. Similarly, it shows the opportunities of increasing
civic participation: from 1983 the local Jaszczur Association coordinated private individuals

who were to become small-scale investors into owner-occupied houses.
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TUIIOBUM, aHi 3araAOM IIPUTAMAHHUM MAPTiHHIN iA€0AOri] 1, 0Cco6AMBO Ha ITO-
YaTKy, HAPa3UBCS HA IOTY>KHUH OIlip MapTiHOI HOMEHKAATYPH. Xo4a Ha Bech
mporec BiAGYAOBI/I, 663H€p€‘{HO, BIIAMHYB 3aTaAbHUH AYX HaAIl i BIADOAYKEHHS,
0B s13aHmii is npodeniakoro «CoaisapHicTs» (3permroro, [aanchk — roaos-
HHI ocepeaok nmpoTecTHHX akuiil «CoaipapHocTi» — 6yB AMIIE 32 IICTAC-
car kinometpis Bip Eapbaonra), Aro6Gonpka-TodpdmanH Ta iHII NIPUXHABHHKH
IPOEKTY BIAHOBAEHHS ITOAITUMHUMU AKTUBICTaMU HE 6yAI/I. IToaiTuyni moaii
BIIAMHYAU Ha Liel MPOLEC TiABKU omocepeakoBaHo. IIpoexr posmoyascs 3a
KiAbKa pokiB A0 ctBOpenHs « ConipapHocti» y 1980-my Ta Habupas obepris
i micast Toro, sik reHepaa Boiinex Spyseabcpkuit 3aBAQB HUIIIBHOTO YAQPY I10
aKiisx nmpotecry, BBiBiu 1981 poky BoeHHHII cTaH.

gy

In Elblag, as in many other postmodern projects in Poland, the lines between regime
and opposition are blurred. Lubocka-Hoffmann was a member of the communist
party Polska Zjednoczona Partia Robotnicza (PZPR, Polish Unified Workers™ Party)
that ruled the country until 1989. So were many of her supporters in Elblag and the
central government in Warsaw, who eventually, somewhat pragmatically, approved
the rebuilding. But their approach was neither typical nor characteristic of the Party’s
ideology and, particularly in the beginning, met with strong resistance from the Party
establishment. While it was obviously influenced by the general spirit of hope and
renewal connected with the Solidarity Trade Union movement — Gdansk, the center of
Solidarity protests, was only sixty kilometers away — Lubocka-Hoffmann and the other
supporters of the rebuilding were not political activists. Likewise, the project was only
indirectly affected by political events. It started several years before the foundation of
Solidarity in 1980 and gained momentum even after the protests were violently crushed

with the declaration of martial law under General Wojciech Jaruzelski in 1981.

In.3

Dacapu byanHKiB
no Byanwi Crapuii
Punox, saxiaua
CTOPOHa, Y IPOEKTI
HEOICTOPUYHOTO I1a-
HEABHOTO [AQHYBaH-
st 1978 poxy (File
“Program i wytyczne
przestrzennego
uksztaltowania
zabudowy, rysunki
+ plany“ 1978,
Archive of the
Wojewddzki Urzad
Ochrony Zabytkéw
Elblag, Call number
E/1246)

Fig. 3

Fagades on Stary Rynek,
west side, as planned in
the 1978 “neo-histor-
ical panel plan” (File
“Program i wytyczne
przestrzennego uksz-
taltowania zabudowy,
rysunki + plany* 1978,
Archive of the Wojew-
6dzki Urzad Ochrony
Zabytkéw Elblag, Call
number E/1246)
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Ha MOCTMOAEPHI3Mi EAbOAOHTA TAKOX IMO3HAYUAMCS YUHHUKH, SKi 6YAI/I
crieuIMHUMH AASL TOABCBKOTO KOHTEKCTY: AOBLHE IIEPIOA 3aHENaAy coljia-
AICTUMHOTO PEXHUMY, 2 TAKOXK rauboka mosara, MOPIBHSHO 3 iHIIMMU KpalHAMH,
AO AEP>KaBHMX OprasiB oxopoHu mam stok. Ha e oco6anBo BapTo 3BepHYTH
yBary, OCKiAbKHU I1€ TIOCTMOAEPHE MEPEBUHAMACHHS I'PYHTYBAAOCS HA HOBUX
HOHSATTAX ITaM SITKOOXOPOHHOI CcdepH, TAKUX SIK aTMOCPEPA, CEPEAOBHILE Ta
HEMaTepiaAbHA CIIAAIUHA. |, HapelTi, IPUIIAUB KOIITIB MPUBATHHUX ocib xu-
BUB CTAHOBACHHSI PUHKOBOI EKOHOMIKH, 110 TAPAHTYBAAO 3AIMCHEHHICTH AOB-
rOTEPMiHOBUX IIPOEKTIB 6yAiBH1/1uTBa HA TAI KPU3U COILIiaAICTHYHOI EKOHOMIKH.

BIABYAOBA «3 YOPHOTI'O XOAY »
Lli He3BHYHI IPOEKTH MPHUHAIIAU AO MiCTa HEHAYE «3 YJOPHOIO XOAY>» — HE
BHACAIAOK SIKOTOCh OAHOTO PO3ITOPSIAXKEHHS, 2 Y€PE3 CEPIIO PillleHb, AKi NpuU-
HIMaAM YIIPOAOBXK ITOHAA ACCSTH POKiB. Y IIOBO€HHY A0Dy OyA0 mpeacTas-
A€HO HH3KY IIPOIIO3HLIH MIOAO IAAHIB HEIOKAa3HOI (YHKIJIOHAAICTCHKOL
PEKOHCTPYKLil Eanbaonra, ase JKOAHY 3 HUX HE 6on BriacHO. MoMeHTOM
[IOBOPOTY AO APXITEKTYPH, HaBIsIHOI iICTOPHYHUMU POPMaMH, 6yB «ITpo-
ext 3BepeHHs Craporo micTa B EAb6AOHI‘y>>, SIKUU HapaAl HA3UBATUMEMO
«IPOEKTOM HEOICTOPUYHOIO MaHEABHOrO HAaHyBaHHsi» (Anders, Baum,
& Semka, 1978). Touniute kaxy4u, 1je Gyaa cepis po3NMAAHyBaHb BYAHLIb,
IPOEKTIB OKPEMUX OYAIBEAD, 30HYBaHHSI Ta IAAHYBAHHS AOPOKHBOTO PYXY,
sIKi yXBaAUB mapTiiHuil koMiter EApOaoH3bKOTO Bo€BOoACTBa ¥ 1978 poui
(Anders, Baum, & Semka, 1980).

I'lpoext HEOICTOPUYHOrO IMAHEABHOIO ITAAHYBAaHHS MICTHB ACAKI aAlo-
311 AO 3HHUIIEHOIO AOBOEHHOI'O MiCTa, aA€ 3araAOM 3o6pa>1<yBaB HeILliKaBe

Elblag’s postmodernism also relied on factors specific to the Polish context: the long
decline of the socialist regime and the high esteem of the conservation authorities compared
to other countries. That is particularly noteworthy, as the postmodern reinvention harnessed
new conservationist concepts such as atmosphere, ambiance, and immaterial heritage. And
finally, the influx of private funds generated by a fledgling market economy guaranteed the

viability of a long-term construction project in light of a slumping socialist economy.

REBUILDING THROUGH THE BACKDOOR

The unusual design appeared somewhat “through the backdoor” — not through a single
decree, but a series of decisions taken over for more than a decade. In the post-war period,
Elblag saw proposals made for uninspiring functionalist reconstruction plans, but none
was implemented. The turning point towards historically-inspired architecture was
the “Project for the Construction of the Old Town of Elblag,” which in the following
referred to as the “neo-historical panel plan” (Anders/Baum/Semka 1978). Strictly
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MiChKe CEPEAOBHIIE, SIKE CHABHO BiapidHsAocs Bia icropuynoro Craporo
Micra. Bin nepeA6aan PEKOHCTPYKIIiI0 HEBEAMKUX KBAapTaAiB TPUIIOBEP-
XOBHUX 6yAI/IHKiB 33 BEAHKOIIAHEABHOIO TEXHOAOTI€I0. 32 MPOEKTOM MAAH
BiAGyAyBaTH po6Hi 25 6yAMHKIB (MepeBaXHO HapiXHUX) BIAIOBIAHO AO
ixHBOI icTOopuYHOI popMH.

VriM, 6yAIBHHIITBO He PO3MOYaA0Cst. AEXTO BBAXKAE, 1110 TAK CTAAOCS Yepe3
BaraHHs FOAOBHOI YIIOBHOBA)KEHOI 3i 36CPC>K€HHH maM’s1ToK Mapit Asoborp-
koi-TopPpmann. Bona He pAaBara maHeAbHUM OYAIBASIM ITaM SITKOOXOPOHHOTO
CXBaA€HHs, HEOOXIAHOTO AAS 6y,A,b—;1Koro MIPOEKTY B ICTOPUYHOMY LIEHTPI
micra (Groth, 2005, p. 44). [Hmi B6a49ar0Th He MEHII BarOMOK IPUYHHOI
€KOHOMIYHY KPHU3Y, OCKIABKM MiCTy 6on CKAAAHO 3HAHTU PECYPCH AASL TAKO-
ro ambiniitnoro npoexry (Korzen, 1989, p. 23). V Gyab-sixomy pasi, cipotus
IPOEKTY HEOICTOPUYHOTO ITAHEABHOTO ITAAHYBAHHS IIOCTYIIOBO HAPOCTAB.

Y mHacrynui poxu Arwboupka-Topdmann crane pywifiHOW0 cHAO0 MOOY-
AMHKOBOI BiAOyAOBH, $piHAHCOBAHOI PpisMYHHMU 0COOAMH, — IO 3PELITOIO
i crasocs. 3-mmoMixk il pileHp HaF3HAYHIII HACAIAKH MAaAO PO3KOITyBaHHS ic-
topuyHux $pyHpamentis Craporo micra, sike posnoyasocs 1979 poxy i Tpu-
BaAO 3roA0M. [ligBaau Oyau 3amoBHEHI yaaMKaMH i OMTOIO LIETAOK0, aA€ BCE
K A0Ope 36eperancs. Poskonku npuHecAn MicTy 3araAbHOHALIIOHAABHY CAQ-
BY, a AIOGOI_{bKa-Fo(l)(l)MaHH B)KE MOTAQ KPUTHKYBATH IPOEKT HEOICTOPUIHOTO
[IAHCABHOTO [TAQHYBAHHSI 3 [IaM SITKOOXOPOHHOTO ITOTASIAY : BOHA CTBEPAKYBa-
AQ, IO AAS HEOOXiIAHOTO 366P€>K€HH$I ICTOPUYHUX MiABAABHUX KOHCTPYKIIiH
notpibHa came nobyaunkosa pexoncrpykuist (Lubocka-Hoffmann, 2018).

Awobonpka-Topdmann Ta ii komaHAa pospobuan 1983 poky «mam’sitko-
OXOpPOHHI HACTAHOBH >, IKi OXOIAIOBAAH 3HA4YHO HIUpIny cdepy, HDK Ta, IO

speaking, it was a series of plans for street layout, design of some buildings, zoning, and
traffic planning that were passed by the Voivodeship Party Committee in 1978 (Anders/
Baum/Semka 1980).

The “neo-historical panel plan” made some reference to the destroyed pre-war town
but would have created an uninspiring urban environment very different from that of a
historic Old Town. It foresaw the reconstruction of small blocks of three-story buildings
in large-panel technology. The only sample of about 25 (mostly corner) buildings would
have been rebuilt according to their historical shape.

Construction, nonetheless, did not start. Some attribute this to the hesitance of
Head Conservationist Maria Lubocka-Hoffmann in giving the panel buildings the
conservationist approval necessary for any project in the historic city center (Groth
2005, p. 44). Others see the economic crisis as similarly influential, as the town was
hard-pressed to come up with the resources for such an ambitious project (Korzen 1989,

p- 23). In any case, resistance against the neo-historical panel plan grew progressively.
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Lubocka-Hoffmann, 1989, p. 34). Lli HacranoBu nepeabadasn TBOp4mil miA-
XiA AO IPOEKTYBAaHHs, 3 BUKOPUCTAHHAM «0Ci6HHX, Cy4acHHX $OpM>, SKi
0 He mopyulryBaAn icTopuyHHI MacTab Ta «armocdepy craporo Eapbaon-
ra». Oxpemo OyA0 3a3HAYEHO, IO AO3BOASIETBCS «ICTOPUYHMIA perepryap>
apxitekTypHUX GpopM (xo4a He YTOYHEHO, SIKUX caMe), OAHAK IIe HE MAAO CTBO-
proBaru iAl03il icropuuHOi pekoHCTpyKuil. BosHodac, HacTaHOBH poGHAI/I
000B SI3KOBUM BUKOPHUCTAHHSA TPAAULIIMHUX, BUCOKOSIKICHUX GYAiBCAbHI/IX Ma-
TepiaAiB, SIK-OT LIETAQ, AEPEBO i TUHBK.

PEAAISOBAHI ITOBYAMHKOBI ITPOEKTHU

ABTOpaMH IPOEKTIB HOBUX, HOCTMOACPHHUX GYAiBCAb 6yAn Ieman baywm i Pu-
mapp, CeMKka, a TAKOXK IHIII apXITEKTOPH, YUMAAO 3 SKHX HAACKAAH AO IXHBOI
xomanau. Cepep Hux — Becaas Anpepc, Kasimex Manyp, Pomyaass Ko-
kouko, Suym Pyskancokuit Ta iHmi. Ao 1989 poxy 6yao peasisoBaHo Tibku
gacTuHy npoektiB. OpHAK HACTYIHI apMiHicTpawil MicTa 3A€01ABIIOTO mATpU-
MYBaAM LM [TAQH, TOMY PEKOHCTPYKIIis TPUBAAA. Bararo 3 Tux apXiTeKTOpiB,
siKi OyAH 3aAy4eHi criovarky, npoekryBasu Oyausku i 8 1990-x, i 2000-x. «Pe-
TpoBepciio» 6yro 3aBepuieHO Ha moyarky 2020-X, KOAH Y MaHepi MOCTMOAEP-
Hi3My HAaHOBO 3BEAU OCTAaHHi HesaGy,A,OBaHi KBapTaAH.

Csiadens mpo Te, wo npouec npoekrysanus y 1980-x BiaOysaBcst mapa-
ACABHO 3 AaKTHBHOK) AMCKYCIEI0 IIPO IIOCTMOACPHY apXiTeKTypy, He(ararto.
Pape e 6on 3aCTOCYBAHHs NPUHIUITY BAPIaATUBHOCTI Y MEXAX iCTOPUYIHOL
THUIIOAOT], BTIAEHOTO Y HACTAHOBAX IIOAO IIPOEKTYBAHHS, SIKi pospoGI/IB opran
OXOpOHH MaM ITOK y 1983 pori i sKi MATBEpAXKYBAAH H HAAAAL

Over the following years, Lubocka-Hoffmann would become a driving force in the
individually built house-by-house reconstruction that was eventually carried out. Her most
consequential move was to excavate the historic cellars in the Old Town from 1979 onwards.
They had been filled with rubble but were otherwise well preserved. The excavations gained
the town national prominence, and Lubocka-Hoffmann could attack the neo-historical
panel plan from a conservationist point of view: the necessary conservation of the
historic cellar structures, she argued, required a house-by-house reconstruction (Lubocka-
Hoffmann 2018).

In this vein, she and her team worked out “conservationist guidelines” in
1983, which extended beyond what would have traditionally been considered the
responsibility of her office (Lubocka-Hoffmann 1998, p. 24; Lubocka-Hoffmann
1989, p. 34). These guidelines asked for creative design using “individual,
contemporary forms” that did not disturb the historic scale and the “atmosphere

of the old Elblag” A “historical repertoire” of architectural forms was specifically
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Tpu eranu novarkoBoro mnaany oxornawsaau 113 OyaiBeas, 3 sikux 61 Oyaa
OYAUHKOM Ha OAHY POAMHY, a peluta — OYAMHKaMU Ha KiAbKa ciMeid, 1o 3—4
KBapTUpHU B KOXkHOMY. KBapTupw, OiABIIICTD ABOPIBHEBI 3 OKPEMUM BXOAOM,
MaAu Aoy Big 85 Ao 110 M* — BeAHKY, SIK 32 CTAHAAPTAMU TOTO 4aCy (Korzen,
1989, p. 24). Kpim Toro, y npoekrax 6yro nepeabadeno 110 komepuiitnux npu-
MIIl[EHb: 6apn, PpecTOpaHM, KPAMHUIII Ta XYAOKHbO-PEMICHUYI MAMCTEPHI.

BiA6yAOBa CrMpaacs Ha piHAHCOBY MIATPHMKY PUHKOBOI €KOHOMIKH, 5IKa I10-
crynoso mocraasa 3 modarky 1980-x. Lle osnavaso siBHUMIT pospuB i3 conaaic-
TUYHUMU PUHIUIIAMH, IIPOTE BCE HIE AY>KE BIAPISHSAAOCS Bip KaIliTaAICTUIHUX
npaxtHk. Micbka BAapa 6e3naaTHo nepeaaBasa GisHIHUM 0CcO0aMU AIASTHKY 3eMAI,
I[O HAAEXKAAU AO MYHIIIMIIAABHOI BAACHOCTI, 3 OAHI€I0 YMOBOIO: BOHH BAACHUM KO-
LITOM 3BEAYTb TaM OYAUHKY, B SIKHX Y IIEPCIIEKTUB] XUTUMYTh. LMy HeBeanku-
MM IHBECTOPAMU 3a3BHHYaM 6yAn Ti, KOTO KOMYHICTH 3HEBA)KAMBO HA3UBAAM «IIPH-
BAaTHUKAMU >»> ( prywaciarze, TO6TO IPUBATHI HiAHPH€Mui): MICIIeBI MEIIIKAHIT, SIKi
3ap06A;1A1/1 Ha SKUTTS OAHUM i3 He6ararhox BUAIB HPUBATHOI AIABHOCTI, AO3BOAE-
HUX coLjaaicTHYHIM pesxnmoM i3 kins 1980-x. [TepeBaxkno e Oyan Mewkanmi
EAbb6AOHTa, OAHAK AESKUX CIIOHYKAAd AO YYACTi Y IIPOEKTI HE TIABKH BiAAQHICTD
IPOMaACBKHM 1 XyAokHIM LiiHHOCTsIM Craporo micta. Aro6oupka-Topdmans sra-
AYE, IO 6YAI/I 1 «CIIEKYASTHTH >, SIKi IIBUAKO MEPETPOAYBAAH CBOI KBAPTUPH, OTPHU-
MaBIIN BUTOAY Bip Cy6CHAiﬁ i36iAblIeHHS BapTocti. BoHu HikoAN He MaAn HaMipy
B Oyab-sikiii popmi 6paty yaacts y xurti rppomasu (Lubocka-Hoffmann, 2018).

I'lprxaapoM TIPOEKTY PeKOHCTPYKLIl € KBapTaa Ha posi Byauip Crapuit
Punox, 35-40 i Cesroro Ayxa (y Mexax nepuioro eray iaAbyaoBu; poGotn
posnovasucs y 1985 poui, apxitexropu Ilenan Baym i Pumaps Cemxka). Ao-
BOEHHI 6YAiBAi 3 ¢pacapamu misHporo Penecancy (HaHPI/IKAaA, HapixHa 6yAiBA}I

allowed (although not specified), but there should be no illusion of historical
reconstruction. At the same time, the guidelines mandated traditional, high-quality

materials such as brick, wood, and plaster.

THE REALISED HOUSE-BY-HOUSE DESIGN
The new, postmodern buildings were designed by Szczepan Baum and Ryszard Semka, as
well as by other architects, many of whom belonged to their team. Architects included
Wiestaw Anders, Kazimierz Macur, Romuald Kokoszko, Janusz Rézaniski and others. Only
a portion of them was completed by 1989. But the plan was largely upheld by subsequent
city administrations, and reconstruction continued. Many of the original architects also
designed buildings in the 1990s and 2000s. With the postmodern rebuilding of the last
empty blocks, the “retroversion” is being completed in the early 2020s.

There is little evidence that the design process in the 1980s went along with an active

discussion of postmodern architecture. Rather, the principle of variation over a historical
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3a HoMepoM 38 (35 32 AOBOEHHOIO HYMEpaLli€io)) IIPABUAH 32 3pa30K i3 IIOTASI-
Ay o6’eMy i Tumoaorii, aae B opopMAcHHI pacapy Ta OpHAMEHTALII ITOCHAAHHS
Ha HUX TiABKH Ay>Ke BipaaseHi. HaromicTs HOBI cIOPYAH 9iTKO PO3MI3HAIOTHCA
stk cipoekroBati y 1980-x, i3 IpUKMETHUMH SICKPABUMH LIUIILSIMU, OPHAMEH-
TaMU 3 MIEPEXPELICHUX AiHIM i HE3BUIAMHUMU 6ianMu ¢poHTOHAMH B 6YAiBAi
nocepepusi kapraay. Hummi 0cobAnBO MiAKPECAIOIOTD, HACKIABKH TBOPYO
BapiaTHBHOW OyAa perioHasbHa TeMa. Y 11bOMy ceHCi OYAIBAL Bia0OpaxkaroTh
iael perioHasiaMy, PO sIKi TAKOX TOYHAHCS AMCKYyCil y TorodacHiit IToasumi,
aHAAOTIYHI A0 aHaAi3y mocTiHAycTpiaspHOro cycmiabcrBa EaBina Toddacpa
1980 poxy abo Ao iaei kpurnuHoro perionaaismy Kennera pemnrona, Aian
Aesedp i Aaexcanppa Lonica (Lefaivre & Tzonis, 1981; Frampton, 1983;
TofHer, 1986; Kosinski, 1981; Fauset, 1999).

BHUCHOBKM: IOCTMOAEPHE IITPUMHUPEHHA

Y npoueci BiabyaoBu Craporo micta B EAbOAOHTY 6ya0 ycmimHO posras-
HYTO NPOOAEMH KOHTEKCTY, BIAOYAOCS IPUMHUPEHHSI CYIIEPEYAUBUX IIpar-
HeHb. Aesiki 3 UX mparHeHb OyAn CIIABHMMHU AAsL 6araTboX KpaiH, sSIK-OT
6askaHHsS 366PCI‘TI/I TPAAHUILIIO Ta MICLIEBY IAGHTUYHICTh Y CBIiTAI mporpe-
CUBHOI MOAEPHi3alil; MOAEKOAH XK 36epiraAoc51 poO34YapyBaHHs HacAipKa-
MH QYHKIIIOHAAICTCHKOTO yp6aHi3My 3 MOro NpUHIUIAMU panjioHaAizanii
Ta MoaepHisanii. Inmi nparaenus 6yAm npuTaMaHHUMHU TiAbkH [oapmi
Ta MiCLIEBOMY KOHTEKCTY: BUCBITAUTH CYNEPEYAUBE MUHYAE MICTa, SIKE AO
1945 poky 6ya0 HiIMELIKUM, a TAKOK AATH IIMPLINIT IOTASIA Ha 30epexKeH-
Hs ICTOPUYHUX aM ATOK, 0OMEKEHHS Ta MO>KAHUBOCTI COIiaAlCTUYIHOI CHC-
TEMHU MEPIOAY 3aHETIAAY.

typology was given through the conservation authority’s design guidelines of 1983 and
subsequently upheld.

The three stages of the original plan comprised 113 buildings, of which 61 were single-
family houses and the rest multi-family buildings with 3-4 flats per building. The flats, most
of which were maisonettes, had between 85 and 110 square meters, which was considered
large for the standards of the time (Korzen 1989, p. 24). Furthermore, 110 commercial
spaces were included: bars and restaurants as well as shops and craftsmen’s workshops.

The rebuilding was supported by the fledgling market economy, which had been gradually
introduced in the carly 1980s. That marked a clear break from socialist principles but was still
very different from capitalist practices. The city gave municipally-owned plots in top locations
to private individuals for free, with the sole condition that they would use private funds to
build on them and potentially inhabit the resulting buildings. These small-scale investors were
typically what communists, with a derogatory undertone, referred to as prywaciarze (private

entreprencurs): local residents who made their living from the modest options that the socialist
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Xoua 3pewTo MPOEKT OYAO peaAisoBaHO KOIITAMH, 1[0 IIOXOAMAH 3 PUH-
KOBOI €KOHOMIKH, iHII}{I0BaAH HOTO OPraHU ACPKAaBHOI BAAAM Y cdepi MiCTo6y—
AyBaHHsI Ta OXOPOHU IaM sITok. Y upomy cerci Crape micto 8 EAbOAaoHTY Gyao
HACAIAKOM TIEPEXIAHOTO IIEPIOAY, KOAH BCEMPOHUKHE AEPYKABHE YIPaBAIHHA
Ije He MOCTYIIMAOCS MICLIEM MOAITHII HEBTPYYaHHS, A HA T€HEPAABHE MTAAHY-
BAHHS 1€ HE BIIAUHYAM {HAYCTPis OXOPOHH IIAMSITOK Ta KOPOTKOCTPOKOBi
iHTEepecH cpepu HEPYXOMOCTI. Y HACTYIIHI ACCATHAITTA yce Iie CyTTEBO 3MiHHU-
Aocst. 3apa3 EapbaoHT yee 6iabiie npusabatoe Typucrtis, i Biabyaoane Crape
MiCTO — OAHA 3 HAMBAYKAUBIIIMX HOTO aTPaKI]ili.

VY koHTeKkcTi TpaBMaTudHOro MuHysoro EapbAaoHra sacrocysatu moct-
MOAEPHI3M 3 iCTOPMYHOIO OCHOBOIO — 1]€ HEMOB Ha OAHOMY BOTHi CIIpST-
TH ABi s€uHi. 3 0AHOTO OOKY, HOBa apxiTeKkTypa mepeabadara iCTOpHIHY
TATAICTD HIASIXOM 3aAyYEHHS iCTOPUYHUX LIUTAT i TUIIOAOTIYHUX IIOCUAAHD
Ha AOBOEHHE MicTo. 3 iHIIIOro, BOHA BU3HABAAA PO3AAMH Ta ICTOpUYHI MO-
TPSICIHHS1, pOOASTYH IIPOEKT BUPA3HO cyyacHUM. BoHa He mpeTeHAyBasa Ha
TOYHICTD 200 ABTCHTHYHICTD, HE HOCTAABI'YBaAa 32 MUHYAMM, HE iA€aAisy-
BaAa HOro. 3rapKu Ipo HIMELbKUII Iepio icTopil micTa abo TOPTOBEADbHI
KAAacH, IKUM EABOAOHT icTOpHYHO 3aBASIYYBaB CBOIM 6ararcTBoM, — He
3HEXTYBaHi ¥ HE HATOAOIIEHIi, a BPAaXOBaHi y NEPCHEKTUBHOMY ITAXOAL
SIKUI 30CEPEAXKYETHCS HA MAHOYTHBOMY PO3BUTKY Ta NPUHILIUIAX [IOCT-
q)YHKLIiOHaAiCTCbKOI‘O MIAQHYBAHHS, TAKUX K HEBEAMKUMN MacmTad, 3Mi-
IIaHe BUKOPUCTAHHS Ta 0araTo y4acHUKiB mpouecy. ¥ npomy ceHci Eab-
6AOHT 3aCBIAYYE 3AATHICTH IIOCTMOAEPHOI apXiTEKTYPH AO NPUMHPEHHS
KOH(AIKTHHX NparHeHb Ta Meaianii BIAHOCHH MeNIKaHLiB 3i 36yAOBaHI/IM
AOBKIAASIM, Y SIKOMY BOHU >KUBYTb.

regime had since the early 1980s allowed for private business. They were mostly Elblag residents,
but their engagement was not exclusively driven by the commitment to the Old Town civic
and artistic values. Lubocka-Hoffmann remembers that there were also “speculators” who
rapidly sold their flats after profiting from subsidies and value increase, and never had the
intention to participate in any form of community life (Lubocka-Hoffmann 2018).

The design of reconstruction is exemplified in the block Stary Rynek 35-40 at the corner
with éwigtego Ducha (part of the first stage, begun c. 1985, design by Szczepan Baum and
Ryszard Semka). The pre-war buildings, with their late Renaissance fagades, for example in
the corner building no. 38 (no. 35 according to pre-war numbering), served as models with
regard to volume and typology but were only very distant references in terms of fagade and
ornamentation. Rather, the new buildings are clearly recognizable as having been designed
in the 1980s, with conspicuous flamboyant gables, crossing line ornaments, and unusual
white pediments in the middle building. The gables, in particular, show the extent of creative

variation over a regional theme. In this respect, the buildings reflect ideas about regionalism
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In.4 »

ByaiBai Ha posi
syanns Crapuit
Punoxk, 35-40

ta Cesaroro Ayxa

Ha poHi cobopy
(3Beaeni 1985 poxy,
apxitexkropu [lenan
Baym

i Pumapp Cemka)
(poro aBropa, 2018)

In.5+

Byaunxu mo Bya.
Crapwuit Punox,
17-22, cxipna
CTOPOHA, MiX BYA.
Bexona i Koaabcbka
(1986-2000,
apxitexropu Ileman
Baym Ta Priap
Cewmxa) (¢poto
asropa, 201 8)

Fig.4 +

The buildings on Stary
Rynck 35-40 and
Swigtego Ducha (c.
1985, Szczepan Baum,
Ryszard Semka) with
the cathedral in the
background

(author, 2018)

Fig.5~»

Buildings on Stary Rynek
no. 17-22, east side
between Wiezowa and
Kowalska (1986-1990
Szczepan Baum and
Ryszard Semka)

(author, 2018)
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In.6 «

Tort camumit kBapTan

y 1930-x. Yoke Toai

He Bei GyaiBai Gyau
icropuyHUMH.
Byaunox nomep 46
Ha Yac pyiHyBaHHs
MaB Tpoxu GiAbiue

AK WHCTAECAT POKiB.
Cycianiit, spo6acuuit
ni 6apoko Gyaurok
Ne 47 sBepeno

y 1930-x poxax,

a ABa iHII — KiHIs
XIX croairrs (Ar-
chive of the Wojew-
6dzki Urzad Ochrony
Zabytkéw Elblag, Call
number E/6207-6210,
$oto 646)

In7«

Byaunku no

ByA. Casiroro Ayxa,
29-31y2018 poui
(¢poto aropa)

Fig.6 +

The same block in the
1930s. Already then not
all houses were truly his-
torical. the building no.
46 was older than sixty
years at the time of the
destruction. The neigh-
bouring building no. 47
is a baroque-style copy
from the 1930s, while the
other two are from the
late nineteenth century
(Archive of the Wojew-
6dzki Urzad Ochrony
Zabytkow Elblag, Call
number E/6207-6210,
photograph no. 646)

Fig. 7 «

Buildings on Swigtego
Ducha 29-31
in 2018 (author)
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CONCLUSION: POSTMODERNIST RECONCILIATION
The rebuilt Old Town of Elblag successfully addressed the challenges of the contextand reconciled
contradictory desires. Some of them were shared in many countries, such as the longing for
tradition and local identity in light of progressive modernization; and the disappointment with
the results of functionalist urbanism whose principles of rationalization and modernization
otherwise continued to be upheld. Others were particular to Poland and the local context: a
contested past in a town that had been German before 1945, an expanded view on historic
conservation, and the constraints and opportunities of a socialist government in decline.
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yet given way to laissez-faire policies, where master planning was not yet affected by the
heritage industry and real estate industry’s short-term interests. This changed significantly
over the following decades. Currently, Elblag is increasingly a tourist destination, and the
re-built old town is its most important attraction.

In the context of Elblag’s traumatic past, a historically inspired postmodernism was a
convenient way to have one’s cake and eat it too. On the one hand, the new architecture
suggested historical continuity through historical quotations and typological references to the
prewar city. On the other hand, it acknowledged breaks and upheavals in featuring a design
that was conspicuously contemporary. There was no claim of accuracy or authenticity and
no nostalgic idealization of the past. References to the German period or to the merits of the
merchant classes, who had historically accounted for Elblag’s wealth, were neither neglected
nor stressed but blended into a forward-looking approach centered on future development and
post-functionalist planning principles such as small scale, mixed use, and multiple actors. In this
sense, Elblag attests to the power of postmodern architecture to reconcile conflicting desires

and mediate the relations of inhabitants with their built environment.
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AHoTauis. Y cTatTi posrnsHyTo 3MiHW napapurm MicTobyayBaHHS HanpPuWKiH-
ui icHyBaHHst HOP. Y 1982 poui 6yno yxsaneHo «[lpvHumnn couianictniHoro
po3BUTKY MicTOByayBaHHs Ta apxitektypu y Himeubki [lemokpaTuyHin Pec-
ny6nivi», ki cTann oBroovikyBaH/M OHOBNEHHsSIM 3aTBepaXKeHux y 1950-my
«lllicTHapusaTVM NPYHUMMIB MicTonnaHyBaHHs». [locnig)eHo BigpomaXeHHS Ai-
NSHOK Y CTapiii LleHTpanbHiil YacTUHI MicTa Ha npuknaai 3abynosu micta [an-
ne (3aane). CTBepaxyeTbes, WO MICTOMNAHYBaHHS Ta apXiTEKTYpPY Y NpoeKTax
1980-x HallKpalLLe MOYKHa MOSICHUTM IBOMA MOHSITTSIMU: KOHTEKCTOM i TSICTIO.
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iX cyyacH1MuM 3acobamu.
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adigms in the late GDR. In 1982, the Principles for the Socialist Development
of Urban Development and Architecture in the German Democratic Republic
formed a long-awaited update of the Sixteen Principles of Urban Design dat-
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3MIHA ITOAITUKH 3ABYAOBU
«[licTHAALATS IPUHIMIB MiCTOMAAHYBAHHS » 6yAI/1 HEPIIOIO MPUIHATOIO
B HAP moaeanro micekoro maanysanus. Ypsa HAP yxBaaus i ckaaseni
4uHOBHUKaMHU Y Mocksi npunnunu 27 aunua 1950 poky. «IlicrHapmsaTs
MPUHIIMITIB>» CTAAU MEPIIOIO IEPEMIHOI0 MOAEAL MICTa: 3 MOAEPHOTI'O, CTPYK-
TYPOBAHOTO Ta PO3NPOCTOPEHOIO — AO KOMIIAKTHOTIO, A€ B LIEHTPI, BiaIlO-
BIAHO AO PaASIHCBKOI MOACAL, OYAH «HaHOIABII BaXKAMBI i MOHYMEHTaAbHI
CIIOpYAH > (Bolz, 1951, p- 88). Vrim, ni npuHLUIY OyAU 3acTapiAuMu yxe
HaBiTh Ha TOM Yac, 3BAKAIOYM HA «IepeopieHTaniio byaiBHUITBa>» Y 1954
pouwi Ta mepexia A0 IPOMUCAOBOTO BI/IPO6HI/IHTBa 36ipHI/IX koHcTpykuii. Ha
HACTYIMHOMY eTami y cdepi 6YAiBHHHTBa AOMIHYBAaAO MOAEPHICTChKE CIIPHH-
HATTS] MiCbKOTO ITAAHYBAHHS Ta APXiTEKTYPH, YHACAIAOK YOTO )KUTAOBI KOMII-
AEKCH PO3MII[yBaAU Y CITAABHUX PaOHAX, a Bipocobaeni IPOMaAChKi 6yAiB—
Al — y nenTpax mict. Lleit mepexip Ao6pe iatoctpye Craain-aace, mepury
CEKIIiIO AKOI 3BEACHO Y MOHYMEHTAABHOMY KAACULIUCTUYHOMY CTHAIL, 2 APYTa,
sika Tenep Mae HasBy Kapa-Mapkc-asee, 3'epAHye Michkuii aHCaMOAb 3 AAek-
canpepnaay (ia. 1). 3araapHy KOHIENILiIO MiCTOAQHYBaHHSA 6YAO POSKPUTO
Y HU3IIi HOCAIAOBHO BUAAHUX AMPEKTUB, SKi, IIPOTE, 3 OPUAUYHOTO MTOTASIAY,
He Maau crarycy «Ilicthagusmn npunnunis» (Betker, 2005, p. 122).
VxBaaenns y 1973 poui nmporpaMu >KUTAOBOTO 6YAiBHI/IuTBa, BIAIIOBIAHO AO
s1Kx01 A0 1990 poky MaAM 3BECTH TPH MiABHOHU KBapPTHP, CIPHYUHHAO TOBOPOT
y crioco6i mucaeHHs. Ternep, Takox i 3 eKOHOMIYHUX MOTHUBIB, AASL PO3BUTKY
micra Tpe6a 6yao 3asydary i HasBHUI xkuTAOBHIT $poHA (Junker, 1973). [Taanu
MacmtabHoro HepeTBOPEHHS LieHTPIB MicT Biakaaan. Hose sxutaoBe 6yAiBHI/IL1-
TBO CIIOYATKy 30CEPEAKYBAAOCS Y BEAUKHX )KUTAOBHX MACHBAX Ha OKOAHIIAX.

SHIFTING POLICIES

Issued in 1950, the Sixzeen Principles of Urban Design represented the first urban plan-
ning model in the GDR. Pre-formulated by party officials in Moscow, “Principles” were
adopted by the GDR government on July 27, 1950. The Sixteen Principles represent the
first change of an urban model from the modernist, structured, and wide-spread city to
the compact city model “with the most important and monumental buildings” in its
center according to the Soviet model (Bolz, 1951, p. 88). However, in 1954, they already
became obsolete with the so-called “turnaround in construction” and the shift towards
industrial prefabrication. In the following phase, modernist perceptions of urban design
and architecture dominated the construction scene, resulting in residential areas with
housing blocks and city centers with solitary public buildings. This shift may be best
illustrated by Stalinallee in Berlin with its first construction section in a monumental
classicist style succeeded by its second section now called Karl-Marx-Allee that merges

into the urban ensemble of Alexanderplatz. (Fig. 1) The overall concept of urban design
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1106 AaTH IOLITOBX PO3BUTKY CTAPUX LIEHTPAABHHX YacTHH MicTa, y 1980 poui

PO3IIOYAAOCS CTBOPEHHS HOBUX HACTAHOB AAS CPepHU apXiTeKTYpH i MicTomAa-
nyBaHHsL. [licast Ao0Brux auckyciit y Minicrepcrsi 6yaiBauiTsa, y byaiBeabniit
akapemii («Bauakademie») sx Haykosiii ycranosi Ta Criani apxirekTopis
(«Bund der Architekten») sx npodeciiinomy 06’epnanHi, ix 6yao saTBepaske-
HO 1982 poxky sk «IIpuHnumnu coniaAicTHYHOrO PO3BUTKY MiCTONAAHYBAHHS
Ta apxitextypu Himenpkoi Aemoxparnunoi Pecriy6aixu» (Grundsitze fir die
sozialistische Entwicklung von Stidtebau und Architektur in der DDR, 1982).

YV «Ilpunnunax» 6yao chopMyaboBaHO 3acapM MicTOOyAyBaHHs, sKi
MOXHa nepedpasyBaTH Tak: «MicTO K HisicHicTe» (i came it sBopoT

was specified in a series of successive guidelines, which, however, did not attain the rank/
status of the Sixzeen Principles from a legal point of view (Betker, 2005, p. 122).

The adoption of the housing construction program in 1973, under which 3 million
apartments were to be built by 1990, led to a change in thinking. Now, also for economic
reasons, the existing housing stock was to be included in urban development. (Junker,
1973) Plans for the large-scale redevelopment of city centers were suspended. However,
new construction initially concentrated on large housing estates on the outskirts of the
cities. In 1980, to push development in the inner cities, work began on a new guideline for
architecture and urban development, which, after lengthy discussions in the Ministry of
Construction, the Building Academy (“Bauakademic”) as a scientific institution and the
Union of Architects (“Bund der Architekten”) as a professional association, was adopted
in 1982 as the “Principles for the Socialist Development of Urban Development and
Architecture in the German Democratic Republic” (Grundsitze fiir die sozialistische

Entwicklung von Stidtebau und Architekeur in der DDR, 1982).

In. 1

AAcKcaHAepIIAQL

y Bepaini, kpaesua
Ha Aim yuuTeas

i Konrpec-xoa (¢poro
FORTEPAN /
3oatan Aencue
(https://commons.
wikimedia.org/wiki/
File:Kelet-Berlin,_
Alexanderplatz,
szemben_a_Haus_
des_Lehrers._
Fortepan_61105.
ipg) “Kelet-Berlin,
Alexanderplatz,
szemben a Haus des
Lehrers. Fortepan
61105, heeps://
creativecommons.
org/licenses/by-
sa/3.0/legalcode)

Fig. 1
Alexanderplatz Berlin
with “House of the
Teacher” and Congress
Hall. FORTEPAN

/ Lencse Zoltén
(hetps://commons.
wikimedia.org/wiki/
File:Kelet-Berlin,_Al-
exanderplatz,_szem-
ben_a_Haus_des_Lehr-
ers._Fortepan_61105.
ipg). “Kelet-Berlin,
Alexanderplatz, szem-
ben a Haus des Lehrers.
Fortepan 61105”,
https://creativecom-
mons.org/licenses/
by-sa/3.0/legalcode
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9aCcTO BXXHUBAIOTh Y CYYaCHUX NPALX). YBeCh MiCbKHIH OpraHiaM posymian
SIK LIOCh YCIIAAKOBAHE, TOMY HOT0o Tpeba OHOBUTH, AOAYYUBIIH T€, IO
BXe €>, sIKe, OTxKe, He Tpeba OyayBaru HaHOBO. Toxx posymiHHs MicTa
6on FOAICTHYHHUM, IPOMAryBaAO BiAXiA Bia QYHKI[IOHAABHO PO3MEXOBA-
HOTO MiCTa A0 3MillaHUX QYHKIiH, TOAOBHHUM YHHOM mo6 BUKOPHCTATH
HAsIBHY TEXHIYHY Ta coljiaabHy 1HPPACTPYKTYPY i CKOPOTHUTH BiACTAHB
MI>XK AOMOM 1 MiciieM pO6OTI/I. I'lpumar exoHOMiKM Haa HPO6ACMaMI/I ap-
XITeKTypH Ta MICTOIAAQHYBaHHsS OyB BU3HAYAABHUM AASl LUX <«IIPUHIIU-
miB» xoua 6 TOMY, 11O BOHH MAaAHU CAYTYBaTH AOCATHEHHIO KiABKiCHMX
LliA€H IpOrpaMu XKUTAOBOTO 6YAiBHHuTBa. VTiM, «IpUHLHUIN>» HE 6YAI/I
$aKTUYHOIO apXiTEKTypHOI MoacAao. IluTanHsa mpo Te, K i3 moraspy
AU3AMHY peaAisyBaTu 6a>1<a1-1y rapMOHIHHY KoMmbinHario CTaporo i HoBoro,
3aAMLIAAOCS BIAKPUTUM, OCOOAMBO B YMOBaX IPOMHCAOBOTO i THUIII30Ba-
HOro 6yaiBHUIITBA.

IIPUKAAA TAAAE (BAAAE)

Micro Taaae (3aaac) € yHiBepcaabHOWO i BoAHOUAC crieliuiuHOI0 iAlocTpa-
L[i€I0 pillleHb, 5Ki 3aIPOIOHYBAAM MiCTONAAHYBAABHUKH Ta apXiTeKTOPH
1980-x aast oHoBAeHHS MicT. Lle MicTo 6yA0 neHTpOM 0AHOTO 3 14 pailoHiB
HAP, posraiuoBane B IpOMHCAOBI# 30HI, A€ AOMiHy€ XiMi4Ha IPOMHCAOBICTb.
Hanpukinni 1960-x AAst 5iboro MicTa, sk i AAst 6araTbox iHUIMX LiEHTPIB pa-
HOHIB, 6on BHUCYHYTO MacmTabHi i Aelo YTOIIIYHI IIAQHHU, HACAIAKOM SIKHX
MaAa 6yTH Marke ITOBHA HCPCGYAOBa LeHTpy Micta. BriM, ni maanu tak i He
Oyao peaaizoBano. ¥ 1970-x craH micra OyB TUIIOBHI AASL THX 4aciB: XKHTAO
3BOAMAH HAa OKOAHISIX, 4 TAKOX Y CyciAHbOMY MicTeuky [aaae-Hoitmraa,. Tum

The “Principles” formulated a guide for urban planning that can be paraphrased
with the catchword “city as a whole”. The overall organism of the city is understood
as something inherited, as something to be renewed by incorporating the already
existing structures, and thus no longer as something to be built anew. The under-
standing of the city was thus a holistic one: a move away from the functionally
separated city toward a mixture of functions, especially in order to exploit tech-
nical and social infrastructure and to minimize the distances between home and
workplace. The economic primacy over architectural and urban planning issues
essentially determined the “principles” though, if only because they were to serve
primarily the fulfillment of the — quantitative — goals of the housing construc-
tion program. However, the “principles” were not an actual architectural model.
The question of how the desired harmonious combination of old and new was to
be achieved in terms of design, especially under the conditions of industrialized

and typified construction, remained open.
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4aCOM KOAMCh IMIIO3aHTHE CTape MICTO 3aHENMAAAAO, a came laare oTpumano
HPi3BUCHKO «Cipa IPUMAAOHHA> .

ToaoBuwuit apxitekrop micta Tepxapa Kpebep BusHauus saraabHy koHujen-
1o 06pa3y Micta. Y cBOIil AOKTOPCBKif ancepranil «Moapeap MicbKOro maa-
HyBaHHs AASL PO3BUTKY Micta [aaae/3aane» Kpebep, nepu Hixx npeacrasu-
TH CBOIO MOAEAb [aaae, posiB yce6iql-u/n?1 aHAAI3 MiCTa, B IKOMY HacaMIIEPEA
3ocepeauBes Ha fioro xapakrepucrukax (Kréber, 1974). Yaxe y Beryni Bin ok-
PECAUB CYNEPEYHICTDb MK HEOOXiAHICTIO 3MIHUTH MIiCTO BIATTOBIAHO AO BUMOT
CYYaCHOTO TPAHCIIOPTHOTO PyXy Ta HOBOBHHUKAHM iHTEPECOM COLiyMY AO
icTopil i MHHYAOTO, a TAKOX OaskaHHsM 30eperTu «crapi Mictax. Yci nji Mipky-
BaHHS BIIAMHYAU Ha erGePOBy MOAEAB, OCHOBOIO SIKOI € IACHTUYHICTh MICTa.
Ocranno BiH BusHavae, 3a Kesinom Aindewm, sik iHAMBiAyaAbHICTS 260 1LjiAic-
HICTb, @ He SIK HOPIBHSHHA i3 / BIATIOBIAHICTB AO 4OrOCh iHIIIOTO:

«JaenTHYHICTD MicTa, HOrO BIAMIHHICTb, BUSBASETBCS HE TIABKH y MiCBKO-
My AaHAmA$Ti, il CTBOPIOIOTH 1 IIEBHI XapaKkTepHi 6yAiBAi; IIPOTE KOXKHE MICTO
TAKOX Ma€ OC06AI/IBy CTPYKTYpY, IPUTAMaHHY TiAbKU HOMY OAHOMY, KA BiA-
pisHsie Fioro Bia iHIINX MicT. 3HOBY 5K TaKH, TIABKH IIEBHI CYTTEBI CTPYKTYPHI
CAEMEHTH YTBOPIOIOTB L0 BIAMIHHICTb Bip inmmx>» (Krober, 1974, p. 122).

HacaipkoM Taxol KOHLjenmil cTaAa CTPYKTYPHA MOACAD MIiCTa, B SIKOMY A€-
SIKI €AEMEHTH MO0 «TiAa» CAIA 6on 36€p€I‘TI/I: MMOEAHAHHS ITAOII] MaPKT
i [aAAMapKT, TpaHCIIOPTHE KiAbLie HABKOAO CTAPOrO MiICTa Ta paslaAbHE pO3-
MilljeHHS BYAHLb 13 kpaMHULAMH. [IpoTe Mk numMu ¢ikcoBaHUMHU eAeMEH-
tamu Kpebep 6a4uB cydacHimy BIAKpUTY CTPYKTYpY 3a0yAOBH.

Y 1976 i 1977 pokax A0 «3araabHOro MicTobyAIBHOTO maany» 6yAo BHe-
CeHO 3MiHU: OYAO IepeADaYCHO IPOrpaMu XUTAOBOTO OYAIBHUIITBA, 4 TAKOX

THE CASE OF HALLE (SAALE)
In the 1980s, to demonstrate the solutions, planners and architects came up with plans for
urban renewal, where the city of Halle (Saale) stands as a universal and yet special example.
Being the capital of one of the 14 districts of the GDR, it was situated in an industrial
zone dominated by the chemical industry. As for many of the district capitals, large-scale
and somewhat utopian plans were drawn up in the late 1960s, which would have led to an
almost complete reconstruction of the city center. Those plans were never implemented
though. During the 1970s, the city was in a typical state/condition for that time: housing
construction took place at the outskirts and the nearby new town Halle-Neustadt; while
the formerly impressive old town of Halle lay in decay. For that reason, the city was nick-
named “grey diva”

At the same time, Gerhard Kréber, the chief architect of the city, drafted an overall
concept for the image of the city. In his Ph.D. dissertation, “An urban planning model for
the development of the city of Halle/Saale Krober preceded his model for Halle with
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BpaxoBaHo MipkyBaxHs Kpebepa. Y neperasnyTiit Bepcii 6adnmo 4iTkuit Tepu-
TOPiaABHUH PO3IOAIA: HOBE )KUTAOBE 6yAiBHHuTBO y HEPEAMICTSAX, A MOAEPHI-
3alLjisl i peKOHCTPYKIis — y cTapiil IleHTpaAbHii yacTuHI MicTa. BBaskarocs, mo
AASL MaCIITAOHOTO, «KOMIIACKCHOTO>» HOBOIO )KHTAOBOIO OYAIBHHIITBA CTapa
LICHTPAAbHA YACTHHA MICTa HAAAETBCS TIABKH AO IeBHOI Mipu. I xoua croyar-
Ky CTape MiCTO BUKPECAMAH 3i CITUCKY MOXXAMBUX MaHAAHYHKIB 3a6yAOBI/I, yxe
TOAL MOXHa OyAO IepeaGaunTH, 1o 15 YacTuHa [aaae cTaHe 06’€eKTOM 3HAYHUX
BTPy4aHb. Y 3araAbHOMY IIAQHI PO3BUTKY MicTa faraTo AiASTHOK y LIEHTpI yKe
6YAI/I MPU3HAYEH] «IIip PEKOHCTPYKIIiIO>, III0 O3HAYAAO HE TIABKH MOAEPHi3a-
11i10 TOTO, 110 BapTO OYAO 30EpErTH, a if 3BEACHHS HOBOTO SKUTAA — SIK HA He-
3a6yAOBaHux AIASIHKAX, TaK I Ha PO3YMILCHUX IIAAIXOM 3HeceHH:. HoBi 6YAiBAi
MaAu 6yTH 6araToIOBEPXOBUMH, 1110 AOIIOBHIOBAAO OH BUPA3HUIT CHAYET MicTa
3 Horo I’sirbMa icToprannmy Bexamu (Angermann & Hilse, 2013, p. 99).

Y 1981 poui MicToOyAIBHUII Ta apXiTEKTYPHUI KOHKYPC Ha 3a0YAOBY AlASIH-
Ku «DbpyHocBapre» Ha MBACHHOMY 3aXOAl CTApOro MicTa 3HaMEHYBAB BiAdyTHI
3MiHH. Yci IPOEKTH, SIKi MOCIAM TpH mepimi Micris i 6yAH ony6AiKOBaHi BOKYpHaAi
«Apxitekrypa HAP>», SIBHO BiAME>KOBYBaAHCA Bip KOHLICILIIET POSBUTKY MicTa
cepeannn 1970-x. Ha maanax (nepmnx rIOBepxiB) — He 3rpyIOBaHi psiau OyAUH-
KiB, 2 paAllle CTPYKTYPH, 110 HArAAYIOTh [ICPUMETPAAbHY KBAPTAAbHY 3a0YAOBY.
Bonu vactkoBO mpHeaHaHi AO HasBHHX 6YAI/IHKiB, IIPU L[bOMY CTiHH 6YAI/IHKiB
YTBOPIOIOTb i3 IIPUACTAUMH BYAUIISIMH KYTH i KPHUBI. Ix CTPYKTYPYIOTh BHCTYIIH
Ta Hiuli, epKepH i AOAXII, 3A€0IABLIOTO IIECTUIIOBEPXOBI — I yce Lie peaaisy-
eTbest 3acobamu cuctemu 36ipaux naneabHux koHcTpykuii (Krober, 1982). Leit
KOHKYPC MO>KHA BBYKATH KAIOUOBHM MOMEHTOM Y IIOAAABIIIOMY PO3BUTKY CTApOi
uerTpasbHoi yactunu [asae. lepme Miciie mociB MpoeKT KOACKTHBY aBTOPIB Ha

a comprehensive analysis of the city, in which he primarily asked about its characteristics
(Krober, 1974). Already in the introduction, he presents the contradiction between the
pressure for change on the cities due to the demands of modern traffic and the emerging
social interest in history and the past, and the associated desire to preserve the “old cities.”
The basis of Krober's model derived from these considerations is the identity of the city,
which he defines according to Kevin Lynch as individuality or wholeness, and not as con-
formity with something else:

“The identity of a city, its distinctiveness, is expressed not only in its cityscape,
which is marked by certain characteristic buildings, but each city also has a particular
structure that is unique to it alone and distinguishes it from all other cities. Yet, again,
it is only certain essential structural elements that constitute this distinctiveness.”
(Krober, 1974, p. 122)

Resulting from this conception is a structural model for the city in which certain

elements of the city's body ought to be preserved: the connected squares Markt and Hall-
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4o0Ai 3 Byapdpom Bpanarureareponm, sikuil Bupinman peasisysaru. «bpyHocsap-
Te>» CTaB 3Pa3KOM AAS [IOAAABIIOTO PO3BUTKY MicTa [asae Ta inilioBaB 3MiHH ¥
IPUHLMIAX MicbKOro maadyBaHHs. Y 1982 poui 6yao posrasiHyTo i mpusHade-
HO AAS PEKOHCTPYKII i iHII AIASHKH. 3PEmTOolo yce cTape MiCTO Ta IPUAETAL
paiioHu LIeHTpy MicTa mopisnau Ha 11 30oH 6yAiBHHuTBa, A€ 3aITAAHOBAHO 6on
BAINICHUTH HepEIAQHYBAHHS, MOACPHIBALIII0, PECTABPALLIO IIAM SITOK T4 HOBE 6y—
AIBHUIITBO — 3 OPIEHTAIIi€I0 HA HASBHE PO3MNAAHYBAHHS MicTa (Angermann &
Hilse, 2013, p. 101). Ao Boss'epnanns Hivewunnn y 1990 poui 6yao saBepiero

IT'SITB i3 LIUIX 30H, IIPO ABI 3 SIKUX ITHMETBCS AAALL

«HOBA PEYEBICTb» I MICBKA CTIHA: «<bBPYHOCBAPTE»

3abypoBa kBapraay «DbBpynocapre» y 1984-1985 pokax npusepHyaa
yBary Bciei HAP. Byabdy Bpanamrearepy Ta fioro xomanai (3irpia lras-
aep, Kaaycy-Airepy Baiisepy, YBe Ipayao) Baasocs pospobutn iHAUBI-
AYaAi30BaHMH MPOEKT Ii€l AIASHKH, X042 BUKOPUCTOBYBAAU BOHU 36ip1-1i
NPOMHCAOBO BHTOTOBAcHI cepii (Brandstidter, 1986). BcraBku koniunux
CACMECHTIB YMOXAUBHUAHM NPUOAM3HE HACAIAYBaHHS IIONEPEAHBOIO IIPO-
ASITAHHSI ByAHLb Y Ll MicrieBocTi. Takosx 6on AOAQHO KiABKAQ €ACMEHTIB
AU3aHHY, o6 AAANTyBaTH HOBi 6yAiBAi AO AOBKOAHIIIHIX Ta HAAATU LIbOMY
KBapTaAy iHAUBIAYaABHOCTI. OcobauBoO caip 3ayBa)KUTHU: 3aCKAEHI AOAXII,
AKi 3a6e3nequaAH LIYyMO3AaXHUCT KBAPTUP Y MiBAECHHIN YacTHHI KBapTaAy,
BIKHA AKHX BUXOAUAM HA aBTOCTPAAY; 03A00AEHHS BEPXHIX IIOBEPXiB Yep-
BOHOI0 OOAMIIIOBAABHOIO IIAUTKOIO, 11O CTBOPIOBAAO BPKCHHS AAXY; a Ta-
KOXX €pKEPH Ta BiKHa, 1[0 ONEPI3yBaAU KYTH GYAiBeAb. BiapmicTs BikHuH
6YAI/I TEMHO-KOPUYHEBI, HATOMICTb A€TKI BIATIHKM 6AAKUTHOTO Ta 4EPBOHOTO

marke, the ring road around the old town, and the radial shopping streets. In between
those fixed elements though, Kréber imagined a more modern and open building
structure. In 1976 and 1977, revisions of the General Development Plan were made that
incorporated both the housing program goals and Krober's considerations. The revisions
provided a clear territorial distribution: new housing construction to suburban areas
and modernization and reconstruction to the inner city. The inner city was considered
to have limited use for a large-scale, “complex” new housing construction. Although
initially ruled out as a new development site, major interventions in the old town were
already foreseeable at this time. In the city center, the General Development Plan already
designated many areas for reconstruction. This decision meant not only the moderniza-
tion of structures worthy of preservation but also the construction of new housing on
vacant lots and the demolition of the existing housing stock. This new construction was
foreseen as high-rise buildings, complementing the distinctive city skyline with its five

historic towers (Angermann/Hilse, 2013, p. 99).

559



S60  KIPCTEH AHFEPMAHH

In. 2

Byaunku B paitoni
«bBpynocsapre»
(¢oro Kipcren
Anrepmann, 2012)

Fig. 2

Buildings in
Brunoswarte. Kirsten
Angermann, 2012

MaAu HOM’;{KmyBaTH CTAaA€Bi paMM BIKOH Y AOAXISAX, IO CTBOPIOBAAO KOH-
TPACT i3 TemAMMH CipUMH TOHAMHU (pacaAHHUX [TAHEACH i3 BAMHUBHOTIO 6ero-
ny. Cepea 6yAuHKIB pisHOi BucOTH 6yAM i BexkonoaibHi cTpykTypu (ia. 2).

AexoayBary Iji eAGMEHTH MOXKHA 32 AOIIOMOIOIO ABOX OpIEHTHPIB. 3 0a-
HOTO OOKY, AOAXII 3 METAACBUMH PaMaMy Ta BiKHa Ha KyTax OyAiBeab MOXKHA
IIPOYHUTYBATH SIK BIAARHHS HAACKHOTO apXiTEKTYpi «HOBOI pedcBocti» (New
Objectivity) 1920-x, sika Aummaa cBiif caip Ha 6aratbox OyaiBAsX i paifoHax
MiCTa, He TIABKH HA LjbOMY. 3 iHILOTO, MoAIGHI A0 BEX 6yAiBAi BIACHAQIOTH AO
KOAHIIHBOI MICBKOI CTiHH, SIKA IPOXOAHAQ LIi€I0 AIASHKOIO. YTiM, cXeMa pos-
MTAQHYBaHHS 6yAiBCAb TIABKH B 3aTaABHMX PHCAX 3BEPTAETHCA AO KOAMIIHIX

In 1981, a change took place with an urban and architectural competition for the
“Brunoswarte” buildingarea in the southwest of the old town. The project proposals of
the three prize winners published in the Architektur der DDR architecture magazine
set themselves apart from the development concepts of the mid-1970s. The ground
plans represent perimeter-block-like structures partly connected to the existing build-
ings that close the street walls to the adjacent streets in angles or curves, are structured
by projections and recesses, oriels, and loggias, and are on average only six stories
high — and all of that within the system of prefabricated panel construction (Kréber,
1982). The competition can be regarded as a key moment for the further develop-
ment of Halle's inner city. The first-place winning entry — a design developed by the
collective led by Wulf Brandstidter of Halle’s housing construction combine — was
determined for execution. “Brunoswarte” advanced to become the blueprint for fur-
ther urban development in Halle and initiated a change in urban planning principles.

Other areas were investigated and designated construction areas during 1982. As a
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CTPYKTYP i3 HEBEAMKHMHU AIASTHKAMU 3 ABOPUKAMH Ta l'IpI/I6y,A,OBaMI/I. Ba 6iab1ue,
depes Te, o HYAO IPOKAAACHO ABTOCTPAAY, SIKA 3 €AHYBaAQ HOBE MICTO, 4epBOHI
AlHiT ByAHL}b CYTTEBO 3MICTHAM Ha3aA, HOPIBHAHO 3 icropuannmi (ia. 3).

CEPEAHBOBIYHA CTPYKTYPA U AAMAHI ATHIT
HA ®PPOHTOHAX: «<AOMITAAIT»

3oHy 3a6yA0BU «AOMIIAAL» CTBOPUAH Y HAIOIABLI BPA3AUBIil YACTUHI CTAPOTO
micTa. ByaiBHHLTBO Tam posnodasocs 1985 poxy i Tpusaso a0 1990-ro (apxi-
texropu Boand-Propirep Teaep, Kpictin [a6piea, [Titep Bek). 3ona mpoasirae Bi
icropuanoi punK0BOi A0 A0 cobopy i samky Mopiu6ypr ( Thider et al.,, 1986).

result, the entire old town and the areas adjacent to the city center were divided into
11 construction areas, where redevelopment, modernization, preservation, and new
construction — orientated to the existing city layout — was planned (Angermann/
Hilse, 2013, p. 101). Five areas were completed before the German reunification in

1990, two of which will be discussed hereafter.

NEW OBJECTIVITY AND THE CITY WALL: “BRUNOSWARTE”

The “Brunoswarte” area was built between 1984 and 1985 and attracted attention through-
out the GDR. Even though a prefabricated building series was used, Wulf Brandstadter
and his team (Sigrid Schaller, Klaus-Dieter Weiser, Uwe Graul) succeeded in achieving
a differentiated design for the area (Brandstidter, 1986). By inserting conical elements, it
was possible to approximately follow the former course of the streets in the area. Aiming
to individualize the area, the architects added several design elements developed for these

buildings. Particularly noteworthy are glazed loggias, which provided noise protection for

In.3

ITaan-cxema
«bpynocsapre».

B niBaenHii yacTuni
AiHIIO IpOASITAaHHS
BYAMIIi, TOPiBHAHO

3 icropuyHoI0,
BiACYHYTO Ha3ap
(AcpxaBuuit apxis
Taaae)

Fig. 3
Layout plan of
Brunoswarte with a set-
back in the south behind
the historic street line.
Stadtarchiv Halle
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byaiBai poamilieHO BiATIOBIAHO AO iCTOPHUYHOTO IPOASTaHHS BYAHLi — 3HAYHO
TouHiure, HiX y «bpynocBapre». Takox Oyannku He Taxi MacmrabHi. Aaxu me-
PEBAXHO IAACK], aA€ TPAIASIOTHCS | MAaHCAPAU. 3aAyYEHO HAraTo AOAATKOBHX
€AEMEHTIB, SIK-OT OeTOHHI KOHCTPYKIIil HaA TEPACAMM AAXY, SAKi IMITYIOTh CKAaTHi
Aaxi, it okpemi Bxoar. OcobauBuM, yTiM, € Te, 1o 6araro YacTuH OYAUHKIB 03A0-
6aeni KaiHKepHOIO 1eraoko. Lli yactran GopMyIoTh OCi CXOAIB / CXOAOBHX KAITHH,
3a6esneqy10Tb pisHOMaHITHICTH GOPM BIKOH i, Ha OAHIII i3 BYAHIIb, yTBOPIOIOTH
AamaHi AiHii Ha pponToHax (ia. 4). Xoua citka 6yaiBeAbHMX maHeacH Ha daca-
AAX € TTIOMITHOIO, 6y,A,iBAi 3 ITOTASIAY MaCLHTa6y i AU3aiHy BIMCYIOTbCS B KOHTEKCT
LIbOTO iCTOPHYHOTO OcepAs MicTa. Aesiki HapDKHI 6YAI/IHKI/I, BTiM, PO3IIAAHOBAHO
3a CIPOLICHOIO CXEMOI0: TYT OA4MMO NPsIMI KyTH, 4 HEe ICTOPHYHI HEPETyAApHI
popmu maany.

[ITo6 6e3mocepeAHbO MOEAHATH HOBI OyAIBAI 3 CycigHIME icTOpHYHHMH,
y IPOMDKKAX MK IIAHEABHUMHU Ta iICTOPHYHUMU CIIOPYAAMHU 3BOAUAY OYAUH-
KM 32 TPAAULIIHOI0 TexHOAOTiE (iA. 5). Y EBHOMY CEHCi MOXHA CTBEPAXKY-
BATH, L0 BCTAHOBAIOETBCS 3B SI30K MK CCPCAHBOBIYHIM POSIIAAHYBAHHSM
MicTa, A€SKi ICTOpUYHI 6yAiBAi SIKOTO 36CPCI‘AI/IC$I AOHUHI, Ta AO A€SKOI Mipu
AY>KE Cy4aCHUM ITiAXOAOM, KOAH BUKOPUCTAHO BUPA3HO IIOCTMOAEPHI MOTHU-
BH, SIK-OT AaMaHi AiHil (l)POHTOHiB (iA. 6).

BUCHOBKMU: KOHTEKCT I TATAICTb

Micbke MAaHYBAaHHS Ta apXiTEKTYpHI pillleHHA 30H 6yAiBHHuTBa y cTapiii 1jeH-

TpaAbHil yacTrHi [aase IIAKOM MO>KHA OITHCATH B TEPMiHAX KOHTEKCTY H TATAOCTI.
TotraicTs peaaisoBaHO y MaTepiaAbHHUIT i HeMaTepiaAbHHUIL croci6. Henepeps-

HICTb, TATAICTB IIPOCTOPY MOMITHO B KOHIrypawlil ByAHIib, IXHbOMY IIPOASIaH-

the apartments located directly on the high road in the south of the area, a top floor clad
with red tiles to create the impression of a roof, bay window elements, and windows that go
around the corner. While most of the windows were painted in dark brown, light shades of
blue and red were chosen for the slender steel frame windows of the loggias in contrast to
the warm grey tones of the washed concrete fagade panels. The height of the buildings was
varied, with tower-like superstructures. (Fig. 2)

There are two points of reference here. On the one hand, the steel-framed loggias and
the windows around the corner can be read as paying homage to the architecture of New
Objectivity of the 1920s that had left its mark in the city with quite a few buildings and
settlements — just not at this site. On the other hand, the fort-like appearance of the
buildings refer to the former city wall that ran through the site. However, the overall layout
of the buildings only loosely refers to the former structures of small plots with courts and
annexes. Moreover, due to the high street built to connect the new town, the new street line

is significantly set back from the historical one. (Fig. 3)
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Hi, HAPDKHUX YaCTHHAX [IEPUMETPAABHUX KBAPTAABHUX OAOKIB, IPOCTOPOBUX
BUMIpax i BUCOTHOCTI, siKi Oyan 36epexxeni a60 npuHAIMHI OpIEHTYBaAUCS Ha
KOAHIIHI 6y,A,iBAi y usomy Micni. Hemarepiaapna TsraicTs moasirasa y 3B'si3kax i3
MiCLIeBOKO MiCTOOYAIBHOKO TPaAULIi€o a00 3 ICTOPIEr0 EBHOI ALASHKH. YTiM, ipu
3BEPHEHHI AO MICLICBHX TPaAHLIiil HEOOOB S3KOBO OYAO TAMOOKO 3aHYPIOBATUCH
B ICTOpIIO: ACKIABKA €ACMEHTIB AIICAIOIOTb AO apXiTeKTypu He Aaai sk 1920-x. Ta-
KO)X 3BEPHEHHS AO iCTOPII LIbOTO MICIisl BTIAIOETHCS Y HOBUX apXiTEKTYPHHX pi-
HICHHAX, HAIPUKAAA Y BEXKOIMOAIOHMX BepXHiX nosepxax «bpyHocBapTe, ski
BIACHAQIOTH AO KOAUIIIHBOI MiCBKOI CTiHH.

Konrexcr Bipirpae sHauny poas y p03p06AeHHi pimeHn 6y,A,I/IHKiB i pacaais.
(DopMy OCHOBHHX YaCTHUH 6yAI/IHKiB o6paHo BIAIIOBIAHO AO apXiTEKTYpH AO-
BKOAMIIHBOTO MICTa, IIPU LIbOMY BUKOPHCTAHO BEPTHKAABHI POPMATH BIKOH,
30HYBaHHA cl)acaAiB Ha IEPHIOMY ITOBEPC, IHOAL HABITH 13 Mara3uHaMu Ta iH-
IIMME PUMILIIEHHAMH, BEPXHIX MoBepxiB i aaxiB. Pacasm yacTo sanpoekrosa-
HO Y HEBEAUKOMY MacIrTabi, i3 3aCTOCYBAHHSAM Pi3HUX TUIIB IIOBEPXOHb, MaTe-
piaaiB i KOABOpIB, X042 BOHU 3araaoM yaropskeHi. Ha sxaab, yci 1ji sycnaas 6yao
3HHUIICHO «KOCMETHYHUMU PEMOHTAMHU>» OCTAHHIX POKIB, KOAH CKCTEP € 6y—
AIBEAD ITOBHICTIO OHOBUBCSI.

KonTekcr 1 TArAicTs BIAUHYAH Ha [IEBHY POPMY KOHTEKCTYAAI3MY, B SIKOMY
BPAXOBAaHO 1 icTOpUYHUIA, 1 PISHIHHI KOHTEKCT. Horo AOIIOBHIOE ITIOCTMOAEP-
HHI METOA BIAYY>KyBaHH i anponpianil iCTOPUYHHUX €ACMEHTIB, Y BUIAAKy [aa-
A€ Li€ BUSIBASIETBCS Y 3aCTOCYBaHHI AAMAHHX AiHIl pPOHTOHIB SIK iICTOPHIHOTO
mwudpy Ta BOAHOUAC Cy4acHOTo eaeMeHTy. OTXKe, L€l «IPHCYTHOCTI MHHYAO-
ro>» AOCATHYTO Cy4aCHUMH 3ac00aMM: BOHA HEHaue IIEPEBCTAHOBAIOE 3B A3KH
3 icTOpi€N0, SIKI ITOMEPEAHS] MOACPHA €II0Xa HIOUTO posipBasa.

MEDIEVAL STRUCTURE AND BROKEN PEDIMENTS: “DOMPLATZ”

The construction area “Domplatz” was built in the most sensitive area of the old town. Built
from 1985 onwards and subsequently completed until 1989 (architects: Wolf-Riidiger Thider,
Christine Gabriel, Peter Weeck), it stretches from the historic market square to the cathedral
and Moritzburg castle (Thider et al,, 1986). The buildings follow the historic course of the
street much more closely than in the “Brunoswarte” area. They are smaller in scale, too. The
roofs are predominantly flat, but there are also mansard roofs. Many extra elements have been
incorporated, such as concrete slats over the roof terraces to imitate a pitched roof or individual
entrances. Special, however, are the many parts of the buildings in clinker brick. They form
staircase axes, provide for diverse window shapes, and form broken pediments in one of the
streets. (Fig. 4) Although the grid of the panels is visible throughout the fagades, the buildings
seem to fit into the context of the city's historic core — in terms of scale and design. At some
corners though, the city layout is simplified, using a rectangular angle rather than the irregular

shapes of the historic ground plan. To achieve a direct connection to the neighboring historic
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A plastered brick
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Angermann, 2013

 BAUGEBIET 4 - DOMPLATZ —

s e e

KIRSTEN ANGERMANN =65

Cxema 30HM 326yA0BH
«Aommaai», Ae HOBI
6yAPlHKPl BBCACHO B
iCTOpUYHY CTPYKTYpPY
micra (AepskabHuit
apxis Taaae)

Fig. 6

Layout plan of the
construction area
“Domplatz” with

the new buildings
inserted into the
historic city structures.
(Stadtarchiv Halle)



566

KIPCTEH AHTEPMAHH

REFERENCES

Angermann, K., & Hilse, T. (2013). Alzstadtplatten: “Komplexe Rekonstruktion” in
den Innenstidten von Erfurt und Halle. Verl. der Bauhaus-Univ.

Betker, F. (2005). “Einsicht in die Notwendigkeit” Kommunale Stadtplanung in der
DDR und nach der Wende 1945-1994. Steiner.

Bolz, L. (1951). Von deutschem Bauen: Reden und Aufsitze. Verl. der Nation.

Brandstidter, W. (1986). Innerstidtischer Wohnungsbau Brunos Warte. Architektur
der DDR, 35 (6), 330-336.

Grundsitze fiir die sozialistische Entwicklung von Stidtebau und Architektur in der
DDR. (1982, May 29). Neues Deutschland, 9-10.

Junker, W. (1973). Das Wohnungsbauprogramm der Deutschen Demokratischen Re-
publik fiir die Jahre 1976 bis 1990. 10. Tagung des ZK der SED 2. Okt. 1973.
Dietz.

Krober, G. (1974). Ein stidtebauliches Leitbild fiir die Entwicklung der Stads Halle/
Saale (PhD thesis, Martin-Luther-Universitit). Halle-Wittenberg.

Krober, G. (1982). Wettbewerb “Brunoswarte-Moritzzwinger” in Halle. Architektur
der DDR, 31 (6), 329-334.

Thider, W.-R., Gabriel, C. & Weeck, P. (1986). Umgestaltung des innerstidtischen
Baugebietes Domplatz. Architektur der DDR, 35 (6), 346-347.

buildings, the gaps between panel buildings and historic ones are filled in with traditionally
constructed houses. (Fig. 5) In a way, a connection is made between a medieval city layout
with partly still existing historic buildings on the one hand and a partly very contemporary

design on the other which uses such a strong postmodern motif as the broken pediment. (Fig. 6)

CONCLUSION: CONTEXT AND CONTINUITY
The urban and the architectural design of the inner-city construction areas in Halle can be
adequately described in the terms of context and continuity.

Continuity is kept in a tangible and an intangible way. There is a continuity of space
as the profiles of the streets, their course, corners of perimeter blocks, spatial dimensions,
and heights were preserved or at least oriented on the preceding buildings. An intangible
continuity is represented by the linking to local building traditions or the history of the
individual building site. However, the local tradition does not have to go far back in history

as there are several elements relating to the architecture of the 1920s. But also, the history of
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the site was implemented in the new designs — the tower-like upper floors at Brunoswarte
resembling the former city wall would be only one example.

For the actual design of the buildings and fagades, context plays a major role. The bodies
of the buildings are shaped according to the surrounding city, using vertical window formats,
zoning the fagades in the ground floor — sometimes even with shops and other facilities —
upper floors and roof. The facades are then designed small-scaled with varying surfaces,
materials, and colors yet retaining an overall unity. Unfortunately, those efforts have been
obliterated by refurbishments in recent years that completely renewed the exterior.

Both context and continuity result in a form of contextualism that considers the histor-
ical context as well as the physical one. It is complemented with the postmodern method of
alienation and appropriation of historic elements, here specifically the broken pediment as
a cipher for a historic and at the same time contemporary element. Hence, this “presence of
the past” is achieved by contemporary means — as if to re-establish the links to history that

modernity had previously supposedly cut.

Al 40 KIRSTEN ANGERMANN
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CTIBEH MYKIBI, ONEKCAH/IP AHICIMOB TA NYKALLI CTAHEK

Ayxam Cranek: [Tane CriBene, AsIKyIo, 10 TOrOAHAUCS Ha Oecipy 3 HaMu.
Aasaiite kopoTtko npepcraBumocs. S e icropukom apxitexrypu 3 Manuec-
Tepcbkoro yHiBepcurery. HemopaBHo Buiiiaa most kHibkKka « Apxitekrypa
BCECBITHBOI'O COLIiAAI3MY> IIPO apXiTEKTYPHI 0OMiHM AOOU XOAOAHOI BiliHU
Mk conjjasicTuyHumu kpainamu CxiaHol €BpoIu Ta ACKOAOHI30BaHUMHU
AepxaBamu APpuku ta Asil.
Oaexcanpp Anicimos: Birato, s — pocaianuk ypbanismy 3 Kuesa. 3apas
npamoro Hap npoektoM «Ilicas Conjasictuynoro MopepHaismy>, stkuit
3BEPTAETLCS AO YKPAIHCHKOI PaASHCHKOI apPXITEKTYpPH Ta ApXiTEKTYPHOI OCBi-
TH, TIOEAHYIOUH IX i3 ITOCTCOLiAAICTUMHUMU IIEPETBOPEHHAMU MiCTa.
CriBen Mykiii6i: Asikyio, AO3BOABTE TaKOX IpeAcTaBUTHCSL S 3 Yranawu, ap-
xiTeKTOp, HayKoBewb i BUkaapad. HaBuaBcs B papsiHebkiit YipaiHi, i B MeHe
AMIIMAKCS XOPOIIi CIIOTAaAM IPO Ti YacH. Toai s Anme BXxoAuB Yy Aopocae
XKUTTs 1 BUpOOAsB npodeciiini HaBudku. Y MeHe Temai crorapgu npo Kuis,
51 II0-CBOEMY 32 HHM CYMYIO 1 He IIKOAYIO, L0 HABYABCS TaM. 3TOAOM S IIOBEP-
HYBCSL AO YraHaH, pAaai BuuBcst y Croaygenomy KopoaiBcTsi, a ToAl 3HOBY
OBEepHYBCA A0 YraHaHU. [Touas npanoBatu B AkaaeMil, i Aooci TyT mpaioro.
Koau st Bnepute npuixas Ao Kuesa, y Mene He 6ya0 5k0AHOTO AOCBiAY y cdepi
apxiTeKTypH, s He MaB HaBiTb raAKH, 10 e Take. Aae Topl Papsacskuit Coros
HAAABAB CTUIIEHAIL Y Hararpox raAy3sx Ha OCHOBI OLIIHOK i3 Qi3HKH, MaTeMaTHKH
Ta reoMertpii, i Tak Bubpasn Mere. CroyaTKy IAQHYBAAOCS, LIO 51 BUBYATHMY
iFDKeHEpHy CIIpaBy B YTaHAI, OCKIABKH apXiTEKTYpPy B MOIH KpaiHi TOAl He BU-
KAapaAH. CAMHHMMU apXiTEKTOpaMH B YTaHAI 6yAm Ti, XTO 3,A,06YB ocsiry B Hait-
pobi abo Ha axoai. Takox 6yA0 y Hac i KiAbKa yraHAIIICPKUX apXiTEKTOPIB, sIKi
HaBuaaucs y Papsacskomy Corosi — B Pocil, Ykpaini ta iHmux pecrybaixax.

Eukasz Stanek (£S): Stephen, thank you so much for agreeing to talk to us. Let us intro-
duce ourselves briefly: 'm an architectural historian at the University of Manchester. I
have recently written a book titled Architecture in Global Socialism, focused on the Cold-
War era architectural exchanges between the socialist countries in Eastern Europe and
the decolonizing countries in Africa and Asia.

Oleksandr Anisimov (OA): I am an urban scholar based in Kyiv. I am currently work-
ing on a project called After Socialist Modernism which addresses Soviet Ukrainian
architecture and architectural education, and connects them to post-socialist urban
transformation.

Stephen Mukiibi (SM): Thank you for that introduction, let me also introduce myself. I
come from Uganda and I'm an architect, scholar and educator. I was trained in the Soviet
Ukraine, and I still have good memories of my time there. At that time I entered adult-
hood and I was forming my tools as a professional. I have good memories of Kyiv, I miss

it in a way, and I don’t regret studying there. Afterwards I returned to Uganda, then

STEPHEN MUKIIBI, OLEKSANDR ANISIMOV, tUKASZ STANEK s/35

I continued my studies in the UK, and after my training there I came back to Uganda.

Ijoined the Academia and that is where I am now.

I first arrived there, in Kyiv, into the field of architecture, with almost no previous experi-
ence or any idea of what it was. By then the Soviet Union was giving bursaries for studies
in different areas, based on the students’ performance in physics, math and chemistry,
and I was selected. Initially, I was going to study engineering in Uganda, as architecture
was not being taught in the country. The only architects in Uganda were those who had
been trained in Nairobi or countries in the West. We had also a few Ugandan architects
trained the Soviet Union, in Russia, Ukraine and other republics.

(ES): What year did you come to Kyiv?

(SM): I came to Kyiv in 1983, by the end of the year. Then I started a year-long prepara-
tory course, and in 1984 the actual studies started. I graduated in 1990.

(ES): Could you walk us through the application process? Did you have a choice in terms

of where you would study in the Soviet Union?

In. 1
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(SM): The selection process was based on applications for the courses that we expressed
interest in, but beyond that we did not know where we were going to go. We knew that
we were going to Soviet Union, but we did not know much about the country. I knew
that it was a vast country, but I had no idea in which city I would study. And when we
reached Moscow, we were divided into groups, some of my colleagues were sent to Len-
ingrad, others to Tashkent. As for me, I went to Kyiv. We didn’t have a choice.

(ES): You did not know the language cither, did you?

(SM): No, I didn’t know the language. I had a few colleagues who had studied a bit
of Russian. Ugandans who went to the Soviet Union for training did so through two
different channels. There were those who, like me, applied for a scholarship through the
government of Uganda and the Ministry of Education. Others were applying through
the Russian Cultural Center in Kampala. They often had received some training in the
Russian language and in Russian culture.

(ES): What happened after you arrived to the Soviet Union?

STEPHEN MUKIIBI, OLEKSANDR ANISIMOV, tUKASZ STANEK

A. C.: B sixomy poui Bu npuixasn o Kuesa?

C. M.: ¥V 1983-my, mip kiHeup poky. Pik st mpobyB Ha mIATOTOBYMX Kypcax,
a ¢paxTHYHE HaBYaHHs posnoyarocs 1984-ro. Aumaom 3500yB 1990 poxky.
A. C.: Poskaxirs npo npouec Berymy. Y Bac 6yB Bu6ip, 10 BuBdatu B Papsis-
cexomy Corosi?

C. M.: IIpouec Ao060py IPYHTYBaBCs Ha HALINX 325IBAX, Y SIKUX MU BHCAOBAIO-
BAAH 3alliKaBACHHS NeBHUMHU Kypcamu. OAHAK MU He 3HAAH, KYAH HAC PO3IIO-
AlasTe. Mu 3Haan, mo iaemo a0 Papsacskoro Corosy, ase mpo came kpaiHy
HaM OyA0 BiAOMO Maao. 5] 3HaB, 11O 1le BEAHKA ACPXKaBa, AAC I TAAKU HE MaB,
B siKOMY came MicTi Buutumycs. Koan mu npuaerian 40 Mocksu, Hac moaisu-
AW Ha TPYIH, ACSIKHX MOIX TOBAapHIIB BIATIpaBHAN AO AeHIiHTpaaa, IHIINX —
Ao Tamkenta. o 5x A0 MeHe, To 51 notpanus y Kuis. Bubuparu mu e moran.
A. C.: MoBu BM TakOX He 3HAAU?

C. M.: Hi, e sHaan. Aesxi 3 MOIX TOBapHIIB TPOXHU BYHUAH POCIHCBKY.
VrauaiiiniB Aas HaB4anHs B Papsacekomy Corosi BI/I6I/IpaAI/I ABOMa IIIASI-
xamu. [lepmuit — me Ti, XTO, 5K 1 51, HOAABAaB 3asBKY HA CTUIICHAIIO depes
ypsia Yrauau i Minicrepcro ocsitu. Inmi sx morpanuau yepes Pocificbkuin
KyAbTypHHI LieHTp ¥ Kammaai. Ocb BOHH 9acTO 10Ch yoKe paHille 3HAAH ITPO
POCIiHChKY MOBY i KyABTYPY.

A. C.: ITlo 6yao micas Bautoro npubyrrst Ao Papsicskoro Corosy?

C. M.: Mu npuaetiau A0 MocksH, i, 3Aa€TbCsI, HACTYITHOTO AHS HAC PO3-
nopiauau, s norpanus Ao KuiBcekoro 6yAiBCAbHO—iH)K€H€PHOI‘O iHCTUTY-
Ty (cyqaCHa HasBa — KuiBcbkuil HallioHAABHHI yHiBepcHTET 6yAiBHI/IuTBa
i apxitextypu. — Ped.). I'licas mpubyrrst oo Kuesa nam tpe6a 6yro Buntu
MOBY — i Ay’Ke HIBUAKO! I_Iepu_mfl pik 6yB IIATOTOBYMM, HAC HABYAAU MOBH,

(SM): We arrived in Moscow, and I think that the following day they distributed
us, and I went to Kyiv. Our destination was the Kyiv Institute of Engineering and
Construction [today: Kyiv National University of Construction and Architecture].
When we reached Kyiv, we had to learn the language — and fast! The first year was
the year of preparation, they taught us the language and took us through the subjects,
including those relevant for the profession. And so we had some mathematics, phys-
ics, chemistry, and a few other things. We also received some training in the fine arts,
drawing, and sculpture.

(ES): So, your language course and your architectural training started in parallel?

(SM): The first year included learning the language and also preparing you for studying
architecture. After that year we started our first year of architectural training. During
that time some people went to other towns, but I was among those who stayed in Kyiv.
(ES): What was the purpose of this preparatory course when architectural subjects

were concerned?
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(SM): For the foreign students, its purpose was more or less to prepare us for the first year.

Starting with the first year, we were taught in Russian with other Soviet students. Listening
to the lectures was not easy, even after the language course. That first year was intensive,
and that was good, because by the end of the year you had at least an acceptable level of
understanding of most things, you could move around, and be able to interact. So, while
the first year was a bit hard in terms of communication, it was manageable. By then you
had friends, who were indigenous people, who could support you, for example with lecture
notes, because writing was a bit of a problem at the beginning. This is how you moved on.
(ES): Who participated in the preparatory course?

(SM): We had fellow students from Latin America and Africa. We learned about the
history and culture of the Soviet Union. It was also... a bit political.

(ES): How so? Were political topics part of the curriculum?

(SM): Yes, they were part of the whole thing, because you had to be introduced to the

basics of what Karl Marx wrote about the socialist system. Since this was the time of the
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POOHAHN OTASIAU 3 PI3HHX IIPEAMETIB, 30KPEMA BAKAMBUX AAsL HAIIOTO daxy.
Ham Buxaapaan MareMatuky, GpisuKy, XiMifo Ta KiAbKa IHIINX ACIUIAIH. Ta-
KOX TPOXH BYMAH HAC 0OPa3OTBOPIOrO MUCTELITBA, PUCYHKY, CKYABIITYPH.
A. C.: To6To BUBYEHHS MOBU I HABYAHHs apXiTeKTypH BiA6YBaAOC}I napa-
AEABHO?

C. M.: YIIpoAOBK IEpIIOro MATOTOBIOTO POKY HABYAAM MOBH i TOTYBAAH AO
apXiTeKTYPHOI OCBITH. | micast 1IbOTO Bike PO3MOYAAOCS BUBYECHHS APXITEKTY-
pu. Y 11eii 9ac ACKOTO BIATIPABHAH AO IHILIHX MICT, aA¢ 5 6yB cepeA THX, KOTO
saanmuan y Kuesi.

Cold War, it was important for the Soviets to communicate their position. I think that this
included the expansion of their influence to other countries, in competition with the West.
(ES): How did you understand why were you there? Did you see yourself as part of this
Cold War competition?
(SM): I think that we had mixed feelings about it. We were not very sure about the whole
thing, but as time went on you could see the competition between the East and the West. We
also saw that Soviet assistance to Africa was part of this competition. But at the same time
we were appreciating the fact that we could study for a profession, which we had to focus on.
(ES): Coming back to the first year, you said that it was tough. What were the challenges?
(SM): For me the main challenge was the language. We were confronted with a number of tech-
nical terms that we hadn’t studied during the preparatory year. There were a few other things,
for example how certain problems in mathematics were approached, but these were minor.
And then the other challenge was about getting into a new way of thinking, to some

extent. The Soviets were competing with the other system and therefore they were trying
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A. C.: Hasimo notpibeH OyB 1eii MATOTOBYMI PiK, SKIIO HOTIM BU BUBYAAU
ApXITEKTYPHI AUCLIMIIAIHK?

C.M.: InoseMHi cTyAeHTH MaAn OiABII-MEHIIT MATOTYBAaTHUCA AO IIEPIIOTO POKY
OCHOBHOTO HaB4aHH:. bo 3 mepruoro kypcy Bike Mu BYMAHCS pasoM 3 ycima iH-
IIUMH PAASHCBKUMH CTYACHTAMH, POCiiichkor0 MoBo0. CAyxaTH i posymitu
ACKIIIT 6on HEIPOCTO, HaBIiTh MicAsl MOBHUX KypciB. [ leprmit pix 6yB HacHu4e-
Hull, 1 ne A00pe, aaxe A0 KiHLs poKy GpOpMYBaBCs IPUHANMHI PUIHSITHHIHA
PiBEHD PO3yMiHHs 6iApIIocTi peueii, MOXKHa 6on OPIEHTYBATUCS B MICTi, CITiA-
KyBaTHCs. TOMy HaBiTb SIKIIIO IIEpIIHIT pik 6yB CKAAAHMM Y CEHCI CITIAKYBaHHS,
3 UM MO>KHA 6on 3MUPHTHCSL. 'Toal BKe 3 SIBUANCS APY3i, MicLIeBi, sIKi MOTAM
Tebe MATPUMATH, HATIPUKAAA TTOAIAUTUCS KOHCHEKTAMHU, OCKIABKM 3 IHCAH-
HSIM crio4atky 6yau npobaemu. I tak Mu pyxaaucs Aaai.

A. C.: Xro mwe 0yB Ha IIATOTOBYUX Kypcax?

C. M.: byau me crysentu 3 Aaruncskol Amepuxu ta A¢ppuxu. Mu BuB4asu
icropio i kyaprypy Papsuceroro Corosy. Yee 6on... B IMOAITUYHHUX TOHAX.

A. C.: Tobto? [ToaiTiuni TeMu 6yAH 9aCTHHOI HABYAABHOTO IIAQHY?

C. M.: Tak, 6yau. Tu maB y 3araabHUX pucax sHatu Te, mo Kapa Mapxke nu-
caB po corfaaictuyny cucremy. Ockiabku Lje 6YAI/I YaCU XOAOAHOI BIHHH,
Aast Papsicpkoro Coro3y OyAO BaXXKAMBO BHCAOBHTH CBOIO IIO3ULII0. AyMaio,
o 1Ie HCPCA6a‘{aAO i HOMMpEHHS IXHBOTO BIIAUBY HA iHIII KpaiHH, Iie 6yAa
YaCTMHA 3MaraHH:A i3 3aX0A0M.

A. C.: Sk Bu 3posymian, HaBimo Bu Tam? Bu BBaxkaau cebe yacTUHOIO LUX
3MaraHb XOAOAHOI BIHHU ?

C. M.: Hawi nouyrrst moao uporo 6yan pisaumu. Mu Baraaucsi, o mnpo
BCE II€ AYMATH, aA€ 3 IAHHOM 4acy 3MaraHHs Mk CxoAoM 1 3aX0A0M CTaBaAo

to show that their system was better. So, you had to listen and to think about it. I did
try to compare what I saw with what I had gone through since my childhood, and it
was a challenge, but it also gave me another perspective. Remember that the country
where I came from was basically a capitalist state, but it was not an advanced country. So,
we were not advanced within capitalism, and then I was told about socialism and com-
munism, and how they came about, and how they were going to be. So, I was wondering:
was communism our future? I was really wondering about that. What is interesting to me
is that I had an opportunity to see the two sides of the coin and I can appreciate the good
and bad sides of each of the systems.

(ES): What is your sense of the architectural training that you received?

(SM): The training in architecture that we received in Kyiv was good, actually. I would
compare it with any other kind of international training. It gave us exposure to archi-
tecture in the western world, while they took us also through the issues of architecture

within the Soviet system. At the Institute we were taught history of architecture by a
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oueBUAHUM. Mu Takox posymian, mo pomomora Papsucekoro Corosy kpai-
HaM Adpuku 6yAa 4aCTHHOIO LIbOTO 3MaraHHs. AAe, BOAHOYAC, MU LiiHYBaAU
Te, 1110 MOTAU 3A00yTH $aX, | HAMAraAUCs 30CEPEAXKYBATHCS Ha LIbOMY.
A. C.: IToBepHiMOCh AO IIepIoro poxky HaByaHHs. Bu kasaau, mo 6yao Bask-
xo. [Io came?
C. M.: Aast MeHe HalickAapHIOW Oyaa MoBa. Ha Hac BuBaAmau kyy TexHiqHNX
TEpPMiHiB, SIKHX MH HEe BYHAH Ha MATOTOBYMX KypcaX. byao Takox iniue, Hanpu-
KAQA, TIAXIA AO PO3B SI3aHHSI IICBHUX MATCMATUYHHX 3aA2, A€ LIC APYTOPSIAHE.
A me ckaapHO OYAO NPUCTOCYBATHUCS AyMAaTH IO-iHWIOMY. PapsiHCbKuit
Coro3 3MaraBcs 3 iHIIUMU CHCTEMAaMH, TOMY HAMaraBCs [TOKAa3aTH, IO AEp-
JKaBHUI Aap y HboMy OyB kpamuil. Tpeba 6yao cayxaru i 3Baxkatu Ha BCe Lie.
I HamaraBcst MOPIBHIOBATH [IEPEXKUTE B AUTUHCTBI 3 TUM, 11O 6auus, i e 6on
HEIPOCTO, AAC AAAO MEHI 3MOT'y IO-iHIIOMY morasiHyTH Ha ne. He Tpe6a 3a-
6yBaTn, I1]0 MOSI KpaiHa 6yAa, IO CYTi, KaliTaAICTUYHOIO 1 HE HAATO PO3BHHE-
HOWO. 3a MipKaMH KaIliTaAi3My MM He 6yAn IIPOrPECUBHUMH, a TOAL MEHI pO3-
Ka3yBaAH IPO COIIiaAi3M i KOMYHI3M, IIPO T€, IK BOHU BUHHUKAM 1 KyAU HAYTb.
TOMy S 3aAyMYBaBCS: YU 6yAe KOMYHI3M HAlIUM MaﬁGyTHiM? Al ciipaBai po
Lje po3MipkoByBaB. AAs MeHe I1iKaBO Te, IO 5 Mir GauuTu 06UABI CTOPOHH
MEAAAIL, OIIIHUTH XOPOILi i IOraHi CTOPOHU 060x cucrem AEP>KaBHOTO AaAY.
A. C.: A 1m0 BU AyMaeTe PO apXiTeKTYpPHY OCBITY, SIKY 3400yAn?
C. M.: HacnpaBAi, PiBEHDb apXiTEKTYpPHOI OCBITH, Ky MU 3AOGYAI/I B Kuesi,
60yB xopommwuii. 51 Ou mopiBHSB II 3 OCBITOW0 B OyAb-sIKill iHIIIN AepikaBi. Mu
03HAMOMMAMCS 3 APXITEKTYPOIO 3aXiAHOTO CBITY, TAKO>K HAM PO3MOBIAM PO
HpO6A€MI/I apXITEKTYPH PAASIHCBKOI cUCTeMH. B IHCTUTYTI HAM BHKAQAAAH
icropito apxirextypu (npodecop Bixrop Yeneauk. — Ped.), ue 6ys Ayxke

professor [probably Viktor Chepelyk], who was really very good and he tried to give us
avery balanced view about all these things. What I found out after interacting with both
sides, was that the Soviet teachers were more aware of what was going on in terms of
architecture in the West than what was discussed in the West about Soviet architecture.
One of the things that were different from the practice in Uganda were the ways in
which contracts were handled. Because it was a state-based construction system, contracts
were different, and the management of the construction process was also different in the
Soviet Union. But these are things that you can catch up with, so it wasn’t a big issue.
(ES): During the 1980s, many Western critics challenged the tradition of the modern
movement. Was this also the case in Kyiv?
(SM): Yes, that discussion was going on and it was interesting, because some teachers referred
to it as a way of explaining how the socialist system was possibly a better option. Not every-
one participated in that discussion, but a few professors were following it and talked about it.

(£S): Was that critical view directed at Soviet architecture too?
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(SM): Not really, that wasn't there. Nonetheless, a number of Soviet students ex-

pressed their views guardedly, criticizing architecture in the Soviet Union as monot-
onous, ideological and lacking the expression of freedom of opinion. Otherwise, in
lectures the professors used to discuss remove western architecture with both fair and
unfair criticism.

(ES): You were studying in Kyiv, the capital of Soviet Ukraine. Was the question of na-
tional identity or specificity discussed?

(SM): Do you mean the issue of national identity of Ukrainians vs. the USSR?

(ES): Yes.

(SM): It was not evident, and it was not openly discussed. The message was that the
USSR was a unified, single country. And you couldn’t easily see the differences until
you interacted with a few of your colleagues. For example, in the hostel I shared rooms
with Soviet students from other republics. And a few of them could tell you about

these differences. There was a feeling that the Russian influence was overshadowing
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others. As far as the difference between Russian and Ukrainian culture was concerned,
it was there but latent, you couldn’t really see it on the surface.

(ES): What about Soviet Central Asian republics?

(SM): T had lectures about their architecture in class, but my exposure to this region was not big.
(ES): Were architecture and planning in Africa discussed at all?

(SM): There was a bit of that, but not in detail, because of the scarcity of profession-
als who had an experience in Africa. There was more focus on northern Africa because
some among our teachers had longer interactions with those countries and gained more
knowledge about them. But discussion about sub-Saharan Africa was really limited.
(ES): Soviet scholars published a couple of books on architecture and urban planning
in tropical climates, for example Rimsha’s “Gorod i zharkii klimat” [ The city and the hot
climate]. Were you aware of them?

(SM): Yes: not exactly this book, but other going into that direction were there. Our

teachers were telling us about architecture in different climates: hot and humid, hot



582

CTIBEH MYKIVBI, ONEKCAH/P AHICIMOB TA NIVKALL CTAHEK

CHABHHUI KYPC, BUKAAAQY HAMATaBCA AATH HaM Ay>KE BUB)KCHHIH ITOTASIA Ha
Bci ni pevi. [ToGyBaBmu no obuasa 6oku («sasisHoi sasicu». — Ilep.),
51 3pO3YMIB, 1O PaASHChKI BUKAaAadi Habarato raufuie 3HaAH Te, WO BiAOy-
BAEThCA B 3aXiAHIN apPXITEKTYpI, HIK 3aXiAHA ApXiTEKTypa — PaASHCDHKY.

Bip Tiei mpakTuky, sika Oyaa B YraHAL CHABHO BiAPI3HSAOCS Te, IO BiAOY-
BaAOCS 3 MIAPsIAHOIO poboToro. Ockiabku crcTeMa OyaiBHHIITBA GasyBaacs
HAa ACP>KABHOMY IAAHYBAHHI, IPOIEC YIPABAIHHSA 6YAiBHI/IuTBOM y Papsn-
cokomy Corosi Takox 6yB iHaKIuii. AAe LIbOro MOXHa 6on HaBYUTHUCS 1 T1O-
TiM, TOMY Lje APiOHHLII.

A. C.: ¥V 1980-x 4ynMar0 3aXiAHUX KPUTHUKIB BHCTYIIHAH IPOTH TPAAHLII
MoAEpHicTChKOrO pyxy. Sk Oyao i3 num y Kuesi?

C. M.: Taxk, Auckycis moA0 1b0ro OyAa KBaBOIO i 11iKABOO, OCKIABKH ACSIKI
BUKAAAQ4i 3BEPTAAUCS AO HEI, mo6 apryMeHTYBaTH, YOMY COL[iaAICTUYHA CH-
crema Oyaa kpauomo. ¥ AuCKycil Opaau yyacTs He Bci, ase Kiabka mpodecopis
CTE>KHAH 32 HEIO i TOBOPHAH IO IJ€.

A. C.: A s KxpUTHKA CTOCYBAAACS TAKOX 1 PAASHCHKOI apXITEKTypH?

C. M.: Hi, npo e He Oyao moBu. TuM He MEHIIIE, YUMAAO PAASIHCBKUX CTY-
ACHTIB 3 OCTOPOTOI0 BUCAOBAIOBAAH CBOIO AYMKY, KPUTHKYIOUH apPXiTEKTYPY
Papsicpkoro Coro3y sik OAHOMAHITHY, iACOAOTi30BaHy Ta 1030aBACHY CBO-
6oaH BHPaKCHHA. 3 IHIIIOTO 601<y, BHKAAAQYl HA AEKL]ISIX YACTO KPUTUKYBAAM
3aXiAHY apXiTEKTYPY, CAYIIHO H Hi.

A. C.: Bu Bunaucs y Kuesi, croanni passincskoi Yrpainn. Hu obrosoprosa-
AM OKPEMO NMUTAHHS HALliOHAABHOI IA€HTHYHOCTI?

C. M.: Bu MaeTe Ha yBasi MUTaHHS HalliOHAABHOI IACHTHYHOCTI YKpAiHL}iB Ha
npotusary CPCP?

and dry.They were also telling us about the general principles of design in response
to climate.

(ES): When you were working on your designs, did you choose locations in Uganda or
in the Soviet Union?

(SM): From the first to the fourth year, we did projects based on locations in the Soviet
Union, but for the final year project we were given the option to choose, and I chose a
location in Uganda, in the town of Jinja.

(ES): What kind of feedback did you get on this project from your tutors?

(SM): They didn’t know that place, they had never been to a country like that. They were
aware though of the crucial requirements of design. But I had colleagues from Uganda who
were also in the same program, who were ahead of me, and one of them [prof. Barnabas
Nawangwe] is now the Vice-Chancellor of our University. They used to go home and come
back, and get some of the information I would require, including situation plans, demo-

graphic data, building regulations, and so on. I got these pieces of information from them,
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A. C.: Tax.

C. M.: Lle He nposiBAsisOCs, BiAKPUTO 1po e He roBopuan. OCHOBHUM
racaom 6yaa epnicts CPCP six kpainu. [Toku He mocmiakyemcs 3 Kiab-
KOMa KOAEIaMH, BIAMIHHOCTI HOMITHUTU 6on HE TaK AErKo. HaanKAaA,
Y TYPTOXKHUTKY 51 )KHB y KIMHATi 3 PAASHCHKHMH CTYACHTAMH 3 PI3HUX pec-
ny6Ai1<, siki posmoBipaau mpo i BiaminaocTi. Takox BiagyBasocs, 1o po-
ciiicpkuil BauB nepesaxye Bci inmi. o sx Ao pisHuii Mix pociiicbkoio
Ta YKPalHCHKOIO KYABTYPaMHM, TO BOHA 6yAa, Xo4a i HesABHA, OAPA3y il BaXKKO
OyAO IOMITHTH.

A. C.: A six mop0 pecrry6aix Llenrpassroi Asii?

C. M.: Y Hac 6yan Aekuii Ipo IXHIO apXiTEKTYpy, aAe PO el PErioH 51 3HAI0
Hebararo.

A. C.: A apxitexTypy i MicbKe ITAQHyBaHHS apUKAHCHKHX KPAiH B3araai 06-
TOBOPIOBAAM?

C. M.: Tpoxu, ase 6e3 pcTaseit, 60 Oyr0 Ayxke Maro PpaxiBIiiB, sIKi 3HAAHCS
Ha Adpuui. ITpu upomy socepepxyBaaucs na IliBuiuniit Adpuui, 60 cepea
HAIIIMX BUKAAAAYIB 6on KiABKa, XTO TiCHillle CIIBNPAIIOBAB 3 UMHU AEpiKa-
BaMU i Ai3HaBcst 1po Hux biabiie. [Ipo Adpuky Ha niBaens Bia Caxapu maii-
K€ HE TOBOPHAH.

A. C.: PapstHCBK BYCHI BUAAAU KiAbKA IIPALlb 3 APXITEKTYPH Ta MiCTOIIAAHYBaH-
HS y TPOIIYHOMY KAiMaTi, Hapukaap «Micro i Tpomiunmit kaimar>» A. Pumii.
Yu 3Haau Bu 11po ui poboTu?

C. M.: Tak. He came mpo 1110 KHIDKKY, aA€ 3araAOM IIpO Te, 1o pobuao-
cs B ypoMy Hampsmi. Hami Bukaapadi posnoBipasn Ham mpo apxitekTypy
y pi3HOMY KAIMATi: CHEKOTHOMY i BOAOTOMY, CIIEKOTHOMY H CyXoMy... Takox

and I could discuss them with my professors. Environmental questions were high on the
agenda, and we discussed them a lot, which I appreciated. When Ilook back, it is striking to
me how much we focused on these environmental issues, which are so important, as today
everybody understands.

(OA): Did you travel in the Soviet Union during your studies?

(SM): The training was done within Ukraine, and we moved around within Ukraine.
But during holiday times we had the opportunity to travel. I don’t know how it is now
but travelling was cheap back then. Actually, that was one of the advantages of studying
in the Soviet Union. Once you learn the language, you could move anywhere and get
exposed to new things. So, we managed to travel to Leningrad, Odessa, and to Tashkent.
But that was our own initiative, not part of the course.

(LS): Did you go on these trips alone or with your fellow students?

(SM): Yes, with other students.

(LS): Soviet or African students?
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BOHM HaBYAAM HAC 3araAbHUX MPUHIIMIIIB IPOEKTYBAHHS BIAIIOBIAHO AO KAi-
MATHYHUX YMOB.

A. C.: Koau BU IpaijioBaAu Hap BAACHHM AUTIAOMHUM IIPOEKTOM, TO 0OpaAn
MicieM posramyBaHHs YraHpAy uu Papsucskuit Coros?

C. M.: Bip mepuroro i A0 4€TBEPTOrO POKY MH FOTYBAAH IIPOEKTH AAS Al-
asiHOK y Papsincpkomy Corosi. Aae B ocTaHHIH pik HaM AO3BOAHAH 00U-
paTH, AASL SIKOTO MICI[sl MU IPOEKTYBATUMEMO, i 5 Bn6paB VYranpy, mMicTo
Axunaxa.

A. C.: fIx Bammi BUKAaAa4i OLIiHUAY L€l IPOEKT?

C. M.: Bouu HiY0ro He 3HaAAH IIPO LI MiCLIEBICTD, HIKOAH HE 6yBaAH B TaKii
kpaini. [Ipore BoHM 3HaAH KAIOYOBI BUMOTH AO IIPOEKTIB. AAC B MEHE 6YAI/I
KOAETH 3 YTaHAH, AKI TAKOXX BYMAHCSA 32 LII€I0 IIPOrpaMoIo, CTAPIIi 32 MEHE.
Oaun i3 nux (mpodecop bapua6ac Hapaurse. — Ped.) Tenep npopekTop Ha-
moro yHiBepcurery. Bonn 6yBaAI/I Ha OaTHKIBIUHI, TOX AOMOMATaAd MeHi
OTPHMMATH AESAKY HOTpi6Hy indpopmariito, 30KpeMa MMAAHH MiCLIEBOCTI, AEMO-
rpadiuni AaHi, 6yaiBeabHi Hopmu Toio. Lo inpopmaniro s 06rosopiosas 3i
cBoIMM BuKAapadamu. [ lutanns OXOPOHU AOBKIAAS 6yAM AKTYaAbHUMH, i MU
0araTo Ipo HHUX AMCKYTYBaAH, W0 OyAo Ayxe uinHuM. Osupaodnch Hasa,
51 BpOXKEHHH, SIK 0araTo MU 30CEPeAXYBAAUCS HA IIUTAHHSIX 3aXUCTY AOBKIA-
ASl, BAXXAUBICTD SKHUX TEIIEP € OYEBUAHOIO AAS BCIX.

O. A.: Bu nopopoxysaau Papstacokum Cor030M y poKu HaBYaHHS?

C. M.: Mu Bunaucs B Yipaini, Tomy i3anan Yipainoro. Ilis yac xanikya iHoal
noaopoxysaan. He snaro, sik 3apas, aae toal 1je Oyao pemeso. Hacripasai, ue
OyAa OAHA 3 BEAUKHX ItepeBar HaB4aHHs y PapstHebkomy Corosi. Skio BuB4ns
MOBY, MO>KHA 6on ixaTu GYAL-KYAI/I i misaBaru mock HoBe. Ham Baarocs

(SM): It was mixed. There were times I travelled with African students, and a few times I
travelled with my Russian friends. They took me to see some places.

(OA): Did you feel the difference in architecture across various places in the Soviet Union?
(SM): Yes, to some extent. Of course, you could feel it when you travelled, for example,
to Moscow, which was different from Tashkent. But Soviet planning meant that there
was not much difference in architecture. This was interesting for me: the fact that there
was something common in architecture. They tried to provide common services and fa-
cilities which could be more or less replicated across the Soviet Union. There was some-
thing monotonic about these facilities, being constantly replicated.

(ES): Did you see this monotony as a bad thing?

(SM): In one way, yes, because you wish to see more variety, more creativity. But when
I look back, I can understand it as a cost of solving the problem of the multitude. It was
about numbers: how to ensure that everyone was provided with a minimum of services?

In that case, of course, you can lose some creativity. The second thing was that this repeti-
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nobysaru B Aeninrpaai, Opeci, TamkenTi. Aae Mu cami Lje opranisyBaau, Lie
He 6YAO YACTHHOIO HaBYAABHOI IIPOTPaAMHL.

A. C.: Bu i3puAH B 11l TOAOPOXKI caM 4H 3 IHIIUMHU CTYACHTAMH?

C. M.: Tax, 3 iHIIMMHU CTYACHTAMHL

A. C.: I3 Papsucpkoro Corosy uu 3 Agppuku?

C. M.: I 3 Tumy, i 3 TuMu. Yacom 51 mopoposkyBasB 3i cryaeHTamu 3 Adppuxi,
a KiabKa pasiB — 31 cBOIMH pOCificbKuMHU TOBapUIIaMy. BoHu MeHe BigBe3AH
AO KiABKOX MICIIb.

O. A.: Bu BigdyBasu BiAMiHHOCTI B apxiTekTypi pisHux yactun PasstHcbKOTO
Corosy?

C. M.: Taxk, a0 neBHOI Mipu. 3BiCHO, Ij¢ BIAYYBAETHCS, KOAU IOAOPOXY-
em. Hanpukaap, Mocksa 6yaa soBcim inakmomw, Hix Tamxent. OpHax
PaASHCBHKE MMAAHYBAHHA O3HAYAAO, 110 BIAMIHHOCTEMN B apXiTEKTypi 6on
He ayske Oararo. Lle meHe it njikaBuAo: mo B yciit apxiTekTypi 6yA0 aAcuio
crmiabHe. BoHM Hamaraamcs HapaBaTH OAHAKOBI ITOCAYTH i 3BOAMTH OA-
HakoBi TUIH OyAiBeAb, siKi MOxKHA Oyao 6u BiaATBOpUTH Y BchboMy PapsiH-
cokomy Cormosi. ¥ nux cnopyaax 0yAo 1och Take OAHOMAHITHE, IOCTIHHO
BiATBOPIOBAHE.

A. C.: Bu BBa)kaAM 1110 OAHOMAHITHICTb YUMOCH IIOTAHUM ?

C. M.: 3 opHOrO 60KY, TaK, 60 X0TiAOCS GiABIIOI PI3HOMAHITHOCTI, TBOPYOC-
Ti. AAe, O3UPAIOYHCh HA3aA, 5 PO3YMIIO, IO Iie 6on LIiHOIO, SIKY AOBEAOCS
3AIIAATUTH 32 PO3B’sI3aHHs IpobaeMu MacoBocTi. [Tpobaema Oyaa B Kiabko-
CTi: K 3a0e31eduTH BCiX HEOOXiAHMM MiHIMyMOM mocayr? Y Takomy pasi,
3BiCHO, PO TBOPYICTH roAl roBOpUTH. 3 iHIIOTO 60Ky, MOBTOPIOBAHICTh 6yAa
HACAIAKOM NPUMHATUX MOAITUYHUX PillleHb, TOYUHAIOYU 3 YABAEHD IIPO TE,

tion could have resulted from political decision-making, starting with ideas of what was
preferable or desirable, but also involving restrictions of alternative solutions.

(OA): Did your teachers suggest that these equal standards of life, these common facili-
ties, could be implemented in your country?

(SM): The attempt to foster communities was a central part of the pedagogy. But this pedago-
gy was also a way of influencing the thinking of the students who came to the Soviet Union.
(ES): What did you think about this?

(SM): It was part of the system; it was part of the competition between the East and the
West. I had the opportunity to experience both sides. As a person who had such exposure,
I feel that I've gained at least a view which is more independent. The Soviet system had its
positives, the Western system also had its own positives. And I just moved on with that.
(ES): I would like to ask you about your everyday experience in Kyiv. You said that you
lived in a students” hostel and that you shared a room with Soviet students, right?

(SM): That’s right.
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o OyA0 6aKaHUM I KPAIUM, aAe TAKOXK Lje CTOCYBAAOCS OOMEKEHb I[OAO
AABTEPHATUBHUX BapiaHTIB.

O. A.: Yu Bukaapaui AaBaAH BaM 3pO3YMITH, LIO TaKi CTAHAAPTH SKHTTS, Lii
IPOMAaACHKi CHOPYAM MOTAU 6 mocTaru i y Baii KpaiHi?

C. M.: Taxi cnpo6u c$opMyBaTH BIAdYTTA CIIABHOCTI 6yAn OCHOBOIO TIEAQ-
roriyHoro mporecy. Aae e Takox 6yAo i cmocoboM BIIAMBY Ha TOUKY 30py
CTyACHTIB, sKi mpuixaau Ao Papsacskoro Corosy.

A. C.: A mo npo 1ie Aymasu Bu?

C. M.: Lle 6ya0 yacTuHOO cucTeMu, eAeMeHTOM 3MaranHs Mk Cxoaom i 3a-
xopoM. MeHi Bumaaa Haropa mobauutu obupBa 60ku Mepaai. I, 3pakaroun
Ha Lje, 51 BBAXAIO, 10 Y MEHE BUPOOUBCsI OIAbLI HE3AACKHUIT IIOTASIA HA BCE
ne. Y papsHCbKOI CHCTEMH 6yAH CBOI MO3UTUBHI CTOPOHH, 5K i B 3aXiAHOL
Sl npuiinsB ne i pyxaiocs AaAl

A. C.: Poskaxirs, Oyab aacka, sik Bam xuaocs B Kuesi. Bu kasaau, mo memka-
AU B TYPTOXHUTKY, Y KIMHATI pa3oM 3 IHIIMMHU PaASHCBKUMU CTYACHTAMHU, TaK?
C. M.: Came Tax.

A. C.: SIx Bam Takuii AOCBIA?

C. M.: Lle 6yB uinnuit Aocsia. Bin ayske samam’sitaBesi: 6yao i xopoue, i mmo-
rade. AeXTO BUSIBASIB BIABEPTUIL pacuaM, aae OyAu i1 xoporui Apysi, siKi 3aBk-
AU 3aXUILAAU i CIIPSIMOBYBAaAHU y HaraTpox pedax. Y mepiuuii, mAroToB4Hin
pik Mu sAK iHO3eMIi >XHAM cami. Aae MU 6yAH 3 pi3HHX KpaiH, TOMY pO3y-
MiAHM, HACKIABKU IIO-Pi3HOMY XKMBYTb AIOAM. A xoau movascsa Hnepmui pik
MOTrO HaBYaHH 32 paXOM, TOAl MEHE IIOCEAHAH 3 PAASHCBKHMH CTYACHTAMH.
S aisHaBest mpo Hux Gararo, ye 6yaun nikasi yacu. Byau i Tpyanoui, ocobau-
BO KOAM IXaB KYAHCB, 2 TAM CTUKABCS 3 TUMH, XTO 003UBaB Tebe « MaBIIOK>.

(ES): How do you remember this experience?

(SM): I would say that it was a rich experience. I had very memorable, good moments,
and I also had bad moments. You could face serious racism from some individuals, but you
also had friends — good friends — who would always protect you and guide you in many
ways. During the first year of training, we were living as foreigners, alone. But we came
from different countries, and I could learn how different people lived. And when I started
the first year of my architectural studies, that was also when I started living with Soviet
students. I could learn more about them, and I had interesting time. It had some challeng-
es, especially, when you go to some places and find that there were those who called you
“monkey”, but after living in many other places I found that those things happen. What
is more important is to meet those who accept you and consider how do they accept you.
Do they accept you as an individual? Someone you can trust and relate to? And I had that.
All those years affected and shaped me, because those were my young years, and it was

the first time I went away from home and became independent. It was a good experience.
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OaHak, NOKUBIIY y 0AaraTbOX MICLSIX, SI B)XE 3HAIO, 11O TAKE YaCOM TPAIAs-
etbesa. Habararo Baxausime — 3YCTPITH THX, XTO IpUHMAE Tebe, 1 oAy Ma-
TH, SIK caMe BOHM Le pobasts. Uu npuiiMaoTs BoHU Tebe SIK 0COOUCTICTD?
Ik TOro, KOMy MOXKHA AOBIPUTHCS, BIAKpUTH Aylry? I B MeHe e 6on. Vei i
POKH BIIAMHYAM Ha MecHe, chopMyBasu MeHe, 60 1e Oyaa Most oHicTs. Toal
s ynepiue OyB Tak AAACKO Bia AoMy, cTaB camocTiitaum. Lle 6yao kopucHo.
A. C.: Yu pearyBasu YMHOBHHMKH Ha Lji BUITAAKH PACH3MY?

C. M.: 3Haere, He MOXHA Ka3aTH, IO Y CYCIIABCTBI 1j¢ OYAO 3araAbHOIIPHITHS-
THM, SIKILO BXKe HAeThest po Paastrebkuit Coros saraaom. Aae 1o T 3pobuu,
KOAH XTOCh KaKe IJOCh TaKe B aBTOOYCi? Y KIABKOX BUITAAKAX IIHCAAU 3asBU
AO MiAiLii, ase peaxuii He Oyao. k1o 3s1coByBaAOCs, 140 MiAiLioHep i cam Ta-
KHil, Hy, TO i 10 Bcbomy. IIpote y Hac Gyan i Apysi, siki craBasu 3a Tebe roporo.
3 inmmoro 60Ky, ockiabku PaastHcbkuit Coros HamMaraBcest IpocyBaTu cebe y 30B-
HIITHBOMY CBITi ¥ y KpalHaX, IJO PO3BUBAIOThCS, PACU3M HA MO3ip BIAKMAAAM.
Tpanasiaocst, o oci6, SIKUX BUKPUBAAM Y TAKUX BYMHKAX, ITPadyBaAH.

A. C.: Yu OyBaau Taki BUITAAKH B YHIBEpCHTETI?

C. M.: Tak, xiabka CUTyaIlil 31 CTYAGHTaMHU ¥ BUKAAAAYAMMU. HaanKAaA,
B OAHOTO MOTO TOBAapHIIa 3 IIATOTOBYHX KYPCIB cTaAacs Taka icropis. Bin
XOTIB ITOIMAABATH, AA€ KOAH 3aHIIIOB AO 6ace17u-1y, IHILI CTYA€HTH 3BIATH BUIIL-
au. BiH, 3BicHO, MoayMaB, 110 Lie KYMEAHO, 1 IPOCTO IIAABaB co6i paai. Taxi
BUITAAKU 6yBaAn, 1 HACAIAKH 3aA€XKAAHU Bip apMiHiCTpaIil.

A. C.: Sl Bu nosicHioBaAu AAst cebe Taky noBepiHky? OcobAnBO 3BakaOuu
Ha oiniitny anTHpacucTcbKy nosunio CPCP?

C. M.: 4 BBaxaB 1je Ayke IPUKPUM, OCKiAbKH OQiLiiiHi racaa Oyan iHIMMHU.
S posymiB, o Tpeba 6y Ti 06EPEKHIM LOAO TOTO, KYAU TH XOAMILI { SIK TOBOAHILICST

(E£S): Did the authorities react to these racist incidents?

(SM): You see, it wasn’t something that was accepted in the society, as far as the Soviet
Union was concerned. But what can you do if someone on the bus does that? There were
a few cases when someone reported incidents to the police, but nothing was done. Or
you found that the policeman was also of that nature, so you let it go. Still, we had friends
that could stand up for you. But on the other hand, because the Soviet Union was trying
to sell itself to the outside world and to the developing countries, racism was rebutted. It
also happened that someone who was found to be doing this was reprimanded.

(ES): Did such incidents happen also at the University?

(SM): There were a few incidents with students and teachers. For example, I'll tell you
the story about a colleague from the preparatory course. He wanted to go in for a swim,
and the moment he entered the swimming pool, other students moved out. He found
it funny, of course, and just continued swimming. Those incidents could happen, and it

would depend on the administration how such cases were handled.
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Ha AIOASIX, 60 MOXKHA HAPA3UTHCS HA 1IOCh TaKe. AAe, 3 IHIIOTo OOKY, B pisHHX
Micipsix e 6yao mo-pisHomy. Terep, Maro4u AOCBIA, 51 3HaIO, IO PACHCTH OyBa-
I0Th y 6yAb-5{Kiﬁ KpaiHi, i po 1e He nmocnepeyaenicst. Aae y Bumapky Paasu-
cpkoro Corosy peaAbHICTb ACIIO BIApisHsAACS Bis 0iLiFfiHOI OSHLIL

O. A.: I'oepnimocst a0 pokiB Baroro HayaHHs y Kuesi. Yu Bami spy-
3i-CTYAGHTH KPUTHUKYBAAM APXITEKTYPY CBOEI KPaiHU 200 X IIASX, AKUM I
KpaiHa pyxaaacs?

C. M.: Tax, cepep passIHCBKUX CTYACHTIB Take OyBaro. 30KpeMa cepea THX,
i3 kUM 51 >kMB 1 3 KUM criakyBaBcst. HapiTe mmip 4ac BUKOHAHHSA KypcoOBOro
npoekTy 6yan obroBopenss, siki sadimaau ui remu. Le 6yao unikaso, 60 cra-
BaAO 3PO3YMiAO, IO CTYAEHTH XOTiAU 6 3HATH, IO TaM, HA30BHi, 32 MEXaMHU
Papstrcpkoro Corosy; sik yce BIAOYBa€TbCS 32 KOPAOHOM, YH € AABTCPHATHBHI
PpIILECHHS IIEBHUX IIPOOAEM, SIKUMU MU 3aliMAAUCSL. Yce BUPYBAAO, i 6yao ode-
BUAHO, II[O I1i IIPOLIECH HE CITHHHTH.

O. A..: fIke Baie BpakeHH: Bia Micbkol Kyabrypu Kuepa?

C. M.: Ao neBHOI MipH, KYABTYPY HAIIPaBASIAH: BHABASAOCH, L0 HA IEBHI
TEMU HE MO)KHA TOBOPHUTHU BIAKPUTO, i L€ Tpe6a 6on HIPOCTO MPUHHATH.
Tomy Mu 3miHIOBaAM TeMH Hamux po3moB. IIpo aesxi pedi He MOXKHA 6on
TOBOPUTH IPUAIOAHO.

O. A.: Bu GyBaau T0Al 32 KOPAOHOM?

C. M.: Tak, Ha xaHikyaax 13AMAH AO iHmIHX YacTHH €Bpomnu. Y TOH 4ac
51 MaB 3MOTY MAHAPYBATHU i MOo6AYUTH IHIII YACTUHU cBiTy. PapsHcbKi AloAn
HE MOTAU BiABHO ITOAOPOXKYBaTH, HA BIAMIHY Bip HAc, iIHO3EMIIiB, TOMY MU
OyBaau B €Bpomni i nmobaunau ii. PisHuus BiggyBasacs, 0co0AHBO B Ty
MUTB, KOAH MU BHDKAXaAH 32 Mexi Papsacpkoro Corosy. I xoua [Cxianal

(ES): How did you make sense of this behavior? Especially in view of the official Soviet
position of antiracism?

(SM): I saw it as very unfortunate, because the official message was different. I realized
that you have to be a bit careful how you move around and conduct yourself in pub-
lic, because you could experience certain things of that nature. But on the other
hand, it also varied from place to place. And now when I look back, I know that rac-
ist people can be found in any country, and that is something you can’t argue about.
But as far as the Soviet Union was concerned, the reality was a bit different from the
official position.

(OA): I would like to go back to your studies in Kyiv. Did your fellow students question
the architecture that was built in the country and perhaps the ways in which the country
was being developed?

(SM): Yes, that kind of feeling was there among Soviet students. This included students

I lived with, and the ones I interacted with. Even during our design work, when people
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Himewyunna Gyaa A0BOAL cx0x010, ase pisHuns 3i CxigHoro €Bponoo Oyaa.
Lle 6yA0 AUBOBHIKHO.

A. C.: Ae Bu 6yBaau?

C. M.: B Icnasnii, bpuranii, Himewanni — toai y Cxipniit Himewunni. I B pe-
sxux kpaiax CxipHoi €Bpon, 3okpema B [Toabrmi.

A. C.: MabyTs, ManApH 3axigHOI0 €BpOIIOI0 OyAM HeACIICB.

C. M.: Ha roii yac — Hi. Le 6yA0 0AHi€I0 i3 AMUBOBIX PaASHCHKOL CHCTEMHL.
Paasncbka BaaroTa TOAL 6yAa aemeBa. Ham maaTuam crumnenairo, sikol Bucra-
94aAO Ha DKY i Ha A€sIKi AOAATKOBI BUTpaTH. IHO3eMHI CTYAGHTH TaKOXX MOTAU
MAaTH 3MCK 3i CIIEKYAIOBAHHSI. MosxHa 6on KYIASATH TOBapH Ha 3axoai, axi
He mpoaaBasn Ha CXOAl, i K10 3HAXOAUB IOKYIILs, TO niAsapo61/1T1/1. Aexto
AYKE CepHO3HO IMM 3aiiMaBcsa. MeHI TaKOXX BHIIAAa HATOAQ MOIPALIIOBATH
y Crioayuenomy Kopoaiscrsi, 60 B Mene Tam OyB kysen. [Torim st moBepraBcest
s0 Kuesa, i sxurts TpuBaso.

O. A.: Bam sanaM’aTasucs sxich 0COOAMBI Mic1is i3 TUX YaciB?

C. M.: Meni nopobasacst nentpasbHa naoma (tenep Maitpan Hesaaex-
HOCTi. — Ped.). Mu TYAU XOAMAHM, KOAH MaAHU BiapHUH 4ac. [licas xBitHs,
KOAM BECHA IIEPEXOAMAA B AiTO, TaM 6yA0 Tak rapHo it xopouue. S 3’s1cyBas,
11O Y 1[I0 IOPY POKY Y AIOAEH 3MIHIOBABCS HACTPIiM. ByAn i IHII MiCITs, KyAU
mu xoauan. Cepep Hux — TexHiYHMI IHCTHTYT (HauiOHaAbHI/H‘/’I TEXHIYHUH
yuiBepcuter Yipaluu «KuiBcpkuil moaitexuidnuil iHcTuTyT iMeHi Irops
Cixopcpkoro». — Ped.), a pesaxi 3 Hammx APY3iB BuMAMCS B YHiBepcUTETI
imeni Aomonocosa (y Mocksi. — Ped.). Tomy s 6yBas i Tam, 3ycTpivas-
CsI 3 APY3SIMH, MU IIPOBOAHAH Pa3oM dac. [Hime mam’siTHe AAST MeHe Micle
B Kuesi — nonap Aninpom. Meni nopo6asacs apxirexkrypa Codiiicskoro

were working on their projects, there were discussions that would touch upon these topics.
And it was interesting, because you could see that students wanted to know what was
beyond the boundaries of the Soviet Union, how things were done abroad, and what
could be an alternative to some of the issues that we were looking at. So, that movement
was there, and it was evident that it couldn’t be stopped.

(OA): What was your sense of urban culture in Kyiv?

(SM): To some extent, the culture was guided: you would find that there were certain top-
ics that couldn’t be discussed freely, and you had to accept this. So, we adjusted what we
were talking about. A few things that we talked about could not be discussed in public.
(OA): Did you travel abroad?

(SM): Yes, during our holidays we traveled to other parts of Europe. That was a time when I
had the opportunity to travel and see other parts of the world. There was limited possibility
of travelling for the Soviet people, but as foreigners we had that opportunity, so we used to

travel to Europe and see what it was. And you could feel the difference, especially the moment
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cobopy, komnaekc Kueso-Ileuepepkoi aaspu, LIYM, monyment barbkis-
wuHi-Marepi. Aae 3 1990 poky s B Kuesi He OyBas, Tomy OyB 6u papuii,
sIKOM BHITaAa TaKa HArOAQ.

A. C.: Bu nmigrpumyere 38’5130k i3 KUMOCS i3 THX YaciB?

C. M.: Haaas, Hi. IlTkoayro nipo nie. I Ticast sakiHueHHs HABYAHHS 51 ITOIXaB AO
Bpuranii, mobaunTick 3i cBoiM KydeHOM. I 10 AOpO3i Most Baaisa 3 yciMa KOH-
TAKTHUMU AAHUMU 3ary61/macx, MeHI Tak i He BAAAOCH 11 HOBEPHYTH. Y MEHE
€ 3B’ 130K TIABKH 3 MOIMHU KOAETaMH 3 YraHAU, AKi Tako BunAucs B Kuesi.

A. C.: Tlicas nepeizay a0 Crioayuenoro Kopoaiscrsa Bu HaByaancs B Hprokac-
Al Y yomy Oyaa Haiibiablia BiaMiHHICTb Mk HaByanHsM y Kuesi ta Hokacai?
C. M.: Hacnpasai oo Hrloxacaa st mpuixas aemo misnime. Crnodarky s mo-
BEPHYBCS B YraHAY, II0YaB IPALIOBATH B YHIBEPCUTETI SIK MOAOAIIHE BHU-
kaapad. [Torim 51 mopaB poxymenTu A0 YuiBepcurery Hplokacaa, morpanus
Ha KOPOTKHUH KYPC, 3TOAOM yYHBCS Ha MariCTEPChbKil Mporpami, TOAl 1€ Ha
OAHIH MaricTepcpKkiif, a Aaal AOKTOpPaHTypa. 3BIiCHO, 6yAa PI3HMIIS B KYAb-
Typi, piBeHb BIAKPUTOCTI AO AESIKUX pedeit 6yB inmmit. 4 ninyio, mwo sMir
crpobysaru i e, i Te. Takuit AOCBiA y mopiBHsHHI 6araro 4oro pae — 6iab-
1Ie, HK 51 OTpUMaB 61, IKOU 3 IIEpPLIOrO POKY BUBYAB apXiTEKTYPy OAPa3y

when you moved out of the Soviet Union. While [East] Germany was still a bit the same, but
after leaving Eastern Europe you could feel the difference. And it was quite remarkable.
(ES): Where did you travel?

(SM): To Spain, the UK, Germany — East Germany at that time. I travelled to some
countries of Eastern Europe as well, including Poland.

(ES): Travelling to Western Europe must have been expensive.

(SM): By that time, it wasn’t. This was one of the things that were interesting in the Sovi-
et system. Russian currency was cheap by that time. We were given a stipend, which was
enough for us in terms of food and also some extras. And foreign students could also benefit
from illegal dealings. You could buy a few things in the West that were not on the market
in the East, and if you found someone who bought that item, you could earn some extra
money. Some people were very involved in that. I also had an opportunity to work in the
UK, as T had a cousin there, and then I would come back to Kyiv and life would continue.
(OA): Were there specific places that you remember from your time spent in the city?
(SM): I liked the central square [today Maidan Nezalezhnosti]. We used to go there during
our free time. After April, when spring was turning into summer, that place used to look so
nice and so pleasant. And I've found that people were changing their mood during that time
of the year. There were other places where we used to spend time. They included the Technical
Institute [today National Technical University of Ukraine “Igor Sikorsky Kyiv Polytechnic
Institute”], but some of our friends were studying at the Lomonosov University [in Moscow].

So, we used to go there end and meet our friends, and we spent much time there. The oth-
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B Cnoayuenomy Kopoaisersi. Tum He MeHe, 51 TaKOX Mo6ayus, IO Mix
Papsincekum Corosom, €Bpornoo Ta HaBiTh AMEPUKOI0 OYAO ACIIO CITiAB-
HE: BCIOAH AyXe MaAo 3HaAH 1po Adpuky. S sycrpivas ayske Hebararpox
BHKAAAQ4iB, sKi mpaioBasd B AQpuii i 3HAAHCS Ha Hill. 3aBASIKH TaKOMY

ABOCTOPOHHBOMY AOCBiAY MO€ HaBYaHH OyAO 6iAbLI yceOIYHUM.

er place in Kyiv that I have memories about was across the river Dnieper, we were meeting
friends who took us around. I also liked the architecture of St. Sophia’s Cathedral, the com-
plex of Kiev Pechersk Lavra, the TSUM department store, and the Motherland monument.
But since 1990 I've never visited, so [ am looking forward to the moment when I maybe do so.
(ES): Have you stayed in touch with anybody?

(SM): Unfortunately not, that’s the part which I regret. What happened was that when
I finished the training I went to see my cousin in the UK. And I lost my suitcase with all
the contacts, and I never got it back. The only contacts I have are of the other Ugandan
colleagues who also studied in Kyiv.

(ES): After your move to the UK, you studied in Newcastle. What was the main differ-
ence between your studies in Kyiv and your studies in Newcastle?

(SM): Newcastle, actually, was a bit later. I first came back to Uganda, and joined the
University as a Junior Assistant Lecturer. Later on, I applied to the University of New-
castle upon Tyne, and I enrolled into a short course, and afterwards I pursued a master’s
course, then another Masters, and then a PhD. Of course, there was a difference in cul-
ture, the level of openness to certain things was different. I do appreciate to have had that
wide exposure, that comparative experience — unlike a person who studied architecture
from year one in the UK. Nevertheless, I also saw that there was something in common
in the former Soviet Union, and Europe, even in America: there was little knowledge
about Africa. I met only a few professors who had worked in Africa and had a very good

knowledge about the subject. And that made my studies much more complete.
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