The Soviet Heritage and European Modernism
CoBetckoe Hacnegue n EBponenckmin mogepHM3m






INTERNATIONAL COUNCIL ON MONUMENTS AND SITES
CONSEIL INTERNATIONAL DES MONUMENTS ET DES SITES
CONSEJO INTERNACIONAL DE MONUMENTOS Y SITIOS
MEXJYHAPOAHBIN COBET IO BOIIPOCAM ITAMSATHUKOB U JIOCTOIIPUMEYATEJIbHBIX MECT

THE SOVIET HERITAGE AND
EUROPEAN MODERNISM

COBETCKOE HACJIEJIUE U
EBPOIENCKUI MOJAEPHU3M

HERITAGE AT RISK Special 2006
HACJIEAUE B OITACHOCTMH - CriennanbHbii Beimyck 2006

Edited by: Jorg Haspel, Michael Petzet, Anke Zalivako and John Ziesemer

Vi

hendrik BaBler verlag - berlin
2007



Heritage at Risk Special Edition edited by ICOMOS

ICOMOS - International Council on Monuments and Sites

PRESIDENT: Michael Petzet

SECRETARY GENERAL: Dinu Bumbaru

TREASURER GENERAL: Giora Solar

VICE PRESIDENTS: Gustavo Araoz, Kristal Buckley, Tamas Fejerdy, Carlos Pernaut, Guo Zhan
OFFICE: International Secretariat of ICOMOS

49-51 rue de la Fédération, 75015 Paris — France

Der Beauftragte der Bundesregierung . _
@ I mrm Landesdenkmalamt

fiir Kultur und Medien

Senatsverwaltung
fiir Stadtentwicklung

This publication is based on the “Berlin-Moscow Preservation Dialog, 20042005 and on lectures of the international conference

“HERITAGE AT RISK. PRESERVATION OF 20th CENTURY ARCHITECTURE AND WORLD HERITAGE.”
Moscow, 17-20 April 2006.

organized by: Moscow Government, [COMOS International, DO.CO.MO.MO. International, World Monuments Fund, International Union
of Architects, Russian National Comission for UNESCO, Russian Academy for Architecture and Building Sciences, Federal Agency for
Culture and Cinematography, Moscow Committee for the Preservation of Cultural Heritage, Moscow Committee on Architecture and Town-
planning, Union of Architects of Russia, Moscow Union of Architects, Moscow Architectural institute, Museum of the History of Moscow
Architectural School, A.V. Schusev Museum of Architecure (MUAR), All-Russian Society for the Preservation of Monuments of History and
Culture (VOOPiK), Moscow Architecture Preservation Society (MAPS), Academy of Architectural Heritage, Research and Design Institute
of the Masterplan of Moscow, lakov Chernikhov International Foundation, Belye Palaty na Prechistenke Centre for Cultural and Business
Cooperation, Centre of Contemporary Architecture, National Centre of Heritage Trusteeship, ICOMOS Russian Committee, Project Russia,
IntelService Centre.

[Ty6nukanms 6asupyercs Ha «/lmanore Bepnur-MockBa 1o oxpane naMsaTHUKOB, 2004—2005» 1 Ha TOKIazax MEXTyHApPOXHONU KOH(EPEHIIN

«HACJIEJVE B OITACHOCTU. COXPAHEHUE APXUTEKTYPbBI XX BEKA 1 BCEMUPHOE HACJIEAVE.»
Mockaa, 17-20 anpens 2006.

Opeanusamopui: IpaButensctBo Mocksbl, ICOMOS International, DO.CO.MO.MO.International, World Monuments Fund, International
Union of Architects, Komuccust Poccuiickoit ®@enepannu no genam FOHECKO, Poccuiickas akagemMus apXUTEKTYPbI U CTPOUTENIBHBIX HayK,
DeepalibHOE areHTCTBO 110 KyIbType U knunemarorpaduu, KomuteT 1o KynsrypHomy Hacnenuio ropona Mockssl, Komuter 1o crpoutensctBy
u apxuTekType ropoga Mocksbl, Coro3 apxutektopoB Poccun, Coro3 MOCKOBCKUX apXUTEKTOPOB, MOCKOBCKHUI apXUTEKTYPHbIH HHCTHTYT,
My3eit MoCKOBCKOH apXHUTEKTypHOM mikoibl, Myseit apxutektypsl uMm. A. B. IllyceBa (MYAP), Beepoccuiickoe 001iecTBo 0XpaHbl HaMSITHHKOB
u kyastypbl (BOOITHK), MockoBckoe 001iecTBo oxpansl apxutektyproro Hacnenus (MAPS), Akaaemus apxutektypHoro Hacnenusi, HUullA
T'ennmana MockBbl, MesxtyHapoJHbIH apXUTEKTYPHBIN O1aroTBOpUTebHBIN (hoH uMeHH SkoBa UepHuxoBa, LIeHTp KyabTypHO-/1€10BOTO
corpyanuyectsa «benble nanarsl Ha [Ipeuncrenke», Lientp CoBpeMeHHON ApXUTEKTYpbl, LleHTp oneku HalMoHanbHOro Hacieaus, Poccuiickuit
Komurer ICOMOS, Ipoekt Poccust, Uatencepsuc Llentp.

FRONT COVER: Narkomfin Commune House, Moscow, condition 2005. Credit: A. Zalivako, Berlin.
BACK COVER Tower designed by V. Shukhov near Dzerzhinsk, condition 2005. Credit: S. Zelenova, Nizhny Novgorod
Nikolaev Commune House, Moscow, condition 2005. Credit: A. Zalivako, Berlin.

EDITORS: Jorg Haspel, Michael Petzet, Anke Zalivako, John Ziesemer
PROOFREADING: Elena Luginina, Anke Zalivako, John Ziesemer
LAYOUT Jorg Haspel, Anke Zalivako, John Ziesemer

PHOTO CREDITS: If not indicated otherwise, the pictures were provided by the authors

ISBN 978-3-930388-50-9 © 2007 ICOMOS - published by hendrik BéBler verlag - berlin



Contents

Contents

Editorial . .. ... 9

MOSCOW DECLARATION on the Preservation of 20th-Century Cultural Heritage
MOCKOBCKAA JEKJIAPALIUS o coxpaneHun KyabTypHOTO HACTEAMS XX BEKA « « . v v v v veeeeeeeaeeee 11

RESOLUTION on Konstantin Melnikov’s House and Collection
PE3OJIIOLMA o nomy 1 kojuteKIUK KOHCTAHTHHA MEITBHUKOBA . . . vt ov ettt et e e eeeee e 13

Initial Statements/cxoqHble 3asiBJIeHUS

Sheridan Burke (ICOMOS — International Scientific Committee of the 20th Century Heritage)

Twentieth-Century Heritage at Risk and the Role of ICOMOS in its Conservation

Llepuoan Bépxe (MKOMOC — MexayHapOIHbIH HayYHBIH KOMUTET 10 Haciequo XX BeKa)

Hacnenne XX Beka B onacHOCTH U POiib MKOMOC B €70 COXPAHCHUM . .« . v o v v vee e ee e e e e e e eeeeee e 15

Maristella Casciato (DOCOMOMO International) Modern Monuments and Heritage at Risk
Mapucmenia Kawuamo (DOCOMOMO International) [TamsitHukn CoBpeMeHHOTO JIBMXKEHHUs 1 Hacnenue
301 103 (01 i 2 22

John Stubbs (World Monuments Fund) Mobilizing Support for Conserving 20th Century Architecture
Jicon Cmabbc MoOuu3aus yCUIIUN IS COXPAHCHHS APXUTEKTYPBI XX BEKA .« « v vt v vvveee e eee e 24

I. The International Day for Monuments and Sites 2006 in Moscow — a Summary
I. MesxxnyHnaponHublii JeHb NaMATHHUKA B MocCKBe — KpaTKoe U3J10KeHne

Selim Khan-Magomedov The 20th Century in the Context of the Millennium
Cenum Xan-Mazomedos XX BEK B CTPYKTYPE TBICSUCTETHH . .. oo vttt ettt ettt et 29

Jorg Haspel World Heritage of the 20th Century — Chances for Russia from a Foreign Point of View
Hope Xacnens Bceemuproe Hacnemue XX Beka — Bo3MoxHOCTH POCCHH ¢ HHOCTPAHHOM TOUKH 3PEHUS . . . . . . . . . 35

Jean-Louis Cohen Listing Le Corbusier as UNESCO World Heritage
Kan-Jlyu Kosn Bxmouenne noctpoek Jle Kop6io3se B Crincox Beemupnoro nacnequst KOHECKO ... ... 43

Jukka Jokilehto Modern Built Heritage as World Heritage
FOxxa Hoxunemo TIaMATHUKM COBPEMEHHOI apXUTEKTypPhI KAK BCEMUPHOE HACTEUE . . . ... oo vveneen ... 45

II. Heritage Saved from Risk — Case Studies from Moscow and the Former Soviet Union
II. Cnacénnoe naciaeque — IlIpumepst u3 Mocksbl u 0biBIIero Coserckoro Coro3sa

Maija Kairamo The Restoration of Viipuri Library, an International Pilot Project
Maiis Kaiipamo PectaBpanust oubnuoreku B Bunmypu (Beidbopre). MexyHapOaHBIN MAIOTHBIN MPOCKT . . . . . .. 49

Marina Khrustaleva “Bright future” — the Symbolic Potential of New Life for the Commune House
Mapuna Xpycmanesa Cetioe Oynylee: CHMBOIHYECKHH MOTSHIINAT HOBOI KHU3HU 1OMA-KOMMYHBI . ... ...... 53

Boris Pasternak Burevestnik Factory Club. Short Notes on the Restoration and Conversion Project
Fopuc Ilacmepnax Kny6 dpadpuku «bypeBectHuk». Kparkue 3aMeuanus 1o MOBOLY
MIPOEKTA PECTABPALUU M IPHCTIOCOOTEHIIST .+« « v vt vt vt et e e e et et e ettt e e e e e e e e et e 55



Contents

Alexander Lozhkin House of Science and Culture — the Opera and Ballet Theatre in Novosibirsk.

Design, Restoration and Reconstruction

Anexcanop Jloockun Jlom Hayku 1 KyasTypsl — Teatp onepsl 1 6anera B HoBocubupcke:

MIPOEKTUPOBAHUE, PECTABPALIUS, PEKOHCTPYKIIMS . ¢ o o vt ettt ettt et e et e e e e e e et e e e e e e e s 58

III. “Heritage at Risk” — Case Studies from Moscow and the Former Soviet Union
III. «Hacneane B onacHoctu» — IIpumepsl n3 Mocksb! 1 ObiBIIero Coserckoro Corosa

Anke Zalivako 2000—2006: Monitoring Moscow’s Avant-garde Architecture
Anke 3anuseaxo 2000—2006: MOHUTOPUHT MOCKOBCKON apXUTEKTYPBI QBAHTAPIA . « « « « e v e e e eeeeaeeenen s 63

Natalia Dushkina From “Metropolitan” to “Underground”
Hamanes [ywxuna OT «KMETPOTIOTUTEHA» 10 (ITOMBEMEIDY . « « . ettt et e et e e e et et e e e e e e e e 71

Clementine Cecil The Melnikov House-Studio
Knemenmuna Cecun JIOM MEIBHUKOBA . . . . . oot vttt it et e e e et e e e et e e e e e e 73

Irina Chepkunova Architectural Avant-garde in the Moscow Suburbs
Upuna Yenkynosa ApXUTEKTYpHBIN aBAHTAPA [TOIMOCKOBBS . . ..o o vttt e e 75

Andrey Chernichov Preservation and Development of Iakov Chernichov’s Heritage.
The Water Tower of the Cable Factory of the “Krasnyj Gvozdilshik” Plant (1930—-1931)
Anopeu Yepnuxoé BononanopHas OaliHs kaHaTHOTO Iexa 3aBoja «KpacHblit rBo3auibuky» (1930-1931rr) . .. .77

Margarita Shtiglits Monuments of Industrial Architecture of the Leningrad Avant-garde Movement
Mapeapuma lmuenuy TlaMSATHUKA TPOMBIIIICHHONW apXUTEKTYpbl JICHUHTPaACKOTO aBaHTapaa . . . .. ... ...... 78

Alexander Buryak/Irina Kraizer Stylistic Attribution of the Dzerzhinsky Square (Freedom Square) in Kharkov
Anexcanop Bypsx/Hpuna Kpeiizep Ctunesast arpuOytusi aHcamOIst riiomau J{3ep:KkuHcKoro
(HBIHE MIIOMIAIE CBOOOIBI) B XAPBKOBE . .+« ot et vttt et et e e e e e et et e e e et e e e e e e et e 80

Igor Martynenko Demolition of Architectural Monuments under the Pretence of their Restoration:

From Theory to Criminal Practice

Heopv Mapmeinenko CHOC TaMSATHUKA apXUTEKTYPHI ITOJ] BUAOM €0 PEeCTaBpPaIlHH:

OT TEOPUU K YTOIOBHOM TIPAKTHKE .« « o v v ot e v e et et e e et et e et et e e et e e et e ettt ettt ee s 86

Tatyana Budantseva Modernist Heritage of Sverdlovsk Today
Tamwvsina Byoanyesea Hacienue CoBpeMeHHOTO NBUKEHUS CBEPIUTOBCKA CETOMHS « « « « v v v v v eee e e eeeeee e 90

Tatyana Vinogradova Works by the Engineer Vladimir Shukhov in the Nizhny Novgorod Region
Tamwvana Bunoepaoosa Teopenus umwxenepa Biagumupa LllyxoBa Ha HUKETOPOICKOM 3€MIIE. . . .. oo v e v e et .. 96

IV. World Heritage Sites of the 20th Century — German Case Studies
IV. Becemupnoe Hacneque XX Beka — npumepsl n3 I'epmanun

Omar Akbar Bauhaus and Heritage
Omap AxkOap BayXay3 W HACTICIIHC . . . . o vt v et et e et e e e e e et e e e e e e e e e e e et 103

Monika Markgraf Conservation and Preservation of the Bauhaus Building in Dessau
Monuxa Mapkepag CoxpaHeHue U yxo[ 3a 3n1anueM bayxay3a B Jleccay ... ..o, 108

Michael Siebenbrodt The House “Am Horn* in Weimar — Bauhaus site and World Heritage site:

Construction, Usage and Preservation

Michael Siebenbrodt Das Haus am Horn in Weimar — Bauhausstitte und Weltkulturerbe:

Bau, Nutzung und Denkmalpflege . .. ... .. 112



Contents

Norbert Mendgen Preservation and Re-use of the Blast Furnace Site — UNESCO World Heritage Site

“Volklingen Ironworks”

Hopbepm Menoeen CoxpaHeHHe U peaOMIIUTAINS JOMCHHOM MeUr 4yTyHOJIUTSHHOTO 3aBojIa

B OEnpKIMHIeHE B KauecTBe nmaMsaTHUKa BecemupHoro Hacnequss FOHECKO ... ... ... .. ... .. .. 119

Walter Busch The architects Schupp & Kremmer and their contribution to the World Heritage of the

20th Century: ,,Zollverein* Coal Mine Industrial Complex in Essen and Mines of Rammelsberg in Goslar

Walter Busch Die Architekten Schupp & Kremmer und ihr Beitrag zum industriellen Welterbe des

20. Jahrhunderts: die Zeche Zollverein in Essen und das Erzbergwerk Rammelsberg in Goslar ............... 124

Jorg Haspel The Heritage of the Berlin Modern Style. Nomination of Housing Estates for Inscription

on the UNESCO World Heritage List

Hopz Xacnen» Hacnenme CoBpeMenHoro nBikenns B bepmune. Homunanus paGounx mocénkon

B cniicok Beemuproro Hacnenus FOHECKO . .. ..o 129

V. Moscow — Berlin: Interchanges and Heritage of the 20th Century
V. MockBa — bepiuH: MexayHapoaHble CBSI3U U Hacjieque XX-ro Beka

Anke Zalivako Connections between Germany and Soviet Russia’s Avant-garde Architecture — Examples

from the 1920s in Berlin and Moscow

Anxe 3anueaxo CBsi3b aBaHTapAHOM apxuTekTypsl I'epmannn u Coserckoil Poccun (Ha npumepe

3maHnid 20-X TT. B MOCKBE M1 BEPITHHE) . . . . ..o e 139

Winfried Brenne Practical Experience with the Buildings of the Avant-garde in Berlin and East Germany
Bunghpuo Bpenne TIpakTU4ecKuil ONBIT B COXPAHEHUH aPXUTEKTYPBI ABAHTAPAA . o v v vv v e e e e eee e 146

Alexey Vorontsov The Bakhmetevsky Bus Depot
Anexceit Boponyo6 BaXMeThEBCKUI aBTOOYCHBIM TAPAMK .« . o v vt vve e et et e e e et ettt e eee s 151

Annemarie Jaeggi Relations between the Bauhaus and the Russian Avant-garde as Documented

in the Collection of the Bauhaus Archive Berlin

Annemapu Hezeu Cwszu Mexty bayxay3oM u pycCKMM aBaHIapioM

(1o marepuazaM KOJUIEKIMHU apXuBa bayxayza B BEpIMHE) . . .. ... .o 154

Aleksey Ginzburg The Narkomfin Building
Anexceit Tunzoype JIoM HAPKOMMUHA . . . .. oottt e e e e e e e e et ettt 158

Tatyana Tsareva Residential Settlements in Moscow in the 1920s. Methodical Approaches
for Establishing Special Rehabilitation Programs
Tamvsina [{apesa Pabdoumne mocesiku B MockBe 1920-X T. M UX PEAOMITATAIMS. .« . o« o v vv v ee e e e e e 162

Evgenya Dutlova The History of the Construction of the Kremlin Palace of Congresses in Moscow

(State Kremlin Palace)

Eecenus /[ymnosea Wctopus crpourtensctBa Kpemnesckoro /[Bopia Che3non

(F'ocymapcTBeHHOTO KpeMITEBCKOTO JIBOPIIA) . .+« o v o vttt e e e et e e e e e e e e ettt 166

ICOMOS Germany Monuments of Modern Architecture at Risk — Case Study Berlin
HKOMOC I'epmanua TIaMSITHUKH COBPEMEHHO# apXUTEKTYPhI B 0aCHOCTH — mpuMepsl u3 bepauna . .. .172

Colour Plates . . ... 177



......

e

Editorial




Editorial

The current issue of the ICOMOS Report on Monuments
and Sites in Danger (Heritage at Risk 2007) covers for
the first time a specific geographical topic. While the past
issues of the annual and bi-annual ICOMOS reports He-
ritage at Risk have presented world-wide documentations
comprising all periods, which also applies to the first
H@R Special on Underwater Cultural Heritage at Risk:
Managing Natural and Human Impacts from 2006, the
sixth volume of Heritage at Risk is dedicated exclusively
to the heritage of the 20th century and to the geographical
main focus on Russia and the former Soviet Republics.
A first approach to this topic and early initiator of this
current edition was the case study ,,Russia — 20th-Cen-
tury Heritage® in Heritage at Risk 2002/03, presented
by Natalia Dushkina on behalf of the Russian ICOMOS
Committee.! It focussed on Soviet avant-garde architec-
ture in Moscow. These highly prominent but also highly
threatened monuments of the Modern Movement urgently
demand public and professional attention.

For many years, ICOMOS members and committees
have been concerned with the protection, conservation,
management and presentation of more recent forms of
cultural heritage that bear witness to intellectual, social,
technological or artistic evolutions. In 2001, ICOMOS
launched the one-year Montreal Action Plan focussing on
20th-century heritage. ICOMOS seminars held in Helsin-
ki in 1995 in cooperation with UNESCO (World Heritage
Center) and ICCROM and in Mexico City in 1996, and
the Survey Questionnaire to National and International
Scientific Committees in 2001/2002 marked further steps
forward in international communication and cooperation.
The conference in Helsinki in 2001 on Preserving Post-
War Modernism in City Centers and the Makkaratolo
case study concentrated primarily on the recent heritage
of the second half of the 20th century. And on the occa-
sion of the International Day for Monuments and Sites on
18 April 2002 ICOMOS encouraged national and interna-
tional committees and members to organise activities in
order to identify 20th-Century buildings, gardens, works
of art or design, structures, cities or sites.

In 2005 ICOMOS finally constituted an International
Scientific Committee on 20th-Century Heritage (ISC 20)
under the chairmanship of Sheridan Burke and Christia-
ne Schmuckle-Mollard. As proposed by this Internatio-
nal Scientific Committee, the 15th General Assembly of
ICOMOS, which took place in Xi’an/China in October
2005, pointed at the outstanding contribution of Russian
modernism to 20th-century heritage, but also at the thre-
ats and deterioration which are currently affecting many
places of unique international significance in Russia. The
ICOMOS General Assembly resolved to “urge the rele-

vant national and professional organizations to act with
urgency to safeguard their protection and prevent their
loss. Necessary actions include survey and assessment,
protective planning measures and innovative conserva-
tion approaches, to secure their future.”

The articles and case studies of the publication in hand
are for the most part based on contributions and presen-
tations of the international conference Heritage at Risk
— Preservation of 20th-Century Architecture and World
Heritage, organised by public and scientific institutions
in Russia and by international partner organisations in
cooperation with [ICOMOS on the occasion of the Inter-
national Day for Monuments and Sites (Moscow, 17-20
April 2006). Most of the articles have been chosen from
the 136 conference reports presented in Moscow? or from
the conference publication3. The conference passed the
general Moscow Declaration on the Preservation of 20th-
Century Cultural Heritage as well as a special Resolution
on Konstantin Melnikov’s House and Collection, thus
highlighting the international significance of many fa-
mous monuments of Soviet avant-garde architecture and
its architectural counterparts from the Stalinist years, but
at the same time pointing at the huge dangers threatening
the heritage of the 20th century in eastern Europe.

On the Russian side the international meeting Heritage
at Risk — Preservation of 20th-Century Architecture and
World Heritage was conceived and coordinated foremost
by the Moscow Government, the Russian Academy of
Architecture and Building Sciences, the Federal Agency
for Culture and Cinematography, the Moscow Committee
for the Preservation of Cultural Heritage and the Moscow
Committee on Architecture and Town-Planning; in addi-
tion it was supported by many other national institutions.
A special input was given by the Zuev Workers’club,
the A.V. Schusev Museum of Architecture (MUAR), the
Moscow Union of Architects and the Moscow Architec-
tural Institute (MArchl) in hosting the conference and by

I Cf. Dushkina, Natalia: Russia — 20th-Century Heritage,
in: Heritage at Risk. ICOMOS World Report 2002/2003
on Monuments and Sites in Danger. Miinchen 2002,
pp. 177-181

2 Cf. Kudryavtsev, Alexander, Dushkina, Natalia (eds):
Preservation of 20th Century Architecture and World
Heritage. Moscow, 17-20 April, 2006. Proceedings
of the Scientific Conference. Abstract Collection.
Moscow 2006

3 Cf. Kudryavtsev, Alexander, Dushkina Natalia (eds):
20th Century. Preservation of Cultural Heritage.
Moscow 2006
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the Technical University of Berlin as foreign co-organi-
zer in addition it was supported by many other national
institutions. As foreign contributors and supporters the
World Monuments Fund (WMF), the International Wor-
king Party for Documentation and Conservation of Buil-
dings, Sites and Neighbourhoods of the Modern Move-
ment (DOCOMOMO International) and the International
Union of Architects (UIA) participated in the conference
to convey international experience and scientific pro-
gress in the field of conservation of 20th-century heritage
buildings and urban ensembles. The editors have to thank
most sincerely the International Conference Organising
Committee as well as the chair and members of the In-
ternational Conference Scientific Committee, notably the
President of the Russian Academy of Architecture and
Building Sciences and the President of the Moscow Archi-
tectural Institute, Prof. Alexander Kudryavtsev, as well as
Natalia Dushkina, Professor at the Moscow Architectural
Institute and founding member of the ICOMOS Internati-
onal Scientific Committee on 20th-Century Heritage. She
and her network of colleagues from Moscow and all over
the world became heart and soul of the project. General
partner and generous main sponsor of the conference was
the Capital Group.

An additional thematic intention of this Heritage at
Risk Special is to outline mutual influences and internati-
onal interactions between Russian or Soviet architecture
and urban planning especially in Europe. Priority was
given to the very close and intensive Russian-German
working contacts between World War I and World War
IT and during the early post-war period. This Heritage at
Risk edition also presents preliminary results of the cur-
rent research project The Architecture of Russian Cons-
tructivism (Moscow 1920—34). Building Materials, Buil-
ding Construction and Preservation of Buildings, which is
being carried out under Dr. Anke Zalivako’s guidance at
the Technical University of Berlin and sponsored by the
German Research Community (DFG). Furthermore, the
results of the “Heritage Conservation Dialogue on Avant-
Garde Architecture” are considered in this publication, as

they have emerged in the context of the town-twinning of
Moscow and Berlin since 2004.

First of all the present publication outlines the endan-
gered heritage of the 20th century on the territory of the
former Soviet Union, especially the legacy of avant-gar-
de architecture and the Modern Movement in Moscow
and St. Petersburg, but also significant monuments in the
Ukraine and other former Soviet Republics. In addition,
this documentation offers a survey of best practice projects
started successfully by state-aided or non-governmental
initiatives to save threatened monuments of 20th-centu-
ry architecture, including external aids and international
networks. Comparative studies of UNESCO World He-
ritage sites and World Heritage nominations in Germa-
ny complete the selection of case studies. In accordance
with the recommendations of the Moscow Declaration
on the Preservation of 20th-Century Cultural Heritage
mentioned above these examples encourage to include in
the national World Heritage Tentative List “the outstan-
ding structures of the Russian 20th-Century architecture
such as Narkomfin House by M. Ginzburg, Rusakov and
Kauchuk Clubs and own House by K. Melnikov, Com-
mune House by I. Nikolaev, Radio Tower by V. Shukhov,
Mayakovskaya metro station by A. Dushkin ... (and) to
work out a programme of international cooperation in the
field of historical and architectural investigations, pro-
tection and conservation of the 20th-Century Heritage,
as well as to launch CIS transnational projects aimed at
including of the outstanding Avant-garde monuments into
the World Heritage List.”

The editors would like to express their gratitude to all
the authors of articles and photographs for the good co-
operation and for the permission to reprint free of charge.
Special thanks go to Anke Zalivako (Berlin) and John
Ziesemer (Munich) for their considerate coordination and
efficient editorial work of this Heritage at Risk Special.
ICOMOS and the Landesdenkmalamt Berlin are very gra-
teful to the German Federal Government Commissioner
for Cultural Affairs and the Media (BKM) for the gene-
rous support of this publication.

Prof. Dr. Jorg Haspel
Landeskonservator Berlin

Prof. Dr. Michael Petzet
President of ICOMOS
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COXPAHEHHE APXHTERTYPH XX BEHA
W BCEMHPHOE HACNEQHE
PRESERVATION OF 20TH CENTURY
ARCHITECTURE AND WORLD HERITAGE

HERITAGE AT RISK

MOCHEA MOSCOW
1T=20 ANPENA APRIL 2008

T N

Intermational Coancil on
Memam ety and Siles
SO s mo,mo
g des Manuments o dis Slees 1 = o = === =

MOSCOW DECLARATION on the Preservation of 20t"-Century Cultural Heritage

Meeting in Moscow on the occasion of the International Conference Heritage at Risk — Preservation of 20™-Century Architecture
and World Heritage (April 17-20, 2006) and the International Monuments Day at the invitation and hospitality of the Moscow
Government, the Russian Academy for Architecture and Building Sciences, Federal Agency for Culture and Cinematography, the
Moscow Committee for the Preservation of Cultural Heritage, the Moscow Committee on Architecture and Town-planning and
many other national institutions to share experience and scientific progress in the field of conservation of 20!-Century Heritage
buildings and urban ensembles,

Considering the positive context offered by recent research and practice worldwide and by the development of international
cooperation through non-governmental organizations as well as professional and academic networks,

Considering the adhesion of the Russian Federation to the 1972 World Heritage Convention and, as such, its aims for the highest
standards of excellence to be applied in the identification, conservation, protection and management of cultural heritage sites in
Russia, particularly but not exclusively those inscribed on the World Heritage List,

Recognizing the outstanding contribution of the Russian Avant-garde Movement in the history of architecture worldwide and the
urgency of preserving this heritage for the benefit of current and future generations internationally,

Acknowledging the work of organizations and institutions to safeguard, repair and preserve the rich heritage of Moscow in its
integrity and authenticity, in particular those sites associated with the 20t Century,

Concerned with the current state of advanced decay, and the level and diversity of threats to many of those world famous
properties and monuments,

And reminding all authorities that conservation, as demonstrated by research and experience around the world, is a long term
economic and cultural investment,
the participants of the international conference:

« Appeal to the relevant national and professional organizations to act with urgency to safeguard, protect and prevent from
damage 20'™-Century properties worthy of listing as monuments as well as monuments and sites that are already included in
local and national registers. Necessary actions include systematic historical and architectural investigations, publications, public
awareness and instructive work on the meaning and cultural significance of the 20t-Century Heritage. It is important to improve
collecting, keeping and treatment of documents on the 20-Century monuments, as well as survey and assessment, protective
planning measures and innovative conservation approaches, to secure the future of individual structures, groups of buildings and
urban design ensembles of the 20"-Century Heritage. Investigations on a specific character of adaptive reuse of the 20!-Century
buildings and sites are of extreme importance.

* Call on the State Authorities for the strict application of the Laws of Protection of the Cultural and Natural Heritage, in particular
with regard to providing funding for 20"-Century Heritage of outstanding universal value in future preservation programs
including research, conservation and restoration; insisting on strict application of internationally approved scientific principles
reflected in documents such as numerous International Charters for conservation and restoration and the World Heritage
Convention.

* Recognizing the success of World Heritage in general and as stimulator of cultural tourism, the participants call for supporting
sustainable use of our heritage for social and economic benefits of local, national and international communities. [COMOS and
DO.CO.MO.MO. identified the fact that 20t-Century architecture is very much underrepresented in the World Heritage List. The
nomination of potential 20t-Century World Heritage properties is to be supported and encouraged worldwide.

* Express their will to cooperate with the authorities of the City of Moscow and the Russian Federation in order to achieve the
goals of safeguarding and conserving this unique 20"-Century Heritage according to the highest standards and internationally
accepted principles.

+ Recommend the Russian authorities to secure Federal heritage listing of the most valuable 20™"-Century monuments. It is
expedient to include into the national World Heritage Tentative List the outstanding structures of the Russian 20™-Century
architecture such as Narkomfin House by M. Ginzburg, Rusakov and Kauchuk Clubs and own House by K. Melnikov, Commune
House by I. Nikolaev, Radio Tower by V. Shukhov, Mayakovskaya metro station by A. Dushkin.

+ Establishing a fact that the significant part of the 20"-Century Architectural Heritage is situated on the territory of the
Commonwealth of the Independent States (CIS), appeal to architects and the State authorities of these countries to work out a
programme of international cooperation in the field of historical and architectural investigations, protection and conservation
of the 20!-Century Heritage, as well as to launch CIS transnational projects aimed at including of the outstanding Avant-garde
monuments into the World Heritage List.
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MOCKOBCKAA OEKNAPALIAA
0 CoXpaHeHUU KynbTypHOro Hacneaus Hacneaus XX Beka

Cobpasiuck B Mockse 1o cityyatro MexxayHaponHoil konpepenuun «Heritage at Risk — Coxpanenue apxutektypsl XX Beka U
Bcemupnoe nacnenuey (17-20 anpens 2006 r.) 1 MexxayHapOoHOTO IHs HAMSITHUKOB 110 IPUIVIAIIECHUIO U O1arofapst FoCTEPUUMCTBY
IIpaBurenscrBa Mocksbl, Poccuiickoil akafieMUU apXUTEKTypbl U CTPOUTENbHBIX HayK, DeaepanbHOro areHTCTBa 10 KyAbType U
kuHematorpaduu, Komurera no kynerypHomy Hacienuto ropoga Mocksel, Komurera o apXuTeKkrype U rpaJjoCTpOUTENbCTBA
ropozia MOCKBBI U MHOTUX APYTUX POCCUHCKHUX OpPraHU3aLUi, YTOObI OAEIUTHCS OIBITOM U HAyYHBIMU JOCTHKEHUSIMU B 00J1aCTH
COXpaHCHHUS 31aHMH ¥ TPaTOCTPOUTENIBHBIX aHCAMOIICH, COCTABIIAIONMUX KyIbTypHOE Hacienue XX Beka,

VauThIBas HO3UTHBHBIH KOHTEKCT HETABHUX HCCIIEIOBAHUH M MHPOBOH MPAKTUKH, a TaKxkKe OIaromaps pa3sBUTHIO MEXKIyHAPOI-
HOTO C OTPYIHHYECTBA, OCYIIECTBIAEMOTO UYepe3 HEelPaBUTEIbCTBEHHBIC OPTaHN3aNH, TPO(ECCHOHATBHBIC W aKaJIeMUIECKIe
CBA3M,

IIpunumast Bo BHUMaHUe NpuBepkeHHOCTh Poccuiickoit @enepannun Konsennuu no BecemupHomy Haciaeanio, NIpuHATON B
1972 r., u, cnenoBaresbHO, K ICKJIAPUPOBAHHOMY B HEH CTPEMIICHHUIO K IPUMEHEHHIO BBICOYANIINX CTAaHIApTOB U TPEOOBAHUH K
BBISIBJICHUIO, PECTaBPaLlUK, OXPaHE U YIIPABICHHIO 00BbEKTOB KYJIBTYPHOTO Hacieaus B Poccun, B 0COOCHHOCTH, BKIIOYEHHBIX B
Crmcox BeceMUpHOTo Ky/nbTypHOTO HacJenusl,

ITpusHaBas BbLIaoMuKiics BKIaJ PyCCKOrO aBaHrapa B HCTOPUIO MUPOBOM apXUTEKTYPbl U OCTPYIO HEOOXOAUMOCTb COXPaHEHUS
3TOr0 HACIEMs, UMEIOLIEr0 MEXKIyHapOAHOE 3HaUEHUE, BO OJ1aro HbIHEIHUX U OydyIUX 1OKOJIEHHH,

Co3HaBasl yCUJIUS OpTaHU3alul U yupexJeHUH, 3aHUMAIOIUXCsl 3aIlUTONH, BOCCTAHOBIEHUEM U COXPaHEHUEM OOoraTroro
Hacseauss MOCKBBL B €0 IIOJIHOTE ¥ IOUIMHHOCTH, B 0COOEHHOCTU 00BEKTOB, CBA3aHHBIX ¢ XX BEKOM,

BrIpakas 00eCIIOKOEHHOCTD CETOHSAIIHIM COCTOSHHEM JAJIEKO 3allleIIIeTo pa3pyIIeHHs, a TAKXKE CTETICHBIO M pa3HOOOpa3neM
yTpO3 MHOTUM H3 3THX BCEMHPHO M3BECTHBIX aHCAMOMIei U MTaMATHHKOB,

W namomMmHas BCeM OpraHaM BIAacTH O TOM, YTO PECTaBpaIlis, KaK MOKa3bIBafOT MPOBEICHHBIC NCCIIEOBAHIS 1 MHPOBOIT OTIBIT,
SIBIISIETCSI JIONITOCPOYHON SKOHOMUYECKOH U KyJbTypHOH HHBECTUINEH,

YYaCTHHKH MEKTyHapOJHON KOH(epeHuu:

+ OOpamnrarTcs K COOTBETCTBYIOIIUM FOCYAAPCTBEHHBIM U MPO(hECCHOHATBHBIM OPraHU3aIUsIM C IPOCK00i CPOTHO PEATIPHHATE
HEO0OXOMMBIE MEpPBI [T 00eCTIeIeHNs OXPaHBI, 3aIUTHI M MIPeI0TBPAIEHN JaTbHEHIINX TOBPEKACHNH 3aHII U COOPYKEHHI
XX Beka, JOCTOMHBIX BKIIOYEHHS B CIIMCKH NMAMSITHHUKOB, H B OCOOCHHOCTH NTaMATHUKOB M aHCaMOJIeH, yiKe HaXOIAIIMXCS IO
0XxpaHoH. B uncio HeoOX0AUMBIX AEHCTBUI BXOIHUT Pa3BEPThIBAHNE CUCTEMATHUECKUX HCTOPHKO-aPXUTEKTYPHBIX UCCIIEIOBAHUH,
yOnUKalui, IPOCBETUTENBCKUX [IPOrpaMM, HAIIPABJICHHBIX HA Pa3bsICHEHHUE 3HAUCHUSI ¥ KYJIBTYpHOU posin Hacieaus XX Beka.
Heo0xoaumo coBeplIeHCTBOBaHUE PAOOTHI IO COOPY, XPAHEHUIO U 00pabOTKE HOKYMEHTAIbHBIX (akTorpauuecKux JaHHBIX
0 HaMATHHUKAaX apXUTEKTypbl XX BeKa, a TakKe 110 00CIETOBAHUIO U OLIEHKE UX COCTOSHUS, 10 IPUMEHEHHIO HOBEHIINX
peCTaBpalUOHHBIX METOJUK, CIOCOOHBIX COXPAaHUTh AJS OyIdyIIero Kak OTAEIbHbIE COOPYXKEHUs U TPYIIbI 30aHUN, TaK U
IPaZOCTPOHTENBHBIC aHCAMOMH, COCTaBIIIONIHe HacTenue XX Beka. KpaiiHe akTyaTbHBI HCCIICTOBAHUS, KACAIOIIHECS CIICIU(DUKH
TPHCIOCOONICHNUS coopyskeHHH XX Beka K COBPEMEHHOMY HCTIOIb30BaHNIO.

* IIpu3BIBalOT OpTaHBI TOCYIapPCTBEHHON BIACTH K CTPOTOMY COOIIOCHHIO 3aKOHOB O 3aMINTE KYIBTYPHOTO W MPHPOAHOTO
Hacleaws, ¥ B 0COOEHHOCTH — K HE0OXOIUMOCTH (PMHAHCHPOBAHMUS IIPOTPAMM IT0 HCCIIEIOBAHUIO, KOHCEPBAIIHN U PECTaBPaIluH
00BeKTOB Haceauss XX Beka, 00JaJaroNIiX BeIIAIONIEHCS IIEHHOCTRIO T BCEr0 MHpa; HACTAWBAIOT HA CTPOTOM MPHMEHCHUH
MEKyHApOJHBIX HAyUHbIX NPUHIMUIIOB, OTPAKEHHBIX B MHOIOUMCIIEHHBIX MEKAYHAPOIHBIX XapTUAX IO KOHCEPBALUK U
pecraBpanuu, a Taxke Konsenuuu no BecemupHomy Hacieauo.

* IIpusHaBas ycnex mporpaMMel BceMupHoro Hacieansi B I€J0M U, B YaCTHOCTH, B CTUMYJIHUPOBAHUU KyJIBTYPHOTO TypHU3Ma,
YYaCTHHUKHM ITPU3BIBAIOT K NOIAEPIKKE YCTOMYMBOIO UCIIOIb30BAHUS HALIETO HAC/IEIUsl B UHTEPECAX COLIMAIbHON U IKOHOMUYECKOU
TI0JIB3BI /ISl MECTHBIX JKUTEJeH, 00IIeHAIMOHAIBHOTO U MexX IyHapoaHoro coodmects. [COMOS u DO.CO.MO.MO. BbisiBUIN
¢axr kpailHe HU3KOro IpejcTaBlIeHUs apxXUTeKTypbl XX Beka B Criucke BeemupHoro Haciaeaus. HomuHupoBaHue coopysKeHuUit
XX Beka B KauecTBe [IOTEHIHAIbHBIX 00bEKTOB BeceMupHOro Hacieaus NOKHO HOAAEPKHUBATHCS U MOOLIPSITHCS BO BCEM
MHpE.

* BrIpakaloT CBOXO FOTOBHOCTb K COTPYIHUUYECTBY ¢ BaacTsMu ropona Mockssl u Poccuiickoii @enepanuu Al A0CTHKEHUS
IIOCTABJICHHBIX 1I€JIell OXpaHbl U COXPAHEHMs STOr0 YHUKaJIbHOro Hacienus XX BeKa B COOTBETCTBHM C BbICOUAHIINMU
CTaHAAapTaMU U MEXKyHapOIAHBIMH IPHHIUIIAMU.

* PexoMeHIyIOT poccHICKUM BIACTSAM IOTHATH yPOBEHb 3alIUTH HaHOONee NEHHBIX 00BEKTOB Hacnequsa XX Beka, MPUAaB UM
CTaTyc MaMATHUKOB (hefiepanbHOro 3HadeHns. CINTAIOT 1[e7eco00pa3HbIM HOATOTOBHTH PETOKEHH IS BKIOUeHHUs B CIIHCOK
BcemupHOTro Hacieanst TakUX BBLAAIOIIUXCS MTPOM3BEACHUN POCCUICKON apXxUTeKTypsl XX Beka, kak: JJom Hapkomduna apx.
M.I'nu30ypra, kiny6 uM. Pycaxosa, xiny6 «Kayuyk» u coGcTBeHHbIH oM apxuTektopa K. MenbHukoBa, JloM-koMMyHa apx. .
Huxonaesa, panguobammns umk. B. Illyxosa, ctanius Metpo «MasikoBckash» apx. A. JymkuHa.

» KoncraTtupys, 4To 3Ha4MTEIbHASI YACTh APXUTEKTYpHOro Hacieaus XX Beka HaxonuTcs B mpeaenax crpadH Coxpyxecrsa
HesaBucumeix I'ocynapcTs, IpU3bIBaIOT apXUTEKTOPOB U OPraHbl BIACTY U YIPaBICHUs B cTpaHax ObilIero Coro3a pa3BepHyTh
[IpOrpaMMy MEKAYyHApOAHOIO COTPYIHHYECTBA B 001aCTU HCTOPUKO-apXUTEKTYPHBIX UCCIIE0BaHUH, BOCCTAHOBIECHUS U OXPAHBbI
MaMATHHKOB apXUTEKTypsl XX CTONICTHS, B TOM YHCIIe (JOPMUPOBAHNE TPAHCHAIIMOHAIBHBIX MPOEKTOB co cTpanamu CHI mo
BKJIFOUEHHIO BBLAAIOIIUXCA IIaMATHUKOB 3II0XH aBaHrapza B Crycok BeemupHoro Haciaeaus.
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CONPAHEHHE APXMTEHTYP! 100 BEHA
W BCEMWPHOE HACNE/ME
PRESERVATION OF 20TH CENTURY
ARCHITECTURE AND WORLD HERITAGE

HERITAGE AT RISK

MOCHEA MOSCOW
1T=20 ANPENA APRIL 2008
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P Intermational Coancl on
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RESOLUTION on Konstantin Melnikov’s House and Collection

* Recognizing the outstanding heritage value of the architectural works of Konstantin Melnikov in Moscow and
particularly his House and Collection, as a unity,

» Noting with concern the lack of clarity regarding the future conservation and management of these properties,

Delegates of the International Conference Heritage at Risk — Preservation of 20"-Century Architecture and World
Heritage (April 17-20, 2006) request the Russian Ministry for Culture and Mass Communications, Moscow Committee
for the Preservation of Cultural Heritage:

* Recognize that the outstanding heritage significance of Melnikov’s work is at risk,

* As a matter of urgency, prepare a Conservation Plan for Melnikov’s House and Collection, applying international
landmark standards for conservation works, within 12 months,

 Appoint a joint Russian and International Advisory Group to steer and assist in this process,

* Secure effective Federal heritage listing of the House and Collection within 12 months.

Signed by: ICOMOS International
(20th-Century Heritage International Scientific Committee, Sheridan Burke, Co-Chair)
DO.CO.MO.MO. International (Maristella Casciato, Chair)
International Union of Architects (Louise Cox, First Vice-President)

PE3OJIIOLIUA no gomy u konnekuun KoHctaHtuHa MenbHukoBa

° HpI/I3HaBafl BBIAAIOIIYIOCA NEHHOCTh ApXUTCKTYPHOI'0O HACJICAUA Koncrtantuna MenbHUKOBA B MOCKBC, n B
0COOCHHOCTH €r0 COOCTBEHHOIO JIOMa 1 KOJUICKIIMH KaK HEJIeITMMOM OCJI0CTHOCTH,

* OtMmedas ¢ OECIIOKOMCTBOM OTCYTCTBHE SICHOCTH B COXPAaHCHUH U YIPABICHUN 3TOH COOCTBEHHOCTBIO,

Jenerarsr Mexxaynapomnoit koHpepennmn «Heritage at Risk — Coxpanenne apxutektypsl XX Beka n Becemupnoe

Hacneaue» (17-20 anpens 2006 r.) oOparuarorcs ¢ Npocb00it K MUHUCTEPCTBY KYJIBTYpPbl 1 MACCOBBIX KOMMYHHKALIUN

Poccuiickoit @enepanun, Komurery no KyapTypHOMY Hacjaennuto ropoga MocCKBbI:

* [Ipu3HaTh, 9TO BBHIAAIOIIEE HACIEANE MeTbHUKOBA HAXOAUTCS B OTIACHOCTH,

* B cpouHOM mopsijike, B Te4eHUE 12 MecseB, pa3padoTarh IUIaH COXpPaHEHUs JoMa MeNbHUKOBA M €r0 KOJUICKIINH, B
paMKax CYIIECTBYIOIINX MEKIYHAPOIHBIX CTAHAAPTOB IO POBEACHUIO PECTaBPAMOHHBIX pa0OT Ha MAMSATHHKAX,

* Co3naTb COBMECTHYIO POCCHICKYIO M MEXYHAPOAHYIO KOHCYIBTaTUBHYIO IPYIITY Il OCYLIECTBICHUS KOHTPOJIS U
OKa3aHMUs TIOMOIITH B ATOM TIpOIIecce,

* B Tteuenne 12 MecsueB 00eCcneduTh BKIIOUYEHUE qoMa MEIBHUKOBA U €r0 KOJUJIEKIIMU B CIIMCOK IMaMSITHHUKOB
(henepanbHOTO 3HAYCHMSI.

[oamucano: ICOMOS International
(Illepunan bépke, co-npencenares MexayHapoJHOTO HAYYHOTO KOMUTETA 110 HACIeAn0 XX BeKa)
DO.CO.MO.MO. International (Mapucrenna Kammaro, npencenarens)
Mexnynapomausiii Coro3 apxutektopoB (JIync Koke, mepBrlil BUIie-npe3naeHT)






Initial Statements 15

Sheridan Burke

Twentieth-Century Heritage at Risk and the Role of ICOMOS in its

Conservation

It is a pleasure and an honor to be invited to join this dis-
tinguished conference to discuss the very particular con-
servation needs of the heritage of the twentieth century.
It is a Heritage at Risk in Australia, as it is in Moscow. In
the next few days we will share experiences which may
benefit many.

I would like to congratulate the Russian Academy for
Architecture and Building Sciences, Russia’s UNESCO
Commission, Russia’s Ministry of Culture and Mass
Communications, the Union of Architects of Russia, the
Moscow Union of Architects, the Moscow committee of
Architects and Town Planners, MAPS, the Schusev Ar-
chitecture Museum for having the foresight to convene
such an exchange, and particularly the World Monuments
Fund for their generous and very timely support.

Institutions such as these have important roles to play
in developing the stakeholder debate about identifying
what constitutes Russia’s twentieth century heritage re-
source and how it will be conserved, used and managed
— or indeed lost.

Organisations such as ICOMOS, Docomomo and UIA
are critical amongst professional institutions which must
lead the way for a very vulnerable heritage at risk — the
places of twentieth-century heritage significance.

I am speaking to you today in my role as a co-President
of the Twentieth-Century Heritage Scientific Commit-
tee of the International Council of Monuments and Sites
(ICOMOS).

I will address four issues:

— the relative absence of twentieth-century heritage plac-
es from the World Heritage List and

— the role & initiatives of ICOMOS in promoting twen-
tieth-century heritage identification and conserva-
tion.

— I will include a brief discussion of current activities
in Australia to develop an awareness and appreciation
of the heritage resources of the twentieth century on a
national basis

— and conclude with a look at what may become the
heritage of the twentieth century and how we might
manage that resource for future generations — where to
from here?

When I speak about twentieth-century heritage resources,
I include buildings, cultural landscapes, relics, industrial
and archaeological sites and groups — places which em-

body tangible and intangible values to diverse stakehold-
ers: experts, communities, owners and developers.

These places are evidence of the global exchange of
ideas and values that characterize the twentieth century,
which we see embodied in:

— the commercial architecture of the Bund, Shanghai,

— the city plan and cultural landscape of Australia’s Na-
tional Capital, Canberra,

— the hydro-electricity industrial plants of Norway,

— the workers clubs of Konstantin Melnikov in Mos-
COW,

— the campus design and buildings of the University of
Caracas in Venezuela,

— adiversity of residential architecture such as the houses
of Horta in Brussels, of Frank Lloyd Wright in USA, of
Harry Seidler in Australia,

— many less well known places, places of local and na-
tional value throughout the world.

Let us first look at the context of twentieth century herit-
age resources and the World Heritage List on page 16:

Academy of Science, Canberra (1959)
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ICOMOS, The World Heritage List — Filling the Gaps,
regional distribution of listed sites

1. The World Heritage List: Filling the Gaps - an
Action Plan for the Future

After almost 25 years of operation of the World Heritage
Convention, the increasing geographic and thematic im-
balance of the sites which were being listed was a cause
of concern to the World Heritage Committee. To improve
the “balance” of the list, from 1996 a global strategy was
developed to create a credible, representative World Her-
itage List. ICOMOS undertook a major analysis of the
sites already inscribed on the World Heritage List, and the
sites which would in future be proposed for listing from
national tentative lists.

The analysis was undertaken on a regional, chronolo-
gical, geographic and thematic basis” of the 730 proper-
ties then listed. Not surprisingly, the review demonstrated
a bias towards European sites that would traditionally be
seen as classical monuments and sites. It also showed
the under-represented categories of World Heritage, for
example notably absent were places of the modern era.
Looking ahead, the survey showed the likely trends in the
short to medium term which might be predicted as tenta-
tive list places were eventually nominated. The imbalance
was not going to improve unless action was taken.

The reasons for the geographic “gaps” were (by and
large) threefold —

— the history of the acceptance of the Convention,

— the structural processes of preparing WH nominations
and

— the related lack of capacity/experience in drafting
nominations and management planning of sites.

The reasons for thematic gaps are related, but more com-
plex.

The World Heritage Committee has resolved to take a
number of steps to close these gaps through training, edu-
cation and the development of identification and manage-
ment tools. In particular, ICOMOS decided to seize the

initiative and determined to increase its efforts to support
the identification and conservation of twentieth-century
heritage places. The formation of the International Scien-
tific Committee on Twentieth century Heritage which I
co-chair with Ms Christiane Schmuckle-Mollard of France
is a vital part of this process, to which I will return later.

Let us look now very briefly at some selected results
from the ICOMOS World Heritage Gap report: The first
table illustrates very clearly the geographic imba-lance
of the World Heritage List by UNESCO regions in 2002
— most listings are in Europe, where the experience in de-
veloping nominations and managing sites is also strong.
Asia Pacific is next in prominence, though listings are
very unevenly distributed amongst nations and site types
in our region.

In particular, it was clear from the ICOMOS analysis
that despite the fact the buildings and places of the twen-
tieth century literally dominate the world; identified heri-
tage places of the modern era are very under-represented
on the World Heritage List. You will see from the top line
of the figure on page 17 that only 12 properties of the 730
then listed (2002) were of the modern era.

It seems likely that the under-representation of twen-
tieth-century heritage listings at World Heritage level
might also be apparent in local and state listings. To
create a credible and balanced list of twentieth-century
places of potential World Heritage value, an active pro-
gramme of identification and promotion at national and
local levels will also be needed to sustain a truly credible
and balanced representation of sites, particularly given
the increasing rate of loss of modern heritage places and
the diversity of stakeholders involved.

If we imagine this triangle as representing places of rec-
ognised cultural heritage value, the places of outstanding
universal value will only ever be a very small proportion
of the whole — the tip of the triangle — with most places
protected and managed at a local/community or national/
regional level.

In Australia, for example, we find that increasingly the
things we want to conserve as the heritage of our nation
are being identified by and managed at the grassroots by
communities, with or without expert advice.

2. The Role of ICOMOS in Twentieth-Century
Heritage Conservation*

ICOMOS is an acronym for the International Council on
Monuments and Sites. It is a Non-Governmental Organi-
sation of professionals formed in 1965 with its headquar-
ters in Paris. Its members participate in its activities in a
voluntary capacity — I am here today as part of my annual
holidays, from my busy Sydney-based heritage consul-
tancy practice.

*

World Heritage Committee 24™ Session, Cairns 2000.
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ICOMOS, The World Heritage List — Filling the Gaps, site type distribution of listed sites

ICOMOS is interested in the philosophy, methodolo-
gies and techniques of cultural heritage conservation, as
practiced by communities world wide. It has 8,500 mem-
bers world-wide, who belong to 120+ national commit-
tees (13 in South East Asia) and 28 international scientific
committees (focussing on topics such as Stone, Cultural
Tourism, Archaeological Management, etc).

ICOMOS operates as a forum, and a partner and as an
advocate for good heritage conservation practice world-
wide. ICOMOS is closely linked with UNESCO, particu-
larly through its role under the World Heritage Conven-
tion 1972 as UNESCO’s principal heritage adviser on
cultural heritage matters. In this role it
— assesses nominations,
monitors the state of conservation of properties,
develops policy advice,
runs conferences and
commissions research.

The annual review of NOMINATIONS for World Heri-
tage Listing, between 30 and 60 each year is undertaken
by ICOMOS each January. Recent twentieth century
nominations reviewed have included the White City of
Tel Aviv (1930-1950), Caracas University, the Rietveld
Schroeder House in Utrecht (1924), the city of Le Havre
in France and the Varberg Radio Station (1922-24) in
Sweden.

Another major aspect of ICOMOS’s Advisory role to
UNESCO is the review of the management of World
Heritage sites. Early this year I was part of a joint moni-
toring mission with [IUCN and ICCROM to Robben Is-
land in South Africa, an important site of outstanding uni-
versal value for the twentieth century. The outstanding
universal value of Robben Island is as a symbol of the
triumph of human spirit over adversity — it was the place

of incarceration of many South African political lead-
ers in the apartheid era. It’s World Heritage values rest
not so much in the fabric of the place, though that is of
course vital, but in the presentation and interpretation of
its political symbolism. Therefore the mission examined
the site’s management and administration, and provided
advice on integrating visitor management and interpreta-
tion. Up to thirty such missions are carried out each year
by ICOMOS representatives.

In relation to sustaining twentieth-century heritage re-
sources, ICOMOS has undertaken a range of specific ini-
tiatives, meetings and conferences. To raise international
awareness, ICOMOS focussed World Heritage Day in
2000 on the theme of twentieth-century heritage issues
— published a series of reports and undertaken a range of
cross-disciplinary partnership projects.

One of the newest ICOMOS International Scientific
Committees is the Twentieth-Century Heritage Commit-
tee, founded in 2005 to focus on the conservation, man-
agement and interpretation issues confronting the heri-
tage places of the twentieth century. In partnership with
the UNESCO World Heritage Centre and Docomomo,
ICOMOS participated in a joint program for the identifi-
cation, documentation and promotion of built heritage of
the modern era. Following a series of establishment meet-
ings in Paris, [COMOS actively participated in regional
expert meetings in Monterey, Asmara, Chandigarh and
Moscow contributing its network of professional con-
tacts and regional expertise to the debates. This project
addressed the causes for the poor representation of Mod-
ern Era monuments and sites on the World Heritage List,
and developed recommendations for pro-active measures
to redress the imbalance.

In 2000 ICOMOS had also begun the Montreal Action
Plan — a global survey to examine how protection, man-
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agement and presentation of twentieth-century heritage
were being undertaken. National ICOMOS committees
were asked to nominate the 20 most important sites of the
twentieth century — engineering works, monuments, sites,
neighbourhoods, and places with intangible values, cul-
tural landscapes and industrial sites. Amongst the ques-
tions asked in the survey were:

Are there specific listing criteria for twentieth-century
heritage?

ANS: NO, but many nations limited listings to “older than
50 years”

Are there specific conservation regulations operating for
twentieth century heritage?

ANS: No, use same regulations for all cultural heritage
What are most recent listings?

ANS: 1996 Radio Free Europe, Czech republic; 1999
Cueta airport, Spain

What % of places heritage listed is modern?

ANS: Various answers- but in Australia, 2% of heritage
places listed are from the twentieth century.

The Australia ICOMOS nominations for the most signifi-
cant twentieth-century places included the Snowy River
Hydro Electricity Scheme, Parkes Radio Telescope, Mis-
sion stations, a Wool scour, an Agricultural College as
well as houses, schools, hospitals and offices, and the
Sydney Opera House. These sites evidenced the way in
which the nation has developed — a wide range of sites
of first indigenous contact, agricultural production, com-
memoration and nation-building by Australia’s diverse
communities.

The ICOMOS survey was an interesting contrast to a
similar survey done a few years earlier by expert group
Docomomo in 1999, which focussed on architectural
heritage. In Australia, the survey included hospitals and
schools and the Sydney Opera House — a more traditional
technical response to representing “monuments and sites”
of the twentieth century.

I would like to turn now to briefly share with you a
number of initiatives underway in Australian communi-
ties to promote, present and conserve our twentieth-cen-
tury heritage resources. I believe that such programmes
are needed in most countries to stimulate interest and re-
search in twentieth-century heritage and to recognise its
contribution to human development.

3. Current activities in Australia to develop an
awareness of 20th century heritage

Australia ICOMOS was formed in 1979, and now has
about 350 members. In recent years Australia has lost a
number of significant twentieth-century heritage places,
chiefly to the pressure for redevelopment in city centres
but also victim to material failures and the experimental
nature of some designs, especially those of the immediate
post-World War II period.

To promote and support the identification of twenti-
eth-century heritage in Australia, major national confer-
ences such as Fibro House to Opera House were organ-
ised (1998) and these have reached a wide audience of
interested communities and decision-makers, and initi-
ated a range of collaborative research, exhibitions and
publications.

For example, in Sydney, monthly talks by modernist
architects have been organised and we will publish these
oral histories. The Institute of Architects has begun com-
piling a twentieth-century heritage register. But promo-
tion amongst interested practitioners is not enough. We
continue to lose important twentieth-century heritage lo-
cal or national places, usually because their importance as
heritage places has not been recognised in time.

Two projects are underway presently in Australia to
bring to public attention the importance of certain types
of heritage and which can support emergency action to
conserve heritage places in danger: In 1998 the National
Trust in Australia, a community group, established its
Endangered Places Program. Annual nominations are in-
vited from the public and media attention is focussed on
the plight of the individual sites. 30—40 places are listed
as endangered annually, and a report card on what has
happened to the previous year’s nominees is presented.
The publicity and promotion value has been outstanding.
The program results are accessible on the National Trust
website www.austnattrust.co.au.

Another scheme to support endangered places started in
NSW in 1992. This programme is run by the NSW gov-
ernment through the Historic Houses Trust, and it began
with the purchase of a small house in Sydney designed
in 1923 by the man who also designed Australia’s na-
tional capital Canberra, Walter Burley Griffin. Griffin and
his wife Marion Mahoney had worked with Frank Lloyd
Wright in Chicago in the early 1900s. I was the first cura-
tor for this scheme, the concept of which is to

— purchase a house which is under threat of destruction,
— prepare a conservation plan to guide its restoration,

— undertake needed works and

The annual Fifties Fair a
(1948), Sydney

t the Rose Seidler House
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— sell (or rent) the property back into private ownership,
with protective covenants on its title.

The first project was successfully completed in 1995 and
a charitable foundation has recently been established to
raise money from corporate sponsors for the continuation
of the scheme.

A quite different approach has been used to promote
and support the architectural oeuvre of one of Australia’s
best known architects of the post-war era, Harry Seidler,
who passed away earlier this year. Mr Seidler was born
in Vienna, interned in the UK and Canada during the war
and arrived in Australia as an émigré in 1948, initially
to build a house for his mother. His position was always
that of an avowed modernist, and his career covered ma-
jor redevelopment schemes, office buildings and houses
throughout the world. His legacy of work is of outstand-
ing value within Australia, and in 2002, a national survey
and assessment of his career was initiated to select the 20
most representative buildings of his career and to protect
them through state heritage listing, as several have re-
cently been threatened with demolition. The first group
of 20 Seidler buildings are presently being assessed for
protection by the state Heritage Office.

Mr. Seidler’s first commission — the house for his mo-
ther which he designed in 1948 was gifted to the state as
a house museum in 1988, and it is now the site of a range
of popular activities — exhibitions, talks, tours and an an-
nual fair which focuses on the heritage of the post war
era, and in part nostalgia for the 1950s. The annual Fifties
Fair which you see page 18 left is an immensely popular
event which familiarises people with Seidler’s work, and
the heritage of the post-World War II era. Visitors en-
joy the resource and value the experience of just being
there.

Here in Moscow the avant-garde architects impacted
on international architectural thought as well as the city
structure and skyline, bringing modern architecture to the
city through the twenties and thirties. All contributed to
the fabric of the city with landmark buildings likely to be
worthy of heritage recognition and conservation by the
city of Moscow and by Russia. Already there are books
and tours by groups such as MAPS that demonstrate the
local interest in these places. This very conference de-
monstrates the international interest and concern.

The modernist work of Russian engineers and architects
of the 1920s and 1930s seems to warrant comprehensive
identification, assessment and conservation. Konstantin
Melnikov (1890-1974), trained in Moscow, was an ex-
perimental, controversial and much debated figure influ-
ential in his time, with recognition throughout the world.
As the pace of change in Moscow ever quickens, action
to identify, interpret and conserve his remaining build-
ings seems to be needed soon, for through identification
comes appreciation, then understanding and valuing (the
virtuous circle promoted by English Heritage). I hope that
ICOMOS Russia colleagues will contribute perspectives

-

Fibro H.uusez

Opera House

Conserving Mid-Twentieth
Century Heritage

Opera House to Fibro House, Conserving
Mid-Twentieth Century Heritage, conference proceed-
ings, published by the Historic Houses Trust, 2000

L A

HOUSES
OF SYDNEY

Demolished Houses, exhibition and book prepared
by the Historic Houses Trust of NSW



20 Initial Statements

ALMOST FULL CIRCLE

HARRY SEIDLER

A BIOGRAPHY BY ALICE SPIGELMAN

Almost Full Circle, the biography of Harry Seidler

from Russia to the work of the new ICOMOS Internation-
al Scientific Committee on twentieth-century heritage.

Gathered here in Moscow to discuss the plight of the city’s
extraordinary modernist and avant-garde architecture, we
as international experts will no doubt emphasise the criti-
cal importance to the world and the parlous state of impor-
tant projects by architectural luminaries including Le Cor-
busier, Ginzburg, and Melnikov. Together with our visits
to modernist icons such as the Narkomfin House, the Zuev
and Rusakov Clubs and Dushkin’s metro, we will obtain a
privileged insight into the threats and possible solutions.

Before we depart to our sometimes distant homes, we
will look at a conference resolution or declaration, calling
upon Russian authorities to take concerted action for the
conservation of Modernist heritage. I would like to also
propose a formal Resolution emphasising the real and
present risks to the work of Konstantin Melnikov, particu-
larly his own house and collection, presently the subject
of ownership disputes. Visiting the house, to meet with
his relatives to plan future conservation action one snowy
morning this week was an extraordinary experience and
highlight for me of being here in Moscow.

Later in the week, it is proposed that a group of repre-
sentatives of ICOMOS (Michael Petzet, Dinu Bumbaru,

Sheridan Burke and Christiane Schmuckle Mollard),
Docomomo (Maristella Casciato) and UIA (Louise Cox),
will meet with the Mayor of Moscow, about such issues
and principles.

On an international level, to publicise the risks to heri-
tage worldwide, since 2000, ICOMOS has been publish-
ing annual Heritage at Risk reports. Each year the threats
to twentieth-century heritage places are mentioned by
many nations. The H@ R annual reports provide an ex-
cellent basis for identifying the types of issues and prob-
lems that twentieth-century heritage places are facing
around the world, and demonstrating through solutions
and shared experience the scope of action that ICOMOS
might consider.

Let us look now at the proposed role of this new
ICOMOS Scientific Committee concerned with twenti-
eth-century heritage. As I mentioned earlier, it was es-
tablished in 2005, after consideration of the three years
results of the Montreal Action Plan’s global survey and
the experience of various regional and international part-
nership initiatives.

The committee considers that twentieth-century he-
ritage includes buildings, structures, urban ensembles
and plans, cultural landscapes, industrial and historic
archaeology incorporating all forms of heritage, tan-
gible and intangible. The new committee is multi-dis-
ciplinary by its very nature, whilst recognizing the
diversity of regional and cultural expression of twenti-
eth-century heritage places. The membership is open to
ICOMOS members with established expertise in the
fields of twentieth-century heritage, and young profes-
sionals will be specifically encouraged to participate in
this committee.

The 20C Committee will aim to:

— promote the value and conservation of heritage of the
twentieth century and its creators; and

— to develop activities to support the active conserva-
tion of twentieth-century heritage (this may include a
Charter, guidelines, criteria, further twentieth-century
Heritage at Risk reports etc).

The 20C Committee will:

— collaborate with and contribute to the work of other
ISCs’ communities and partners in relation to twen-
tieth-century heritage and

— aim to actively contribute to the archive of twentieth-
century heritage (e.g. oral history, video interviews
with professionals etc),

— facilitate international collaboration and the sharing
of experiences by providing a forum for organisations
with interests in twentieth-century heritage to collabo-
rate (such as Docomomo, UIA, TICCIH etc) and

— organise at least one annual international meeting with
other interested bodies to disseminate knowledge and
stimulate debate.
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In these ways the 20C Committee can work to support
and sustain ICOMOS actions involving the identifi-
cation, evaluation, safeguarding, teaching and promo-
ting the value and conservation of the heritage of the
twentieth century resources, establishing guidelines as/if
needed.

An important role for the ISC will be the provision
of advice to ICOMOS on matters relating to twentieth-
century heritage and the World Heritage Convention.
As an advisory body to UNESCO on cultural heritage,
ICOMOS is constantly engaged with the assessment of World
Heritage nominations for monuments and sites of the
twentieth century and responding to state of conservation
reports.

As I mentioned at the start of my talk today, I have just
returned from a mission to Robben Island in South Africa.
It is presently a World Heritage site increasingly “at risk”.
Since its inscription on the World Heritage list in 1999,
for its symbolic association with the new South Africa,
it is being inundated by tourists, which are close to
500,000 p.a. — which is an unsustainable level in the ab-
sence of comprehensive tourism planning. The problem is
now being addressed, but it also an issue which is shared
by some Chinese World Heritage sites, too.

Let me now conclude with some thoughts about

4. What places may become the heritage
of the twentieth century?

It seems to me that we are at a critical point in deciding
how the values and heritage places of the twentieth centu-
ry will be identified or represented. Which places will be
conserved, which will indeed be swept away and lost?

I have stressed today that World Heritage listing is only
the small tip of the heritage resource of each nation to
be kept for cultural sustainability. As nations we make
development decisions which impact upon national and
local heritage places. Which buildings will be conserved,
which industries will be adapted and re-used, which will
be removed? Which cultural landscapes will be kept as
living entities, which will be changed and developed?

The decisions about heritage listing can have benefits
and costs beyond the obvious. Heritage listing frames the
identity of each nation — how we want to be seen and
remembered by others and by ourselves. The impacts of
World Heritage listing were very recently the subject of an
issue of Newsweek magazine, which discussed the eco-
nomic and social impacts of listing and the urgent need
to educate and manage visitation to minimize adverse
impacts and maximize benefits to host communities.

ICOMOS has recently collaborated on an important
study with the World Tourism Organisation to produce
guidelines for managing tourism congestion at natural
and cultural Sites, to assist in forward planning in such
cases. This is a critical issue as world-wide tourism con-
tinues to expand and impact on cultural sites.

The Newsweek article went on to speculate about the
new wonders of the world — though without any refer-
ence to the criteria which are so firmly established in the
World Heritage Convention and its operational guide-
lines, Newsweek proposed its own view of Seven New
Wonders of the World:

— The Akashi Kaikaio bridge in Japan,

— The Lakewood Church in Houston USA,
— The World’s tallest building in Taipei,

— Romania’s Palace of the Parliament,

— The international Space Station,

— A shopping mall in South China, and

— The Sydney Opera House.

We would all no doubt hold different views about this
selection of places as potential World Heritage sites — do
these places have outstanding universal value? They cer-
tainly demonstrate the diverse type of property which
might be identified (perhaps only in the west?) as en-
capsulating the world’s current and future heritage. They
show the exchange of ideas and values across the world
that quickened so much at the close of the twentieth cen-
tury.

In the Sydney Opera House we have a building
designed by creative genius — a Danish architect and
foreign engineers, set on an Australian harbour, now a
cultural home which has come to almost symbolise a
nation.

The Newsweek article contributes to the debate about
what constitutes our heritage, and stimulates us all to re-
view the history of our nation’s last century, to identify
the places that demonstrate our heritage and plan for its
management and conservation now — quickly, before it
disappears! Or before it is “created” for us by the media!
The city of Moscow and the federal government of Russia
have a critical role to play in this discussion. ICOMOS
will be playing an active role in promoting and supporting
the conservation and management of twentieth-century
heritage.

In particular I look forward to the collaboration of
Russian colleagues who are now defining how Russia’s
twentieth-century heritage will be identified and con-
served.
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Maristella Casciato

Modern Monuments and Heritage at Risk

The paramount importance of this conference is clear to
me, being an architect and architectural historian and the
chair of Docomomo International as well. The concern at
stake here is the fact that the modern heritage in Moscow
is under serious threat and that we as an active commu-
nity are committed to inspire cross-cultural collaboration
to ensure that our modern architectural inheritance sur-
vives intact — or, in some cases, to ensure that it simply
survives.

Modernity is a complex concept based on the evolution
of diverse sciences and theories, which fully influenced
20th-century architecture. They form the background for
innovative ideas which found articulation in an architec-
tural language whose spirit and aesthetic expressions rep-
resent a strong asset for our intellectual heritage.

Prior to their status of heritage, modern buildings are
recognized as being of cultural and historic significance
holding a direct social, artistic and technological signifi-
cance. Due to the needs and changing priorities of society
at the time of their design, they tackled specific welfare
issues, and as such encapsulated the values and priori-
ties of their time. In terms of artistic significance, modern
architecture also broke away from pre-determined styles
and saw the best architects display new and masterful uses
of space, light and volume. Technically, modern buildings
often produced some of the most innovative and thought-
ful responses to construction. In the best examples, each
of these areas of significance overlap, producing an ar-
chitecture which is not only outstanding, representing a
change in social standards, but also a leap in technology
and ambition, offering enduring inspiration to us all. The
conservation of these buildings presents an immediate
challenge throughout the world. Modern masterpieces
are failing due to inherent design problems and changes
in the economic and political contexts in which they now
exist. Despite some excellent works in the field of resto-
ration practice, increasing numbers of architects, own-
ers and communities are struggling to conserve modern
architecture.

For the past 20 years, Docomomo International has given
resonance to these issues. Docomomo is an association
whose statute is quite unique when compared to other
international organizations involved in heritage conser-
vation, such as the World Heritage Centre, ICOMOS,
mAAN, Europa Nostra, to mention the most renowned.
Docomomo’s main focus is exclusively directed towards
our most recent past, to what we refer to as modern herit-
age, opening the debate to what has also been labeled
“young monuments”. Docomomo members and chapters
worldwide understand this specificity as a great challenge.

Within this arena, Docomomo represents a network that
is composed of different actors, mainly preservationists,
historians, architects and managers in the field of conser-
vation. This means a galaxy with a variety of interests and
a large differentiation of objectives, from conservation
and restoration to historical research projects and watch-
dog actions.

In this perspective, Docomomo seeks an interdisciplinary
discourse, which implies that we wish to offer a wide
platform for debate because there are many cultural and
political attitudes in the field of preservation and many
histories of 20th-century architecture to be taken into ac-
count. Initially, the iconic buildings, the so-called monu-
ments of the Western Modern Movement, were under
scrutiny. The ambition of Docomomo members was to
create a group of experts who could develop strategies
and know-how for safeguarding modern buildings under
threat. Therefore, the disciplinary practice of conserva-
tion design was the main concern. I do believe that those
early attempts to look at modern buildings under a differ-
ent perspective, which may only be developed through
the implementation of design processes of good practice,
gave rise to a new awareness of the cause of modern her-
itage at national and international levels alike.

By the late 1980s, architects and historians found them-
selves in the felicitous conjuncture of an intellectual ap-
praisal of the legacy and future of modernism. The dis-
course had developed out of the partisan history of the
modern movement into a more nuanced understanding
of the dangers of being modern, if a more general public
awareness could not be raised. An appraisal of the aes-
thetic language of the iconic modern movement build-
ings, and of the technical innovations they embodied,
contributed to a re-thinking of the potentialities embed-
ded in the modern heritage discourse. Within this revision
of the architectural manifestations of modernist idioms,
Docomomo has made a manifest plea for a wider defini-
tion of modernity, for a reconsideration of the criteria to
be applied to what could become modern heritage, for the
hybridization between western and non-western cultures,
for the importance of vernacular and local expressions,
for the recognition of national identities. In this perspec-
tive, the modern movement has extended its borders to
become a cultural attitude, thanks to which architecture,
town planning, landscape and environmental concerns
grew into a wider dimension.

If this is the frame for a re-definition of the essence of
modernity, what does modern heritage in architecture
mean? The new definition I have been trying to elucidate
fully encompasses the multiple expressions of the modern
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movement in architecture, as well as revealing the dif-
ficulties involved in the understanding of its patrimonial
values, and therefore the need for its protection.

Another issue is that 20th-century architecture, whose
essential feature was mass production through mechani-
cal reproduction, reached different strata of our society
in very diverse ways, which implies that a selection for
conservation must be introduced. We will not be so naive
as to think that the entire built environment can be safe-
guarded and protected. When working with historic build-
ings, the philosophy of the conservation rationale is clear,
focusing on the surviving physical fabric as the subject
of primary value and interest. The problems of modern
buildings, however, are more complex. Then too there is
not the same level of public empathy for the conservation
of modern buildings, because many people have strong
prejudices against modern architecture.

I do believe that we need to distinguish at least two ap-
proaches to the question of conservation attitudes in terms
of criteria for selection. The criteria of uniqueness and
historical representativeness generally create consensus
concerning the safeguarding of masterpieces and recog-
nized monuments, because these are, according to the
etymology of the word “monument”, memory holders.
In such cases, the agreement and support from national
legislators and the community is unquestionable. This
policy will encourage modern monuments to speak for
themselves.

But the task of Docomomo is to reconsider this princi-
ple and to foster other criteria as well, and to allow other
modern heritages to come under scrutiny. This new policy
for listing modern heritage will include buildings and ar-
tifacts that usually fall out of the more traditional grid of
patrimonial categories. This is why Docomomo is in the
process of listing the so-called “ordinary” heritage that
represents de facto the other side of the same coin, that
of the otherness of modernity. Docomomo Registers
search for a more differentiated recording of such build-
ings, as equally representative of the cultural, social and
economic mutations that occurred during the 20th cen-
tury. More than simply defining better the modern herit-
age, what is at stake is the urgent need to envision a new
notion of patrimonial value at the international level. This
will allow Docomomo, among other actors, to establish
criteria of evaluation and selection, and criteria for pro-

tection, which will offer revised tools for safeguarding the
ordinary treasures of 20th-century architecture.

The centrifugal concept of the cultural landscape shows
that a new model of appreciation of modern heritage must
be developed, based on an anti-monumental approach,
more inclusive of the traditional and ordinary, of the an-
thropological and gender-based dimensions, of the mate-
rial witnesses of different global cultures. This new di-
mension of cultural heritage in the modern environment
implies a capacity for historical abstractions in articulat-
ing programmatic values. It implies choices representing
values that are open to revision as time progresses. This
set of issues was largely absent from the initial debate un-
dertaken within Docomomo in the early 1990s when the
cause of modern heritage was first given attention.

At the beginning of the 21st century, Docomomo aims
at fostering complex approaches through the strengthen-
ing of international exchanges. Preservation is not posi-
tioned on the other side of the barricade, on the side of
those fighting modernization or innovation. Any cultural
investment which deals with modernity recognizes herit-
age as a multifaceted result of a long history. To para-
phrase Adolf Loos: Heritage is more congenial with an
ancient truth than with the lie that accompanied the fiction
of modernism.

In conclusion, I wish to recall the participation of
Docomomo Russia in Docomomo Registers. The book
published in 2000 to celebrate the 40th anniversary of
Brazil’s modern capital at the 6th Docomomo conference
included two sections dedicated to Russia, namely West
(Moscow and St. Petersburg) and East (Ekaterinburg and
Novosibirsk). With the collaboration of the late Catherine
Cooke, Russian scholars listed widely published master-
pieces and little known examples of modern architecture
in Soviet cities. The buildings represent the works both
of different trends and the range of socially innovative
building types pioneered in those cities. In retrospect the
selection proposed by the Russian chapter fully comple-
mented the raison d’etre of that caleidoscopic exchange
characterizing the thirty-six chapters which then con-
tributed to Docomomo Registers. Together with the ex-
tensive work produced for this conference and the most
recent literature on the Russian avant-garde, I believe that
the field is ripe for a serious move towards preservation of
Russia’s modern heritage.
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John Stubbs

Mobilizing Support for Conserving 20" Century Architecture

The World Monuments Fund is a private not-for-profit or-
ganization based in New York that is devoted to saving ex-
amples of significant architectural heritage throughout the
world. While WMF dates back to 1965, our involvement
with conserving cultural heritage dating from the 20t cen-
tury dates only to 1988, when the organization helped in
the restoration of a number of post-Revolutionary wall
murals in Mexico City by Diego Rivera, Jose Clemente
Orozco and others after a devastating earthquake there.
The first call to WMF for assistance in conserving
a real masterpiece in modern architecture involved a
site in Russia. It was a grant request received in 1992
from the Russian and Finnish Committees for the Resto-
ration of the Alvar Aalto’s Viipuri Library (1927-1935).
Not long after we did find a way to help, but only after
WMF had developed a better mechanism for doing so;
a program we called the World Monuments Watch List
of 100 Most Endangered Sites that was launched in 1995.
The Watch List is a biennial listing of seriously endan-
gered architectural sites of all types and periods from
anywhere in the world that are brought to our attention
through a nomination process. A new list of endangered
sites is compiled every two years by an ever-changing

panel of ten experts who make their selections from hun-
dreds of nominations. The main criteria for placement
on the Watch List are that a site must be: @) in eminent
danger being lost or seriously compromised; b) it must be
historically and artistically significant, and ¢) the nomi-
nator must have the capacity and a viable plan-of-action
for saving the resource. The Watch program turns on two
theories: /) publicizing the plight of the building in the
widest possible way, and 2) leveraging action through
strategically applied funding.

To continue with the Viipuri Library example, it was
placed on both the 1998 and the 2000 World Monuments
Watch lists which helped raise the profile of the interna-
tional effort to save the building. In 2000 we were pleased
to offer a challenge grant in the amount of $ 100,000 for
exterior restoration work, in particular the restoration of
roof and skylights over the reading room. An additional
grant was given two years later, which addressed more
exterior work and the most urgent interior restoration
needs. To the credit of the organizers of this project and
its major support group, the International Committee of
the Friends of the Viipuri Library, the quality of the res-
toration work was very high, and on their own they have

Viipury Library, arch. A. Aalto, 1927-35. Main entrance during restoration works in 2003
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made much progress, to the point where the project is
soon nearing completion.

It is through the World Monuments Watch list that
WMF became involved with three key modernist land-
marks in Moscow. The first was Konstantin Melnikov’s
Rusakov Club (1927-1929) that was placed on the 1996
Watch list. In 2002 the Narkomfin Building (1928—1930)
by the architect Moisei Ginzburg joined this list, though
here, sadly, there is even less progress to report. Of all
the over 200 architectural conservation projects that
the World Monuments Fund is addressing in 86 coun-
tries at this time, it is the fate of the Narkomfin Building
that worries us the most. All of us here today, I believe,
are aware of why the Narkomfin Building is so significant.
I know that WMF is at this conference in large part to help
find solutions for saving this icon in world architecture.

The latest nomination of a Russian modernist landmark
in peril is Konstantin Melnikov’s personal home near the
Arbat district of Moscow. Nominated in 2004 it has been
the focus of attention by WMF’s London-based affiliate,
WMF Britain. The challenge here is to effectively con-
serve and present the building as a museum to the great
architect and to prevent insensitive development of the
neighbourhood with oversized, unsightly new construc-
tion. Active fundraising for this project is underway by
our London office. So far there is every reason to think
that the Russian support group of technicians and advo-
cates for this project will see this conservation project
through to proper completion.

The stakes are high, and as we all know the chances of
success in architectural preservation are not at all guaran-
teed. Here are two landmarks to modernism that are be-
ing destroyed at this very moment. They are 2 Columbus
Circle in New York City by the architect Edward Durrell
Stone, and the Cyclorama interpretive centre at the fa-
mous Gettysburg Battlefield in Pennsylvania by Richard
Neutra. [ am very sorry to say that both of these examples
are the only ones of over 300 sites listed on the Watch list
in ten years, which WMF has utterly failed to help. They
died in our hands and, I am very ashamed to say, both are
in my country, the USA.

Action Strategies

As arelatively small organization that has taken on a huge
mandate, the World Monuments Fund places a premium
on solutions for effective architectural conservation. I
would like to mention here four possible strategies for
implementing conservation action at significant modern-
ist buildings as the World Monuments Fund sees it. The
process assumes that the first steps are almost always
those taken by local historians and special interest groups,
who bring the issues to light in the first place. It is not
surprising that historians are usually the first to spot the
needs for saving historic buildings. After all, they are in
the best positions to know the significance and situations

of each. Then, and very importantly, the special interest
groups enter the scene — groups that range from local en-
thusiasts to international professional groups, again such
as DOCOMOMO and the Moscow Architectural Preser-
vation Society (MAPS). Their chief purposes are normal-
ly to address the issues of: identification, documentation,
drawing attention to the problem, and constantly advocat-
ing for conservation.

Actual conservation intervention is based on the previ-
ous two actions of identification and documentation, and
it is at this stage where things become considerably more
complicated. It is here where conservation theory is ap-
plied and use programming, design, legal requirements,
and funding needs must be accommodated.

In light of the life cycle of typical architectural coserva-
tion projects the World Monuments Fund has recognized
four possible strategies — levels of intervention, if you
will — that have proven successful during the first decade
of the World Monuments Watch program. They are:

Level I: Simple Advocacy and No Funding

One example of where Watch Listing made a difference
with actually very little input from our side was at the
previous Radio and Television Building (1935) by Joseph
Diongre in Brussels which was threatened with demo-
lition in 1998. Designed in a very sophisticated way to
accommodate ten recording studios including one for a
symphonic orchestra and an audience for 400 people, it
was deemed impossible to re-use by its owners and aban-
doned in 1995. It was very nearly destroyed to make way
for a new building when local preservationists showed
that it could be given a new life as a mixed-use office
building. All WMF did was put it on List, something that
its nominators made much of, by shaming the new own-
er and the municipal government into doing something
about it. Within a few months the problem was solved and
the building was saved.

In Israel there is “The White City” in Tel Aviv designed
in the Modern Movement Style in the 1920s—1930s by
followers of Mendelsohn and Le Corbusier where the
main need in 1998 was to develop new design guidelines
for alterations to this large, mostly residential, complex.
This was accomplished as a result of the hard work of two
caring local architects, and members of the Municipality,
who understood that Tel Aviv has a wealth of functional-
ist architecture that will increase in value and be of wider
interest with every passing year.

Similar progress is occurring slowly but surely at the
Art Schools in Havana, dating from 1961, making it the
youngest of all the sites on the World Monuments Watch
list. A paradigm of what was intended to be a whole new
style in national architecture the Art Schools were built on
the golf course of the former Havana Country Club. Radi-
cally new in every way — in plan, sitting, details, even its
structure of parabolic structural arches supporting thin-
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Narkomfin Building in Moscow, arch. M. Ginzburg,
1. Milinis, 1928-30. View from the west in 2003

Rusakov Workers club in Moscow, arch. K. Melnikov,
1927-29. Condition in 2005

Melnikov House studio in Moscow, arch. K. Melnikov,
1927-29. View from Krivoarbatsky lane in 2004

shelled masonry domes this architecture was and still is
really unique. The main problem with WMF helping here
has been a United States prohibition on funding anything
in Cuba other than for humanitarian aid. Watch listing
helped, however, to raise the profile of the project in Cuba
and President Fidel Castro determined that its restoration
should be added to the priority list of restoration projects
in the country. To that end its original architects: Ricardo
Porro, Roberto Gottardi and Vittorio Garati met again
for the first time in 35 years in Havana six years ago to
develop restoration plans for the complex. A lack of fund-
ing still plagues the project, but in time this project will
be accomplished.

Here are two more examples of where simply “agitating
for action” has made a difference. Both are in southern
California. One is Richard Neutra’s VDL House (1932)
in Los Angeles considered the birthplace of Neutra’s
“California Modern Style”. The other is Rudolf Schin-
dler’s King’s Road House and Studio (1922) in West
Hollywood that he used for more than four decades as an
experimental design centre for indoor and outdoor liv-
ing. Since Watch listing progress at the former Neutra
residence has resulted in the present owner, the Califor-
nia State Polytechnic University, taking a more serious
interest in properly looking after the site. The Schindler
House is also being taken more seriously as a result of
Watch listing, with one positive step being the award of
a grant for restoration planning from the Preserve Los
Angeles Architecture program of the Getty Grant Pro-
gram.

In these instances WMF did little more than put the
sites on the List of 100 Most Endangered Sites as an aid
to local preservationists, and advocate from a distance.

Simple listing on an endangered sites list, however,
is usually not enough to get a building fully restored. It
takes hard work, careful planning and willingness on the
part of locals to actually see such conservation projects
through to completion. One such site that made the 2002
Watch list and has gone nowhere yet is Moisei Ginzburg’s
Narkomfin Building in Moscow. This marvel in planning
for communal living, with its several important first-ever
design developments, has been a victim of total apathy on
the part of the state and most of its inhabitants for several
decades. Due to the complex ownership and occupancy
situation of the building its nominators and WMF have
not been able to do anything to help this highly important
and highly endangered building. What can be done here,
where several restoration and re-use plans have already
been proposed? We must find a solution!

Level II: Advocacy through Watch Listing and
Funding of a Work Phase

WMEF’s experiences with Melnikov’s Rusakov Club are an
example of this somewhat greater level of commitment.
The original problem here is that during the Stalin era this
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kind of architecture was deemed decadent, and thus its
careful upkeep went by the wayside. The building’s bril-
liantly designed multipurpose theatre spaces were gutted
of its original furnishings and fittings. In 1992 a theatre
group that claimed to want to restore it properly leased
it!, but the problem was a lack of funding.

Twice the Rusakov Club was listed — in 1996 and again
in 1998 — on the World Monuments Watch list. With a grant
of $50,000 from American Express Company we laun-
ched in 1999 the replacement of the roof that was leaking
badly. This work was enjoined by the Moscow Committee for
Monument Protection, which also oversaw the project and
paid toward the roof restoration work. Our subsequent
help to this famous building was only partially success-
ful. Sadly, WMF could not reach accord with the users of
the building on the proper replacement of windows in the
building. This “misunderstanding” of the way to conserve
such significant details as windows caused a stop in the
flow of money to the project. It is clear that Melnikov’s
original double-glazed window designs are a vitally im-
portant part of the overall design concept. The remaining
windows in the building should be conserved not replaced
with just rough approximations of the originals without
seeking anyone’s approval.

The restoration of Viipuri Library is another example
in this category of help through foreign assistance, with
a much more careful and technically competent approach
being used than has been used at the Rusakov Club.

Similar care on behalf of extremely competent govern-
ment and technical committees is being taken to restore
Mies van der Rohe’s famous Tugendhat Villa (1930) in
Brno, with the funding being provided through a straight-
forward national-international funding partnership.
WMEF’s role has been to pay $600,000 toward for design
fees which address the complete restoration, from resto-
ration of the structural problems on its garden elevation,
to the precise replication of its furnishings, to restoration
of its landscape setting. Here, the technical interventions,
complex as they are, should not prove too difficult, since
this project is expected to follow the same approach, and
be led by the same team, that conserved Adolph Loos’s
Muller Villa in Prague, which stands as one of the best
examples of a properly restored modernist landmark in
the world.

Level III: International Advocacy, Major Financial
Assistance, and Key Involvement during Project
Implementation

The restoration of the Endless Column ensemble in Targu
Jiu, Romania, built by the sculptor Constantine Brancusi,
is an example of when the instigators of an international

L' The Theatre of Roman Viktyuk [Ed. note].

conservation project, through committed partnerships and
much hard work, simply applies itself until the project
is completed. Built in 1938 the Endless Column ensem-
ble is a memorial to locals who died in the First World
War. Designed by Brancusi, who also was born here, and
engineered by a Romanian colleague, the Endless Col-
umn represents a pivotal moment in the history of mod-
ern sculpture. It consists of a 30-meter tall steel column
(a composite design) on to which are threaded bronze
plated cast iron modules. The Column serves as the termi-
nus of a one kilometre long landscaped alley rising from
the town centre below, along which are two other monu-
ments in travertine — the Table of Silence and the Gate of
the Kiss. Many years went into advocating for the restora-
tion of this landmark of both Romanian history and Mod-
ern art. And finally through careful planning, hard work
in fundraising, and countless efforts to lead the project
forward among many sceptical decision-makers, the res-
toration of the whole complex was completed in Septem-
ber 2005. The next step is to build an interpretive centre
at the site, which may take another five years. One of the
many lessons of the Brancusi Ensemble is that there is
no substitute for vigilance in heritage conservation. This
project was discussed for over fifteen years with all kinds
of proposals and false starts; the actual conservation work
on the column proper took only five weeks (!).

Level I'V: Acquiring a Property in Order to Rescue it

The last level of intervention that WMF has tried is a kind
of put-your-life-on-the-line manoeuvre. That is, when
all else fails, buy the property! WMF’s one experience
with this approach was in saving the A. Conger Goodyear
House (1939) in Westbury, Long Island, NY. It is a land-
mark in residential design by Edward Durrell Stone that
incorporates an amalgam of ideas in modernist design
applied beautifully in residential architecture. This is an
instance of where the bulldozers had literally been deliv-
ered to the site to demolish the structure. After organizing
a last-minute stay-of-execution by a direct approach to
the mayor of the town, WMF organized the purchase of
the property with two other not-for-profit organizations.
The plan was basically to restore the house (e. g. replace
the boiler, broken glass, repaint, replace stolen elements)
and to sell it to a sympathetic owner. That we did, and
the house is now saved with a restrictive covenant, which
will protect the property in perpetuity.

It is been said that more than half of the world’s built
environment was constructed in the 20™ century. Of this
vast quantity only a miniscule, an infinitesimal, number
of buildings is of extremely high quality by “architects
of excellence” such as Melnikov, Ginzburg, and Aalto.
Given this paucity of truly seminal exemplars of Modern-
ist designs, as we have in Moscow, elsewhere in Russia,
and beyond, we should stop at nothing to save them.
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Cenum XaH-Maromepos

XX BeK B CTPYKType ThbicavYeneTun”

UeM fanplue yXOAuT OT HAC mepBasd TpeTb XX BeKa, TEM
Bce 0oJIbIie MPoOIeM BOSHUKAET B OIICHKE 3TOTO Meprojia
B Pa3BUTUU MHUPOBOW apXUTEKTypbl. | TaBHBIA BOIPOC
— MoYeMy 3TOT KOPOTKH MEePHOJI BOT YKE MHOTHE JECsi-
TUJIETUS NPUBJIEKaeT BHUMAaHHUE HE TOJIBKO HUCCIIe0BaTe-
Tl — UCTOPUKOB U TEOPETUKOB, HO U TBOPIIOB — XYyIOXK-
HUKOB M apXUTeKTOpoB? OCTaHOBIIOCH JIUIIb HA MATH
npoOnemax.

Mpobnema nepBas — poxaeHne BTOPOro
MHTEPHALMOHANbLHOTO CynepcTuis

B neproii Tpetn XX Beka eBporeickoe HCKYCCTBO ObLIO
YypeBaro poxkaeHueM HoBoro cruid. IIponeccst ero pox-
JICHUSI OBLTH SIBHO CBSI3aHBI ¢ (HOPMATLHO SBOTIOUCH Xy-
JI0’KECTBEHHOI'0 aBaHIap/ia, Ha4YMHasi C UMIIPECCUOHU3MA.
[Ipudem permaromnryo poib urpaiii Te GopMoodpasyromme
MPOLIECCH, KOTOPBIE OBLIM OPUEHTUPOBAHBI HA (hopMHPO-
BaHUE CTUJIA B MaciiTabe BceX NPOCTPAHCTBEHHBIX UC-
KyCCTB. Pemmaronyto posib B pOXKACHUU U POPMUPOBAHUH
HOBOT'O CTHJIS CBHITPAJIM JIBA TEUEHUS — KOHCTPYKTHBHU3M
u cynpeMatusM. (...) [Ipobrnembl opMupoBaHUs HOBOTO
APXUTEKTYPHOTO CTUJIS UMENHU J1Ba YPOBHS: 1) cTUIIe00-
pasyroIue mporeccs kKak (popManbHOE IPOTHBOCTOSHHE
SKJIEKTHKE, MOJIEpHY, HEOKJIACCUKE, HEOPYCCKOMY CTHJIIO
U T.71.; 2) 3aKa3 3M0XH Ha CO3/1aHHE MPUHIMITHAIBHO HO-
BOT'0 MHTEPHALIMOHAJIBLHOIO CTUJIS,, CONOCTaBUMOBOIO HE
C KOHKPETHBIMU “UCTOPUYECKUMU” CTHJISIMHU, a C XyIO-
JKE€CTBEHHO-KOMITO3UIIMOHHON CHUCTEMOH, SIBIISIOLIeCs
OCHOBOM psifa ctuiiei. Peub muta o co3gjaHuu HEKOETo
100aIbHOTO CTWIISA, BEpHEE CYNEPCTUJIS, CTOSLIEro HaJl
OOBIYHBIMU CTHJISIMU U COMOCTaBUMOTO C KJIACCHUCCKUM
AQHTUYHBIM OPJIEPOM.

Poxnienne 1o6aabHOTO0 MHTEPHAMOHAIBHOTO CyTIep-
CTWJIS — 9TO peAvailiee siBIEHUE B Pa3BUTUH MHUPOBOTO
HCKYyCCTBA. 3a [OCJIEAHUE TPU ThICAUM JIET PA3BUTHUS MU-
POBOH apXHUTEKTYpPbl — 3TO BCEro JIULIbL BTOPOH Cilydai.
[epBbIii Tako# CynepcTHiib 3apoarICs U C(HOPMHUPOBATICS
B [IpeBHeil ['periun, — Ha30BEeM €ro yCJIOBHO aHTHUYHBIN
KJIAaCCUYECKUH CyNnepcTuib. A BTOPOH CylepcTulb poxk-
Jancs B nepBoil Tpetn XX BeKa Ha Iv1a3ax M3yMJIEHHBIX
COBPEMCHHHUKOB, OONBIIAst 4aCTh KOTOPBIX TaK M HE TO-
HsUTa, CBUJICTENIEM Yero OHU ObUTH. JIMIb XYTOKHHUKH C
YHUKQJIBHBIM CTHJICOOPA3YIOIINM TaJIaHTOM aJeKBAaTHO
OTpearupoBajy Ha COLMAIbHBINA 3aKa3 SMOXU U BHECIIH
CBOH BKJIaJ B POXKAEHUE BTOPOr0 MHTEPHALIMOHAIBHO-
ro cynepctuwisi. B Hameit ctpane — ato K. Manesuu, B.

Coxpawénnoiii gapuarnm ookaaoa 18. Anpens 2006 2. 6
kyoe 3yesa 6 Mockee.

Tartnun, JI. Jlucunkwnii, K. MenpuukoB, A. Becuun, H.
Jlanosckuii, 1. Jleonnnos u HexoTopble apyrue. Henb3s
0e3 yAuBJIEHHUs OLIEHUBATH TY POJIb, KOTOPYIO UIPAET
KyJIbTYypHOE Haclleiue aHTUYHOH ' peniun B pa3BUTUU €B-
pONENCKON UBUIIA3AIUY.

[Topaxaer Bce, a mpex/e BCEro To 00CTOSTENBCTBO, UTO
B aHTUYHOU ['pennu, moxaiyii, BOEpPBbIEC 3a BCIO Mpe/-
HIECTBYIOLYI0 UCTOPUIO UEJI0BEUECKON LIMBUIIN3ALMHU C
TaKOH JKECTKOH OIpeeIEHHOCTRIO OblTa co3ana oomie-
YeJ0BeUeCcKas MOZICTb OOIIECTBA (B TOM YHCIIE U KyJIBTY-
pei). [Ipomno 6oee AByX C MOIOBUHOM THICSYEIECTHI, &
AQHTUYHOCTH B OTIINYME OT KyJIBTYPHOTO HACIEANS APYTHUX
310X ¥ PETMOHOB, BOCIIPUHUMAETCS] HAMH ceiuac Kak He-
9T0 coBpeMeHHOoe. COBPEeMEHHOMY UCIIOBEKY HE TpeOy-
eTcsi 0COOBIX YCHIIMHM, YTOOBI a1aiTUPOBAThCA K KYJIBTYpe
pesneii I'perun. (...) Kimaccndaeckuii anTHIHBIN opaep
B BBICLIEH cTeneHu oOnajaeT KayecTBaMH YHUBEpCalb-
HOIi opMooOpasyroriell cucTeMbl. MOXKHO cKa3arh, 4TO
10 XX BeKa B HCTOPUH MHPOBOM apXUTEKTYPHI HE OBLIO
JpyToii GopMOOOpasyolIel CUCTEMBI, KOTOPast MOTJIa Obl
COIMEpPHHUYATh C KJIACCHUYECKUM (AaHTHUYHBIM) OPAEPOM I10
CTEIEHU palMOHaIbHOM yHUBepcanbHocTU. Knaccuuec-
KM opjiep, cHayana B eBpOIEHCKOIl KylbType, a 3aTeM
1 B Oojiee OOIIMPHOM PETHOHE CTall BOCIIPUHUMATHCS
KaK HEKUH 3TaJIOH MPOPECCHOHAIBEHOTO ApXUTEKTYPHOTO
S3BIKA.

B nepBoii Tpetn XX Beka B HEAPAX XyA0KECTBEHHOTO
aBaHrapja MPOMCXOIMIN CIOKHBIE (opMOOOpasyronue
U cTUiIeo0pasyrollre MpoLecchl 3apoKIAeHUsI BTOPOTo
HMHTEPHAIIMOHATIBHOTO cynepcTuisd. Onupasich Ha T0CTH-
JKEHHS! JIEBOI'O M300pa3UTeIbHOrO UCKYCCTBA U HAayYHO-
TEXHUYECKHUI Mporpecc, HOBBIM CTUJIb B JIByX OCHOBHBIX
COCTaBIIIOIINX €T0 KOHIEMIHUIX (opMooOpa3oBaHms
(cynpemaru3ma 1 KOHCTPYKTUBU3MA) HAUUHAI C TOTO, YTO
nIo0pancs 10 MepBOAIEMEHTOB (popM (FreOMEeTPHUECKHUX
U KOHCTPYKTHUBHBIX). HOBBII cTHIB Kak OBl CUMIIA CO
CPEICTB XyA0KECTBEHHON BBIPA3UTEIbLHOCTH BCE HAKO-
MUBIIHECS 32 BEKAa M THICSUCNICTHS CEMaHTHYECKUE HaJl-
0aBKkH, Hecymne B ce0e CHMBOINYCCKUE, STHUIECKUE,
KyJIbTOBbIC, PETHOHAIILHBIC, INYHOCTHBIE U BPEMEHHBIC
XapakTepUCTUKU. TONBKO TaK, OrOJIMBLIMCH 10 NIpee-
J1a, HOBBIM CyIEpCTUIIb HA 3apE CBOErO CTAHOBJICHUS CY-
MeJl IPEOA0JIETh ITHUYECKUE U PErHOHAJIbHbBIE TPaHULIbI
U IpuoOpeCTH YHUBEPCAIbHBIA HHTEPHAIIMOHATbHBIH
xapakrep. B Takom Buze HOBBIE (pOpPMEI (B TOM YHCIE
CyIpeMaTHYECKUE U KOHCTPYKTUBHUCTCKHE) HE BOCIIPH-
HUMAJIUCh B PA3JIMUHBIX 3THUYECKUX, PETHOHANbHBIX,
KOH()EeCCHOHANBHBIX U MHBIX 30HaX KaK 9yK[bIe; OHHU ObI-
T KaK OBl CTEPYIILHBIMHE 1 JIETKO BXOJFJIH MTPAKTHUCCKU
B 100y KynbTypy. OHAKO Ha MPOTSHKEHUH Beero XX
BEKa HEOKJacCHKa (Pa3HOBUIHOCTH BCE TOM K€ Ki1accu-
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YECKOH OpJIEpHON CHCTEMbI) KaK HEKHUH KOIIMap COIMpPO-
BOXKJIaJ1a U IO CeH JIeHb COMPOBOXK/AAET HOBBIN CTHIIb, TO,
yXOZsl B T€Hb, TO, BBIXO/S HAa aBaHCLEHY U YIpoxkas eMy
(“mnponerapckas knaccuka” M. omuna, padotsr O. Iepe,
boddwa u np.).

B menom xe B MUpOBOM MacuiTabe HOBBIM CTHIIb,
no0eTHO MO BCe MOPOTH, BEIIET Ha YPOBEHH IIO-
0aJIbHOTO CYTEPCTUIIsl, OTHOCUTEIBHO JIETKO MIPEOI0JIECB
COIPOTUBJIEHUE HEOKJIACCUKU U €€ MIPETEH3UU Ha Ty XKe
ponb. Ho amanor 3TuxX ABYX YHHUBEPCAIbHBIX CTUIIEBBIX
CHCTEM e€lIlle JaJIeKO He OKOHYeH. HOBBIN cynepcTuib
MPOIOJIKAET JOCTPANBATh CBOIO XYJ0’KECTBEHHO-KOM-
MMO3ULHOHHYIO CUCTEMY M, BUAUMO, JJISI HETO BeCh XX
BEK OB MEPHOIOM apXauku (kak xpam B Ilectyme st
rpedeckoii nopukn). Mrak, B XX Beke, Kak KOTJa-To B
VI-1V Bekax o nameii apsl B [peBneit [ pertun, Obuia co-
3/laHa YHUBEpCaJIbHAs Xy 0K€CTBEHHO-KOMIIO3ULIMOHHAS
cucreMa ((popmasbHast OCHOBA BTOPOIO MHTEPHAIIMOHAIb-
HOTO cynepcTuist). Ho eciam aHTUYHBIN KIacCHYeCKUi
opaep (hopmanbHas OCHOBA MEPBOrO UHTEPHALMOHAIb-
HOT'O CyIEepCTHIISA) BBIIIE] HAa YHUBEPCAJIbHBIN YPOBEHD,
00OoTalIeHHBII apXUTEKTYyPHOM JEKOPOM, TO HOBBII
CTHITb TIPOPBAJICSI HA ATOT YPOBEHbB, COPOCHB C ce0sl BECh
JIEKOP.

BozHukaeT BOonpoc — Kak CIIOKUTCSI B TPETHEM ThICSUE-
JIETUHM COOTHOILIEHUE OPJIEPHON M aBaHTapHON Xy/lI0Kec-
TBEHHO-KOMIIO3ULIMOHHON CUCTEM, T.€. IEPBOTO U BTOPOIO
HMHTEepHAIIMOHAIBHBIX cynepcTuiei? Kiaccuueckuit op-
JIep T0Ka3aJl CBOIO YKUBYYECTh Ha IIPOTSHKEHUN OoJIee IBYX
C MOJIOBUHOM ThICSY JieT. HOBBIH CTHIIL yCTIEIIHO MPOILIET
gepe3 XX Bek. Uto ux oxkuaaer B Oymymem? (...) Maio
BEPOSITHO, YTO OJIHA U3 ATUX CUCTEM BOOOIIIE OTOMPET Pa3
U HaBcerja. Beap 3T0 ke yHUKaJbHbIE, YHUBEPCAJIbHbIE
XYA0’KECTBEHHO-KOMIIO3UIIMOHHBIE CUCTEMBI, KOTOpPHIE
JIETKO aJIAITUPYIOTCS B JTFOO0H pEerHOHAIILHOM KYJIBTypE.
B »TOM OTHOIIIEHNN Y HUX HET COMEPHHUKOB. MTak, MHO-
THE U3 HAC eIIe 3aCTaH MpoIiecchl GOopMUpOBaHHS B XX
BEKEe HOBOT'O MHTEPHAIIMOHAIBHOTO cynepcTuiis. M Mbl
JOJDKHBI TIOMOYb HICTOPHKAM M pPeCTaBpaTopaM oToOparTh
T€ OCYIIECTBICHHbIE 00BEKTHI HOBOW apXHUTEKTYPhI, KO-
TOpBIC CBSI3aHEI, BO-TIEPBBIX, C TOTAMH (POPMHUPOBAHUS
HOBOTO CTHJIS (3TO MepBas TpeTh XX BeKa) U, BO-BTOPHIX,
C ICCATIIICTHSAMH PAa3BUTHSI HOBOTO CTHIISI M O0OTaICHUS
MAJIUTPBI €70 CPENICTB U MPUEMOB XY/I0’KECTBEHHOH BhIpa-
3uTeabHOCTH. Heo0Xoaumo co31arh eQUHbIA CIIMCOK Ha-
nboJiee BaYKHBIX MaMSTHUKOB apXUTEKTYPbl HOBOTO CTHJIS
U HalTH peanbHbIC (OPMBI UX OXPaHBI, KOHCEPBAITUH U
pectaBpanun. Bpewms eme ectb, HO CKOpo OyzneT MOo3/HO,
O0COOCHHO B HAaIlIeH CTpaHe.

I'Ipo6nema BTOpas — HepeanusoBaHHoe Hacneaue

Ha nmepBoHauanbHOM STare CTAaHOBJICHHS JIFOOOT0 HOBO-
IO CTHIIS, KaK MPABUIIO, HHTCHCUBHOCTh T€HEPUPOBAHHS
(hopMooOpa3yromux uaei pe3ko Bo3pacTaer. 3a KOopoT-
KUl CPOK IOSIBIISIETCS CTOJIBKO HOBBIX TBOPYECKHUX HICH,

YTO MX KOJIWIECTBO BO MHOTO Pa3 MPEBHIIIACT MIPaKTHICC-
KHE€ BOBMOYKHOCTH UX peaji3aliy Ha 3Tare CTAaHOBJICHUS
HOBOTO CTWJISI. BojbpIIas 9acTe W3 HUX OCTAeTCs B BHIE
HEPeaTN30BaHHOTO HACNEINs, U3 KOTOPOTo 3aTeM IoC-
JIeTYIOIINE TIOKOJICHUS XYI0)KHUKOB HEMIPEPLIBHO YepIa-
I0T TBOpuecKue uied. (...) Ho B 3ToM Hepeann3oBaHHOM
HaCJICTUH TIEPBOHAYAIHHOTO dTala Pa3BUTHUS CTHIIS, Kak
MPaBUIIO, COAEPIKATCS Takue (GOopMOOOpasyrolue HieH,
KOTOPBIC Ba)KHBI IS MOCIEIYIOMNX dTAlOB Pa3BUTH
JaHHoro ctuiisgs. OcoOEHHO 71l TAKUX JTaIloB, KOTrJa B
Pa3BUTHH CTIIS BO3HUKAIOT KPU3HUCHBIE CUTYAIH B 00-
nacta GopMo0oOpa30BaHus, KOTIa MOSBIISIIOTCS CUMIITO-
MBI KAHOHH3AIUH CPE/ICTB U IIPUEMOB XYI0KECTBEHHOMN
BBIPA3UTEIBFHOCTH M KOTIIA CTABATCS TOJ] COMHEHHUE T10-
TEHIHAIBHBIE BOSMOKHOCTH CTHJISI TEHEPHPOBATh HOBBIE
¢dopmoobpasyromue unen. Ha takux sramax Bo3pacTaert
BHUMAaHHE HCCIIE0BATENCH, XyIOKHIKOB U apXUTEKTO-
POB K HEepeaTU30BaHHOMY HACJIEANIO 3Tala CTAHOBICHUS
JTAHHOTO CTHIIA. (...)

3a npomeamume aecaTuiaeTus XX Beka TBOPYECKOe Ha-
ClIeZIie OCHOBHEIX 3aITaJHOEBPONECHCKIX EHTPOB (Hop-
MHUPOBAHMS HOBOTO CTHJIS OBLIIO BBEICHO B HAyUYHBINH U
TBOPUYECKHH OOMXOM M IHPOKO HUCIIONH30BAIOCH, €TO
(dhopmooOpasyromiye MOTEeHIUH BO MHOTOM MPaKTHYECKH
yKe ncueprnansl. MHoe mojokeHne ¢ HacaeueM oTedec-
TBEHHOT0 HckyccTBa 1920-x rogoB. OHO MO3Xke CTAN0
BBOJUTLCS B IIHUPOKHI 0OWXOJ M €IIle MPOJOKACT BBO-
nuthes. [loaToMy B HEM 3aKITIO4EHO OOJIBIIOE KOJTHYEC-
TBO €Ille HE MCIIOIB30BAHHBIX ITOTCHIIHAIHHBIX BO3MOXK-
HocTel opMooOpa3oBaHusl.

AHamM3 CTHIIC00PA3YIONINX MPOIECCOB B MPEIMETHO-
MIPOCTPAHCTBEHHOM cpenie XX BeKa MO3BOJISIET BBIABU-
HYTH TaKylo TUIIOTE3y: COBPEMEHHEII CTHIIb, C TOUKH
3pEHHSI IUPOTHI aMILTUTY/Ibl XyA0KECTBEHHBIX TOMCKOB,
MMEeT Kak OBl 1Ba OCHOBHBIX ITHKA — Ha dTare CTaHOBIIE-
HUS M Ha JTare 3aBepuieHus GopMUpPOBaHUs Pa3BUTOM
XYJ0’KE€CTBECHHO-KOMITO3UITHOHHOW CHCTEMBI CPEICTB U
MIPUEMOB BBIPA3UTEIBHOCTH. [lepron Mex 1y STUMHU JBY-
Ms TallaMU XapaKTePU3YEeTCs CYKEHHEM aMIUTHTYIbI
(hopManbHO-3CTETHYECKHUX [TOMCKOB, KOHIICHTPAIU YCH-
JIMI Ha BRIPAOOTKE CTHIICBOTO EJIMHCTBA. (...) A eCiu 3TO
TaK, €CJIM HepeaM30BaHHOE HACJIeUe — 3TO HE OTCEB, a
Ba)KHEHUIIIast 9acTh PoIieccoB GopMooOpa3oBaHus U CTH-
J1€000pa30BaHusl, TO HEOOXOIUMO BKIIFOUATh HEPEaIn30-
BaHHOE Haclenue (ICKU3bI, MPOCKTHI, MOJICITH) B OOIIUI
MaCCHB apXHUTEKTYPHBIX POU3BEACHUH, PACIPOCTPAHSITh
Ha HUX MEPOTIPHSITHS, CBSI3aHHLIC C BBIIBICHUEM, OXpa-
HOH, KOHCepBaluell, pecTaBpanueld, MoJeINPOBaHUEM
T

Bosnbiie Toro, mopa mocTaBuTh BONPOC O THIATEIHLHOM
0oTOOpe 00BEKTOB M3 HEPEATU30BAHHOTO HACICIHS Ha
CTPOUTEIBHYIO PEANTN3ALINI0 aPXUTEKTYPHBIX LIEIEBPOB.
[Touemy nipoexTsrl Paiita peanu3oBaanuck nocie ero cMep-
TH (My3elt ['yrrenxeiima), a mpoOiemMbl peanu3auu npo-
exToB JleoHn10Ba WM MeJTbHUKOBA JIasKe HE 00CYKIAIOT.
B Mockse cTposT uyTh a1 He 100 BBICOTHBIX 3AaHUH, a
0 meneBpax aBaHrapra 3a0pnm. Ceifuac TeXHHUKA MO3BO-
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asgeT noctpouth bamnio Tatnuua. Hanpumep, BMmecTo
roctuHuIb! “Mocksa”. A s Hapkomrsoknpoma n Mae-
tutyTa Jlennna JleonnioBa, mpoekra Hebockpeda KpuH-
CKOTO U cepuu HebockpeboB MacTepckoit Jla-1oBckoro
B0 BXYTEMACe (011H U3 KOTOPBIX CTal 00pa3Iom JJist
HeOockpeba B Uukaro) Toxe MOXKHO HalTH MECTO Cpeu
100 HebockpeboB. Bee atn mpoekTsl 1920-X TOI0B €CTh
B Moeilt kuure /00 wedegpos apxumexmypsl cO8emCKO20
asaneapoa. Ha masx mue 3BoHMI u3 CLIA cbiH Jlucui-
KOTO (OH KHHOOIEpaTop) U CKaszall, 4TO €ro JaBHO UH-
TepecyeT mpobiieMa OCYIIECTBICHHS IIPOCKTa €To OTIa
“I'opuzoHTanbHble HEOOCKPeOs! . JIucuukuii mpeaiarai
UX COOPYIUTH Ha TIEPECEUCHISIX OYIbBAPHOTO KOJBIIA C
panuanbHbIMU ynuraMu. OH IJIaHUPOBAJI MOCTPOUTD BO-
CEeMb TaKHX COOpPYKeHUH. MecTa 11 HUX 10 CHX IIOp HE
3aHATHL. JlaBaiiTe mocTpouM XOTsI Obl OAMH Takoil oguc.
Hanpumep, y Hukutckux BopoT — ecth (poTomMoHTaX JIu-
CHIIKOTO U TIOPOOHBIE UEPTEHKH.

Mpobnema TpeTbs — BCEMUPHO-UCTOPUYECKUN
couuanbHbIN IKCNEPUMEHT

CorranbHble KCIIEPUMEHTHI COBETCKUX apXHTEKTOPOB
1920-x TO/IOB TIPE/ICTABISAIOT HE MEHBIITHI HHTEPEC, YeM
uX (pOpMaIbHO-ICTCTUICCKUE MTOUCKH U HaxoAku. OHU
BXO/ISIT COCTaBHOM 9acThIO B TO OTPOMHOE IO 00BEMY
Hacjeaue (B TOM YHCIIe U HepeaIr30BaHHOE), MHOTOE M3
KOTOPOTO eIl MPEICTOUT BBECTH B TBOP-UECKUI M Hayd-
HbI 00ux0/1. [To MOBOAY COIMANBHO-TUIIOIOTHYCCKUX
sKcIepuMeHTOB 1920-x rogoB (Mpexae BCero Mo mpo-
OJeMaM COIATMCTHYECKOTO PACCEICHHsSI M IEPECTPONKU
ObITa) CYIIECTBYIOT pa3jIMYHbIe TOYKH 3peHus. Kpaiinue
U3 HUX, — 9TO C OJIHOW CTOPOHBI, MPU3HAHIE MOUCKOBBIX
MPOEKTOB TBOPUECKHIM IIPEABHICHUEM HOBOTO OOIIECTBA,
a ¢ IPyroil — OIIEHKA ITUX MIPOCKTOB KaK 3aBEIOMO OIIIH-
OOUYHBIX U HE CBSI3aHHBIX HE TOJBKO C OYAYIIHNM, HO H C
COIIMAJIBHBIM 3aKa30M CBOETO BPEMCHHU.

A MeXIy TeM MBI IMEeM OTPOMHBIH, eIIIe He 0CTaTOq-
HO M3YYCHHBII MacCHB MOMCKOBBIX IIPOEKTOB. B HUX He
TOJBKO TPOBO3TIAMIAUCEH HIICH TIPEIMETHO-TIPOCTPAHCT-
BEHHOW U 00BEMHO-IUIAHUPOBOYHON OpraHU3aIluu HO-
BOTO 00IIeCTBa, HO M Ha BBICOKOM IPO(EeCCHOHATLHOM
ypoBHE OBUTH pa3pabOTaHbl KOHKPETHBIC MPHHIUITAATb-
HO HOBBIC B COIMAIIFHOM OTHOIICHUH THIIHI MTOCETICHNUH,
JKIJIBIX M OOIIECTBCHHBIX 3/IaHHM, B KOTOPBIX, KaK TOTIa
CUHTAJIOCH, ¥ IOJDKHA ObIiIa IPOTEKATh )KU3HB HOBOTO 00-
IeCTBa. DTO COLIrOPOAA, XKIITKOMOUHATHI, TAPKHU KYJIBTY-
PHI ¥ OTIBIXA, MHOHEPCKHE JIarepsi, J0Ma-KOMMYHBI, OMa
MEPEXOIHOTO THUIIA, KBAPTAJI-KOMMYHA, FTOPOJ-Ccall, Mo-
CeJIOK-CaJI, TopoA-TuHUs. Pabodre Ki1yObl, ABOPIBI TPY-
Jla, JIBOPIIBI KYJIBTYPBI, JOMa M TOPOJKH OTIbIXA, U30bI-
YUTAIbHU, TOMa COBETOB, TEATPBl MaCCOBOTO JICHCTBA,
(habpuku-xKyxHu, OaHN-OaccelHbl, TUIaHEeTapUH, PaiioH-
HBIC TEPMBI, paOb(aKH, MOJTUTSXHIYESCKUE IITKOBI.

Bo3HuKaeT ecTeCTBEHHBIN BOMPOC: €CIIM MHOTHE W3
9TUX SKCHCPHUMEHTAIBHBIX IPOEKTOB (B TOM YHCIIE H OCY-

|Gl |
APXHTEKTYPA

4  COBETCHOro

Cenum Xan-Maeomeoos, Apxumexmypa co8emcKrozo
asaneapoa, Knuea nepsas, I[lpobnemuvt popmoobpaszo-
sanusa. Macmepa u meuenus, Mockea 1996. Obnoocka

IIECTBICHHBIC) MBI Ceifuac ¢ OY4EeBUTHOCTHI0 OTHOCHM K
3aBEeJJOMO HEMEPCHEKTHBHBIM, TO KaK MOIJIO ITPOU30UTH
MacCOBOE YBJICUCHHE COBETCKHUX apXUTEKTOPOB UX pa3pa-
ootkoit B 1920-¢ roner? Uto 310 OBLIO — BCeoOIee mpo-
(beccroHanbHOE 320y K/ICHUE HAIINX APXUTEKTOPOB MU
BCE-TaKU apXUTEKTOPHI BHIIONHSIIN COUUAIBHEIN 3aKa3
HOBOTO 00IecTBa? AHANIN3 MOUCKOBBIX NIPOEKTOB C y4e-
TOM TIPOOIIEMHOH COIMATBHO-TICUXOJIOTHIECKOH CUTYaITHN
1920-X ro70B CBUAECTENLCTBYET, UTO cama 00Imast (pyHKIHU-
OHAJHLHO-TUIIOJIOTHICCKAsl HAIIPABICHHOCTD POEKTHBIX
MIOXCKOB OblJIa BBI3BAHA MM KOHKPETHBIM COIMATIbHBIM
3aKa30M, WM TIPOBOIMPOBANACH COI[HATHHO-TICHXOIOTH-
YeCKHUM KJIMMAaToM Toi smoxu. Hanpumep, MaccoBoe BO3-
HUKHOBEHHE OBITOBBIX KOMMYH IPEIIIECTBOBAJIO MTPOCKT-
HOH pa3pabOTKe U CTPOUTEIHCTBY JOMOB-KOMMYH.

B macrosimee BpeMst B IEPCIEKTHBE TIPOLICIIINAX JIET
MBI BHJIUM, YTO MHOTOE B COLIMAIBbHO-TUIOJIOTHUECKUX
skcriepuMenTax 1920-x rofoB UMeeT KauecTBa YTOTHH.
W st0 He cinyuaiino. Kak BbIiCHUIIOCH celiyac, caMma opTo-
JOKCabHAsI MOJIETh COLMAIN3Ma Cofeprkaia B cede yTo-
MUYeCKHe 2eMeHTHL. (...) [IpuyeM Henmb3s 3a0bIBaTh, 4TO
MMEHHO HaIlla CTpaHa, UTPaBIIasi PoJib IEPBOIIPOXOIIIA
BO BCEMHUPHO-UCTOPHUECKOM Iporecce GopMupoBaHUs
HOBOTO 00IIEeCTBa, KaK OBl MOCTABHIIA DKCIICPUMEHT Ha
cebe, IpoBePsIs )KU3HECTIOCOOHOCTD TEX HIIM HHBIX MOJI0-
JKCHUH OPTOMOKCATEHON MOJICITH COIHATA3MA.

[lepBompoxo/1bl HABCETIa OCTAIOTCS IEPBEIMU. B 3 TOM
YHHKaJTBHOCTB HAIIETO OIBITA IIOCTPOCHUS COIHATHCTH-
YECKOTo O0IIEeCcTBa CO BCEMU €r0 JOCTHKECHUSIMH, MIPO-
THUBOCTOSTHHSIMY, HEJOCTAaTKAMHU U J1a)Ke N3BPAIICHUSIM.
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(...) IloyuntenbHOCTH IEPBOTO OMBITA COIUATTUCTHYEC-
KOii TIepecTpOiKH ObITa COCTOUT M B TOM, YTO IKCIIEPH-
MEHT OBUI JJOBEJICH J0 MPOCKTHOW (apXUTEKTYPHOU H
JM3aifHepCKOW) MPopabOTKU U Jake 10 pealn3aluu Ha
MPaKTHKE psijia TPOEKTOB (JIOMa-KOMMYHBI, pabodne KiTy-
Obl, paOpuKu-KyxHHU, 6aHu-OacceiHbl u ap.). B aToM ero
orpoMHas IeHHOCTh. YemoBedecTBO Beera OyneT u3y-
YaTh TEPBBI OMBIT OOLIEMHPOBOTO MPOLECCa PEaIbHOTO
CTPOUTEIHCTBA COLMAIII3MA U TIIATEIIFHO aHATH3UPOBATH
stan 1920-X rogoB B Hamel cTpane. (...)

HecmoTpst Ha KpUTHUECKOE OTHOMICHHE KO MHOTUM
(hopMynupOBKaM TEOPETUUECKUX JeKIapaluid U K Ipo-
eKTaM, B KOTOPBIX HAIIUTH OTPAa)KEHHE KOJIEKTUBHCTCKHUE
U ypaBHUTEJbHBIE TEHIACHIUH, BaXKHO BUJETHh B 3TUX
TEHACHIUSAX U OTPAXCHUE PEATHHBIX YCIOBUU IEPBBIX
MOCIIEPEBOIIIOLIMOHHBIX JieT. EnBa nu cnenyer 3a0bIBath,
YTO B KOJUIEKTHBH3ME MHOTHE CBETIIBIC YMBI YEJIOBEUECT-
Ba BHJICJIH KPaeyrojibHbIA KaMeHb OyIyIIero o0IecTsa.
PeanbHBIN cOMMami3M BO MHOTOM H3BPATHII MPHUHITHITHI
colMaNn3Ma, BbI3Ba] K HUM IOBBIIIEHHO KPUTHYECKOE
otHormreHune. OIHAKO Ha II0OOM dTarie OTHOIICHHUS K HIIee
KOJUIEKTUBU3Ma (OT BOCTOPKEHHO MO3UTUBHOIO IO MO-
BEIIICHHO KPUTHYECKOTO) OyJeT HEOOXOANMO H3y4aTh
CBSI3aHHBIC C HEH TEOPETUUECKHE KOHIICTIIIUN U OIBIT UX
peanu3anuu B MPOEKTax U B MOCTPOHKax. (...)

3a BCIO HCTOPHIO YEJOBEYECTBA HE OBLIO IPYroro
TaKOTO dTala B Pa3BUTHH ITUBUIN3AINHN, KOTAA HACS
KOJJIEKTUBH3MA B KOPOTKHE CPOKHU ObLIa ObI MOJIBEPrHYTA
TAKOM UHTEHCUBHOW M IPUCTPACTHOM ITPOBEPKE, B KOTOPOI
Ha PaBHBIX yYaCTBOBAJIU TEOPETUKH, TPOSKTUPOBIIUKH 1
Te, KTO, 00pa3HO BEIPa)asiCh, CTABWII IKCIICPUMEHT Ha
cebe (KU1 B TOPOACKHX U CENTbCKUX KOMMYHAX). AHAIN3
BCETO TOTO, YTO HAMKCAHO 32 MPOUICAIINE ACCITUICTHS
(HammMu U 3apyOeKHBIMU aBTOpaMH) O COLIMAIBLHO-TH-
MOJOTUIECKUX TIOUCKaX CTOPOHHUKOB COBETCKOTO aBaH-
rapjia, IOKa3bIBaeT OOJIBIION TMAa30H HEePEeIKO MPOTHU-
BOpEYAIIUX APYT APYTY OICHOK (POCTKH COLHATH3MAa,
3a0eraHue BIIEpe], OIIMOKH, U3BpAllleHHs U T. 1.). B 1e-
JIOM CO37aeTCsI BIIEUATICHUE, YTO MBI €IIle HE B COCTO-
SHUH B MOJIHOW Mepe OLEHUTh TOT BCEMHUPHO-UCTOPH-
YECKHAU IKCIIEPUMEHT, KOTOPBIA Ha MIa3ax U3yMIIEHHOTO
MHUpa MOCTaBWII Ha cebe Hall J0003HATEIbHBIM HAPOJ
Ha TIEPBOM dTare CTPOUTEIHCTBA HOBOTO OOIIECTBA, TIHI-
Tasichb YCKOPEHHBIMU TEMIIaMU PEaiu30BaTh BEKOBYIO
MEYTY YeJIOBEYECTBA O COUUAIBHON cripaBeyinBoCTH. He
OyJeM CHelInuTh ¢ OKOHYATEIbHON OIIEHKOW COLMaIbHO-
TUTIONOTUYECKUX dKcTiepuMeHToB 1920-x romos. JlaBaiite
BBISIBUM, TIIATENFHO COXPaHUM M BBEAEM B TBOPYECKHIM
W Hay4YHBIH 00MXOJ] BCe, UTO elle He yTpayeHo Oe3B03-
BpaTHO, IOHUMAs, YTO JPYTOro TaKOTO CTOJb K€ Macll-
TaOHOTO HKCIIEPUMEHTA B UCTOPUH UECIIOBEUECTBA, BUIH-
Mo yxe He Oyzaert. [IpenocTaBuM MOTOMKaM BO3MOXKHOCTb
CaMOCTOSITENBbHO, 0€3 HAalINX MOJCKAa30K CYAUTh O 3HaYe-
HUU U POJU ATOTO SKCIIepUMeHTa. Beib HaM HEM3BECTHO,
YTO UMEHHO B OyIyIIeM YeIOBEUYECTBO 3aX0UET HCIONb-
30BaTh U3 9TOTO YHUKAJIHHOTO OIbBITA MEPBOMPOXO/ILIEB
COIHATN3MA.

Hama 3amaga cocTout B ToM, 9TOOBI T€, KTO 3aX0YET B
TPETbEM THICSUEICTHH Pa300paThCsl B MOTCHIIMAIBHBIX
BO3MOKHOCTSIX COLMAJIBHBIX SKCIIEPUMEHTOB COBETCKOTO
ApXUTEKTYpHOTO aBaHrapja, UMEJH MOJIHOE MPe/CcTaBIe-
HHUE O HUX, TOJXYYIHIN OBl OOMIMPHBIC U HEHMCKaKCHHEIC
IPOEKTHBIE M TEKCTOBbIE MaTEPHAJIbI U OCOOEHHO MO-
crpoiiku. He cnemyer 3a0bIBaTh, 4TO apXUTEKTYpHOE Ha-
cjeue Hallero COLUaabHO-TUIIONIOIMYECKOrO dKCIEepU-
MEHTa NPUHAJIEKUT BCEMY MUPY, [I0ITOMY €I0 COXpaHe-
HHE SIBJISICTCS HE TOJIBKO HAlllel MaTpUOTHYECKOH 3a1aueH,
HO M HallUM MHTEpHallMOHaJIbHBIM aoiroM. K coxane-
HUIO, MBI TUIOXO BBIMOJIHAEM 3TOT HHTEPHAIIMOHAIBHBII
nonr. CTpeMUTENBHO BETIIAIOT U pa3pylIaloTCcsl MHOTHE
noctpoiiku 1920-x rogos gaxe B MockBe — KIIyOBl U
rapaxxu MelbHUKOBA, JIOM IEePEXOHOTO THIIa [ MH30yp-
ra, foM-kommyHa Hukonaesa u np. Eme He no3gHo, eme
MHOTO€ MOYKHO CITAaCTH, HO HEOOXOIMMO, YTOOLI ObLIa
pa3paboTaHa mporpaMmMa KOHCEpBAIUH U PECTaBpalluu
MMaMSATHUKOB apXHUTEKTYphl aBaHrapaa B Mockse. biaro
€CThb C 4ero OpaTh npumep — OJIecTAImas pecTaBpamus
(c yaCTUYHOW PEKOHCTPYKITMEH) MOCKOBCKOTO IJIaHETa-
pus, xoropyto 3asepiiaer A.B. Auucumos. JKais, ec-
JIU 9TOT OMBIT OyJeT yTpadeH. beuto OBl pannoHaNIbHO
MoCJIe 3aBepIleHHs PabOThl Ha MIaHETApUU 3a1eHCTBO-
BaTb ATHUX XK€ INPOEKTUPOBIIUKOB U CTPOUTENIEH Ha Jpy-
THX aBaHTapIHBIX 00BEKTaX.

Mpo6nema yeTBepTas — ka4ecTBO CTPOMTENbLCTBA
B 3MOXY aBaHrapga

MaccoBoe CTPOUTENBCTBO IMPOMBIIIIICHHBIX, KUIBIX U
001IeCTBEHHBIX 3/IaHUI Pa3BEPHYIOCHh B I'OJbI EPBOI
nstwietkd (1928—1932 rr.). YeckopeHHas HHIyCTpHAIHU-
3auMs Ipejnoaraia CTPOUTEIbCTBO KPYITHBIX 3aBOJIOB
1 (paOpHK U CBA3aHHBIX C HUMH COITOPOIOB M JKHIIBIX
KOMIUIEKCOB. HO BCKOpe BBISICHUIIOCH, YTO CPENCTB U Jie-
(UIUTHBIX CTPOUTEIHHBIX MAaTEPHAIOB XBATAET TONb-
KO Ha MHAYCTPHAJIBbHOE CTPOUTEILCTBO. BbIIO peleHo
MaKCHMaJbHO COKPATHTH MCIIOIB30BAHNE B SKUIHITHOM
CTPOUTENBCTBE IIEMEHTa, METaJla U KUPIU4a, 3aMEHHB
UX, TJIe BOSMOXKHO, IPYTUMH MaTepHaIaMH, a TAaK)Ke Mak-
CHUMAaJIbHO COKPAaTUTh MCII0JIb30BAaHUE B HOBOM KHJIMLI-
HOM CTPOHWTENIHCTBE TAKHX 3JIEMEHTOB 000PYIOBaHMUS,
KaK BaHHbI, PAKOBUHBI, YHUTA3bI U T. /1.

[lepen apxuTekTOopaMu W MHXeHEepaMu OblLIa MOC-
TaB-JIeHa 3a/laya pPe3KO YMEHBIIUTh UCIIOIb30BAHUE B
KIJTUIITHOM CTPOHTEIHCTBE TaK HA3BIBAEMBIX TSDKEIBIX
MaTepuasoB U MACCUBHBIX KOHCTPYKLIHMH U OTAABATh
MPEIMOYTCHHS JETKUM JCIIEBEIM MaTepuaiam, o0er-
YEHHBIM U Y/ICIIEBJICHHBIM KOHCTPYKLHMAM, HE oOparas
BHUMaHHUS Ha UX KOPOTKHE aMOPTHU3AIIMOHHBIC CPOKH.
Bboutn pa3zpaboTaHbl AelIeBble CTPOUTEIbHBIC MaTepua-
JIBI, KOTOPBIE B MaCCOBOM TOPSIIKE BHEAPSUINCH B CTPO-
UTENbCTBO. Besauecku moompsiioch UCIOIb30BAHUE B
CTPOMUTENBCTBE MECTHBIX, 0€31e(UITUTHBIX, JIETKUX U
0e300)KUTOBBIX MaTEpUAIOB: pa3Hble COpTa Jieca, CHHTe-
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THUYECKUE MaTepHalbl Ha 0a3e yTHIIN3AINY U pallHOHab-
HOTO MCIOJIb30BaHUS OTXO/I0B MHAYCTPHH U CEIIbCKOTO
XO3AMCTBA: MIIAKO- U IIEM300€TOHHBIE OJIOKH, MECOHHT,
¢bubponut, ToppoaeyM, COIOMHUT, HHCOPUT, KAMBIIINT,
MICBEJIMH, CHJINKAT — OPTaHUKH, TUATOMHUT, TPETICIHI,
HUIaKky U T. 1. [IpakTrka mokasana, 4To y MHOTHX M3 dTHX
MaTepHasoB BeCbMa KOPOTKHE aMOPTU3AIIMOHHBIE CPOKH,
YTO OHU 3BYKOIIPOBOJIHBI U JITKO BIMTHIBAIOT Biary. JKu-
JBIE I0Ma, T7Ie OHM OBUIH HCTIOJIB30BAHBI, CTAN OBICTPO
BeTLIaTh U pa3pylarbcsi. B 0OCHOBHOM 5T0 OBLIM JABYX-
TPEXdTaXKHBIE OOIMIECKUTHS, KOTOPHIE B ITOCICBOCHHBIE
TOJIbI CTAJIM B MACCOBOM TMOPSIIKE CHOCUTHCSL.

Ho cpenn sTor0 Xumbs ObUTH U 9KCIIEPUMEHTATBHBIC
MOCTPOWKH, IPEACTABIISAIONINE OOJIBIIYI0 HCTOPUUYECKYIO
nerHocTs. Cpeau HUX J1Ba JoMa apxuTekropa ['ma30ypra
B MockBe, KOTOpble HaXOIATCS ceiiuac B aBapHiitHOM CO-
crostHuu. B mome B PocTOKHMHO, COCTOSAIIEM U3 TPEX KOP-
MIyCOB, YK€ CHECEH OJIH KOPITyC; B 1omMe Ha HoBuHC-KOM
cuTyanms OJIM3Ka K KaracTpode. A MKy TeM 3TO OJUH
U3 CaMBIX U3BECTHBIX JIOMOB-KOMMYH HAIIETO apXUTCK-
TypHOTO aBaHTrapiaa. Ero cynp0oii ceiiuac 03a00ueHbI He
TOJILKO OTEYECTBEHHBIE, HO 1 MHOTHE 3apyOeKHbIE apXU-
TEKTOPHI ¥ UCTOPUKH. B mpormecce pecraBpannu morpe-
Oyercs cepbe3Has paboTa 1o 3aMEHE YK€ JaBHO OTCIIy-
JKABIINX CBOM CPOK MAaT€pUaJIOB U KOHCTPYKIHN: IyCTO-
TeJble NTAaKOOETOHHBIC KAMHH, JIETKHUE 3aII0JIHUTENH (3a-
CBITTIKA [TUIAKOB | T. JI.), GUOPOIIMTOBBIC TUTUTHI, (haHEepHBIC
JBepH, OPE3eHT (MIPOKIAKH OKOHHBIX paM), BOMIOK.

Co CTpOHTENPHBEIMH MaTepHalaMU U KOHCTPYKIUSIMH
0oJblIIe TIOBE3JI0 BTOPOMY 3HAMEHUTOMY JIOMY-KOMMYHE
B Mockse — apx. U. Hukonaesa. Ha cTpoiiky, MuHys Bce
3arpeTsl, TOTA YIaJloCh 3aBECTH OOJIBIIOE KOIUYECTBO
METAITHYECKUX KOHCTPYKIHHA. KTO-TO M3 MOCKOBCKOTO
HayaJlbCTBA YBUEN Ha CTPOUIUIONIAIKE MHOTO 3ar0TOB-
JICHHOTO METaJlla ¥ CUTHAIU3UPOBAI B Tazery [lpasoa.
W3zBecTHOMY KypHanucty Muxamty KonbiioBy mopy4mim
pazobparbcs. O myonukyet B aBrycre 1930 . ¢henbeToH
“AxpoOatsl kcTatu” B [Ipasode, Tae CpaBHIII apXHUTEK-
Topa HukonaeBa ¢ m3BeCTHBIM TOTAA NphiryHoM B. Jla-
3apeHKO — JIeCKaTh, “TPBDKOK B connanu3m’. denbeToH
B [Ipasde Niisi MHOTHX 3aKaHYMBAJICS TOTIA MTyTEBKOM
B Maranan. Kak pacckassiBan mHe M.Hukonaes, mocie
nyOauKkanuu GeabeToOHa OH 0OJIbIe MecsIa JIepxal y
BXOJTHOM JIBEPH Y3€JIOK C BELIaMH, B3/IparuBai OT Kax10-
TO 3BOHKA. /Ipy3bst apXHUTEKTOpa, BCTpEUasl ero, yAUBIs-
JIMCh, YTO OH elle Ha cBobone. Ho xak-to mponecno. [a
U JOM-KOMMYHBI OKa3aJICsl TPOYHBIM — CTAFHOM KapKac
BBIJIEpIKa JJake IpsAMOe Monajanue 60MObI B TO/IbI BOK-
HBI (00oMOa poOmIIa BCe 3TaXKH, HO HE B3opBasiach). Kak
pacckasbiBasl MHe HukomaeB, OH U MHXKEHEP POEKTUPOB-
MUK JeHCT-BUTEIHHO 3aJ0KHUIN B IPOSKT OYCHb MHO-
ro MeTajia, IpeaycMOTpeB OOJIbIION 3amac MPOYHOCTH,
TaK Kak ObUTH HEONBITHHI U MPOCTO MEPEeCTPaXOBaINUCh
(Ha Bcakuii cimydait). OTciofa U peaibHbIN nepepac-
xox Meramia. Ho ceffuac 3T0 MOMOXKET pecTaBpaTopam
WCIOJIB30BATh CYNIECTBYIONINE KOHCTPYKIUHU (CTaNIbHON
Kapkac).

Mpobnema nsaTas — Bcerga nu uenecoobpasHo
MCNONb30BaTb NAMATHUKN apXUTEKTYPbI NO
Ha3HavyeHuo?

LleHHOCTH MPOU3BEJCHUI COBETCKOU apXUTEKTYpHI
1920-x rogoB omnpenensieTcss ICTOPUKO-COIUATBLHOM He-
MIOBTOPUMOCTBIO TIepHojia U HAJIMYMEM B HUX HE TOJIBKO
XyAOKECTBECHHBIX JOCTOMHCTB, HO U (pyHKIIMOHAIBHO-
TUIIOJIOTMYECKUX 3JIEMEHTOB, XapaKTePHBIX ISl HOBBIX
B COLIMAJILHOM OTHoUleHuM 31aHuil. [Ipu onpenenenuu
xapakrepa (yHKIMOHAIBFHOTO HCIONTb30BaHUS aMsTHH-
KOB apXUTEKTYPBI IPOIUIBIX 310X YYUTHIBACTCS HEOO-
XOAMMOCTh MAaKCHMaJbHO BO3MOXKHOI'O COXpPaHEHUS UX
MIPOCTPAHCTBEHHO-TNIAHUPOBOYHOTO penieHns. Kazanocs
OBbI, B TOM OTHOILIEHUH MOXKHO HE BOJTHOBAThCS, TaK KaK
MOJABJISIIONIEe OONBIINHCTBO 37aHUI, MTOCTPOCHHBIX B
XX Beke, UCHOJIb3YeTCsl 110 UX MepBOHAYAIbLHOMY Ha-
3HaYeHUI0 (KWHIe, Ky, rapax u ap.). [loatomy, Ha
TIEPBBIN B3NS, HET OCHOBAHHH JIJIsl OECITOKOMCTBA 32 HX
COXPaHHOCTB, HOO Bpojie OBl HCTIONB30BAHHUE MAMSITHUKA
ApXUTEKTYPhl IO IPSIMOMY HAa3HAUEHUIO — ITO Jy4llas
rapaHTus ero coxpaneHus. OHaKo O Mepe N3MEHEHHUS
MOTPeOHOCTEH MONTB30BATEIS ATH ITOCTPOUKHU MTOCTEIICHHO
HEPEIIKO PAANKAIbHO MepeCcTpanBaloTCs U epeo0opyay-
I0TCSI, HE MEHSIS1 CBOETO (DYHKIIMOHAIBHOTO Ha3HA-YCHUSI.
Jleno B ToM, 4TO MHOTHE M3 YHCIa Hauboyee HHTepec-
HBIX 10 MPOCTPAHCTBEHHO-INIAHUPOBOUYHOMY PELICHUIO
coopyxeHuit 1920-x T010B BO3BOJMIHCH MO (DyHKIIHO-
HAJBHOH mporpamMme, KOTopasi oTpakaia crenuduyec-
KM COLMaIbHBIN 3aKa3 TEX JIET U B IaJIbHEHIIIEM CyIIecT-
BEHHO M3MEHUJIACh, T.€. OHA MepecTalia COOTBETCTBOBATh
noctpoeHHoMy B 1920-e roast 3panuto. Hanpumep, Ta-
Kasi CUTyaIlisl CIIOKHIIACH ¢ ()YHKIMOHAIHHBIM UCIIOJb-
30BaHHEM JOMOB-KOMMYH M JOMOB IEPEXOJHOTO THIIA.
JKunbIsl mprcmocadnuBaIOT KUIbIE TYCHKN IS CeTO/I-
HSIITHUX TOTPEOHOCTEH CBOCH CeMbH, HCKaXKasi CTPYKTY-
py kunumia. A MexXIy TeM noctpoeHsbie B 1920-e ross
JIOMa-KOMMYHBI OTPa’KaloT Tall HHTCHCUBHBIX TIOMCKOB
HOBOTI'O B COLIMAJIbHOM OTHOILEHHUHM THIIA KMInIa. OueHb
Ba)KHO COXPAHHUTh HAnOOJIee MHTEPECHBIC U XapaKTepHBIC
W3 3THUX COOPY)KEHHH JTs OymyInuX mokojeHui. Mcrmosb-
30BaTh 3T KUJIBIC JOMA (JOMa-KOMMYHBI, JOMa IIEPEXOI-
HOTO THMA) JJISI COBPEMEHHBIX HYKI HEOOXOIMMO TaKUM
00pa3oM, yTOOBI HOBbIE (DYHKIIMU HE TPeOOBaIU KOPECH-
HOT'O U3MEHEHUs UCTOPUYECKH BO3HUKIIIETO IPOCTPAHCT-
BCHHO-TUIAHUPOBOYHOTO PEIICHUS 3JJaHHUH, KOTOpbIC
OBUTH pacCYUTAHBI Ha CICHU(DUICCKIHA XO3SHCTBEHHBIN
YKJIaJ] MPEUMYIIECTBEHHO OeCCeMEHHBIX JKUTENCH, co3-
JABABIIMX OBITOBBIC KOMMYHBI (B YaCTHOCTH MOJIOIBIX
pabouux, pabQaKoBIEB, CTYICHTOB).

Kcraru moctpoeHHbIE JOMa-KOMMYHBI OBUTH BYX TH-
OB — MOJIHOTO 00001IecTBIeHUs ObITa (BCe OBITOBBIC
MPOIIECChl 0000IIECTRIBIINCE — B TOM YHCIIE IPHTOTOB-
JICHWE ¥ TpUEM IHUIIN) U TEPEXOAHOTO THMA (HapsLy
0011eii CTOJIOBOM B JKMJIBIX siu€HKaxX NpeayCcMaTpUBaIUCh
KyXoHHBIe TKadbI). {715 mepBoro Tuma xapakTepeH JoM-
KoMMYyHa B JIeHUHrpajie, HOCTPOEHHBIHN [ KoolepaTuBa



34 L. The International Day for Monuments and Sites 2006 in Moscow — a Summary

UHKCHEPOB | T CaTeNIeH, KOTOpBIE caMi pa3padaThIBaIl
nporpammy goma. JKusble ssueliku — 6e3 KyXOHb U Tiepe-
JTHUX (KyXHS, CTOJIOBas, TIEPEIHss ¢ BENIAIKOH, o0mas
KOMHATa OTJbIXa, JETCKasi KOMHATa — BCE ATO OBUIO Ha
nepBoM 3Taxke). [losBiIeHNE JeTeil MPeBPATUIIO KHIIbIC
SYEHKH B KOIIMAp — FOTOBHJIM HA MOJOKOHHUKAX. DTOT
oM B JlenuHrpase Ha3pBasn “‘cnesa conuanuima’. Jlis
BTOPOTO THIIa XapakTepeH oM Ha HoBuHckoM OynbBape
B MockBe. B HeMm B KWIBIX siueiikax Bce OBLIO B COKpa-
IICHHOM BH/JIE: BMECTO KYXHHU — KyXOHHBIH IIKad, BMECTO
BaHHOW KOMHAThl — qymieBas. Ho B jomMe GpyHKIIMOHUPO-
Baja CTOJIOBAs U JETCKHIA Cajl.

UToOBI COXpaHHUTh ceiiuac 00BEMHO-TIPOCTPAHCT-
BEHHYIO CTPYKTYPY 3TUX COOPYKEHUH, BaXKHO MPHUCIIO-
cabIMBaTh UX U pa3MEIICHNUs JIIONeH He CKIOHHBIX K
BEJICHHUIO MOJTHOIEHHOTO JIOMAIIHETo X03sICTBa, a Mpe/-
MOYNTAIOIINX ITHPOKO TTOJB30BATHCS YCIyTaMH CEKTOpa
oOmiecTBeHHOTo 00cTykuBaHus. CieoBaTenbHO, ToMa-
KOMMYHBI MOKHO HCIIOJIF30BaTh B KaU€CTBE TOCTHHUIL
(n7s1 Mr0603HATENBHBIX TYPUCTOB), MPODUIAKTOPUEB, 00-
IMIEKUTHAN JIJIS1 CTYIGHTOB U aciMpaHToB U T. 1. B 1920-¢
TO/IbI COOPYKEHO HeMaJio OOIIECTBEHHBIX U KOMMYHAaJIb-
HO-OBITOBBIX TIOCTpoeK. Kak mpaBmiio, 3T0 OBUTH KOM-
MJIEKCHBIC IO (PYHKIIMOHAJIFHOMY HAa3HAUEHUIO 37aHUS,
OTpa)kaBIIIKE OTIPEIEICHHBIH 3Talr (POPMUPOBAHHUS CHCTE-
MBI HOBBIX OOIIECTBEHHBIX OPTaHU3AIUIA U YUPEKICHUH,
Henn(pHepeHIMPOBAHHOCTh caMUX (DYHKIIUH eIIle TOJIBKO
POXKIABIICHCS CUCTEMBI KyJIBTYPHO-OBITOBOTO 00CITYXHU-
BaHMS HACEICHUS.

Eme onun npumep. Paboune kiayOs! (B TOM YUCIE KITy-
0b1 MenbHukoBa U [omocoBa) B 1920-¢ rojbl CTPOUITUCH
Ha cpecTBa MPo(Ccor30B MPEANPUATHIA HITH TOPOICKUX
parioHoB. Kaxplii 4jieH KOHKPETHOTO Tpocoro3a MOT
OecrpensiTCTBeHHO BOWTH B CBOM KJIyO M y4acTBOBATh
B €TO Pa3IMYHBIX MEPONMPHUITHSIX, ITOCEIas 3abl (KH-
HO, CaMOJIESITEIIbHOCTD), ayJJUTOPUHU, KPY>KKOBBIE KOM-

HaThl. Takoe NCTONIBb30BaHUE KITy0a OTPakajJoCh U B €ro
IUTAHUPOBOYHO-TIPOCTPAHCTBEHHON CTPYKType (Bce OT-
KpbITO 15 BceX). Ho BoT kirybam cryctuinm (puHaHCO-
BBIH IUTaH W IPEAJIONKUINA KPOME CBOUX MPOGCOIO3HBIX
JIeJT 3aHATHCS KOMMEPUYECKUM IPOKATOM KHHOKApPTHH.
U cpa3y oOHApYKUITUCH «U3BSHBI» B INIAHUPOBKE BCEX
KITyOOB — He OBLIIO KACCOBOTO BECTHOIOIIS, HE ObLIO (olie,
OTJIEJICHHOTO OT OCTAJIbHBIX MOMEIICHUH KITy0a, He ObLIO
pa3neNnpHBIX JIECTHUI], BXOJOB U BBHIXO/IOB, Pa3ACIISIONINX
MOTOKH 3pUTENICH, HIYIUX B 3aJ ¥ BBIXOSIIUX U3 3a-
7a. DTH IPETeH3UH TPENbIBISUTN MeTbHUKOBY aIMUHH-
cTpaTtopsl kiy0a, xorna Mel ¢ HUM B 1965 1. moceTuiun
Bce KiryOpl. Tak OBIJIO ¥ CO MHOTUMH APYTHMH THIIAMHU
3[aHMi, TOCTpOeHHBIMU B 1920-€ rozpl.

Bce ati 06cTOsATENLCTBA YPE3BBIUANHO OCIIOXKHS-
0T 3129y COXPAaHCHUS M UCIOJIb30BaHUSI MHOTHX IO-
crpoek 1920-x romoB. BonbIMHCTBO M3 HUX yKE CYIIECT-
BEHHO MEPECTPOEHO U MPOJOJIKAET NepPeCcTPanBaThCs.
A MEXIy TeM, ¢ HCTOPUKO-apXUTEKTYPHOH TOUKHU 3pe-
HUSI, HAUOOJBIIYIO IIEHHOCTh B HUX MPEACTaBIISIET MMPO-
CTPaHCTBEHHO-IUTAHUPOBOYHASI CTPYKTYpPa, OTBEUAIOIIAS
XapaKTepHOU I TOTO BPEMEHH apXUTEKTYPHOI Mpo-
rpamme. Jlymaro, 9To BCeBO3pacTaroliee BHIMaHHUE ap-
XUTEKTYPHOU OOIIECTBCHHOCTH MHOTUX CTPaH K OXpaHe
MaMATHHKOB apXHUTEKTYphl XX Beka He ocTaHeTcs 0e3
nocencTBUil. ByneM HanesThCsl, 4TO KpOMe Pa3roBOpOB
OyayT pa3paboTaHbl MPAKTHUSCKUE MEPOIIPHUSATHS 3alllH-
ThI TAMSITHUKOB OT pa3pylieHuii. beuto Obl, Hapumep,
1eJIecoo0pa3Ho UMETh HeKUi (hOHT, 001 At cpeJic-
TBaMH, FOPUCTAMH U KBAJTH(DUIIMPOBAHHBIMHU PECTaBPaTO-
pamu (4To-TO THIIA KyIpTypHOrOo MUC), KOTOpBIA B CITy-
Yae BO3HUKHOBCHUS YPE3BBHIUANHBIX CUTYAIIUH, TPO3SIIIX
yTpaToil maMsATHUKA apXHUTEKTYypHl, UMea OB mpaBa U
MPAaKTUYECKHE BO3MOXKHOCTH MPEAOTBPATHTh yTpaTy. A
IpU HEOOXOIUMOCTH M BO3POAMUTH MAMSITHHUK apXUTCK-

TYpBHIL.

U. Jleonuoos. Haprommscnpom 6 Mockee. Koukypcruiii npoexm, 1934. ®acao.
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Jorg Haspel
World Heritage of the 20t Century -

Chances for Russia from a Foreign Point of View

“Faster than Moscow itself, you learn to see Berlin from
Moscow.” This was the observation that Walter Ben-
jamin (1892—-1940) used in retrospect to introduce his
comparison of the two cities in his Moscow Diary.' The
expectation that his home city of Berlin would come into
a clearer focus when seen from a distant and foreign city
than in the more familiar local perspective was probably
an important motive for Benjamin’s intensive journeys
and city comparisons.

The organisers of the International Heritage Day 2006
in Moscow seem to have similar hopes when they ask
me to report from a foreign point of view. Perhaps they
thought that what applied to Moscow and Berlin between
the two World Wars would also apply in reverse 80 years
later: that in 2006 it may be possible to get to know Mos-
cow more quickly when seen from Berlin than from a
native perspective. Or perhaps the situation in Moscow
today is similar to what has applied to many places since
the days of Scripture: “The prophet is not without honour
save in his own country”.

Travelling educates

The Moscow Diary by Walter Benjamin only touches
marginally on the new architecture that arose after the
October Revolution. The only building that made a last-
ing impression on him is “Moscow’s large broadcasting
house which looks different from all else that I saw”, 2 in

Cf. Walter Benjamin, Moskau, in: Walter Benjamin:
Stddtebilder. Nachwort von Peter Szondi, Frankfurt am
Main 1963, pp. 7-30, p. 7; Walter Benjamin, Moskau,
in: Walter Benjamin: Denkbilder, Frankfurt/M. 1974, pp.
16—48, p. 16, Walter Benjamin, Moskauer Tagebuch.
Mit einem Vorwort von Gershom Scholem, Frankfurt/M.
1980, pp. 162—163.
Walter Benjamin, Moskauer Tagebuch (see annotation
1), p. 161.
Cf. Irina A. Petropolovskaja, Der Sendeturm fiir die
Radiostation Shabolovka in Moskau, in: Rainer Graefe,
Murat Gappoev, Ottmar Pertsschi et al. (eds.), Viadimir
G. Shukhov 1853—1939. Die Kunst der sparsamen Kon-
struktion, Stuttgart 1990, pp. 92ff.
4 Karl Schlégel, Moskau lesen. Die Stadt als Buch, Berlin
2000, p. 118.
> Cf. El Lissitzky, Russland. Die Rekonstruktion der
Architektur in der Sowjetunion, Wien 1930 (Reprint: EI
Lissitzky, Russland. Architektur fiir eine Weltrevolution
— 1929, Berlin, Frankfurt/M., Wien 1965).

other words the grid tower for Shabolovka Radio Station
by Vladimir G. Shukhov which went into operation in
1922.3 But Benjamin’s travel diary can be seen as being
historically symptomatic of a travel fever which Mos-
cow stimulated in artists and architects at the time. Never
before, and probably never since, have architects, urban
planners, painters and sculptors from the two capital ci-
ties engaged in such a lively personal and professional
exchange as in the first Republican decades after the fall
of the monarchies in Russia and Germany.

In addition to the special relationship which Berlin had
in the west with the metropolitan art and architecture of
the city of Paris from the late 19th century, it also had a
special relationship with the Russian metropolis in the
east after the Russian October Revolution of 1917 and the
German November Revolution of 1918. In 1931, when
the competition jury was assembled for the Soviet Palace,
the world’s capital city of Socialism showed itself as a
metropolitan city that was open for the whole world and
a meeting point for world-famous architects: “The twelve
members of the jury only included three Russians, all
of the others were foreigners, including several famous
names: Le Corbusier and Perret from France, Gropius,
Mendelsohn and Poelzig from Germany. The spirit of the
Twenties was still alive, and the Moscow —Berlin—Paris
axis was still intact. At the time, Moscow was a sort of
Mecca for modern architects ...” 4

The large Russian colonies and the exciting exhibitions
(First Russian Art Exhibition, 1922) were the decisive
foundation for the intense interaction between Berlin
and Moscow. The most prominent artist was EI (Lasar
Markowich) Lissitzky (1890—1941), who had spent some
time studying and working in Germany before and after
the First World War. He also was probably the most pro-
ductive mediator and the most influential proponent of
a cross-border architectural dialogue between the newly
created regimes of the Weimar Republic and the Soviet
Union.” It seems that in 1920 he imported the Russian
term and concept of “Constructivism” to Germany (Diis-
seldorf), and with his theory of the “Proun” (Proekt dlja
utverzdenie novogo = project to strengthen the new) he
inspired innumerable debates on art in Germany.

At an early stage there were also west-to-east study
and lecture tours from Germany to Russia, or ideas and
projects from Berlin which were exported to Moscow or
St. Petersburg. Some people associated political hopes of
a new society with Soviet Russia, and probably everyone
hoped for a personal encounter with the new products and
protagonists of a cultural revolution which opposed the
tradition and conventions of the monarchy. The collec-
tive term or the umbrella term of the “avant-garde” could
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Apartment building on Kudrinskaya square, Moscow, 194854, arch. M. Posokhin.
View from the roof of Narkomfin Commune House, 1928, arch. M. Ginzburg, 1. Milinis in 2005

be used to cover completely different artistic and archi-
tectural movements and styles which had one common
element: a radical rejection of the past and a passionate
appeal for an aesthetic renewal of art and life.

(1925-27, B.M. Velikovsky, A.J. Langman, M. O.
Barshch etc.). In this connection, it is also worth men-
tioning the cubo-futuristic and constructivist architec-
tural visions of Alexander Mikhailovich Rodchenko

Architecture for a new social order

1. The avant-garde was more than an aesthetic revolution

or a revolution of form and design. The architecture
of the avant-garde aimed to create a new architectural
programme, to revolutionise the production and the
so-cial use of architecture. This applied first of all to
the creation and extension of a new technical infra-
structure for media, transport and industrial produc-
tion. Bold engineering structures of steel and concrete
were created to serve new building tasks. They includ-
ed the tower buildings and wide-span roof structures
of Vladimir G. Shukhov (1853-1939), his bus and lor-
ry garages designed together with Konstantin S. Mel-
nikov (Intourist garage, 1934-36), the press buildings
for “Isvestja” (1925-27, Grigory Borisovich Barkhin
and his son Michail) and “Pravda” (193035, Pantelei-
mon A. Golosov), the central telegraph office (1925-
27, I.1. Rerberg) and the Gostorg Ministry of Trade

(1891-1956) and (reminiscent of Sant’Elia) Jakov
Chernikhov (1889-1951).

. Soviet architecture tried out radical new solutions in

the area of residential construction and social hous-
ing. After all, the solution of housing problems was
a central task of social policies. At the same time, it
offered a unique opportunity for a new modern de-
sign of the city. Apart from the experiments with new
construction materials and building designs,’ visitors

Cf. Anatole Kopp, Changer la vie, changer la ville. De
la vie nouvelle aux problémes urbains URSS 1917-1932,
Paris 1975; Barbara Kreis, Moskau 1917—-1935. Vom
Wohnungsbau zum Stidtebau, Miinchen 19835.

Cf. Anke Zalivako, Zur Erhaltung der Bauten der 1920er
Jahre im Vergleich Bundesrepublik Deutschland — Rus-
sische Faderation (Moskau) unter besonderer Beriick-
sichtigung der baukonstruktiven Voraussetzungen:
Probleme, Erfahrungen, Perspektiven, Diss. TU Berlin
2003, especially pp. 30-157.
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were especially impressed by the systematic research
and the development of new forms of housing. The
sophisticated search for minimised floor plan types
and rational access variants and the reorganisation of
residential functions and housework probably met with
the greatest interest in the west. But Moscow probably
gained its historical reputation as a capital of the inter-
national avant-garde because of a wide range of inno-
vative collective residential building types such as the
variable partitionable and combinable “section houses”
or “modular houses” (N. Ladovsky, El Lissitzky, etc.),
the Narkomfin commune house (1928-30) by Moisei
Ginzburg and 1. Milinis, the communal students’ hostel
(1929-30) by I. Nikolaev or the innovative twin tower
of the Melnikov house (1927-29).8

. Community buildings were a particularly effective

and symbolic means to change the style of life. Wor-
kers’ clubs and cultural palaces were to be social and
architectural crystallisation points which would help
to create a Socialist culture and style of life (“social
power station”, El Lissitzky, 1930).° The clubhouses
and cultural palaces can be regarded as prime exam-
ples of Russian avant-garde architecture. The list of
responsible architects is like a “Who is who” of the
Soviet avant-garde and includes Konstantin S. Meln-
ikov (Rusakov club, Frunze club, Stormy petrel club,
Rubber workers’club), Ilia A. Golosov (Zujev club),
[LA. Fomin and A.1. Langman (Dynamo club) and the
brothers L.A., W.A. and A.A. Vesnin (Cultural Palace
of the Proletarsky district).!? The importance of avant-
garde workers’ clubs as an independent Soviet contri-
bution to the development of the European people’s
building concept before the Second World War and a
precursor to the later houses of culture in the Soviet
hemisphere can hardly be overestimated.!!

. And not least, the Soviet Russian avant-garde made an

epoch-making contribution to overcoming the com-
memorative tradition of the 19™ century and creating

10

11

Cf. Juhani Pallasmaa, The Melnikov House, Moscow
(1927-29) (Historical Building Monograph 7), London
1996.

El Lissitzky (see annotation 5), pp. 25-27.

Cf. Christiane Post, Arbeiterklubs als neue Bauaufgabe
der sowjetischen Avantgarde, Berlin 2004.

Cf- Architecture pour le Peuple. Maisons du Peuple
(Belgique, Allemagne, Autriche, France, Grande-Bre-
tagne, Italie, Pays-Bas, Suisse), Briissel 1984, Dietrich
W. Schmidt, Der sowjetische Arbeiterclub als Para-
phrase des deutschen Volkshauses. Konzeptionelle
Verbindungen bei der Entwicklung eines Bautyps fiir die
Arbeiterbildung, in: Avantgarde 11 1924—1937.
Sowjetische Architektur, Stuttgart 1993, pp. 7691,
Simone Hain, Stephan Stroux, Die Salons der Sozia-
listen. Kulturhduser in der DDR, Berlin 1996, pp. 110}

Kauchuk Workers’ club, Moscow, 1927-29, arch.
K. Melnikov, in 2005

Cultural Palace of the Proletarsky district, Moscow,
1931-37; arch. V. Vesnin, A. Vesnin, in 2005

an abstract form of monument art and memorial art
in Europe. Instead of the imitative representational
monument style of Historicism, the young avant
garde of architects and sculptors drew on the mobilis-
ing power of abstract symbols, on form and design,
material and workmanship. Their ideas and designs
were an important source of inspiration for monument
projects all over the world, even though they were only
rarely implemented in the Soviet Union itself (Alexy
Victorovich Schusev, 1873—-1949: Lenin Mausoleum,
1924-30) or were only implemented later as monu-
mental architecture in the Socialist Realism of the Sta-
lin era (Boris lofan — Vera Mukhina: The Industrial
Worker and the Collective Farm Girl, Soviet pavilion
in Paris 1937, moved to the grounds of the All Russia
Exhibition in Moscow in 1939). Spectacular examples
of an ephemeral architecture also attracted great atten-
tion and were widely published — temporary buildings
which have been passed down to us as exhibition and
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Lermontov House, Moscow, 194953,
arch. A. Dushkin, B. Mezentsev, in 2005

trade fair architecture, stage sets, decorative art!2 or
kiosks (Konstantin Melnikov: the USSR pavilion at the
Paris International Exhibition of Decorative Arts and
Modern Industry in 1925'3). Some monument designs
did not get beyond the model stage or even the stage of
“paper architecture” — but nevertheless found their way
into the collective image memory of humanity in the
20 ™ century because of their visionary force (Vladimir
Tatlin: Monument of the Third International, 1919-20;
El Lissitzky: The Cloud Iron, 1924; 1. I. Leonidov:
Lenin Institute, 1927).14

Mutual inspiration

The travels and working trips of most architects from cen-
tral and western Europe before the Second World War
focused mainly on Modernist buildings and architects.
Many responded to the invitation of the recently founded
Soviet Union to help in building new cities. Some hoped
for a land of unbounded possibilities in the east. Few ar-
chitects from Western Europe, especially from Holland,
France and German-speaking countries (Germany, Austria
and Switzerland), themselves created modernist buildings
in Russia. The particularly impressive architectural testi-
monies to this early cross-border Modernism on the terri-
tory of the former Soviet Union include smaller buildings
such as the municipal library of Viipuri — Russia by Alvar
Aalto (1898—-1976) and the large building of the Centro-
soiuz in Moscow (1928-35), with which Le Corbusier
(1887—-1965) and his Soviet colleague Nikolai Jakovlevic
Kolli (1894-1966) created a monumental administrative
and cultural complex in the Moscow city landscape. The
time that Erich Mendelsohn (1887—-1935) spent in post-
revolutionary Russia was also very fruitful.!> The Red
Flag textile factory (1925-27) in Leningrad from the mid-
1920s, which was based on his designs, follows Mendel-

sohn’s formal principle of dynamic functionalism, which
was also characteristic of the Russian combination of Ex-
pressionism and Suprematism.'® In 1929 he published
his international comparative study as a book: Russia —
Europe — America. An architectural cross section.'’
Among the countless architects, planners, engineers
and artists who flocked to the new Soviet Union in their
hundreds or even thousands from Germany, Switzerland,
Austria, the rest of Europe and even from other conti-
nents around 1930, partly due to the world economic cri-
sis, there were some who already had an international
reputation, and others who made their reputation after
1945.18 They included Ernst May (1896-1970), who
was the municipal director of building responsible for
the legendary New Frankfurt between 1925 and 1930,
and other famous personalities such as Mart Stam from
Holland and Hans Schmidt from Switzerland. The Swiss
architect Hans Schmidt was a committed socialist and

12.Cf http://www.muar.ru/eng/ve/rogozina/prazdnik/index.
htm (Life became better, comrades, life became more
cheerful. Holiday decoration of Moscow, 1930s. Schusev
State Museum of Architecture Moscow — Virtual Exhibi-
tion)

13 Cf. Frederick Starr, K. Melnikov le pavillon soviétique
paris 1925, Paris 1996.

14 Cf. Schusev State Museum of Architecture Moscow et al.
(eds.), Avantgarde 1 1900—1923. Russisch-sowjetische
Architektur, Stuttgart 1991, pp. 180—181, 214ff., 244ff.

15 Cf. Irina Grigorieva, Erich Mendelsohns Wirken als
Architekt in der Sowjetunion (LMU, Geschichts- und
Kunstwissenschaften, Nr. 5), Diss. Ludwig-Maximilian
Universitdt Miinchen 2003, see http.://www.epub.ub.uni-
muenchen./archive/00000421/01/Gregorieva_Irina.pdf.

16 Cf. Peter Knoch, Nieder mit dem Eklektizismus! In-
dustriearchitektur in Leningrad 1917-1939, in: Bauwelt
83, vol. 1992, pp. 106—115; cf. Margarita S. Stiglitz,
Promyschlennaja architektura Petersburga w sferje
. industrial 'noj archeologii“, St. Petersburg 2003.

17 Erich Mendelsohn, Russland — Europa — Amerika.

Ein architektonischer Querschnitt, Berlin 1929
(Reprint Basel, Berlin, Boston 1989).

18 Cf. also the special issue of Wissenschafiliche Zeitschrift
der Humboldt-Universitdt Berlin, gesellschafis- und
sprachwissenschaftliche Reihe, vol. XVI/1967, no. 3,
focussing on German-Soviet architectural relationship
between World War I and World War 11, in particular
the contributions by Kurt Junghanns, Die Beziehungen
zwischen deutschen und sowjetischen Architekten in
den Jahren 1917 bis 1933, pp. 369—381 and by Hans
Schmidt, Die Tdtigkeit deutscher Architekten und
Spezialisten des Bauwesens in der Sowjetunion in den
Jahren 1930 bis 1937, pp. 383—399, Christian Schiid-
lich, Das Bauhaus und die Tradition der Zusammenar-
beit zwischen deutschen und sowjetischen Architekten,
in: Architektur der DDR, vol. 25 (1976), no. 12, pp.
716-721.
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an important polemical advocate of international Mod-
ernism. Together with Mart Stam and El Lissitsky (and
Emil Roth) he founded the magazine ABC Contributions
to Building, which was one of the bridges between the
Soviet constructivists and the functionalists of the West.
Hannes Meyer (1889-1954), who was dismissed as the
director of the Bauhaus in Dessau in 1930 for political
reasons, also went to Moscow with a group of Bauhaus
students and employees.'? Stalin called on the productive
industrial architect Albert Kahn (1869-1942) from the
American motor city of Detroit in order to benefit from
his experience and success as a pioneer of modern fac-
tory architecture in the drastic modernisation of industrial
buildings and engineer training (1930-32).20

Architectural monuments of Socialist Realism? 2!

5. The multi-level competition for the Soviet Palace
which was mentioned above represented a final and
obvious departure from Traditionalism and a break-
through for the Stalinist doctrine of Socialist Realism
in architectural policy. The design for a gigantic tower
and monument building which was confirmed in 1934
(Gelfrejch, Vladimir Georgievich lofan et al.) was not
actually built, nor were the subsequent projects for a

19 Cf. Christian Borngrdiber, Auslindische Architekten
in der UdSSR: Bruno Taut, die Brigaden Ernst May,
Hannes Meyer und Hans Schmidt, in: Wem gehért die
Welt? Kunst und Gesellschaft in der Weimarer Republik,
(exhibition catalogue) Berlin 1977, pp. 109—137.

20 Cf. Dmitrij Khmelnickii, The struggle for Soviet archi-
tecture. Foreign architects in the USSR during the
Stalin era — Der Kampf um die sowjetische Architektur.
Ausléndische Architekten in der UdSSR der Stalin-Ara,
in: Ost-Europa, vol. 55, no. 9. September 2005, pp.
91-105.

21 Cf. Anatole Kopp, Architecture de la période stalinienne,
Grenoble 1978, Boris Groys, Gesamtkunstwerk Stalin.
Die gespaltene Kultur in der Sowjetunion, Miinchen/
Wien 1988, Peter Noever, Tyrannei des Schonen.
Architektur der Stalin-Zeit, Miinchen 1995; Harald
Bodenschatz/Christiane Post (eds.), Stddtebau im Schat-
ten Stalins. Die internationale Suche nach der sozialis-
tischen Stadt in der Sowjetunion 1929—1935, with the
cooperation of Uwe Altrock, Susanne Karn, Steffen Ott,
Benjamin Braun, Heike Hoffmann und Franziska Trdger
(Schriften des Schinkel-Zentrums fiir Architektur, Stadt-
forschung und Denkmalpflege der Technischen Univer-
sitdt Berlin, vol. 1), Berlin 2003

22 Cf. Kurt Liebknecht, Mein bewegtes Leben. Aufgeschrie-
ben von Steffi Knop, Berlin 1986.

23 Cf. Gerhard Kosel, Unternehmen Wissenschaft. Die Wie-
derentdeckung einer Idee. Erinnerungen, Berlin 1989.

central line of tower buildings after the Second World
War. Nevertheless, this major project was not without
consequences, as you know. A crown of seven high
tower buildings from the Stalin era form a star-like
ring around the old centre of Moscow. They skillfully
occupy the exposed points in the topography of the
city and create an impressive skyline to announce the
new era. The “Seven Sisters” — as joint successors to
the unbuilt Soviet Palace — are similar to each other in
the distinctive Stalinist “wedding cake style”. And they
were joined by numerous smaller “sisters” all over
Moscow, giving the Soviet capital an unmistakeable
visual character among the world’s metropolitan cities
of the 20t century.

6. Another achievement of Soviet engineers and archi-
tects was no less impressive and received worldwide
acclaim from the 1930s into the 1950s, although it did
not affect the city skyline. The Moscow Metro had a
lasting and unmistakeable effect on the city, but below
ground level. Nowhere else in the world has modern
society set itself and its metropolitan mass transport
system such a magnificent, even extravagant monu-
ment as in Moscow. Where else have the glorification
of work and the progress of science and technology in
the 20™ century been celebrated in such architectural
and sculptural opulence as in the decorative images and
sculptures in the Moscow underground? The Moscow
Metro, which was efficiently planned and dramatically
designed to plans by Alexy Dushkin, Jakov Lichten-
berg, Igor Roshin, D.N. Chechulin, L. Tellizky and
others, is a monument to Modernism and a monument
to work. However, the modern metropolis of Moscow
mainly created the immense splendour of its under-
ground by traditional artistic means. That perhaps part-
ly explains why it is so popular and famous.

Soviet architectural exports?

Some architects and urban planners from Germany sur-
vived the murderous Second World War in Russia, some
even in Soviet prisons. They returned to Germany as pro-
tagonists of the Stalinist architectural doctrine of Socialist
Realism. They embodied the early post-war principles
of the national tradition in the architecture of the GDR,
such as Poelzig’s pupils Kurt Liebknecht?? and Gerhard
Kosel, 23 who were to play a central role in architectural
policies as presidents of the Building Academy.

Some of the German architects and urban planners who
visited the Soviet capital after 1945 became famous and
left their mark on German architectural history, for ex-
ample the delegation from East Germany, or rather the
newly founded “German Democratic Republic” GDR),
who were sent to visit the Building Exhibition and build-
ing sites in Moscow in April/May of 1950 (12 April—
25 May). This Journey to Moscow was a turning point
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Warsaw (Poland), Palace of Culture and Science, the
former Joseph Stalin Palace (Lev Rudnev, 1952-55)
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Shanghai (China), Exhibition Hall, the former
Sino-Soviet Friendship Mansion (1955)

Berlin Strausberger Platz, arch. Hermann Henselmann
(1952—-1955), influenced by Kaluga Gate Square
in Moscow (1939-1950)

which led to the urban design and architectural principles
of the “national tradition” of the GDR.24

The street which was propagated as the “first Socialist
boulevard on German soil”, Stalin-Allee (now Karl-Marx-
Allee) in Berlin, was said to be “national in form, socialist
(or proletarian) in the content” even years after Stalin’s
death (1876-1953).2° The oval open space on Strausberg-
er Platz and the towering gateway buildings (Haus des
Kindes, Haus Berlin) which are marking the start of Sta-
lin-Allee were almost inconceivable without Moscow as a
model — in particular the buildings at Kaluga Gate (Lenin-
sky Prospect 30—57; October Square, Gagarin Square) by
I.I. Fomin, E.A. Leninson and A.J. Arkin (1930-1950).
Equally difficult to imagine were the early designs for
a central government tower building (Richard Paulick,
1951/52; Gerhard Kosel etc. 1957/58), which was to take
the place of Berlin’s demolished “Stadtschloss” and to be
based on reference projects in Moscow such as the Stalin-

24 Cf. Simone Hain, Reise nach Moskau: wie Deutsche
., sozialistisch* bauen lernten, in: Bauwelt 83 (1992),
no.45, pp. 2546-2 558, idem, ,, Reise nach Moskau *.
Dokumente zur Erkldrung von Motiven, Entschei-
dungsstrukturen und Umsetzungskonflikten fiir den
ersten stddtebaulichen Paradigmenwechsel in der DDR
und zum Umfeld des ,, Aufbaugesetzes*“ von 1950,
(REGIO-doc 1/1995, edited by the Institut fiir Regional-
entwicklung und Strukturplanung — IRS), Berlin 1996.

235 Cf. Jorg Haspel, Stadtbaudenkmal Karl-Marx-Allee,
in: Die grofle Magistrale. Perspektiven der stddtebauli-
chen Entwicklung, edited by Wohnungsbaugesellschaft
Friedrichshain, Berlin 1993, pp. 32-35, idem, Zwischen
Erhaltung und Erneuerung: die Karl-Marx-Allee in Ber-
lin, in: ICOMOS Deutsches Nationalkomitee (ed.): Sta-
linistische Architektur unter Denkmalschutz? (ICOMOS
Hefte des Deutschen Nationalkomitees 1X), Miinchen
1996, pp. 17-25; idem, Denkmalpflegerische Aspekte
der Sanierung und Revitalisierung der Karl-Marx-
Allee, in: Helmut Engel/Wolfgang Ribbe (ed.), Karl-
Marx-Allee in Berlin. Die Wandlung der sozialistischen
Magistrale zur Hauptstraf3e des Ostens (Publikationen
der Historischen Kommission zu Berlin) Berlin 1996,
pp. 187-203.
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ist tower buildings and the demolition of the Church of
Christ the Saviour (1883—1931) for a hypertrophic Soviet
Palace (competition 1931, building begun in 1937—42
— alterations 1960 for Moscow swimming baths; modi-
fied reconstruction of the Church of Christ the Saviour
1994-1997).

After 1945 the Moscow model influenced most member
states of the later Warsaw Pact and other associated coun-
tries to which the Soviets wished to export not only their
social revolution, but also their architectural doctrine for
the creation of a new society in traditional architectural
forms. The Palace of Culture and Science — “Joseph Sta-
lin Palace” (Lev Rudniev, 1952-55) in Warsaw, which
is decorated with attic motifs of the Polish Renaissance,
is very similar to the tower buildings of the Stalin era in
Moscow. The same applies to the Sino-Soviet exhibition
pavilion in Shanghai which was built in 1954-55 as the
House of Russian-Chinese Friendship, which would also
have looked perfectly in place in a Moscow Park or ex-
hibition centre.

The major system that spread out below the metropoli-
tan city from the 1930s to become a transport network
with 150 stations was just as inspiring. Several under-
ground stations which were built after the Second World
War in Russia (Leningrad/St. Petersburg, Narvskaya), the
Soviet Republics (Kiev, Zoloti-Vorota) and later in other
major cities in the Soviet hemisphere could easily be seen
as reminiscent of the Moscow Metro. A last weak reflec-
tion can be seen, for example, in the only underground
system in Central Asia, the Tashkent Metro (Mustaqilik
Maidoni station, 1977; Navoiy station, 1984) built by
some of the leading architects and artists from Uzbekistan
and the Socialist style of the Metro in the capital of North

26 Emil Kaufimann, Von Ledoux bis Corbusier, Wien 1933;
¢f. also Emil Kaufmann, Von Ledoux bis Le Corbusier:
Ursprung und Entwicklung der Autonomen Architektur,
Stuttgart 1985.

27 Cf. Revolutionsarchitektur — Boullée, Ledoux, Le-

queu, edited by Gallwitz, Diittmann et al. (exhibition

catalogue) Kunsthalle Baden-Baden 1971, Klaus Jan

Philipp (ed.), Revolutionsarchitektur, Braunschweig and

Wiesbaden 1990; Philippe Madec, Etienne-Louis Boul-

lée, Basel, Boston, Berlin 1989; Michel Gallet, Claude-

Nicolas Ledoux 1736—1806, Stuttgart 1983, Revolu-

tionsarchitektur. Ein Aspekt der europdischen Architek-

tur um 1800, edited by Winfried Nerdinger, Klaus Jan

Philip and Hans-Peter Schwarz, (exhibition catalogue)

Miinchen 1990; Hubertus Adam, Kugel, Prisma und Zy-

linder. Revolutionsarchitektur als Ferment des Architek-

turdiskurses, in: Neue Ziircher Zeitung, Jan. 30th, 1999.

Adolph Max Vogt, Russische und franzdsische Revo-

lutions-Architektur 1789—1917. Zur Einwirkung des

Marxismus und Newtonismus auf die Bauweise, Kéln

1974; (2nd ed. Braunschweig 1990).

28

Korea, (Pyongyang, Yonggwang station) as later succes-
sors to the style.

Revolutionary architecture

The German term “Revolutionsarchitektur” or the con-
cept of “revolutionary architecture” shows a link between
the political upheaval of the French Revolution of 1789
and the anti-Baroque style of early Classicism (Etienne-
Louis Boullée, Claude Nicolas Ledoux, Jean-Jacques Le-
queu in France; Adrain Dmitrijevich Sakharov in Russia;
Friedrich Weinbrenner and Friedrich Gilly in Germany).
In the 1930s Emil Kaufmann, in his book From Ledoux to
Corbusier?® was the first to create a line of tradition from
the early Classicism of the Enlightenment in the 18t cen-
tury to the protagonists of early Modernism in the 20t
century.2’ The Swiss art theorist and journalist Adolf Max
Vogt took up this idea in the middle of the 1970s under
the programmatical title Russian and French Revolution-
ary Architecture 1789—1917. The Effect of Marxism and
Newtonism on Architecture.*® What Boullée and Ledoux
signified for the French revolutionary years around 1789
was reflected by architects and artists such as El Lissitz-
ky, Tatlin and Chernikhov for the Russian revolutionary
years around 1917: their revolutionary designs, and even
more their buildings, anticipated the utopia of a coming
architecture and a future society.

The epoch-making contributions of French revolution-
ary architecture are now represented among the UNESCO
World Heritage sites. The Royal Saltworks of Arc-et-
Senans by Nicolas Ledoux (1736—1806) have even been
listed since 1982 as the French contribution on the World
Heritage List. But the epoch-making contributions to 20th
century world architecture which arose on the soil of the
Soviet Union are still not represented. Not a single build-
ing appears on the World Heritage List to commemorate
the legendary works of the Russian architectural avant
garde which made such a worldwide impression between
the two World Wars. Up to now, Russian revolutionary
architecture is no more than a blind spot on the UNESCO
World Heritage List.

Architectural schools and architectural
associations

Modernism probably had its most famous focal points and
its most productive agencies in the institutionalised archi-
tectural schools and the self-organised architectural as-
sociations. The best-known and most influential network
of this kind was almost certainly found in Holland, Ger-
many and Russia. It included the De Stijl Group founded
in 1917 by Theo van Doesburg and Piet Mondrian in the
Netherlands, with its magazine of the same name (until
1929), which also included the architects Jacobus Johan-
nes Pieter Oud, Gerrit Thomas Rietveld and Jan Wils and,
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from further afield, El Lissitzky from Russia. In 1920,
Mondrian published Le Néo-plasticisme in Paris as a pro-
gramme of abstract-geometrical art and demanded that
only horizontal and vertical lines and the primary col-
ours of red, yellow and blue and the three non-colours of
black, white and grey should be used.

The building style of New Objectivity (“Neue Sach-
lichkeit”, “Neues Bauen”) of the Weimar Republic re-
ceived important stimulus from the neighbouring country
to the west, and the same applied to the Bauhaus which
was founded in 1919 in Weimar (later Dessau, finally Ber-
lin) and headed by Walter Gropius (later Hannes Meyer,
finally Mies van der Rohe). This international network to
promote new architecture also included, as its most im-
portant partner in the east, the architectural school which
was founded in 1920 in Moscow as VKHUTEMAS/
VKHUTEIN (BXYTEMAC, Bricniue Xya0KeCTBEHHO-
texHuueckue mMacrepckue = Higher Art and Techni-
cal Studios; BXYTEWH, Beicmuii xynoxecTBeHHO-
TexHuueckuit nactutyT = Institute).?? Like the Bauhaus,
which the National Socialists dissolved as early as 1933,
the Moscow architectural school only lasted a short time
and was closed in 1930. In the 1920s, both architectural
schools advocated similar aesthetic and educational re-
forms, both acted as motors and advocates of the Mo-
dern Movement and both influenced a new generation of
young architects in the spirit of the avant-garde.

The UNESCO World Heritage List includes testimoni-
als and artistic personalities representing De Stijl and Bau-
haus. The Bauhaus sites in Weimar and Dessau (1914 —
1931) have been protected as part of the World Heritage
for ten years, and they keep alive the worldwide memory
of well-known Bauhaus artists such as Wassily Kandin-
sky. The Rietveld Schroder House in Utrecht (1924) has
been registered since 2000 as an outstanding architec-
tural monument of the De Stijl Group and an important
testimonial to Modernism in the Netherlands between the
wars. A year later the House Tugendhat in Brno (192930,
Czech Republic) was also registered; it was designed by
Mies van der Rohe (1886—1969), the last director of the
Bauhaus in Dessau and Berlin (1930—1933). But anyone
who looks for famous buildings representing the Mos-
cow architectural school VKHUTEMAS-VKHUTEIN on
the World Heritage List will be disappointed. The mas-
ters and pupils of what is now the Architecture Academy
— including famous names such as Konstantin S. Meln-
ikov (1890-1974) , Nikolai A. Ladovsky (1881-1941),
Vladimir F. Krinsky 1890-1971), the brothers Alexan-
der A. (1883-1959), Leonid A. (1880—1933) and Viktor
A. Vesnin (1882-1950) or Ivan I. Leonidov 1902-1959)
— are not found on the World Heritage List today, nor are
the legendary projects which emanated from this art aca-
demy and were so enthusiastically received by contempo-
raries in Europe in the 1920s.

Chances for Russia from a Foreign Point of View?

I have not found any international architectural history of
the 20t century which does not deal with the two main
trends in Soviet architecture — avant-garde and neo-tra-
ditionalism — and recognise their international influence
and importance. The Lexikon der Weltarchitektur founded
by Nikolaus Pevsner, John Fleming and Hugh Honour
says of the Soviet architecture of the 20™ century “that
the most progressive views developed in the 1920s were
accepted in Russia for a short time (EI Lissitzky, Vesnin,
Tatlin, Ladovsky)”.30 And Maria Kiernan, in her multi-
lingual guide to the architecture of the 20t century in
Moscow, even concludes: “Constructivism is the only
architectural style in the history of Soviet architecture
which had a worldwide effect.”3!

The origins of Constructivism and Suprematism in
architecture and urban design were in Russia. After the
Russian Revolution, the concept and movement of Con-
structivism and Suprematism spread from St. Petersburg
and Moscow to central and western Europe, and later
to the whole world. The works of Stalinist architecture,
which were long ridiculed, are today regarded throughout
the world as fine sites. They arose as a reaction to the
avant-garde: as a continuation of Modernism and an op-
posite movement to Modernism. Without the architectural
monuments of the heroic avant-garde, the monuments
of conservative counter-Modernism (or was it an early
Postmodernism?) are inconceivable. Nowhere is this con-
nection more convincing in the visual character of a city
than in Moscow.

Unique buildings and architects of Modernism (early
Modernism, classical Modernism and post-war Moder-
nism) from all over the world, especially Europe, are now
represented on the World Heritage List of UNESCO. This
is an unspoken invitation to Russia (or even an unspoken
demand) to give the best artists and artistic monuments
of the Soviet Union the honour that they deserve in the
eyes of international experts. Russia has a unique he-
ritage of 20th century monuments. They should no longer
be left out of the World Heritage List, and they should be
included in the Russian national Tentative List for nomi-
nation as World Heritage sites.

29 Selim Chan-Magomedov, Vhutemas. Moscou 1920—
1930, Paris 1990.

30 Nikolaus Pevsner, John Fleming, Hugh Honour (eds.),
Lexikon der Weltarchitektur, 2 vols., Reinbek bei Ham-
burg 1976, vol. II, p. 539

31 Maria Kiernan, Moskau. Ein Fiihrer zur Architektur
des 20. Jahrhunderts, Kéln and London 1998, pp. 8-9;
(idem, Moscow. A guide to Soviet and post-Soviet archi-
tecture, 1998).
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Jean-Louis Cohen

Listing Le Corbusier as UNESCO World Heritage

During a sixty-year-long career, which started in 1907 in
his hometown of La Chaux-de-Fonds, Le Corbusier built
some seventy-five buildings in a dozen countries. Many
of these structures are well preserved and protected, an
increasing number is restored, a certain number are in a
danger, and the condition of a small batch is unknown.
However, in the changing context of UNESCO’s policies
for the World Heritage, reaching a new level of interna-
tional visibility was considered necessary by scholars and
Le Corbusier supporters alike. The number of 20t-cen-
tury objects and sites featured on UNESCO’s World Her-
itage List is growing, yet some major documents of Moder-
nism and Modernization are still missing, and this is the
case with Le Corbusier’s work, despite its seminal impor-
tance. Interestingly, in its session held in Suzhou during the
summer of 2004, the World Heritage Committee earmarked
the work of Aalto, Mies van der Rohe, Le Corbusier and
Frank Lloyd Wright as eligible for the List.

Hence the Paris-based Foundation, whose mission is
to protect the architect’s archive and its moral and cul-

Tsentrosoyuz, 1928-37, arch. Le Corbusier, P. Jeanneret, N. Kolli. View from Sakharov Prospect in the 1930

]

!
E |
. -:-.-..

tural legacy took the initiative of organizing a collective
program for the inclusion of a cluster of his work on the
World Heritage List in 2006. The story started, not sur-
prisingly, with an international seminar held in June 2004
in Paris by the Foundation, the French National UNESCO
Commission, the French Ministry of Culture and Commu-
nication and the France-UNESCO Convention for Heri-
tage. Representatives of these organizations and institu-
tions met with experts designated by several countries
concerned, in order to establish a provisional list meant
to start the negotiations with the countries concerned
by the initiative. The discussion confirmed the interest
of developing a transnational approach, leading to the
presentation at the World Heritage Committee of a single
application assembling several buildings, but based on
comparable, if not uniform criteria underlining the issues
of preservation, maintenance, promotion and manage-
ment of the sites.

France appointed Gilles Ragot, art historian and profes-
sor at the Bordeaux school of architecture, and Pierre-An-
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Tsentrosoyuz, 1928—37, arch. Le Corbusier, P. Jeanneret,
N. Kolli. View from Sakharov Prospect on the former
club

Tsentrosoyuz, 2005, 1928-37, arch. Le Corbusier,
P. Jeanneret, N. Kolli. Double-glazed facade in 2005

toine Gatier, architect in chief for historic preservation,
in order to establish a unique analytical grid allowing to
determine the situation and the eligibility of the build-
ings, taken one by one. The buildings initially considered
covered all the types built by Le Corbusier. The list in-
cluded artist studios such as the Ozenfant house in Paris

or the Guiette house in Antwerpen, single-family resi-
dences such as the Jeanneret-Perret house, the Schwob
house or the “Petite villa” in Switzerland, the La Roche,
Savoye, De Mandrot and Jaoul houses in France, the Cur-
rutchet house in Argentina and the Shodhan and Sarabhai
houses in India. Minimal housing such as the Pessac set-
tlement, the Stuttgart houses and the Cabanon at Roque-
brune-Cap-Martin, and collective housing schemes such
as the Clarté building in Geneva, the Salvation Army, the
Porte Molitor building, the students’ dormitories in Paris
and the four French Unités d’habitation were featured, as
well as public buildings like the Tokyo museum, the Mil-
lowners building in Ahmedabad or Harvard University’s
Carpenter Center and religious buildings such as the Ron-
champ chapel and the La Tourrette monastery. Finally,
the initial listing included large urban schemes at Firminy
and at Chandigarh.

If the initial goal was to submit to UNESCO the larg-
est possible number of buildings in the largest possible
number of countries, various institutional or political mo-
tives have tended to limit the proposal. In some case, as
for instance with the sports facilities built by Le Corbusier
in Baghdad in the 1960s, the reasons are easy to under-
stand. In other instances, the internal structuring of the
administrative bodies in charge and the sometimes narrow
definition of the built heritage excluding recent buildings
has led to the provisional exclusion of important struc-
tures. In the case of the French work group, clearly the
most important one in quantitative terms, severe limits
were put to the number of sites proposed, as UNESCO’s
evaluation abilities are not infinite.

Thus, the list finally drawn in early 2006 for submis-
sion to the World Heritage Committee will be only a first
ensemble of buildings, to be extended in the future, as it
is the rule for such groupings. The project has the firm
backing by France’s government, which will include the
entire list in its yearly quota of one cultural site only, not
preventing therefore the other states involved of present-
ing their own applications, often limited to pre-modern
objects.

Moscow’s Tsentrosoyuz, although partially transformed
already during its construction between 1929 and 1936,
is the largest structure built by Le Corbusier before the
Second World War, if we consider that the Brazilian Mi-
nistry of Education and Health in Rio was a collective
work. In order to be included among the buildings sub-
mitted to UNESCO, several key issues should be consi-
dered. The first one is the preservation of the authenti-
city of the architectural elements, which seems to have
been jeopardized, for instance by the recent transforma-
tion in the main spaces. The second issue is of course
the willingness of Russia to include the building, in its
requests, even at no institutional “cost” in respect to other
sites, by joining the initial proponents.
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Jukka Jokilehto

Modern Built Heritage as World Heritage

White City
of Tel Aviv, 1920s

The Convention concerning the Protection of the World
Cultural and Natural Heritage, the so-called “World
Heritage Convention”, was adopted by the General Con-
ference of UNESCO at Nairobi in November 1972. The
Convention resulted from a long process that had its roots
in the international developments since the creation of
UNESCO in 1945. 1t also followed the Convention for
the Protection of Cultural Property in the Event of Armed
Confflict, adopted at The Hague in 1954 as a consequence
of the massive destruction of cultural heritage in the
Second World War. In this 1954 Convention, “cultural
property” included: “movable or immovable property of
great importance to the cultural heritage of every peo-
ple, such as monuments of architecture, art or history,
whether religious or secular; archaeological sites; groups
of buildings which, as a whole, are of historical or artis-
tic interest; works of art; manuscripts, books and other
objects of artistic, historical or archaeological interest; as
well as scientific collections™ etc. In the case of the World
Heritage Convention, nearly 20 years later, the wording
was changed to “cultural heritage”, though still referred
to “monuments, groups of buildings and sites”, but not
including collections, archives or museums as in 1954.
According to the World Heritage Convention, in order
to be eligible to the World Heritage List, “monuments”
and “groups of buildings” are required to have outstand-
ing universal value from the point of view of history, art
or science, and “sites” from the historical, aesthetic, eth-
nological or anthropological point of view. The World
Heritage Convention also refers to natural heritage, which
was joined with cultural heritage as a result of agreements
between UNESCO and the organizers of the United Na-

tions Conference on the Human Environment at Stock-
holm in June 1972. The definitions, particularly of the
cultural heritage, have since been specified in the Ope-
rational Guidelines on the Implementation of the World
Heritage Convention (see 2005 edition), elaborating es-
pecially the definition of “groups of buildings” to include:
historic towns, and of the “sites” to include: cultural land-
scapes and cultural routes.

The definition of “outstanding universal value” has
been subject to some debate ever since the adoption of
the Convention. In the 2005 edition of the Operational
Guidelines this is now referred to as being: ‘exceptional’,
exceeding ‘national boundaries’, and being of ‘common
importance for all humanity’. It is obvious that the notion
of “outstanding universal value” is a modern concept, and
the justification needs to be in some way “constructed”. In
this regard, it may be helpful to refer to the definition pro-
vided in the report of the World Heritage strategy meeting
in Amsterdam in 1998:

“The requirement of outstanding universal value cha-
racterising cultural and natural heritage should be in-
terpreted as an outstanding response to issues of uni-
versal nature common to or addressed by all human
cultures. In relation to natural heritage, such issues are
seen in bio-geographical diversity, in relation to culture
in human creativity and resulting cultural diversity.”
(v. Droste, et al. 1998, p. 221)

So, this value should be referred to issues or themes that
are of universal nature and common to all humanity, while
the heritage itself is defined as a response characterised
by its creative diversity. This is clearly also indicated in
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the UNESCO Declaration of the cultural diversity where

heritage is again seen as a result of the human creative

process:
“Culture takes diverse forms across time and space.
This diversity is embodied in the uniqueness and plu-
rality of the identities of the groups and societies mak-
ing up humankind.” (art. 1) ... “Creation draws on
the roots of cultural tradition, but flourishes in con-
tact with other cultures. For this reason, heritage in
all its forms must be preserved, enhanced and handed
on to future generations as a record of human experi-
ence and aspirations, so as to foster creativity in all
its diversity and to inspire genuine dialogue among
cultures.” (art. 7)

The Operational Guidelines elaborate on the criteria re-
quired for the definition of the outstanding universal value
of the nominated property. There were initially six criteria
for cultural properties and four for natural. Resulting from
the recommendation of the 1998 expert meeting at Am-
sterdam, the World Heritage Committee decided to join
these criteria, forming a list of ten, published in the 2005
edition of the Operational Guidelines. In essence, the cul-
tural criteria refer to a property as a representation of: (i) a
masterpiece of human creativity, (i7) important exchange
of values (influences), (7ii) a unique or exceptional tes-
timony to a tradition or civilization, (iv) an outstanding
example of a type of building, ensemble or landscape, (v)
an outstanding example of a traditional human settlement
or land-use, (vi) direct or tangible association with tradi-
tions, ideas or beliefs. The criteria from (vii) to (x) refer
to natural heritage. However, it is noted that criterion (vii)
refers to a property of “exceptional natural beauty and
aesthetic importance”, which in fact is also basically a
cultural criterion though referred to natural phenomena
or areas. The justification of inscription generally only
requires that the property satisfies one of these criteria.
However, the nominated cultural property also needs to
respond to the requirement of authenticity and integrity,
as well as having appropriate management system and
plans.

These criteria must apply to all kinds of cultural
heritage, including the Palaeolithic archaeological sites,
the monuments of Antiquity, the medieval historic towns,
as well as to monuments, groups of buildings or sites
representing our recent heritage. It can be noted, how-
ever, that certain regions and certain types of buildings
or ensembles are more easily justifiable to consider for
inscription on the World Heritage List because they rep-
resent a type of heritage that has long been recognized for
values, as well as being well protected and managed. In
fact, most cultural properties so far inscribed on the World
Heritage List represent European history of architecture,
and especially the Classical Antiquity, the Middle Ages
and the Renaissance. There are relatively fewer properties
inscribed from other world regions, and especially prop-
erties that represent the 19" and 20™ centuries.

What is intended by “modern heritage” can of course be
flexible. There are various international initiatives to pro-
mote the conservation of certain types of heritage. Impor-
tant amongst these is DoCoMoMo (International Working
Party for Documentation and Conservation of buildings,
sites and neighbourhoods of the Modern Movement). An
initiative has been launched in the Asian countries, result-
ing in “modern Asian Architecture Network” (mAAN),
which has emphasised the particular character of the de-
velopment of the Modern Movement in the Asian region.
In recent years, [COMOS has given birth to various ini-
tiatives, including the International Scientific Committee
on 20™-Century Heritage. At the same time, consider-
ing that the modern built heritage can have a variety of
different forms, it is obvious that many other ICOMOS
initiatives may well be relevant, such as those related to
historic towns and villages (CIVVIH), historic structures
(ISCARSAH) or the recent Committee on Theory and
Philosophy of Conservation and Restoration (THEORY).
These committees are obviously an indication of the in-
terest of professionals to define modern structures as heri-
tage and to encourage national legislators and relevant
authorities to provide the necessary protection.

The built heritage representing the 20™ century, so far
inscribed on the World Heritage List, ranges from sin-
gle properties, such as the Rietveld-Schroder House in
Utrecht, “Bauhaus and its sites in Weimar and Dessau” by
Walter Gropius, and “Luis Barragdn House and Studio”
in Mexico City, to larger areas, such as Brasilia in Brazil,
“The White City of Tel Aviv”, the University Campus
in Caracas. There is also the cemetery of “Skogskyrko-
girden” in Stockholm representing a landscape garden,
and there are technical monuments, such as Volklingen
Ironworks in Germany and the hydraulic boat lifts on the
Canal du Centre in Belgium.

The Bauhaus buildings (inscribed in 1996) were justi-
fied on the basis of criteria (ii), (iv) and (vi), referring to
the foundation of the International Modern Movement
and the seminal influence of these particular buildings
on this movement. The Rietveld-Schroder House (in-
scribed in 2000) was justified on the basis of criteria (7)
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and (7i) referring to it as an icon of the Modern Move-
ment in architecture and as an outstanding expression of
human creative genius in its purity of ideas and concepts
as developed by the De Stijl movement. In fact, having
been built in 1924, this building anticipated the Bauhaus,
which dates three years later. ICOMOS had proposed cri-
terion (vi) for the Rietveld-Schroder House, considering
that its significance was particularly as an icon and as an
idea, though also as a significant work of art. However,
the World Heritage Committee decided not to accept this
criterion, which is often subject to debate and should nor-
mally be accompanied by other criteria.

The 2004 inscription of Luis Barragan’s House and Stu-
dio, on the basis of criteria (i) and (ii), was proposed by
the Mexican authorities due to the importance of its archi-
tect in the innovative interpretation of the Modern Move-
ment, integrating traditional, philosophical and artistic
currents into a new synthesis within the regional context
of Latin America. His work has also had great importance
internationally, but unfortunately many of Barragan’s
landscape projects have since been altered and have thus
lost the original integrity of their design.

The White City of Tel Aviv was inscribed in 2003 on
the basis of criteria (7i) and (iv). It was built mainly in the
1930s, when many Jewish architects emigrated from Nazi
Germany to the promised land in the Palestine Territories.
They brought with them the ideas and the European expe-
rience of the Modern Movement, adapting them to the par-
ticular cultural and geographic context of the Near East.

The city of Brasilia, the new capital of Brazil, was cre-
ated in the centre of the country in 1956. This project
in its way represents the realization of a modern utopia,
based on an overall traffic scheme, designed by Luico
Costa. The public buildings were designed by architect
Oscar Niemeyer as real works of art, which together form
the focal point of the Capitol area of the city. The city
was inscribed in 1987 on the basis of criteria (7) and (iv).
It should be noted, however, that utopias are difficult to
build in reality. Also here, there are enormous problems
of maintenance, as well as of habitability and even of
traffic, considering that the city was never designed for
a pedestrian.

The Ciudad Universitaria de Caracas was built to the
design of the architect Carlos Raul Villanueva during the
time when many countries were struggling with the Se-
cond World War, between 1940 and 1960. It thus became
another regional implementation of the ideas of the Mo-
dern Movement in a larger area, this time in Latin Ame-
rica. The campus was inscribed on the World Heritage
List in 2000 on the basis of criteria (i) and (iv). The over-
all design of the university was in the hands of a single
architect, which gave it particular coherence. At the same
time, the university was able to benefit from the contribu-
tion of numerous distinguished artists, thus integrating
the design with first-class works of art, such as A. Calder,
F. Léger, J. Arp, and V. Vasarely.

The Stockholm cemetery, Skogskyrkogarden, was cre-
ated in 1917-1920 by the Swedish architects Asplund
and Lewerentz. The design brings together vegetation and
architectural elements, taking advantage of irregularities
in the site. As a result, the young designers were able to
create a landscape that has had great influence in many
countries. It was inscribed in 1994 on the basis of criteria
(ii) and (iv).

An aspect of great importance to the modern world is
certainly related to the development of science and tech-
nology. In fact, there are a few technical monuments on
the World Heritage List. The Volklingen Ironworks were
inscribed in 1994, referring to criteria (i) and (iv). These
ironworks cover some 6 ha, dominating the town of
Volklingen. They are considered the only intact example
in Western Europe and North America of an integrated
ironworks built and equipped in the 19th and 20th cen-
turies. Another example are the Four Lifts on the Canal
du Centre and their Environs, La Louviére and Le Roeulx
in Hainault, Belgium, inscribed in 1998 on criteria (7ii)
and (iv). The site has eight hydraulic boat lifts dating to
the end of the 19 century, and they are still in working
condition.

The above examples have been mainly focused on the
Modern Movement in architecture, which developed par-
ticularly from the 1920s. Nevertheless, what we consider
our modern heritage must not be limited to this period
or this type of architecture. In fact, we should also name
artists such as Antonio Gaudi and Victor Horta, who were
important in developing the ideas of Art Nouveau, which
became an influential movement through the first decades
of the 20" century finding different regional expressions
in various countries. We can also go further back, as well
as explore what different regional expressions can be
found in Africa, Asia, Australia or America. There may
be many reasons why modern heritage is not better repre-
sented. In fact, it is often difficult to fully appreciate and
identify for protection works of the previous generation.
The emphasis on functionality and the fast aging systems
of production and lesser durability may well be part of
the reasons.

Nevertheless, it is worth challenging ourselves to re-
cognize our recent heritage not only for the balance of our
appreciation of different cultures, but also in order to gen-
erate self-esteem and pride in this period of globalization
when higher values tend to be forgotten and ignored. The
World Heritage Centre at UNESCO has taken an active
role in the promotion of consciousness of recent heritage.
There have already been several expert meetings on this
subject, e. g. at Chandigarh in India, of which the contri-
butions have already been published (/dentification and
Documentation of Modern Heritage, 2003). There is still,
however, a long way to go both in understanding what
is our recent heritage, and secondly in providing the ne-
cessary means for its protection and appropriate conser-
vation management.
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Maija Kairamo

The Restoration of Viipuri Library, an International Pilot Project

Historical background

The municipal library of the City of Vyborg (in Finnish
Viipuri) was designed by Alvar Aalto during the period
1927-1935. Construction work began in the middle of
April 1934 and the library was inaugurated on October
13, 1935.

The library is one of the most important works of Aal-
to’s pre-war output and together with the Paimio Sanato-
rium a cornerstone of his international fame. It is consid-
ered to be a masterpiece of the 20t century architectural
heritage, an icon of Modern architecture. The library re-
flects Aalto’s idea of architecture: “Radicalism is required
to avoid superficial cosiness. Instead we have to pin down
the problems whose solution will create the basis for a
more sustainable architecture and values genuinely wor-
thy for the day-to-day well-being of man.” (Aalto 1930)
Viipuri Library looks like a typical Functionalist building,
but its white surfaces and cubist massing conceal within
them the seeds of “new Aalto.” The free form of the un-
dulating wooden ceiling of the Lecture Hall points the
way to his future organic architecture.

Aalto’s architecture was always experimental, and it
was especially so in the case of Viipuri Library: Here he
used flat roofs penetrated by numerous skylights for the
first time. Later this was characteristic of his architectu-
re. Other avant-garde ideas involving heating and venti-
lation, steel columns and window and door frames, the
undulating wooden ceiling of the Lecture Hall and many
other novelties gave forms to the architecture of the li-
brary.

Post-war rebuilding

Karelia, together with the City of Vyborg, was ceded to
the Soviet Union in 1944. The city was badly bombed
during World War II, but the library did not suffer much.
However, the building stood abandoned for ten years, was
left open to the elements and lost its original inner and
outer surfaces, fittings and furniture.

It was rebuilt in 1955—61 to again house the munici-
pal library. The Soviet authorities decided that the build-
ing was to be restored to its former appearance, and the
renovation began in 1955. The city asked the Minister of
Culture in Moscow for copies of the original drawings
and requested that some technical components, such as
the round panes of glass for the skylights and air-condi-
tioning equipment, be ordered from Finland. This was not
possible, and the renovation was carried out on the basis
of old photographs and fragments found in the building.
The architects responsible for the work during the So-

Lecture Hall during the restoration works in 2003

viet period were Petr Moiseejevich Rozenblum, followed
by Alexander Mikhailovich Shver (from 1957 onwards);
both did their best to rebuild the library in those diffi-
cult times. Through his recollections Shver has helped to
document the history of the building.

The proportions and materials used differ from the origi-
nal. The eaves were raised by a height of two layers of
brick. The height of the large bay window of the Lecture
Hall was decreased by 20 cm because glass panes of the
original size were not available in the Soviet Union.

The present restoration project

The present restoration of the library was started in 1991
as a joint project between Russian and Finnish restora-
tion committees and has gained international interest. The
Finnish Committee for the Restoration of Viipuri Library
was founded in 1992. The committee prepares the plans
necessary for the restoration and repairs and, together
with its Russian counterparts, controls and guides the
restoration. It is also responsible for channelling interna-
tional and Finnish contributions to the project.

An international appeal for the repair of the library was
launched in 1992. UIA, ICOMOS and DOCOMOMO,
several associations of architects, architects’ offices,
architectural schools and about one thousand archi-
tects and other specialists signed the appeal. In 1995 the
library was included in the Russian Federation’s list of
Objects of Historical and Cultural Heritage. The 88t
Council Session of UIA recommended that the library
be declared a UNESCO World Heritage Site. The World
Monuments Watch included the Alvar Aalto Library on
its list of 100 Most Endangered Sites for the years 2000—
2003.

The City of Vyborg has financed a scientific docu-
mentation and an architectural and production design
by Spetsproektrestavratsia/St. Petersburg. In 1998 the
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Viipury Library, arch. A. Aalto, 1927-35. View of the
Reading Hall during the restoration works in 2003

Ministry of Culture of the Russian Federation approved
the restoration design, which aims at total refurbishment.
The federal protection guarantees a theoretical and official
framework for the project but in practice it is not neces-
sarily successful. The federal financing causes problems.

The execution of the first sub-projects indicated that the
Russian overall restoration design was insufficient and
had to be adjusted in regard to technical solutions, selec-
tion of materials and defining of architectural details. In
2004 all the parties involved agreed that the Finnish Com-
mittee for the Restoration of Viipuri Library, members of
which once worked in Aalto’s office and have experience
with the restoration of Aalto’s buildings, will be the res-
ponsible planner, designer, supervisor and reporter for
the project.

The Finnish Committee is supported by the Alvar
Aalto Foundation. We have free access to the archives of
original drawings, specifications and photographs from
the1930s, which provide good background information
for this work.

During the years 1998-2001 the Finnish Committee re-
ceived a grant from the Getty Foundation for research on
the cast concrete structures, for restoration design of the
Reading and Lending Hall roofs, for documentation and
measured drawings of the entire building and for a trai-
ning and education program. The Getty grant was an
essential aid for forming a comprehensive restoration pro-
gram for the building. The Russian contractor and the
workers were trained to understand the qualitative de-
mands of this project.

The restoration of Viipuri Library is a critical process
and an interesting pilot project for the restoration and
conservation of Modern architecture. The goal of the
restoration is to regain the architectural values of the
building, whilst meeting the municipal library’s present
needs in terms of function and safety. Management guide-
lines for World Heritage Sites are being taken into ac-
count in the restoration of the building and the criteria of
authenticity are born in mind during the work. Original
fragments such as metal doors and steel frames will be
conserved. Some practical alterations from the 195661

Viipury Library, arch. A. Aalto, 1927-35.
View of the Interior in 2003

Soviet repairs, such as the lobby arrangement, will re-
main.

Execution of the restoration

Since the library cannot be closed and it is not possible
to secure at one time the large total budget for complete
repair and restoration of the building, the restoration will
be a long process consisting of sub-projects of various
sizes, carried out in order of urgency. The total budget for
the restoration is about 6.7 million euros. However, up till
now we have succeeded in collecting about 1 million over
the past 13 years. The restoration could be completed in
six years if one million euros were available per year.

Several emergency repairs were carried out in 1992-94:
the repair of the exterior wall of the basement; the rein-
forcement of concrete constructions in the floor above the
basement; the renewal of some exterior drains; the clean-
ing of interior rainwater pipes.

In 1994-98 the Finnish Ministry of Environment fi-
nanced the restoration of the great glass wall and the res-
toration of the small terrace of the Reading Hall as a pilot
project for restoration of all the roof terraces.

The great glass wall is one of the main architectural
features of the building. It symbolises the metamorphosis
from Aalto’s original classicist competition entry in 1927
to one of the most beautiful examples of the Functionalist
period. The glass wall was repaired as a manifestation for
the start of the restoration project.

The original steel frame was conserved, the corroded
iron fittings and rotten wooden lists from the Soviet pe-
riod were replaced, new brass hinges were produced in
Estonia. The screw joints on the frames had been replaced
by welding already in 1958-61, and this latter method
was again used to join the frames. All the metal parts were
rust protected and painted, and wooden parts were oiled.
Action Viipuri Switzerland and the Finnish Ministry of
the Environment sponsored the repair.

In 1998-1999 the former caretaker’s apartment was re-
stored as a studio for restoration design of the library. The
undulating wooden ceiling of the Lecture Hall is one of
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the most interesting architectural elements of the build-
ing. The original ceiling was probably built on site by
carpenters who were specialised in constructing boats.

The original ceiling was destroyed after the war and
rebuilt in 1958-61 on the basis of old photographs and
profile fragments in the walls. However, the quality of
wood and the detailing is poor.

In 1998 a 10 m? prototype of the undulating wooden
ceiling of the Lecture Hall was installed to celebrate Aal-
to’s centenary year. The prototype was a research object
for investigation of the problems concerning the whole
ceiling. The prototype was made by the carpentry depart-
ment at Heinola Institute of Handicrafts and Applied Arts.
However, the flush joints of the prototype were not able to
sustain the varying humidity and temperature of the inner
climate of the library. In autumn 2000 the original work-
ing models of the ceiling were found. The joints were
tongued and grooved and the intention is to reconstruct
the ceiling following these models.

In 199901 the roof of the Lecture Hall Wing was re-
paired. This was the first major roof repair to be under-
taken.

During the Soviet renovation in 1955-61 the concrete
screed and insulation were removed and replaced with
a new synthetic insulation and bitumen layers, and the
parapet was heightened by two brick courses. These later,
deteriorated bitumen and insulation layers above the ori-
ginal bearing concrete slab have now been removed. The
original inner rainwater pipes were cleaned and new acid-
proof steel drains were installed. The slope of the original
roof slab was improved and waterproof layers and 5cm
of expanded plastic insulation were added, followed by
filter fabric and a frost-proof concrete screed cast. The
original height of the parapet was restored and the eaves
covered with copper sheeting.

The roofs of the Lending and Reading Halls were the
first ones where Aalto used a large number of skylights
as the main source of natural lighting for the interior. This
later became one of the characteristics of his architecture.
Altogether there are 58 skylights on the roofs. The original
skylights, with a single 1,6 cm roughcast glass, were sim-
ple installations which were replaced with plastic domes
in 1958-60. Additional domes were added in 1990.

The renovation of the roofs was carried out with a
method similar to that used for the roof of the Lecture
Hall Wing. The 2001-2004 restoration was also aimed at
reconstructing the original form of the skylights. How-
ever, modern laminated glass was used instead of the
original roughcast glass, and an additional pane of lami-
nated glass was installed in the skylight drums to improve
energy efficiency. To adjust the height of the skylights
plywood ground rings have been added on top of the con-
crete drums.

The renovation of the roofs of the Lending and Read-
ing Halls, the main entrance and the Lending Hall terrace
were financed by the World Monuments Fund® Robert
W. Wilson Challenge to Conserve Our Heritage.

Viipury Library, arch. A. Aalto, 1927-35.
View of the Lecture Hall in 2003

In 2000 the repair of the Children’s Library entrance
roof was completed, with financing by the Russian part-
ner. The heating system of the Lecture Hall Wing was
renewed by the Russian partner.

In 2001 the staircase of the Lending Hall was repaired.
It originally consisted of prefabricated reinforced con-
crete elements installed as cantilevered beams as the brick
wall was being built. The concrete had deteriorated, the
reinforcement bars were rusted and the bearing capacity
was gone. In the restoration, the carbonated concrete was
removed, the reinforcement bars were sandblasted and
corrosion protected, a few new reinforcement rods were
added and new concrete was cast. It was possible to save
one of the stair steps completely, and a few others were
partly saved with only some conservation needed. The
totally rusted original steel handrail of the staircase was
replaced by a new one following the original model. The
staircase restoration was financed by the Foundation for
Swedish Culture in Finland.

The steel entrance doors, with the exception of the main
doors, are originals from 1935, but the handles in brass
and wood have disappeared. The doors were rusty and
deteriorated and almost out of use. However, as originals
they were conserved in as authentic a state as possible.
Only some lower parts of the frame had to be renewed;
some original hinges were preserved and conserved. The
doors were conserved, the locks modernised and the han-
dles reconstructed according to the original drawings, old
photographs and a comparison with similar handles used
in the Paimio Sanatorium. The restoration of the entrance
doors to the Periodicals Room, the doors to the Children’s
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Library and the Lecture Hall bay window was organised
by the Cultural Commission of the Leningrad Oblast dur-
ing the years 2000-2005.

The entrance to the Children’s Library was restored in
2004-2005. The inner and outer walls were rendered and
whitewashed. The steel windows were restored, door re-
pairs completed, and the entrance floors and toilet floors
and walls were covered with ceramic tiles imported from
Finland. The ground level around the entrance was low-
ered to the original height and stone slabs in front of the
entrance were levelled.

On October 13, 2005, the 70" anniversary of the li-
brary, the entrance to the Children’s Library was opened
to symbolise that the library belongs to the future genera-
tions. The repair was financed by Helkama Forste and the
City of Vyborg.

The restoration of the Periodicals Reading Room was
the first large-scale interior project. The aim was to recov-
er the original atmosphere, detailing and materials. The
work started in 2004 and was financed by the Ministry of
Culture of the Russian Federation and the Cultural Com-
mission of the Leningrad Oblast, which also managed
this project. The original intention was to complete the
work by the end of the year 2004. All the parties involved
agreed that the Finnish Committee for the Restoration of
Viipuri Library is the responsible planner, designer and
supervisor of the works.

The walls and ceiling were rendered and painted; the
original steel windows were restored. A new door with
original details and a birch plywood surface was imported
from Finland. The lighting system with chrome-coated
steel parts and round glass lamps was reconstructed and
the floor was covered with rubber carpet from German
Freudenberg.

The restoration of Modern architecture looks simple but
is highly demanding in details. This was evident in the
case of the Periodicals Reading Room. Our demands for
accurate quality of work and contractors methods caused
contradictions and delay. The work was not completed
until the end of 2005.

The main target for this year is to restore the Lecture
Hall. We have succeeded in getting supporters from sev-
eral countries; the Viipuri Library Charity Trust in UK,
Suomen Kone Ltd Oy Helkama, and Kuusakoski Ltd have
joined this campaign. The undulating wooden ceiling and

the parquet floor will be financed with contributions from
Sweden. The City of Vyborg has budgeted 1 million rou-
bles for the Lecture Hall.

An international campaign for Aalto furniture for the
Lecture Hall was organised in cooperation with ARTEK
and Furniture Manufacturer Korhonen to celebrate the
70t anniversary of the library and ARTEK as well. This
successful campaign will continue this year as well.

Conclusion

Vyborg is a poor border city far from Moscow, some-
where beyond St. Petersburg. From the perspective of
Finland and other western countries it is an extremely
interesting historical city with medieval origins and mul-
ticultural layers of architectural heritage, including a me-
dieval castle, 16" century housing, a fortress, beautiful
Baroque churches from the 18 century, 19™ and 20t
century housing and the Aalto Library, which is consid-
ered an icon of Modern architecture.

The restoration of the Aalto Library, or rather the pro-
cess of its restoration, represents cultural cooperation
across the borders.

Aalto created a completely new open library system,
where people could wander around in the world of books
and find knowledge and understanding for life. He re-
searched human needs for light, silence and fresh air to
ease reading and concentration. The architecture of the
library symbolises transparency, openness and equality.
The Aalto Library is a manifestation of all the best ideas
of the Modern Movement.

Modern ideas pursued democracy, freedom and jus-
tice. The architects who developed the Modern Move-
ment architecture in both socialist and capitalist countries
wanted to build a better life for the ordinary man. The
contemporary world looks unsafe; there is a nostalgic lon-
ging for past times, for romantic forms and decorations.
This leads to a superficial and commercialized way of
building. More than ever we need radicalism to create
more sustainable architecture for man’s day-to-day well-
being. The best examples of Modern architecture can
show the way and thus deserve to be researched, carefully
preserved and included among mankind’s most valuable
heritage.
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MapuHa XpyctaneBa

CseTnoe Oyayliee: CUMBONMUYECKNIA NOTEHLMAN HOBOW XU3HU AOMA-KOMMYHbI

PeabmmmTanus apXuTEeKTypHOTO HACTISIHSI — 3TO BO3POXK-
JIEHHE TaMSITHUKOB apXUTEKTYPhl, HATIOJHEHUE UX HOBOM
JKU3HBIO KaK B CHMBOJIMUYECKOM, UHTEIJIEKTYaJIbHOM, TaK
U B caMOM OyKBallbHOM, IIpakTH4eckoM cMbicie. CoBpe-
MEHHOE UCIOJIb30BaHUE ONPENEIEHHBIX TPy 30aHUM,
JUIIMBIIMXCS CBOEH M3HAYalbHOU (pyHKIMH W OTOMY
BBIMAJAONINX U3 KYJIBTYPHO-IKOHOMHYECKOTO 000pOTa,
TpeOyeT onpeaeneHHOI TOTOBHOCTH 00IIecTBa — HE TOMb-
KO (PMHAHCOBOM, HO ¥ MOPaJILHOM.

[TaMATHUKHU apXUTEKTYPBl MOTYT pacCMaTpUBaThCA C
Tpé€x no3unmii. [lepBas — uCKycCTBOBEeIUECKAsA, TPAKTY-
Iolasi X Kak Xy/lI0)KEeCTBEHHbIE MPOU3BEIEHUS, COCTAB-
JAIOLME KyIbTypHOE J0ocTosHUE Hauuu. C 3TOH TOUKH
3peHUs, IEHHOCTh TOTO HJIM MHOTO 3JaHUS HE MOXKET
MEHSTBHCA B 3aBUCUMOCTHU OT COXPAHEHUS MJIU CMEHBI
¢ynknun. Ho, B oTiin4me oT nNpousBeeHuil Apyrux Bu-
JIOB UCKYCCTB, CMBICII apXUTEKTYPbl HE UCUEPIIBIBAETCS
e€ XyJ10’)KEeCTBEHHBIMU JOCTONHCTBAMH.

MoxHO, ¢ APYroi CTOPOHBI, OTHOCHTBHCS K apXUTEK-
TYpPHBIM MOCTPOMKAM MparMaTU4ecku, Kak K 00beKTaM
HEJIBIDKUMOCTH — JIOJITOBEYHBIM KOHCTPYKIHSM, 00JIa-
JAIOIINM CBOEH CTOMMOCTBIO, KyOaTypoil U METPakoM,
3aHMMAIOLUM LIEHHOE TOPOJCKOE MPOCTPAHCTBO U IPHU-
TOJAHBIM K YKPBITHIO OT MOTOJHBIX SIBIEHUH. B 3TOM
JIOTHKE KaXKJI0€ COOPYKEHHE — (QU3NICCKHII OPTaHU3M,
MOTYMHEHHBINA 3aKOHAM TPaBUTAIMU U COTPOTHBICHHUS
MaTepuajoB, IOABEPKEHHBIN €CTECTBEHHOMY U3HOCY U
BO3JICHCTBUIO CHJI IPUPOABL. 37aHUE, HE OOUTAaeMOE U He
MOJIEpP’)KUBAaEMOe JIIOIbMH, YMUpaeT. B TakoM cBere He-
WCTIOJIb30BaHUE apXUTEKTYPHBIX MOCTPOEK, JIUIIUBIITUXCS
MEePBOHAYANBHON (PYHKINH, BRITTISIUT HEOOBICHUMO
0ecx03UCTBEHHOCThIO. BUAMMO, €70 B TOM, YTO apXH-
TEKTypa — 3TO HE TOJIBKO UCKYCCTBO CO3/IaHMS (pr3ndec-
KHX 00BEKTOB, HO M CIIOCOO MaTepuaIbHOrO BOILIOIIE-
HUS MIPEACTABICHUI O MUPOYCTPONCTBE, HOPM U HJICAJIOB
oOpasa xu3Hu. bonee Toro, apxurekrypa — 3¢ heKTuB-
HEUIUH HHCTPYMEHT (OpMUPOBaHMS 00pa3a KU3HU B
COOTBETCTBUH C HUJiealaMi BpeMEHHU. DTO 3HAYHT, YTO I10-
Tepst 00bEKTOM (PYHKITUH CBSI3aHA HE TOJBKO C HCYE3HO-
BEHHEM €ro BJIAJIeTblla — OHA CBUAETEIBCTBYET O CMEHE
COLIMOKYJIBTYPHOTI'O CTPOS, ITPU KOTOPOM HEKOTOPBIE THIIbI
3MaHUN yIIeauIeil SMoXu UASONOTHUYECKH MOTYT CTaTh
HE)KeNaTeNbHBI U JJake HeOe30MacHEI.

B naiueit kynerype He HapaboTaH HaBBIK JIETKOTO U 3(-
(heKTHBHOTO BHIOOpPA HOBOW (DYHKIIMH JJIsI OITYyCTEBIIAX
ApPXUTEKTYPHBIX coopyxkeHui. K cuacTpio miu K Hecyac-
THIO, 3HAKOBBIE Y LIEHHOCTHBIE KPUTEPUH ISl HAC BAXK-
Hee, YeM MPAKTUYEeCKUE XO03IHCTBEHHbBIE COOOPaKEHUS.
OTO MpeKpacHO BUAHO Ha IpUMepe LEPKBEH U IBOPSHC-
KHX ycazie0, TOTepSABIINX CBOIO M3HAYAIbHYIO (DYHKIIHIO
BCIICIICTBUE PEBOIONUH. DTH JOOPOTHBIE B KOHCTPYKTHB-

Jlom-Kommyna na T'oconesckom bynweape ¢ Mockse,
1929, apx. M. Bapw, B. Braoumupos, 1. Mununuc,
A. Ilacmepnax, C. Craguna. Axkconomempus uz KHuzu
M. T'unzbypea «orcunuugey Mockea 1934

HOM OTHOIICHHH 3[JaHUS, XY[JO’)KCCTBEHHYIO [IEHHOCTh KO-
TOPBIX HUKTO HE CTaBHJI IO/l COMHEHHE, OBLTH OyKBaJIbHO
OTIYCTOIIIEHBI, TO €CTh BBIBEJICHBI U3 pa3psijia KUBYIIEH
apXUTEKTyphl. Te ke, KOTopble MPOAOIKAIN UCIOIb30-
BaThCsl, OBLIM MPUCTIOCOOIIEHBI MO/ ICUXUATPUYCCKHE
ZIoMa, CKJIaJbl, XJ1e003aBO/Ibl, TITyOOKOBOJHEIC OacCeHHbI
JUISL BOJIOJIA30B — HOBasi (PYHKIIHMSI HACTOIBKO a0CYpAHO
B3aMMOJIEiCTBOBAJIA C YCTOSIBLIMMCS 00pa3oM 31aHMus,
YTO €ro NepBOHAYaIbHOE 3HAUCHUE HEM30CKHO CTHpa-
J0ch. B HalM 1HU HA rpaHU YHUUYTOXXEHHS 32 HEHYKHOC-
TBIO HAXOASITCS THICSYH CEIBCKHUX MOCTPOEK, MOKUHYTHIX
B CBSI3U C JeMOTpapUIeCKIMH U3MEHEHHUSIMH, H COTHU
PaHHUX MHAYCTPHUAJIBHBIX aHCaMOJIeH, uCUepIaBIINX
CBOU TEXHOJIOTHYECKUN pabounii pecypc.

Cxomnas cyap0a MOCTHITIA ¥ MAMSITHUKN aBaHTapIHOI
ATIOXH, BHIOPOMICHHBIC U3 OOIIECTBEHHOTO CO3HAHMUS
JnBax/bl. B mepsolit pa3, Ha nepeiome 30-x ro0B, OHU
ObUTH OOBSBICHBI TBOPYECKON HEyHa4eH — )KU3HECTPOU-
TEJBHBIN Nadoc, 3aI0KCHHBIN B HOBBIX apPXUTEKTYPHBIX
MOJEISX, ObIT HEYyMECTEH BBUIY U3MEHUBILEHCS MO0~
run. Bo BTopoii pa3, mociie KpyuieHus: COBETCKOTO CTpPOs,
OHU BHOBB OKa3aJIUCh Yepecuyp pajuKalIbHbl — Kak
HanboIee SPKUe MPOSBICHUS IPEOAOIEHHBIX COIMAINC-
THUYeCcKuX ujeanoB. CTpeMieHUEe apXUTEKTOPOB PEBO-
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JIFOITMH MICTIONTF30BAaTh CaMbIe HOBEIC, SKCIIEPUMEHTAIb-
HBIE MaTepUalbl, B COYETAHUU C OTCYTCTBUEM JOJKHOM
MaTepUAIBHON M TEXHHUECKON 0a3bl, 4epe3 CeMbJCCAT
JIeT TPUBEJIO UX LIEJIEBPHI B TUIaueBHOE cocTosiHue. OT-
CYTCTBHE «BKYCHOTO0» KJIACCHUYECKOTO IEKOPa U JJAKOHN3M
00pa3HbBIX PEIIeHUH JeiaeT MaMsITHUKHA MOAEpHU3MA
BHEIITHE HE CIIMIITKOM HPUBJIEKATEIFHBIMU C TOYKH 3pe-
HUSI MacCOBOTO BKyca, MOAAEPKAaHHOTO TOPOJICKUMHU
BITACTSIMHU.

Tem He MEeHee, MHOTHE U3 HHX, T€, Ybs IPOTpamMma Bcé
emé OTBEYaeT MOJICIISIM CETOAHSIITHEH KI3HH, IPOIODKa-
0T MCIIOJIB30BAThCS MO MPSIMOMY CBOEMY HAa3HAYCHHIO.
Jlo cux mop akTyalnbHBl MHOTOKBAPTHPHBIC KUJIBIE TOMa
Y Tapaku 7S TPy30BbIX MalluH; GpabpuKu-KyXHH TPO-
JIOJDKAIOT paboTaTh KaK MPEANPHSITHS 00IIEeCTBEHHOTO
MUTAHUS C HE3HAUYNTEIbHBIM U3MEHEHUEM TEXHOJIOTHii;
paboune KiyObl O3 yCHIIHIA IPEeBpaICHbl B COBPEMCH-
HbIe KyJIbTypHbIE LeHTphl. JInip Hanbonee yronuyec-
KHE TUIIBI TOCTPOCK, CBSI3aHHBIC C HICSIMH MIEPECO3TaHuUs
JKU3HU CHJIAMU apXUTEKTYpbl, BEIOPOIIEHBI 32 MpeIeibl
pBIHKA HEIBIKUMOCTH U OOIIECTBEHHOTO MPH3HAHUS, B
TO K€ BpeMs OCTaBasCh BEPUIMHAMU XYI0KECTBEHHBIX
Jep3aHuii ¥ 0e3yCIIOBHBIMHU ITaMSITHUKAMH UCTOPHH.

Peub MAET O MOTHOIEGHHBIX TOMaX-KOMMYHaX, BbI-
CTPOCHHBIX B COOTBETCTBHH C COIMAILHON MPOTPaMMOi
BOCTIMTAHHUS HOBOTO 4elioBeKa. [ paHAno3HbIC 371aHKs, BO
BCEM MEpe PU3HAHHBIC KaK MIEICBPHI ApXUTEKTYPEI, yC-
TpalaloNIMMU PyHHAMHU CTOAT B TOPO/IAX, HE JKEJAIOLINX
BKJIAIBIBATh B HUX HU KOTeHKH jeHer. OCHOBHAS MPUIH-
Ha — B 0€3yCIOBHOM HEMPUEMIIEMOCTH UX MPOTPAMMBbI
IUTSL CO3HAHUSI COBPEMEHHOTO YeJIOBEeKa, JUIIAIONICH U
CIIOCOOHOCTH, M JKeJIaHUs K MOMCKY HOBBIX QyHKIMHA. Ha
HAaIll B3IV, OTH (DYHKIIUH OYKBAJIBHO JIeKaT HA TIOBEPX-
HOCTH, CTOUT JIMIIb OTPEIIUTHCS OT TATOCTHBIX BOCITOMH-
Haauil. [IpeBpamienrne HeraTUBHOM YEPTHI ITHX 37aHUN
— MX MCTOPUH, B CUMBOJI 3CTETUYECKON YHUKAJIBLHOCTH,
CIOCOOHO B OYKBAJIFHOM CMBICIIC BEPHYTD MX K JKHU3HH.

«CBeTspIM OyayHIMM» TOMOB-KOMMYH MOIvIa OBl CTaTh
aJanTanus UX apXUTEKTYPHOH CXeMbI K COBPEMEHHBIM
HYXXJIaM — MPeBpallleHHe UX B JAU3AWH-OTEIN SKOHOM-
Kiacca. TpaIuIMOHHBIN HA0OP W PACIIONIOKEHHE TTIOMe-
IICHUH B IOMax-KOMMYHAaX B 3HAYUTEIbHON CTEIIEHH CO-
OTBETCTBYET IapaMeTpaM COBPEMEHHBIX SKOHOMHYHBIX
TOCTHUHUIL: MOJIOJICKHBIX XOCTEJIOB, TAHCHOHOB U apT-
oteneil. OpUrHHAIBHBIE APXUTEKTYPHO-TUIAHHPOBOYHEIC
peteHus moctpoek 20-X rofioB B COYETAHUU C MPOSBICH-
HBIM 1Ta()0COM MOCTPOEHHSI HOBOTO MHpA, U3 HACIEACT-
BEHHOTO KOIIMapa MpeBpailéHHOTO B UCTOPUUECKYIO
9K30THKY, TIO3BOJIUT CO3JaTh SIPKUH U TPUBIICKATCIEHBII
00pa3 HOBBIX rocTuHHMI. HesaHaTas HUIIA JOCTYITHOTO
10 TICHE ¥ KaYCCTBEHHOTO TOCTHHUYHOTO pa3MeIIeHHs,
OTBEYAIOUIEr0 eBPONEHCKUM cTaHAapTaM kKoMdopTa u
CepBHCa, MOKET OBITH C YCIEXOM 3aI0IHEHA CETHIO -
3aiiH-orenel «/Jom-Kommynay.

KpoMme roCTHHHYIHBIX HOMEPOB U alapTaMeHTOB JUIH-
TEJIBHOTO MPOXKKUBaHUS, «JoMa-KoMMyHBD» MOTYT BKITIO-
4aTh B €01 MHOTO(MYHKITHOHAIBHBIC KyITETYpHBIC [ICHT-

PBbl, OTKPBITHIE KaK MOCTOSAJIbIAM TOCTHHMIL, TaK U BCEM
JKEaIoIUM ropoxanam. lcnonp3oBanue cTUINCTHYEC-
KHX 4epT UCKYCCTBa COBETCKOIO aBaHIap/a B COYETaHUHU C
OYMIICHHON OT HETaTUBHBIX MIITIO3UH «KOMMYHAIbHOW»
MIPOrPaMMOM TIO3BOJIUT IMMO3UIIMOHUPOBATH TIN3AMH-OTEIN
«/lom-KoMMyHay Kak YHUKaJIbHOE NPEATIOKEHNE Ha PhIH-
Ke KyJIETypHOT0, 00pa30BaTEeIHHOTO U EIOBOTO TYypHU3Ma.
BosBpaiiieHne maMsITHUKOB apXUTEKTYphl B COBPEMEHHBII
KyJIBTYpPHBIHA ¥ SKOHOMHYECKUI 000POT CTAaHET BECOMBIM
BKJIQJIOM B Pa3BUTUE POCCHICKUX PETHOHOB.

[lepBbIM II1aroM Ha MyTH K «PEUHKapHALMU» JIOMOB
KOMMYH JOJIKHBI CTaTh HE apXUTEKTYPHbIE MPOEKTHI U
MHBECTULIMOHHBIE TPEAJIOKEHNUS, HO UCCIIE0BaTEIbCKast
U MponaraHaucTckas padora. BrigBieHne MOKUHYTHIX
31aHUN TOMOB-KOMMYH — MaMSATHUKOB apXHUTEKTYPbI
1920-30-x rooB B KpYIHBIX U CpeHUX ropogax Poccun
MTO3BOJIUT CO3/IaTh CBOCOOPA3HYIO «KapTy» OyIayIlIeH ceTH
u3 15-20 gusaitn-oteneil. M3ydeHne MUPOBOTO OIBITA
pecTaBpaIiy ¥ nepenpoQINpoBaHUs MaMITHHKOB ap-
XUTEKTYpbl XX BeKa, B TOM YUCIIE AJIA CO3JaHUs HEHO-
pOTHX OTeJel, U aHaJTN3 OTHOIICHHUS POCCHUICKUX W WHO-
CTpaHHBIX NOTPeOUTENIEH K COBETCKOI PEBOIOIIMOHHOM
CTHJIMCTHKE JIATYT B OCHOBY «MOJIE€TIbHOI» CXEMBI TOCTH-
Hunbl «Jlom-Kommynay. IIpesenranus atoil Moaenu Ha
Pa3HBIX YPOBHSX — OT apXUTEKTYPHO-PECTABPALLUOHHOTO
coo01iecTBa 10 MOTEHIIHATBHBIX HHBECTOPOB U MECTHBIX
aJIMHUHUCTPALUI — 1aCT BO3MOXHOCTb LIAr 3a I1aroM Me-
HSITh OTHOIIEHHUE K ATUM 3/1aHUSM, JOCTOHHBIM CBETIIOTO
Oyymiero.

Jlom-Kommyna na I'oconesckom bynveape ¢ Mockse,
1929, apx. M. bapw, B. Braoumupos, M. Mununuc,
A. Ilacmepuaxk, C. Crasuna. Keapmupa mun «@» 2005
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Boris Pasternak

Burevestnik Factory Club.

Short Notes on the Restoration and Conversion Project
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In 1928 the workers union at the Burevestnik Shoe Fac-
tory came up with the idea of building a workers’ club.
The Moscow City Authority gave permission for land
to be set aside for the new building, and the union com-
missioned Konstantin Melnikov to design it. Among
architects then in quest of new design and engineering
solutions Melnikov was the most active and the boldest.
His designs struck contemporaries for their originality
and architectural expressiveness, innovative engineering
and treatment of functions, and non-standard approach to
building types. In 1927 alone he designed four workers’
clubs: the Rusakov, Frunze, Zuev, and Kauchuk.

Melnikov’s approach to the design of workers’ clubs
was reported extensively in journals of the time, but was
most clearly formulated by Melnikov himself at a later
date: “When I designed club buildings I wasn’t designing
just a building but future happiness, architecture for the
great uplift that would come with the construction of a
new life.” !

The shape, structure, and layout of the Burevestnik Club
are largely predetermined by the configuration of the plot
of land allocated to it. This was described by Melnikov
himself as “narrow with a slanting alley” along the street
front. The club comprises a group of rectangular struc-
tures of different sizes. The three principal structures are
placed along a single transverse axis extending at an angle
to 3rd Rybinskaya ulitsa. The composition is completed
by a small three-storey annex on the eastern side and a
forward-set four-storey tower with a complex five-petal
floor plan. The architectural and sculptural character of
this tower embellishes the space around it and introduces
visual equilibrium into the structure of the club’s compact
main facade.

Burevestnik workers club,
Moscow, 1927-29,

arch. K. Melnikov, after
the restoration in 2003

As in other designs by Melnikov, the brilliant organi-
zation of interior space is highly impressive. Under the
stage on the first floor are a light vestibule and cloakroom.
In addition to its stalls, the auditorium has side stands for
use during sporting competitions. In such cases, the chairs
in the stalls could be removed and the auditorium itself
and adjoining sports hall (designed to be separated from
the former by a sliding partition wall) would become one
space. There was a skylight in the roof above the side
stands. In the foyer on the first floor there were plans for
a swimming pool to be built under the auditorium (just as
at the Rusakov Club). Another group of spaces comprised
the club rooms on the first floor underneath the sports
hall. Access to these was through the foyer or a separate
entrance in the annex on the east side. The tower, a free-
standing structure, was intended to house rooms for club
sessions. The three staircase blocks are all different, their
designs varying in accordance with function. Melnikov
regarded his club as a multi-functional structure and was
one of the first in the history of world architecture to pro-
pose a design with transformable interior spaces.

Construction of the club finished in January 1930 af-
ter enormous complications. Externally, deviations from
the original design were only slight. They were a matter
of larger walls, increased exterior length, and changes
to the positioning of partition walls. This did not affect

I Cited from K. S. Melnikov, The Architecture of My Life
in: Konstantin Stepanovich Melnikov, compiled by
A. A. Strigalev and 1. V. Kokkinaki, Moscow, 1985, p.80.
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Burevestnik workers club, Moscow, 1927-29, arch.
K. Melnikov. Gymnastic Hall before and after
the restoration in 2003

I G T

the building’s appearance as a work of architecture. On
the other hand, Melnikov’s innovative proposals for or-
ganization of the interior space were never carried out in
full. As in other buildings by this architect, the “living”,
i.e. sliding, partitions were not installed due to problems
with finance and lack of the necessary technology and
engineering. The swimming pool likewise remained un-
built, since this part of town had no sewerage and water
systems.

Melnikov specified that the main facade and surfaces of
the side-ends of the stage block should be plastered using
high-quality plaster with careful smoothing of the inter-
mediate layers. The unplastered brickwork of the club’s
courtyard side was supposed to retain its natural red co-
lour and not be painted. On the street-facing facade par-
ticular attention was paid to the impression made by the
combination of the transparent tower and the heavy mass

2 The first floor of the tower accommodated a buffet; the
basement, toilets and a hairdresser’s; the second floor,
classrooms, the third, a reading room; and the fourth, a
library. On the flat roof there was a solarium. 4. Under
Melnikov's original design, each facet of the windows in
the tower was continuous glass without a transom.

of the wall concealing the stage block. The five-petal tow-
er seemed light and transparent since the spaces between
its main pillars were occupied by large windows.

We get an idea of the original interior decoration, struc-
tural design, and equipment from photographs taken in
the 1930s and from individual surviving fragments dis-
covered during the course of investigation of the building.
The second floor of the tower has original decoration in-
tact in the “Stalinist Classical” style2. There are interest-
ing photographs that give an idea both of the way the ceil-
ing in the foyer was painted and of the damage done to the
latter’s interior by the decision not to build the swimming
pool. Visual perception of the foyer is distorted by the fact
that there are twice as many reinforced-concrete columns
as there would have been had the pool been built. These
columns end in pyramidal capitals of various sizes that
support the ceiling. The auditorium and sports halls are
spanned by metal girders to the lower parts of which are
attached suspended ceilings.

Melnikov’s “ordinary”” window frames and doors “with a
primitive cross-section” were probably replaced during the
course of routine maintenance work done on the building.
When you compare photographs taken of the club facade
during the 1930s and 60s, you can’t fail to notice that the
original window transoms in the tower have been replaced
by transoms with smaller pieces of glass. Also from a later
date are glass blocks in place of the window transoms in
the narrow strips of continuous glazing on the western and
eastern facades and in the lower tier of the tower.

Time has shown the Burevestnik club to be a unique
example of a new type of public building. Its architec-
ture and interior layout reflect a new rational approach to
building design and to exploitation of the attainments of
rapidly developing industry at the beginning of the 20th
century. This building is an architectural monument pro-
tected by the Russian Government.

At the end of the 1990s the Burevestnik Club changed
hands. The Burevestnik Factory no longer had any need
for a workers’ club, and the municipal authorities showed
no interest in preserving its cultural function. Initially,
the new owners wanted to hold “ultimate fights” in the
auditorium but subsequently rejected this idea, and the
building was converted for use as a fitness centre under
the name «Tatami Cluby. There are now three sports halls
for oriental single-combat classes, aerobics, and dancing,
as well as a Japanese-style club restaurant, baths, etc. At
nighttime discos are held in the large hall.

Unfortunately, the new owners were unable to fully
appreciate the cultural potential of the “piece of real
estate” they had acquired, and the programme for use of
the building was determined by exclusively short-term
commercial considerations. It has to be admitted that
Moscow’s committee for preservation of historic build-
ings has failed to devise an effective mechanism for en-
couraging priority use of this building, in spite of the fact
that Burevestnik is a cultural monument of regional im-
portance.
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Detailed investigation of the building was carried out,
and its fundamental structures were reinforced. Although
many problems concerning particular parts of the buil-
ding remain unresolved, sufficient historical and research
material was gathered during development of the restora-
tion drawings to enable a start to be made on systematic
scientific restoration. However, at this point the client
decided to make do with restoration of the facades only
(the rest of the building was merely renovated). A firm
of architects was commissioned to draw up plans for
temporary alteration of the interior layout and adaptation
of the building for use as a sports and health club, but
without irreversible changes to the historical layout or
the building’s structural basis. No architectural restorers
were hired for detailed design work or for work on the
building’s interiors.

In spite of financial restrictions, the main restoration
of the facades has been carried out in full. Later add-ons
have been dismantled; window apertures that had been
bricked up have been re-opened; and the original pattern
of windows and doors has been restored. Regrettably, the
lanterns in the auditorium have not been exposed and the
quality of work on the roof also leaves much to be de-
sired.

The main debate during the process of obtaining plan-
ning permission centred on the colour scheme and fin-
ishing materials for the facades. According to old photo-
graphs and Melnikov’s notes on his project, the principal
facade and side-ends of the stage block were plastered,
while the courtyard-side facades were left as brick. Re-
search did not produce a definite answer to the question
of whether the courtyard facades had been painted from
the start. At the client’s request, the restoration project set
out different options for colour schemes, including for
painting the courtyard-side facades. In selecting the finish
and colours actually used in the restoration project, the
Moscow city architectural authorities based their decision
on the character of surrounding buildings.

The Moscow Government awarded the Burevestnik
Club a prize for best restoration project in 2002. Archi-
tects involved in the project regard this not as their per-
sonal achievement, but as long-awaited recognition from
the city authorities of the fact that there are architectural
monuments from the Constructivist era.

Burevestnik workers club, Moscow, 1927-29, arch.
K. Melnikov. Vestibule before the restoration in 2000

Burevestnik workers club, Moscow, 1927-29, arch.
K. Melnikov. Clubroom before the restoration in 2000
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Anekcanap J10XKuH

[lom HayKu U KynbTypbl

— Teatp onepbl u 6aneta B HoBocubupcke:

NPOeKTUPOBaHWe, pecTaBpaLys, PEKOHCTPYKLMA

Hosocubupckuii cocyoapcmeennulil akademuyeckull
meamp onepul u banema, 1933—1947,
apx. A. Ipunbepe, b. [opoees

HoBocubupckuii rocynapcTBeHHbIH akageMUYeCKUl Te-
aTp orepsI 1 6ajeTa — OIHUH U3 TPEX BEAYIINX OTEPHBIX U
OaneTHbIX TeaTpoB Poccuu, B ocaeHIE TOAbI CTaBIINI
3aMETHBIM SIBJICHHEM B POCCHUICKOH KyJIbType Onaromaps
aKTyaJIbHbIM TeaTpalbHBIM MOCTaHOBKaM, HEOJHOKpAT-
HO OTMEYEHHBIM HaIlMOHAJIBbHOW TeaTpajIbHOU MpEeMH-
eil. McTopusi CTpOUTENbCTBA TeaTpa, 31aHHe KOTOPOTro
10 CTPOUTEIEHOMY 00BEMY SIBISICTCSI CAMBIM OOJBITUM
B Poccum u BropeiM B EBpasuu, ciiokHa 1 IpamMaTH4HA.
MojepHUCTCKOE M TEXHOKPATUYHOE B CBOEH OCHOBE, B
MIPoIIeCcCce CTPOUTENHCTBA (ITPEXkKIE BCETO MO MOTUTHYEC-
KHM TIPUYUHAM) OHO MPETEpIeNio Te ke MeTaMop(do3Hl,

KaK¥e TIPOMCXOINIIN U CO BCEH COBETCKOM apXUTEKTYPO
U C COBETCKHM TearpoM. B uTore cTpouTeIbCcTBO 3aTSHY-
nock Ha 14 net. Bpouewm, 3aBepmmBIIascs peKOHCTPYK-
Us JIMJIach JoNblie, U 3aBepimiack happy end iaumb B
[IOCJIeIHUE JBa roja.

Pemenue ctpouts B HoBocubupcke 601b110# Kyib-
TYPHBIH IIEHTP CHOUPCKOro MacmTada mojx Ha3BaHUEM
Jom Hayku u kyneTypsl (JJHuK) 6b110 npunaro netom
1928 rona u emy mpeanIecTBOBAIa aKTUBHAS TUCKYCCHUS
B MECTHOI Ipecce: HYKHO JIM ONIEPHOE UCKYCCTBO IIpoJIe-
Tapuary Win BaxHee mpoiietapckuii mupk? [lo mporpam-
Me B komiuieke J{HuK Bxoaumu: TeaTp BMECTUMOCTBIO
2.100—4.000 genmoBek, OH K€ MECTO pabOThl KPaeBhIX
Che3110B U KOH(epeHIn, HayYHO-UCCIeA0BATEIbCKII
WHCTUTYT, KPaeBOM My3e# Mpou3BOAUTENbHBIX cuil Cu-
Oupu, KapTUHHas ranepes, OnbnuoTeka, paauoLUeHTp, pa-
JTUOCTYIHs, KoHpepeHI-3a1. OObEM 31aHus TOJHKEH ObLT
pocturars 150.000 M. B mepuo, Korna 610 HayaTo
npoexTupoBanue Jloma HayKu U KyJIBTYpbl, COBETCKUIM
TeaTp, Kak M apXUTEKTypa, MepPeKUBa MEePEIOMHBII T1e-
puon. M tTam u Tam Bescs MOUCK HOBOU ¢opMel. [1pu-
HIUIIBI TIOCTPOEHHS HOBOTO Tearpa, ChopMyITupOBaHHbIE
BceBononom Meiiepxomnbiom, peaycMaTpruBaiiu:

1. OObequHEHNE 3PUTEIHHOTO U CIEHUYECKOIO IMPO-
CTPAHCTBA B OJHOM 3aji¢ (OTCYTCTBHE CIEHHYECKOM
KOpOOKH).

2. AKCOHOMETPUYECKOE BOCTIPUSITUE JICUCTBHS (aMpuTe-
arp).

3. OxBar aeicTBUs 3pUTEIIeM C TPEX CTOPOH (IPOCTpaHCT-
BEHHOE pa3BUTHE JICHCTBUS HA CIICHE-CTAIMOHE).

4. BBenieHre B KOMITO3HUITHIO 3aJ1a BCeX 00CITY KHBAIOIITHX
CIIEKTAKJIb DJIEMEHTOB (KaOUHBI aKTEPOB, TEXHUIECKAS
4acTh, aKTEPHI).

5. JocTym Ha CleHy MEXaHM4EeCKOro TpaHCIopTa U Je-
MOHCTpALUN6.

st npoextuposanus JJHuK npurnacuim MockoBCKOro
apxutekTopa Anekcanzupa I'punbepra, unena ACHOBA'!
OH NpHUBIEK K MPOCKTUPOBAHUIO ITIABHOTO XYIOKHHKA
Bonsioro Tearpa Muxauna Kypuiiko u u3BecTHOro Te-
aTpajpHOTO apxurekropa Tpayrora bapara, pazpabo-
TaBIINX OPUTHHAJIBHYIO CHCTEMY cleHorpaduu u Gopm
cuennyeckux aevictsuit TEOMACC, BecbMa CX0XKYIO C
MoJIebI0, pa3paboTanHoi Banerepom I'ponrycom st
«roTtanbpHOro Tearpa» DpsuHa [luckaropa. TEOMACC
cTasa OCHOBOH OpMO0OOpa30BaHUS 3MAHHS.

I Accoyuayus nosvix apxumexmopos, meopueckas
2PYNNUPOBKA ApXUMeKmopo6—payuoHAIUCHO8.
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ApxuTeKTypa cienoBaia TexHooruu. Konpesas dop-
Ma 3aJ1a U apbepa CLIEHbI JUKTOBATIACH Pa3MEIIEHHEM 110/
aM(uTeaTpoM U B CKIIAJE ACKOPAIIA KPYyTOBBIX MOOMITB-
HBIX (DypOK, Ha KOTOpBIE 3apsDKANUCh Aekopanun. Yepes
CIIeHY OBUT BO3MOXKEH ITPOXOJT TPAHCIIOPTa (aBTOMOOMIIEH,
Jomrazied, TAHKOB), €CIH ATO MPEIyCMaTpUBAIOCh Clie-
Horpadwel criektakis. Pa3BUThIe KyiTyapbl CIICHIYECKOM
YaCTU MO3BOJSUIN yOUPATh TyJa MOITHOCTBIO CHAPSIKEH-
HBIE CLEHBI cekTakien. [Ipeanonaranock yHuBepcaib-
HOE HCTIOJIb30BAaHKE 3/[aHUs: KaK Tearpa, Ui IPOBECHUS
MHUTHHTOB, CIOPTHBHBIX COCTSI3aHUH, BOAHBIX TTAHTOMHM,
JUISL 4eTO MapTep MOT MEHATHCS MECTAMH C IPOCHEHUY-
MOM, TpaHC(OPMHUPOBATHECS B apeHy I OIYCKaThCS Ha
TPHU MeTpa, MpeBpalasck B 6acceifn. J{ias KMHOIpOeK-
IIUH Ha C(EPUUECKYIO MOBEPXHOCTH KYIIOIa HHKEHEPOM
MuHepBHHBIM OBUT U300pETEeH CIENMANIbHBIN anmapar.
KoHcTpyKkuus 3maHus mpeaycMaTpiBaia BO3MOKHOCTD
MIPOXOXKACHHS uepe3 3al AEMOHCTPAIUN TPYASIIUXCS BO
BpEMs TIPa3IHUKOB | Mast 1 7 HOSOPSL.

«DTO0 HE MPOCTO TeaTp, a, TOBOPSI COBPEMEHHBIM SI3bI-
KoM, 3T0 (habpuka, pu ToM ocobas padpuka 1o rnepepa-
0OTKE UeJIOBEUECKOTO ChIPbs B SMOI[HOHATIBLHOM 00acTu.
A pa3 3T0 Tak, TO HY>KHO IIOATOTOBUTH BECh KOMILIEKC
JUTS IPUHATHUS 3TOTO MaTepuaia B mepepadoTKy U OTAATh
ero oOpaTHO B BHJIC TOTOBOTO IPOM3BEACHUS. 31€Ch MEI
JIOJDKHBI OAONUTH TaKUM 00pa3oM: MOCTyIaeT 4eIoBe-
YeCcKoe CHIPhE B Ty MAIIHHY, TepepadaThIBacTCS U BBI-
IyCKaeTcsl y’Ke B BUJE NoiydadpukaTa UiIu TOTOBOTO
(habpukara — 310 OyAeT 3aBHCETh OT BHYTPEHHEH WJIU
BHemHer paboTs» (C. MepkysoB, cKyabnTop, paboTas-
muii B komanie [ puaGepra).

YHUKaJIbHA KOHCTPYKIIHS KYIOJa TeaTpa, CIIPOeKTH-
poBanHas bopucoM Marapu 1107 pyKOBOJCTBOM TIPO.
ITerpa [lactepHaka. ['maakuii 6e3pedepHbIil KyIIOJI CBO-
0O/IHO JIeKHUT HA KPYTOBOU paHIOaiKe; Ha MPOTSHKEHUH
30 MeTpOB B HETO Bpe3acTcs ClieHUYecKast kopooka. [lua-
MeTp KyTmoJja okoyio 60 MeTpoB, TONIMHA — 8 CAHTUMET-
POB. DTO OBUT CaMblif KPYIHBIN KyIOJI TOJJOOHOTO THIIA B
MHpE; COOTHOIICHUE TOJNIINHBI KYIIoia K €ro AHaMeTpy
cocranisieT 1/750 (OTHOILIEHUE TONIIUHBI CKOPIIYIIBI KY-
puHOTO sifia k quamerpy 1/250).

15 mas 1931 rona Hapkomnipoc? yTBepau mpoexT
CTpouTenbcTBa Tearpa. K paboraM mpuCTynmiIn JIeTOM
1933 . K Hos16pto 1933 roga ocHOBHBIE 0OBEMBI M KOH-
CTPYKLHNU 31aHus ObLTH BO3BeneHHI. [Ipenmonaranocs,
4yT0 oceHbto 1934 roga JIHuK nmpumer neneratos cbes-
na CoseroB 3anannoit Cubupu. Ho B To Bpems, Kak Ha
CTpOIiKke yJapHBIMU TEMIIAMU BEJIOCh CTPOUTENBCTBO,
BOKPYT TeaTpa BHOBb Pa3bIrpalnuch nebarsl. B cTpane
M3MEHWINCH apXUTEKTYPHbIE BKYCHI.

B derpane 1932 roma Obuti 0OBSIBIICHBI HTOTH BTOPO-
r0 Typa KOHKypca Ha CTpOoUTensCcTBO J[Bopiia CoBETOB B
Mockse (ImporpamMma KOTOporo ObLia OJIM3Ka IMporpamMmme
crpoutenberBa JJHuK), mokupoBaBime apxuTekTopos.
Brpouem, Bckope OHPEKTHBHOE M3MEHEHHUE «CTHIIHCTHU-
YEeCKOM HAIPaBIEHHOCTI» COBETCKOW apXUTEKTYpPhl OBLIO
«BEPHO» BOCTIPHHSATO HOBOCHOMPCKIUMHU aPXUTEKTOPAMH.

IToutu rotoBo€ 3/1aHKME NPUTOBOPUIIN K PEKOHCTPYKLIUU.
Bot nutars! u3 o0cyxnaenus npoekra JJHuK B sHBape
1933 r:

— «... B to Bpems, korna on [[punOepr]| peman 3ToT
MIPOEKT, 3TO OBLIO JOCTATOYHO MOJHO, JOCTATOUHO HO-
BO. ... MBI 37€Ch UMEEM JeJI0 C MOJAHBIM TEYEHHUEM,
KOTOpO€ OBLIIO B TO BpeMsl CBsI3aHO, INIaBHBIM 00pa-
30M, C T€UCHHEM (DPAHITy3CKOH apXUTEKTYpHI B JIHIIC
ee IIaBHOTO MPEJCTaBUTENS — apxuTekTopa KopOro-
3be€ ... Hajo ckaszarb, 4TO 3TH COOpYKEHUs, KOTOPbIE
BBITIOJIHSIIOTCS B TAKOM MPOCTON TPAKTOBKE, MPH IJI0-
X0if 00paboTKe TIOCKOCTEH, OHU OYIyT MPOU3BOAUTH
MIPOCTO CKBEPHOE BIECUATICHUE
(bopuc I'opnees, apxuTekTop).

— «MHe kaxercs, 4yTo OylneT mpaBUIbHO, €CIU MBI OT
MIMEHH apXUTeKTypHol ceximu Komcona® 3asBum, 4to
apXUTEKTypa 3Ta He yIoBieTBopsier ... Celluac Mbl He
VIOBIETBOPEHBI apXUTEKTYPOID»

(Angpeii KpsiukoB, apXUTEKTOD).

— «Kaxnplii 00bEKT CTPOWKH M COIMATUCTHYECKOTO Ha-
CTYTIJICHHSI CITY’KUT MIJITHOHAM Tpyasuxcst. Kaxaprit
00BEKT Hallel CTPONUKHU JTOTKEH SBJISTHCS MMOUIMHHBIM
MPOAYKTOM TBOPUECTBA MPOJIETAPCKON KYIBTYPHI. ..
Teneps, nocne ucropuueckoro pemenus LUK nmaprun
0 TIepesiesiKe KyIbTYPHO-XY/I0KECTBEHHBIX OpTaHU3a-
LUH, apXUTEKTOP, CKYJIBITOP U XyIOKHUK-KUBOIIH-
Ccell JIOJDKHBI padoTaTh BMECTE, ITO-HOBOMY B3SThCS 32
TBOPYECTBO, TIO-HOBOMY pa3peliarb BOMPOCHl CTPOH-
TEIhCTBA U pabOTaTh HaJ OOIIMM KOMILIEKCOM 3TOTO
CTPOUTENBCTBA. ... MBI JIOIKHBI HCIIOJIB30BATh HACIE-
JIM€ TIPOIIIION KYIBTYPBD)

(Muxaun Mouanos, XyI0XKHHK).

Iocne sxeneptus npoekra [ punOepra, MpoBECHHBIX He-
okyaccukamu MBanom JXonroBckuMm u [puropuem [omb-
LIEM U apXUTEKTOPOM—IKIEKTHKOM AsekceeM LllyceBbiMm,
OH OBLIT KaTeropu9IecKu OTBEprHyT U 5 uroHs 1933 1. Ko-
MUTET copelicTBus crpoutensbcTBy JHuK oObsiBUI OT-
KPBITBIH KOHKYpPC Ha «COCTaBIICHHE TIPOeKTa 00pabOTKH
¢acanoB crposierocst B HoBocubupcke tearpa». Mroru
KOHKypCa TaK U He OBLIH MOABEACHBI, IEPBEII CEKPETaph
KpPaeBOro KOMUTETAa KOMMYHHUCTHYECKON nmapTuu Pobept
Diixe yrBepaun npoekT bopuca ['opaeesa u nanpHelee

Hapromnpoc — Hapoonuwlii komuccapuam npoceeuyenus
(HapoOHo20 06PA308AHUS), MUHUCTEPCIEO,
Kypuposasuiee onpocwl Kynomypot 6 Cogemcxom Coroze
8 Mo 8pems.

Komcoo — Komumem cooeticmaus cmpoumenscmay
meampa, opeaHu3ayus, coCmosaeuIas u3
npeocmasumeinel UCNOIHUMENbHOU 81ACTU,
KOMMYHUCTNUYECKOU napmuu, desmeneti KyIomypol u
apxXumeKmopo8, npU38anHas c1eoums u co0elcmseosams
cmpoumenvcmey JJHuK.
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MPOEKTUpOBaHUE Beaoch B Mockae, B Mactepckoil Ly-
ceBa Bukropom bupkenbeprom u Anexcanapom Kyposc-
KHM ¢ pa3paboTkoii pabounx ueprexeid B HoBocubupcke
rpynnoii I'opneesa.

K sToMy BpemMeHH OBLTH MOABEPTHYTHI OOCTPYKITUU
uneu «Tearpamproro OkTs10ps» Meliepxonbaa, u B 1935
roay OBIIO MPHUHITO PEIICHHE OTKAa3aThCS OT CXEMBI
Bapnra u Kypuiko u CTpoUTh TeaTp «OOBIYHOTO THUMAY.
CxeMy pPeKOHCTPYKIIMH (0TKa3 OT apeHbl ¢ 0acceiHOM,
OT CPE/ICTB MEXAHU3ALUHU CLEHBI C YCTPOHCTBOM Ha UX
MecTte Qoiie, yMeHbIICHHEe 00beMa 3pUTEILHOTO 3alia C
YCTPOHCTBOM MOJBECHOTO MOTOJIKA) MPEJIOAKUIT MOCKOB-
ckuit apxurekrtop I. M. JlankmaH.

TexHUYeCKUH MPOEKT PEKOHCTPYKIUU OKOHUYATEIBHO-
TO BapuaHTa OBUI YTBEP)KICH HAayYHO-TeXHIIeCKUM Co-
BeTOM Bcecoro3Horo komuteTa Mo AejiaM UCKYCCTB 26
okTs10ps1 1936 roma. K konimy 1940 roga cTpouTensCTBO
OBbUIO MPAKTUUECKU 3aKOHUEHO, BEJICS MOHTaXX 000py/I0-
BaHus. Ho ¢ HauajoM BOWHBI paObOTHI OBLUTH OCTaHOBIIC-
HBI, 3/JaHHE CTAJIM UCIIOJIb30BaTh B KaueCTBE L[EXOB TS
BOEHHOTO TIPOU3BOICTBA M KaK XPAHIIIHIIE YBaKyHPOBAH-
HBIX My3eHHBIX (poHT0B. OceHbto 1942 1. ObIIO MPUHSTO
pemrenne 1K BKII (6)* o BKTIOYeHNN 371aHUA TeaTpa B
CIIUCOK MEPBOOYEPETHBIX CTpoeKk U 12 mMas 1945 rona B
TeaTpe COCTOsIach mepBast mpeMmbepa. PakTudeckn u3
IIPUHATOTO K nocrpoliike B 1931 r. mpoekra okazajach
peann30BaHHOM JHUITh KOHCTPYKTHBHAS YaCTh. APXUTEK-
Typa (BHEIIHAS U BHYTPEHH) ObljIa TIOTHOCTBIO H3Me-
HeHa. Pacajlbl U HHTEPhEPHI IPETEPIIETH CEPbE3HEUIIYIO
PEKOHCTPYKIIMIO, U CETOAHS CIOKHO YK€ MPEJCTABUTh,
Kakoe BIICYaTIICHHE MOTIIO OBI MPOU3BOAMTE 3IaHHUE, OC-
TaHbCSA OHO KOHCTPYKTHBUCTCKHM.

7 aBrycta 1981 r. Coet MunuctpoB Poccuiickoit dene-
panvy IpUHSIT penienre o mposeneHnu B 1984—-86 romax
KalUTaJILHOTO peMOHTa Tearpa. B 1984 rogy mpoext ObL1
yTBepkJeH B MuHucrepcTBe KyasTypbl.B ntone 1986 ro-
Jla IPUCTYNUIHN K paboTaM. PeKOHCTpYKIIUs mpeBpaTu-
nach B ponroctpoid. K xonity 1990-x rogoB Obun oTpe-
MOHTHPOBAHbI BXOJHOH BECTUOIOIb, OOKOBBIE KPBLIbS,
MaJtblil 3a1 Tearpa. Ha TeIIbHOM (hacaje mosBuiICS Tpe-
JyCMOTpEHHBIH npoektoM 193436 rr., HO He peanuso-
BAHHBIN B TO BpeMs JE€KOPATUBHBIN nopTai. [Ipuctynurs
K IJIAaBHOM YacTU PEKOHCTPYKIUU — PECTaBpalluu U TeX-
HUYECKOMY TIEPEBOOPYKECHHIO CIIEHUIECKOH KOPOOKH U
00JIBIIIOTO 3aJ1a TeaTpa He peranuck. Ilepenom ciryuucs
B 2002 Toy, KOoTyIa MPOEKT OBLT BKITFOYEH B (DeepalibHyIo
nporpammy «Kynbrypa Poccun» u ObUH MOTy4YeHsI Tpa-
BUTEIILCTBECHHBIC TAPAHTHHU BBIACICHUS (PUHAHCOB.

24 anpens 2002 rojga B KOHIIEPTHOM 3alie Tearpa co-
CTOsUIaCh MPE3EHTALUs IPOEKTAa PEKOHCTPYKIIUH, TEX-
HUYECKOTO MEPEBOOPYKEHUS U KaIUTAIBHOTO PEMOHTA

4 IIK BKII(6) — [Jenmpanvuuiii komumem Bcecorosnoii
KOMMYHUCmuyeckol napmuu (00161esuKos).

HI'ATOB. 31 maprta 2003 rona mpoekt ObuT 0100peH Ha
3acejaHuM apXUTEKTYypHOIl cekuun denepanbHOro Ha-
YYHO-METOAMUYECKOT0 coBeTa MUHUCTEPCTBA KYJIBTYpPbI
P®.Tearp noayunn KOMIUIEKCHBIN IPOEKT PEKOHCTPYK-
LIUH, YBA3BIBAIOIIMUI BCE TEXHOJOIMYECKUE U PECTaB-
parnuoHHble acnekTsl. Konnenmus pecraBpanuu Obiiaa
pa3paboTaHa MOCKOBCKMM HHCTHTYTOM «CIIEIIIIPOEKT-
pectaBpanusy». [IpoekT pectaBpanuu BHIIOIHII TOMC-
Knit HHCTUTYT «CHOCTIEIIPOCKTPECTaBpaIH», PyKOBO-
JIUTENb aBTOPCKOro Koyiektusa Iletp 3b10aiino, raBHbIi
apxurtektop npoekta Huna CaenneBa. [ eHIpOEKTHPOB-
IIMKOM U T€HIOJPATUUKOM, Pa3pabOTUNKOM MPOEKTa pe-
KOHCTPYKLUHU U TEXHUYECKOTO NEPEBOOPYKEHUS BBICTY-
muia Acconnanus «Moccu6y, nmeronast 6oIbIION OMBIT
MPOBEACHUS PAa0bOT IO PECTABPAIINH M PEKOHCTPYKITHH
00BEKTOB POCCUHCKUX JUIIOMAaTHYECKUX MUCCHUH 3a
rpa"unei, B ToM yucie B bepnune, bproccene, [lapu-
ke, Bapmase, Cram0Oyne. K pabotam ObUIN pUBIICUEHBI
crneruanuctel U3 Poccnn, Yexun u ['epmanun. [penyc-
MaTpHUBAJIOCh MPOBEACHUE PAOOT MO TEXHUYECKOMY 00-
HOBJICHMIO CLIEHUYECKOTO U 3PUTENILCKOI0 KOMIUIEKCOB
Tearpa, BOCCTAHOBJICHUE BHEIIHETO U BHYTPEHHETO 00JIH-
Ka 3/1aHUs C BOCCO3JIaHUEM YTPAaue€HHbBIX U pecTaBpaLueil
CYIIECTBYIOLINX apXUTEKTYpPHBIX 371eMeHTOB. [Ipu sTom
BBIIIOJIHEHUE AJIEMEHTOB, IIPUCYTCTBOBABILINX B IPOEKTE
1934-36 rr., HO HE UCHOJIHECHHBIX B HATYpe HA MOMEHT
3aBEpILEHUsI CTPOUTENILCTBA, B COOTBETCTBUU C PECTaBpa-
IINOHHBIMU METOAUKAMH HE MIPEAYyCMaTPUBAIOCE.

BoccranoBiieHbl yTpaueHHbIE KOJIOHHBI U Ba3bl B LIEHT-
panpHOM Oapabane. [IpousseneHo ycunenue (pyHaaMeH-
TOB U YKpEIUIEHUEe KOHCTPYKUUH. OTpecTaBpUpOBaHbI C
IPUBJICUCHUEM BEIYIINX MPO(PECCHOHANBHBIX PecTaBpa-
TOPOB JKUBOITUCH TTAOHA, JISTHON JEKOp, CKYNBIITYpa,
JIepeBSIHHBIC TIAHETN U Kpecia, Oonbliias iroctpa. Doiie
OBUTH TaKXKe OTPECTaBPUPOBAHBIL.

W3HauaabHO HE MPOEKTUPOBABIIUIICS KAaK MYy3bIKallb-
HBIH TeaTp, HOBOCHOMPCKUH ONEPHBIH MMeeT KpalHe
HEeOIaronpusTHbIE aKyCTHUECKHE MapaMeTphl U IIOXO0i
(GpOHTABHBINA CIICHHYECKUH CBeT. IS yIydIeHusI 3TUX
KaueCTB B apXUTEKTYpY 3aj1a MAaKCUMAJIbHO JEIUKATHO
BHEJPEHBI HOBBIE IEMEHTHI. TakuX U3MEHEHHUH TpH: B
MEKXbIPYCHOM NIPOCTPAHCTBE TI0 OCH 3aJ1a yCTPOCHBI 3BY-
KO- U CBETOAIIIApaTHAs, HAJI OPKECTPOBON SIMOU MOJIBE-
IIEH aKyCTHUECKHUM KO3BIPEK, Ha Pycax CMOHTHPOBAHBI
CBETOIpOEKIIMOHHbIE Joku. Han Bxomamu 3-ro sipyca
YCTAHOBJIEHBI «yMHBIEY» AUCTAHIIMOHHO YIpaBiseMble
IIPOKEKTOPBL. I10CKOJIBKY OIHOCTBIO UCTIPABUTH aKyCTH-
Ky CTPOMUTEIBHBIMU METOIAaMHU 0Ka3aJI0Ch HEBO3MOXKHO,
JISJIMKAaTHO BHEJIPEHA B apXUTEKTYpY 3ajla CUCTEMA JJIeK-
TPOAKyCTHUYECKOM MOJA3BYUKH C¢ 224 CTallMOHAPHBIMHU U
24 GecrnpoBOIHBIMUA MUKPOMOHHBIME JTHHUSIMH, 00paba-
TBIBAEMBIMH KOMITJIEKCOM U3 22 IU(POBBIX ycUIUTeNeH
1 96-KaHATBLHOTO MHUKIIIEpCKOTO MynbTa. O0opynoBaHa
MOABEMHO-OITyCKHasl (HacTpauBaeMas) OpKeCTpoBas siMa.
CreHoBbIe IOBEPXHOCTH 3aJla, HOAYIIKH KPEeces U IyCTo-
ThI ICPEBSIHHBIX TaHEJIeH HACHIIEHB! 3BYKOMOIIOIA0-
IMME MaTepuanaMu (Bcero okono 1.000 m2).
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Hosocubupckuii cocyoapcmeennulii akademuyeckuli meamp onepuvl u oarema, 1933—1947,
apx. A. Ipunbepea, b. [opoees. [locne pecmaspayuu

KonmuecTBo MecT B 3ajie ObIJIO YMEHBIIIEHO U3 cO00pa-
JKEHUM TPOTUBOMOXKAPHON 0€30MaCHOCTH U YITyUILIECHUS
koMopTa 11 3puteneid. Bnepseie B HoBocuOupcke 3ai
Tearpa 000pyIOBaH MECTaMHU JIJIsl HHBAJIUIOB-KOIISICOUHH-
KOB; TIPX 3TOM, HECMOTPS Ha yCTPOHCTBO IHU(Ta U OB~
E€MHHKOB, apXUTEKTypa 3aja U (oiie He Obljla U3MEHEHa.
[TpomusBenena moaHAs 3aMEHA HHXEHEPHBIX CHCTEM pe-
KOHCTPYUPYEMOIi YaCTH: YHEPTOCHAOKEHH S, BEHTUIIALIUU
MIOMECIICHNH, CHCTEM TIOKapOTYIICHHUS, CHTHATM3alUN U
ABTOMAaTHKH, TEXHOJOTHYECKOTO TEeJIEBUACHUS U Paano-
TPAHCIIAIHH.

Ecnu nipu pabote B 3pUTEIBECKON YaCTH apXUTEKTOPHI
U TEXHOJIOTH CTAPaliCh MAaKCUMAaJIbHO COXPAHUTH HCTO-
pUUecKHii 0OJUK UHTEPbEPOB, CLIEHNYECKask YacTh ObuIa
MOJTHOCTBIO PEKOHCTPYHPOBAHA: 3aMEHEHBI HIKHSIS U
BEPXHSII MEXaHU3aIMs, COQUTHBIC MTOABEMHUKH, TTOXKap-
HBI 3aHaBEC, MEXaHW3UPOBAHBI CKIAABI MATKUX ICKO-
pauuii. Kynyapsl camoii 60110 TeaTpalibHON CLICHBI
CTpaHbI OTCEKAIOTCS TIOTHEMHO-OITYCKHBIMHU 3aHABECAMH.
YHHUKaIbHBIC B POCCHICKOMN MTPAKTUKE pa3pe3HbIe COPUT-
HBIC TOABEMHUKH, 000PYIOBAHHBIC HHTEIICKTyaTbHBIMU
MPOKEKTOPaMH, CO3al0T BOBMOXKHOCTB CJIOKHOTO OCBE-
IIeHHS JIF000TO yuacTka ciieHbl. OCHOBOM CHUCTEMBI yII-
paBICHUS TEaTPaIbHON MEXaHU3AINH SBISIETCS KOMITBEO-
TepHas cucteMa Ethernet, ncronb3yromast Ut epeadn
CHUTHAaJIa ONITUKO-BOJIOKOHHBIH Kabenb. Ha ciene yctpoen
OecIIyMHBINA CKOPOCTHOM M (T 17151 pab0oYNX-MOHTaKHU-

KOB M TPpy30Basi HOXBEMHO-OMyCKHasI TIomaaka. Hiokass
MEXaHM3alus MMO3BOJSET YCTPOUTh MOABbEM-0IyCKaHUE
AKTEPOB WU JEKOpAIHii B TIOOOM MECTE CIICHEI.

Bosbiine TpygHOCTH OBLIM CBA3aHBI C pecTaBpalueit
kynona. [Tpu pekoHcTpykinu nodaeneHo 149 yrpauen-
HBIX TSDKCH, Ha KOTOPBIX MOJBEIINBACTCS IIadoH 3aja.
YeTpoeHo MHOTOCIIONHOE MTOKPBITHE KPOBIIH, YTO TIO3BO-
JIUT UCTIPABUTH OLIMOKHU, TONYIIEHHbIE TP PEMOHTE B
cepeanne 1990-x rr. BHyTpeHHsS TOBEPXHOCTH Kymoja
001M1I0BaHa 00JeTYEeHHBIM IIyMO-TEIIO3aIIUTHBIM Ma-
TEPUAIIOM.

B pe3ynbrare HayuyHOH pecTaBpalii U HHXEHEPHOH pe-
KOHCTPYKIIHH 3aHHE TeaTpa, COXPaHUB HCTOPHIECKHUH 00-
JIUK, TOJTyYUJIO COBPEMEHHBIE CLIECHUYECKUE TEXHOJIOTHH,
TIO3BOJISIIOIIIE CTABHUTH JIIO0BIE criekTakiu. [1o Texnomo-
ruyecKkoMy ocHaieHuto HoBocubupckuii reatp omnepsl U
Oanera ceromus sBisieTcst my4dmmM B Poccun. TIposenen-
Has pecTaBpalus OCYyLIeCTBISIIach CTPOTO MO pecTaBpa-
[IMOHHBIM METONUKAM U SABJISIETCSA CaMOM MaclITaOHOM
pecTaBpalyeil apXuTeKTypHOTo aMsITHHKA COBETCKOTO
neproaa B Poccuu n ogHOM U3 CaMbIX KPYITHBIX PECTaB-
panuii, npennpuHATHIX B Poccun B nmocieanue roasl. 18
HOs10pst 2005 T0/1a HOBBIE YHUKAIBHBIC BO3MOXXHOCTH OblI-
JIY TIPOAEMOHCTPUPOBAHBI FOCYJapCTBEHHON MPUEMHOMN
KOMHUCCHH, a 14 nekadps 2005 roxa ciieHa 0obIIOro 3aja
ObLIa OTKpHITA raia-KOHLEPTOM, Ha KOTOPOM MIPUCYTCTBO-
Ban npe3uaeHT Poccun Briagumup [ytun.
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Anke Zalivako

2000-2006: Monitoring Moscow’s Avant-garde Architecture

The Russian avant-garde of the 1920s to early 1930s
made one of the most important contributions to the in-
ternational Modern Movement as well as to the 20t cen-
tury historical and architectural heritage. Moscow as the
new capital of the young Soviet Union became one centre
of the architectural avant-garde, developing its ideas and
erecting quite a number of public buildings and housing
for the anticipated communist society after the revolution
of 1918. About 250-300 buildings were built in Moscow
between 1925 and 1932. Some of them became outstand-
ing icons for the rational ideas of Russia’s constructivist
architecture.

However, most of them are not in good shape today due
to either no, low or incorrect maintenance, or so-called
“euroremont” — a cheap cover-up refurbishment. Incor-
rect maintenance occurs for example when preserved hi-
storic wooden or metal-framed windows of architectural
monuments are replaced with plastic windows. Further-
more parts of monuments are sometimes demolished or
changed without the permission of the local authorities.
Even setting protected buildings on fire seems to be a so-
lution for getting rid of preservation problems. A monu-
ment can also be damaged by “over”-maintenance under
the local definition of “reconstruction”, which seeks to
make the monument even more authentic than it ever was,
causing it to loose its real authenticity. In the last years
Moscow has been turning into Las Vegas, consisting more
and more of copies of historic buildings which had been
lost, in some cases by fire. This happens to much older
historic monuments too, but I will concentrate on Mos-
cow’s avant-garde monuments of the 1920s.

Today one can state that Russia’s avant-garde buildings
meanwhile traditionally belong to “Heritage at Risk,” as
a result of decades of extreme neglect. What are the rea-
sons for Russia’s difficult attitude towards its built cultural
heritage from the early 20™ century?

“Cauchuk” workers club of the rubber factory,
Pluschikha Street 64, Moscow, arch. K. S. Melnikov,
1927-29, Monument No. 613, local importance.

For example, if plastic windows are installed, humidity
can easily pass through the wall, but no longer through
little gaps in the window frames. This causes fungus if
ventilation is not sufficient.

3 Decree (b) of the Central Committee of the Communist
Party from 23 April 1932 “about the reorganisation

of literary-artistic organisations * — Postanovlenie CK
VKP (b) 23.04. 1932 g. “O perestroike literaturno-
chudozestvennych organizacii” — which forced different
groups of artists into line.

.——]-'—-
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Rusakov workers club, Stromynka Street 6, Moscow,
arch. K. Melnikov, 1927-29, monument of local
importance. Main entrance with plastic doors, 2005

Economic reasons

Especially within the last 15 years after the collapse of
the Soviet Union, and in some cases before this dramatic
incident, avant-garde monuments started to deteriorate,
loosing their function and suffering from a lack of main-
tenance which can be called “destruction without demoli-
tion.” The administrations of the famous workers clubs
could no longer afford those social facilities for their em-
ployees. This was the case with the “Cauchuk” rubber
factory’s club on Pljuschikha Street.!

The houses fell empty and then depended on the fantasy
of their administration. Sometimes space was sublet with
the result that the new users treat their rented space with
no regard to the building’s monument status, carrying
out “euroremont,” which means a cheap refurbishment
with contemporary materials and design. “Euro* refers
to Europe, i.e. trying to achieve European quality and
appearance of construction work. Sometimes it is only
a new coat of paint. Lack of maintenance and damag-
ing preservation work cause loss of authentic fabric and
provoke problems from a building physics point of view.2
Both end in loss of the monument’s authentic and cultural
value.

Defamation

One more reason for neglect is surely still a late conse-
quence of the first repression that started after the state
decree about “the reorganisation of the artist associa-
tions* was published in April 1932.3 It stopped any lib-
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eral discussions and initially allowed public defamation
of constructivist architecture for the first time. It became
popular to criticise architects like Konstantin Melnikov
and Ivan Leonidov for producing purely “formalistic ar-
chitecture**.* The rationalist architecture for the envisaged
Soviet society with its new tasks like workers clubs, com-
munal housing and kitchen-canteens, which had started to
appear in the new capital since the mid-twenties, was then
considered to be ideologically imposed foreign architec-
ture.> And in fact for many people it is still considered so
up to the present day. Because of its simple facades Con-
structivism still remains stigmatized as “non-Russian®
in the taste of most citizens. Apart from its simplicity
and minimalism the new materials and construction me-
thods that were used at that time were criticized. People
in Russia assume that the houses built in the 1920-30s
are of much lower quality than the buildings of the Euro-
pean Modern Movement which were and partly still are
stigmatized for the same reason. Of course there were
extremes within the materials and construction methods
using those materials. Numerous workers settlements that
were built at that time suffered from lack of construc-
tion materials in Russia with its low-level industry after
years of civil war. The builders had to be creative in order
to finish their task.® But the materials invented and used
were the same as in Europe.

As we know today the economic and social condi-
tions, which stimulated invention of new and cheap ma-
terials for the construction market, were quite similar in
those days in the young Soviet Union and for instance
in Germany. In general the icon buildings of both move-
ments — Constructivism and Europe’s Modern Movement
— were built quite analogously mostly as concrete skel-
etons with cinder concrete blocks, fibrolit (heraclith in
Europe) and wood-cement flooring as typical materials.”
The revolution in the construction market that took place
in the 1920s became the foundation of today’s building

-

Narkomfin commune house of the Ministry of Finance on
Novinsky Boulevard 25, Moscow, arch. M. J. Ginzburg,

1. Milinis, 1928-30, monument of local importance.

The new street was constructed in 2004 at a distance of
about 5 m from the house

technology with lots of different construction materials
and methods. The “Narkomfin” commune house® and the
former textile institute with its huge dormitory known as
the “Nikolaev House*® were built like this. Their extreme
concepts for communal living illustrate why most people
and decision-makers still deny constructivist architec-
ture. As built manifestations of the 1930 “utopia for the

4 ¢f. A. Mordvinov, B'em po ¢uzdoi ideologii —
Leonidovscina i ee vred — yearning for foreign ideology
— Leonidovschina and her danger; in: Isskustvo i massy
1930, No. 12, pp. 12-15

S o A. Zalivako: Zur Erhaltung der Bauten der 1920-er
Jahre im Vergleich Bundesrepublik Deutschland — Rus-
sische Foderation (Moscow) unter besonderer Bertick-
sichtigung der baukonstruktiven Voraussetzungen: Prob-
leme, Erfahrungen, Perspektiven. Diss. TU Berlin 2003.

6 cf W. Hegemann, Das Wohnungswesen in den Stidten
und neuen Industrie-Zentren Russlands. In: Wasmuths
Monatshefte fiir Baukunst 1932, No. 16, p. 197: “In
Moskau wurde die Lage besonders schwierig durch
das Wachstum der Bevilkerung und das wachsende
Biirobediirfnis der Regierung. Auch hier konnte das
Wohnungsbauprogramm 1931 nicht erfiillt werden. Von
den 90 in Angriff genommenen Bauten konnten nur 16
fertig gestellt werden. — In Moscow the situation became
extremely difficult because of the increasing population
and the increasing demand of the government for office
space. Even here the building program could not be
fulfilled in 1931. Only 16 out of 90 started projects were
carried out.”

And cf. W. Stein, Versuch “sozialistischer Stdidte .
Verwirklichung der Kollektivgebdude zu teuer- daher
zuriickgestellt, in: Bauwelt 1931, No. 21, pp. 703-705.
Regarding workers’ settlements in the Don area Stein
writes on p.703: “(...) und aus dem Vorjahre sei in
Folge Mangels an Bauholz in das Jahr 1931 iiberge-
gangen “eine grofie Zahl unvollendeter Hduser: ohne
Diicher, Fufbéden, Decken, Tiiren. (...) Ein Teil der
gebauten Hduser blieb ohne Heizanlagen und sanitdre
Einrichtungen. “ — Because of the lack of wood as con-
struction material quite a number of houses remained
unfinished in 1931: without roofs, flooring, ceilings,
doors (...) A couple of houses were left without heating
and sanitary blocks.”

7 ¢f A. Zalivako: Zur Evhaltung der Bauten der 1920-er
Jahre im Vergleich Bundesrepublik Deutschland — Rus-
sische Foderation (Moscow) unter besonderer Beriick-
sichtigung der baukonstruktiven Voraussetzungen Pro-
bleme, Erfahrungen, Perspektiven. Diss. TU Berlin 2003

8 Commune house of the Ministry of Finance “Narkom-
fin* on Novinsky Boulevard 25, Moscow, arch. M. J.
Ginzburg and I. Milinis, 1928-30, Monument No. 604,
local importance.

9 Commune house for textile institute students on Or-
dzhonikidze Street 8-9, Moscow, arch. 1. S. Nikolaev,
1929-30, Monument No. 617, local importance.
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new socialist man of tomorrow* they proved to be too far
away from the real life conditions of their inhabitants.!?
With their sanitary blocks for collective use, mostly locat-
ed at an extreme distance within the building, with their
minimal kitchens or kitchen-canteens they were often re-
jected by their users. In fact it was evident that the Russian
population would understand those concepts as an affront
to their tradition. Obviously the first inhabitants of the
“Narkomfin“ house were recruited from the countryside
as employees for the new Finance Ministry. Even in the
city the kitchen remained a “rudimentary Russian oven”,
traditionally as the gathering place for the family. The
minimized kitchens within the constructivist floor layouts
contradicted the requirements of their users. This is on-
ly one reason why for many people the constructivist
buildings of the 1920s still represent the state imposed
“Novyj byt dissolving the family and creating a new
“socialist* family.!! Today avant-garde architecture is
still associated in people’s minds with a cut-off in history
and traditions that became illegal in those days.

The result of broad criticising over decades of both the
architectural design and construction quality of that period
is a general defamation of the early Soviet Modern Move-
ment which also affects the attitude towards these build-
ings in terms of preservation, in particular the willingness
to accept them as cultural monuments and to treat and

10 Commune houses were developed within the state
research program for housing beginning in 1928. They
were a new type of experimental form of living follow-
ing the sociological research results of the department
for standardisation at the Ministry for Building of the
RSFSR. The research in 1928-29 related to a “scientific
organisation of everyday life.”

I “Novyj byt” means “new life” and refers to implement-
ing the change of education of each person towards
communist ideals within all personal spheres of life.

12 Moskovskij gorodskoi sov et narodnych deputatov,
Ispolnitel 'nyj komitet, Resenie No. 647 ot 23. marta
1987 “O prinjatii pod gosudarstvennuju ochranu zdanij
pamjatnikov archiztektury soveckogo vremeni ‘. — Deci-
sion No. 647 by the deputies of the Moscow city council
from 23 March 1987 “about putting buildings from the
Soviet time under state protection. *

13 “Zavedchoz — Zavedujuscee chozjaistvo* City Housing
Administration.

14 “7hEK — Zilisényj Eksploitocionnyj Kontor*, means
“Housing Olffice.

I3 Federal nyj zakon RF ot ijunja 2002 g. N 73-F3 “Ob
ob ‘ektach kul turnogo nasledija (pamjatnikach istorii i
kul tury) narodov rossiskoi federacii. **

16 Zakon goroda Moskvy “ob ochrane i izpolzovanii
nedvizimych pamjatnikov istorii i kul ‘tury “- Moscow
law for the “protection and use of immoveable his-
toric and cultural monuments* from July 14, 2000,
published in “Delovoi zentr*, Tverskaja 13, No. 41,
11-17.10.2000.

Narkomfin Commune House, Moscow, 192830,
arch. M. Ginzburg, I. Milinis. One of two corridors
giving access to the five upper floors of the apartment
block, 2004

preserve them in the same way that palaces and churches
from the Middle Ages are kept for future generations.
Historically only after Nikita Chruschev initiated a
period of cultural and political relaxation it became less
dangerous to recall the first steps of Soviet architecture.
Initial books were published about Russia’s avant-garde
by Kirill N. Afanas’ev, Varvara E. Chasanova und Selim
0. Chan-Magomedov — signalising the start of theoretical
analysis of this period. In the early 1980s first attempts
were made to rehabilitate the avant-garde. Thanks to
a small number of activists in this field in 1987 it was
possible to include about 30 houses on the Soviet list of
state-protected architectural monuments. In 1989, on the
occasion of Konstantin S. Melnikov’s 100" anniversary,
seven more of his buildings were included. All 37 build-
ings considered to be worth protecting received the same
monument status “of local importance®.'2 This means that
in first instance the City of Moscow is responsible for
their integrity. Before their registration as monuments
their destiny was determined exclusively by the town’s
local house management “Zavedchoz“,!3 or in case of
apartment blocks the “ZhEK.”!* Those administrations
took care of maintenance according to Soviet accommo-
dation norms. This maintenance was limited to an abso-
lute minimum, which preserved most houses most authen-
tically. However from today’s point of view this caused a
conservation problem demanding complex solutions.
The guidelines for dealing with registered monuments
are determined by the Russian legislation for the protec-
tion of monuments and sites. In June 2002 Russia ad-
justed to the new post-Soviet situation with the federal
law “about objects of the cultural heritage (cultural and
historic monuments) of the nations of the Russian Federa-
tion*.!> Before this the City of Moscow had created its
own law about “protection and use of historic and cultur-
al monuments” from 14 July 2000.1¢ In general Russian
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Gostorg Ministry of Trade, Mjasnitzkaya street 47, Moscow, arch. B. M. Velikovsky, A.J. Langman, M. Barsch,
1925-27, monument of local importance. Narkomsem Ministry of agriculture, arch. A. W. Schusev with Bulgakov,
Franzus, Jakovlev, 1929—-33, monument of local importance, in 2005

preservation legislation is sufficient and does not differ
too much for instance from German legislation, despite
the already mentioned categories of “local, regional or
federal importance” of a monument. For instance the
necessary instructions and definitions for establishing a
“preservation zone” around a monument can be found
here.!” But in most cases such protection zones do not ex-
ist, so that the insufficiency of the law seems to be more
a problem of its strict application. In recent years in fact
a lot of under- and aboveground construction work was
done around the Melnikov House, damaging its founda-
tions. Obviously there is no preservation zone around this
icon of modernism.

When such a zone does exist, it might be just the foot-
print of the monument itself, ending outside the external
wall and therefore making no sense at all. That was the
case with the “Narkomfin” house in Moscow, so that a
street was built just three metres from the house in 2003,
increasing damages for the monument from constant
heavy traffic.

Priority of other monuments

Since the middle of the 1990s the Russian capital has
been facing an enormous building boom which is still go-

b -

ing on. As usual construction activity affects the existing
environment with demolition or re-building of houses. The
city’s administration is stimulating construction activities.
In 1999 the vision for Moscow’s future development was
fixed in the “Moscow City Plan*.!8 As a general plan it
is setting the guidelines for adjusting the capital to the
new post-Soviet conditions. Despite decentralization of
industrial enterprises, the creation of sub-centres in or-
der to ease the historic centre, and the optimization of
the traffic flow, the plan defines zones in the city cen-
tre subject to historical reconstruction and zones subject
to conservation. The official announced motto of “re-

17 See the Moscow law for the “protection and use of im-
moveable historic and cultural monuments* from July
14, 2000, Article 25 (Preservation Zones): In order to
guarantee the integrity of an architectural monument
and its aesthetical appearance a special preservation
zone is defined for territories adjacent to the monument's
site. Within this zone certain regulations for usage of the
ground are defined.

18 See Catherine Cooke, Moscow as a global city, in:
Academia Rossica, Rossica. International Review of
Russian Culture. Moscow. The Third Rome. Stalin'’s
Capital — Global City, issue 4, London 2001, p. 50.
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creating Moscow as a historic city” is dominating the
city’s development. Reconstruction of the 17!-century
church of the Kazan Mother of God at the north end of
Red Square started already in 1993 and was finished
in 1994. For the city’s 850" anniversary in 1997 a full
re-creation of the vast 19™-century Cathedral of Christ
the Saviour, which had been razed in 1931 for the Pal-
ace of Soviets, was reopened. Today it is the one and
only building from the 20 century that Russia in-
cluded into its tentative list for the World Heritage. The
“Iver’skije Voroty“, the former gate to Red Square
which was eliminated to give access to the square for
tank parades, has been rebuilt, too. Many smaller church-
es are refurbished or were partly reconstructed within
the last years. All these re-creations prove the priority of
“historic” Moscow, trying to provide people with their
lost history and to make them feel like historic beings.
The anticipated re-creation of Moscow as a historic city
as set down in the 1999 City Plan may place avant-garde
buildings under real pressure insofar as they are located
somewhere in the centre of the city. In fact it is tragic that
the longing for history makes the avant-garde monuments
a fringe group again.

Yearning for the pre-revolutionary past is felt in
Moscow’s contemporary architecture as well. Modern
buildings in Moscow illustrate clearly what the motto
“re-creating Moscow as a historic city” means. Historic
quotations and fagade decorations with towers and bay
windows should recall Moscow as it was in the 18™ cen-
tury — a city of towers and monasteries. They form the so-
called “Moscow style”, required also for official approval
of new projects, anticipating a new — now specifically
Russian — postmodernism. Evidently this is an attempt
to connect to the time before the revolution, ignoring the
Soviet period.

The fact that only two buildings from the early Soviet
time are registered as monuments “of regional impor-
tance” is characteristic for the denial of the avant-garde.
After major input from Moscow’s public in 2005 it was
possible to upgrade the status of the Melnikov House at
least to a “monument of regional importance”. In fact this
building together with Melnikov’s “Rusakov” workers
club and Mosei Ginzburg’s “Narkomfin” building would
have deserved to be included on the World Heritage List
from the very first moment the list was invented. The se-
cond monument of regional importance is Alexy Schu-
sev’s club for the railway workers, built in 1925.1° The
main facade consists of stylized round arches, symbol-
izing hi-storic forms and matching today’s architectural
taste in Russia.

19 House of the railway workers, Komsomol skaya Square
4, Moscow, arch. A. V. Schusev, 1925-26, Monument
No. 550,regional importance.
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Planetary, Sadovaja-Kudrinskaya Street 5, Moscow,
arch. M. O. Barsch, M. I. Sinjavsky, 1927-29,
monument of local importance. In 2004 the cupola was
hydraulically raised six metres to create more space.
The original annexes were removed and re-constructed

T
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Mostorg department store, Krasnaya Presnya 48/2,
Moscow, arch. A. A. Vesnin, 1. A. Vesnin, V. A. Vesnin, 1929,
monument of local importance. View from the square in
2005. The transparent fagcade is now an advertisement
board

Lack of will and knowledge

The fact that cost-intensive restorations and reconstruc-
tions of quite a number of churches were realized whereas
important monuments of Russia’s famous avant-garde
such as the “Narkomfin” house are still left unattended
makes me assume that lack of will is the real reason for
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Bakhmet jevsky-Park bus garage, Obraszova Street 19a,
Moscow; arch. K. S. Melnikov, 192627, monument
of local importance. The roof trusses were illegally
removed in 2002

deterioration here. The will or in this case unwillingness
to keep and preserve a building is crucial for its protection
and further existence. With regard to the “Narkomfin”
house, which is recognized all over the world as the fin-
est, most elegant and important example for the epoch-
making architecture of Russian Constructivism, one can
only assume that the lack of will or at least lack of know-
ledge and information about the monument on the part
of those who are responsible for it is the main reason for
its tragic condition. Lots of interviews I made since 2000
with Moscovites, ordinary people, inhabitants or users of
1920s buildings and various architects showed that most
people do not realize the real age and value of the build-
ings I gave as examples. When I asked about age, most
people dated those buildings — for example the “Tsentro-
sojuz* by Le Corbusier and Nikolai Kolli (built in 1929—
36)20 — at around 1960, probably because the windows
had been changed to glazing with aluminium frames so
typical for late modernism in Eastern Europe. On the
one hand this illustrates their avant-garde value being so
much ahead of their time. But on the other hand it is kind
of tragic that most people still associate buildings of the
early 1920s avant-garde with late Functionalism with its
mass-production, buildings with no composition in design
— the pure technocratic approach of the “Breznev*— era.
This is probably another reason for today’s longing for
decoration in Russia.

In 2000 and in 2005 I systematically visited Moscow’s
avant-garde buildings, trying to understand their current
condition as far as possible. Such a monitoring is obliga-
tory every five years for the authority for the preserva-
tion of monuments by law.?! The overall impression after
132 site visits in 2005 was that the majority of Moscow’s
constructivist heritage is in much worse condition than
in 2000, when I did this for the first time. Indeed most of
the houses are hardly recognizable if you compare their
appearance with historic photos. After extensive analysis
I would dare to divide at least the monuments into four
different groups determined by their current condition:

1. Monuments that still keep their original function
This group includes first of all a number of constructivist
ministries that were built in the 1920s when the capital
moved back to Moscow. There is the Ministry of Trade
“Gostorg”,?? the “Tsentrosojuz” building, now the State
Agency for Statistics, and the Ministry for Agriculture
“Narkomsem”23. These buildings are in relatively good
condition because maintenance was always minimal but
sufficient. The only real loss here from what could be
seen from outside are the historic windows. They were
changed in the 1960s into aluminium framed ones. Al-
so included is the “Zuev” workers club?* that somehow
manages to survive difficult times and is still a meeting
place for cultural events. Of course changes occurred
over the years, but this is probably the only building from
Moscow’s Modern Movement where one can still feel a
little bit the authentic atmosphere of the 1920s.

2. Investment projects/objects

The impact of work being done on avant-garde monu-
ments in Moscow today depends on their adaptation to
current conditions. This includes any activity under the
definition of “prisposoblenie — adaptation”, which means
changing floor layouts and materials to prepare the build-
ing for the new function. Finding a new function is the
first priority, as anywhere in the world. In fact in Moscow
this is the only chance for a building to survive instead of
being demolished. However, any potential investor seems
to be welcome in order to save the unloved heritage of the
early 1920s. In reality this means that the building physi-
cally stays in place, but in many cases it will be re-formed
and will lose its authenticity and monument value. This
is a very sensitive subject. Changing the surfaces and fit-

20 “Tyentrosojuz — later Narkomlegprom* house, Central
Association of the Consume Cooperatives, now State
Agency for Statistics (GosKomStat) Mjasnitzkaya Street
39, Moscow, arch. Le Corbusier, Nikolai D. Kolli,
1929-36, Monument No.623, local importance.

21 See the Moscow law for the “protection and use of im-
moveable historic and cultural monuments * from July
14, 2000, Article 40 (Monitoring), which regulates the
duty of the monument preservation authority to carry
out technical monitoring of all monuments located on
Moscow territory every 5 years in order to establish the
current situation and necessary preservation measures.

22 “Gostorg* Ministry of Trade, Mjasnitzkaya Street 47,
Moscow, arch. B. M. Velikovsky, A.J. Langman, M.
Barsch, 1925-27, Monument No. 624, local importance.

23 “Narkomsem* Ministry of Agriculture, arch. A. W.
Schusev with Bulgakov, Franzus, Jakovlev, 1929-33,
Monument No. 628, local importance

21 “Zuev“ workers’ club, Lesnaya Street 18, Moscow,
arch. 1. A. Golosov, 1927-29, Monument No. 633, local
importance.
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tings like railings, door handles and so on, means that
the atmosphere so typical for the Modern Movement will
disappear on the spot.

What is happening in Moscow is far from the Euro-
pean level of sometimes sophisticated restorations,
as for example at the Bauhaus in Dessau. Such a dif-
ferentiated approach, which takes the short history of the
house into account and carefully judges which stage of us-
age to keep and which to abolish, is a utopia within pres-
ervation efforts in Moscow so far. If an investor agrees
to restore a monument, it is subjected to his investment
plan with all its consequences. Examples of such “invest-
ment“-restorations include Moscow’s planetary??, the
“Mostorg” department store on Krasnaya Presnya Street?®
and the “Bakhmet jevsky” bus garage.?” In case of the ga-
rage “Bakhmet jevsky-Park”, at a certain point the build-
ing was more or less demolished after eight original roof
trusses by V. G. Shukhov were illegally removed.?® Only
public protest stopped this vandalism.

Sometimes a fire occurs before reconstruction of the un-
loved monuments will be carried out. The “Frunse” work-
ers club and the “Pravda” publishing house became such
victims in 2005 and 2006.2° And sometimes construction
work is stopped soon after it has started and a ruin is left
behind. A more positive example of such a “euroremont”
restoration is the “Burevestnik” workers club.3? The
wooden winter glazing was changed to a modern face. The
building was fitted out as a fitness centre named “Tata-
mi”. Lots of gypsum board partitions were erected (rever-
sible?). Nobody would ever assume that this building was
built in 1929. Such refurbishment proves how flexibly the
avant-garde buildings can be used for a new function if

25 Planetary, Sadovaya — Kudrinskaya Street 5, arch. M. J.
Sinjavsky, M. O. Barshtch u. a., 1927-29, Monument No.
647, local importance.

26 “Mostorg” department store, Krasnaya Presnya Street
48/2, Arch. A. A. Vesnin, 1. A. Vesnin, V. A. Vesnin, 1929;
Monument No. 601, local importance.

27 “Bakhmet jevsky-Park" bus garage, Obraszova Street
19a, Moscow; arch. K. S. Melnikov, 192627, Monu-
ment No. 664, local importance

28 ¢f. V. Mazepa, V zascitu rossiskogo konstruktivisma
— Defending Russian Constructivism, in: Stroitel 'stvo.
Arkhitektura. Nedvizhimost', 2002, 2 (7).

29 “Frunse” workers’ club of the “Dorchimzavod” chemi-
cal factory, Berezhkovskaya Naberezhnaya 28, Moscow,
arch. K. S. Melnikov, 1927-29, Monument No. 659,
local importance . “Pravda” — print shop and publishing
house, Pravda Street 25/4, Moscow, arch. P. A. Golosov
and A. V. Kurovsky, 1930-35, Monument No. 627, local
importance.

30 Workers’ club of the leather factory “Burevestnik*, 3rd
Rybinskaya Street 17, Moscow, arch. K. S. Melnikov,
1929-30, Monument No.627, local importance.

Frunse workers club of the “Dorchimzavod”
chemical factory, Berezhkovskaya Naberezhnaya 28;
Moscow, arch. K. S. Melnikov, 192729, monument
of local importance. View in 2005, after a fire it was
reconstructed

Laundry of the Narkomfin-House on Novinsky
boulevard, Moscow; arch. M. J. Ginzburg, 1. Milinis,

1928-30. Facade facing the Gardenring wrapped with
fabric, 2006

Pravda — printshop and publishing house, Pravda street
25/4, Moscow, arch. P.A. Golosov and A. V. Kurovsky,
1930-35, monument of local importance. View from
Pravda street after the fire in february 2006
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Commune house for textile institute students on
Ordzhonikidze street 8—9, Moscow, arch. I. S. Nikolaev,
1929-30, monument of local importance.

View from the roof of the institute in 2005

“Gosplan” — garage of the State commission for
planning, Aviamotornaya street 63, Moscow, arch.

K. S. Melnikov, 1933—36, monument of local importance.
Condition in 2005

they are not registered monuments. However, the result
has nothing in common with preservation of architectural
monuments based on scientific documentation.

The third group consists of monuments that can be la-
belled in this sense as

3. Partly sensitively restored monuments
such as the Melnikov House. Great efforts were made
to do the best, though heavy losses have to be declared.
With the restoration that was carried out between 1983
and 1997 the original surfaces and floors of the Mel-
nikov House are gone forever. It is now more or less
a reconstruction made for museum use, but the au-
thentic fabric and texture is preserved at a very low rate.
At least part of the original floor is kept in Moscow’s
Architectural Museum.3! Anyway the house is entirely
preserved with all its interiors. Under the current condi-
tions this is already a big success for the heritage.

A generally positive example is the facade restoration
of the Traffic Ministry “MPS*.32 The result of this diffi-
cult restoration is that the facade now gives an impression

of entirety, which had been lost for some years through
replacement of historic windows with plastic ones.

4. Ruins of the Avant-garde

This is the most tragic group of monuments because they
might have already crossed the border to death. On the
other hand they are still very authentic. It is a chance that
these buildings are still more or less untouched and there-
fore authentically preserved as witnesses of 20!-century
history. They are of real cultural value.

The most well-known candidates are in the first instance
the “Narkomfin” house and also Melnikov’s “Gosplan”
garage.’? I have no evidence about the situation of the
“Gosplan” garage more than what I saw. The third house
became famous in the world as “Dom Nikolaeva”. Suf-
fering from decades of minimal maintenance, it is now
undergoing a complicated restoration process carried out
by the user and investor, the Moscow State Institute of
Steel and Alloys (MISIS). The concept for utilization was
developed by the Moscow Architecture Institute (Marchl).
In March 2006 the original steel balconies of the dormi-
tory were cut off. The future will show whether it moves to
group no. 3 or 2. In 2006 these buildings gave the impres-
sion that the responsible organizations surrender rather
than take the necessary restoration as a challenge.

Up till now there is not a single example of a restora-
tion based on scientific documentation carried out with a
differentiated view into the short history of these amaz-
ing monuments of the early 20t century. There was no
attempt yet to cope with the international level of preser-
vation of this fragile architecture. Indeed it is very frag-
ile because its appearance and design suffers much more
from minimal changes in its dimensions than any highly
decorated historic facade.

Unfortunately, to this very day only an extremely small
number of such authentic avant-garde buildings still ex-
ists in Moscow. As a building of high significance the
“Narkomfin” house would offer a chance to become such
a precedent for all of Russia. If such a restoration could be
carried out and Moscow could succeed in creating a prece-
dent this would be a huge achievement in order to raise the
level of civilized restorations in the country and to include
at least this most important building of the epoch-making
Russian avant-garde into World Heritage List.

31 Schusev State Museum of Architecture Moscow,
MUAR former GNIMA — Gosudarstvennyj nauchno-
issledovatel skij musei imeni A. A. Schuseva, 119019
Moscow, Vozdvizhenka Street 5.

32 “MPS* Ministry of Traffic (former NKPS), Sadovaya-
Chernogrjasskaya Street 1, Moscow, arch. 1. A. Fomin,
1930-34, Monument No. 625, local importance.

33 “Gosplan” — garage of the State commission for
planning, 1933-36, Aviamotornaya street 63,
Moscow, arch. K. S. Melnikov, Monument No. 658,
local importance.
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Natalia Dushkina

From “Metropolitan” to “Underground”

The Moscow metropolitan is in a class of its own not
merely as a piece of Soviet architecture, but also as a phe-
nomenon in 20™-century world architecture and urban de-
sign. This is becoming increasingly clear with the passing
of time, as the oldest metropolitans in the world — those
of London, Budapest, New York, Chicago, systems that
at the dawn of the metro age were outstanding pieces of
engineering, — have gradually lost their uniqueness and
merged with the infrastructure of the enormous cities in
which they are located. Having lost its technological in-
novativeness and without any programmatic architectural
idea to express, the metro has turned into an ordinary and
unrespectable form of transport — a subway, underground,
or podzemka [the Russian word for ‘underground rail-
way’].

In Moscow, where the metro was built much later,
opening only in 1935, a different situation exists. Based
on the English method of tunnelling, the Moscow metro
was created, in vivid contrast with systems in the West, as
an underground space that would make sense as a work
of art. We may say with absolute certainty that there is
nothing like it in world architecture of the end of the 19t
century to the middle of the 20t century. For the Mos-
cow metropolitan destroyed the Western stereotype of the
transport structure and created a unique functional space
dressed in the forms of ‘high’ architecture and art.

Over the years of its existence, the Moscow metro
passed through all the various stages in the development
of Soviet architecture. It now has 165 stations (50 of
which were built during the launch of the system in the
1930s to 1950s, when the total length of the lines ran to 66
km), and may be considered a monument to a whole era
in the history of the country. In this sense, the metro may
be regarded as the realisation of a universal programme
to transform life in post-Revolutionary Russia. It is not
simply part of Moscow’s transport infrastructure, but the
embodiment of a utopia of a new type of life — a utopia
which was taken to an absurd extreme: ‘palatial’ halls

I It is important to emphasise that the extensive construc-
tion carried out underground saved Moscow from far
more destructive reconstruction on the surface. The
metro has undoubtedly performed a conservational role
with regard to Russian heritage. If the creative power of,
and desire for, transformation had not been channelled
underground, the city would have suffered still greater
destruction.

2 Wording used by Aleksey Dushkin himself. See: Natalija
Duskina, ‘Metropolitana: I’archittetura di Duskin’
Mosca. Abitare, Novembre 2004, N. 444, pp. 168—173.

Electrozavodskaya metrostation in Moscow, 1944,
arch. V. Gelfreikh, I. Rozhin. Current condition

flooded with artificial light, built for the people and pro-
foundly democratic in character, but hidden in the bowels
of the earth, out of sight of those who live on the earth’s
surface. Designed by the leading masters of the age and
decorated with precious materials not usually used in
underground systems, this architectural space contrasted
with living conditions above ground — with the difficult,
messy everyday life of the Soviet citizen. Here was an-
other world: ‘beautiful’, filled with light, heightened by
the contrast between above and below ground.!

By the middle of the 1940s, the most fruitful stage in
building the metro was over. The first stations were full of
the ideological purity and austere logic of Constructivism,
qualities which announced the Moscow metropolitan as a
phenomenon in a class of its own. These stations estab-
lished the bases of the Moscow school of metro construc-
tion and laid down principles for organising ‘windowless’
underground space. Such principles included: exposure
of structural basis; lack of ballast masses and volumes;
unity of structure and décor; and use of light as the prin-
cipal means for creating an architectural image.? Thanks
to these qualities, many stations became world-famous,
taking grand-prix or gold medals at international exhi-
bitions in Paris (1937), New York (1939), and Brussels
(1958). By the middle of the 1950s, Moscow had gained
an underground copy of itself in the form of an integrated
urban ensemble. A second, extensive urban organism had
been created — a ‘metropolia’, a daughter city to Moscow
itself, a formation stamped with many of the latter’s most
recognizable features. The Moscow metro became part of
Russian culture and heritage.

The last two decades have seen a rapid deterioration
in the condition of the entire metro system. The inten-
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Mayakovskaya metrostation in Moscow, 1938,
arch. A. Dushkin, artist A. Deineka. Condition in 2006

sity of traffic and extremely large operational load on the
whole network have had a damaging effect especially
on the earliest lines, which are in a poor technical state
and have suffered losses. The drainage and ventilation
systems, which are of primary importance in all under-

ground spaces, need replacing. Structural elements and
expensive materials used to decorate the stations are in
danger of disintegration due to damp. Another source of
danger is existing projects to reconstruct stations built in
the 1930s—1950s to meet Moscow’s transport needs.

There is still insufficient recognition of the fact that
stations on the Moscow metro need to be restored in ac-
cordance with contemporary world practice for restor-
ing monuments, or that restoration projects are extremely
expensive affairs. Given the existing tendency to replace
authentic materials with new ones that considerably alter
both the concept of ‘heritage’ and the buildings’ appear-
ance, the fate of these ‘station monuments’ remains highly
uncertain. This is all the more so since what is needed in
the present case is new methods of conserving artificially
created underground spaces that are under constant and
extreme pressure due to difficult terrain, heavy use, and
damp.

There is a very clear need today to secure official pro-
tection for the entire network of stations from the 1930s
to 50s as a unified urban ensemble — a unique monument
of international importance that deserves to be included
in UNESCO’s World Heritage List as one of the most
famous underground systems in the world.

Several actions have been launched since the late 1980s
to establish a programme on the protection of Moscow
metro. Currently, the outcome of these activities reveals
the necessity

1. to continue the permanent campaign in the mass me-
dia to raise conservation awareness (of both authori-
ties and public at large) regarding this unique system;

2. to treat the programme on metro protection as a na-
tional priority of strategic importance aimed at security
and preservation of this historical transport infrastruc-
ture;

3. to register the whole complex of Moscow metro sta-
tions of the 1930s—1950s as an integral urban ensem-
ble;

4. to list this monument as a cultural property of Federal
significance leading to the World Heritage nomina-
tion;

5. to work out a conservation methodology (for short-
term and long-term perspectives) for the man-made
underground spaces being under permanent transporta-
tion, ground and water pressure, based on the multidis-
ciplinary involvement of hydro-geologists, engineers,
architects, restorers, designers, technicians. Otherwise,
the metro’s degradation is inevitable.
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Clementine Cecil

The Melnikov House-Studio

The Melnikov House-Studio was one of the most contro-
versial sites to be discussed during the Heritage at Risk
conference in Moscow in April 2006. A round table was
dedicated to the fate of the house and it rapidly became
clear that a lack of unity of opinion among Moscow’s
preservation and architectural community concerning the
future of the house, threaten it as much as its disputed
legal status.

The House-Studio was constructed in 1927-1929 by
architect Konstantin Melnikov for himself and his fam-
ily and it is an international icon of the Modern move-
ment. At the time Melnikov was the star architect of the
Soviet Union, having won the Grand Prix for his Soviet
pavilion at the Paris Exposition in 1925. His was one of
the few private houses to be built during the Soviet pe-
riod. Although radical in appearance and reminiscent of
American grain silos, peasant building techniques were
employed in the construction of the house, making it ex-
tremely efficient economically. The hexagonal windows
that pierce the interlocking cylinders of the house, are
redolent of the ramparts of fortresses, while the rough
plastered brick texture of the inside walls are taken from
church architecture. Large internal spaces were possible
thanks to innovative building techniques introduced by
the architect such as self-reinforcing floors built from a
waffle-like grid. Thanks to these windows the top studio
is flooded with light, especially in the morning, and after
he was ostracized from Moscow’s architectural communi-
ty in the 1930s, Konstantin Melnikov spent his days here
painting. After his death in 1974, his son, Viktor Meln-
ikov, also a painter, lived and worked in the house.

Viktor died in February 2006, leaving his part of the
house to the Russian state, on the condition that they cre-
ate a museum to Konstantin and Viktor Melnikov in the
building. Though Viktor was resident in the house until
his death, he owned only half of it. His sister, Ludmila
Melnikova, owned the rest. She died in 2003 and her son,
Alexei llganaev, inherited her share. Long before Viktor’s
death he fell out with his youngest daughter Elena, who
deceived her father into signing his share of the house
over to her. He fought her in the courts for the last two
years of his life.

In December 2005, Viktor and Ekaterina defeated Ele-
na’s claim to own half of the house. In March Elena final-
ly dropped her appeal against the court ruling. However,
the situation was complicated when it transpired shortly
after Viktor’s death that Ilganaev had sold his half of the
house to Russian senator Sergei Gordeev. Gordeev pro-
fesses to want to create a museum in the house. However,
Viktor Melnikov clearly stated in his will that he wants
the house to be a state-run museum and his daughter Eka-

Melnikov house, view from the rear side
in 2006

terina, executor of the will, is determined to fulfil her fa-
ther’s wish. Senator Gordeev’s intentions are laudable
but there is no precedent of a privately-owned museum in
an architectural monument in Russia and Ekaterina and
Russia’s preservation community are therefore nervous
about such a possibility. The Cultural Ministry have not
declared an interest in the house. They appear unwilling
to enter into negotiations in this complicated situation.
Viktor’s will comes into force on August 6% 2006, six
months after Viktor’s death.

These ownership disputes have paralysed the mainte-
nance of the house. The Moscow Architecture Preser-
vation Society (MAPS) raised £15,000 from the Boris
Yeltsin Foundation in December 2005 to conduct a survey
of the house following increasing subsidence problems
due to intensive development in the area. However, in the
light of the property dispute that followed Viktor’s death,
the Foundation wisely chose to withdraw the grant until
the dispute be settled.

In June 2006 the archive of Konstantin and Viktor Mel-
nikov was transferred to the Russian State Shchusev Mu-
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Melnikov House-Studio in Moscow, 1927-29,
arch. K. Melnikov. Interior in 2005

seum of Architecture. Sergei Gordeev is to provide funds
for the cataloguing and maintenance of the archive. In the
meantime, a new dispute has arisen, over author’s rights.
Elena claims that the author’s rights to her grandfather’s
work lie with her. Ekaterina is disputing her claim in the
courts. Rights to Melnikov’s work would potentially be
a source of income for the maintenance of the house, but
again, family disputes are hindering any such possibility.

The house was included in the 2006 World Monu-
ments Fund Watch List on the grounds of four man-made
threats: development pressures, inappropriate prior con-
servation, lack of financial resources and lack of public
awareness. Also one natural threat: water drainage, which
is a direct result of the man-made threat of development
pressures. Due to intensive development around the Mel-
nikov House, ground water is draining on to the site of the
house, for everywhere else it is blocked by the concrete
walls of underground garages. This is causing dry rot and
will lead to serious damage of the house’s foundations if
it is not stopped.

Restoration work was undertaken in the house in the
1990s, which led to the destruction of many original de-
tails. Poor conservation work has led to further complica-
tions with the building. Due to a suspected combination of
subsidence and a leaky roof, cracks have appeared in the
ceiling of the top studio. Ekaterina is concerned about the
bathroom floor, which is rotting, and about the large win-
dow on the front of the house. The bottom of the window
frame is breaking under the weight of the window that ap-
pears to be slipping. This desperately needs attention.

It is hoped that the Ministry of Culture will take an ac-
tive role in the creation of a museum in cooperation with
anyone else with a legal claim to the house. The sooner
the ownership dispute is resolved, the sooner the house
can be tended with the careful attention that it needs.

Melnikov house, view from the rear side in 2004. Victor Melnikov, the son of the architect Konstantin Melnikov
showing the house to some student visitors
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Irina Chepkunova

Architectural Avant-garde in the Moscow Suburbs

Metal workers club in Kashira near Moscow. 192930,
arch. specialists from departmental planning group

Club of the textile workers in Orechovo near Moscow,
1927-29, arch. J. Kornfeld

Architectural professionals are familiar with various mo-
numents of the Russian avant-garde in Moscow, including
the Workers’ Clubs from the 1920s such as the Rusakov
Club by K. Melnikov, the Zil Palace of Culture by the
Vesnin brothers, the Zuev Club by I. Golosov, among
others. However, the clubs which were built in the Mos-
cow suburbs in 1927-1930 have still not been evaluated
by experts. At the end of 1920s, a new type of public
building known as the “Workers” Club» was established,
the design and construction of which was carried out in
the Modern Movement style.

Archive documents provide information on the activi-
ties of the most significant Russian trade unions in the
1920s. In 1927 the Moscow Province Council of Trade
Unions (MGSP) formed an integrated club construction
programme suggesting the erection of 78 clubs over the
next four years. Thirty clubs were to be built in Moscow
and 48 in the Moscow suburbs with mainly trade unions
carrying out these construction projects. The Trade Union

Metal workers club in Podolsk near Moscow, 1927-29, arch. I. Ivanov-Shits

of Metal-Workers, the largest of these unions, constructed
14 of their Workers’ Clubs in the Moscow province after
they had initially declared they would build five.

Great architectural masters were involved in the de-
sign of suburban clubs including K. Melnikov who
built a Club in Dulevo, V. Shchuko who completed his
project in Egorievsk and I. Ivanov-Shitz who worked in
Podolsk. Four small clubs (three of them now belong to
the Moscow City) were erected according to L. Vesnin’s
typified project. Two more clubs, one in Orekhovo (now
Orekhovo-Zuevo) and another one in Ramenskoe, were
designed by Y. Kornfeld. Some buildings in the Moscow
region were created by specialists from departmental
planning groups, including the Club for Kashira GRES
(State Regional Electric Power Plant), clubs for the
Bachmanov and the Mytischchi plants as well as a club
in Electrostal, among others. The land for suburban club
construction was allotted during the period from 1927 to
1929, according to the plan of Moscow Province Council
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Club of the textile workers in Rostokino near Moscow,
1927-29, arch. L. Vesnin

of Trade Unions (MGSP). However, only 45 out of the
Workers’ Clubs from the original construction programme
of 1927-1930 have survived to the present day. The cur-

rent state of these buildings in Moscow as well as in its
suburbs may lead to the extinction of an entire section
of architecture with its unique social designations and
exceptionally original architectural and planning solu-
tions. Some clubs are being demolished, while others are
being rebuilt. Another factor is that some are converted
to house new function and are then sold. Furthermore,
this takes place despite the fact that many Moscow buil-
dings are listed as long-standing architectural monuments.
Currently many regional clubs, which continue to play a
significant role in the lives of suburban cities and villages
are not receiving sufficient financial support from their
owners. Therefore it is very important to bring the atten-
tion of architectural historians to these buildings and to
register them as «Monumentsy. It is necessary to continue
the careful study of the architecture of the Workers’ Clubs
from the period 1927-1930. This will contribute towards
conducting complex preservation treatment and the resto-
ration of these buildings. The mass construction of Work-
ers’ Clubs in the Moscow suburbs was unique for Russian
architecture. This is why this entire group of new public
buildings, a system of differently sized elements mutually
complementing each other, is in need of protection.
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AHppen YepHuxos

BopoHanopHas GaluHs kaHaTHOro Lexa 3aBoaa «KpacHbIi rBo3annbLmKy

(1930-1931 rr.)

B onHOM M3 cTapemux metepOyprcKux MpOMBIIUICH-
HBIX pallOHOB Ha I0TO-3amajae BacmibeBckoro ocTposa
pacrnonaraercs JpKuii NaMsATHHUK POMBIIUICHHON apXu-
TEKTYPbI SIIOXH KOHCTPYKTHBH3MA — BogoHanopHas Ga-
Hs KanatHoro niexa 3aBona «KpacHbIil rBO3IUIIBILUKY,
noctpoeHHoro B 1930-31rr. mo mpoexkTy apXuTeKTopa
— xynoxxauka Slkopa Yepnuxosa (1889-1951 rr.). Ipo-
ekt KanaTtHoro 1exa ObuT YTBEpIKJIEH MMOCTaHOBICHUEM
npesunuyma JIOCHX 15 asrycra 1929r. (IlpoTtokom Ne
155).

SxoB UepHHUXOB 00pei MUPOBYIO U3BECTHOCTH B 30-¢
TOJIbI, KOTJIa OIyOJIHKOBall B JICHUHIpajie UK YHUKAb-
HBIX II0 CBOEMY XapakTepy U kpacore KHUT: « OCHOBBI
COBpEeMEHHOH apxuTekTypsl» (1929-1930), «KoncTpyk-
WS QPXUTEKTYPHBIX M MAIIMHHBIX hopmy» (1931), «Apxu-
TexTypHble panTazuu. 101 kommnosutms» (1933), koTopeie
BIIOCJIEICTBUM MOCTYKUIU UCTOYHUKOM BIOXHOBEHUS
JUTSL MHOTHX TTOKOJIGHUH apXuTekTopoB. Eme npu xu3Hu
SIxoB UepHHUXOB NOJIYy4UI OT COBPEMEHHHUKOB TUTYJI «CO-
Berckuil [lupanesn».

MexTyHapOIHbIH apXUTEKTYPHBIH 0JIArOTBOPUTEIIh-
HbI @ong umenn Skosa UepHuxoBa BBICTYNAET C UHUIU-

Booonanopnas 6awns kanamnoeo yexa 3a600a
«Kpacuwiii 26030unvuyuxy, 1930-1931,

apx. A. Yepnuxos, ¢ Canxm [lemepbypee.
Cocmosinue 2005 2
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Ilpoexm kanamnozo yexa npu 3aeo0e «Kpacuolii
26o30unvwyuxy, 1930—1931, apx. A. Yepruxos,
6 Cankm Ilemepbypee

Ilpoexm kanamrozo yexa npu 3a800e « Kpacmwiii
26ozounvuyuxy, 1930-1931, apx. A. Yepruxos,
6 Canxm Ilemepbypee. Ilepcnexmusa.

aTHBOH BBIJICTICHHS BOJIOHATIOPHOHN OAllTHA U3 KOMILIEKCa
CrazenpokaTHoro 3aBoja (25-nunus, 6, 8), B ubeM Belle-
HHUM B HACTOSIICE BPEeMsl HAXOIUTCS MOCTPOiiKa, B caMo-
CTOSITENBEHBIN 00OBEKT, KAK BHOBD BBISIBIICHHBIH ITAMSTHHK
MIPOMBINIEHHON apXuTekTypsl Jlennnrpaga 20-30-x rT.
¢ nocieaytoulei nepenaueit ero Llentpy CoBpeMeHHOT0
HckyccrBa. O0bequHeHne «CTanenpoKaTHbIA 3aBOI» HE
B COCTOSTHHH PACHOPSIIUTHCS TIOCTPOHKON TOJKHBIM 00-
pasom.

Kanarnerit mex nepectpoeH, OamHs Oe31eiHCTBYeT, Ke-
71e300eTOHHBIE KOHCTPYKIMK «cTapeioT». Co cBoei cro-
ponbl @OHJ] TOTOB MTPOU3BECTH NMPOEKTHBIE, pecTaBpaly-
OHHBIE 1 O0IIECTPOUTEIIHHBIE PAOOTHI 10 PEKOHCTPYKITUH
(hacaoB KaHATHOTO IIeXa W IMOMEIICHUS BOIOHATIOPHO
0alrHu ¢ yCTPOMCTBOM BHYTPH OAalllHU apXHTEKTYPHO-
JU3aifHepCKON MHCTAJUISILIMY, TIOCBSILIEHHON TBOPUECTBY
SlkoBa YUepHHXOBa, yCTAaHOBUTH OXPAaHHYIO, & BIIOCJIE/C-
TBUU 1 MEMOPHAIIBHYIO JOCKY 3a cueT POoHJ1a Ha JaHHOM
o0BeKTe.
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Maprapura LWTurnuy

MamATHUKK ﬂpOMbIlUHeHHOﬁ dPXUTEKTYPbI neHMHrpaACKOFO dBaHrapaa
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Cunosas cmanyusi mpuxomagicroul (adbpuxu «Kpacroe
snamay 6 Cankm Ilemepbypee, 1926—1928,
apx. 3. Menoenvcon. Cocmosinue 2005

Tpuxomasicuas ¢habpurka «Kpacrnoe snamsay ¢ Cankm
Ilemepbypee, 1926—1928, apx. 3. Menoenvcon.
Cocmosnue 2005

Nnnyctpuanbuas apxutektypa Jlenunrpana 1920-
1930-x rogoB, coBmaBias ¢ paclBETOM PYCCKOTO aBaH-
rapa, IpeCTaBICHa BBIAIOIINMHUCS TaMATHUKAMH, Cpe-
I KOTOPBIX €CTh MIEIEBPEI MEPOBOTO YPOBHSL.

B mepByio ouepenb 3TO OTHOCHUTCA K 3/IaHUIO CHIIO-
BOW CTaHIINH TPUKOTAKHOHU (pabpuku «KpacHoe 3HAMSD».
Bossenenne kommiekca B 1926—-1930- x rogax craio pe-
3yJBTaTOM MOJHOTO KOH(IIMKTOB COTPYIHHYECTBA aBTOPA
npoekta Jpuxa MeHenbcoHa ¢ ISHUHT paJICKUMHU KOJLIe-
raMu. YeThIpeXdTaXHBIH KOPITYC IIIABHOTO TPUKOTAKHOTO
1exa penieH B KeCTKUX (PyHKIIMOHAIUCTCKUX PopMax
Ha OCHOBE KeJIe300€TOHHOTO Kapkaca. Tpu 1exa BHyTpH
JIBOpA — JIBa KPACHIIBHBIX M OTOCIBHBIN — TOJDKHBI OBLTH
3aBEPUINTHCS BHICOKAMHU BEHTHUJISIIMOHHBIMU MIAXTAMHU
Haro1o01e KOpITyCcoB NUIAITHON Gadpuku B JIFOKkeHBaIb-
IIe, HO TH YaCTH 3IaHUi He ObLIN BBITOJHEHBL. TOIBKO
cuioBas ctanius (1926-1928), nocraBneHHas Ha yriry
KBapTajia U JOMUHHpPYIOMIas B aHCaMOJIe, OCyIIeCTRIIe-
Ha, B OTJIMYHE OT OCTAJIBHBIX COOPYXECHUH, TIOTHOCTHIO
B COOTBETCTBHH C HOBATOPCKUM 3aMBICIIOM BBIIAOIIE-
rocsi HEeMEIKOTo apxuTekropa. Cmenas 1mo IIacTHKe,
JTMHAMHUYHAST KOMITO3HIUS YOSIUTEIIFHO COCIUHSCT Yep-
TBI 9KCIIPECCHOHN3MA U (DYHKIIMOHAIM3MA U BOIIIOMIACT
MOCTYJIAT aBTOPa «(PYHKIUS IDTFOC AUHAMUKAY.

OTO MPOU3BEACHNUE 0KA3aJ0 CHIBHOE BIMSHUE HA Je-
HUHTPAICKYIO apXHUTEKTypy, 0COOCHHO Ha TBOPYECTBO
H. A.Tporkoro, 0oAHOTO U3 BBIIAIOIINUXCS 30UUX MEKBO-
enHoro neprona. Komrmieke msicokomdunara nvern C. M.
Kuposa (1931-1933), mocTpoeHHBI# 10J] €ro PyKOBOJC-
TBOM, OTHOCHUTCS K CAMBIM 3HAYUTENEHBIM JIOCTIKCHUSIM
KOHCTPYKTHBH3Ma. KOHCTPYKITNH KOPITYCOB BBITIOIHCHBI
13 MOHOJIUTHOTO kene300erona. Kaxoe 3BeHO npous-
BOZICTBCHHOTO ITMKJIa BBIJICTICHO B CAMOCTOSATEIIBHBIN Teo-
METPHUYECKH YEeTKHI 00beM. [ TaBHBIM OMO3HABATEIEHBIM
3HAKOM KOMIIJIEKCA CIYXKUT 42-MeTpoBas OalrHs, JHUHA-
MHUYHO Bpe3aHHas B OCHOBHOE 31aHue. bamHs coobima-
€T CTPOTO KOHCTPYKTHBUCTKOH apXHUTEKType KOMIUIEKCA
9KCIIPECCUOHUCTCKUI OTTEHOK. [10CTpOEHHBIN Ha FOXKHON
OKpanHe ropojia MICOKOMOMHAT € €TO 3aIIOMUHAIOIIIIMCS
CHITY9TOM CIIY>KUT T'PaJ0CTPOUTEIHHON TOMHHAHTOH 00-
LTUPHON TEPPUTOPUH.

Ha Mexnynapoanoii BeicraBkel 937 rona B I[lapuke
oH ObUT 0TMeueH «[ paH-Tipi» 32 HH)KEHEPHBIE U ApXUTEK-
TYPHBIC JOCTOHHCTBA.

He menee 3nauum st apxutektypsl COBpeMEHHOTO
IBIDKCHUS U PeIKHI 00pasel] peasbHOro TBOPUYECTBA 3Ha-
MEHHUTOT0 apXxuTeKTopa u negarora Slkosa YepHuxosa,
CHHCKABIIETO MEXIyHAPOIHYIO H3BECTHOCTH KaK aBTOP
OnmecTAIMX apXUTEKTYpHBIX GaHTazuil. BogonamopHas
OamrHs KaHATHOTO Iexa 3aBona «KpacHBI rBO3IUIb-
IIMK», TOCTPOCHHAS 0 ero TpoekTy (1930-1931), a¢-
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Cunosas cmanyust mpuxomasicnoul padpuxu «Kpacnoe snamsy ¢ Cankm I[lemepbypee, 1926—1928,
apx. 2. Menoenvcon. Cocmosnue 2005. Buo ¢ 06opa u unmepvep

(heKTHO BOCTIPUHMMAECTCS B IEPCIIEKTUBE YIIHL] TPOMBIILI-
JICHHOH 30HBI BacuibeBCKOro ocTpona.

CrpemiieHHe BBIPa3UTh MOIIb TEXHUKH U JIMHAMH3M
3MOXH, TATA K MOJUYEPKHYTOH 0OpPa3sHOCTH cooOIIa-
JU TTOCTPOMKAM JECHUHTPAACKOTO aBaHTapAa CUIbHBIN
9KCIIPECCHOHUCTCKUI OTTEHOK. 3TaHUs M KOMILICKCHI
1920-1930-x r.r. 3aMeTHO 00OTaTUIN MPOMBIIUICHHYIO
Cpey ropoa, BHECITH OCTPBIC M BEIPa3UTEIBHBIC aKIICH-
Thl B €r0 UHJYCTPUAJIbHbII NeH3axK.

B nauane 1990-x .. TaMsATHUKY MTPOMBIIINIEHHON ap-
XUTEKTYPBI OBUIH BKJIIOUEHBI B CIIMCOK OOBEKTOB, OXpa-
HSEMBIX rocynapcTBoM. OmgHako OOJbIIas 9acTh U3 HUX
UMeeT CaMblii HU3KHUI OXPaHHBIN CTaTyC — BBISBICHHOTO
00BeKTa KyJabTypHOTO Hacieaws. Ha mpakTuke 910 03Ha-
94aeT HEBBICOKYIO CTENEHb UX 3alluIeHHOCTUH. U XOTH,
Ka3aJI0Ch OBI, TI0 3aKOHY OHH ITOJIB3YIOTCSI BCEMH IIPaBaMHU
MaMSATHHUKOB, HO 3TO JIMIIIb BPEMEHHBIN CTaTyc, MPOLETy-
pa CHSTHS KOTOPOTO TOCTAaTOYHO TIPOCTA.

W3 mepedynciIeHHbIX BBIIIE IPUMEPOB TOJIBKO CHIIOBAS
cranius padpuku «KpacHoe 3Hams» UMeeT cTaryc mna-
MSTHHKa PErHOHAIBHOTO 3HAYCHHSI.

Jlo cux mop cymecTByeT HeJOIOHUMAaHHE [ICHHOCTH
3TOTO IJIACTA HAILIETO KYJIBTYPHOTO HACIEANS ITHPOKUMHU
CIIOSIMHU 00IIIeCTBa, BIIACTHBIMU CTPYKTYPaMHU U TaKe He-
KOTOPBIMH apXUTeKTOpaMu. YacTHBIE BIIaJIeITbIIbl, B YbHX
pyKax HaxXOMATCS 3MaHHS, TAK)KE HE OCO3HAIOT ITOMJIHH-
HOH IIEHHOCTH 3THX IIeaeBpoB. [Ipoussenenus Bcemup-
HO M3BECTHBIX apXUTEKTOPOB, TOCTOWHBIC BKIIOUCHHUS B
Crnucox BecemupHOro Hacnenust, He UCIOIb3YIOTCS UITH
HCTIONB3YIOTCS KpaifHe HepalHoHaIbHO, YTO CTaBUT UX
MOZ yTPO3y pa3pyLICHuUs.

MHOrOYHCICHHbIEC TONBITKH CHEIUATUCTOB MPHUBICYD
BHUMaHHE K 3TOH mpobdieme — MyOIUKaIi U BEICTYII-
JIeHUs B Tpecce, NPOBEACHUE CEMUHAPOB, KOH(pepeH-
Ui, THUIUUPOBaHHUE aKIIi COBPEMEHHOTO MCKYCCTBa
B 3a0pOIIEHHBIX KOPIyCaX, OPraHU3anus JUIIOMHOTO
MIPOEKTHPOBAHNUS — BECh BOBMOXHBII apceHal CPENCTB,
UCTIONIB3YEMBIi JJISl TOCTIDKCHHUS LIENH, He TIPUHEC MoKa
peanbHBIX pe3ynbraroB. B wactHoCcTH, B 2002 rogy B cTe-
Hax cunoBoi cranuuu «KpacHoe 3HamMs» Tpynmnoii aHr-
JMHACKUX XyTOXXKHAKOB ITpH mmozepskke Komurera oxpaHb
MaMSITHUKOB ObLT ITpoBesieH emplacement « ApTdadpukay
IUTSI IPUBIICUCHUS BHUMAHUS KyJIbTYPHOH OOIIECTBEH-
HOCTH K 3TOH 3a0pOIICHHON TePPUTOPHH.

B macrosimee BpeMs CIEHANNCTHl YHHUBEPCHTETA
Kapncpys n CaHkT-neTepOyprckoro apXuTeKTypHO-
CTPOUTEIHFHOTO HHCTUTYTA BBICTYIIIIN C TIPEIIOKECHHU-
€M TNIPOBEJCHUSI COBMECTHOIO NMPOEKTAa PECTaBPALUU U
nepenpoduupoBanus komiuiekca Gpadpuku «KpacHoe
3Hams».

MexayHapOoIHbIN 0JIArOTBOPUTEIIBHBIA (POHT UMEHU
SlkoBa UepHnX0Ba IUNIAHUPYET BKITFOUCHUE BOJOHATIOPHOM
Oamran «KpacHOTO TBO3AMIIBIINKA» B KAYECTBE OOBEKTa
APXUTEKTYPHO-AU3aHHEPCKON MHCTAUISAIMN MIPU MIPOBE-
JICHUU KOHKYpca — (peCTUBAIIS, TOCBSIIICHHOTO 3HAMEHH-
TOMY apXxuTekTopy ocenbto 2006 1. Bce aTu uuen nmeror
noaepkky KomureTa mo oxpaHe NamMsITHAKOB, OTHAKO
OCYIIECTBICHHE UX OCIOXKHSICTCS TE€M, YTO MaMSITHUKH
HaxXOMIATCS B YAaCTHBIX pykax. [mst Oomee ycrmemrHoro
pemreHust npobiemMbl He00XoAUMa rOCyJapCTBEHHAS
mporpaMMa M TOAJEPKKa MEXITyHapOIHOTO coodmec-
TBA.
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AnekcaHpp bypsk, UpuHa Kpeusep

CtuneBas atpubyuus aHcambns nnowaau [13epxuHcKoro
(HbIHe nnowaab ceoboAbl) B XapbKkoBe

B ocHOBY 3TOTO IOKIIa/1a MTOJIOKEHA CTAThsI, OITyOIINKO-
BaHHas B 2000 I. B KHEBCKOM apXUTEKTYPHOM KypHaie
«A.C.C»!. B Heif BnepBble OBLTH BHICKa3aHbI COMHE-
HUS B NIPaBHJIBHOCTH aTpuOynuu aHcamOus 0. rurorma-
1mu JI3epxuHckoro (Teneps mi. CBoOOBI) B XapbKoBe
(1925-1935) xak KJIacCUKU COBETCKOTO KOHCTPYKTUBU3-
Ma. CMBICI 3THX COMHEHUH MOYKHO CBECTH K CIICAYIOIINM
BOCBHMH TE3UCAM.

. HpI/I‘lI/ICHeHI/Ie BCETO COBETCKOI'0 apXUTCKTYPHOTO

MOJIEPHU3MA K KOHCTPYKTUBU3MY SIBJISIETCSI HEIOILYC-
TUMBIM IIEpEyNpOIIEHUEM UCTOPUU OTEUYECTBEHHON
apXUTEKTYpHI epBoi moi. XX B. U, CIEAOBATENHHO,
HCKa)KeHHEM 001el UCTOPUU «COBPEMEHHOU apXu-
TEKTYPbD».

. KOHCprKTI/IBI/ISM B COOCTBEHHOM CMBICJIC CJIOBA SIB-

JAeTCA MPOIYKTOM TBOPUECTBA BIUATEIHHOTO, HO
HEOOJBIIOTO aPXUTEKTYPHO-XYA0KECTBEHHOTIO Ha-
MpaBIIEHNUs, TIOYTH UCKIIOYNTEIbHO MOCKBHUeH. B
APXHUTEKTYpe IIEHTPOM HJICOJIOTHH U MPAKTHKHA KOHC-
TPYKTHUBH3Ma SABIANOCH OOIMECTBO COBPEMEHHBIX
apxuTekTopoB (OCA), HeHTpanbHBIMU (PUTypaMU B
kotopoM ObuTH Mowuceii [ mH30ypr, Oparbs BecHUHBI 1
WBan Jleonunos.

. OCA chopMupoBasio pUTOPUCTHICCKYIO (DyHKITHOHA-

JUCTCKYIO TOKTPUHY («KOHCTPYKTHBHU3M KaK METOJ
1a6opaTOPHOI U TIeAarorudeckoil paboTs»)> U B CBO-
UX MPOEKTaX U Pean3alisiX BOIUIOTUIO €€ B DJICTaH-
THYIO KOMITO3UI[HOHHYIO CUCTEMY, Oiiaroiapsi KOTOpOi
OCA cuenanach 3aKOHOJATENIEM MOJ B apXUTEKType
COBETCKOT0 aBaHrap/a.

. CoBeTcKuit apXI/ITeKTypHLIfl aBaHrap/J 3Ha4YUTCJIbHO

mMpe ¥ MHOTooOpasHee, 4eM jesatesbHocTh OCA.
VIMEeHHO MO3TOMY 3aKJIIOUCHHE BCETO HACIEIUs CO-
BETCKOW «JIeBOW» apxuTekTyphl 1925-1935 rr. mox

00IIyI0 MIANKy KOHCTPYKTHBU3MA OOCIHSIET U UCKa-
J)KaeT MEePCHEKTUBY UCTOPUKO-aPXUTEKTYPHOTO HC-
CIIeTOBAHUS, CTUPAsl MPUHIUITHATIBHBIC DAY U
pa3Hornacus Mexay «KOHCTpyKTuBusMom» OCA,
«panuonanmmamom» ACHOBA, nmouckamu Koncran-
TnHa MenbpHukoBa ¥ Jlazaps JIucunkoro, npakTUKON
u TBopueckuMu Manudecramu APY, BOITPA, CACC
U IPYTHX TBOPYECKUX 0OBETUHEHUN U apXUTEKTOPOB-
ABaHTap/IUCTOB.

. Hanee, B ucropuun COBpEMEHHOI0 ABUIKEHUS Jaje-

KO eIIe¢ He MPOSICHCHBI B3aUMOOTHOUICHUS MEXKIY
JIOKTPUHAIBHO TOCIIE0BATEIbHBIM apXUTEKTYPHBIM
MOZIEPHU3MOM U Pa3BUBABIINMCSI TTAPAJUICIBEHO IITHPO-
KHM apXUTEKTYPHO-XY/I0KECTBEHHBIM T€UEHUEM, TI0-
JYYIHUBIIAM B TIOCIIEAHUE ACCATHIICTHS COOMpPATEIHHOE
HaszBaHue «Ap Jlexo» (Art Deco). B uccrnegoBanusx
IO UCTOPHUH COBETCKOH apXUTEKTYpHI 3Ta mpobiieMa

elle TOJIbKO CTABUTCSS.

. B cmiry KOHKpETHBIX MICTOPUKO-TTOTUTHYECKIX 00CTOS-

TEJILCTB B XapbkoBe, KOTopbIii ¢ 1919 mo 1934 rr. 6bin
cronumed YkpanHckon Conmanuctudeckoil CoBeTCKoi
PecnyOnuku, okaszanack HeHHEHIIAs KOJIJISKIIUS aMsIT-
HUKOB apXUTEKTYPbl COBETCKOI'O aBaHIap/a, €Ba JIu He
KpyIHeias Ha TeppuTopuun Beero ObiBiiero Coserc-
xoro Coro3a. B nocnenyromue rojpl U1€0I0IrHYECKUE
OTrpaHUYCHUS] KOMMYHUCTHYECKOTO PEKUMA HE MO3BO-
JIFJTH TIPOBECTH CKONBKO-HUOYIb ITOJTHOE HCCIICIOBAHIE
3TOro Haciuenus. B cuimy oOrielt nHepIUU MBIIITICHUS
CIIOXKHBIN TI0 COCTaBY KOMIIIEKC OOIIECTBCHHBIX U KH-
JIBIX 37JaHUM, BO3BEJEHHBIX B HOBOM CTONMIIE YKpau-
HbI B 20-e—30-¢ T, Tak’ke HEKPUTUIECKH Ha3BIBAIOT
«XapbKOBCKUM KOHCTPYKTHBH3MOM).

. B T0 ke BpeMs Haclienue 3TOro Mmeprojia BecbMa Heo -

HOPOJIHO U MO MPOUCXO0XKACHUIO, U 110 CTUJIEBOW MpPHU-
HaJISKHOCTH. B co3mannu HoBoro obnnka XaphkoBa
TOrJa NPUHUMAIHN y4acTHe KaK XapbKOBCKHE 30/14H€
(pyxoBonutens Yikpanackoit cexiiuu OCA T SInoBuir-
KW, akaieMHuK apxXuTeKTypsl A. bexeToB, apxurex-
TOpbl MoJiokuH, DcTpoBUY, TPOIEHKO U JIp.), TaK H

30anue Jloma 2ocyoapcmeenHol npombiuileHHOCHU 8
Xaprose, 1925-35, apx. C. Cepapumos, M. @enveep,
C. Kpasey

Bypax A.I1., Kpeuizep . H. Medcoy koncmpyKmugusmom
u Ap Hexo/Memoo u cmuns 6 apxumexmype Xapvrosa
20-x—30-x 2e.//A. C. C. Ne 3.— Kueg, 2000.—C. 100—-103.
Tunzbype M. AI. Koncmpyxmususm xax memoo
aabopamopnoll u nedazozuieckou pabomot // Macmepa
cosemckoll apxumexkmypwsi 06 apxumekmype / Uz6p.
OMPBIGKU U3 NUCEM, CIMAMEL, 8bICHYNICHUT U MPAKMA-
mos. T. 2. — M: Hcxyccmeo, 1975. — C. 308-311.
Kpeiizep 1. Eeontoyin nracmuunoi mosu cmunio Ap Jlexo
vy eimuusnsaHiu apximexmypi k. 20-x — 50-x pp. XX cm.
Aemopedh. kano. ouc. — Xapkie: XJ[TVFA, 2004. — 18 c.
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MockBruH (aktuBHBIC yuacTHHKH OCA f1. Il TeitnOepr,
U. Manozemos, 1. Mununuc, A. MopJBUHOB, TOT/a
CTyICHT BxyTemaca, a mo3aHee pe3uaeHT AKaIeMun
apxutektypbsl CCCP), HO 0COOEHHO JEHUHTPaIIbI
— aKaJeMHUK apXUTEKTypsl A. JIMATpHEB U cO3/1aTelb
komIutiekcoB C. CepadumoB.

8. Ipomssenenus Cepadumona — JloM rocynapcTBeHHOM
npomeinuieaHoctu (Focpom) u JloM MpoexToB — U
Jmutpuena — Jlom koorepanuu u Kiy0 sKele3Ho0-
poxkHUKOB UM. CTalinHa — npuodpenn Haubobliee
3HaYeHHUe st (HOPMUPOBAHMS 0OJIMKA HOBOM CTOIH-
1pl. Ho IMEHHO 3TH 37aHUsT OTMEYEHBI HAUOOJBIINM
CXOJICTBOM CO CTHIJINCTHKON paHHero Ap Jlexo.

Panu nmoaTBepxkAeHUs BBIABUHYTBIX T€3MCOB BHadaje
paccMOTpUM OOIIUI KyIBTYypHBIH (OH, HA KOTOPOM BO3-
HUKJIM KpyIHEHIINe NaMATHUKY XapbKOBCKOIO apXUTeK-
TypHoro aBaHrapja. B 20-e roas! B XapbkoBe, nepBoit
COBETCKOM CTONUIe YKpauHbl, Ha (hOHE TIPOBUHIINATHHO-
IO HEOKJIACCUIIM3MA, KYIIEUECKOM 3KIEKTUKHU U MOJEpHA
OBICTPO MOJHUMAITHCH HEOOBIUHBIE 110 APXUTEKTYPE T0Ma
HOBOM BiacTH. Ha HOBBIN paBUTEIBCTBEHHBIN LIEHTP HE
JKaJleJI HU JIEHET, HU TBOPUYECKUX cuil. B KoHKypcax Ha
3panusd Ilouramra, Ha 3acTpoiiky Kpyrmioii ninomanu, Ha
TeaTp MaccoBOro My3bIKaJbHOTO JEHCTBA YU4aCTBOBAJIU
BCEMHUPHO U3BECTHBIE apxuTekTopbl. Cpenu Hux U. I'omo-
coB, Opatbst Becaunsr, B. ['pornyc, A. MopaBHHOB.

XapbKoB ocTaBajcs 1a0opaTopueil HOBOI apXUTEKTYPBI
BIIOTH /10 1934 roma, Koraa yKpanHCKOe MPaBUTEIbCT-BO
nepeexaio B Kues. [lepeMelieHre cTOIUIBI COBIAJIO C
KOHIIOM €BpOTeiCcKuX mnTo3nuii u HactyruieHuem B CCCP
JKECTKOM TOTaTUTapHON AUKTATypBhI.

Ha cronmunsiil nepron XappkoBa NPUIIEICS MUK WH-
JycTpHaau3anuu. B cTonuie He TOIBKO BO3HUK HOBBIIM
MIPaBUTEIHCTBECHHEIN IIEHTP, HO OBUIH TaKKe BO3BEICHEI
OKOJIO COTHH MPOEKTHBIX U HAyYHBIX HHCTUTYTOB, OoJiee
JIECSITH HOBBIX BY30B, a TakKe KpynHenmas Ha BocToke
YKpauHbl HHyCTpUabHas 0a3a MaIMHOCTPOCHUS — 3a-
BOJIBI 110 NTPOU3BO/ACTBY TPAKTOPOB, BEJIOCUIIEOB, JIEK-
TPUYECKUX TYpOHH, CAaMOJIETOB M TaHKOB. [ HOBBIX
3aBOJIOB CTPOMIIMCH PaboUHe MOCEIKH U KITyObl, OOJIBHHU-
1B, ICTCAJbI U IIKOJIBI, B TIOAABJISIOIIEM OOJBIIMHCTBE B
HOBOM, aCKETUYHON apXUTEKTYPHOU CTUIIMICTHKE.

Bpsin nmu Bce 3TH 00BEKTHI MOXKHO CUUTATh MpUMeEpa-
MU apXUTEKTYpbl KOHCTPYKTUBU3MA. Bps jin snurapHas
MOCKOBCKasl IOKTpHUHA MOIJIa B CUUTaHHbIE TOABI cHop-
MHUPOBATh CTOJIb MAaCCOBYIO IIPOEKTHO-CTPOUTEIBHYIO
npaktuky. Koneuno, OCA, BbIllycKasi e IMHCTBEHHBII
BCECOIO3HBIN apXUTEKTYypHBIHN XypHan CA, sHepruuHo
pacnpocTpaHsiia TEKCThI C U3JI0KEHUEM KOHCTPYKTHBUCT-
CKOM IOKTPHUHBI X 00pa3Ibl CBOUX MPOEKTOB. [IpernomaBas
Ha cTapimux Kypcax Bxyremaca, KOHCTpYKTUBUCTHI J10
M3BECTHOW CTENEHU CMOIVIM TaKKe KOHTPOJIMPOBATH MO~
TOTOBKY HOBBIX Ka/ipoB. B XapbekoBe aeiicTBoBaN (rtran
OCA — YkpauHCKOe 00IIIeCTBO COBPEMEHHBIX apXHUTEK-
TopoB. B TBOpueckoii arMochepe YKpanHCKOI CTOTUIIBI
koH1a 20-x — Hagana 30-X IT., KOHCTPYKTHBU3M, KOHEUHO,

30anue /loma npoexkmos na ni. C60600v1 6 Xapkose,
1925-35, apx. C. Cepaghumos, M. @enveep, C. Kpasey.
Cospemennoe cocmosnue

urpai Beayuryo pois. Ho 1oMUHUpPOBAN JIM OH TaKXke B
MPaKTUKE CTPOUTEIHCTBA, M HACKOIBKO OCHOBATEIHHO
OTHECEHHE K KOHCTPYKTUBU3MY KPYIHEUIINX MOCTPOEK
CTOJTMYHOTO XapbKoBa?

Amnanu3 nuteparypsl He 0OHAPYKUBACT CKOJIbKO-HHU-
OyIlb OCHOBATEIBHOTO CTHJICBOTO U KOMIO3UIIMOHHOTO
aHasiM3a TOro, 4YTO TPaJUIIMOHHO HA3bIBAETCSI XaphKOB-
CKUM KOHCTPYKTHBH3MOM. KOHCTPYKTHBHU3M, XOTS U SIB-
nsuicst B CCCP npeaMeToM HallMOHAIBLHOW TOPAOCTH,
n3y4deH Obul ToBOJBHO ciiabo. B 30-¢ u 40-e roas! Tek-
CTBl CAMHUX KOHCTPYKTUBUCTOB CTaJIM NPEAMETOM PE3KOi
uzeonoruyeckoit kputuku®, KoHCTpyKTHBUCTOB, paluo-
HaJUCTOB, MENhbHUKOBA U UX MIIAJIIINX MOCIEI0BaTeNeH
CO3HATEJILHO OOBEJIMHWIIN B TPYIITYy HETaTHBA, TPOTHBO-
MOCTABHB UM APYTYIO, CTOIb XKE UICOIOTHICCKH OTO0-
PaHHYIO TPYIITY «IIEPEIOBBIX» apXUTEKTOPOB, IIPEKIE
BCETO JIOPEBOJIIOLMOHHBIX aKaJIeMHUKOB-HEOKIACCUKOB
N. ®omuna u U. XKonrtosckoro, a Taxxke Modana, Pynne-
Ba 1 Jp.°> Hu 0 KaKoM cepbe3HOM CTHJICBOM aHAIIHU3E, TEM
0oJjiee O COMOCTABIICHUH C MapaJljIeIbHBIMH 3aaIHBIMH
TEYCHUSIMH, B TO BpeMsl He MOIIIO OBITh U peun. [Tocie
MIOJIOCHI aroOJIOTETHYCCKUX IMyOnuKanuii (T.e. TaKXKe JIn-
LIEHHBIX OCHOBATEJILHOIO aHAJIN3a), BO BTOPOH NOJIOBUHE
50-x u B 60-¢ rr. (roas! T.H. «oTTEnean»), B 70-¢ rr., B
arMoc(epe «3actos» BpeMeH bpexnesa 3Ta TeMa BHOBb
Torana moj| uJIeoJOrHYECKYIO IIEH3YPY.

B ny0nukanusx, KOTOpble, TeM HE MEHEE, BBIXOIUIIH,
OOJBITMHCTBO UCCIIENOBATENCH [IUIM HA TTOBOY Y CAMUX
KOHCTPYKTHBHCTOB. ' MH30Ypr M €ro KoJIjiern HacTauBaliu

4 Ilanenxo M.II. O peanucmuyeckux 0CHOBAX COBEMCKOIL
apxumexmypul. — M., Cmpouuzoam, 1952.

Ipumepsl cmanuncKux ucmopuil u, HakoHet,

YuebHUK «3acmotiHouy nopul: Mcmopus cosemckot
apxumexmypul, 1917—1954 22; [100 06wy. Peo. U. I1.
boiunkuna u A. B. Pabywuna. — 2-e uzo. — M.:
Cmpouusoam, 1985
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30anue Jloma npoexkmos na ni. Ceo600v1 6 Xapkose,
1925-35, apx. C. Cepaghumos, M. Denveep, C. Kpasey.
@omo 30-x e2

Ha TOM, YTO KOHCTPYKTHUBU3M — HE CTHJIb, & METOJ, U T10-
TOMY CTHJICBOW aHAJIH3 K HEMY SIKOOBI HEITPUMECHIM.

Co cTHJIEBBIM aHAIM30M U aTpuOyLHUel IpyTrux apXu-
tekTypHbIX TeueHnid B CCCP nemno oOCToUT He Jiydiie.
Taxoil aHanM3 He TpoJeNiaH Aa)ke AJIs TAaKUX U3BECTHEH-
LIMX [TaMATHUKOB COBETCKOM apXHUTEKTYphl, kak Mas3o-
neit Jlennna (akageMuk apxuTektypsl A. Lyces), Hom
Cosera MunuctpoB CCCP (apx. M. Jlanrman), Akase-
mus [maBHOTO mTaba (apx. A. PyaHeB), BRICOTHOE 3/1aHUE
MocxkoBckoro yHuBepcureTa Ha JlennHckux ropax. Ho
U TaM, rie Takas aTpuOylus UMeeTcs, B YaCTHOCTH, B
ciyyae ¢ xapbkoBckuM ['ocipoMoM, ee OCHOBaHUs He-
M3BECTHBI. UTO ke KacaeTcs APYyTUX, MEHee 3HaYMMbIX
3/IaHUN U KOMIIJIEKCOB, MOSIBUBIINXCS B Xapbkose B 20-¢
u B Hauasne 30-X IT., TO 34eCh MOKa JIKHT IM0JIe apXUTEK-
TypOBEAUECKOH IIETNHBI.

B coBerckoil apxurektype 20-X I'T. MOXKHO 3a(UKCH-
pOBaTh Cpazy HECKOJIBKO CTHJIEBBIX ITOTOKOB. Cpeau HUX
OT)KMBAIOIINI CBOE MOJEPH, JOCTATOUYHO BIIUATENbHAS
HEOKJIACCHKa, TeUEHUS apXUTEKTYPHOI'O aBaHrapaa u
pa3ubie Mmonudukanuu panuero Ap Jleko. 3ToT cTuib
COCTAaBJISUI IJIABHOE COAEPIKaHUE MEKBOCHHOM 310XHU.
Wneonorn CoBpeMEHHOTO JBUKECHUS NPEANOYUTATIN HE
3aMeuarhb dTOH apXUTEKTyPBI «MOIIAIHBOTO OOJIBIITHHC-
TBay. MccnenoBars u onuckiBath Ap Jleko Ha 3anaje Ha-
ganu Tonbko B 70-e, Korjga Kpax (yHKIIMOHAIN3MA CTal
cBepIMBIIMMCS (hakToM.®

Ap Jleko He ObUT HY HANpaBICHUEM, HU TPYIITUPOBKOM,
HU TeM OoJee MKOJI0H. To ObUT UMEHHO CTUJIb — COBO-
KyIHOCTb TE€M, [IPUEMOB, ICTETUYECKUX MPENIOUYTEHUH,
IJTaCTHYECKMX MOTHUBOB M T.II. «XapaKTEPHBIX 4epT» .
Cruie Ap Jlexo, Tak xe kak CoBpeMeHHOE JIBH)KCHHE,
Yyeprajl MOTHUBBI U3 apceHana (popMaibHbIX HAXOJOK MO-
JIEPHHUCTCKHUX XYIOKECTBEHHBIX HAINPABICHUN — QyTy-
pu3Ma, KyOnu3ma, SKCIIpecCHOHNU3MA.

Ho mexay sTuMu ByMs HalpaBJI€HUSMM aBaHrapa
MMEIUCh CYIIECTBEHHbIE OTINYHUs B noaxonax. OyHk-
IIUOHAIN3M paboTal ¢ MPOU3BEACHUIMHI XYTOKHUKOB-

MOJIEPHUCTOB KaK OBI B CHITy HEOOXOIUMOCTH, TOCKOIBKY
JOKTpUHA (YHKIMOHAIBHOTO METOJIa He pelaja Bcex
BOMPOCOB (hopMooOpazoBanusi. COBPEMEHHOE JIBHIKCHHUE
BKJIIOYHJIO B CBOW apCeHall caMble aCKETHYHBIE U JIOKTPH-
HEpCcKHe 00pa3Isl OecpeMETHOTO HCKYCCTBA — apXH-
TeKTOHbI MasieBuua, HeorutacTui3M MoHapuana u [lyc-
Oypra, koHTppenbedsl TatuHa, MpoyHbI JIMCHIIKOTO.

Hanporus, Ap Jlexko co3gaBain MHOTOOOpa3HbIE code-
TaHHUA OeCIpeIMETHUIECTBA U (PUTYPAaTHBHOCTH, YHCTOM
reoMeTpuu U opHameHnTa. Xots CoBpeMeHHOe JIBHXKe-
HUe U Ap Jlexo BEIpOCIH HA OZHOM M TOM e mpodec-
CHOHAJILHOM OTIBITe (TIO3IHUI MOJICPH B apXUTEKTYpe) U
XYIIO)KECTBEHHOM cyOcTpare (paHHHUW aBaHTap][ B TuIac-
TUYECKHX UCKYCCTBaX), HO B CHJIY Pa3HBIX )KH3HEHHBIX
OpHEHTAINH MPUIUIN K CTHIMCTHYCCKH pPa3HBIM PEe3yIlhb-
tatam (cM. Ta0. Ha cTp. 83).

Ecnu 3aHOBO mepecMOTpETh ¢ TOYKU 3PEHHS CTHIIEBOTO
ananm3a te 3manns 20-x — Had. 30-x . B XapbhKoBe, KO-
TOpBIE MIPUBBIYHO HA3BIBAIOT KOHCTPYKTUBUCTCKUMH, TO K
«UUCTOMY», OPTOAOKCAIILHOMY KOHCTPYKTUBU3MY MOKHO
OTHECTH HEMHOTHE. DTO rocTuHula «HTepHaMOHAID)
Ha TUI. J[3ep>KMHCKOTO (HBIHE TOCTHHUIA «XaphKOBY, .
SnoBunkuid, 1923-27; mocne BOIHHBI PEKOHCTPYUPOBaHA
aBTOPOM C BBEZEHMEM MOTHBOB Ap Jleko u 31eMeHTOB
opaepHoro nekopa), Kiy6 crpourteneit Ha . PyaneBa
(S1. Ireita6epr, M. Manoszemos, M. Munuauc, 1928 1.)
U, HakoHell, [loyTamMT Ha MPUBOK3aIbHON TIOmaIu (A.
Mopnsunos, 1930); nepectpoeH B 60-¢ TT.). DTH 00beK-
THI OTBEYAIOT KPUTEPHSIM KOHCTPYKTHBU3MA KaK CTHJIS:
uX (acanbl aCHMMETPUYHEI, IJIAHBI (YHKITHOHAIBHEI,
KOMITO3UIIHsI TOCTPOEHA HA MEPECEUEeHUH KPYITHBIX I'€0-
METPUIECKUX 00BEMOB M Ha KOHTpACTE OOJIBIIIMX BUTpA-
JKeH ¢ TNyXUMU IIOCKOCTSIMHA OETOHA.

ATpHOYIHS TIEPEUUCICHHBIX 31aHIH TOATBEPKIACTCS
JTAHHBIMHU 00 aBTOpax. MOPJABUHOB B Ty MOPY — CTYACHT
BxyTtemaca, BOCIUTaHHBIH B ITOCIEI0BATEIEHO KOHCTPYK-
THUBUCTCKOHN HJI€0N0THH, MUIMHUC — OMH U3 KITFOUEBbIX
nesiteneit OCA, MHOTONIETHHI coaBTop ['mH30ypra, SHo-
BUIIKUH, KaKk OBUIO yXKe CKa3aHO, — PyKOBOJIUTENb YKpa-
uHckoro OCA.

[IpaBnaa, B KOMIIO3UIIMK TOCTHHUIBI «IHTEpHAIIMOHATD,
€MHCTBEHHOIO 3/1aHus, TaK CKa3aTb, BIIOJIHE XapbKOBC-
KOTO TI0 MPOUCXOXKCHHIO, €CTh OTpeAeieHHbIE OTCTYII-
JIEHUS OT JOKTPUHAJIBHO YUCTOM KOHCTPYKTUBUCTKOM O~
9THUKH, TPexkJIie Bcero (yHKINOHAIBHO HE ONpaBIaHHBIN
CympeMaTHYeCKUil CABUT 00BEMOB ITIaBHOTO KOpITyCa,
3aJal0NIMi THHAMUKY 110 HAaPaBJICHUIO K LEHTPY KpyT-
JIoM miomaan. Bunumo, Kak pa3 He 10 KOHIIA MOCIIEN0-

6 E. Pemusosa, U. Kpeiizep. Om Ap Hyso x Ap JJexo
//Bamepnac Ne 20-21. 1999 c. 46-51.

«Cmune <...> — cmpykmypHoe eOuHcmeo 0opasHou
cucmemvl U RPUEMOS XYOOIC. BbIPANCEHUS <...>.»
(Dcmemuka: Cnosapw /100 0bwy. Peo. A. A. bensesa u
op. — M.: Ilonumuzoam, 1989.

7
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00BEMHO-
[POCTpaH-
CTBEHHAA
KOMIIO3HUIHS

CUMMECTpPUS

OpJEpHBIE U
HCTOPUYECKHE
MOTHBBI

CTCHA

OKHa

1agoHBI,
OCBEIICHNE

OIOPBI

TPaKTOBKa
Marepuana

CKYJIBIITYpa

KOHCprKTI/IBI/l3M u (l)YHKIII/IOHaJII/ISM

B JIOKTPUHE KOHCTPYKTHBU3Ma OCHOBA
00BEMHO-TIPOCTPAHCTBEHHOTO PEIICHUSI
37aHus — rpadyK IBIKEHUS; TIO3TOMY B
KOMITO3HIIMH 00beMa 4acThl ACHMMETPHUY-
HBIC ITMHAMUYHBIC TIEPECEUCHUs] 00BEMOB,
YaIle BCEro MpsiMOyrobHbIX WM LIAIHHI-
pHYECKUX

HEXCIIaTCJIbHA,; HO BPpEMs OT BPEMCHH HC-
TIOJIB3YCTCA, ACUMMCTPHUYHBIC ITOCTPOCHUA
O4YCBUIHO NPECATIOYTHUTECIIbHBI; CUMMCTPpUY-
HBIC KOMITO3UITUH MOJACPHUCTOB 3JICMCH-
TapHBbI, KaK MMpaBuiio, OTHOCJIOMHBI

l'[pI/IHHI/IHI/IaJ'[LHI)II\/‘I U MOJHBIN OTKa3 OT
TIPUMCHCHU A

TITaIKast, TUIOCKAs FUTH IFTHHIPUIECKast
MOBEPXHOCTb, OIITYKATYPSHHAS MM 00/~
[[OBaHHAsI, 3aBEPIIICHAE — MapareT II0CKOH
KPOBIIH

MPSAMOYTONBHBIE («ISKadney), KpyTibie
WU JICHTOYHBIE; JIECTHUYHBIC KICTKU
YacTO OCBEICHBI BEPTUKATLHBIMHU JIEHTAMHU
BUTpaxKel

IUIOCKHUE OeJIble TOTOJIKU, OTKPBITO U PaB-
HOMEPHO PACTIONIOKCHHBIC CBETHIbHUKH
(MOIIOYHBIE IIAPBI, KOHYCHI, TIOMUHECIIEHT-
HBIE TPYOKH)

KpYIJIbIC WK KBaJ[paTHbIC CTOJIOBI Oe3 0a3
W Kanurenen

MarepHa CKPBIT MOJ MTyKaTypPKOH
OKpackoil («Oemast apXUTEKTypa»), MOJI-
YEpPKUBAETCS YKCTAasl, KaK Obl OCCIUIOTHAS
reomeTpust o0bema

UCIIOJIb3YETCA B UCKIIFOUUTENIbHBIX CIIyda-
X, TOJIbKO KpyIvlasi; IOQYEPKHYTa ee OT/e-
JBHOCTb OT apXUTEKTYPHOIO OpraHu3Ma

Ap Jexo

OCHOBa KOMIO3UIMHU Ap JIeKo — OpHAMEHT: IJIOCKUHI
— B ITOCTPOSHHH YIIUYHOTO (hacasia, TpeXMEpHBIN — B
KOMIIO3UIINY OTIEIBHO CTOSAILIEIO KPYITHOTO 3/1aHNUs;
COOTBETCTBEHHO, B TIOCTPOCHUH KOMTIO3HIINH 1IN~
POKO UCHONIB3YIOTCS PA3IMYHBIE BUJIbI CHMMETPUH,
METPUYECKUE U PUTMUYECKHUE PSI/IbI

CTUJIb N300MITYET CIIOKHBIMH U U3bICKAHHBIMH KOM-
MO3ULIMOHHBIMU [IOCTPOEHUSMH Ha OCHOBE OCEBOIA,
LEHTPaIbHOM, TOBOPOTHON CUMMETPUH, CAMMETPUH
NIEPEHOCa, IIOJIHOM U HEMOJIHOM, ¢ BKIIIOUEHHEM
ACUMMETPHYHBIX ()parMEHTOB

MPUMEHSIFOTCSI IIUPOKO M U300peTaTesIbHO, YaCcTO
B YIPOILEHHOM U CTHUIIM30BaHHOM BHJIE; J€TaIN
YKPYIHEHBI U YIIPOILCHBI, CJIOBHO HOCSIT CIICIbI
MeXaHH4YeCKOW 00paboTKN

KOHTPACT YHCTON IIOCKOCTH ¢ (PUITCHKaMH, 3aI0JI-
HeHue ropaMu, kKaceToHamu, rnepdopanmeit uim
CIIOIIHASI OPHAMEHTAIINS TTOBEPXHOCTH; OONBIINE
IUIOCKOCTH IGKOPAaTUBHOTO penbeda, crpaddu-

TO, MO3aWKa | JIp.; ICKOPATUBHEINA PYCT, JIOTIATKH,
MWISACTPBI, TATH, IVIOCKUE KAPHU3BI C OOJIBIINM
BBIHOCOM

peo0IIaIatoT OKHA TPAJIUIIMOHHON (HOPMEI, 3a4ac-
TYIO C IPOPHINPOBAHHBIMU WITH OPHAMECHTHPOBAH-
HBIMH 00paMJICHUSIMH, JIEKOPATHBHO 00pab0TaHHbI-
MU 3aMKOBBIMU KaMHSIMH

pacusieHeHHbIE OaTKaMH UJIM KECCOHAMH, CIIOKHO
pouIMpOBaHHBIE, BOTHYTHIC WITH CTYTICHIATEIC;
JIeKOpaTUBHbBIE CBETUIIBHUKH — JIFOCTPBI, Opa, TOp-
epbl; H3ITFOOICHHBIN ITPUEM — PacCesTHHBIN CBET OT
JIaMII, COPSATAaHHBIX 32 IIMPOKUM IIJIOCKUM KapHHU-
30M; IIEHTPATBEHOE MoJIe TTa)oHa MPH ITOM JacTo
TIOKPBIBAETCS PABHOMEPHBIM OPHAMEHTOM, JIEKOpa-
TUBHOM POCIIHCHIO WM MO3aUKOU

CTOJIOBI WJIM TUJIOHBI, YaCTO MHOTOYTOJIbHBIE MU
OBQJIbHbIC, KAHHEIUPOBAHHBIC, CIIOKHO MTPOQPUIH-
POBaHHBIC WIIH PyCTOBAHHEIC, C TPUOOBHIHBIMH,
BOPOHKOOOPAa3HbIMHU MJIN TUPAMUIAIBHBIMU KaIlUTe-
JISIMHM, 4acTo 1LEAPO OPHAMEHTUPOBAHHBIMU

M3TFOOICHHBIEC TIPUEMBI — (DaKTYPHBIH U IBETOBOM
KOHTPACT, ICTATH U3 (haKTYypPHOTO KaMHS (KOBaHBII
TPaHUT, IUTU(QOBAHHEIA TPABEPTHH, N3BECTHSK FIIH
NecyaHuK 1oz Oyvapay)

HPHUMEHSETCs 4aCTO, HHOTAa OOMIIbHO, B OpraHn4ec-
KOI1 CBSI3M C IOCTPOEHHEM apXHUTEKTYpPHOTO 00bEMa;
YaCThl MHOTO(UTYPHBIE PENbedBbl, T1. 00p. (HpU3HI;
MHOT/A KpyIyasi CKy/JIbNTYpa BeHYAET 3[aHNe KaK
IVIaBHBIM KOMIIO3ULUOHHBII aKLEHT
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Hsopey kynomypol scenesnodoposcnukos um. Komaosa,
6. k1yo Cmanuna. @omo 30-x ee

BaTeNbHBIN (PyHKINOHANN3M penieHus mo3Bowi [. SIHo-
BUIIKOMY JIETKO 1 OPTaHUYHO «IEPEOEThY 3[JAHUE B XO/IE
MOCIIEBOCHHOM pekoHCTpyKInK. K oOpa3nam «ydeHoro»
KOHCTPYKTHBHU3Ma HaJ0 elle J00aBUTh PEeKUE MO YUC-
TOTE IPOPUCOBKU JKUJIble Kopryca Ha yi. IlymkuHckuit
Bbe3n Ne 7, 74 u 8 (P. ®puaman u . llreiinbepr, 1929
1932), ceifuac, K COXKaJICHHUIO, OBICTPO pa3pyIIAIOIIHECs
U HE MONaBIINE J1aXe B PeecTp NaMSATHUKOB MECTHOI'O
3HAUYCHMS.

31011 rpynne npoTUBOCTOSAT HECKOIBKO 3[aHUM, TocTa-
TOYHO OYEBHIHO NMPHHAICKANINX K 3aPOXKIAIONIEMYCS
Ap Hlexo. Mx obuias uepra — COeTUHEHHE B KOMITO3ULIUU
KPYTHBIX ¥ PE3KNX TEOMETPHUUCCKHX ACTaeH, HalTOMUHA-
IOLIMX KOHCTPYKTHBUCTCKYIO TPAKTOBKY (DOpMBI, C le-
MEHTaMU OpAEPHOM TEKTOHMKU. DTH 3[aHUsS 4acTo CO-
BEPIIEHHO HEOCHOBATENIbHO OTHOCAT K KOHCTPYKTUBH3MY
— BUJINMO, U3-32 XapakTepHoi J7ist 20-X TOI0B «OCTPOTHI
apXuTeKkTypHOI Gopmbl. Camble XapaKTepHBIE TPUMEPHI
3TOTO poja — oM Tpecta «J{oHByriuuLs (apx. mpod. A.
MomnokuH, nax. b. TpoynstHckuii, ckynsntop M. Kasa-
nepunaze, 1925), Pabounit yauBepcuteT (HbIHE YHUBED-
CUTET CTPOUTENILCTBA U ApPXUTEKTYphl, A. MonokuH u I.
Hxonnukos, 1927). O6a 31aHUsl CHMMETPHUYHBI, B 000UX
IPUCYTCTBYIOT JE€TAIH, ACCOLMUPYIOLIUECS C TPAAULIU-
OHHOM M300pa3UTEIHHON TEKTOHUKON — MUISCTPHI, JO-
HaTKU, PyCT, CTUIM30BAHHBIN OpAep.

Howm tpecta «loHByrinas» Ha ya. [lymkuaCcKo#i —
CUJIBHOE U CBOEOOpa3HOE MPOU3BEJCHHE, HE UMEIOLIEe
Oomu3kux aHanoro B Mockse 1 [letepOypre. 3nanue co3-
JJaHO B coapyKecTBe mpodeccopa MooknHa, 0JHOTO
13 OCHOBATeJIed XapbKOBCKON apXUTEKTYPHOH ILKOJIBI,
U U3BECTHOTO YKPauHCKOro cKynbntopa Meana Kasaine-
pua3e, aBTopa rurantckoi craryu Apremy-CepreeBy B
JloHOacce ¥ HelaBHO BOCCTAHOBJIEHHOI'O MaMSTHUKA CB.
kusiruae Onbre B Kuese.

ITo cTtopoHam mpoOCTOrO, HO BEIPA3HTENLHOTO (hacaja,
PacCwWICHEHHOTO BEPTUKAIBHBIMU JIOTIATKAMH, HA YPOB-
HE BTOPOTO 3Ta)Kka CTOSIT ABa BhIPYOJIIEHHBIX U3 OETOHA
UCTYKaHa C MIaXTEPCKUMHU JIaMIIaMU U OTOOWHBIMU MO-
JOTKaMH, HalIOMUHAIOIIKE U3BasHUs ¢ ocTposa [lacxu.
Hax HuME 1o BepTHKAIBHBIM OCTOHHBIM ITOJOTHHUIIAM
PYOJIEHBIM «KOHCTPYKTHBHBIMY IIPU(YTOM UAYT HAAMHUCH

«JlouByrimsny. Takue ke, HO MEHBIIIETO pa3Mepa Halll1-
CH BPE3aHBbI B IOCKH U3 YEPHOT'O MOIUPOBAHHOTO, UCKPSI-
IIeTocsi, Kak aHTPALHUT, TabpaJopuTa, BMypOBaHHEBIC B
MPSIMOYTOJIbHBIE (PUIICHKH HaJ TIOABE3I0M M IPOE3THOM
apkoil. Mex1y OKHaMU pyCTOBaHHOTO MEPBOrO 3Taxka
paccraBJieHbl KaHHEITUPOBAHHbIE TIOJYKOJIOHHBI, JIUIIECH-
HBIC 033 ¥ KaITUTeNeH, TaKne e KOPOTKHE U TOJICTHIE, KaK
U ctatyu. BepxHuii oTaxk 3akaHYMBaETCS MPOCTHIM IUIOC-
KMM KapHH30M. B myTeBoauTene mo XapbKkoBy® 31aHHe
«J1oHBYT1II» Ha3BaHO CMECHIO MOJIEpPHA M KOHCTPYKTH-
BH3Ma (?), HO OJIVKE BCETO K HEMY, TIOKAIyH, OHUITHAITb-
Hasl UTaJbsSHCKas apXuTekrypa 20-X IT., paHHsS CTaIus
MYCCOJIMHUEBCKOro BapuanTa Ap /leko.

Eme ogHO mpousBeneHne MoNOKMHA — MIECTUITAXK-
Hoe 37aHue Pabouero yauBepcutera Ha yin. CyMCKOH.
CuMMETpUYHBINH 00beM C TITyOOKUM KypJOHEPOM, JIBa
HIDKHUX 9Taka 00BETUHEHBI PyCTOM, U3 IITyXHX OajKo-
HOB B LIEHTPAJIbHOI YacTH (hacaja, Ha CTeHaX KypAoHepa
1 Ha OOKOBBIX pHU3JINTaX 00pa30BaH KPYITHOMACIITAO-
HBII OpHaMeHT. J{ekopaTuBHbBIE KPOHIITEHHBI OATKOHOB
MOJIeTUpoBaHkl B ayxe Ap [leko. ®acanpl ohopmIteHbI
IJIOCKUMH PYCTOBAHHBIMH JIOTIATKAMU, 3/JaHUE BEHYAET
IUTIOCKUI KapHU3, pa30pBaHHbBIN B IIEHTPAJbHON Y4acCTH
CTYIIEHYATBIM (PPOHTOHOM CO CKYJIBITYPHBIM KapTYIIEM.
Bce Tpu ynmuuHBIX ogbe3na ObUTH (PIaHKUPOBAHBI YT-
PUPOBAHHO TSIKEJNBIMU CTUIU30BAHHBIMH KOJIOHHAMH C
KBaJIpaTHBIMHU dXHUHAMH.

B xapbkoBckoM Ap Jleko ecTh Takke MPUMEPHI «3pe-
soroy» ctuiisg Hadana 30-x 1. D10 YUepBOHO3aBOACKHUH Te-
aTp, PeHTrenakazemus, omin4aromasics pahuHUPOBAHHO
OCTPOH, «XUPYPTUUYECKOW» MTPOPUCOBKOH JeTanei (HbI-
He MHCTUTYT MeTUIMHCKOH paguonorun, B. OcTposuy,
1930) u IK >xene3Hog0poXHUKOB MMeHH CTannHa (HbIHE
JK um. KomiioBa; akageMUK apXuTeKTypsl A. JIMuTpues,
B uHTEphepax — pocrucu E. Jlancepe, 1931-1932). Kiy6
CranuHa Takke 0OBIYHO OTHOCSAT K KOHCTPYKTUBU3MY — 1
COBEPIIECHHO HEOCHOBATENIbHO. B TBOpuecTBe JIMuTpreBa
HEeT HE TOJBKO MOCIEA0BATENHHO KOHCTPYKTUBUCTCKUX
3/1aHU, HO JJa)Ke MONBITOK UMUTAlMU KOHCTPYKTHBHCT-
ckoro nojxona’. JIMUTpHEB cTal M3BECTEH elle 10 PEeBO-
JIIOIUU KaK aBTop YumninHoro noma Ilerpa Benukoro B
Cankr-IletepOypre. 3o 31aHMe, mocTpoeHHOE B 1908—
1912 rr., oTIM4a0T KPacuBO MPOPHUCOBAHHBIC, TTOUYTH
(DYHKITMOHAIMCTCKUE IJIAHBI, COYETAIOIIUECS ¢ OOraThIM
JIEKOPOM, MCTIONB3YIOIIIM MOTHBEI IETPOBCKOTO OApOK-
k0. B XapbkoBe akajeMukoM JIMHUTPHEBBIM [TOCTPOCHBI,
kpome JIK Cranuna, 3nanue yrnpasierus: FOxxHoM xe-

8 Xapvkoe: Apxumexmypa, namsamnuxu, HO0CMPOUKL.
Ilymesooumens/[Cocm. A. IO. Jleubghpetio,

B. A. Peycos, A. A. Tuy]. — X.: IIpanop, 1985. — 151 c.

B 20-e 22. uepes maxyro umumayuio npowiu O0IbUUHCm-
60 MACMEPOB-HEOKNACCUKO8, 8 yacmHocmu, . JKon-
MOBCKULL NOKA3a 00pazey «KOHCMPYKMUBHO20 CHIUIISLY
6 30anuu xomenvhou Mol IC, A. Il]yces — 6 30anuu
Hapkomzema u xomniexce canamopust 6 Mayecme.
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JIe3HOH JOPOTH, YBEHUAHHOE KYIIOJIOM TpOMaTHoe Kape,
¢ (pacamamu, AEKOPUPOBAHHBIMU B CTHJIE HEOPEHECCAHCA
(1908-1910, copmectHo ¢ [I. PakutunbiM), 1 Jlom KoO-
nepanuu Ha 1. J[3epxkunckoro (1927-1930, coBmecTHO
¢ O. Mynnem; pazpymier B 1941-1942, mocne BOWHBI 11e-
pecTpoeH OpHUra ol apXUTEKTOPOB MO PyKOBOACTBOM [1.
[mape! moJ 31aHNe BOCHHOW aKaJIeMHUH ).

3nanue K CranuHa CHMMETPUYHO, MAPaIHBIA YU~
HBIH (hacax pe3ko OTIIMYAaeTCsl OT TBOPOBOTO, MIPEACTAB-
JSIOLIEro coboii 6osee Uiu MeHee ciaydaifHOe Harpo-
MOXICHUE YTHINTAPHEIX 006eMOB. OCHOBHBIE MOTHBEI
m1aBHOTO (hacana xapakrepusl it Ap [deko. Ucnonune-
Kuid rop MEHTPaTbHOW YacTH, MOMOOHBIH KaHHEIOpaM
TPEKO-TOPHUECKOI KOJIIOHHBI, JIOJKEH, BUAUMO, ACCOIH-
HPOBATHCS CO CKIIAJKaMU TeaTpajJbHOTO 3aHaBeca. VM-
MOCTHI INIABHOTO MOPTAaja, BHIIIOJIHEHHBIC U3 KOBAHOTO
KPacHOTO TPaHUTa, COCTABIISUIA N3BICKAHHOE COYCTAHUE
C Teppa3uTOBOM IITyKaTypKoil (hacaga, moOIeCcKUBaB-
ureit mmacTuHKkaMu coabl ), CUMMETpHUs KOMIIO3HIIUH,
PUTMHYHOE YOBIBAHUE BBHICOTHI OOKOBBIX KPBLIHEB, 00-
paboTKa CTEHBI JIOTIATKaMH, TIPOPHITUPOBKA 00paMIICHHS
JICHTOYHBIX OKOH, XapaKTEPHBIC OrPaxICHUs OAIKOHOB
Onmu3KkK ipreMam eBporieiickoro Ap Jleko.

CaMyro HHTEPECHYIO MpoOJIeMy il CTHICBOW aTpu-
OyIuu TIpeJCcTaBIseT cO00 BCEMUPHO M3BECTHBIN aH-
cam01b 0. miomanu J3epKUHCKOTO («KPyIoil mioia-
1y, HeIHE TUT. CBOOOIBI), B YaCTHOCTH, cepapMOBCKHE
3nanus [ocpoMa u JloMa mpoexToB.

Kommnosunus Jloma roctipombinuierroctr (C. Cepa-
¢umos, C. Kpasen, M. @ensrep, 1925-1929) noctpoena
Ha CJIOXKHOW MHOTOOCEBOU cuMMeTpuu. CHMMETPHIHBI
[JIaBHBIN, THUIBHBINA U OOKOBBIC (pacalibl, CAMMETPHYHA
KOMITO3UIIHS KaXKIOTO U3 TPEX OCHOBHEIX KOPITYCOB, CO-
CIMHCHHBIX THTAHTCKUMHU MPOC3IHBIMU apKaMH, CUM-
METpHYHA KaXK/aasi U3 dTHX apok. Bee 710 ckimampiBaeTcst
B CJIOXKHBIF PUTMHUYCCKUI PUCYHOK,  HEIAPOM B OTHOM
U3 MECTHBIX allOKpU(pOB PacCKa3BIBAETCS, YTO BBHICOTHI
KOPITyCOB BOCIIPOM3BOIIAT MEPBBIC TaKkThl «HTepHAINO-
Hasa». JT0, KOHEYHO, CKa3ka, HO B HEH 3aMeueHa My3Hbl-
KaJIbHOCTh KOMIIO3HIIUH 3/IaHHsI, OTHIONb HE CBOHCTBEH-
Hasl 3JaHUSM KOHCTPYKTHUBHCTOB.

Kommekce B 11e710M, 0COOEHHO €CJIN PacCMaTpUBATh €T0
C IITHYBETO MOJETa WM C BEICOTHI 14-3Ta)XHBIX OaleH,
HAIIOMHUHAET OTPOMHBIH TPEXMEPHBIH KyOHCTHUYECKUI
OpHAMEHT, HEUTO BPOJE PUTMUYCCKH PACHICHECHHOTO U
MHOTOKPATHO IIOBTOPEHHOTO «apXUTEKTOHA». Takoi op-
HaMEHT, TUIOCKUH, pexXe TPEXMEPHBIH — ONH U3 JTI00U-
MBIX JIEKOPATUBHBIX MOTHBOB B Ap [lexo. Bricuatnenue
«HUTPBI B KYOUKI» YCHIINBACTCSI COBEPIIEHHO OJTHOPO-
HBIM PEIICHUEM ITOBEPXHOCTEH BCEX KOPITYCOB, IPEBpa-
IICHHLIX B PAaBHOMEPHYIO PEUICTKY, B eppOopaInio u3
COTCH COBEPIICHHO OJMHAKOBBIX OIPOMHBIX OKOHHBIX
npoeMoB. EcTs He cpa3y 3amMeTHast TOHKOCTb B TOM, KaK
OKOHHBIE MTPOEMBI BPE3aHbI B CTCHY. MEKOKOHHbBIC UM-
TIOCTHI CIIETKA YTOIUICHBI B CTEHY, U HAa TPaHUIIC OKHA U
TUTOCKOCTU CTEHBI MOSIBIISCTCS MaJeHbKasl BEPTUKATbHAs
CTYIIEHbKA, 3apoJIbIl Todpa. KoHCTPpYKTHBHUCTHI 1107100~

HBIX TOHKOCTEH HE MCIIOIH30BAIH.

B xommnozunuu JJoma npoekroB (C. CepadhumMoB coB-
MecTHO ¢ M. 3annoepr-Cepadpumonoit, 1930—1933) eme
Oosblie, yem B [ocmpome, 2IEMEHTOB KOHCTPYKTHBHCT-
CKO¥ TpaMOTHI, H OHU «JOKTPUHAIHHOY» UHIIE — JCH-
TOYHbBIC OKHA (PacajioB, CTEKJITHHBIC MIPU3MBI JICCTHUY-
HO-TU(TOBBIX IIIaXT, HEBECOMBIN KO3BIPEK HaJ| MJIOCKOH
KpBINIEH IIEHTPaIbHOTO PU3AIUTA, KPYIJIble CTOJOBI B
HHTEphepe U T.A. TeM cuiIbHee KOHTPACTUPYET C STUMH
TEeXHUYECKMMH MOMEHTaMH (popMo0oOpa3oBaHUs CO-
BEPIICHHO BHE-KOHCTPYKTUBUCTCKHUI 3aMBICEI LEJIOTO.
CummerpuuHas TpuyM@aibHas KOMIIO3UIHS YCTYITUaTo
B3JIBIMAETCSI K TIOUTH 60-METPOBOMY B3JIETY Y3KOTO, «KaK
HO»! || IeHTpansHOro pu3aura.

Haxonerr, mpoTHB TpaJIMITMOHHON aTpUOYIIUH aHCAMOIIS
TUIOIIA/IN CBUJICTEILCTBYET caM aBTop, apxurekrop Cep-
reit Cepadumos: «Jlom I'ocipomeinuieHHOCTH B Xaph-
KOBE I MBITAJICS PEIIUTh KaK YaCTHILy OPraHU30BAHHOIO
MHpa, OKa3aTh (GabpHKy, CTaBIIYIO ABOpIIOM» 2. ITpu-
BEJICHHBIN (PPAarMEHT PE3KO MPOTUBOPEUUT MPUBBITHOMN
atpuOynmu ['ocripoMa u JlomMa MPOEKTOB KaK KIIACCHKHU
KOHCTPYKTHBH3Ma. B 0CHOBE 3amblciia 31aHKs OKa3bIBaeT-
cs1 BOBCE He IypU3M «MeTozIa TabopaTopHoi paboTe |3, a
pomanTuyeckas Ckaszka o Cuactiausoit dabpuke — uctou-
HUKE KU3HEHHBIX OJ1ar. DTOT «HCTOPUICCKUH OITHMI3M)
XapakTepeH kak pas juisi Ap Jlexo. Kitaccuky xapbkoBc-
KOW apXHTEKTyphl pyoexka 20-x u 30-x rT. — «J{oHByT1I-
1s», locipom, JIoM IPOEKTOB, — POAHAT ¢ MUPOBBIM Ap
Jlexo maxke HE CTOIBKO (hOpMaNbHBIC IPU3HAKH CTHIIA, a
Kak pa3 YCTPEMJICHHOCTh KOMIIO3UIIMU «BIIEPE]T U BBIIIICY,
OBIOIITHIA M3 KAYK/IOTO WICHEHNST ONTHMH3M.

10" 0 meppazumosoii wmyxamype. dma uzvickannas
omoenka, Komopasi ObLia NPUMEHEHA 68 OONLUUHCIGE
xapvrogckux 30anuil konya 20-x — nauana 30-x 2e.,
0aBHO Yoice CKpbIma noo Closimu 2pyoo2o YyemeHmHo2o
nabpuizea. /s ['ocnpoma maxkoe MHO2OKpamuoe
«NOHOGIEHUE» Pacados 0KaA3aI0Ch poKosbiM. Tsicenvlil
MHO2OCTIOUHBII YEMEHMHBIIL KOPIHC YMPamuil CyenieHue
¢ 6emonom cmemnbvl U CIai OMCAAUBAMbCS MbICAYAMU
keaopamuwix mempos. ObHadiceHHblll OemoH bblcmpo
KOPPO3UPO8aL noo 8030elicmeuem ammocpepHol enazu,
60 MHO2UX MECMAX OOHAIICULACH APMAMYPA, HAYAI0CH
PaspyuteHe MeNCOKOHHbIX UMNOCIO8 8 BEPXHUX
amadicax. Iueanmceroe 30anue, KOMopoOMy He CIMPAUHO
npsiMoe nonadanue mAaxicenol asuabomobl, 0Ka3aiocsh
Jle2Ko1l JHcepmeoti Hegedcecmsad.

Cepagumos C. C. Teopueckuii omuem // Apxumexmypa
CCCPNe 9. — M., 1935. — C. 13-16.

Tam once, c. 13.

Tunzoype M. A1. Koncmpyxkmugusm kax memoo 1aoo-
pamoproul u nedazocuyeckot pabomot. // Coepemennas
apxumexmypa Ne 6. — M., 1927. (Lum. no: Macmepa
cosemckol apxumexkmypwsl 06 apxumexkmype / U30p.
OMPBIGKU U3 NUCEM, CIMAMEl, 8bICHYNICHUT U
mpakmamog. B 2-x mm. I[1o0 06w. peo. M. I bapxuna
[uop.]. T.2. — M.: HUckycemso, 1975. — C. 308.)

11

12
13
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WUropb MapTbiHeHKO

CHoC namATHMKa dPXUTEKTYpPbl NO4 BMAOM €ro pecraBpaunn.

OT TEOPUM K YrONIOBHOW NpPaKTHKe

«Ympamvl namamHuxkos Kyivmypsvl He80CCMAHOBUMDbL,
Ub0 NAMAMHUKU 8Ce20a UHOUBUOYATbHBL, 8Ce20d CE53AHbL
C OnpedeneHHol INOXOU, C ONPEOeeHHLIMU MACTEPAMU.
Kaoicovit namsmuux pazpyuiaemcst HA8eYHO, UCKAAICAEN-
€5l HABEUHO, PAHUMCA HABEUHOY.

M. C. Jluxaues

ITaMsITHUKH KyJIBTYpBl pa3pyliany GakTHYeCKH BO BCE
UCTOPUYECKHUE SMOXH. JJOCTaTOYHO BCIIOMHUTD 1€HCTBUS
BaH/1aJI0B, YHUUYTOXKUBIIMX BEJIMKHE TBOPCHUS aHTHYHBIX
nuBWIM3alui. B Oonee mo3aHui nmepuos maMITHUKH
CHOCHUIIU C MIPUXOJIOM KaXKJ0W HOBOW BiacTu. B 6ob-
LIMHCTBE CIIy4yaeB OOBEKT pa3pyLIeHHs] UMEET SPKO BbI-
PaKCHHBIN CUMBOINYECKHH cMbIcT. OH MOXXET 0003Ha-
4aTh THIT BIACTH, COIIHATIbHBIC HHCTHTYTHI, KaKyI0-JIN00
COIMATIbHYIO WM HAIIMOHAJbHYIO rpyniy. ColuanbHbIe
PEBOIIONHA M KaTaKIM3MBl OOBIYHO COTIPOBOKIAIOTCS
YCUJICHHEM 3TOH Pa3HOBHIHOCTH BaHIATH3MA.

OxHako ¢ pa3BHTHEM OOIICCTBEHHBIX OTHONICHHI
B3TJISA/IbI HA TIAMSITHUKH KYJIBTYPbI DBOJIOIMOHUPOBAIIH:
OT OOBIKHOBCHHS 3aXBaTHIBATh U YHHUYTOXKATh KYJIBTYp-
HBIC [IEHHOCTH MPHUIIJIO IOHUMaHUE HEOOXOIMMOCTH UX
3allUThl, yCTAHOBUB COOTBETCTBYIOIKE YIOJIOBHO-TIpa-
BOBBIC 3ampeThl. DaKTHUECKU BO BCEX CTpaHaX YCTAHOB-
JIEHa YTOJIOBHAsl OTBETCTBEHHOCTH 32 CHOC, IOBPEXKCHUE
MaMSTHUKA, HAJIPyTraTeIbCTBO HAJl HUM, XUIICHUE KYJIb-
TYPHBIX HEHHOCTEH, KOHTpabaHIy NPeIMETOB CTAPUHbI U
uckyccrBa. CBOEBPEMEHHOCTh U TOJHOTA HACTYIIIICHUS
IOpUINYECKON OTBETCTBEHHOCTH HAaXOASATCA B MPSIMOI
3aBUCHMOCTH OT YPOBHS 3aKOHOJATEIIHHOTO PEryIupo-
BaHUs MAMATHUKOB KYJIbTYpbl, HAyYHO- METOAMYECKOTO
o0ecriedeHus MPaBOOXPAHUTEIILHON JIEATEIHBHOCTH C TIpe-
CTYIUIEHUSIMH NIPOTUB UCTOPUKO-KYJIBTYPHOTO HACJIEAUs.

Haubonee 3aByanupoBanHyto (GpopMy NpecTynmHOro Ha-
PYLICHHUS 3aKOHA NIPEACTABIISET CHOC NAMAMHUKA NOO 8U-
00M e20 pecmaspayuil.

OO1ecTBeHHas: ONMACHOCTD JAHHBIX AEUCTBUI COCTOUT
B TOM, 4TO B c(pepy HE3aKOHHBIX OTHOILICHUI C IEIbIO
COKPBITHS ATOTO (pakTa BOBIEKAIOTCS Pa3INUHbIC OPTraHu-
3alUy U JIOJDKHOCTHBIE Jnna. [lpudyeM ux JesiTeIbHOCTh
HOCHUT Hambolee CKpHITHBINA XapakTep. [locpencTBom
npencTaBieHus] GUKTUBHBIX JOKYMEHTOB U yCTaHOBIIE-
HIUSI HE3aKOHHBIX (T.€. HeCTy)KEOHBIX ) OTHOIICHHI C KOH-
KPETHBIMH JIOJDKHOCTHBIMH JTUIIAMU, 3aKa34uK, Oymaydu
3aMHTEPECOBAHHBIM B O0BEKTE (T.€. IIAMSATHHUKE), 0Oecte-
yuBaeT cebe BO3MOKHOCTh BBITIOTHEHUS paboT (MHOTAA
Jaxxe popMaIbHO 3aKOHHBIX ), BCICICTBUE YETO MAMSITHHK
yTpaynBaeT CBOM IICHHOCTHBIC KauecTBa. B pe3ynbrare
(danpcupunmpyeTcs cxeMa KpacHBIX JIHHUM UCTOpHYEC-
KOM 3aCTpOMKH, CO3aeTCsl HOBasi IPaJloCTPOUTEIIbHAS CU-

TyaIys, JTUIIAONask HCTOPUKO-KYIBTYPHYIO IIEHHOCTh €€
KaueCTBEHHBIX XapaKTEPUCTUK U HE M03BOJISAIONIAsl BECTH
peub 0 IPOBEJICHUN JTAIbHEHIIIEH pabOThl B COOTBETCTBUU
C pecTaBpallMOHHBIMH METOAUKAMU.

CHoc ucmopuko-Kynbmypnoii yennocmu (aMsiTHAKA
HCTOPUHU ¥ KYJIBTYPBI) BOOOIIE 3anpeujer. ITo oOIIuit
IPUHIUI OXPAaHHOU JIEATEIBHOCTH TOCYJapCTBa B JaH-
HOH cdepe. IMEHHO TOATOMY TUIAHUPYIOTCS U OCYIIECT-
BIISIFOTCSI HE3aKOHHBIE IEHCTBUS B COKPBITHIX (opMax.
OO0yCIIOBJIEHBI OHU JKEJIaHUEM KOMMEPUYECKUX CTPYKTYD
Pa3MeCTUTh CBOU O(UCH UMEHHO B HCTOPUUYCCKOH, ca-
MOU IPECTHKHOM YacTu ropoja. s 3Toro nmpucmar-
PHUBAIOTCSI CTAPUHHBIC 3AaHUS, BBIICISIOMNECS CBOUM
BeJIMYMEM Ha (POHE OJHOOOPA3HBIX CTPOCHHH MTOCIICTHIX
neT. OnHAaKo, B CBS3M C TEM, YTO B MECTaX UCTOpHYEC-
KOH 3aCTpPOMKH AEHCTBYET OIPAaHUYUTEIbHBIA PEKUM HA
HOBOE CTPOMTEIBCTBO M 3€MEIIBHBIC YUACTKHU IJISI 3TOTO
HE MPEeJOCTaBISIOTCS, €IUHCTBEHHBIM BO3MOXKHBIM Ba-
PHAHTOM IPOHUKHOBEHHS B 3aIIOBEIHYIO 30HY OCTAETCs
JIEKJIapUpPOBAaHUE KeJaHUs OTPECTaBPUPOBATh NaMITHUK.
OTO N0)KHOE HAMEPEHUE YAACTCS OCYILIECTBUTD, TPUKPHI-
Bas ()aKTUIECKH HOBOE CTPOUTEIHCTBO (PMKTUBHOI pec-
TaBpauueil. IIpu 3ToM HapyIIUTENIN HE3aKOHHO I0JIb3Y-
FOTCSI HAJIOTOBOM JIBTOTOM.

B xone mpoBeneHNs HACTOSIIETO HCCIEA0BaHUS yCTa-
HOBJIEHA CJIEAYIOLIAs MOCJIEA0BAaTEIbHOCTh HE3aKOHHBIX
JIeHCTBUH.

CyObeKT X03siCTBOBaHMS TMO0 HHOE JTUIIO (COOCTBEH-
HUK, apEHJIaTOpP U Jp.) 3asBISICT O BHICTYNJICHUH B Kadec-
TBE 3aKa34MKa [0 pecTaBpally (Kak BApUAHT — PEMOHTA,
PEKOHCTPYKIIMHN) 3AaHUSI-TTAMITHHKA. DTO MOXKET OBITh
KaK OTJIEJIbHO CTOSIIEe CTPOECHHUE, TaK U 3[JaHHE B COCTaBe
KOMIIJIEKCHOTO TTAMSATHHUKA TPaJOCTPOUTENLCTBA (HAIPHU-
Mep, HCTOPUUECKOTO LIeHTpa). 3aKa3bIBaeTcs MPOEeKTHAs
JIOKyMEHTAIUsI Ha PECTaBpaInio 00bEKTa, I7e B TUTYIAX
OH JICHCTBUTEIHFHO 0003HAUACTCS KAaK HCTOPUKO-KYIBTYP-
Hast IEHHOCTh. OIHAKO MPOEKT PEabHO U3TOTABINBACTCS
HE Ha pecTaBpaluio, a Ha HOBOE CTPOUTEILCTBO BCETO
o0bekTa MO0 ero 4acTH. 3aTeM MPOEKTHasl JOKYMEHTa-
LU OPEelOoCTABIISIETCS B OPTaHbl OXPaHbl MAMSITHUKOB,
JIOJDKHOCTHBIE JIUITA KOTOPBIX 110 XaJIaTHOCTH, THOO0 U3 3a-
MHTEPECOBAHHOCTH HE3aKOHHO COIVIACOBBIBAIOT IIPOEKT.

AHanornyHble He3aKOHHBIE JEHCTBHS COBEPIIAIOT MOC-
JIeI0BaTENIbHO OpraHbl BHEBEOMCTBEHHOM AKCHEPTU3BI
MIPOEKTa U CTPOUTENBHOTO Ha/130pa (KOHTPOJIS ), KOTOPhIE
BBIJIAIOT pa3pelIeHus Ha BBIIIOJIHEHHE CTPOUTENIEHO-MOH-
Ta)XHBIX pa0doT. B 000HX ciTy4asx yHnoIHOMOUYECHHBIE Opra-
HBI HE IIPECEKAIOT HapyIlIeHHe 3aKOHa, KOTOPOE YIIPSITaHO
B opMy pecTaBpanuu KyabTypHOU 1leHHOCTH. [lomy4nB
paspelieHue Ha CTPOUTENbCTBO, 3aKa3UUK MPUCTyAeT
K OpTraHU3aI[UH BBINOTHEHUS padoT. B pesynprare — Ha
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MECTE paHee CYIIECTBOBABIIENH UCTOPUKO-KYJIBTYPHOU
[IEHHOCTH TOSBIISIETCS YK€ MHOW 0OBEKT, HO 00naaaro-
LM ATOW KaY€CTBEHHOM XapaKTEPUCTUKOM.

VY Hero, Kak mpaBUilo, U3MEHEHA IUIOUIaZb U 00beM
3aCTpPONKH, yBEINYEHA dTAXKHOCTD, H3MEHEHHBI (bacampl.
HoBoe ctpoenue yxe He SBISIETCS HCTOPUKO-KYJIBTYPHOM
LIEHHOCTBIO, XOTS €11 COXPaHsAeT TUTYJ nocienHero. Kax
MaMATHHUK TakoH OOBEKT yTpauuBaeT CBOU BCE KayecTBa
(YHHKaJIBHOCTD U MTOITHHHOCTB ).

Bo3MmoxkHa HECKOJIBKO MHAsI KApTHHA MPaBOHAPYIICHHUS:
Mpe/noaaraeMblii 00bEKT PecTaBpalii — HEJABUKHMBIH
MaMATHUK apXUTEKTYpbl — IPUHUMAETCS 3aKa34MKOM B
apeHy (b0 mpuodpeTaeTcs B COOCTBEHHOCTD). 3aTeM
MIPOU3BOJIUTCS €r0 TEXHUUECKOE PACKPBITUE (HAIIpUMeED,
pazbopka KpoBiin). B TakoM cOCTOSIHIN 00BEKT HAXOIUT-
sl IOBOJILHO MPOJOJDKUTEIBHBINA MTPOMEKYTOK BPEMEHH,
JIOCTaTOYHBIN [T OKa3aHUs HeOIAromprusTHOTO BO3/ICHCT-
BHUS HA HETO CO CTOPOHBI aTMoc(hepHbIX ocaakoB. [locie
9ero MPOM3BOAUTCS 00CIIEeNOBaHNE KOHCTPYKTUBHBIX
yacrteil crpoenust. [Ipurnamennas KOMUCCHUS BEIHYKIEHA
KOHCTAaTHPOBATh HENPUTOAHOCTH OOBEKTA JJISI AajbHEH-
el sKcrayaranuu (1o TEXHUYECKUM XapaKTepUCTH-
kaMm). Tako# BBIBOJT IIO3BOJISIET 3ACTPOUIIIUKY TIPUCTYITUTH
K (hakTU4YeCKOU pa3dopKe 31aHus M BO3BEJIEHUU Ha €T0
MeCTe HOBOI'O cTpoeHusd. PopMaabHO COXpaHss TUTYI
NaMATHHUKA (MCTOPUKO-KYIBTYPHOU IIEHHOCTH), HOBBIH
CTPOUTENBHBIH 00BEKT TAKOBBIM YK€ HE SIBIISCTCS.

[IpeanprHUMAIOTCS MOMBITKA CHOCA MaMSITHUKA TI0]]
IIPEUIOTOM yTPaThl HCTOPUYECKON 3HAUUMOCTH JIMUHOC-
TH, ]Il yBEKOBEUEHUS MTAMSITH KOTOPhIX OHU OBUIH CO3/1a-
HBI (KaK TPaBIIIO, KACAETCSI 3TO MOHYMEHTOB, YCTaHOB-
JIEHHBIX TOCY/IAPCTBEHHBIM M OOIIECTBEHHBIM ACSTEISIM
COBETCKOTO TIEPHO/IA).

Hawm npencrasmisieTcsi, 4To npu KBadupUKalUU aenc-
TBUU MIPaBOHAPYILIUTENEH CIEAYET UCXOAUTH U3 IPHOPHU-
T€Ta YrOJIOBHO-IIPABOBOYM HOPMEIL. B ciiyuae cogepuienusn
deiicmeuil, 8 pe3yivmame KOMopvlx UCMOPUKO-KYilb-
mMypHasa YeHHOCmb (RAMAMHUKU apXUmeKmypbl) ympa-
yueaem ceou UOeHmMuUpUKayUOHHblE Kauecmaed, 00J1ic-
HblL 6030y)cO0ambCa y20108HbIE 0ena.

[Ipu onpeneneHun cTeneHu CyLIeCTBEHHOCTH Bpena,
MPUYUHEHHOTO CHOCOM HJIM pa3pyllIeHueM MaMITHHKA,
HEITB351 PYKOBOJICTBOBATHCS TOJIBKO €T0 0aJaHCOBOH CTO-
uMocThlo. Kak npaBuio, B JeHEKHOM H3MEPEHUU Ta-
MSATHHK CTOUT HE TaK y>K MHOro. OHaKko 3TO HE JI0JIXK-
HO SIBJIATHCS. KPUTEPUEM €ro OLIeHKU. Beab rocynapcTBo
cOo3/1aeT 0COOBIN PEXKUM OXpaHBI U MCIIOIB30BAHUS Ta-
MATHHUKOB BCJIEJICTBHE WX HCTOPUUYECKOH, KYJIBTYpHOH,
XyIO’KECTBEHHOW W MHOM LEHHOCTU. IMEHHO mOoATOMY
paspyuieHue (opua, MOBpexIeHUE) MaMsITHIKA BCerna
HAHOCHT HEBOCIOIHUMEIN Bpell 00IIECTBEHHBIM HIIH TO-
CyZlapCTBEHHBIM MHTEPECAM.

CHOC naMsTHUKAa MOXKET OCYLIECTBIIATHCS KaK YMBILI-
JIEHHO, TaK U MO HEOCTOPOXHOCTH. B /Jexnapayuu
IOHECKO, racarwweiicia npednamepennozo paspyuie-
HUSL KYIbIMYPHO20 HACAeOus, TAaeTcs CleIyollee onpese-
JIEHHE YMBILUIEHHOr0 CHOoca naMmsaTHuka: «IIpegname-

PEHHOE pa3pyLIEHUE» 03HAYAET aKT, COBEPIIAEMBIH C Lie-
JBI0 Pa3pyUIUTh KyJIbTYpHOE HaclleAne MOJTHOCTHIO MU
YaCTUYHO, TEM CaMbIM I10I0PBaB €T0 LEJIOCTHOCThY.

OnHako, 3aKOHO/IaTeNb He IPOU3BOAUT YETKOTO pasrpa-
HUYCHHUSI JICHCTBUI OOBEKTUBHOM CTOPOHBI MPECTYIIIC-
HUH, IpeayCcMaTpUBAIOIIMX OTBETCTBEHHOCTh 33 YMBIII-
JIEHHO€ U HEOCTOPOXKHOE pa3pylleHHe, IIOBPEXICHUE
U YHUUYTOXKEHUE MaMSITHUKOB KYIbTYPhI (HEABMKHMBIX
HMCTOPHUKO-KYIBTYPHBIX IIEHHOCTEH). B mpaBooxpanu-
TENbHOU JEATENbHOCTH JOCTATOYHO TPYIHO OTTpaHU-
YUThH pa3pylIeHUE OT YHUUYTOKEHUS, IOBPEKAEHUE OT
paspyuieHusi. YueOHO-MeToIu4YecKas JIUTepaTypa, uc-
[10JIb3yeMasi B PECTaBpallMOHHOM JIeJIe, HE JaeT OTBEeTa
Ha 3TOT Borpoc. [IpeanpruHrMaemMble TOMBITKA Ha YPOBHE
KOMMEHTapHsl YroJIOBHOTO KOJEKCa pa3rpaHUYUTh 3TH
MOHATHUS KOKYTCsI TAK)KE HE COBCEM YO TUTEIHbHBIMHU.

[Ton yHUUYTOKEHHEM TTOHUMAETCS THOO (PU3HUIECKOE
MpeKpalieHne CynecTBOBaHUA mpenmMera (maMsTHHKA,
JIOKYMEHTa) BOOOIIIe, TNOO0 NMPUBEICHUE €T0 B TAKOE CO-
CTOSIHHE, TTPH KOTOPOM OH HE MOXKET ObITh HU MCTIOJb-
30BaH 1Mo (hYHKIIMOHAIHHOMY Ha3HAYCHHIO, HU BOCCTa-
HoBjeH. IloBpeskaeHne — 3TO PUBEJICHUE NIPEAMETA B
HETOTHOE COCTOSTHHE, KOTZIa OH MOXKET OBITh HCTIOJIB30BaH
10 HA3HAYEHUIO U TIOJIEKUT BOCCTAHOBIIEHUIO.

[Ton pa3pymieHneM NOHUMAETCS NPUBEACHUE MTaMAT-
HUKOB B HErOJHOCTb, YeM 00ECIIEHHBAETCS UX HAy4HOE,
HCTOPUYECKOE U XyJOKECTBEHHOE 3HAUE€HUE; IPUYUHE-
HUe 00BbEKTY CEPbE3HBIX MTOBPEKACHUH, BCIEACTBUE YETO
OH TepsET CBOIO LIEHHOCTb, HO MOXKET OBITH BOCCTAHOB-
neH. [lopueit cunraercst Takoe MOBPEKICHUE TAMIATHHKA,
KOTOPOE CHIIKAET €r0 YKa3aHHBIE BhIILIE Ka4eCTBa.

Ecin 00paTuThCs K STUMOIIOTHH CJIOBA «pa3pylIeHUe,
TO YBUJIMUM, YTO JAHHOE JEHCTBUE O3HAUAET «...JIoMasd,
YHUUTOXXUTH, IPEBPATUTh B pyHHBD». B ToO ke Bpems ma-
TOJI KYHUYTOXKUTBY TAKKE 03HAUYAET «...IPEKPaTuTh Cy-
[IeCTBOBaHKE, UCTPEeOUTHY. KOHEUHBIN UTOT BCE paBHO
OJIMHAKOB — IOJIHAs JIMKBUJALUS LIEHHOCTHBIX KaueCTB
MaMSITHHKA.

Taknm 00pa3oM, CyIIeCTBEHHOTO Pa3INIs MKy dTH-
MU JISHCTBUSAME, Ha HAIll B3NV, He uMeeTcs. Bo3MoXxKHO,
MMEHHO MO3TOMY POCCUMCKUHN 3aKOHOAATENb OTKA3aJICA
OT TePMHUHA «pa3pylIeHHe» KaK OJHOrO U3 MPU3HAKOB
cocCTaBa CXOAHOTO TpecTyruieHus — cT. 243 YK PO.

Hawm mpexactaBnsiercst BecbMa mpoOieMaTHYHBIM Ha-
CTYIUIEHHE YTOJIOBHON OTBETCTBEHHOCTH B Cllydae CO-
BEPILIEHHUSI NIPECTYIJICHNUS] B OTHOIIECHUU KOMNIEKCHO20
namsmuuxa epadocmpoumenscmaed. Ylcropmaeckuii ro-
POJ — 3TO TOPOJICKOE TIOCENIEHUE, B MPEAETaX TEPPUTOPUN
KOTOPOTO PACHONOKECHBI HEIBIKAMBIC OOBEKTHI HCTOPH-
KO-KYJIBTYPHOTO Haclleius — MaMsATHUKH, aHCaMOITH, J10-
CTOIIPUMeEYaTeNIbHbIE MECTA, YUACTKU apXeOoJI0rnYeCKOTO
KYJBTYPHOTO CJIOS1, SJIEMEHTBI HCTOPHUYECKON 3aCTPOMKH
U IJIAHUPOBKH, a TAK)KE UHBIE KYJIbTYypHBIE LIEHHOCTH, CO-
3JTaHHBIE B MPOIJIOM M IIPECTABIISIIOIINE 3CTETUYECKYIO,
COLIMAJIBHO-KYJIBTYpPHYIO, HICTOPUUYECKYIO, apXEO0I0rHyec-
KYIO, apXUTEKTYPHYIO, TPaJJOCTPOUTENbHYIO WIH UHYIO
IICHHOCTb, IPHOOPETEHHYIO B MPOIECCE HCTOPHUECKOTO
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pa3Butus ropoaa. Mcropuyeckuili ropos NpeacTaBisgeT
LEIOCTHYIO TEPPUTOPUIO.

MBI npejyiaraeM B peieHuH 3TOi TPoOIeMbl KOHIICTITY -
aJbHO WHOW TMOJXOJI: TIPU BBISBICHUH, PACCIIEIOBAHUH 1
KBaJTU(UKAIMH TTOTOOHBIX MTPaBOHAPYIICHUH HEOOXOTH-
MO UCXOAHUTh U3 COOTHOIIEHUS! KOMIIJIEKCHOW IIEHHOCTH
(HarmpuMep, TPaJIOCTPOUTEIHHBIN aHCAMOJIb) M BXOJISIIH-
MU B €ro COCTaB 00beKTaMH (OTAETbHBIMU TaMSITHHKA-
MH) KaK IIeJIOTO U YacTH. DTO O3HAYACT, YTO yTOIOBHEIC
Jiesia HeoOXoauMo BO30YX1aTh M0 (PaKTy YHHUTOXKEHUS
(moBpexaeHUs, pa3pylICHHs) 3MaHUSI-TAMIATHIKA, BXO-
JISIIIETO B IPafoCTPOUTENbHBIA aHcamMOIb 1o cT. 243 YK
Poccniickoit ®enepanuu.

Hanpumep, ¢ yenvio cmpoumenbcmea Ha meppumo-
PUlU UCMOPUYECKOU Yacmu 20poda oghuca Kommepyeckas
CmMpyKmypa paspywuna cmapunioe 30anue, xoousuiee
8 COCMAs UCMOPULECKOU 3ACMPOUKU, 3aNIAHUPOBAS 803~
gedenue Ho8oeo obvexma. Ilpokypamypa u ciedcmsue
Keanupuyuposaia 0eticmeaus Kax npuyunerue yuepoa
KOMNJIEKCHOMY NAMAMHUKY, UCX005 U3 MO20, 4mo npe-
CMYNHBIMU OeCBUAMU HAPYUIEH APXUMeKMYPHO-2Pa-
00CmMpPOUMenbHblll AHCAMOND.

VYcranoBnenue (I)aKTa CHOCa namAamHuKa, ocyuiecmeJjieH-
HO020 N0O 6UOOM pecmaspauyuu, 10JIKHO BJIICYb KOMITJICK-
CHOC€ pC€arupoBaHUC CPCACTBAMU ITPABOOXPAHUTCIIbHBIX
OpraHoB, KOTOPOE€ BKIIIOYACT:

1. BO30yX/IeHHE YTOIOBHOTO JIEJa;

2. BHECEHHE MPEJICTABICHUN B YIIOITHOMOYEHHBIE OpTaHbl
(B TOM UHCIIC ¥ IICHTPAJBHEIC) B CBS3M C HEHAUIEKa-
UM HCTIOJHEHHEM TpeOoBaHUHN 3aKOHA TTOJUYMHEH-
HBIMH (TIOOTYCTHBIMHU) OPTAaHU3AIHUIMHI U JOJDKHOC-
THBIMH JIMIIAMU: OTCYTCTBHE JOJKHOTO KOHTPOJIS;
coJieiicTBHE IpaBOHAPYIIUTENAM; XaJaTHOCTb U T. 11.;

3. IpHHECEHHE POKYPOPOM IPOTECTOB HA PEUICHUS aJl-
MUHHCTPALUU O Pa3pEIIEHUH CTPOUTENIBCTBA; 00 yT-
BEPIKICHUM aKTa BBIOOpA ¥ MPEIOCTABICHIH 3€MEb-
HOT'O y4acTKa U Jp.;

4. BO30Yy>KJICHHUE aIMUHUCTPATUBHOTO JIeTia;

5. Bo30ykJieHNE AUCIHUILTHHAPHOTO JeJia B OTHOIICHUH
JIOJKHOCTHBIX (32 HENPUHATHE CBOEBPEMEHHBIX Mep
10 TIPECEUCHHIO HAPYIICHNUH 3aKOHA; HEHAUICKAIITYIO
OpraHM3aLUI0 KOHTPOJIBHOM JeSITeIbHOCTH U Jp.);

6. IpeaBSBICHIE UCKa B CyJ O BO3MCIICHHUH yIepoa,
MPUYUHEHHOTO UCTOPUKO-KYJIBTYPHON IIEHHOCTH;

7. HanpaBiieHWe TPeOOBaHUN O MPUMEHEHHH YKOHOMHU-
YEeCKHUX CAaHKIUI NP HAJTHIUH TPU3HAKOB CAMOBOJIb-
HOTO CTPOUTEIHCTBA U 3a HAPYIICHHE HAJIOTOBOTO 3a-
KOHOJIaTeJIbCTRA;

8. BHeceHHe MH(OPMAIOHHON 3aIUCKH — IJIaBe aIMH-
HHUCTpaluu paifoHa (ropoaa), B CoBeT MUHHCTPOB JH-
60 [Ipe3uneHTty cTpaHbl — B 3aBICHMOCTH OT XapaKTe-
pa BBISIBIICHUS] HAPYLICHUI.

Kaxk moxasaino uccienoBanne, pacKpbIBAEMOCTh JTAHHBIX
KaTeropuii yroJIoOBHBIX JIe HaxonuTcs B mpenenax 40 %.
OpraHsl IpeIBapUTEIHLHOTO CIICICTBHSA, KaK MIPAaBUIIO, HE
MPUHUMAIOT BCEX MPEyCMOTPEHHBIX 3aKOHOM MEp IO
YCTaHOBJICHUIO MIPECTYITHUKOB, OTPAHNINBAs CBOIO OTIe-
PaTHUBHO-TIOMCKOBYIO JI€ATEIBHOCTH OMPOCOM KUJIBIIOB
Onmm3neKamuX K NaMATHUKY TOMOB M paHEe CyIMMBIX
rpaxzaald. He mpociexxuBaeTcss BO3MOXHas cyap0a mo-
XUIIEHHOHN (IEMOHTHPOBAHHOW) MCTOPUKO-KYIBTYpPHOU
LIEHHOCTHU JIU0O €€ OTJEIbHBIX 3JIEMEHTOB (HampuMmep,
JIETTHUHA, U3PA3IBI U T.11.).

CrnezncTBue Kak Obl H3HAYAIBHO MOATOTABIUBACTCS K
HEepacKpPBITOMY TIpecTyIuIeHuro. IIporeccyanbHble pere-
HUS TPUHUMAIOTCS CIEAYIOIMe: opraH Jo3HaHus (MH-
TS ) BO30YXKIaeT YTOIIOBHOE JEN0, IPHHUMACT K TIPO-
W3BOJICTBY M TIPOBOAMT IEPBOHAYATIbHBIE CIIEICTBEHHbBIE
JIEHCTBUS; Yepe3 MECsI] MaTepHalbl YTOIOBHOTO Jeia
HepelaloTCs MO0 MOJCIECTBEHHOCTH (B OpPTaHbl BHYT-
PEHHHUX JIeN); eIle Yepe3 JABa Mecsla MpeaBapuTeIbHOe
CJIEICTBHE 110 YTOJIOBHOMY JIeNly IPHOCTaHABIMBACTCS B
CBSI3W C MCTCUCHHEM YCTAHOBIECHHOTO yYTOJIOBHBIM ITPO-
I[ECCyaJIbHBIM KOJIEKCOM CPOKOM IIPEBAPUTENILHOTO pac-
CIICIOBAHIIST; 3aTEM Yepe3 TPH TOa B CBSI3H C HCTCUCHUEM
CpOKa JIaBHOCTH MPUBIICYEHHSI K YTOJIOBHOM OTBETCTBEH-
HOCTH — TIpeKpamiaercs. B pesympraTe — maMsITHHK pas-
pYLIEH, a MPECTYITHUK HE HaileH.

KocBenHo cmocoOcTByeT TakoMy TOJOKCHHUIO eI
YCTAHOBJICHHBII 3aKOHOM HEOOJBIION CPOK JaBHOCTH
MIPUBJICUCHUS K YTOJTOBHOW OTBETCTBEHHOCTH, KOTOPEII
HAXOJHUTCA B MPSIMOI 3aBUCUMOCTU OT CAaHKI[UH YTOJIOB-
HO-IIPAaBOBOM HOPMBI.

HcnpaBuTh NOKOOHYIO CUTYAITUIO MOKHO ITOCPEICTBOM
YCHJICHUS IPOKYPOPCKOTO HAZ30pa 3a CICICTBUEM Op-
raHOB BHYTpPEHHUX Jen. Heob6xoaumo Taxke paspabo-
TaTh METOANYCCKUE PEKOMCHIAINH /IS CICI0BATEIEH,
JI03HaBaTeNeld U MPOKYPOPOB IO BBISBICHUIO MOJTOOHBIX
HapyUIEHUI 3aKOHHOCTH.

IIpob6aema npecTynHOro pa3pyuieHus MaMsaTHHKA ap-
XUTEKTYPBI TECHO CBsI3aHa ¢ MpoOIeMoit OOphObI ¢ BaH-
JATU3MOM.

CBoeii cyThIO HaJPYyTaTEeNbCTBO (BaHIAAIN3M) UMEET
CO3HATEIIbHOE OCKBEPHEHUE, IOPYTaHUE, YHUKECHUE TeX
MECT U 3[1aHU, KOTOPBIE B CO3HAHUH JIIOJIEH aCCOLNHU-
PYIOTCS KaK HEUTO CBATOE, UCKIIIOUUTENBHO LIEHHOE, Ma-
MSTHOE.

C 3TUMOJIOrMYECKON TOYKH 3pEHUS MO HaJlpyraTeibCT-
BOM TIOHUMAETCsl OCKOpOHTEIbHOE, Ipydoe U3lieBaTelb-
CTBO, KOIIYHCTBO. Llesbl0 HaapyraTeabcTBa SBISETCS
YMBIIUIEHHOE NCKaKEHUE CMBICTIOBOTO COACPIKAHIS Ta-
MSITHUKA KaK ()OPMBI yBEKOBeUCHUs. Banoanuzm — oona
u3 popm paspyuumenbHozo noedeHus YeogeKd.

Crnenyer 3aMETHTb, UTO OOBEKTUBHYIO CTOPOHY JlaH-
HOTO TIPECTYIUICHHS COCTABILSIOT ACHCTBHS, CBI3aHHEIE C
OCKBEPHEHHUEM MaMATHBIX 3aHUN U COOPYKEHHUI; [ITyM-
neHue, OE3HPaBCTBEHHOE, IIMHUYHOE U OCKOPOUTEIBHOE
OTHOUIEHHUE K MCTOPUKO-KYJIBTYPHBIM IEHHOCTAM. K
JIEHCTBUSAM, 3aIPEIICHHBIM YTOJIOBHEIM KOJIEKCOM, OT-
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HOCSITCS, HAHECEHUE HaJImucel TMb0 N300paKeHUH He-
[[EH3YPHOTO COJCPIKAHUS W [UHUYHOTO XapakTepa Ha
NaMSATHUKH UCTOPUH M KYJIBTYPbl, HAKICHBAHHE JIHCTO-
BOK, IUTAKATOB MU UHBIX HOCHTENICH rpaduueckoil uH-
(hbopmanuu, nporaraHIuPyONUX aHTHOOIECTBEHHBIC
U/Ieaabl U aHTUCOIUAIIBHBIC IEHHOCTH, OCKOPOIISIOIINe
YEJI0BEYECKOe OCTOMHCTBO M HPABCTBEHHOCTb.

[MamsaTHHKH 00IMBAIOT KPAacKO#, pa3pUCOBBIBAIOT, HA
HUX YYHHSIOT HEIPUCTOHHBIC TH0O0 YHIKAIOUINE YeJ0-
BEUECKOE IOCTOMHCTBO HAJIITHCH.

C cyObEeKTHBHOM CTOPOHBI JIAHHOE MPECTYIUICHHE CO-
BEPIIACTCS C IPSMBIM YMBICIIOM. MOTHBBI TIPECTYIIICHUS
MOTYT OBITh pa3HbIMH. [10 OECCMBICIIEHHOCTH NEHCTBHMA
HAJPyrarelbCTBO HaJ MCTOPHUYCCKUMHU MaMITHHKAMU
CXOKe ¢ XyJaurancTBoM. OJIHAKO ATU JBa MPECTYILICHUSI
pPa3IUYAIOTCs TI0 CBOUM IIEJISIM, T. €. HAIPaBICHHOCTH
MIPECTYIHBIX JICHCTBUH U CIIoco0aM UX TOCTHKECHUS: 00-

IIECTBEHHAsI OTIACHOCTH HAJ[PYTaTelIbCTBA COCTOUT B TOM,
YTO MPECTYMHUK MOCITaeT Ha HEIOBTOPUMBIC 0OBEKTHI
MaTepHaIbHOH KyIbTyphl, AEMOHCTPUPYS TEM CaMbIM
CBOIO HEHABHUCTh K LIUBUIIN3AIIHN.

MoTHBOM HAJpyTraTeIbCTBA MOXKET BBICTYIIATh MECTb.
HccnenoBanue mokasano, YTO OCKBEPHEHHUE BOMHCKUX
MEMOPHAIIOB 3a49aCTyI0 MPUYPOINBAETCS K MaMATHBIM
JataMm. B GonbIIMHCTBE CBOEM JJTaHHOE NMPECTYIJICHUE
COBEPIIAIOT MOJIOJICKHBIE TPYIITBI aHTHCOIMAIBHOI Ha-
MIPABJIEHHOCTH, BEIOMBIC JTHJIEPAaMH HENIPU3HAHHBIX T10-
JUTHYECKNAX OpraHU3aIii.

Taxum 06pa3oM, OCHOBHBIMH HAIPABICHUSIMH TIPaBO-
BOW OXpPaHBI KyJIbTYPHOTO (apXUTEKTYPHOTO HACIIEANs)
SIBIISIFOTCS. COBEPIIIEHCTBOBAHNE 3aKOHOJATENILCTBA, YCH-
JIeHHEe KOHTPOJIbHO-HAA30PHON IEATeTbHOCTH TOCYyAapCT-
Ba, Hay4yHOE obOecreueHue 00pbObI ¢ MPECTYIUICHUIMHU U
MpaBOHAPYIICHHAMH.
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Tatyana Budantseva

Modernist Heritage of Sverdlovsk Today

The main square of sotsgorod Uralmash in the 1930s.
On the left a water tower completes the Cultury
Boulevard

Dom Justitsii completing Malysheva street,
1930s

The avant-garde period was short but significant for the
history of Ekaterinburg. Developments that took place
there in the 1920s and 1930s both changed the appear-
ance of the city and considerably influenced its present
general layout.

In 1923 the Ural area was united into one big ad-
ministrative unit, the Ural region, to stimulate recovery
of the Urals’industry. Shortly afterwards, during the First
Five-Year Plan, the Soviet government advanced a pro-
gramme for creating the Ural-Kuznetsk Combine. The
Urals steel and the coals of Siberian Kuzbas formed the
second industrial base in the east of the country. In order
to strengthen the young state economy, Stalin decided to
build his stronghold in the centre of the country, unreach-
able for any invading army or even foreign air forces. For
the Urals landscape, hardly disturbed by mankind, this
meant transformation into one massive construction site.
The old towns were to be reconstructed into giants of So-
viet industry, and new socialist cities were to rise.

The establishment of the Ural region coincided with
the period when avant-garde ideas in Soviet architecture
were supported by the government and even had the status
of the ‘state style’. The prospect of large-scale construc-
tion offered modern architects an excellent opportunity
to test their theoretical works in practice, which resulted
in the appearance of Modern Movement architecture and
town-planning in the Urals.

For the city of Ekaterinburg this meant a tremendous
transformation because it was chosen as the capital of the
vast Ural region, and thus was destined to play a key-role
in Stalin’s industrialization plan for the Urals and West-
Siberia. In 1924 Ekaterinburg received the new name
Sverdlovsk and entered into a period of big construction.
Sverdlovsk required an entirely new development strat-
egy that could transform it from the principal town of a
province into a “progressive” capital. Thus, in the years
of the First Five-Year Plans, work was carried out to cre-
ate the general layout of Bolshoy Sverdlovsk (Great Sver-
dlovsk). Representatives from architectural associations
in Moscow and Leningrad worked together with local
architects regarding a new system of urban construction
according to the general layout. Sverdlovsk provided a
wide sphere of activity for constructivists from the group
OSA headed by M. Ginzburg. Their “functional method”
based on new technologies and standardization was re-
peatedly used there. A great number of public administra-
tion buildings, residential buildings and other examples
of new socialist building types rose with rapid speed eve-
rywhere around the city.

Construction under the Bolshoy Sverdlovsk plan came
to an abrupt halt in 1934. At that time, the Ural region,
having failed to hold on to its territory, disintegrated into
a number of smaller regions; therefore Sverdlovsk lost
the privileges of an administrative and economic centre
of a gigantic region. Accordingly, the rate of financing
of construction was reduced. Despite that, Sverdlovsk-
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Ekaterinburg has played an important part in the histo-
ry of architecture of the Modern Movement as an exam-
ple of implementation of a regional model of moder-
nism.

The fate of the utopian ideas of the avant-garde in the
USSR in the second half of the 1930s is well known. With
the coming of the totalitarian epoch they lost their actual-
ity, as those ideas did not coincide with the mission of
the new government. Soviet architects turned to the laws
of the newly introduced aesthetics of socialist realism in
their creative work and were guided by them for a long
period. In an ironic twist of fate, the avant-gardists who
had shown their contempt for all the previous architec-
tural periods were doomed to the same sad lot.

In the early 1990s the city was once more renamed
Ekaterinburg. At that time it found itself in a struggle
with the effects of an acute economic crisis. This had a
negative effect on the attitude towards cultural heritage
in general, and the preservation of modernist monuments
in particular. At present, the state of these monuments
gives us justifiable concern regarding their future. Over
the years of careless utilization, with rearrangements in-
side and extensions outside, with uses other than their
original purpose or no use at all, many monuments decli-
ned. Some buildings and sites that had a structure-form-
ing function in the city disappeared from view, hidden
by later buildings, despite the fact that both separate
buildings and complete town-planning formations de-
served the status of monuments. The poor physical con-
dition of these structures also was a result of problems
typical of the construction process of the 1920s. Those
included not only a difficult economic situation and im-
perfect technologies, but also the fact that the creators of
the new architecture were somewhat far from reality. For
example, in their projects for Sverdlovsk, the OSA group
did not fully take into account the difference of local cli-
matic conditions from the conditions in Moscow, which
made it necessary for constructors to “adapt” the object
to the location and led to distortions of the architect’s de-
sign. The use of low-quality building materials has also
catastrophically affected the present physical condition
of modernist buildings. Sometimes a building was made
in a material that was totally different from the one that
was planned. An underestimation of the importance of the
architect’s supervision also affected quality.

Although “Sverdlovsk modernism” is in a critical state,
until the present time little has been done to investigate
and systematize the experience of the avant-garde pe-
riod in Sverdlovsk and the Urals; there has been no active
and organized work on conservation and restoration of
its monuments. When outlining the path for conservation
and restoration of the modernist heritage of Ekaterinburg,
one should specify a number of high priority tasks. There
is no need to mention how much the majority of those
monuments need repairing, as the problem is typical for
this style on the whole. Ekaterinburg, in particular, has to
solve the following problems:

The present condition of 4 Dom Gorsoveta

— to give certain monuments and sites back their original
town-planning role;

— to free buildings and structures from later extensions
that distort their appearance. This point, however,
should make an exception for the facade decorations
made during the Stalinist epoch, as they were achieved
by the same architects and therefore have considerable
aesthetical value;

— to restore original fragments and parts that have been
lost in the course of time;

— to adapt monuments according to present utilization
requirements, giving them a new function if necessary,
but making sure that their appearance remains intact;

— to consider implementation of the architect’s design in-
sofar as it was not implemented when certain projects
were built.

A few illustrations of these problems are given below.
The problems, however, tend to occur as a bunch, rather
than as a single issue per case.
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One of the most poignant examples of a monument that
lost its town-planning significance is a water tower from
the Uralmash plant (1928-1931) that was built according
to the design of the architect M. Reisher. It was erected at
the end of Cultury Boulevard, one of the three streets that
radiated from the main square of sotsgorod Uralmash in
the classical form of three rays and formed a town-plan-
ning structure for the district. The tower was designed
first of all to provide water to the plant and the workers’
settlement and was planned as a spatial dominant that
completed Cultury Boulevard. The material used was also
exclusive — the tower was one of the first structures in
Sverdlovsk to be built of ferroconcrete. The people liked
the tower very much, and it acquired the name “Belaya
Bashnia” (White Tower). By the early 1970s the House
of Culture of the Uralmash plant had been erected in front
of Bashnia and had fully blocked the view of it, taking
upon itself the role of the structure that completes the
boulevard. Thus, a unique monument of constructivism
was excluded from the life of the city and doomed to a
miserable existence in the backyard of another building.
At present, extensive discussions are being held on the
further role of Belaya Bashnia.

The recent history of the tower is as follows. Ten years
ago, an insurance company “Belaya Bashnia” was estab-
lished, and the Uralmash Plant became one of its share-
holders. The water tower was its contribution to the au-
thorized fund of the joint-stock company. The manage-
ment of the insurance company was thinking for a long
time about how to use Reisher’s creation. There was a
proposal to arrange a club of the insured in the tower or
to open a restaurant there. However, all those projects
remained on paper. At the end of the 1980s, the company
transferred the tower to the ownership of the Regional
Committee on State Property as it became unprofitable to
maintain it. The tower has never been repaired. Its dual
status was the reason for this: on the one hand, this is a
monument of federal importance and is accordingly under
the protection of regional authorities; on the other hand,
the land on which the monument stands belongs to the
city, and the city administration has a different view of
how its property should be used. A compromise in the
given situation is still to be found. Specialists are well
aware of the fact that Belaya Bashnia has irreversibly lost
its role as a spatial dominant and are looking for different
ways of returning one of Ekaterinburg’s symbols to the
city.

One more monument found itself in a comparable situa-
tion. Dom Justitsii (House of Justice) is the compositional
centre of the site occupied by the Gorodok Justitsii (Justice
Quarter), situated near the western end of Lenina Prospect
(1930). Built according to a design by I. P. Antonov and
S. Ye. Zakharov, Dom Justitsii performed the same town-
planning function as the tower: it completed Malysheva
Street, the second largest street after the Lenina Prospect.
In the 1970s, someone apparently guided by the need to
extend housing facilities and proceeding solely from the

sufficient size of the building site, erected a standardized
apartment building in Malysheva Street that has hidden
the monument. This example not only illustrates a viola-
tion of the restricted area around the monument, but also
is an example of a non-professional approach that ignores
the very foundations of town-planning. Still, as these flats
do not have any architectural value, there is some hope
that the building will be demolished in the future.

The practices of private enterprise in the post-Soviet
period have especially affected the appearance of resi-
dential buildings. Here we deal, among other things, with
the personal ability of each individual businessman to be
aware of such a matter as “cultural value.”

An apartment complex 4 Dom Gorsoveta (4™ House
of the City Soviet), built between 1927 and 1928 after
the design by the architect S. V. Dombrovsky, opens the
ensemble of the Uralskikh Kommunarov (Ural Comm-
unards) Square. One of its buildings faces both Lenina
Prospect and Moskovskaya Street, which provided for
a corner accent in its composition. Such a favourable
location could not but attract the attention of business
people in the post-Soviet period. As was typical of the
1990s, the apartments on the ground floor were bought
and the space was occupied by a new shopping centre.
Its entrance area completely ignored the context and the
status of the monument. The situation was aggravated by
the fact that the new component was extended, using the
same primitive method, when a completed part that had
been made in one style was later extended by another part
that was independent in its concept both from the existing
structure and the monument itself. An alien “tumour” on
the facade disfigured it and contrasted with the collapsing
original parts. Such ignorant approach also stimulated the
process of dilapidation.

In the second half of the 1990s the owners of the
trading complex have signed, together with the Research
and Development Centre for Protection of Sverdlovsk
Oblast Monuments, a document containing obligations
for conservation of the monument. They were ordered to
dismantle the annex and put the facades into order. Un-
fortunately, the owners were still not capable of realising
that the building they were dealing with was a monument.
The new facade, designed for the whole shopping cen-
tre, is made of standard glass-in-steel elements. A foil of
brown-toned glazing covered up the whole corner looking
over the square.

The apartment complex Dom Uraloblsovnarkhoza
(the House of the Ural Regional Soviet of the National
Economy (1930-1933)) that is situated at the corner of
Malysheva Street and Khokhryakova Street is one of the
structures that realize designs by M. Ginzburg and his
colleagues related to a new socialist type of dwelling.
Based on the project by Stroikom (the Construction Com-
mittee) of the RSFSR, the complex contains a complete
set of typological and building innovations for the given
project, but it was specially adapted to Sverdlovsk. The
complex consists of four blocks grouped around a yard
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space. Together with different living units, workshops,
recreational areas, areas for public catering and a kinder-
garten were designed in the blocks. The hostel building
that faced Malysheva Street included offices on the first
floor and was partly supported by open concrete supports
that provided a passage to the internal yard. That build-
ing has become a compositional and functional centre of
the site and presents the greatest interest. Up till now the
building has experienced numerous alterations. During
the Second World War a canteen with facility rooms and
an open gallery on the top floor were rebuilt into addition-
al dwellings. Since the late 1980s, the block has been suf-
fering from the fact that the shops occupying the ground
floor were placed between ferroconcrete supports. The
facades of the shops were accented with bright decorative
materials that did not match the image of the monument.
Together with other changes that distorted the architect’s
design, this led to the loss of aesthetic value for the con-
structivist monument.

The problem of architectural dissonance in combina-
tion with the loss of original details can be considered
with regard to the building Fabrika-Kukhnia (Kitchen-
Factory, 1930) by architect G.P. Valenkov. The silhou-
ette of Fabrika-Kukhnia, an example of a technological
innovation that had to create a new way of life, was
supposed to accent the merger of Sverdlova Street and
Karla Liebknechta Street. Construction of the building
stopped when the Ural region disintegrated and financ-
ing was reduced. However, certain blocks have been
completed. Fabrika-Kukhnia is valuable due to both the
modernist style manifestation and as one of the few repre-
sentatives of structures of that type in the city. At present
it houses a factory producing macaroni; only an expe-
rienced viewer can recognize this building in a space that
is squeezed from all sides by different new structures. It
is also difficult to recognize the building because in the
course of its utilization the important parts of its facade
— a corner balcony that supported its composition and a
quarter-cylindrical glass staircase — were lost.

A direct relationship between the monument’s scale and
the magnitude of the difficulties it is exposed to is not a
surprise. The larger a monument the bigger is the bundle
of'its problems.

The fact that Gorodok Chekistov (Security Officers’
Block) played a prominent role in the ensemble of the
new city centre on Parizhskoy Kommuny (Paris Com-
mune) Square demonstrated the growing influence of
NKVD-OGPU (People’s Commissariat for Home Af-
fairs — Unified State Political Department), the complex
client. The project, designed by architects I. Antonov,
V. Sokolov and A. Tumbasov (art design), was carried
out from 1929 to 1936. The Gorodok Chekistov was
planned as a single ensemble. Although the composition
contains the same elements as other similar projects of
the time, its compositional entity is unique. An image
of an impregnable fortress was created at the expense of
a reserved and balanced character, combined with an

= T .

Fabrika-Kukhnia, 1930s

The present condition of Fabrika-Kukhnia
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The present condition of Gorodok Chekistov

asymmetrical arrangement of elements. The complex
was well thought-out: on the one hand, it proceeded
from the types of activities of its residents; on the other
hand, it provided the latest achievements in housing con-
struction and socialist life standards. The impregnable
walls formed by the apartment blocks of the Gorodok-
fortress hid behind them a system of cultural and commu-
nity facilities conveniently arranged in an internal park,
side by side with recreation and sports areas and play-
grounds. Asymmetry and complex architectural rhythms
of apartment blocks were compensated by common
elements of fagade design: smooth walls with window
openings alternate with vertical lines of bay windows and
glazed bands of staircases. End fagades are rounded-off
with balconies.

Special attention in the complex composition was given
to the public group on the southwest side, presenting two
blocks and an overhead gallery between them, looking
onto the square and the main street. The corner of the
Parizhskoy Kommuny Square was accentuated by the
most prominent building in the complex, the ten-storey
apartment hotel for single officers (today, the Iset hotel),
designed in the form of a semi-cylinder bearing on two
massive pillars. The Dzerzhinsky Club building is known
primarily for its spiral stair projecting as a cylindrical

structure into Lenina Prospect. Since the stairway bears
on an external structure, a light atrium is formed in its
core part over the whole staircase height, opening a view
of a unique beam ceiling in the form of a five-pointed
star. The staircase accentuates the right-angle intersection
of the club and entertainment parts of the building. In the
club part, rooms for association activities are grouped
around light-filled foyers of semi-functional application.
Such a method allowed the architects to shorten the depth
of the corridors for group rooms, and this had a positive
effect on spatial perception in the interiors. The latter are
probably the only example of modernist interiors in the
city that remained intact.

The whole Gorodok was built of plastered brick. The
wooden floors were laid on metal beams. Reinforced con-
crete was used sparingly in the hotel and the club only,
and because cement was in short supply, the concrete
structures were of poor quality. The bay windows present
a frame-and-filling structure.

Presently, most of the structures are worn out. In ad-
dition to that the complex has been undergoing func-
tional re-orientation. The ground floors of the apartment
blocks are sold out and many small shops and offices af-
fect the unity of ensemble. The hotel building, in addition
to being in critical technical condition, is facing the prob-
lem of compliance with contemporary safety norms. The
upper floors are unsafe for use unless an additional emer-
gency staircase is built. Before that time this half of the
hotel can only be used as a big commercial board.

It is essential that a preservation or reconstruction pro-

gram is developed for the whole complex. For that, the
complex should come under the responsibility of only one
owner, which is what has already happened with a monu-
ment that is located just across the street.
Club Stroiteley (Builders’ Club, later Sverdlovsk film
studio) was constructed in 1929-1930 as a project by
the architect Ya. A. Kornfeld, who was one of the OSA
founders, at the crossing of Lenina Prospect and Luna-
charskogo Street. The club was another component
of the ensemble of the new city centre. It became
a built example of a new type: the multi-functional
workers’ club. This type is characterized by thorough
planning of the functional zones, reflected best of all in
the complicated volumetric and spatial design of the
Builders’ Club. A rhythmical dynamic for the fagade com-
position was achieved by a striking alternation of smooth
wall surfaces and windows apertures that looked dif-
ferent due to size and proportions. The Builders’ Club has
played a definite role in the process of stylistic evolution
of the functional method.

Unfortunately, as often happened at that time, an ex-
cellently designed project was built in low-quality ma-
terials. Instead of reinforced concrete, metal and glass,
as intended by Kornfeld, Club Stroiteley was made of
bricks, frame-and-filling or frame-and-board elements.
The monolithic concrete floor slabs were placed on metal
or wooden beams with slag filling and were equipped
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with suspended ceilings. Within a short period all these
elements proved to be non-durable.

The use of low-quality materials is the main problem
of this monument, but not the only one. Not all the archi-
tect’s ideas were realized. Together with losses and altera-
tions from later periods, the above-mentioned problems
considerably destroy the compositional integrity that was
achieved by the architect when designing the building. It
especially affected the complicated entrance area of the
building; which was formed by club and entertainment
parts that came together at a right angle and by a small
square in front of them. This key unit managed to balance
the combination of volumes having different sizes by
means of a large stained-glass window that was designed
in the face plane of a hall and presented a contrast with
blank plastered surfaces of adjoining volumes. A stained-
glass window was never made during construction.

By the 1990s the monument, housing the Sverdlovsk
film studio, was in such poor technical condition that it
was classified as broken down. Then several engineering
surveys were conducted to figure out which parts were
to be reinforced or replaced. The regional government
tried to find a comprehensive approach for conservation
and reconstruction of the monument, but was not able to
allocate funds for this purpose.

Thus, in 1998 the Regional Committee on State Pro-
perty announced a tender for a long-term lease-out of the
7,500 m? film studio complex. The tender produced fast
results, as a certain commercial entrepreneur took it with
the intention of transforming the film studio into a shop-
ping centre. After gaining the permission, the new ten-
ant showed full recognition of the exclusiveness of the
building he was dealing with. He hired architects in order
to adjust the complex to the new purpose with all possi-
ble care. His ambition was even to reconstruct the origi-
nal appearance of the building, according to Kornfeld’s
project. Unfortunately, practical matters did not allow
this project to be carried out completely. The above-men-
tioned stained-glass window still did not emerge. Never-
theless, the new shopping complex “City Centre,” which
opened its doors shortly after the millennium change,
features more original details than the building had ever
had. Club Stroiteley became the first precedent of a con-
structivist monument being restored and put into new use in
Ekaterinburg.

We could continue listing the examples of a critical
state of modernist monuments in today’s Ekaterinburg.
However, we shall limit ourselves to the above and shall
try and find the main reasons that interfere with the im-
provement of the above situation. On closer examination,
the problem falls into two main factors:

— alow level of awareness with regard to the value of the
Modern Movement architecture on professional, ad-
ministrative and public levels because of the “young”
age of the monuments in question. This results in lack
of practical experience in restoration, renovation and

Club Stroiteley, 1930s

The present condition of the Builders’ Club

programmed use of monuments belonging to the given
period;

— lack of a clear position on the part of the Russian pro-
tection legislation referring to architectural monuments
from the 1920 and 1930s. Hence there is a lack of co-
ordination of actions by city and regional authorities
in protecting and utilizing the heritage of the Modern
Movement architecture. The role of public organiza-
tions in this process is underestimated. Apart from that,
the role that administrative bodies give to that heritage
when planning prospective development in Ekaterin-
burg remains unclear.

The first steps in this direction have already been done.
It will, however, take much more effort before the con-
structivist heritage will be reinstated in its capacity of an
integral, fully functional and well-adapted architectural
and town-planning element in the city organism.
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TatbsiHa BuHorpapoBa

TBOpeHUs uHxeHepa Bnagumupa LLlyxoBa Ha HuXeropoackou semne

Booonanoprnas 6awnsa na Beepoccutickoii
NPOMBIULTIEHHOU U XYO00dcecmeeH Ol abicmaske 1896
200a 8 Huoicnem Hoszopooe — nepeéuiii 6 ucmopuu
wyxosckuti eunepoonoud. @omo A. O. Kapenuna us
pexnamHozo anvooma CmpoumensbHol KOHMOpbl
unacenepa A. B. Bapu. 1896 2

Besiknii pa3, Korjga cTaJKMBaelIbes ¢ TEM, YTO UHKEHEPA
Buiagumupa I'puropsesuua IllyxoBa Ha3bIBalOT BbIJAIO-
[IMMCsI, HEBOJILHO MBICIICHHO IMOTpPAaBIIsCIIb: HE BBIJAIO-
LIMics — 3TO HE ero MacuTad, OH — BEJTMKUN HHXKEHep,
oH — renuil. Heciydaiino npodeccop Cepreii Kanuna B
cBoeM HHTEepBBIO (kKypHa «[Ipodmiae» Ne 18) mocraBui
[ITyxoBa psgom ¢ Jleonapao na Bunun.

lapmonmyHO codeTas B cebe TaaaHT KPYITHOTO YYCHOTO
¢ uHTYHIuen Onecrsmero uHxenepa, B.I. Illyxos TBo-
PHIJI B CaMBIX Pa3HBIX 007acTsaX TeXHUKH. OH IMPOCKTH-
pOBaJI M CTPOUJII TTAPOBBIE KOTJIBI U HACOCHI, PE3EPBYaPHI
IUTSL XpaHEeHUS HePTEIPOLYKTOB U TPyOOIIPOBOIBL, CO3/a-
BaJl He(pTerneperoHHble YCTAaHOBKU W HAJIMBHBIE 0apH,
MOCTHI M JOMEHHEIC TI€UH, H300peTal U BO3BOANI YHU-
KallbHbIE CTPOUTEIbHBIC KOHCTPYKIIHH, PECTaBPUPOBAT
MAMATHUKH apXUTEKTYPHI ... 1 910 OBl OH HU Jena, Bce
OKa3bIBAJIOCh HA YPOBHE OTKPBITHUS, H300pETEHHUsI, BCE
Ob110 TpOpBHIBOM BO BpemeHH. LllyxoB co3gaBai cToJib

B.I Illyxos, 18962

COBEPILIEHHbIE KOHCTPYKIUH, allllapaThl U CUCTEMBI, YTO
CIIyCTS CTOJIETHE OHM IIPOJOJDKAIOT BOCXMILATh Clielua-
muctoB. Ero TBOpeHHs B caMbIX pa3HbIX 00IaCTsIX TEXHU-
KU OIIpeNieIuan MupoBoii npuopuret Poccun.

Mpl He cTaBUM Miepe] coOoi 3a1ady B 3TOH myOinka-
TN OCBETUTH Bce cdeprl aesrensHocTH LllyxoBa. Hame
BHUMAaHHE CKOHUEHTPHUPOBAHO JINIIb HA OJHOM W3 Ha-
IIpaBJICHUH TBOPUECTBA MH)KEHEpA — HA CO3/JaHUU YHU-
KaJIbHBIX CTPOUTENBHBIX KOHCTPYKINH. KoHCTpyKIINiA,
KOTOpBIX cTpouTesibHblid Mup 1o 1llyxoBa He 3Ha, uaeto
KOTOPBIX BBICOKO OLICHWJIM MPO(eCcCUOHATIBl U3 pa3-
HBIX CTpPaH, MOAXBATHJIM U HEMPEPHIBHO Pa3BUBAIOT BO
BpeMeHu. O4YeHb MHOTOE, YTO CETOJHS MOpakaeT B ap-
XUTEKTYpE U B CTPOUTEIHCTBE CBOUM HOBATOPCTBOM U
MaciuTabom, 6epeT Hayano OT UIYXOBCKUX M300peTeHui
xoHma XIX Beka. MIMeroTcst B BUAy €ro ayKypHasi OamrHs
B (popme rumnepOoIoua, Mog00HbIC HATIHYTOMY TCHTY
BUCSYME MOKPBITHSI, COCTaBIEHHBIE U3 CTAJIbHbBIX 110JIOC,
LUIMHIPUYIECKHE CBOJBI C 0COO0I CHCTEMO 3aTskeK U
TOKPBITHS B BUJIC TOHKOW METaJNTMYECKOM MEMOpAaHBI ...
Bce atu tunel koncTpykuuii B. I IyxoB 3axymai, cripo-
eKTUpoBall, paccuutaln cremnuaibao s XVI Beepoc-
CUICKOM NMPOMBIIIJIEHHON M XY/10’KECTBEHHOM BBICTABKH,
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KoTopas npoxoauina B 1896 roqy B Hmxaem HoBropo-
ne. OcoOeHHOCTh BCAKON BBICTABKH — HEOOXOAUMOCTh
MIePEKPHIBATh OONBIIHE MPOCTPAHCTBA IS IKCITO3HUIINH.
3neck He 000iTHCh O€3 OOBIIETPONIETHRIX MOKPHITUH,
u [llyxoB ux co3nan. BeicraBka B Huxaem Hosropone
SIBUJIACH JUI MHXKEHEPA CBOCOOPa3HOil SKCIIepUMEHTANb-
HOW MacCTEpCKOH, TJI€ OH Cpa3zy, «3aJIOM» peaan30Ball
usieu, KOTOpbIe, OBITh MOXKET, TOAaMHU (HOPMUPOBAIIHCE B
€ro CO3HAHUH, HO HE OBLIIO BO3MOYKHOCTH MX BOIUIOTHUTH
B CTPOUTENBHYIO MPAKTUKY, IIOCKOJIbKY OH 3aHHUMAJCS
IPYTHMH BEIIaMH. DTHU HICH 0Ka3aJIHCh BOCTPEOOBAaHHBI-
MU JJIsl BOIUIOLICHUSI B CTAPHHHOM TOPOJIE, KUBOMHCHO
packuHyBIIeMcs 1o Oeperam ABYX BEIMKUX pek: Bonrn
Oxu. BrictaBka 1896 roga crana noyInHHBIM TPUYM(pOM
B TBOpUECKOW OHOTpaduu HHKEHEPA.

UTo6s! o11eHUTH MaciiTald cBepiieHHoro llyxoBeiM
B Hmwxuaem HoBropone, ciiefyer naTh KpaTkyr HHPOP-
manuio o Beepoccuiickoit BeicTaBke 1896 roga. Kpyn-
HeHIas 1o TeM BpeMEHaM, OHa SBIJIACH 3HAYUTCIEHBIM
COOBITHEM HE TONBKO POCCUHUCKOTO, HO U MUPOBOTO Mac-
nrada. 3a BCFO HCTOPHUIO BCEPOCCUHCKUX BBICTABOK (TIep-
Bas oTKpbuIack B [letepOypre B mae 1829 r.) oHa eguHCT-
BEHHAs TMONy4Iia OQUINaTbHEINA THTYT — «Bemmkasny.
3aMeTHM, YTO MOYTH BCE BCEPOCCUNHCKUE BBICTABKH MIPO-
BOJWJIFICH TIOTIEPEMEHHO B IBYX cTonuIax — B [lerepOyp-
re u B Mockse, nuIb Tpu U3 HUX — B 1841, 1845 u 1857
rojax nmpouwy B Bapmage. [ nposenenust X VI-oit mo
CUeTy BBICTABKM (OHA OKa3ajnach MOcCIeIHEl B 10peBo-
JIOIUOHHOM Poccum) BONIPEKH CIIOKUBIICHCS TPAJIHIIAN
65111 BeIOpaH ryoepuckuil Hmkuauit Horopoa. B stom
BbIOOpE ObLTa CBOS JIOTHKA. JIpeBHUI ropof, Iexaruii Ha
MepPeCceyeHNH TOPTOBBIX MyTEH: PEUYHBIX U CYyXOMYTHBIX,
M3/IaBHA CTIAaBWIICS B MHpE cBoeH sipmapkoil. B xonme XIX
BEKa I'POMKO 3asiBUJIa 0 ce0e MECTHAsI IPOMBIIIJICHHOCTb,
OypHBIMH TEMITAMHU Pa3BHBAIOCH CYyTOXONCTBO, HrkHmit
Hosropon 1o npaBy cTaHOBUIICSA BOJKCKOM CTOIMLEH. ..
Nmenno 3necek nmmeparop Anexcanap 11 moxeman mpo-
JEMOHCTPUPOBATh MUPY POCT U MOILb POCCUHUCKOI Tpo-
MBIIIJICHHOCTH, CEIhCKOTO XO3SHCTBA M TOPTOBIIH 32 IIe-
PHOJI CBOETO TIPaBICHHUS.

Jlnst HOBO# BRIcTaBKM B Hmkaem HoBropoje ObLT BbI-
OpaH OrpoMHBIN MyCTHIPh Ha JeBOM Oepery Oku miorma-
neio B 77 gecatun. 3ametuM, uto X VI Beepoccwniickas
BBICTABKa 110 CBOEH IION[aaN MpeBblanga Beemuphyto
BeicTaBKY 1889 roma B [lapmxe u okazamach B Tpu pasza
Oobine npeapaymiei Beepoccuniickoit 1882 roga, mpo-
xonuBiier B Mockge. [l MpOEKTUPOBAHUS U CTPOU-
TEJILCTBA BBICTABOUHBIX MABIJILOHOB OBUIN MPUIIIAIICHBI
JyqIIAe HHKEHEPBI, apXUTCKTOPHI U XyT0KHUKU CTPAHBI.
MoxHO 0e3 mpeyBeJIMUEHHS CKa3aTh, YTO BCS pycCKast
apxuTekTypa KoHna XIX Beka co CBOMMU CTUJISIMH U Ha-
IPaBJICHUSAMU KOHLEHTPUPOBAHHO OTpasuiack B 1896
rony B Hmwxuem Hosropoge.

MockoBckast CTpouTenbHas KOHTOPA, BIAJEIbIIEM KO-
Topoit ObuT MHXKeHep A.B. bapu, a B.T. lllyxoB — riaB-
HBIM HHXKCHEPOM, y4acTBOBaa B KOHKYpCE Ha MPOEKTHU-
pOBaHME U CTPOUTEIHCTBO BHICTABOYHBIX MTABHUIHOHOB

Booonanopnas 6awina na meppumopuu memaniypau-
yecko2o 3a600a 6 2. Bvikce Huowcecopodckoti obnacmu.
Coepemennbiil 6u0

Coxpanuswasncs onopa 1uHuu 3nekmponepeoayi
HUI'POC oxkono e. /[3epocuncka. DomocHUMOoK
anpenv 2005 2
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Bwiswasn cmomposas sviwika nodxcaproii vacmu Ha yi.
KHWMa 6 Husxcnem Hoszopode. @omo ausaps 2005 2

u, onmaronapst LllyxoBy, BeIUTpaa ero. 3To OH IMOCOBE-
TOBAJI CBOEMY MATPOHY NPEUIOKHUTh KOHCTPYKITUHU IS
OyayIIuX BHICTABOYHBIX MMAaBIJIBOHOB OECILIaTHO, MPH
YCJIOBUHM BO3MEIICHHS PACXOJIOB JIUIIb HA UX MOHTaX.
Taxum 00pa3oM, mociie OKOHYaHUsST PabOTHl BHICTABKU
MaBWJIbOHBI MIEPEXOIAT B cOOCTBEHHOCTh CTPOUTENBHOM
KOHTOPBI, 1 OHA MOYKET UMH PaCIOpPsKATbCs IO CBOEMY
yemotpenuto. LIyxoB OblT yBEpeH, YTO CIPOSKTHUPOBAH-
Hbl€ UM NaBUJIbOHBI HEIIPEMEHHO PACKYIISAT, U MPUTOM
HezemeBo. M on He ommnbcs. [lpu Takoit 3asiBke KOHTO-
pa A.B. bapu, ecrecTBeHHO, 0001ILIa BCEX BO3MOKHBIX
MIPETEH/ICHTOB | TOJy4njIa TOCYJapCTBECHHBIC 3aKa3hl Ha
MIPOEKTUPOBAHUE U CTPOUTEILCTBO IMOYTH BCEX CAMBIX
KPYITHBIX MMaBUIILOHOB.

[TonHbIi cIMCOK 3TUX NaBUJILOHOB HAaXOJUM B CTAThe
«Bcepoccuiickas IpoMbIIIIEHHAS U XY10’KECTBEHHAsI BbI-
craBka 1896 rona B Hmxuem HoBropone», momeneHHoON
B Hikeropoackuil WiocTpupoBaHHblil kanenaaps B. 1.
Bunorpanosa Ha 1896 rox (5-oe npunoxenue). [Ipuse-
JIeM BBIJICPIKKY W3 3TOH cTaThu: «Mockoeckasn upma
unoicenepa A. B. bapu, npunsaswias na cebs coopyoicenue
unoceneprozo omoena — 1.700 ka. caic., ROCmMpouKy 00-
ROTHUMENbHO20 30anus Mawiunnozo omoena — 1.000 k.
cadxc., 30anus 014 habpuuro-3a600ckozo omoena — 2.200
K6. caxic. u 30anus pemeciennozo omoena — 600 xe. caoic.
cama cnpoexmuposana 6ce NOUMeHoO8aHHble 30aHUsl U
BbINOIHUNA UX NO HOGEUUUM YCOBEPULEHCBOBAHHBIM

cucmemam undicenepa LlLlyxoea, npuvem apxumekmypHasi
yacmuv ux npuradnexcum axao. Kocosy. I pynna s0anuii
0J151 UHIICEHEPHO20 OmOed, coopyAucaemas maxice no
cucmeme undicenepa Lllyxoea, npedcmagnsiem ocobennbiil
MeXHUYecKull uHmepec 66U0y HOBU3HbLL U OPUSUHATLHOC-
mu amoui cucmemul. I pynna cocmoum u3 00H020 Kpy2io-
20 30aHUS C JHCENe3HbIM NOBOPOMHBIM KPY2OM GHYMPU U
08YX NPAMOY20NbHBIX, PACHOLONCEHHBIX CUMMEMPUUHO
no OoKam Kpy2no2o, Komopoe blnojiHeHo no Muny napo-
603H020 0€no ¢ pacuarbHeIMU NYMAMU O NOCMAHOBKU
NOOBUICHO20 COCMABA. Dmu mpu 30aHUSL COOPYIHCATOMCSL
0e3 ynompebnenus meepovix cmponu,; cucmema Lllyxosa
OCHO8AHA HA NPUHYUNE YCMPOUCMEA NANAMOK: CMPO-
UMCAL dHceNe3Hdsl CemKa, Komopas npsamMo NOKPbl8aemcs.
KposenbHbiM dicene3om. B npouux 30anusx Bapu kpvlua
NOKOUMCSL HA MEePObIX APOUMBIX CIPORUNAX C 3AMAAC-
KaMu 8ecbMa 1€2KOU KOHCIMPYKYUU.

DTOT OTPHIBOK MPHBJIICK HAIllE BHUMAHHUE TI0 L[EIOMY
psny npuuuH. [Ipexxe Bcero notomy, 4ro 34ech, IOMUMO
MEePEYHCICHNS BBIMOIHEHHBIX CTPOUTEIBHON KOHTOPOH
A.B. bapu BbICTaBOYHBIX TaBUJIBOHOB, YKa3aHbl UX I1JIO-
IIaJId U JJaXKe JaHbl KPaTKUe XapaKTePUCTUKH YHUKAIb-
HBIX LIYXOBCKUX KOHCTPYKIMI. Bo-BTOpBIX, B IpuBEIEH-
HOM OTPBIBKE OTPa3UJIOCH BIICUATICHHE OUYEBHUALIA TOU
JAJICKOH BBICTaBKH, IIPUYEM CaMOE CBEXee — 00paTuM
BHUMaHHE Ha TO, 4YTo UItocTpupOBaHHBIN KaleHIaph
Bunorpanosa mosiBuiicst B cBeT B siuBape 1896 ropa, 3a
YeThIpe Mecsilia 0 OTKPbITHsI Becepoccuiickoii BEICTaBKH,
a roTOBWIICA K M3AaHuio B 1895 roxy, Koraa BEICTAaBOYHBIE
MAaBUIILOHBI, CPEAN HUX U IIYXOBCKHUE, JUIIb COOPYIKa-
nuck. Ho yxxe Torga coctaBuTeIb HUKETOPOJICKOrO Ka-
JeHAapsi, OJHUM U3 MEPBBIX, €CIU HE MEPBBIM U3 CBOMX
COBPEMEHHMKOB, BHICOKO OLIEHMJI B [1€YATH KOHCTPYKLIUU
nmxkeHepa lllyxoBa, mpuBiekas K HUM BHUMaHHUE YU TaTe-
neit. bornee toro, B. M. Bunorpamios cuen HEOOXOIUMBIM
MIOMECTUTH B CBOEM H31aHuu (hoTorpaduio XoTs ObI /-
HOTO M3 IIyXOBCKHUX MaBHJILOHOB U BBEIOpaN M3 HUX HH-
TEPECHEUINNN 110 KOHCTPYKTUBHOMY PELIEHUIO — OJUH
13 MaBUJIBLOHOB CTPOUTENBLHOIO U MHXKEHEPHOIo OT/ea.
OTo Kpymiioe B MJIaHE 3[aHUE, B KOTOPOM BOIUIOTHIINCH
cpasy IiBa NIyXOBCKUX U300PETEHUS: IEHTPATbHAS YaCTh
MaBUJIbOHA AUAMETPOM 25 MEeTpOB Obllla MOKpPHITA Me-
TaJNINYEeCKON MeMOpaHOii, IpuHSBIIEH GOpPMY OrpOMHOM
BOTHYTOH 4amy, a 60KoBasi HOBEPXHOCTh 0Opa30BaBIIIe-
rocsi yCE4eHHOTO KOHyca — BHCsiUeH ceTkoi. MeMOpaH-
HOE TIOKPBITHE BBI3BIBATIO 0CO00E OMAcEHUE HHXCHEPOB-
9KCIIEPTOB, OOSBIIUXCS, YTO YaIlla HE BEIICPIKHUT TSHKECTD
cHera. «Bnepenu 3uma, BO3MOXXHO, CypoBast. /10 OTKpBI-
TS BEICTABKH OCTaeTcs OoubIe momyrona. Pacmopsiam-
TECh, UTOOBI CHET C KPBIIIHN HEe cOpachiBaan. OTBETCTBEH-
HOCTB Oepy Ha cebs», — 3asBui [1lyxoB. Ero yBepeHHOCTh
ObUTa OCHOBaHA HA ONECTAIICH UHXXEHEPHOI HHTYUIIUH U
Ha TOYHOM MaTeMaTH4eCKOM pacyere.

Korna xanennaps Bunorpagosa roroBuiics, KpyIioro
[IaBUJIbOHA €I1€ HE CYIIECTBOBAJIO, OH JIMIIb MOHTHPOBAJI-
cst. M3patens pemmi npoOiemMy, HOMECTUB B KaJeHAAPb
(hororpauio He TOTOBOTO MABMIILOHA, & €r0 TIPOCKTA.
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[TosicHuM 11 Hallero COBpeMEHHMKA, YTO TAKOe MJI-
JTHOCTpUpOBaHHbIE KaneHaapu XIX Bexa. OHU cOBCeM He
[IOXO’KM Ha MPUBBIYHBIE JJIS HAC KaJeHaapu. JTo yuiel-
1ast ¥ MOJTHOCTBIO 3a0bITast KHIKHAs KynbTypa. Wmoc-
TPUPOBAHHBIE KaJEHJapU U3aBaJIUCh BO BCEX KPYIIHBIX
poccuiickux roponax. [loxoannu oHM Ha WILTIOCTPUPOBAH-
HYFO KHUTY OOJIBIIIOTO (hopMaTa U ColepKalld MHOXKECTBO
none3Hoi nHpOpMaNnu: KpoMe KaJeHaapei, acTpOHOMU-
YECKUX U LIEPKOBHBIX, 3/1€Ch NPUBOJUINCH CTaTUCTUKA
Poccun, nu4HbBIN cOCTaB BBICIIUX MPABUTEIBCTBEHHBIX
yUpexKACHUH, mopoOHas HHGOpManus 1Mo TYOSpHHH C
COOTBETCTBYIOIIMMH KapTaMH U T.T. B IpUiIoKeHUusax K
KaJICHAApSIM TTOMEIIAINCh CTAaThU O KPYTHEHIITNX COOBI-
TUSAX Tpolleero roga. Takumu 0bu1H 1 Huokeroposc-
KHE WITIOCTPUPOBaHHbIE KaneHaapu B. V. Bunorpanosa,
KoTopble Bbixoauinu B Hiwxknem HoBropoge exeromHo ¢
1894-ro mo 1902 ron. Kanennaps Ha 1896 roxn 6bL1 0cO-
OeHHO HachIleH nH(popMalMel o MPeACTOosIEeH BbICTaB-
Ke. IMEHHO B HEM OKa3aJuCh ONUCAHUS BBICTABOYHBIX
MaBUJILOHOB, CITPOEKTUPOBAHHBIX HHKeHepoM LIyXOBBIM.
KakeTcss HECKOJIBKO CTPAHHBIM, YTO IPOBUHLHAIBHBIN
MyOIUIIUCT-TYMaHUTAPHUii, YeJIOBEK, HECOMHEHHO, Jalie-
KHW OT TeXHUKH, CYMeN Tak Mpo(heCcCHOHATBHO IOATh
YHUTATENSAM HIYXOBCKHE KOHCTPYKLUH, POCTO U TOJIKOBO
U3JI0KUB UX CyTh. HEBOJIbHO BO3HMKAET BOIIPOC, HE MOT'
1 cam uHxeHep LLIyXoB KOHCYJIIBTUPOBATh U3JATENs HU-
keropojackoro kanenaapsa? Ilomeiraemes pa3ooparscs,
HACKOJIBKO 3TO MPEATIOI0KEHUE BOBMOXKHO.

[Tux m3narensckoi aestensHocTH B. M. Bunorpanosa
npuinencs Ha 1896 rog — GONBIIMHCTBO CBOUX TPYAOB
OH ToAroToBMI K Beepoccniickoit BeicTaBke. Cpenn HAX
— «MnntoctpupoBaHHbIM IyTeBoAUTENb 110 HuxkHeMy
Hogropony u sipmapke», «XynokeCTBEHHBIH albOOM C
Bugamu Hmxuero Hosropona u sipmapkny, «iroctpu-
POBaHHBIN MYTEBOIUTEIND MO0 BCepOCCUIICKONW TPOMBIIII-
JICHHOH | XyJ10’KeCTBeHHOU BbicTaBke 1896 roma B Huxk-
HeM Hosropogae», « nmroCTpUpOBAHHBIN CIIYyTHHK I10
Bounre» u ap. Bee 9T kUM HanonHeHs! potorpadusiMu
BBICOKOI'O KayecTBa, KOTOPBIE U3AaTeb 3aKa3blBajl Ipo-
CJIaBIIEHHOMY HIKEropoJickoMy (oTorpady-XynoKHUKY
Amnppetro Ocunosuay KapennHy — ¢ HUM OH ObLT JIpy)KeH
Y MHOTHE TOJIbl TBOPYECKU COTPYAHUYAIL.

[Iponomxast pa3BUBaTh X0 CBOEU MBICIH, aBTOP 3TOU
myONUKaluK, U3BUHUBIIUCH MIEpe]l YNTATENIEM, BHIHYXK-
JIeH TIEPEHTH OT OOIIENPUHATOrO B HAYYHOU JIUTEpaType
aKaJEeMUYECKOTO «MbD» K IMYHOMY «s1». [lesio B TOM, 4TO
JIET BAJIIATh IIATh TOMY Ha3aJ MHE B PyKH ITOTIAN aJJb00M
¢ gororpaduaMu NIyXOBCKUX MaBUILOHOB Ha Bcepoc-
cuiickod BeIcTaBke 1896 roma m pa3nuuHBIX CTaAui UX
MoHTaka. OH ObLT U3/1aH B TUNIOrpaduu, HeOOIBIIUM TH-
paxom. Ceronus ato papureT. [IpuHecna Most CTyIeHTKa.
[Ipunecna, moToMy YTO s, YUTask B ApXUTEKTYPHO-CTPOU-
TEJIbHOM YHUBEPCHUTETE KypC CONPOTUBIEHUS MaTepua-
JIOB, HETIPEMEHHO pacckasbiBato 06 nHxkeHepe Lllyxose, o
€ro BKJIaJIe B CTPOUTEIBbHYIO HayKy. [Ipu aToM oOpamraro
BHUMAaHHE Ha TO, YTO OCHOBOIOJAralollee ypaBHEHHE,
CBSI3BIBAIOIIICE MPOTUO OANKU C TIONIEPEYHON HATPY3KOH,

Ilamucexyuonnvle onopul auHULU 1EKMPO-nepeoayu
HUI'POC (svicoma rkaxcoou 6awnu 128 m) na bepeey
Oxu okono e. /[zepoicuncka Huoicecopoockoii obnacmu,
6036e0entvie no npoexmy B. I [IIyxoea ¢ 1927 200y

U, KaK CIICJICTBUE U3 3TOTO YPABHEHHS — (IIECTh CTPOK
CTPOUTENBHOI MeXaHUKW», 3T0 Toxke uaeu Illyxosa.

Anpbom ¢ maBmiboHamu [llyxoBa — 310 cemeiiHas pe-
nukBHs. Ha HEKOTOPBIX JIMCTAaX COXPAHMWINCH KapaHaalll-
HBIC TIOMETKH. Buaumo, KT0-TO mpodeccruoHanbHO pa-
6otan ¢ atuM ansoomom. PoTorpaduu B HeM OOJIBIIOTO
(hopmara, mpumepHo 30x 20 cM. OHM HACTOIBKO XOPOIIIH,
4TO, pacCMaTPHUBasl UX, HAUUHACIIb TOHUMATh KOHCTPYK-
tuBHy10 cxemy Illyxosa. S ¢ unTEpECOM BIIIAAbIBAIACE B
MPEKPACHO COXPAHUBIINECS JIUCThI AIbOOMA — U BpeMs, U
mrom ux coepernu. HeoxknaanHo B MpaBoM HIKHEM YTITy
Ha OfIHOM U3 (oTorpaduii pasmisiena Xopouo 3HaKOMBbIii
MHE (PUPMCHHBIH KOHTPEB HIDKETOPOACKOTO (poTorpada
— «A. Kapenunwy. Crana HaXoaUTh €ro U Ha JPYTHX JIUC-
tax. IMeHHO Torja st 1 OTKpbLIa 1iisi ceds1, uro Kapennn
BBINOJIHKI (hoTOTpaduy B 3TOM aabOoMe.

Brmyckank Axagemun xynoxects A. O. Kapenun 6611
U3BECTEH, U He Tonbko B Huxxuaem Hosropoge, kak mac-
TEp TOPTPETA, ’KAHPOBBIX IOCTAHOBOYHBIX CIICH M BUIOB
Hwuxuero Hosropona. 3namenarenbHo, uto jietom 2006
roga B Mcroprueckom My3ee B MOCKBE OTKpBITA MOCBS-
IIEHHAs €My BBICTABKA, [JIC OH MIPEACTABICH B XapaKTep-
HBIX TSI HETO KaHPaX.

B 1895 rony Kapenun nony4us1 oguH HeTpaaULIMOH-
HBIN JUId HEero 3aka3 — uHxeHep Aisekcannp Benunamu-
HoBWY bapu 3akazan emy ¢dororpaduu U peKiIaMHOTO
anp0oMa, B KOTOPOM JIOJDKHO HAMTH OTpakeHHE BCE, UTO
€ro CTpoMTeIbHasi KOHTOpa coopyauna Ha Hinkeropon-
ckoil BeictaBke. A.O. Kapenun, xak u B.1. Bunorpa-
JI0B, OBLIT UEIIOBEKOM JalleKUM OT TeXHUKH. OH HHUKOIIa
He paboTan B ’aHpe TeXxHH4YecKoil ¢pororpacdun. Ho on
OuecTslle crpaBUIICA C NOCTABIECHHOU 3a1aueii, cyMeB
nepenars 4YeTKyo rpauaHOCTh KOHCTPYKITHIA, TUIABHBII
PHCYHOK M3THOO0B M HEBEPOSITHYIO JISTKOCTb MTOKPBITHIA. . .
OH OoNTHUMaJIbHO BBHIOMPAT TOYKHU JJIS1 ChEMOK M OYCHD
npo¢ecCHOHAIBHO (PUKCHPOBAJ XapaKTepHbIE CTaJIuU
MOHTaka CTPOUTEIBHBIX KOHCTPYKINi. BHOBB Hampamm-
BaeTCs BBIBOJ — PAJoM ¢ KapeauHbIM ObLI caM UHXKEHEP
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Ianopama Bcepoccuiickol npoMbluLieHHOU U XY0O0.
arcecmeennotl vicmaesxu 1896 2. 6 Huocnem Hoezopoode
(na gpore Mawunnozo omoena suoua bawns [lyxosa)

[yxoB. O1o oH Ben (ororpada B ero padboTe, MoKa3bIBasi,
YTO UMEHHO, C KaKOTO MECTa M KOTZa HY>KHO CHUMATh.
Besycnosno, uto LllyXxoB roTOBUI ATOT anb0OM. DTO OH
cHa0XXaJ KaXIblii CHUIMOK COOTBETCTBYIOIMH TTOAIH-
CsIMH, T1Ie KpOME HaMMEHOBaHUS MaBUIbOHA MPUCYTCT-
BYIOT WH)KCHEPHBIC Ha3BAHMUS ITOKPHITUS U OCHOBHBIE TTa-
pameTpsl BO3BOAMMBIX 31aHUil. PaccMOTpUM B KauecTBe
nmpuMepa oJfH U3 JUCTOB anbboma. Han dortorpadueit
CTaHAapTHasl HAAMKUCh, OHA IIPUCYTCTBYET HA BCEX JIUC-
tax: «CTpoutenpHas KoHTOpa nHkenepa A.B. bapu B
Mocksey, 4yTh HIKe — «Bcepoccuiickas npoMbIIIeH-
Hasl ¥ Xy/lIOXKeCTBEHHAs BeIcTaBKka B Hiknem Hosropone
1896 romay». 3areM uaeT Ha3BaHUE AaBUILOHA — «3JaHUE
3aBOJICKO-PEMECIIEHHOTO OT/eTay. [0 cHIMKOM — Ha3Ba-
HUE TOKPBITHS: «APOYHOE TTOKPBITHE CUCTEMBI HH)KEHEepa
B.T. lllyxoBa». A nmajnee mpuBEIEHBI TApaMETPhI CAMOTO
3M@HUS U JIEMEHTOB KOHCTpYKIuii: niuuHa — 110 cax.,
mupuHa 19 cax., Beicota creH — 10 apmi., 1-as monepeu-
Has apka IHUPUHOIO — 13 cax., 2-as momepeyHas apka
IIUPUHOIO — 0 7 cax., |-as mpogonbHast apka MUPUHOIO
— 7 cax., 2-ast IpOJIOJIbHAS IIUPUHOIO — 110 6 CaXx. 3/1eCh
K€ yKaszaHa Tutomanb nokpeitus — 2.200 kB. cax. Jns
TeX, KOMY UHTEPECHO MePEeCYUTaTh B COBPEMEHHBIX €11~
HUIIAaX, HAMOMHUM, 4TO | caxkenb = 2.133m, | apmun =
0.711M, a 1 kB. caxeHb = 4.552 m2.

Bce naBunbonsl, moctpoennsie no npoekram [lyxosa,
CTaJld TJIaBHOU JOCTONPHUMEUYATEIbHOCTHIO BBICTABKHU.
[ToceTuTeneii OmEIOMIISIT BHT JIETKHX, KaXKyIINXCS HEBE-
COMBIMH, IIaTPOB U3 METAJUIa U CTEKJIA, PACKUHYBIINXCS
HaJ IPOCTOpPaMH 3aJI0B, U aXXYPHBIX IIHIIHHIPUICCKAX
CBOJIOB C JKUBOIIMCHOM CUCTEMOI1 3aTsKeK.

3aMeTnM, 94TO HEKOTOphie (hoTorpaduu U3 peKIaMHOTO
ann00oMa momnanu B paznuunbie n3nanus o B.T. [Ilyxose
B Ka4€CTBE OT/ICIBHBIX WJUTIOCTPAIMA ero TBopeHuil. Ha-
11a ke 3a7a4a 00paTuTh BHUMAaHUE CHEIMATUCTOB 1~
KOM Ha 3TOT ajh0OM M BBECTH €r0 B HAyYHBIH OOUXO]I.
IIpodeccuonanphas paboTa ¢ HUM JAaeT BO3MOXHOCTh
npodects «kon LllyxoBa», 1 B 3TOM IMOMOTaeT cam WH-
JKEHep.

[Ton xaxxnoit ororpadueli ykasaH JeHb, KOT/a IPOU3-
BOJIMIIACh cheMKa. biarojgaps 3ToMy MOXXHO UMETh TOY-

HO€ IPEACTaBICHUE O JUHAMUKE BO3BEJCHHUS ILIyXOBCKUX
MaBWJIBOHOB. A OHa TOke BrieyarisieT. [laBuiiboHbI pocian
C HEBEPOSITHOHN OBICTPOTOM. M3BECTHO, YTO IO KOHTPAKTY
CrpoutenpHas kKoHTOpa bapu Obu1a 00s13aHa TPUCTYTUTD
K paboTam Ha TeppUTOpUH HHKEropoackoll BHICTABKU B
Mmae 1895 roza, a ciaTh MOCTPOMKHU B 3aKOHYEHHOM BHUJIE
gepe3 Tpu Mecsna — He nmo3aHee | aBrycra. Cpok 3ToT,
JIaKe CIeUaINCTaM Ka3aBIIUKCS HepeallbHbIM, ObLT BbI-
nepkad. O0 3TOM CBHJICTEILCTBYIOT IMOANKCH Ha (OTO-
rpadusx anpboma. Hanmpumep, kpyriioe 31aHue CTpou-
TEJIBHOTO U MH)KEHEPHOI0 OT/ENA:

— 3 UIOHA — CMOHTHPOBAHbI KOJOHHBI BHYTPEHHETO U
HapPy’KHOTO KOJIELL;

— 15 urons — YCTAHOBJICHO BUCSAYCC IOKPLITUE,

— 21 uroHs — MOHTHUpYETCS] MeMOpaHa, IepeKphIBAIOIIAs
LEHTPAJIBHYIO YacTh 3[4AHUS, U CKIENBIBAIOTCS MEpe-
CEKAIOIUeCs CTEPKHU BUCSYEH CETKM (Ha JOCKE, MOo-
JOOHO NMTHYKE, CHANT KICHAJBIINK, HepeMenasch 1o
CEeTKE 10 Mepe FTOTOBHOCTU Pa0bOThI);

— 15 aBrycra — naBUJIbOH IIOJHOCTBIO TOTOB.

B pexnamuom ansb6ome 0co0oe MecTo 3aHuMaeT GoTorpa-
(bus axxypHOU BOJOHAMIOPHOM OalllHK BBICOTOH 32 MeT-
pa. B crimcke coopyskeHuil BHICTaBKM OHA 3HAYMIIACH KaK
CITy’)keOHas ¢ «HarmopHbIM pe3epByapoM Ha 10.000 Bemep
nuTheBoi Boabl» (120 Thic. IUTPOB). DTa OarHsg — 3HaMe-
HUTBIN TYXOBCKUH rHmepoonons. OHa — miepBas B psiLy
caMOOBITHBIX METaJNIMYECKUX KOHCTPYKIMHA. biaronaps
KOHCTPYKTHBHOH CXEM€ OHa CTaJla SBJIEHUEM B MHUPOBOM
UHXXEHEPHOM HCKYCCTBE U, ToJ00HO OammHe I'. Ditpens
Ha Bcemmpnoii BeicTaBke 1889 ropa, sipuaidiiiim cropipu-
30M Bceepoccuiickoit BeicTaBku. CoOpaHHast U3 IPSMBIX
METaJUIMYECKUX CTEPIKHEH, IpOCTas B U3TOTOBJIECHUU U
ynoOHasi B MOHTaKe, OHa ObLIa COOPYKEHA 0YEHb OBICTPO.
B smBape 1896 rona 11lyxoB 3akoHYMII €€ pacyeT, a yKe B
Mae TOTO e rojla, CBeKEBBIKpAIlIEHHAasI, OHA BO3BBIIIA-
Jach HaJl BBICTABOYHBIM TOPOJKOM, IPUBJIEKas BCEOO-
Iee BHUMAaHUE HEOObIYHON (hOpMOiL, FapMOHUYHOM J1er-
KOCTBIO CTANBHBIX CIUICTCHUN W TPOMaTHBIMU OyKBaMHU
Ha pe3epyape: «CTpouTenbHas KOHTOpA HHxKeHepa A. B.
Bapuy». Ha Ham B3rv1si1, HaAMMCh Ha OaliHe — 3TO €IMHCT-
BEHHasl Tu3aifHepckas yaada apxutekropa Kocosa B qua-
sore ¢ lyxoBeiM. Ha cMOTpOBYIO ILIOIIANKY, KOTOpast
BeHuaJIa OallHIO, BeJla BUHTOBAS JICCTHUIIA B CTO MATh/IE-
CSIT CTYTICHEK — IT0 Hel MMOJHUMAIICh OXOTHUKH MOMI000-
BaThCA MAHOPAMOM BBICTaBKH. «DTO KapTHHA OJIHA U3 He-
MHOTHX I10 KPacoTe U IPaHAMO3HOCTH B MUPE», — IMHUCAT
odeBuel. MI3BeCTHO, YTO HIKETOPOJICKUM THIIEpOOIOn ]
[lyxoBa «oKuB», OH HaxoauTcs B Jlumnenkoit obiacty, B
[TunnbuHo, B ObIBIIEM NMeHMH HeuaeBa-MasblieBa.
[Tocne Huxeropoackoi BRICTaBKU HJIEST IIYXOBCKHAX
runepO0JI0MI0B MTHOBEHHO Obljla MOJXBau€Ha WHKEHE-
pamu B pas3Hbix cTpaHax. Cam Lyxos TupaxupoBai ee
He pa3. CpoeKTHpOBaHHAs UM BOJOHANIOpHAs OallHs B
OTJIIMYHON CTETICHH COXPAHHOCTH, HO 0€3 TMPUBBEITHOTO
pe3epByapa, 10 CETOAHSIIIHETO JHsI CTOUT Ha TEPPUTOPUU
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Metannypruyeckoro 3aBoaa B Beikce Humkeroponckoit
obnactu. KeraTtu, Tam e COXPaHWINCH BBIIOJIHEHHBIC
[Tyx0BBIM TOKPBITHS TPOKATHOTO I€Xa B BUJIE IISITH 000-
JIOUEK JBOSIKOM KPHBU3HEL B HacTosIee BpeMst pemaeTcst
BOTIPOC 00 WX HOBOM JKHU3HU.

l'unepOomnoun IlyxoBa, He BOIIEAIINIA €llle B HAYUHBIH
00MXO0JI, COXpaHWIICS Ha TEPPUTOpUH Tapaxa B COpMOB-
ckoM paitfone Humxnero Hosropona, Ha ynuue KMMa. Jlo
HETaBHETO BPEMEHH 3Ta OalIHs MCIIONHSIIA POIh CMOT-
POBOM BBIIIKY IOXKAPHOU 4acTU. TEXHUYECKOE COCTOs-
HHUE ee BIIOJIHE YJIOBIIETBOpUTENIbHOE. PaccmarpuBaeTcs
BOIIPOC O €€ NepeHoce Ha Tepputoputo Hmkeroponackoit
SPMapKH.

Cynpba eme onHO#M coxpaHuBiierics Ha Huxkeropon-
CKOW 3eMJIe TIIyXOBCKOW OalTHH BBI3BIBAET 0COOYIO Tpe-
BOTY. DTO OBIBIIIAst OIIOPA BEICOKOBOJIBTHOMN JINHUU JJICK-
tponiepenaunn HUT'POC, Bo3Benennas B 1929 roxy, Haxo-
JUTCcs y T. JI3ep’KUHCKA, B )KUBOIUCHOM MECTE Ha CaMOM
oepery Oku. OHa ISITUCEKITMOHHAS, BRICOTOU 128 MEeTpoB.
Becnoii 2005 rozna napHast ¢ Heil 6aiHs Oblia BapBapcKu
YHUUTOXKEHA. TEeXHUYECKOE COCTOSIHUE COXPAaHUBIIEHCS
GamHu TpedyeT MPUCTAIBHOTO BHUMAHUS CIIEIMAIIUC-
TOB. /lero B TOM, YTO B HIDKHEM sIpyce OalTHHU OKa3aIHnCh
BBIPE3aHHBIMU Ha BCIO BHICOTY 16 cTepxkHeil. Takum 00-
pazom, u3 40 onmopHBIX cTep kHEH yiiemneno aumrb 24! [Tpu
3TOM OAalllHsl CTOUT, AEMOHCTPUPYs 3aJ0KEHHBINA B Hell
HMH)KEHEPOM 3arac MPOYHOCTH. AHAJIN30M TEXHUYECKOTO
COCTOSIHUS 3TOI OalllHM 3aHMMAIOTCS B HACTOAIIEE Bpe-

M crenuanucTsl Huxkeropoackoro rocyjapcTBEHHOTO
ApPXUTEKTYpHO-CTPOUTEIBHOIO YHUBEpcUTETA. Pemtaercs
BOIIPOC O €€ CPOUHOM PEMOHTE.

B nocnennee spems B Huxuem Hosropone u B Huxe-
TOPOJICKOH 001acTH, 0COOCHHO CPETd MOJIOACIKH, HAOITIO-
JlaeTcsl BCIUIECK HHTEepeca K INUHOCTH uHkeHepa Illyxosa
U K €ro TBOpEHHsIM. B Kakoil-To Mepe 3ToMy criocoOCTBY-
10T J1Ba unabMa o LllyxoBe, HOATOTOBIEHHBIE aBTOPOM
3TOW MyOTUKAIMK JUISI MECTHOTO TeJIeBHICHUA. B mMae
2006 roga B Hwxuaem Hosropoze npomen MexayHapo-
HbI popym «Benmkue peku», OJTHAM U3 OpPraHU3aTOpPOB
kotoporo sasusercs kadpenpa FOHECKO Huxeropon-
CKOI'O FOCYAapCTBEHHOIO apXUTEKTYPHO-CTPOUTEIHLHOTO
yHHUBepcuTeTa. B pamkax ¢opyma mpoies Kpymibli cToi
«®enomeH nnxkeHepa B.I. lllyxoBa B MupoBom mpo-
CTpaHCTBE». BecbMa 3aMETHBIM U BayKHBIM OBIIO ydacTue
B 3TOM COOBITHH OOJIBIIOTO MPOTAraHANCTa TBOPYSCTBA
IITyxoBa B Mupe mpodeccopa Paitnepa I'pepde (yHusep-
cutet MHCOpyKa, ABCTpHS).

3akaH4MBas 3Ty IMyONHMKAIMI0 U BHOBb IEPEXOAs Ha
JIMYHOE «51», X049y 3aMETUTh, YTO TOTOBMIIA €€ C 0COOBIM
nyumeBHbIM HacTpoeM. K unmxenepy B.I. IllyxoBy nu-
Talo TTyOOKOE YBa)XCHUE C IOHBIX JIET M TOTOBA MHOTOE
cJenarhb, YTOOBl COXpPAHUTh ero TBopeHus. doTorpad
A.O. KapenuH BBINOJHSJI MOPTPETHl OTU3KUX MHE
Jrofel, KOTOPBIX JJaBHO HET Ha cBere. Himkeropoackuit
myomuuct u kpaeses B. 1. Bunorpanos — 310 Mot pon-
HOH JIef.

Tloxpeimue npokamno2o yexa Memannypeuiecko2o 3a600a 6 2. Buikce Huosicecopoockoii obnacmu, 8binonnentoe
B. I lllyxosbim 6 1897 200y 6 6ude 0060104k 0805KOU KPUBUIHBL (COBPEMEHHOE COCMOSIHUE)
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Omar Akbar

Bauhaus and Heritage

Bauhaus Building, south-west view, 2006

Every generation faces the issue of choosing which of
the preceding generations’ material goods and spiritual
values, that is which parts of their cultural heritage it
keeps and conserves.

In my view, the most important legacy of civilised so-
ciety is the city. Although the city per se has harboured
contradictions from its inception, it is also one of civili-
sation’s greatest works of art. Nowhere else are human
diversity and variety found at such close quarters. Burst-
ing with contradictions the city is a repository of human
desires, hopes and passions that cannot be reduced to one
Weltanschauung or one way of life. Because the city is in
a position to endure, or engage with, these contradictions
and the conflicts they entail, it is passed on and refined as
a lifeform from one generation to the next. The city is a
repository for memories — an open book that is still being
written.

While the city is capable of continuous regeneration
and rejuvenation, and since it is a place of retrospection
and a site of historical and cultural remembrance, it al-
ways runs the risk of losing its identity, that is, the built
structures that relate its history.

In 1993, the architect, architectural historian and former
mayor of Belgrade, Bogdan Bogdanovic, published a col-
lection of essays entitled “The City and Death”. Among
other things, he points to the fact that cities have been the

targets of aggression throughout history, and cites threats
motivated by religious beliefs to “reduce the cities of the
world to ruins”.

Cities incite religious passions; they are wayward
in character, and can never be “tamed”. Religious and
ideological fundamentalisms are in no position to cope
with the density and contradictoriness of the urban en-
vironment. The complexity, the wealth of discrepancies
and differences, are so extreme that fundamentalists see
the city only as a source of chaos, lunacy or even sin.
Ideologists and dogmatists have their sights set on cities,
suspecting the presence of their strongest adversaries,
that is, of wilfulness, self-assertion, ingenuousness and
intellectual curiosity. Religious and ideological dogma
require simple structures and conditions: for the dogma-
tist, therefore, the city is an affront, and is to be feared.
Bogdan Bogdanovic puts this in the context of an “arche-
typal fear” that sees the urban environment only in a
scandalous light.

In wars, past and present, cities have been the focus of
attack — the deliberate intention being to damage or de-
stroy the objects that commemorate a society. On the civil
war in former Yugoslavia, Bogdan Bogdanovic stated in
1993: “Western society’s horror is understandable. For
hundreds of years, the terms ‘city’ and ’civilisation” have
barely been separated, even in etymological terms. The



104 1V. World Heritage Sites of the 20th Century — German Case Studies

Bogdan Bogdanovic, Die Stadt und der Tod: Essays,
Klagenfurt/Salzburg 1993, cited in: Christian Thomas,
Schwert und Flugzeug. Die Stadt als Ziel des Hasses
und Raum der Erinnerung, in: Frankfurter Rundschau,
26.9.2001.

senseless destruction of cities can only be understood as
a manifest, violent resistance against the highest values
of civilisation”. He cites the example of Dubrovnik “The
strike on Dubrovnik — which I dread to mention, but must
— was fully intended as an attack on an exceptional, al-
most mythical, beauty. The instigators remind us of a ma-
niac who throws acid in a woman’s face while promising
her a new, more beautiful countenance!” !

It is almost a miracle that, despite recurring hate-fuelled
attacks, the city is still provocatively lasting — that cities
such as Jerusalem, Istanbul or Rome, which have been or
still are fiercely contested, have outlasted changing rulers
and regimes.

Modernism in its current guise of technological revolu-
tion and relentless globalisation also entails, along with
war and dogmatic hate, a new quality — a new radica-
lism — of destruction. Speculation and ruthless orientation
on profit making mean investors worldwide no longer
stop short of destroying valued historical heritage. When
historical remains are obliterated, when even last minute
excavations are avoided through criminal activities of in-
vestors, then the first buildings to fall victim to this greed
for profit are those yet to be acknowledged as common
cultural assets.

The Bauhaus provides us with the definitive symbol of
this dual face — the progress and destruction — of mod-
ern civilisation. As the first institute of modern design,
the Bauhaus was a central point of reference for the mo-
dern movement and the international avant-garde. Artists,
teachers and students from at least 29 nations worked to-
gether at the Bauhaus. Its famous masters, such as Wal-
ter Gropius, Hannes Meyer, Ludwig Mies van der Rohe,
Wassily Kandinsky, Oskar Schlemmer, Paul Klee, Lyonel
Feininger and Laszl6 Moholy-Nagy gave the Bauhaus an
intensely international and artistic flavour. As a school of
design, it went on to become a benchmark and a crystal-
lisation point for the modern movement.

The intention of the Bauhaus was to make rational use
of the technical resources of Modernism, the negative
aspects of which had been all too evident since the out-
set of the 20th century. The Bauhaus sought to find new,
contemporary solutions in design, art, and architecture,
and in doing so struck out in unconventional and radical
directions.

The Bauhaus’s artistic foundation opened up an inner
dialectic, which not only allowed, but also actively en-
couraged, the cultivation of opposites. At the Bauhaus,
therefore, it was possible to combine e.g. existential phi-
losophies and mysticism with scientific standpoints, or at
least to productively extrapolate the differences between
the two. Ultimately, this resulted in the emergence of
those circumstances that today still defy explicit valua-
tion, and which make it possible to continuously review
and reinterpret the Bauhaus from different standpoints.
As such, the Bauhaus is not merely a memorial, but a
monument that symbolises modernity in all its complex-

ity.
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The inclusion of the Bauhaus on the list of UNESCO
World Heritage sites in 1996 therefore not only serves to
protect the Bauhaus buildings in Dessau and Weimar, but
also the ideas and concepts of the Bauhaus. One of the
main tasks of the Bauhaus Dessau Foundation, founded
in 1994, is therefore the cultivation, conservation, inves-
tigation and reflection of this heritage. A further emphasis
is placed on contemporary urban issues, and the contra-
dictions and cultural strengths of cities in the face of the
tensions created by population growth, globalisation and
the technological revolution.

All this fully acknowledges that Modernism, in its am-
bivalence, was not entirely free of totalitarian tendencies,
particularly when it inclined to an uncompromising oppo-
sition of the old urban structure in favour of the new, up-
and-coming modern city. By today’s standards, therefore,
many of the buildings developed by modern architects
and designers appear ruthless and excessive.

The reconstruction of cities after World War II in par-
ticular, which reduced Modernism to a predominantly
technical programme of rebuilding, has contributed, with
its rigorous geometry and economic functionalism, to the
inhospitality and facelessness of many urban districts. A
considerable portion of the widespread rejection of the
Bauhaus may be traced back to this “post-war Moder-
nism”, which is, ultimately, only a reduced form of Mo-
dernism.

Today, if we — in the age of global urbanisation — reflect
on a reorganisation of cities and discuss new parameters
for the reclamation of emotional, symbolic and identity-
forming urban qualities, the Modernist buildings passed
down to us often seem alien and perturbing.

In my opinion, we now bear a special responsibility to-
ward this legacy. The danger is that we repeat the radical
process of destroying and rebuilding cities anew, thereby
effectively exposing ourselves to the kind of criticism
generally levelled against Modernism. We will only suc-
ceed in conserving the legacies of Modernism as valuable
historical evidence when we understand and accept these
in their historical, conceptual context. How problematic
this can be, and the extent to which this often depends
on the prevailing Zeitgeist and ideologies, becomes clear
when one looks at the history of the Bauhaus and the Bau-
haus buildings in Dessau.

When the architectural historian Leonardo Benevolo
visited Dessau in the early 1970s, he found the Bauhaus in
what he perceived as a desolate state. He saw a building
long deserted by the spirit and function of the Bauhaus. He
wrote: “Now that the former life has disappeared and the
building is no more than a woebegone ruin, the Bauhaus,
strictly speaking, exists no more ... it resembles an empty
chrysalis from which the butterfly has hatched*.?

Like many other Modernist buildings, the Bauhaus Buil-
ding has aged badly, and not only because of the nature of
its construction. It also embodies a form of architecture
that declined to be restricted to the formal expression of
modern society’s endeavours, preferring instead to con-

Stone/wood composite floor after repair, bridge,
2nd floor, 2006

tribute to the realisation of those endeavours. The inherent
value of such a modern building is therefore relative, and
strongly dependent on the life taking place within it.

The Bauhaus in Dessau can only preserve its architec-
tural value if it is subject to provisions that protect it from
deterioration — provisions that were not in place until long
after its closure in 1932. The Nazis misused the building
for their propaganda wars against modern architecture
and art; fortunately, the building was not demolished, but
used by the Nazis for training purposes.

After suffering heavy war damage and undergoing a
short-lived resuscitation attempt, the Bauhaus and the
Bauhaus Building were once more rejected, and treated
with contempt, by the East German government. While
the 20™-century legacy of the Bauhaus was stylised in
West Germany as the symbol of a new, ‘good’ Germany
open to tradition, in the GDR the Bauhaus was perceived
as an abominable, ‘cosmopolitan’ institute, since it con-
tradicted the Soviet artistic doctrine.

Kurt Liebknecht, associate of Mies van der Rohe and
president of the East German Bauakademie stated in the
early 1950s: “The ‘products’ of Bauhaus architecture still

2 Leonardo Benevolo, Geschichte der Architektur des
19. und 20. Jahrhunderts, Miinchen 1978, Vol. 2, p. 58.
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4th International Bauhaus Award 2006, 1st prize: Stephan Weber/Michél FlafSkamp “EMMER moves out —

general view”

disfigure our cities today — as our Bauhaus Building in
Dessau once did (...) These buildings have no connection
with their surroundings; they are crude, primitive boxes
that try to turn even humans into machines.”3

At the time, Walter Ulbricht, secretary general of the
United Socialist Party of East Germany published the fol-
lowing statement: “As we study national tradition as the
basis of the evolution of our architecture, we must also
clearly recognise the Bauhaus style as a phenomenon that
is hostile to the people.”*

Eventually, the Bauhaus idea was officially renounced
and the GDR, in its dealings with the Bauhaus Building,
pursued a similar line to the Nazis well into the 1970s.
The building substance of the Bauhaus Building was sub-
jected to provisional repairs, and it was used for a variety
of training and schooling purposes. Only after Stalin’s
death in 1956 did it gradually become possible to speak
of the Bauhaus heritage in positive terms. Nevertheless, a
genuinely open debate on the ideas and work of the Bau-
haus never existed in the GDR. Those active in the culti-
vation of the Bauhaus legacy were invariably compelled
to make considerable ideological compromises. All the
same, the Bauhaus Building was eventually recognised as
a monument, and renovation work was carried out, which
focused largely on the condition of the building in 1926.

Even many years after reunification, which ended the
political manipulation of the Bauhaus legacy, the reper-
cussions resulting from the stylisation of the Bauhaus as
an equally loved and hated icon of Modernism were still
considerable.

In Dessau, for instance, this meant that the Bauhaus
buildings were gradually rediscovered, and became the
subject of debate. Consequently, renovation and re-
construction work on the Bauhaus Building began as a

number of individual projects carried out without a coher-
ent overall concept. This concept was first drawn up when
the Bauhaus was included on the World Heritage List. It
focuses on the cultivation and conservation of the original
substance of the building while ensuring that the traces of
history are both conserved and shown.

In this context, in 2002, the Bauhaus Dessau Foun-
dation initiated a debate on approaches to the former
Gropius Director’s house, which is part of the Dessau
ensemble of Masters’ Houses. Built in 1926, the house
was almost entirely destroyed in 1945 — only the base-
ment level remained intact. In the 1950s, a traditional
gable roof house, the so-called Emmer House, was built
on the site. A number of people in Dessau wish to see
the Director’s House reconstructed, mainly in order to
serve the tourist industry’s marketing interests in seeing
the ensemble completed. Others prefer the idea of a chal-
lenging new building that updates Modernism through a
reinterpretation of the spatial and historical setting.

The issue of approaches to the site of the former Di-
rector’s House was also the subject of the fourth Interna-
tional Bauhaus Award. The first prize was awarded to two
architecture students from Miinster, Stephan Weber und

3 Kurt Liebknecht, F) ragen der deutschen Architektur, cited
in: Andreas Schdtzke, Zwischen Bauhaus und Stalin-
allee, Architekturdiskussion im ostlichen Deutschland,
Braunschweig/Wiesbaden 1991, p. 50.

4 Walter Ulbricht, Rede vor der Volkskammer, 31 October
1951, cited in: Andreas Schdtzke, Zwischen Bauhaus
und Stalinallee, Architekturdiskussion im oOstlichen
Deutschland, Braunschweig/Wiesbaden 1991, p. 145.
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Michél FlaBkamp, for their entry “EMMER moves out”.
In their design, the two architects succeeded in recreating
the unity of the Masters’ House ensemble without recon-
structing the Gropius Director’s House or negating the
traces of history — in this case, the Emmer House. The de-
sign also provides an opportunity to bring the ensemble to
life, thereby contributing to the progress of Modernism.

The design favours the following: A new wall, in part
following the outline of the original wall which bordered
the ensemble of Masters’ Houses, will enclose the ensem-
ble once more. The Emmer House is separated from the
original foundation of the Gropius House and “pushed
out” of the ensemble. The extricated foundation of the Di-
rector’s House remains. At its new site, the Emmer House
“floats” at the original height of the foundation. The miss-
ing floor slab of the Emmer House provides visitors with
an unobstructed view of the interior of the building and
illustrates the contrast between it and the Bauhaus. A
subterranean interspace is created between the under-
ground level of the former Director’s House and the Em-
mer House in its new position. This interspace creates an
initially invisible link between the estate and the Emmer
House. It will serve as a visitors information centre, and
as an activity area. A variable partition system, hidden
underground, provides space for, among other things, ex-
hibitions and conferences. The original basement of the
Director’s House will be converted into a lounge, and the
foundations will serve as a stage.

In my view, such an open and creative approach to
architectural heritage demonstrates the necessity for an
understanding of the city that avoids reaching hasty de-
cisions on what constitutes ‘good’ or ‘bad’ architecture
(Gropius House = good, Emmer House = bad). It is a mat-
ter of taking the existing built substance seriously and
respecting it as an accomplishment of civilised society,
rather than merely reacting to the spirit of the time. This
is, of course, a particular challenge when that, which ex-
ists, does not initially correspond to the current idea of
what is acceptable, or when the spirit of the time is dis-
posed to ignore, deny or — motivated by the most profane
economic reasons — even destroy certain historical traces.
Now, in particular, it becomes necessary to take a closer
look — even when the subject of scrutiny is not necessarily
valid evidence of cultural history.

When, with regard to the conservation of certain build-
ings, investors and urban developers enter into dispute
with those responsible for monument preservation, it is
often a matter of balancing the building’s identity-form-
ing impact against the assumed terms of future develop-
ment. This is often an ideological conflict. However, as
I have attempted to illustrate ideologies and dogma lend
themselves far more readily as instruments for those sub-
versive and uncivilised members of society.

What our cities need are open minds, which not only
accommodate different forms of expression, but also re-
cognise a city’s greatest potentials. To continue to remod-
el our cities with every new generation according to the

image conjured up by each new Zeitgeist would be fatal.
A reduced view of the city based only on its outer form
also disguises its most significant potential for civilised
society, i.e. its potential as a site for human diversity. This
is why it is crucial that the conservation of our buildings
is free of ideological, nationalist or religious rigour, and
that it is defined by a sober look at what we actually have.
In practice, it is important that we identify both successful
and unsuccessful qualities.

As we know the buildings of Modernism in parti-
cular were often conceived in a tremendous and provo-
cative, spirit of idealism. Nowadays, they challenge our
critical faculties specifically because of the ambivalence
manifested in their socially orientated belief in progress,
and their simultaneous negation of traditions. Critical
reflection, however, dictates that we should integrate
these buildings in our cities by taking possession of them
in a new way and therefore, above all, first preserve
them.

It is important that we remember the hopes and desires
embodied by these buildings. We must learn to under-
stand them in order to grasp exactly what was released by
the desires, passions and visions they articulated.

In the history of the city, buildings such as the avant-
garde Modernists’ wilful, thoroughly visionary and in-
tractable examples of architecture are rare. Their design-
ers were also seldom focused on the advancement of a
particular city. The utopian ideal was as international and
global as the modern movement. Ultimately, this is also
why these buildings are a part of the cultural heritage of
humankind. A conscious decision was made not to bring
one particular building to the fore, but to focus on the en-
tire architectural oeuvre and its intellectual aspects. Mod-
ernist buildings are found all over the world, but mainly
in Europe, where Modernism has its roots, i. e., in Dessau,
and in Tel Aviv, Moscow, etc.

In this context, the architecture and projects of the Rus-
sian Constructivists of the 1920s are a part of this heritage,
since they were also a part of the international avantgarde
network. Naturally, every city and society is obliged to
approach its legacy in an independent and creative man-
ner. All the same, the essentially international character of
this shared intellectual legacy of civilised society must be
acknowledged. As [ have already mentioned, the legacies
of Modernism are a wayward and difficult inheritance, of-
ten in the most practical terms. Primarily, however, their
differences present a challenge to a city’s capacity to in-
tegrate and assimilate.

The approach to these often-disturbing buildings be-
comes a kind of “acid test” of a city’s tolerance. It shows
the extent to which this legacy, beyond any cyclical
attention and periodical fashions, is accepted by cities
as a recognisable legacy, that is, as a dynamic inter-
weaving of civilised society’s knowledge. Its rejection
would cause harm to the city, and with that to a highly
valued asset of civilised society. Its protection is a trans-
national task.
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Conservation and Preservation of the Bauhaus Building in Dessau
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Bauhaus Building construction site, workshop wing,
2005

The buildings of Classical Modernism have attracted par-
ticular attention in the field of monument conservation.
Their art historical significance is beyond question, while
this architecture is shining in a still modern charisma to-
day. It has become an integral part of daily life for the
general public and is associated with contemporary va-
lues. The buildings therefore frequently go unrecognised

as historic and artistic testimonials that must be investi-
gated and protected.

The quite short space of time since their construction
contributes to the fact that the importance of specific
buildings remains unacknowledged. Modifications and
additions to construction, shape and surface also mean
that the original quality of the buildings is covered and
obscured. This is a special danger for this architecture,
which stands for social, spatial, aesthetic and technical
innovation at the beginning of the 20th century.

These buildings are impressive because of their trans-
parency and fragility, their shape and surfaces, but also
because of their particular problems with regard to build-
ing materials, which is a consequence of the partly ex-
perimental use of building materials and methods of
construction. So they call for extreme mindfulness in
the examination of the actual condition, a very detailed
planning and the sensitive realisation of constructional
measures.

With the inclusion of Modernist buildings into World
Heritage list, their importance has steadily grown in the
public consciousness.

The Bauhaus Building in Dessau, planned by Walter
Gropius as a “manifesto of the Bauhaus ideas”, was opened
in 1926. The 80-year history of the Bauhaus Building in
Dessau is a history of changes, since the Bauhaus Des-
sau was closed in 1932 at the instigation of the National
Socialist party and was used for a number of purposes in
the following years. Parts of the building were destroyed
in 1945 and reconstructed in 1976. Today the Bauhaus
Building is owned and used by the Bauhaus Dessau Foun-
dation, which is a public institution, and each year there
are numerous visitors from all over the world. The Bau-
haus Building and the Masters’ Houses in Dessau as well
as the buildings in Weimar were listed as UNESCO World
Heritage sites in 1996.

70 years after the construction of the Bauhaus Building
and more than 20 years after the last extensive renovation,
which was carried out in 1976, basic measures became
necessary once again. Repair and maintenance had been
carried out over the years, but these were realised out of
context and without an overall concept. In the year of the
Bauhaus’s inclusion on the World Heritage list, it was de-
cided to execute a “general renovation”, and some public
funds were secured to finance a part of this scheme. The
extensive work on the building ranged from the regenera-
tion of the supporting structure and the shell of the build-
ing to the reconstruction of the original layout of rooms,
the functional improvement of technical installations and
work on the surfaces in the Bauhaus Building. Follow-
ing the completion of work on the building this year, the
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overall project will be concluded with the configuration
of the outdoor facilities.

The beginning of the project was dedicated to investi-
gation, survey and analysis in order to gather data on the
historical and present conditions of the building. In ad-
dition to technical tests, the research of the construction
history was important in order to understand the histori-
cal and artistic relevance of the building. Since only very
little original documentation exists, most of the detailed
knowledge of the Bauhaus building could only be won
through the investigation of the object itself and through
archive research.

The results of these analyses and research were evalu-
ated by a team of architects and illustrated in a brief and
clear summary. This overall concept was in line with
monument protection and all the responsible parties had to
agree: the experts, public authorities and the owner. This
was the basis for all further activities. It was developed by
a project team of two architects: a regional office from the
Dessau area with precise knowledge of the Dessau build-
ings, and a Swiss office with international competence in
the approach to buildings from the period of Modernism.
This collaboration between local and international experts
has proved to be extremely effective.

The concept for the renovation of the Bauhaus Building
respects the significance of the building as a cultural mo-
nument, that is as a work of art and a historical document.
Historical materiality and construction as well as design
aspects were to be taken into account. Solutions had to
be found for technical and legal aspects of the construc-
tion and a central issue was, of course, the active, current
use of the building. This requires rooms for research and
teaching equipped to a modern technical standard, but
also space for storage, archive materials and the presen-
tation of art. The building is, furthermore, visited by an
average of 200 guests per day. While we are very happy
with this significant interest, we also have to deal with the
strain this puts on the building.

Only by developing an all-embracing overall concept
it was possible to observe and evaluate the different con-
cerns in context and to ensure that the renovation pro-
cess would lead to reconstructing a reliable version of the
building. In this way, it was possible to plan appropriate
stages of construction according to the available financial
resources.

The intention of the renovation of the Bauhaus was not
the entire reconstruction of the building to its original con-
dition of 1926. On the one hand, the fundamental struc-
tures of the building are preserved or reconstructed where
they were missing. That includes, for instance, laying open
and exhibiting the construction, the organisation of rooms
or the colour and the design of surfaces. These fundamen-
tal structures are of central importance in the understand-
ing of the Bauhaus Building as a Gesamtkunstwerk.

On the other hand, the 80-year history of the building
has been respected and not eliminated. This history may
include traces of the building’s use as well as changes that

Alteration of an original steel window:
greenhouse, restoration of the window, window after
re-installation



110

1V. World Heritage Sites of the 20th Century — German Case Studies

Magnesite flooring

were made over the years, if these do not diminish the ar-
tistic significance of the building. As such, the monument
may also be seen as a testimonial of history.

Both these aspects are defined and stipulated in Arti-
cle 3 of the Venice Charter: “The intention in conserving
and restoring monuments is to safeguard them no less
as works of art than as historical evidence.” The Venice
Charter was passed in 1964 by the International Con-
gress of Architects and Technicians of Historic Monu-
ments and Sites. Today it provides the only valid basis
on an international level for the approach to historical
structures.

I would like to present two aspects as examples of the
process of the renovation of the Bauhaus Building: the
consideration of priorities during renovation and the ex-
traordinary emphasis put on the conservation of the origi-
nal material.

The precise knowledge of the Bauhaus Building makes
it possible to assign different priorities to the various parts
of the building. In the illustration these areas are marked
in red, green and brown. In the areas marked in red, the
focus of activities is on restoration and reconstruction.
Here, the original substance of 1926 is not only carefully
preserved and improved, but also reconstructed in order to
conserve and disclose the particular qualities of the build-
ing. In the areas marked in green, the focus is on preser-
vation and repair. These parts are mainly characterised by
the basic renovation of 1976 during which, following a
series of destructive events, the original appearance was
for the most part restored, although sometimes not true to
detail. In the building, there are also areas where the focus
is on maintenance and revised forms. These are marked
in brown.

Most importantly: in all areas the utmost respect for
the original substance is essential. Therefore even in the
brown areas the historical material is carefully conserved.
Recent additions should be recognisable as such, but
should not dominate the overall impression. So they are
realised only at second glance.

The main interest in the renovation process is given to
the areas that have a high proportion of original building
substance, which is restored and conserved. Through the
early identification of the parts of the building that require
the most detailed work, it was possible to make use of
the funds in a specific manner. Interventions in the origi-
nal material substancy of the building are only permit-
ted where absolutely necessary, since every intervention
leads to further losses of substance.

After the curtain wall of the workshop wing was de-
stroyed in World War 11, it was reconstructed during the
renovation in 1976, but in aluminium instead of steel.
In 1976, many historical steel windows were replaced
by simpler versions of the originals. At first glance they
seemed to be the same, but a second glance showed an-
other construction principle, an altered function and a
slightly different appearance. All the windows recreated
in 1976 are in good technical condition and were subject
to maintenance during the renovation. A few windows
were damaged and reconstructed according to the ori-
ginal window model. There are also original windows
from 1926 in the building, for instance in the Festive Ar-
ea. These are carefully restored and preserved in situ.

Even original windows dating from 1926 and believed
lost were discovered and put back in the building. These
had been removed in 1976 and used as a greenhouse. Af-
ter the greenhouse was dismantled, the windows used in
it were documented in drawings and photographs, care-
fully restored and finally reinstalled in the building. The
Bauhaus Building therefore features original windows
from 1926, windows from 1976 and reconstructed win-
dows from 2000 next to one another. The windows are
all painted in the same colour as the original windows,
thereby safeguarding the overall appearance of the struc-
ture. This plan and its implementation were not only
pragmatic in consideration of the financial resources at
hand. The preservation of windows dating from previous
restorations also respects the history of the building, and
the modifications made in 80 years of Bauhaus history
remain apparent.

The colour design for the Bauhaus Building was deve-
loped in the wall-painting department under the guidance
of Hinnerk Scheper. Scheper had studied at the Bauhaus in
Weimar and later taught at the Bauhaus in Dessau. From
1929 to 1933, he worked in Moscow, where, among other
things, he developed the colour concept for the Narkom-
fin House. In the course of the renovation the plastered
surfaces of walls and ceilings of the Bauhaus Building are
mostly covered with a very thin layer of plaster. Its mate-
riality and structure is very close to the original lime plas-
ter. In doing so, faults in the plaster become smoother and
the surface corresponds with the historical figure. This
layer is inexpensive and beneath it the original remains of
plaster and paint are secured and protected. Colour con-
forming to the historical example is applied to the surface
of this lime wash. Only in selected areas the historic lay-
ers of paint are laid open and restored.
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The Festive Area is seen as a key example of the de-
sign of surfaces at the Bauhaus according to Scheper’s
ideas. Here, the colouration underlines the organisation of
the architecture into supporting and filling areas, thereby
highlighting their architectonic tension. The surfaces are
broken down into fine, matt and shiny finishes. The effect
of the colours is increased by the use of different mate-
rials: smooth, polished, grainy and rough plaster surfaces,
matt and gloss paint, glass, metal etc.

In all parts of the Bauhaus Building, the preservation
of the original building material has extremely high prio-
rity. Above and beyond its architectonic and aesthetic sig-
nificance, the material is proof of the building technology
and construction that must be preserved and protected.
Missing information on the specific characteristics of the
original building materials as on structural and climatic
building values unfortunately lead to the loss of original
building substance and thereby to the loss of the charac-
teristic surface effect. So the building may loose its value
as a monument. The exact knowledge of building material
— its composition, its aging properties, its physical and
static coactions with other building materials — is most
important for concepts for the future preservation of old
buildings.

At the Bauhaus Dessau Foundation, work therefore be-
gan with the registration and documentation of building
parts, construction elements, and materials. The issue is
not only one of researching, to the widest possible extent,
the building’s original condition, but of encompassing the
changes that have taken place in the building. Work has
begun on the assembly of a construction research archive,
where materials and building parts, data and documents
on the Bauhaus buildings and the buildings of Modernism
are to be stored.

The analysis of material also leads to a deeper under-
standing of the building. So recent research carried out by
the Bauhaus Dessau Foundation has shown that a plastic
floor covering was used in the Bauhaus Building and in
the Masters’ Houses instead of linoleum. This material
called Triolin was developed in the 1920s in the search
for a luw-price substitute for linseed oil. The use of this
early form of plastic in the Bauhaus buildings illustrates
the eagerness of the Bauhaus to try out new materials and
it is part of an all-embracing colour concept.

The construction research archive provides the founda-
tion for further research as well as for the approach to
tangible building problems. The intention — in addition to
providing insight into the renovation of the buildings of
Classical Modernism — is to develop a foundation for the
classification and evaluation of these historical buildings
of 20t-century architecture.

Hollow cinder block

Construction site in Dessau-Torten, settlement
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Michael Siebenbrodt

Das Haus am Horn in Weimar — Bauhausstatte und Weltkulturerbe:

Bau, Nutzung und Denkmalpflege

Drei Prototypen der Architektur (von oben nach unten)
Goethes Gartenhaus: das ,,deutsche“ Haus, anonyme
Architektur des 17. Jh.; Romisches Haus: Klassizistische
Architektur 1792/96, Johann August Arens Haus

Am Horn von Siiden: Modell der Avantgarde

Das Haus Am Horn wurde als Muster- und Ausstellungs-
haus anlaBlich der grolen Bauhaus-Ausstellung nach dem
Entwurf des jiingsten Bauhaus-Meisters Georg Muche
mit Unterstiitzung des Baubiiros Gropius in nur dreim-
onatiger Bauzeit im Frithsommer 1923 errichtet. In die-

sem einzigen realisierten Bauhaus-Gebaude in Weimar
wurden zahlreiche funktionelle, material-technische,
technologische und 6kologische Innovationen praktisch
verwirklicht und mit einem Team von Mitgliedern aller
Bauhauswerkstitten umgesetzt.

In der Hochzeit der Inflation trat der Berliner Bauunter-
nehmer Adolf Sommerfeld als Geldgeber in Erscheinung,
fiir den Gropius mit dem Bauhaus gerade eine Holzvilla
fertig gestellt hatte. Die Weimarer Gewerkschaften setzten
beim Haus Am Horn einen groBen Bauarbeiterstreik aus,
damit dieses wichtige Gebdude zum geplanten Ausstel-
lungstermin fertig gestellt werden konnte. Ein Jahr zuvor
hatte Gropius im Auftrag des Weimarer Gewerkschafts-
kartells mit einer Reihe von Bauhaus-Studenten das
Mairzgefallenen-Denkmal in Weimar zu Ehren der Opfer
des Kapp-Putsches von 1920 iibergeben.

Das Versuchshaus Am Horn konstituiert ein rdumliches
und ideengeschichtliches Dreieck von Haus-Prototypen
im Weimarer Park an der Ilm. Den Archetypus eines
deutschen Hauses stellt das schindelgedeckte Garten-
haus aus dem 17. Jahrhundert dar, das der GroBherzog
seinem Freund Johann Wolfgang Goethe geschenkt hatte.
Von den Nazis mit ihrem kulturpolitischen Protagonisten
Schulze-Naumburg wurde dieses Haus mit steilem Dach
als typisch deutsche Bauform der ,,kulturbolschewisti-
schen Wiistenarchitektur* der Moderne entgegengesetzt.
Dagegen stellt das Romische Haus von Johann August
Arens aus dem Jahr 1792 am gegeniiberliegenden Ufer
der Ilm die Moderne des ausgehenden 18. Jahrhunderts
vor, das klassizistische Ideal einer aufgeklarten Ge-
sellschaft. Wenn sich der Grolherzog in diesem seinem
Lieblingshaus aufhielt, signalisierte er Goethe abends
seinen Gespriachsbedarf durch Lichtzeichen mit einer
Kerze — moderne Kommunikation zur Goethezeit. Ober-
halb des Gartenhauses vollendete das Haus Am Horn den
Dreiklang wichtiger Statements zur Architektur und si-
gnalisierte die Moderne einer zunehmend globalisierten
Industriegesellschaft im kreativen Dialog mit der Ge-
schichte.

Bereits im Friithjahr 1920 hatte Gropius als Leiter des
Staatlichen Bauhauses in Weimar den Wettbewerb zu
einer Bauhaus-Siedlung unter architekturinteressierten
Studierenden ausgelobt. Walter Determann beteiligte sich
mit einem Siedlungsprojekt freistehender Holzhduser in
einem Waildchen am Stadtrand von Weimar. Er konzi-
pierte Kommunehauser fiir acht Studierende mit Schlaf-,
Arbeits- und Kiichen-Gemeinschaftsraum — gemeinsames
Leben und Arbeiten in kleinen Studentengruppen. Diese
bescheidenen Blockhduser entsprachen nicht Gropius’
Vorstellungen von der Architektur der Zukunft. Mit einem
Hinweis auf die stidtebaulichen Konzeptionen der fran-
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Wohnraum: Blick aus dem Speisezimmer 1923

z0sischen utopischen Sozialisten entlie3 er Determann in
die Semesterferien, die dieser zu seinem visiondren Ent-
wurf einer symmetrisch aufgebauten Bauhaus-Siedlung
nutzte, die — von einer Mauer umschlossen — bereits auf
die ersten politischen ,,Kédmpfe* um das Bauhaus hin-
weist. Die Mauerecken werden von Leuchttiirmen be-
setzt, die das Licht der Bauhaus-Avantgarde in die kleine
Provinzstadt Weimar senden sollten. Am Rande des Am-
phitheaters im Zentrum der Anlage — und den kammar-
tig gereihten Werkstattgebduden vorgelagert — befinden
sich zwolf Vierfamilienhduser fiir die Lehrkrifte. Die-
se Wohn- und Atelierhduser haben einen quadratischen
GrundriB3, wie er drei Jahre spéter am ,,Roten Wiirfel*
Farkas Monars oder beim Haus Am Horn wieder auftau-
chen sollte. Auf die expressionistische Phase des Bau-
hauses verweist besonders die grofe Glaspyramide im
Zentrum der Anlage.

1922 griindete Gropius eine Bauhaus-Siedlungsge-
nossenschaft GmbH und berief den jungen ungarischen
Architekten Fred Forbat fiir die Planungs- und Entwurfs-
aufgaben. Nun endlich sollte die zunehmende Raum-
knappheit der Schule mit mehr als 200 Studierenden
und die Wohnungsnot fiir Lehrer und Studenten beseitigt
werden. Farkas Molnar iibersetzte den Bebauungsplan in

und 2006.

eine ,,Luftaufnahme®, in der man die Streusiedlung der
zwanzig Meisterhduser in Hanglage am Parkrand ebenso
erkennen kann wie den rechteckigen zentralen Platz mit
Internatsgebduden, die einen Weg liberbriicken wie das
spitere Bauhausgebdude in Dessau. Daran schlie3t sich
eine Reihenhaussiedlung fiir Mitarbeiter und Freunde des
Bauhauses an — Offnung des Bauhauses nach auBen statt
klosterlicher Gemeinschaft hinter sicheren Mauern! Hin-
ten, auf dem hochsten Punkt des Geldndes erheben sich
die sechs parallelen ,,Werkhallen* der Bauhaus-Werk-
statten, die vom Hauptgebdude mit Turm und Schornstein
iiberragt werden, das als ,,Stadtkrone und neues Wahr-
zeichen Weimars weithin sichtbar sein sollte. In Zeiten
der Wirtschaftskrise und Inflation lie3 sich vom grof3en
Traum lediglich ein Musterhaus, das Haus Am Horn, ganz
vorn am Bildrand realisieren. Aber es vergingen nur 1%
Jahre, bis das Bauhaus in Dessau seine Traume und Visi-
onen mit dem Bauhausgebiaude und den Meisterhdusern
in die Tat umsetzen konnte.

Natiirlich plante Gropius als einziger Architekt am Bau-
haus mit seinem Baubiiro und Adolf Meyer seit 1922 fiir
die Bauhaus-Ausstellung. Neben der Organisation der ers-
ten internationalen Architekturausstellung der Moderne,
an der neben Frank Lloyd Wright, Le Corbusier oder Lud-



114

1V. World Heritage Sites of the 20th Century — German Case Studies

wig Mies van der Rohe auch sowjetrussische und tsche-
chische Architekten teilnahmen, beschiftigte sich Gropius
vor allem mit Typenserienhdusern, mit seinem ,,Baukasten
im GroBen®. Aus nur sechs standardisierten Raumzellen
konnten zahlreiche Gebdudevarianten unterschiedlicher
GroBe und Form entsprechend der Bediirfnisse und finan-
ziellen Moglichkeiten der Bauherren zusammengestellt
werden. Industrialisierte Verfahren vom Entwurf bis zur
Bauausfiihrung sollten die Bauqualitit und Effizienz erho-
hen, die Baupreise senken und zugleich der Monotonie in
der Architektur entgegenwirken. Die Idee der ,,Wohnma-
schine* und des {iberhohten Wohnraums, dem wir spater
im Haus Am Horn begegnen, ist bereits formuliert.

Anfang 1923 verfalite Georg Muche den Aufruf des
Staatlichen Bauhauses in Weimar zum Bau eines Mus-
terwohnhauses. In diesem Faltblatt wird der erste Ent-
wurf vorgestellt, der sich in der Funktionsverteilung und
duBeren Gestalt noch deutlich vom realisierten Objekt
unterscheidet. In der ausgefiihrten Variante werden Bad
und Herrenzimmer mit dem Kinderzimmer getauscht, so
dass die Arbeitsnische dem Herrenzimmer benachbart
wird. Die kleinteiligen Rechteckfenster werden zu gro-
Ben Fensterformaten und Fensterbdndern zusammenge-
faft.

Das Baugesuch zum Haus Am Horn mit Unterschrift
von Gropius enthélt auf einem Blatt und einen Blick
samtliche wichtigen Informationen zum Projekt. Der La-
geplan rechts unten zeigt, da3 der quadratische Baukorper
aus der Straflenflucht nach hinten versetzt und verdreht
worden ist, so daf} er wie ein griechischer Tempel vom
Eingang plastisch erlebbar wird. Diese Assoziation wird
noch durch das erhohte Plateau verstarkt, zu dem vier
Stufen ansteigen. Die doppelt axiale Anlage auf quadra-
tischem Grundrifl mit iiberhdhtem Mittelraum erinnert
auch an die Renaissancebauten Palladios in Italien.

Der Lageplan zeigt bereits den halbdffentlichen Gar-
tenbereich, der sich zum Park 6ffnet, ebenso wie den
Nutzgarten, der sich hinter dem Haus erhebt. Deutlich
wird ebenso die neue Funktionsaufteilung des Hauses,
bei der sich um den groBen iiberh6hten Wohnraum die
Individualraume fiir die Familienmitglieder wie ein schiit-
zender Ring von minimierten Zellen herumlegen. Verglei-
che zu Schiffskabinen oder Pullman-Wagons liegen nahe.
Das Gebidude ist im Norden und Westen teilunterkel-
lert. Die strenge Axialitét des Baukorpers wird durch die
schwarz hervorgehobenen Fensterflichen durchbrochen,
die nach den funktionalen Erfordernissen der Einzel-
rdaume in die Wande eingeschnitten wurden: Traditionelle
und moderne Entwurfskonzepte werden zu einer neuen
und spannungsreichen Einheit zusammengefiihrt.

Die leicht vorspringenden Eckrisalite vergroflern den
bescheidenen Bau optisch ebenso wie die auskragende
Dachplatte, wihrend der Schornstein einen asymme-
trischen plastischen Akzent setzt.

Das von Adolf Meyer 1925 zusammengestellte Bau-
hausbuch zum Haus Am Horn stellt die technischen In-

novationen ausfiihrlich vor. Die Winde wurden zweischa-
lig aus Leichtbetonplatten aus Industrieschlacken/Ab-
fallstoffen mit dazwischen liegender Ddmmung aus
Torfoleumplatten mit 5 cm Dicke ausgefiihrt. Diese Be-
tonelemente von 54 x 32 x 10 cmund 32 x 26 x § cm konn-
ten mit der Hand versetzt werden. Die Wandstéirke von
25 cm erreicht eine Warmeddmmung einer Ziegelwand
von 75 cm Dicke und war damit doppelt so gut wie der
damalige Standard! Im Buch wird mit der Einsparung von
Energie, Zeitaufwand, Transportkosten und bebauter Fla-
che gegeniiber dem traditionellen Ziegelbau geworben.
Die Decken wurden aus Ziegelhohlsteinen mit Stahlbe-
wehrung und Gefillebeton ausgefiihrt.

Aus heutiger Sicht kann man das Haus Am Horn als
ein okologisches Hauskonzept, als passives Sonnenhaus
ansprechen. Der wiirfelformige Bau minimiert die Au-
Benfldchen. Das Haus ist funktionell in verschiedene
thermische Zonen untergliedert. Der zentrale Wohn-
raum mit 20-22 °C Wohlfiihltemperatur wird durch die
kleineren Réume fiir Schlaf, Spiel und Arbeit mit 18°C
umschlossen. Die fast fensterlose Nordseite bietet zu-
sdtzlichen Schutz, wahrend sich der Wohnraum nach Sii-
den und Westen mit grolen Oberlichtfenstern zur Sonne
6ftnet. Die Fenster sind den damaligen Normen folgend
nur mit einer Scheibe ausgefiihrt. Nur die groen Ober-
lichter wurden als Kastenfenster ausgebildet. Die ersten
Verbundfenster entwickelte wohl Ernst Neufert fiir sein
eigenes Wohnhaus 1930 in Gelmeroda bei Weimar. Das
rote Stiick Opakglas soll auf den experimentellen Einsatz
von Glas bei diesem Versuchshaus hinweisen. Neben der
Verwendung von qualitativ hochwertigem Spiegelglas
fiir die Fenster, von grof3formatigen Spiegeln in den Ein-
gangs- und Sanitirbereichen, wurde Glas auch als Ful3bo-
denleisten, Fenstersohlbénke, Ablagen oder Wandverklei-
dungen eingesetzt und natiirlich fiir den ganzen Bereich
der Leuchten.

Der Blick in den Wohnraum vom Esszimmer mit den
beriihmten Brettstiihlen von Marcel Breuer und einem
groB3en Bodenteppich von Martha Erbs sowie einer Blu-
menvase aus der Topfereiwerkstatt auf dem Glasbord ver-
deutlicht die Teamarbeit des Bauhauses. Exemplarisch
wurden alle Bauhauswerkstétten mit ihren begabtesten
Studierenden zur Errichtung und Ausstattung dieses Hau-
ses zusammengefiihrt. Das gesamte bewegliche Inventar
muflte nach dem Ende der Ausstellung an Adolf Som-
merfeld iibergeben werden, da das Bauhaus das von ihm
gewihrte Darlehen nicht zuriickzahlen konnte. Seit dem
Zweiten Weltkrieg galten die Mdobel als Kriegsverlust.
Erst vor wenigen Jahren tauchten der Schrank aus dem
Wohnraum und der Schminktisch der Dame im Besitz
eines ehemaligen Sommerfeld-Mitarbeiters wieder auf
und konnten von der Stiftung Bauhaus Dessau erworben
werden.

Der Wohnraum mit seinen 36 Quadratmetern Grund-
fliche o6ffnet sich nur iiber die angeschlossene Arbeits-
nische zum Park. Die Mattglasscheiben der Oberlichter
verleihen dem Raum dagegen eine meditative Ruhe. Nur
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die verschiedenen Lichtstimmungen verédndern den Rau-
meindruck, wéhrend die konkrete Natur mit fliegenden
Vogeln oder fallenden Bléttern im Herbst, mit ziechenden
Wolken verborgen bleibt. Dieser Raum und das ganze
Haus fokussiert auf die menschliche Gemeinschaft und
steht damit im Kontrast zu spateren Konzepten der Mo-
derne mit Einraumkonzepten und der Offnung und Ver-
bindung der Architektur mit dem Naturraum. Ich darf
hier auf ein Hauptproblem bei der Rekonstruktion auf-
merksam machen, auf Heizkorper, die zwar an den ori-
ginalen Plédtzen, aber mit grob verdnderten Dimensionen
installiert wurden. Damit fielen auch die Glasablagen
iiber den Heizungen weg.

Das Zimmer des Herrn ist der kleinste Raum des Hau-
ses, da er eine Funktionseinheit mit der angeschlossenen
Arbeitsnische bildet. Er wurde von Erich Dieckmann mit
Mobeln ausgestattet, insbesondere mit einem groBen Klei-
derschrank, der als raumhohes Element Bestandteil der
Architektur war. Wegen fehlender Detailinformationen
haben wir uns dazu entschlossen, diesen Mdbelkubus als
material- und farbidentische ,,Attrappe® zu rekonstruie-
ren.

Das Zimmer der Dame mit groBziigigem Fenster ist
wesentlich grofer und wurde von Marcel Breuer mob-
liert. Wahrend die Einbauschrinke in Kombination mit
dem Bad wieder hergestellt werden konnten, ist der Ver-
lust an der zweiten Wandseite deutlich spiirbar. Breuer
entwickelte bei diesen Mobeln seine Gestaltungsidee aus
den konstruktiv-funktionalen Elementen und visualisierte
die Tragstruktur mit gelbem Furnier, die Schranktiiren
in rotem Holzton und Wandverkleidungen mit schwar-
zer Holzoberflache. In Kombination mit grauen, weillen
und gelben Wandflachen entsteht ein warmer wohnlicher
Farbklang. Die Ergénzung der fehlenden Einbaumdbel
wird angestrebt.

Das Bad liegt zwischen dem Zimmer des Herrn und
dem Zimmer der Dame und beinhaltet als Raumeinheit
auch ein separates WC und die Einbauschrinke im Zim-
mer der Dame. Als kompakte Zelle folgt es amerika-
nischen Vorbildern. Auf minimaler Fliche werden Bad,
Waschtisch und WC untergebracht, der Raum optisch
durch das grofle Fenster, Spiegel und die weille Wand-
verkleidung mit Opakglas vergroflert. Diese fugenlose
Wandverkleidung mit Glas sollte die Hygiene verbessern
und leicht zu reinigen sein. Die Einbauleuchten iiber der
Wanne und am Waschtisch unterstrichen das technoide
Gestaltungskonzept. Heute 148t sich am Bad die falsche
Aufgabenstellung fiir die Rekonstruktion und Sanierung
des Hauses exemplarisch veranschaulichen, das bereits
seit Anfang der 1970er Jahre Baudenkmal und seit 1996
UNESCO-Weltkulturerbe ist. Oberste Prioritdt hatte nicht
die Erhaltung der Originalsubstanz und die behutsame
Ergénzung verloren gegangener Originalteile, sondern
die Nutzbarkeit als Instituts- und Ausstellungsgebédude
entsprechend heutiger technischer Normen. Daraus er-
gab sich die Forderung nach einem nutzbaren Bad, bei
dem ein Duschkopf nicht neben einer Einbauleuchte in-  Bad: 1923 und nach der Sanierung
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Kinderzimmer: Spielschrank von Alma Siedhoff-Buscher
1923 (oben), Spielschrank, Leiterstuhl und Wagen,
Kopie 1997 (unten)

stalliert sein darf. Das fithrte auch zum Austausch von
Wanne, Waschbecken und Armaturen und zum Einbau
eines WC-Beckens, bei dem man die Tiir nicht mehr hin-
ter sich schlieen kann. Entstellend ist auch der Ersatz
des Opakglases durch einen Plastikwerkstoff, der zudem
mit grauen Fugen verlegt wurde. Die urspriingliche Idee

einer fugenlosen Wandverkleidung ging dadurch verlo-
ren. SchlieBlich wurden die meisten Fenster im Haus mit
wirmeddmmendem Verbundglas ausgestattet, was zur
dramatischen Vergroberung der Rahmenprofile fiihrte.

Das Kinderzimmer ist der zweitgrofte Raum des Hauses
und der einzige, der iiber eine Glastiir mit dem Garten di-
rekt verbunden ist. Es wurde von der Bauhaus-Studentin
Alma Siedhoff-Buscher als ,,eine neue Welt fiir Kinder*
komplex entworfen. Der siidliche Raumteil mit Wasch-
tisch war dem Schlafen und der Hygiene vorbehalten,
wihrend der Spielbereich den Zugang zum Garten hat-
te. Zur Erstausstattung gehorten ein Kinderbett und eine
Wickelkommode. Das Kinderzimmer hatte Zugangs- und
Blickbeziehungen zum Zimmer der Dame und zur Kiiche.
Damit spiegelt sich die Rollenverteilung zwischen Mann
und Frau im Haus Am Horn auch in der Raumverteilung
wider.

Der Spielbereich war mit einem Spielschrank ausge-
stattet, bei dem eine Schranktiir als Puppentheater genutzt
werden konnte. Die zugehorigen farbigen Quader in zwei
GroBen konnten als grofle Bausteine ebenso genutzt wer-
den wie als mitwachsende Mobel (Tische und Hocker)
oder als Aufbewahrungskasten fiir Spielzeug. Komplet-
tiert wurde dieses Ensemble durch zwei mobile Elemente,
einen Leiterstuhl, der auch eine Lokomotive darstellen
konnte und einen Kasten mit Abdeckplatten auf Riddern,
der mit einem eingearbeiteten Sitzbrett als Anhénger und
zugleich als mobile Spielzeugkiste genutzt werden konn-
te. Siedhoff-Buscher regte damit die Kinder zu kreativem
Gestalten und einem selbstbestimmten Umgang mit ihrer
Umwelt an. Laszl6 Moholy-Nagy erkannte als Erster die-
se genial einfache und zugleich komplexe Designleistung,
die mehrfach produziert und besonders in Reformkinder-
gérten zum Einsatz kam. Alma Siedhoff-Buscher war mit
dieser polyfunktionalen Kinderzimmereinrichtung ihren
minnlichen Kollegen um Jahrzehnte voraus! Ergidnzt
wurde diese Spiellandschaft durch drei farbige Maltafeln
in Rot, Gelb und Blau, die auf Wandfelder aufgeschraubt
waren. Eine Deckenleuchte, die auch als ein Filmapparat
oder Projektor fiir Licht- und Farbexperimente fungieren
konnte, wurde nicht ausgefiihrt.

Das Esszimmer mit Mobeln von Erich Dieckmann fallt
gestalterisch durch die farbigen Bodenfliesen in Rot, Blau
und Hellgrau aus Gummibelag auf, die an niederlédndische
Interieurs erinnern. Das hoch liegende Fensterband erhoht
die Konzentration auf das gemeinsame Essen am runden
Tisch. AuBlerhalb der Mahlzeiten wurden die Stiihle unter
dem Fenster aufgereiht, so dal der Durchgang erleichtert
wurde. Der Einbauschrank verweist erneut auf eine ver-
dnderte Lebenswirklichkeit mit hdufigen Ortswechseln,
bei denen nur noch wenige individuelle Mobel mitge-
nommen werden sollten.

Die Kiiche mit Speisekammer, Besenschrank und be-
nachbartem WC stellt den zweiten ,, Technikblock* des
Hauses dar. Als Arbeitsplatz der Hausfrau war sie modern
ausgestattet mit einem Elektroboiler fiir Warmwasserbe-
reitung, einem Gasherd und einer modernen Einbaukiiche
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nach dem Entwurf von Benita Koch-Otte und Ernst Geb-
hardt. In einer neuen Materialkombination von Metall
und Holz wurde die Kiiche als Sponsoring in den origi-
nalen Maflen und mit modernen Hausgerdten als funkti-
onsfahige Kiiche ausgefiihrt. Die Keramiken von Theodor
Bogler sind autorisierte Repliken.

Die technische Ausstattung des Hauses wurde 1923 auf
hochstem Niveau ausgefiihrt. Dazu gehorte eine Zentral-
heizung auf Steinkohlebasis, eine Gastherme im Bad, ei-
ne Hauswiéscherei-Einrichtung mit Gasheizung und elek-
trischem Antrieb sowie eine Haustelefonanlage.

Bei der Restaurierung des Hauses konnte das originale
Lichtkonzept wiederhergestellt werden. Dabei wurden
sdamtliche elektrische Leitungen erneuert. Der Austausch
wurde dadurch erleichtert, daf3 die Leitungen schon 1923
in Rohren verlegt wurden. Die Eck- und Einbauleuch-
ten am Hauseingang, im Bad und im Zimmer des Herrn
scheinen die traditionelle Wand mit ihrer tragenden Funk-
tion in Frage zu stellen. Die Wand wird durch Licht auf-
gehoben, entmaterialisiert. Das elektrische Licht eroff-
nete neue Gestaltungsmoglichkeiten in der Architektur
und bei der dsthetischen und funktionalen Gestaltung des
Raums.

Bei der Deckenleuchte im Kinderzimmer mit ihrer
groBen, runden Milchglasscheibe wird ein mildes, blen-
dungsfreies Licht erzeugt, unterstiitzt durch einen kleinen
Reflektor, der in die Decke eingelassen wurde. Hier wurde
ebenso ein Industrieprodukt eingesetzt wie bei der WC-
Leuchte. Die Leuchte im Esszimmer besitzt eine Spie-
gelscheibe an der Decke als Reflektor und fokussiert das
Licht starker auf den Esstisch. Die Soffitten mit ihren in
der Metallwerkstatt entwickelten wiirfelformigen Installa-
tionsverkleidungen in schwarz oder weil} sind die formal
zuriickhaltendsten Leuchten und durchziehen als Allge-
meinbeleuchtung das gesamte Gebdude. Keine von ihnen
hatte sich erhalten. Durch systematische Untersuchung
konnten aber alle Anschlusspunkte mit den in Wand und
Decke eingelassenen Diibeln wieder gefunden werden.
Heute fallt die geringe Lichtstirke in allen Rdumen auf
und zeigt, wie schnell sich unsere Sehgewohnheiten und
Anspriiche entwickelt haben.

Die Farbisometrie von Benita Koch-Otte, die im Bau-
haus-Buch von 1923 publiziert wurde, verweist auf die
intensiven Bemiihungen um eine farbige Architektur. Die
Studierenden Alfred Arndt und Joseph Maltan aus der
Wandmalereiwerkstatt realisierten das Farbkonzept des
Hauses. Sie lieBen sich von der Farbgebung in Goethes
Gartenhaus mit seinen zuriickhaltenden Griin- und Gelb-
tonen inspirieren. Die originale Farbgebung konnte weit-
gehend wiederentdeckt und rekonstruiert werden. Mit der
eher zuriickhaltenden und auf farbpsychologischer Wir-

I vgl. die Sowjetsterne auf dem Titelholzschnitt zum

Bauhaus-Programm von Lyonel Feininger ,, Kathedrale
des Sozialismus *“ oder das erste Bauhaus-Signet von
Karl Peter R6hl ,, Sternenmdnnchen “.

kung orientierten Farbgestaltung im Haus Am Horn leis-
teten Arndt und Maltan einen eigenstéindigen Beitrag zur
Diskussion des Themas Farbe in der Architektur. Andere
Positionen formulierten zur gleichen Zeit am Bauhaus
Oskar Schlemmer mit seiner bildkiinstlerischen Gestal-
tung im Gebdude der ehemaligen Kunstgewerbeschule,
Walter Gropius mit der Farbgestaltung des Direktoren-
zimmers in Anlehnung an De Stijl-Vorbilder und Herbert
Bayer mit seinen drei Wandgemailden im Nebentreppen-
haus des Bauhaus-Gebdudes. Besonders die Farbgebung
im Haus Am Horn ist ein wichtiges Belegstiick fiir archi-
tektonische Farbkonzepte des Bauhauses und des Neuen
Bauens. Die Legende von der Weilien Moderne kann end-
giiltig begraben werden.

Und selbst die Auflenfassade ist nicht weill angestri-
chen. Fiir das Haus Am Horn wurde ein Terranova-Au-
Benputz ausgewdhlt, der mit weilem Marmormehl und
reflektierenden Glimmeranteilen ein strahlendes Weil3
erzeugt, das durch keinen Anstrich der damaligen Zeit
erreicht werden konnte. Die Farbe Weill und das Licht
der Sonne, des Mondes und der Sterne, aber auch das
moderne elektrische Licht wurden von den Bauhius-
lern philosophisch und kiinstlerisch iiberhoht und als
Licht der Moderne und einer besseren Zukunft interpre-
tiert.!

Die zweite groe Entdeckung und Leistung des Jah-
res 1999 ist die Rekonstruktion des historischen Gartens.
Mehrere Garagen muf3ten abgerissen, zahlreiche Bdume
und Biische nach hartem Kampf mit den ,,Griinen* ent-
fernt werden. Wihrend die grofle geneigte Rasenfliche
nun wieder zu Sommerfesten einlddt, ist der Blick in den
Park noch durch einen alten Zaun und eine Hecke ver-
stellt. Der Zaun mit dem markanten Gartentor von Ru-
dolf Baschant verwendete ein neues Patent zur Kreuzung
von Drihten. In seiner schwarzen Ausfiihrung ist er fast
unsichtbar und definiert damit ein neues Verhiltnis von
privatem und 6ffentlichem Raum, wie es an den Meister-
hiusern in Dessau weiterentwickelt wurde. Gleichzeitig
bedient sich das Bauhaus des Prinzips der ,,Geborgten
Landschaft®, wie es aus der japanischen Gartenkunst be-
kannt ist — der offentliche Park wird Bestandteil des pri-
vaten Gartens. Der Nutzgarten und zugleich private und
blickgeschiitzte Bereich des Gartens befindet sich erhoht
hinter dem Haus.

AbschlieBend einige Bemerkungen zur Nutzungsge-
schichte. 1924 wurde das Haus von Adolf Sommerfeld
an einen Rechtsanwalt verkauft, der 1926, 1927 und
1933 Anbauten errichten lief, die trotz Flachdach und
Anlehnung an die Gestaltungsprinzipien der Moderne
zunehmend die urspriingliche Entwurfsidee verfalschten.
1938 erwarb die faschistische ,,Deutsche Arbeitsfront®
das Haus, das mit weiteren Grundstiicken einem Schul-
komplex Raum schaffen sollte. Das Bauvorhaben schei-
terte durch die Kriegsvorbereitungen. Nach dem Zweiten
Weltkrieg fungierte die Stadt Weimar als Treuhénderin.
Das Haus Am Horn wurde bis 1999 als Wohnhaus ge-
nutzt. Seit 1970 wurde es durch Prof. Bernd Gronwald
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und seine Familie vor dem zunehmenden Verfall gerettet,
saniert und seit 1973 teilweise offentlich zugénglich ge-
macht und zum Baudenkmal erklért. Mit dem Riickbau
und der denkmalpflegerischen Rekonstruktion des Hau-
ses 1999 wurde es dem Freundeskreis der Bauhaus-Uni-
versitdt Weimar e. V. in Erbbaupacht iibergeben.

Fiir kurze Zeit war in drei Rdumen auch ein Institut
fiir Design untergebracht, das aber mit der Offnung des
Hauses fiir ein breites Publikum kollidierte. Seitdem wird
das Haus Am Horn ausschlieBlich durch den Freundes-
kreis der Bauhaus-Universitdt genutzt und betreut. Jahr-
lich finden von Mérz bis Oktober drei bis vier Ausstellungen
im Spektrum von 1900 bis zur Gegenwart zu den Themen-
feldern Bauhaus, Architektur, Design und bildende Kunst
statt. Im Herbst und Winter wird das Haus iiberwiegend
durch die Bauhaus-Universitidt mit wissenschaftlichen
Veranstaltungen, Diplomprisentationen usw. genutzt.
Die Bauhaus-Universitit unterstiitzt das Haus durch ei-
ne Mietzahlung, die aber nicht die laufenden Kosten des
Hauses deckt. Das Haus kann stunden- und tageweise
angemietet werden. Jahrlich besuchen 5.000 Géste das
Haus, das mit Unterstiitzung von Studenten mittwochs,
samstags und sonntags gedffnet ist. Die Tradition eines
Festes mit ausldndischen Studierenden aus den 1970er
Jahren wurde aufgegriffen und zu einem Internationalen
Sommerfest ausgebaut, das durch die auslédndischen Stu-
dierenden der Bauhaus-Universitét und der Musikhoch-
schule ,,Franz Liszt* gemeinsam ausgerichtet wird.

Das Haus hat in seiner Nutzung noch erhebliches Ent-
wicklungspotenzial. Es fehlt bis heute weitgehend die
Einbindung in die musealen und touristischen Struk-
turen der Stadt Weimar bis hin zur Ausschilderung als
UNESCO-Weltkulturerbe.

Das Haus iiberfordert andererseits die begrenzten fi-
nanziellen Moglichkeiten eines ostdeutschen Vereins mit
70 Mitgliedern. Es fehlt Stammkapital und eine breiteres
personliches Engagement von Vereinsmitgliedern.

Nach sieben Jahren 6ffentlicher Nutzung werden die
Erfahrungen ausgewertet und neue Uberlegungen ange-
stellt:

1. Ein Teil der Besucher wiinscht die Ausstattung des
Hauses wie 1923 im Sinne eines Hausmuseums zum
Staatlichen Bauhaus in Weimar.

2. Der Autor favorisiert dagegen ein offenes Konzept,
das Ausstellungen, Diplom- und Wettbewerbsprasenta-
tionen sowie Workshops, Vortridge und Freiluftveran-
staltungen ermdoglicht.

Unabhéngig davon sollten denkmalpflegerische Fehler
beseitigt und Ergdnzungen wie die Einbaumdbel im
Zimmer der Dame oder des Originalzauns vorgenom-
men werden, die das architektonische Grundkonzept
deutlich werden lassen.

Nach mehr als dreiBBigjdhriger Erfahrung zur Denkmal-
pflege an Bauten der Klassischen Moderne pliadiert der
Autor fiir:

1. behutsame und langfristig tragfahige Nutzungskon-
zepte, die moglichst nah an der urspriinglichen Nut-
zung liegen sollten,

2. eine wissenschaftlich fundierte Erfassung und Befun-
dung der originalen Bausubstanz, einschlieBlich kom-
pletter Farbbefundung und Raumbiicher, in denen alle
originalen, technischen Details erfafit und dokumen-
tiert werden,

3. eine prizise denkmalpflegerische Zielstellung, die die
Originalsubstanz schiitzt und deren Erhalt langfristig
ermoglicht,

4. Ausnahmeregelungen, die auf der einen Seite die heu-
tige Nutzung ermdglicht und auf der anderen Seite die
historische Substanz erhlt.

Es ist schwieriger, Bauten des frithen Industriezeitalters
originalgetreu zu erhalten als Bauten aus vorindustrieller
Zeit. Es ist einfacher, eine alte Handwerkstechnik neu zu
erlernen, als eine Fabrikationsanlage/Industrietechnolo-
gie wieder zu beleben, die durch eine modernere ersetzt
wurde.
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Norbert Mendgen

Preservation and Re-use of the Blast Furnace Site - UNESCO World Heritage
Site “Valklingen Ironworks”

The Making of a Monument

In 1994 the Vélklingen Ironworks, the “Volklinger Hiitte”,
was accepted as a UNESCO World Heritage site.! All the
equipment needed to produce pig iron is concentrated
here on a comparatively restricted site in a blast-furnace
plant from the early 20" century. There are six furnaces,
Cowper stoves, a coking plant, three dry gas-purifica-
tion plants, an electric conveyor system, an ore prepara-
tion area with ore silos covered with large roofs, ore and
dust bunkers and a four-story steel-framed structure with
four slag conveyors, patent Dwight-Lloyd. The blowing
engine hall consists of a vast building (150 m x 34 m),
constructed between 1900 and 1938, which formerly con-
tained ten blowing engines for the blast furnaces. Seven
engines have been preserved.

The site with its manifold industrial structures covers
about 200.000 m?. It was declared a national monument

I N. Mendgen, “Monument der Industriegeschichte ist seit
10 Jahren Weltkulturerbe”, in: Stahl und Eisen, vol. 6,
Diisseldorf 2004.

2 N. Mendgen, “Volklingen und Birmingham USA, Uber-

lebensstrategien fiir Hochofenwerke”, in: W. Busch-

mann (ed.), Eisen und Stahl, Klartext Verlag 1989, N.

Mendgen, “Saarland, Volklingen”, in: The Backwell

Encyclopaedia of Industrial Archaeology, Oxford (UK),

Cambridge (USA) 1992.

In 1988 unanimous resolution by the Subcommittee for

Museums and Historic Preservation of the Conference

of State Ministries of Culture to nominate the site for the

World Heritage List following the presentation by the

author.

in 1986, one week before production was shut down.
At that time its economic value was reduced to the actual
price of scrap, minus the costs for destruction and decon-
tamination. The destruction of the plant would have been
more expensive than its preservation as a monument. This
served as a major argument against its destruction.? Two
years later, in 1988, it was recommended for inclusion
on the World Heritage List. Arguments in its favour in-
cluded its unique significance in the field of the histo-
ry of technology and its completeness and intactness’ —
an incomparably fast “career” for an industrial monu-
ment.

A testimony to the second phase of the Industrial Revo-
lution, the Volklingen Ironworks was the youngest site
(i.e. of most recent date) to be inscribed in the World Her-
itage List.

Since its inscription in 1994 this World Heritage site
has been under the special protection of the German go-
vernment, which signed the World Heritage Convention
in 1972. According to this convention the government
has “the duty of ensuring the identification, protection,
conservation, presentation and transmission [of the cul-
tural and natural heritage] to future generations”. It has
the obligation to protect its monuments which are of
“outstanding universal value from the point of view of
history, art or science” and it must “do all it can to this
end.”

The purpose of the following report is to discuss the
preservation and the usability of the UNESCO World
Heritage site “Volklingen Ironworks, European Centre
for Art and Industrial Culture.” Some of the new architec-
tural projects will also be presented. Because of the site’s
gigantic scale, only some aspects, including those of most
importance to the author, can be discussed here.
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Preservation Strategy and Usability

The preservation strategy is conceived in several steps,*
including protection of the site itself, its protection as
a historic document and a landmark, and its re-evalua-
tion in terms of cultural economic usability in the spirit
of the “Venice Charter” (ICOMOS 1964). Article 5 of
the charter says that the “conservation of monuments is
always facilitated by making use of them for some so-
cially useful purpose.” It also says that usability is of cen-
tral importance when financing a monument’s preserva-
tion.

“Heoh K L

Volklingen Ironworks. Detail view

Today the Volklingen Ironworks heritage site is an au-
thentic “museum” which documents the process of the
production of pig iron. This complex chapter of the hi-
story of technology can be explored by visitors. As the
“European Centre for Art and Industrial Culture” the site
now also serves as a place for exhibitions and public and
private events. Routes for visitors and places for exhibi-
tions and events cover about 60 % of the ensemble today.

The suitability of the different parts of the site for new
functions is carefully analysed before documentation and/
or restoration of a building takes place.

Architectural projects which not only serve a historic
purpose but also are supposed to increase the site’s value
are a main target of the re-evaluation strategy. For in-
stance, the strategy emphasizes new target groups and is
concerned with extending the length of a visitor’s stay at
the site and stimulating visitors to return often.

Planning Strategy / Documentation

The site’s state of preservation varied enormously, in part
because of the different ages of many parts of the site
and in part because large segments had already been ne-
glected for years before the ironworks were shut down.
Thus as early as 1986 the state of preservation ranged
from “good” to “endangered.” The need for renovation
and redevelopment was — and still is — enormous. A con-
cept of preservation in several steps, especially to stop the
accelerated process of decay and thereby reduce the cost

of redevelopment and maintenance, was agreed upon for
the initial investment.

Monitoring and condition reports initially focussed
on the development of the site. The reports range from
examination of parts of the site to recommendations for
renovation measurements.

Within this context priority is given to:

— reduction of destructive climatic effects, protection of
static structures, and confinement of the rate of decay;

— opening up for visitors, together with a re-evaluation
through the public;

— new utilization as a cultural economic location;

— re-evaluation as a historic monument, protection of
structures that are important testimonies to the iron-
works’ technical history without an obligation for pub-
lic utilization, and preservation of ruinous parts of the
site for later generations.

Specialized knowledge of the history and functions of
all parts of the site is required for qualified planning and
in order to prevent irrecoverable losses. site-specific re-
search and systematic documentation to accompany the
process of redevelopment are required.

A study group on the history of technology (AG Tech-
nikgeschichte in der Denkmalbaubhiitte) with qualified
architects and specialists on industrial history has been
commissioned for the systematic documentation and in-
ventory of the site. In addition architects are documenting
the process of building and restoration; if needed, they
also deliver on-site findings.

The work includes reports on the site’s condition in
accordance with World Heritage Convention require-
ments. It also encompasses individual inventories (such
as one on the suspension track), a documentation of the
production process with flow diagrams (for instance for
the sinter plant), and continuous reports with drawings
which document the different ages of the various parts
of the site.

The final goal is a complete inventory of the site in ac-
cordance with World Heritage Convention requirements.

Re-utilization is not only a financial problem but also a
challenge for engineers, technicians and preservationists
alike, as the site’s buildings are far from conforming to
modern standards. For instance the needs of the fagade of
a modern building differ greatly from the much less rigid
requirements a historic factory building had to fulfil at the
time it was built.

Therefore the general suitability of such historic factory
buildings for new functions had to be examined as early
as possible, even before a usability concept or a space al-
location plan was developed.

4 N. Mendgen, ““Hot Ideas from Cold Furnaces”, in:
Interpretation, Manchester 1988.
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In addition, the documentation and analysis of parts
of the site or of a historic building within it — designated
for a special, new function — can prevent partial or, in the
worst case, complete destruction through ignorance (for
instance the removal of now useless historic equipment
which might only seem in the way today), and can even
help avoid a large-scale misinterpretation of the monu-
ment (e. g. as a kind of “Disneyland”).

Development Concept for the Site

Former now historic functions such as the rail system and
supply channels were interpreted as a guidance system
for development of the site and especially for the visitors’
routes. A major goal of the development concept is to
intervene as little as possible into the now historic opera-
tional sequences. But there also has to be acceptance of
the fact that re-use of the historic road and path networks
as routes for visitors implies alterations, in order to ad-
equately meet safety requirements

The historic, multifaceted road and path network offers
visitors a firsthand experience of the blast furnace site.
Aesthetic views are offered along the historic routes of
production, in combination with additional information
on functions, site history, etc. (see multiple usability).
The visitor can either join a guided tour or explore the site

- e

The World Heritage site seen as part of the industrial landscape of the Saar Valley, together with “Saarstahl AG”

indepen-dently. As restoration and building progresses,
the routes are also gradually being extended in quantity
and quality.

The starting point for the visitors’ routes, the museum
path, is the triangle from the ore and coke rails with “Ore
Square” (formerly the scrap square) and “Carpenter
Place,” the historic rail route for the delivery of the raw
materials for the blast furnaces. It is now the entrance
square for the site. The rails lead directly to the blast fur-
naces (one is tempted to compare that situation to straight
roads leading to baroque castles).

Seen from “Ore Square,” the blast furnace square is
situated at the back of the blast furnaces, beneath the
rails for the pig iron with the pig iron canal. The entrance
square and the blast furnace square are supposed to of-
fer spatial orientation and context to the visitor who is
exploring the site on foot, as do the “pipe bridge” and an
observation deck.

The “pipe bridge” connects the entrance square and the
coke rails with the blowing engine hall on the other side
of the public Rathaus Street, which divides the site into
two parts.

From the observation deck on two of the Cowpers of
blast furnace No. 5 one has a great view over the in-
dustrial landscape of the Saar Valley from Saarbriicken
to Saarlouis. The terrain of the Saarstahl AG can be
seen below with the modern steelworks, the old slag hills,

.-'.'.. 3 I el I i | p- ..- 2L .r.. :..,.

factory buildings, the modern steelworks are in the foreground



122

1V. World Heritage Sites of the 20th Century — German Case Studies

i Jhe S ..
Sinter plant: the planned re-use as office space was
given up in 2001 when research revealed that too many
interventions into the historic substance would have
been required

Master plan, survey, c. 2000

and the “Nauweiler Gewann” rolling mill — an area which
is about twelve times as big as the area of the historic
site.

Preservation of the Equipment

The equipment on the site consists of manifold machines
and means of transport. It is almost completely preserved.
The poor condition of some parts is due to age, as well as
to moderate vandalism which took place shortly after the
factory was shut down. In addition to restoration of parts
of the site, a major goal is preservation of those parts that
are in ruinous condition (for later research) — unless the
costs of preservation are not reasonable. Dismantlement
of parts of the equipment is possible in cases where the
relevant parts are multiples and the intervention does not
affect the substance of the entire ensemble.

Steel

The dominant material in the construction of the iron-
works has been steel, coated with paint. Steel is also the
material which is being used today in the conservation
and re-use of the site. Historic steel elements are being
restored, based on the results of documentation and re-
search. They are sandblasted only if the costs of scaffold-
ing prove to be exceedingly high, and are newly coated to
limit subsequent costs in the future.

New structures, such as parts of the visitors’ routes and
static additions, are instead hot-dip galvanized with zinc.
These new surfaces clearly differ from the old ones. They
are a reserved silver-grey. In contrast to the coated sur-
faces the galvanized ones have better durability, produce
lower subsequent costs and therefore support long-term
preservation in the sense of the World Heritage Conven-
tion.

Building projects

After the blast furnaces were shut down in 1986, initial
conservation work (dependent on the finances that were
available) involved first the blowing engine hall and then
the coke rails (visitors’ route). Since 2000 a systematic
securing and re-use of the site has taken place. The most
important projects within this context are:

Preventive conservation programme for the roofs

The first project was the preservation and conservation
of the site’s larger roofs, undertaken to reduce and ide-
ally prevent decay. In addition, preventive measurements
were taken to secure the museum paths and to reduce the
costs of long term preservation.

Museum paths/visitors’ routes

All projects which are initiated to protect and enlarge the
visitors’ routes are supposed to provide the visitor with
the best insights possible. The visitor can understand the
site by actually seeing it, but he is also given information
on its technical and social history. The visitors’ centre, in
the former transformer station, is located at the beginning
of the coke rails; the ticket office and museum shop are
here.

Sinter Plant

The sinter plant connects the most important visitors’
routes, the coke and the ore rails at the entrance to the
plant. Initially the conservation programme targeted pro-
tection of the roofs, followed by conversion of the most
prominent building of the sinter plant into an area for in-
formation and lectures.

The preparation of visitors has now replaced the pre-
paration, or sintering, of ore, and in 2005 the former in-
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dustrial facility was converted into a multimedia facility.
Since 2003 the ticket office and museum shop have been
located in the former electric power station in front of this
building.

Blowing Engine Hall, Compressor Hall

The main attraction of the World Heritage site, the blow-
ing engine hall, can be reached via the pipe bridge (the
former converter gas pipes which provided the machines
with gas). Conservation started even before the machines
were shut down in 1986, which explains the extremely
good state of preservation. At the beginning of the 1980s
machines 6, 7 and 8 at the top end of the machine hall
were removed. A few years later their fundaments began
serving as an event area.

Renovation of the compressor hall began in 2003 and it
will soon become the foyer for the event area in the blow-
ing engine hall.

With that development it will finally be possible to
clearly separate the event area which is accessible from
the compressor hall from the visitors’ area with its en-
semble of historic machines, accessible via the pipe
bridge.

Ore Preparation Area

The roofed silos — two for ore and one for coke — with
a length of more than 240 meters are the largest ensem-
ble of halls on the site. The “Ferrodrom” science centre
with an exhibition about iron and ore is located in the
basement of the former ore preparation area, at the level
of the suspension track. Above, at the level of the silo, a
visitors’ route which leads beyond the ore rails makes the
Ferrodrom’s exhibition and event areas accessible. The
coke silo, located between the ore preparation area and
the two ore silos, was preserved in 2004. It now offers
another route for visitors. Since 2005 it has also contained
a new exhibition hall with 800 m? at the silo level, which
is also suitable for events. This allows a relocation of the
exhibitions from the machine hall, the main attraction of
the World Heritage site.

An analysis of the historic facilities preceded the plan-
ing process for the new functions. A qualified historian of
technology and the Office for the Preservation of Monu-
ments and Historic Buildings were responsible for the
analyses, together with former engineers who specialized
in blast furnaces and plant construction (“AG Technikge-
schichte in der Denkmalbaubhiitte”).

First the historical parts of the plant were studied in re-
gard to their suitability for functions needed by the World
Heritage site in the future, and in order to minimize nec-
essary alterations/additions to the historic fabric. Thanks
to this procedure interventions into the original fabric
could be minimized — as could the building costs.

The decision to dispense with heating and additional
insulation in almost all areas supports a cautious concept
of preservation and conservation and enables the preser-
vation of many historic details and surfaces.

The result is an “additive” one: The site remains to
a large extent authentic; it preserves its high value as a
historic monument and it also serves a challenging new
function which can clearly be recognized as such, here
as a visitors’ route, there as an exhibition area or science
centre.

The entrance to the science centre is located in the
basement of the former ore silo, behind the front of its
pediment. This creates a roofed outside area with a direct
connection from the historic monument outside to the
science centre inside. The visitor experiences the space
inside which is simultaneously an authentic setting and
an exhibition space.

The visitors’ paths are covered with red-coated mas-
tic asphalt. The rails were preserved and covered with
steel plates in the former area of the suspension tracks.
Spatial orientation is supported by cross views and longi-
tudinal views. Thus the facility’s dimensions can still be
perceived. Views open to the blast furnaces and its offices
or to the former suspension track station; in addition to
spatial orientation they encourage thematic connections.

Blast Furnaces

Seen from the point of view of town planning, the blast
furnaces with the charging platform and the hot blast en-
gines are the most impressive parts of the blast furnace
site. The charging platform — 27 meters above the ground
and about 240 meters long — was first preserved as “roof.”
Two hot blast engines for blast furnace No. 5 are now
serving as a viewing platform, located 45 meters above
the ground.

Industrial Ruin

The most challenging preservation project of the Volk-
lingen Ironworks World Heritage site is the handling of
the rusty-to-ruinous parts of the site, or the “scrap heap”
as it is called by some who have no knowledge of the
characteristics of steel or perhaps from the point of view
of a wrongly interpreted professional ethos: “A proper
industrial plant doesn’t show any rust, an industrial ruin is
a blemish.” The importance and function of the industrial
ruin need objective discussion and evaluation.

The potential of rust as a peril for steel depends on its
various qualities, the thickness of materials and exposure
to weather. But it is also dependent on perception and
communication; consider for example the World Herit-
age site at [ronbridge or the Eiffel Tower. The acceptance
by the public and the growing numbers of visitors to
Volklingen provide hope for a similar positive status of
the partly ruinous site and its philosophy of preservation.
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Walter Busch

Die Architekten Schupp & Kremmer und ihr Beitrag zum indus-
triellen Welterbe des 20. Jahrhunderts: die Zeche Zollverein in
Essen und das Erzbergwerk Rammelsberg in Goslar

Angesichts der wirtschaftlich wie technologisch rasanten
Entwicklung der Industrielandschaften, gekennzeichnet
durch Umstrukturierung und Verlagerung der industriel-
len Produktion, durch Aspekte der Automatisierung und
der Rationalisierung und durch das Verschwinden ganzer
Branchen ist weltweit Aufmerksamkeit geboten, damit
nicht alle Zeugnisse der Wirtschafts- und Sozialgeschich-
te verloren gehen. Und dies gilt weltweit insbesondere
fiir die Bauten des 20. Jahrhunderts, da sie sich héufig
den mdoglichen Folgenutzungen herkommlicher Gebéude-
strukturen entziehen. Wegen ihrer spezifischen Konstruk-
tionen, ausgerichtet auf eine urspriinglich festgelegte Mo-
nofunktionalitét, lassen sich eingeiibte Gebrauchsmuster
fiir eine Folgenutzung nicht anwenden.

Umso erfreulicher war es, dall bereits im Jahre 1992
die Stadt Goslar zusammen mit dem industriellen Erbe
des 1.000 Jahre alten Erzbergwerkes Rammelsberg in
die UNESCO-Liste des Weltkulturerbes aufgenommen
wurde. Dabei waren die prigenden baulichen Ubertage-
einrichtungen mit den Férder- und Aufbereitungsanlagen
noch nicht einmal 60 Jahre alt (Fertigstellung im Jahr
1936). Entworfen hatten die Bauwerke die Architekten
Fritz Schupp und Martin Kremmer.

Die nachfolgende Aufnahme der Denkmallandschaft
Zollverein (Fertigstellung Schacht 12 im Jahr 1932/Ko-
kerei Zollverein im Jahr 1962) in die Welterbeliste ge-
gen Ende des Jahres 2001 machte deutlich, welcher Rang
auch dieser so ganz gegensitzlichen Landschaft und
insbesondere den Bauwerken im weltweiten Vergleich
zuzumessen ist. Auch hier hieen die planenden Archi-
tekten Fritz Schupp und Martin Kremmer. Diese doppelte
Nobilitierung sollte noch einmal dazu anregen, den Blick
stirker auf die beiden Akteure zu lenken, die im Dialog
mit ihren Bauherren planend und gestaltend an diesen
beiden Standorten tétig waren. Diesen Erfolg einer Archi-
tektengemeinschaft des letzten Jahrhunderts zu iiberbie-
ten, diirfte kaum gelingen.

Die Umwidmung der ehedem fiir die Arbeitswelt ange-
messenen Gestaltqualitit zu einer Kulturlandschaft darf
nicht nur als Kulisse zukiinftiger Aktivititen herhalten.
Das mit dieser Ehrung einhergehende Erhaltungsgebot
unter Beachtung der erforderlichen denkmalpflegerischen
Auflagen verlangt aber nach meinem Versténdnis noch
eine weitergehende Verpflichtung. Die Einzigartigkeit
der Architektenschopfungen, die die Landschaft und das
Stadtbild prigende Ordnungs- und Gestaltungsmaxime
miissen deutlich gemacht werden. Unter Beachtung der
jeweiligen spezifischen Entstehungsgeschichte und der
Standortbesonderheiten ist insbesondere die herausra-

gende gestalterische Qualitét der Einzelensembles in der
jeweiligen Landschaft und in den unterschiedlichen An-
lagenkomplexen deutlich herauszustellen. Daraus abge-
leitet, sollte eine optische Umweltverpflichtung fiir die
Zukunft formuliert werden konnen. Aus der Vermittlung
dieser zeitlosen Qualitit gilt es Anforderungen abzulei-
ten, die auch auf neue Nutzungsvorstellungen bei sol-
chen Denkmalern und insbesondere auf die notwendigen
baulichen Ergédnzungen iibertragen werden miissen. Erst
mit der Schaffung eines Bewusstseins um diese Qualitét
kann auch nachfolgenden Generationen die Erhaltungs-
verpflichtung verstindlich gemacht werden.

Die Schachtanlage Zollverein 12 in Essen

Vorausschauende und langfristig planende Unternehmer
im Ruhrgebiet sicherten sich mit Beginn des 19. Jahr-
hunderts in der Erwartung zukiinftiger wirtschaftlicher
Aktivitdten die Abbaurechte an den ndrdlich der Ruhr
gelegenen Kohlevorkommen. Selten waren es Einzelper-
sonen, hdufiger waren es Zusammenschliisse von Gleich-
gesinnten in Form der bergrechtlichen Gewerkschaften.
Einer dieser langfristig planenden Industriellen, Franz
Haniel, erwarb 1846 zusammen mit anderen die ersten
Rechte an einem fast 14 km? groBen Grubenfeld im Esse-
ner Norden. Dieses Grubenfeld wurde unter dem Namen
,,Zollverein“ konsolidiert. Dabei erfolgte die Namensge-
bung in Anlehnung an den erst wenige Jahre alten Zoll-
verein. Die Erwartungen, die insbesondere die Wirtschaft
an die segensreichen Wirkungen des Zollvereins stellte,
sollten auch fiir das Bergwerksunternehmen gelten.
Schon nach kurzer Zeit war die Familie Haniel Mehr-
heitseigner des Zollvereinfeldes. 1847 wurden die Schéch-
te 1/2 abgeteutft, die verkehrstechnisch giinstig an der neu
eroffneten Eisenbahnlinie von K&In nach Minden lagen.
Bereits 1851 erfolgte der Verkauf der ersten Kohle. Da
sich unterirdisch die Abbaubetriebspunkte in den Folge-
jahren immer weiter von der Schachtanlage entfernten,
entwickelte sich schon bald die Uberlegung zur Abteufung
weiterer Schéchte. Bis zur Jahrhundertwende entstanden
die Schachtanlagen 3/7/10, 4/5/11, 6/9 sowie der Schacht
8 auf der Anlage 1/2. So waren die Schachtanlagen zur
gleichméfigen Ausbeutung der Kohlevorrite tiber dem
Grubenfeld im Essener Norden verteilt worden; dabei
folgte die Benennung der zeitlichen Reihenfolge des Ab-
teufens der jeweiligen Schéchte. Durch die enormen An-
strengungen wihrend der Kriegswirtschaft von 1914-1918
und die in dieser Zeit unterbliebenen Investitionen wurden
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zu Beginn der 20er Jahre des vergangenen Jahrhunderts
erste Uberlegungen zur grundlegenden Rationalisierung
des Bergwerksbetriebes auf Zollverein angestrengt.

Zu diesem Zweck gingen die Erben Haniels eine Inte-
ressensgemeinschaft mit dem Stahlkonzern Phoenix AG
ein, einer Aktiengesellschaft fiir Bergbau- und Hiitten-
betrieb. Bis zu diesem Zeitpunkt waren die vier Zollver-
einschachtanlagen mit ihren insgesamt 11 Schéchten als
selbstindig fordernde Anlagen unter einer einheitlichen
Verwaltung gefiihrt worden. Die angespannte Lage zu
Beginn der 1920er Jahre mit den Auflagen des Versailler
Vertrages und der Ruhrgebietsbesetzung brachte zunichst
keine Verdnderung fiir die Zollvereinzechen. Erst nach
Uberfiihrung des Phoenix in die Vereinigten Stahlwerke
durch Aktientausch und einer gleichzeitigen Neuordnung
der Bergwerksanlagen dieses Konzerns wurden die Uber-
legungen zur Rationalisierung neu aufgegriffen. Dabei
wurden vor dem Hintergrund der Investitionskraft der
Vereinigten Stahlwerke AG Anforderungen an eine neu
zu errichtende Zentralschachtanlage gestellt, die bis dahin
im Bergbau weltweit unbekannt waren.

Nach der exakten Vermessung des Zollvereinfeldes
und der Abschétzung der abbauwiirdigen Kohlevorrite
wurde eine angestrebte Férdermenge von 12.000t ver-
wertbarer Kohle je Tag definiert. Die durchschnittliche
Tagesleistung der Ruhrgebietszechen lag zu dieser Zeit
bei ca. 2.500 t/Tag. Mit der genannten Abbaumenge soll-
ten die Kohlevorrite eine kontinuierliche Forderung fiir
die néchsten 50 Jahre ermoglichen. Wie exakt das wirt-
schaftliche Kalkiil fiir diese Anforderungen war, hat die
Geschichte inzwischen bewiesen.

Als 1932 die Schachtanlage Zollverein 12 die Forde-
rung aufnahm, war sie die groBite und gleichzeitig die
schonste Zeche des Ruhrgebietes. Als Verbundbergwerk
wurde seitdem die Kohle aller Zollverein-Schachtanla-
gen untertdgig zusammengefiihrt und ausschlie8lich iiber
Schacht 12 zu Tage gefordert. Alle {ibrigen Schachtan-
lagen blieben in Betrieb, dienten aber lediglich zur Be-
fahrung durch die Bergleute, fiir den Materialtransport
und zur Bewetterung, d.h. zur Be- und Entliiftung der
Arbeitspldtze unter Tage.

Die Architekten Fritz Schupp und Martin Kremmer wa-
ren mit der Aufgabe betraut, die vielfiltigen technischen
Einrichtungen des Zechenbetriebes unter ésthetischen,
funktionalen sowie flexiblen Gesichtspunkten bei gleich-
zeitiger Beachtung des Gebotes der Sparsamkeit zu ge-
stalten. Sie waren beide gegen Ende des 19. Jahrhunderts
geboren, wuchsen also in eine Zeit hinein, die von den
vielféltigsten wirtschaftlichen, politischen und gesell-
schaftlichen Stromungen gepréigt war. Der Erste Welt-
krieg beriihrte und unterbrach ihr Studium, die Zeit, in der
sie sich kennen lernten und ihre lebenslange Freundschaft
begriindeten. Thre Ausbildung zum Architekten fiel damit
in die Zeit einer inhaltlichen Neuorientierung. Dement-
sprechend lernbegierig und wandlungsfiahig gestaltete
sich ihr beruflicher Anfang, bevor sie zu ihrem eigenen
Stil fanden.

Angesichts der Aufgabenstellung Industriebau, die
damals wie heute hochst selten in einem Lehrangebot ei-
ner Hochschule vertreten ist, begann ihre Tatigkeit mit
einer Orientierung an den Vorbildern der Region. Dem
Siedlungsbau aus der patriarchalisch gepragten unter-
nehmerischen Sozialverantwortung heraus galt das vor-
rangige Interesse vieler Architekten, gefolgt vom Bau
anspruchsvoller Unternehmervillen. Daneben wurden
Verwaltungsstandorte fiir unternehmerische und kom-
munale Belange und vereinzelt auch kulturelle Bauten
entwickelt.

Die Industriestandorte unterlagen nach der Wende
vom 19. zum 20. Jahrhundert der Zweckbestimmung
und spielten im Vergleich zu den vorgenannten Bautypen
in der Regel eine eher untergeordnete Rolle. Zu knapp
war die Zeit nach Griindung des deutschen Werkbundes
im Jahre 1907, als daB gravierende Anderungen sich
hétten bemerkbar machen konnen. Anlal zur Verédn-
derung gab mit dem Ende des Ersten Weltkrieges der
Generationenwechsel auf der Unternehmerseite. Aus-
gestattet mit den klassischen Bildungsidealen und dem
erforderlichen Selbstbewusstsein, sich bei den gesell-
schaftlichen Veridnderungen zu behaupten, nahm das
Unternehmertum seine Chance wahr, die eigene Position
zu artikulieren. Dazu bediente es sich bei dem entspre-
chenden wirtschaftlichen Erfolg mit Vorliebe der Bau-
kunst. Technischen Fortschritt auch angemessen fort-
schrittlich zu verpacken gehorte fiir einige Jahre zu den
gesellschaftlichen Gepflogenheiten. Und dieses Anliegen
darf durchaus auch fiir die Zentralschachtanlage Zollver-
ein 12 unterstellt werden.

Siedlungsbauten und Ergdnzungen an vorhandenen Ze-
chenanlagen waren die ersten Aufgaben, mit denen Fritz
Schupp 1919 begann. Kremmer wurde 1921 sein erster
Mitarbeiter und unmittelbar nachfolgend sein Sozius. Mit
den Rationalisierungsmafinahmen im Bergbau nach 1925
bot ihnen der Bau der Groflkokereien Nordstern und Al-
ma die Mdoglichkeit, ihre Gestaltungsvorstellungen auf
ganze Werksanlagen auszudehnen. In iiberzeugender
Klarheit entstanden Baumassen, die in ihrer expressiven
Ausdruckskraft beispielhaft fiir die gesamte Region wur-
den. Vorwiegend in Massivbauweise errichtet, waren alle
Bauwerke auf die singulidre Aufgabenstellung bezogen.
Zu den ablesbaren Ordnungs- und Gestaltungsprinzipien
gehorte auch hier bereits die symmetrische Anordnung
der Baukdrper. Es gehorte aber auch die Benutzung und
Uberbetonung konstruktiver Losungen dazu, die vielfach
als Zutaten und als Ornament wirkten. Als Mischung aus
gliedernden Stahlbetonelementen und ausdrucksstarker
rheinischer Ziegelbauweise waren sie eine klare Anpas-
sung an den Zeitgeist.

Mit ihrer néchsten groBen Entwurfsaufgabe, die 1927
begann, dem Bau der Zeche Zollverein Schacht 12, gin-
gen sie entscheidende Schritte weiter. Sie befreiten sich
von allen Einzelornamenten, indem sie ein verbindendes
gemeinsames Ornament fiir alle Baukorper benutzten,
namlich die ausgemauerte, aufgestellte oder auch vorge-
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Zeche Zollverein in Essen, 1932,
Arch. Schupp & Kremmer

hingte Stahl-Fachwerk-Fassade. Und sie verlieBen gleich-
zeitig die ablesbare Zweckbestimmung der Bauten mit der
singuldren und vielfach temporiren Aufgabenstellung,
die angesichts der sprunghaften technischen Entwicklung
einem permanenten Verdnderungsprozel3 unterworfen
war. Sie wagten den Sprung zur libergeordneten zeitlosen
Zweckbestimmung. Indem sie flexible Strukturen mit of-
fenen Tragwerken und leicht verdnderbaren Umhiillungen
schufen, lielen sie bewuBt fiir jeden einzelnen Bereich
Freirdume fiir Verdnderungen, Anpassungen und Ergén-
zungen. Davon profitieren alle Umnutzungsiiberlegungen
auf Zollverein bis zum heutigen Tage.

Natiirlich wollten sie damit das geordnete Chaos auf
den bestehenden Altanlagen vermeiden. Und sie wollten
sicherlich im Rahmen ihres Planungsauftrages nicht mit
der permanenten Zerstdrung gerade erst fertig gestellter
Bauten konfrontiert sein. Sie wollten Baukunst schaffen,
die zumindest fiir einen {liberschaubaren Zeitraum Be-
stand haben konnte. Und das ist ihnen zweifellos gelun-
gen. ,,Kathedrale* der Arbeit, ,,Bauhaus“-Zeche, unzihlig
sind die Zuordnungsversuche in den Medien, die jedoch
den gestalterischen Ansatz, der in der konsequenten Be-
achtung der umfallenden funktionalen Anforderungen lag,
nicht beriicksichtigen.

Aus all ihren zahlreichen Veroffentlichungen ist dieser
Anspruch nach zeitloser Giiltigkeit der Gestaltungsprin-
zipien herauszulesen. Die Symmetrie und ein nicht ndher

definierter Kanon der Proportionen der Baumalinahmen
zihlten dazu. Eine gewisse hofische Reprisentation, ab-
zulesen an den Ehrenhoéfen sowie an der Inszenierung
einer auf Reprisentation bedachten Schaufassade ent-
sprach dabei durchaus dem Anliegen der Auftraggeber.
Den Architekten selbst war jedoch die sachliche, klar
ablesbare und einpragsame Formgebung bei allen rdum-
lichen Gebilden wichtiger, seien es Baukdrper, Forderge-
riiste, RohrleitungstraBen oder Beleuchtungstiirme. Sie
konnten nicht voraussehen, daf3 die Symbolform Doppel-
bock-Fordergertist, die sie fiir Zollverein 12 kreiert hat-
ten, zum Markenzeichen des Ruhrbergbaues schlechthin
wurde.

Bis zur Mitte der 50er Jahre des letzten Jahrhunderts
blieb die geschilderte Betriebszuordnung mit der Zen-
tralanlage nahezu unverindert. Bis zu diesem Zeitpunkt
war nach wie vor der handwerkliche Abbau der Kohle
unter Tage vorherrschend. Wegen dieser Abbaumethode
lag der Bergeanteil, d.h. die Férderung des tauben und
nicht verwertbaren Gesteins zusammen mit der Kohle
bei ca. 25%. Durch die Einfiihrung der mechanischen
Abbauverfahren stieg der Bergeanteil binnen kurzer Zeit
auf ca. 50%. Um jedoch das errechnete Rentabilitétsziel
von 12.000 t verwertbarer Kohle je Tag aufrecht erhalten
zu konnen, mufite in den Folgejahren die doppelte Menge
gefordert und natiirlich auch aufbereitet werden, um zum
gleichen Ergebnis zu gelangen. Dies fiihrte zu allererst
zu umfangreichen Anpassungen im Maschinenpark der
Kohlenwésche um das taube Gestein separieren zu kon-
nen. Gleichzeitig wurde die Forderung von der bislang
12. Sohle auf die 13. Sohle verlegt sowie ein Wechsel von
der Gestellférderung zu einer Gefal3forderung eingefiihrt.
Dadurch waren umfangreiche Arbeiten am Fordergeriist
erforderlich, da die Belastungen stiegen. So mufiten bei-
spielsweise 200 t Stahl als Verstarkung eingefiigt werden,
um die erhohten Betriebslasten aufnehmen zu kénnen.
1974 erfolgte ein untertdgiger Verbundbetrieb mit der Ze-
che Holland in Wattenscheid, der 1983 zu einem weiteren
Verbund mit der Zeche Nordstern in Gelsenkirchen er-
weitert wurde.

Am 23.Dezember 1986 stellte man die Forderung auf
der Zeche Zollverein ein, nachdem die verwertbaren
Kohlevorrite vollstindig abgebaut worden waren, ins-
gesamt mehr als 200 Millionen Tonnen. Damit ging
fiir die Stadt Essen als einstmals grofiter Kohlenstadt
Europas die Ara des Bergbaus zu Ende. Schacht 12 dient
der Deutschen Steinkohle AG seit dieser Zeit ledig-
lich der untertdgigen Wasserhaltung im Verbundbetrieb
mit den noch fordernden Schachtanlagen des Ruhrge-
bietes.

Weltweit wurde seinerzeit die technische GroBen-
ordnung der Anlage kritisch hinterfragt. Dies lag nicht
ausschlielich an der Férdermenge, sondern an dem vor-
gesehenen technischen Betriebsablauf, der mit der Er-
richtung der Zentralschachtanlage einhergehen sollte. Die
genannte Leistungsabgabe war definiert als eine kontinu-
ierliche, ununterbrochene Produktion. Nach dem Prinzip
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der FlieBbandfertigung, die in den Vereinigten Staaten fiir
die Automobilproduktion gerade erst eingefiihrt worden
war, sollte auch der Arbeitsablauf hinsichtlich Férderung,
Aufbereitung und Abtransport des untertiigig abgebauten
Rohstoffs durchgefiihrt werden — ein Vorhaben, das bis
zu diesem Zeitpunkt weltweit nirgendwo bewdéltigt wor-
den war. Hier spielten Rentabilitéts- und auch Prestigege-
sichtspunkte des seinerzeit grofiten europdischen Stahl-
werkverbundes die ausschlaggebende Rolle.

Zu dieser technologischen Einzigartigkeit gesellten sich
weitere Aspekte hinzu, die zum besonderen Verstdandnis
der Zollvereinanlagen unerldBlich sind. Arbeit auf Zoll-
verein 12 bedeutete maschinentechnische Bewailtigung
der Ablaufprozesse; Arbeitspldtze im eigentlichen Sinn
gab es nicht auf dieser Anlage. Die geringe Betriebsbe-
setzung war weitgehend mit Steuerungs-, Wartungs- und
Instandhaltungsaufgaben betraut, sicht man einmal von
den beiden Fordermaschinisten ab. Die Arbeitsplétze fiir
die mehrtausendkopfige Belegschaft befanden sich unter
Tage, die von allen Bergleuten iiber die {ibrigen Schacht-
anlagen angefahren wurden.

Um den angestrebten technischen Fortschritt im Hin-
blick auf das Forderergebnis erzielen zu kdnnen, waren
technische Neuerungen erforderlich. Die wichtigste Vor-
aussetzung war die Schaffung einer wohl kalkulierten
Uberdimensionierung der Anlage, um jede Art von zu
erwartender Betriebsstorung auffangen zu kdnnen. Was
heiit das im Einzelnen? Unter und iiber Tage waren zwei
iibereinander liegende Beschickungsbiihnen angeordnet.
Aus der urspriinglichen Rasenhédngebank, der ebenerdigen
Abzugsbiihne der Kohlewagen, war inzwischen ldngst die
Héngebank oberhalb der Transportgleise geworden. Diese
wurde auf Zollverein 12 zweigeschossig ausgefiihrt; kam
es auf einer Ebene zu Betriebsunterbrechungen oder not-
wendigen Instandsetzungsarbeiten, war die zweite Ebene
so dimensioniert, den Betrieb in ausreichendem Umfang
aufrecht erhalten zu konnen.

Dieses Vorsorgeprinzip war sowohl baulich als auch
anlagentechnisch konsequent fortgesetzt worden. Alle
Hallen waren im Grunde iiberdimensioniert, um Platz
und Spielraum fiir Verdnderungs- und Entwicklungsmog-
lichkeiten zu haben. Grof3formatige Speicher, die Koh-
lebunker, sorgten fiir den notwendigen Puffer, um vor
und auch nach der Kohlenwésche einen gleich bleibenden
Durchsatz bzw. Absatz zu garantieren. Damit standen der
Betriebsmannschaft alle Steuerungsinstrumente zur Ver-
fligung, die die GleichméaBigkeit der Produktionszahlen
garantieren konnten.

Auch konstruktionsgeschichtlich wurden beim Bau der
Anlage neue Wege beschritten. So ist beispielsweise na-
hezu ein Drittel der Stahlkonstruktion der aufgehenden
Hallen (von insgesamt 7.700t) als seinerzeit neuartige
und grofite Schweilkonstruktion ausgefiihrt worden. Le-
diglich fiir die Beherrschung der dynamischen Belastun-
gen im Fordergeriist hielt man am hergebrachten Prinzip
der genieteten Konstruktion fest. Erst die erwéhnte Ergén-
zung in den 1950er Jahren wurde im Schweil3verfahren

angebracht. Durch die relativ weiche Stahlkonstruktion
aller Hallen konnten Gebédudeschiden durch Bergsen-
kungen weitgehend aufgefangen werden.

Um den Betriebsablauf weitgehend personalsparend
zu gestalten, wurden neuartige Automationsverfah-
ren eingebaut. Die Kopfwipper auf beiden Ebenen des
Wagenumlaufs gehorten ebenfalls dazu wie die automa-
tisierten Spillvorrichtungen auf der Gleisebene zur mann-
losen Bereitstellung der Eisenbahnwaggons fiir den Be-
ladevorgang. Unter Kostengesichtspunkten setzte man
erstmalig Elektrofilter ein. Kohlestaub wurde aus der Luft
gefiltert, was natiirlich Stérungen vermeiden half sowie
die Arbeitsbedingungen erleichterte; gleichzeitig steigerte
man durch die Riickgewinnung aber auch die Produk-
tivitat.

Das Erzbergwerk Rammelsberg in Goslar

Die Kupfer-, Blei-, Zink- und in weitaus geringerem Um-
fang auch die Silber- und Goldvorkommen im Rammels-
berg waren mit insgesamt 30 Millionen Tonnen erschopft,
als das Bergwerk 1988 nach iiber tausendjdhrigem Be-
trieb still gelegt wurde. Noch im Mittelalter hatten die
Erzvorkommen im Rammelsberg die Entwicklung der
Stadt Goslar zur kaiserlichen Reichsstadt begiinstigt. Die
feinen Verwachsungen der abgebauten Erze hatten jedoch
lange eine Separation und damit eine sortenreine Wei-
tergabe an die verarbeitenden Hiittenbetriebe unterbun-
den. Erst nachdem mit Hilfe der Flotation eine Sortierung
moglich und gleichzeitig das politische Interesse an einer
weitestgehend eigenstdndigen Versorgung in der 1930er

Erzbergwerk Rammelsberg in Goslar, 1934,
Arch. Schupp & Kremmer
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Jahren relevant wurde, dachte man iiber einen Ausbau
der Werksanlagen nach. 1934 war der Probebetrieb ei-
ner modellhaften Aufbereitung erfolgreich abgeschlos-
sen und der EntschluB zum Ausbau des Rammelsberg
gefalit.

Nicht zweifelsfrei gekldrt sind die Umstdnde der Be-
teiligung von Schupp und Kremmer. In direktem Kontakt
hatten sie sich nach den anerkannten Erfolgen der Arbei-
ten im Ruhrgebiet auf den Anlagen Zollverein, Nordstern
und Holland fiir die Planungsaufgaben beworben. Zeit-
gleich hatte es aber auch ein von der Stadt verordnetes
Konkurrenzverfahren hinsichtlich einer landschaftsver-
traglichen Gestaltung fiir alle baulichen Ergdnzungen am
Rammelsberg gegeben. Fritz Schupp und Martin Krem-
mer haben jedenfalls den Auftrag erhalten und die Uber-
tageeinrichtungen nach den gleichen Grundsétzen wie auf
Zollverein gestaltet.

Durch die funktionale Zuordnung der Fordereinrichtung
oberhalb des ehemaligen Bergwerksgeldndes konnte das
Fordergut Ressourcen schonend an der richtigen Stelle
der Aufbereitungsanlage iibergeben werden. Ausgehend
vom topographisch hochsten Punkt folgte das Erz dem
Weg der Schwerkraft durch die Flotationsanlagen und
gelangte als sortenreines Produkt auf das Hohenniveau
des Zechenbahnhofs. Diese funktional wie wirtschaft-
lich optimale Lsung ging einher mit einer einzigartigen
Gesamtkomposition. Ein Ehrenhof, flankiert von Berg-
werksverwaltung und Werkstattgebdude, gab auf dem un-
tersten Eingangsniveau die Symmetrieachse vor, der die
Aufbereitungsanlage in ihrer gesamten Hohenstaffelung
konsequent unterworfen wurde.

Die rustikale Gebédudegestaltung des Ensembles mit
Putzflachen und Natursteinmauerwerk der Sockelge-
schosse, der senkrechten Holzverschalung als Auflen-
haut in den Obergeschosszonen und den kleinformatigen
Sprossenfenstern fiithrten zur Einordnung in die Kategorie
,landschaftsgebundener Industriebau®. Allerdings macht
sich in der Anlage ein Bruch bemerkbar zwischen der Ge-
staltung ,,mechanischer und menschlicher Vorgédnge*, wie
das ,,Amt Schonheit der Arbeit“1941 formulierte. Die da-
durch hervorgerufene Nihe der Anlage zur zeitgebunde-
nen, politisch motivierten Architektur ist jedenfalls nicht
leicht von der Hand zu weisen. Dabei entsprach die Mas-
sivbauweise im Bereich der Verwaltungsbauten durchaus
einer jahrelangen Tradition im Bergbau. Im Gegensatz
hierzu bestanden die Hallen der Aufbereitung aus den
gleichen Stahlbinderkonstruktionen wie auf Zollverein;

lediglich das ausgemauerte Stahlfachwerk war durch die
landschaftstypische Holzbauweise des Oberharzes ersetzt
worden. Innerhalb dieser frei gespannten Konstruktionen
waren wieder analog zu Zollverein alle Aufbereitungsag-
gregate frei aufgestellt. Die gewlinschte Funktionserfiil-
lung war den Architekten mit einer perfekt angepaliten
Hiille gelungen, die keine Arbeitsplatzqualitdten zu er-
fiillen, sondern lediglich als Umhiillung, als Witterungs-
schutz der aufgestellten Aggregate zu dienen hatte.

Zeitgleich errichteten Schupp und Kremmer in dem
Nachbarort Harlingerode die gleichnamige Zinkhiitte als
Verarbeitungsbetrieb der Erze aus dem Rammelsberg.
Diese Betriebsneugriindung auf der griinen Wiese besal3
keinerlei Bindungen an gewachsene historische Struk-
turen und hatte keinerlei Anforderungen an landschafts-
gebundene Einfligung zu erfiillen. Daher konnten Schupp
und Kremmer an diesem Ort die fiir das Ruhrgebiet inzwi-
schen typisch gewordenen Hallen mit der vorgehéngten
Stahlfachwerkfassade errichten.

So unterschiedlich die Orte und die verwirklichten
Losungen auch sein mogen, sie teilen ein gemeinsames
Schicksal: Als herausragende Beispiele sowohl der bau-
lichen Gestaltung als auch der technologischen Entwick-
lungsspriinge des 20. Jahrhunderts muf3ten sie nach Er-
schopfung der Bodenschétze aulier Betrieb gehen. Selbst
die jahrzehntelang bewiesene optimale Funktionserfiil-
lung lieB3 angesichts des Verlustes der wichtigsten Rand-
bedingung keinen Spielraum fiir Weiterbeschéftigung zu.
Umso wichtiger ist es, diese Beispiele fiir die Periode der
Industrialisierung in der ersten Hilfte des 20. Jahrhun-
derts zu bewahren.

Allerdings gilt es zu entscheiden, welche Anlagenbe-
standteile in die Erhaltungsbemiihungen einzubeziehen
sind. Gerade durch die Umhiillung des frei nutzbaren um-
bauten Raumes wecken die Bauten auch Begehrlichkeiten
hinsichtlich frei definierter Nutzungen. Die vollstindige
Demontage im Inneren hinterlaft dagegen funktionslose
Hiillen, denen die geniale Verkniipfung von Funktionser-
flillung und einfacher, wirtschaftlicher, zweckgebundener
Einhausung verloren geht. Gerade dieser Zusammenhalt
macht die Orte Rammelsberg und Zollverein so uner-
setzlich fiir die Entwicklungsgeschichte im Rahmen der
Welterbestitten. Nur ein von ICOMOS begleiteter und
kontrollierter Wandlungs- und Ergénzungsprozess kann
hier zum Ziel fithren, damit anhaltende Diskussionen und
Ausnahmegenehmigungen den Erhaltungsbemiihungen
nicht zuwiderlaufen.
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Jorg Haspel

The Heritage of the Berlin Modern Style. Nomination of Housing Estates
for Inscription on the UNESCO World Heritage List

“As the second artistic capital of Europe, after Paris,
Berlin was clearly likely to produce work of interest, but
it contained, in addition, a remarkable group of archi-
tectural talents. No other centre in the early Twenties
could have boasted, as Berlin could, more than a dozen
progressive architects of more than average competence,
sufficiently resilient in mental constitution to take in their
stride a major aesthetic revolution, from Expressionism
to Elementarism, and to design in either style with equal
vigour and assurance.”

(Rayner Banham, Theory and Design in
the First Machine Age, London 1960)

Between the two World Wars — or more precisely between
the November revolution in Germany of 1918 and the
taking of power of the national socialists in January 1933
— Berlin developed into a metropolis of modern art. Af-
ter merging with surrounding towns and villages in 1920
“Greater Berlin” was according to area one of the world’s
largest cities (876 square kilometres) and with respect
to the population number it came third after New York
and London. Berlin was considered to be the biggest in-
dustrial city of the European continent, a traffic hub and
European air hub as well as a location on international
fairs and media.

The legendary “Golden 20s” present Berlin as leading
world centre of culture and arts. Internationally renowned
artists lived and worked here. The “Weltstadt” (metrop-
olis) of the Weimar republic, as Martin Wagner called
it, was one of the main international locations of avant-
garde arts and of the cultural dispute between tradition
and modern age. Many artists, authors and journalists,
painters and sculptors, theatre and film makers, musicians
and actors of international standing visited the city or had
contacts with it and thus were inspired by it or hoped to
be well received here. Others lived and worked here at
least for a while or permanently.

The end of World War I, the collapse of the German
Empire, the overthrowing of the monarchy and the pro-
clamation of the republic gave rise to new hope in politics
and arts and some of it was related to an utopian hope for
socialism. The time after the November revolution was
characterised by the quick development of critical — usu-
ally anti-bourgeois and often international — groups of
artists like the “Club Dada” (1918 with Richard Huelsen-
beck, Raoul Hausmann, George Grosz, John Heartfield,
Hannah Héch, etc.), the circle of the Berlin constructiv-
ists (1922 with Naum Gabo, El Lissitzky, Laszlo Moholy-
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Britz housing estate in Berlin-Neukélln, 192530,
arch. Bruno Taut. General layout

Nagy, Oskar Nerlinger) or the group of the Blue Four
(1924 with Wassily Kandinsky, Lyonel Feininger, Paul
Klee, Alexej Jawlensky). Some of them were also work-
ing at the Bauhaus in Dessau (1924-1925) and Berlin
(1932/33). In addition to the avant-garde of the visual
arts the avant-garde of the fine arts and literature was also
present in Berlin with renowned and innovative repre-
sentatives, such as the directors and authors Bertold Bre-
cht and Erwin Piscator, Alfred D6blin and Erich Késtner
or the journalists Carl von Ossietzki, Kurt Tucholsky and
Egon Erwin Kisch. Composers and musicians like Max
Bruch, Arnold Schonberg, Kurt Weill, Hanns Eisler con-
firmed the reputation of Berlin as an experimental area for
innovative aesthetic and political concepts.

New media — mainly the rapidly developing film and
cinema branch in addition to radio broadcasting — quick-
ly found producers and an audience in the open-minded
and cosmopolitan city culture of Berlin. The Universum
Film AG (UFA), founded in 1917 in Berlin, became the
largest company of its kind outside the USA and Ber-
lin was considered to be the world’s most important film
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and cinema location after Hollywood. Directors and ac-
tors like Wilhelm Murnau, Fritz Lang and Marlene Diet-
rich had their debuts or experienced their breakthrough
as artists in Berlin before they emigrated to the USA. In
1927 Walter Ruttmann created a monument of the film
and cinema avant-garde of the city with his montage film
Berlin — Sinfonie einer Grofstadt (Berlin — Symphony of
a City). The film Metropolis by Fritz Lang, produced in
Berlin in 1925/26 by UFA and first shown here in 1927,
was declared Memory of the World by UNESCO in 2001.
Legendary cinemas of the Berlin modern age like the cin-
ema Babylon by Hans Poelzig or the Universum-Kino
by Erich Mendelsohn are monuments of architecture that
remind of the rise of the new medium.

European metropolis of
modern architecture

Architecture and urban development played a key role
in the reform movement in arts and social affairs, which
was a main characteristic of the revolutionary period of
1918/19 and the short cultural upswing of the Weimar
Republic up to the world economic crisis in 1929/30. The
“November group”, which included representatives of the
fine arts (Max Pechstein, Kidthe Kollwitz, Cesar Klein,
Rudolf Belling etc.) and architects (Erich Mendelsohn,
Ludwig Hilberseimer, Ludwig Mies van der Rohe, Hans
Poelzig and others), and the Berlin “Arbeitsrat fiir Kunst”
(Working Council for Art) which was founded at the same
time and included young architects like Bruno Taut, Wal-
ter Gropius, Otto Bartning, Adolf Meyer and many others
provided lots of impetus and fulfilled a kind of catalyst
function for the subsequent phase of consolidation. The
revolutionary impetus is reflected in an early appeal of
the Working Council formulated in 1918 by the architect
Bruno Taut. With this impetus these initiatives demanded
in their manifestos a radically new connection between
arts and life and attributed a leading role to architecture
in building a new society and environment. “Arts and the
people must be united to form one entity. Arts shall no
longer be reserved as enjoyment of only a few but they
shall by the life and happiness of the masses. The aim is
to unite the arts under the umbrella of a great architecture.
From that moment onwards the artist alone is shaping the
people’s feelings and in this role he is responsible for the
visible appearance of the new state. He must define the
design from the sculptures up to the coin and the postal
stamp”.

The association of architects initiated in 1923/24 by
Mies van der Rohe, Max Taut, Erich Mendelsohn, Hugo
Héring, Hans Scharoun and others under the name of
“Zehnerring” (ring of ten, later “Zwolferring”, i.e. ring
of twelve), abbreviated as “Der Ring” (The Ring), was
extended to 27 members as from 1926 and turned in-
to a kind of “Sezession” of German architects. It pro-
vided a common platform for many different move-
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ments of modern age architecture between the two World
Wars and brought together representatives of Neue Sach-
lichkeit (New Objectivity) and Bauhaus as well as repre-
sentatives of organic architecture. The housing estate Sie-
mensstadt in whose design leading members of the Ring
participated was called “Ring settlement” in the vernacu-
lar. The greatest significance of this circle of architects,
however, results from its enormous external impact as
multiplier for modern architectural programmes. In 1928
its activities provoked the strictly conservative counter-
initiative “Der Block” (the block) — an association of na-
tionally minded colleagues created by Paul Bonatz, Paul
Schmitthenner, Paul Schulze-Naumburg and others.

In the 1920s Berlin also became an ever more attrac-
tive location for renowned architects from outside who
wanted to take a stance in the ongoing architectural de-
bate by means of holding lectures, exhibitions or design-
ing buildings. Buildings like the Bundesschule des Allge-
meinen Deutschen Gewerkschaftsbundes (School of the
general German trade union federation) at Bernau on the
outskirts of Berlin built in 1928 and designed by Hannes
Meyer or the Shell-House (1930) by Emil Fahrenkamp
are showing this to the present day. Berlin was able to
assume this role of international meeting place of modern
age artists between the two World Wars and of a centre of
international architectural dispute due to a cosmopolitan
opening which had started already before World War 1
and which developed rapidly during the years of revolu-
tion and inflation. Guest lectures in Berlin and exhibitions
or study visits to this city as well as lecture tours, study
visits and working visits of German planners and archi-
tects abroad intensified this international exchange of
opinion and experience. Colonies of foreign artists from
the neighbouring European states, in particular from Rus-
sia (“Charlottengrad”), Italy and France and even from
America were visible signs for this new dialogue - new
because it involved people across the borders of states
and kinds of art.

During the Emperors’ rule the interest of the German re-
form movement in architecture, housing construction and
crafts had focussed on the “English example” (Stephan
Muthesius), i.e. in particular on the English garden city
movement, the arts and crafts movement and the bour-
geois housing construction on the island, and acknow-
ledged the development in France, Belgium, Holland or
especially in the United States only marginally. The Ber-
lin architects and architectural journalists in the Weimar
Republic were mainly influenced by developments tak-
ing place in Russia and Holland. In Holland the housing
law of 1901 had made possible an efficient work of the
housing companies and had promoted them. For instance
Bruno Taut travelled through the Netherlands in 1923 for
studying settlements which had been erected with state
subsidies. Erich Mendelsohn was invited for a lecture
tour to Holland as early as 1920 and in 1923 he held his
forward pointing lecture on “Dynamik und Funktion”
(Dynamic and Function) in Amsterdam. Let us mention

just J.J.P. Oud, Theo van Doesburg and El Lissitzky as
representatives for the large number of foreign architects
and artists whose work was perceived as particularly in-
spiring in Berlin during those years.

“Das Neue Berlin” (The New Berlin) was not only the
title of the “monthly journal for the issues of the city”
founded in 1929 by its urban development councillor
Martin Wagner (following the example of Ernst May in
Frankfurt) — it also shows that Berlin understood itself to
be the capital of a new culture of architecture and build-
ing. In no other field of culture Berlin profited as much
from being the “avant-garde centre of the universe” as in
the field of architecture and urban development. A major
proportion of its cultural and urban identity was based
upon the large-scale urban development projects and
building activities of the years between the two World
Wars. Berlin owed its reputation as international centre
of urban development reform and modern architectural
movement to audacious and visionary forward-looking
programmes as well as new, sensational buildings which
became widely known by means of publications and lec-
tures as programmatic contributions to a new culture of
building. Utopian and mainly expressionist projects like
the architectural fantasies of Bruno Taut (“Auflosung der
Stadte” — dissolving of the cities, “Die Stadtkrone” — the
town crown, “Alpine Architecture”, etc.) or Hans Scha-
roun’s organic design of the “Volkshaus” (people’s house)
contributed to the reputation as well as never realised con-
tributions for competition or design ideas like Mies van
der Rohe’s glass high-rise building project for Berlin or
the radical proposals for urban restructuring reflected in
Ludwig Hilberseimer’s city architecture. Even sculptures
and buildings from those years which were lost later like
the expressionist audience hall of Hans Poelzig’s GrofBes
Schauspielhaus (large playhouse) or the monument for
Rosa Luxemburg and Karl Liebknecht by Mies van der
Rohe have found their way into the collective memory of
buildings and images.

Yet, Berlin’s position as main location of modern ar-
chitecture and urban planning is mainly founded on the
buildings and urban developments which have actually
been implemented. One of the “incunabula” of world ar-
chitectural history of the early 20™ century is the AEG-
turbine hall by Peter Behrens (1909) which paved the way
to a new type of aesthetics for industrial buildings. After
World War I expressly modern trade union buildings were
erected by Bruno and Max Taut as well as Erich Men-
delsohn (ADGB-house at Wallstrafe, the book printers
union-house at Dudenstral3e, DM V-house at Late Jakob-
strafe), contributions to a new type of office building ar-
chitecture by Peter Behrens and Bruno Paul (Alexander-
and Berolina-houses at Alexanderplatz, Kathreiner-house
at Kleistpark) or the Haus des Rundfunks (radio broad-
casting house) by Hans Poelzig as well as the Funkturm
(radio telecommunication tower) by Heinrich Straumer
at the fairgrounds. As far as design is concerned they are
examples for the radical turning away from the architec-
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“Housing and Building”, congress and exhibition
in Berlin 1931

tural views of the German Empire and functionally they
reflect completely new tasks to be fulfilled by buildings.
Together with school buildings and public social facili-
ties like Strandbad Wannsee (Martin Wagner, Richard
Ermisch) with their programmatic design they are high-
lights in the city in the sense of a modern, cosmopolitan
and egalita-rian city architecture.

However, the new architecture made its main architec-
tural and social contribution for a modern image of cities
and society in the field of housing and settlement con-
struction. In this respect we have to mention in particular
the spacious tenement estates at the margin of the inner
city expansion areas and at the outskirts which were made
accessible by modern city transport and included into the
metropolis by the formation of Greater Berlin. Regardless
of the outstanding villas or groups of residential buildings
for open-minded bourgeois circles or important houses of
artists or architects the large settlement for mass housing
represent the reform of building and social reform which
took place between the two World Wars in the field of
urban development and housing. Nowhere else the social
intention and dimension of the debate on architecture and
urban development of the modern age between the two
World Wars was more clearly reflected than by the non-
profit or co-operative housing development projects of
those years.

Housing construction in Berlin grew enormously since
the mid 1920s in particular under the Social Democratic
urban development councillor Martin Wagner (1926-33)
who was an excellent organiser and multiplier of reform
politics. The main precondition for this great achieve-
ment was the purposeful bundling of instruments of state
intervention and promotion in building and housing le-
gislation as well as the financing and management of lar-
ge amounts of flats. A housing programme which had
been considered unimaginable to that time was imple-
mented thanks to consistently standardising design, plan-
ing and construction works as well as providing politi-
cal support for forming very rationally working construc-
tion companies and large non-profit housing companies.
During the post-war misery 1919 until 1923 Berlin had
built approximately 9.000 rental flats with public subsi-
dies and between and 1930 another 135.000 flats were
built.

Berlin’s contribution to the cultural World Heritage
of the 20t century

In the 1920s Berlin became known in particular as city
of modern architecture and thus entered its name on the
book of world architectural history. The Kunstfiihrer
Deutschland (arts guide for Germany) whose first issue of
the volume Berlin. Kunstdenkmdler und Museen (Berlin,
monuments of arts and museums) was published in 1977
claims that the re-design of Berlin during the first third of
the 20™ century was of world standing — “perhaps this is
the only architectural achievement of Berlin which really
deserves this rank.” Yet, in contrast to the Berlin Schin-
kel-school of the 19t century and also to the progres-
sive “Amsterdam school of architecture” or especially
the conservative “Stuttgart school of architecture” of the
20™ century the Berlin modern age of the years between
the two World Wars appears to be less closed and school-
forming. Its transnational and even intercontinental in-
fluence was based on the manifold biographical inter-
twinings of its main actors and even more on their enor-
mous amount of lecturing, publishing, travelling and
teaching at home and abroad. To this we have to add
many buildings which were built by its protagonists and
students in many parts of the world. Visits to other coun-
tries or emigration due to the world economic crisis and
in particular due to the persecution of Jewish, socialist
or opposition artists and architects during the Nazi rule
contributed to spreading the Berlin examples of modern
age between the two World Wars all over the world. As
examples for the above let us mention Bruno Taut (1880—
1938) who went to Russia together with some co-wor-
kers in 1931, than had to emigrate to Japan in 1933 and
got an appointment in Istanbul in 1936 or Martin Wagner
(1885—1957) who emigrated first to Turkey in 1936 and
then to the USA in 1938 to work there as professor for
urban development at Harvard University.
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Initiative for World Heritage Nomination

When the preparations for updating the German tentative
list for the UNESCO World Heritage began in 1995 two
Berlin proposals for the heritage of the 20t century were
on the agenda: one of them was the industrial heritage of
Berlin’s “Electropolis”, i.e. in particular the monuments
of industry and technology of the then worldwide leading
electrical engineering and power supply companies of
Berlin from the first third of the 20t century and the other
one was the heritage of modern architecture and social
housing development of the Weimar Republic. In 1997
the conference of ministers of education and cultural af-
fairs of the German federal states gave priority to the six
large housing estates of the Berlin modern age. This was
based on the fact that for approximately 40 years experi-
ence had been gathered in conserving the housing estates
of the Berlin modern age created between the two World
Wars and on the wish to complement the World Heritage
List with the architectural heritage of the 20™ century and
mass housing in cities as result of industrialisation and
urbanisation since these are insufficiently represented to
date.

Berlin above all owes its worldwide reputation as a
metropolis of modernism to its housing developments.
The built results bear witness to a social and residential-
political renewal programme which united the goals of a
democratic life-reform movement with the ideal model of
modern town planning and a new architectural design in
a striking way. Designed by prominent representatives of
the “New Architecture” and supported by state-furthered
co-operatives and housing societies, the reform move-
ment in Berlin realised an incomparable programme of
social apartment building within just a few years. This
apartment building project set new standards. Some of
the Berlin pioneer projects of the residential reform of
the 1920s attracted attention and admiration throughout
Europe already at the time they were built. A number of
the housing developments later found their way into the
standard works of the history of 20t"-century architecture
as models of their kind. The majority of the most famous
housing estates is still in generally excellent condition,
thanks to painstaking maintenance measures of their
aware monument owners. Together with their gardens
and surrounding public parks the historical sites of clas-
sical modernism possess high quality as monuments, at
the same time still offering excellent living quality today.

The selection of six nominated housing estates for the
World Heritage convention of UNESCO includes for
the moment: the ,, Tuschkastensiedlung™ (Ink box es-
tate) called Garden City Falkenberg at the south easterly
outskirts designed by Bruno Taut and Ludwig Lesser
(1913-15), the development Schillerpark in the district
Mitte/Wedding, likewise by Bruno Taut (1924-30) and
the so called ,,Hufeisen-Siedlung Britz* (Horseshoe es-
tate Britz) (,,Fritz-Reuter-Stadt®) in the southeast by Bru-
no Taut and Martin Wagner (1925-30). In the following
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Exhibition catalogue of GEHAG Housing Estate, 1931

years further listed building and garden ensembles were
erected: the ,,Wohnstadt Carl-Legien* (Residential city
Carl-Legien) by Bruno Taut and Franz Hillinger in the
neighbourhood Pankow/Prenzlauer Berg (1929-30), the
large housing estate called ,,Weille Stadt* (White city) by
Bruno Ahrends, Wilhelm Biining and Otto Rudolf Sal-
visberg as well as the garden architect Ludwig Lesser in
the north (1929-31) and in the west the ,,Ringsiedlung
Siemensstadt™ named after and designed by the group
of architects called ,,Der Ring* (The Ring), a group
which consisted of various architects that worked un-
der the artistic guidance of Hans Scharoun and Martin
Wagner as well as the garden architect Leberecht Migge
(1929-32).

Amongst the listed sites of the 20™ century, which were
inscribed on the World Heritage List in the last years, are
also some prominent examples in Germany. The Bauhaus
sites in Weimar and Dessau (Thuringia and Sachsen-An-
halt) belong to the key testimonies of modern architecture,
as well as the mine Zollverein in Essen (Northrhine-West-
phalia) as an example of an industrial monument and an
art ensemble of the Neue Sachlichkeit (New Objectivity).
For the first time, through the nomination of the Berlin
sites for the World Heritage List, important issues of the
building of housing estates, more precisely social housing
of the 20t century in Europe, will be represented.
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The nominated Berlin sites are of outstanding uni-
versal value due to the cause that they have retained
their historic appearance over a long period of time
not only in their building substance, but also in their ori-
ginal usage as historical housing sites which have en-
dured for generations and are still in demand up to the
present day. The historical usage continuity and the social
character of the reformed housing estates being available
and affordable for a wide range of citizens still create one
part of the authenticity and attraction of these housings
as well as listed addresses. The quality of housing and
the usage quality are defined in the value for their listing,
if you take seriously the function and social character of
these sites in their cultural-historical understanding. The
owners of these designated World Heritage sites deserve
special thanks, where they carried out exemplary con-
servation and restoration measures within these housing
estates respecting the quality of the listed sites and the
social tradition of these buildings and garden heritage
sites.

Architectural heritage of Bruno Taut as candidate
for the World Heritage List

The majority of highly significant heritage conservation
areas which are nominated as World Heritage Sites is
linked to the oeuvre of Bruno Taut (1880—-1938). With
the exception of his childhood spent in his native city of
Konigsberg, including his school and student years, Bru-
no Taut lived and worked in Berlin for most of his life,
namely from 1908 to 1932. On the list of Berlin monu-
ments, Bruno Taut is represented by over 40 entries and
hundreds of addresses. They bear witness to principal
stages of his professional and architectural career from
the late Imperial era before World War I until his emigra-
tion in 1933, as well as a broad spectrum of architectural
tasks with the apartments and estate-houses occupying a
position of central significance. The list of monuments
also reflects important working relationships of his Ber-
lin years, such as the formal office collaborations with
Arthur Vogdt, Franz Hofmann and his brother Max, and
the temporary projects undertaken together with Heinrich
Tessenow and Bruno Ahrends. These also include col-
laborations with renowned artists and garden artists, such
as Karl Schmidt-Rotluff from the artists’ community “Die
Briicke” and the landscape architects Ludwig Lesser and
Leberecht Migge, and co-operation with important con-
temporary building owners, city planners and architect
colleagues such as urban development councillor Martin
Wagner or Franz Hillinger of the GEHAG.

At the top of the scale of popularity and fame are a
number of residential developments, as Bruno Taut de-
signed them for Berlin after his return from Magdeburg
in 1924. His row-houses on the Trierstrasse, called “Pa-
pageienhaus” (Parrot House) strike the eye again today
because of their blue-yellow-red colouring. They had

been disfigured during the Third Reich as “degenerate
art” and are now presented since their last restoration
— furthered by the Deutsche Stiftung Denkmalschutz
(German Foundation of Monument Protection) — in
powerfully expressionistic colours. Four other Taut de-
velopments have come into the centre of public interest
recently because they are on the Federal Republic of Ger-
many’s application list for the UNESCO World Heritage.
In 1997 the Standing Conference of Ministers of Educa-
tion and Cultural Affairs of the 16 German Federal States
nominated the so-called “Ink Box Estate” Garden City
Falkenberg (1913—15), the residential ensemble in Britz
known as the “Horseshoe Estate” (1925-31), the develop-
ment by “Schillerpark” (1924-30) in Wedding as well as
the “Residential City Carl Legien” (1929-30) in the dis-
trict of Pankow as World Heritage candidates. Two of the
residential developments by Bruno Taut still completely
belong to the historical building owners, the Building and
Apartment Co-operative Housing Society of 1892, which
still ideally maintain their developments Falkenberg and
Schillerpark, restoring them when necessary and moder-
nising them at a contemporary living standard. They were
awarded the Ferdinand von Quast Medal in 1993 by the
Senator for Urban Development for exemplary achieve-
ments in the field of monument conservation and restora-
tion. The large housing estates Britz and the “Residen-
tial City Carl Legien” are also maintained at a high level
by the apartment concerns GEHAG and BAUBECON
as well as by a few private home owners who are resto-
ring their homes step by step. The formal proposal of the
Federal Republic of Germany was sent to the UNESCO
World Heritage Centre in Paris in 2006, and altogether
include six Berlin housing developments from the time
between the World Wars, two from the former eastern
and four from the former western section of the reunified
German capital.

The housing projects of Bruno Taut and others are key
testimonies of the 20™ century and programme buildings
of Berlin modernism and of social apartment building
in Europe. As world-class monument ensembles — like
the Bauhaus developments in Weimar and Dessau, the
“White City” in Tel Aviv (Israel), the Rietveld-Schroder-
huis in Utrecht (Netherlands) or the Haus Tugendhat in
Brno (Czech Republic) — they will represent the “Modern
Movement” on the list of World Heritage sites of man-
kind.

Housing estates in the Berlin Modern Style are
filling gaps of the World Heritage List

The Berlin initiative was confirmed in its views by the
Montreal Action Plan of ICOMOS (2001) which had
been prepared during the international ICOMOS confer-
ences in Helsinki (1995) and Mexico (1996). Also the
study presented by ICOMOS in February 2004 on request
of UNESCO on the balance of the World Heritage List
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“The World Heritage List: Filling the Gaps — an Action
Plan for the Future” stated that there was a lack of items
from the past century and requested the signatory states
of the UNESCO World Heritage Convention to review
and improve their priorities in a dialogue with experts
of ICOMOS (International Council on Monuments and
Sites), DOCOMOMO (Documention and Conservation
of buildings, sites and neighborhoods), TICCIH (The In-
ternational Committee for the Conservation of the Indus-
trial Heritage), etc.

The six housing estates of the Berlin modern age be-
tween the two World Wars which have been nominated
represent — also in the international context — key prod-
ucts of social housing development of the 20" cen-
tury. The housing estates which were chosen combine
in unique ways developments of architecture and urban
planning of modern mass housing construction as well as
approaches to reforming social policy and housing policy,
which influenced the European architectural debate even
beyond Berlin and Germany. They are neither singular
model projects nor individual prototypes as they had been
presented as sample collections for solving the housing
question at the world exhibitions of the 19™ century or
the alter building exhibitions of the Werkbund movement
during the 20™ century. They are neither special nor iso-
lated solutions as they had been implemented and pre-
sented in industrial centres or conurbations as examples
by philanthropic or non-profit actors already before World
War 1. Rather, these six chosen estates are examples for
many housing areas mixed with green spaces in Berlin as
they were erected between the two World Wars and exist
today. From the point of view of urban development these
spacious estates represent an alternative form of develop-
ment and housing in contrast to the extremely dense tene-
ment areas of the 19™ century.

In terms of typology and functionality the Berlin hous-
ing estates which have been proposed for entry in the
World Heritage List cover the period of cultural history
of the 20t century which is not or only very insufficiently
covered by this List: the task of developing mass hous-
ing facilities in coherently planned, erected and occupied
urban units. Leaving out the eminently significant hi-
storic location of war and peace, of political persecution
and resistance of the 20™ century (concentration camp of
Auschwitz-Birkenau = Oswiecim, the rebuilt centre of
Warsaw, the Hiroshima Peace Memorial Genbaku Dome)
as a special category, some cultural World Heritage loca-
tions of the 20™ century represent correlations of oeu-
vre and predecessors or early forms of modern age with
historic roots in the years before and after 1900 (Town
Houses by Victor Horta in Brussels, works of Antoni
Gaudi in Barcelona). Other locations represent in a nar-
rower sense the industrial and technical heritage of the
20 century (mine Zollverein in Essen, Germany, Varberg
radio station in Grimeton, Sweden, D. F. Wouda steam
pumping station, Netherlands). Also the Fagus-Werk (Al-
feld) by Walter Gropius on the German tentative list for

World Cultural Heritage rather belongs to this special
segment.

Other than the outstanding monuments of modern ar-
chitecture and residential culture which are represented
on the World Heritage List by famous artistic creations
like the Rietveld Schroderhuis by Gerrit Thomas Rietveld
(Utrecht, Netherlands), the Haus Tugendhat by Ludwig
Mies van der Rohe, (Brno, Czech Republic) or the ar-
chitect’s house and studio Luis Barragan (Mexico City,
Mexico) the proposed Berlin housing estates represent
a contribution with social orientation for solving the
housing question in cities and providing tenement flats
for workers and petty bourgeoisie. With respect to urban
planning the group of chosen Berlin settlements anticipa-
te individual aspects of functionality and International
Style as they are represented by the World Heritage lo-
cations in Europe (White Town at Tel Aviv in Israel, Le
Havre — City Rebuilt in France) and South America
(Brasilia in Brazil, Cuidad Universitaria in Caracas in
Venezuela). The high-rise residential building of Unités
d’habitation in Marseille (1950) by Le Corbusier which
appears on the tentative list of France or respectively of
Switzerland might be discussed as an interesting object
from post war modern age and more vertically oriented
example with completely different typological features
from a different period.

The nominated Berlin housing estates continue the tra-
dition of the model settlements of the early industrial and
early socialist age from the 18%/19t centuries and of the
garden town movement as it is represented in the World
Heritage List by utopian settlements like New Lanark
(Scotland) by Robert Owen or the philanthropic textile
workers’ village of Saltaire (England). In contrast to these
World Heritage locations of industrial culture, which also
include the company town of Crespi d’Adda in upper Ita-
ly, they are not model urban settlements in rural areas but
city-scale solutions using large series in the dense urban
space of an industrial metropolis and as such they became
characteristic for the 20t century.

Monument conservation as appreciation
of cultural heritage

The housing estates of the 1920s were appreciated as
monuments of modern architecture and urban develop-
ment and also of social housing already soon after the end
of World War II and the liberation from Nazi rule. The
large housing estates which have been proposed for entry
in the World Heritage List were already acknowledged as
important monuments of building and art history in the
first post-war lists of the city, which had been divided in
1948. The Ring-settlement of Siemensstadt, for instance,
was already presented in the lists of the Bauwerke und
Kunstdenkmdler von Berlin (Buildings and Art Monu-
ments of Berlin) for the city and district of Charlottenburg
(1961) and the district of Spandau (1971). Parts of the
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World Heritage Sites of the 20th

Century (2005)
1 Auschwitz Concentration Camp
; (Poland)
W e 2 Historic Centre of Warsaw
(Poland)
U 3 Works of Antoni Gaudi in and

near Barcelona (Spain)

4 City of Brasilia (Brazil)

5 Skogskyrkgarden, Stockholm
(Sweden)

6 Bauhaus and its sites in Weimar
and Dessau (Germany)

7 Hiroshima Peace Memorial

— Genbaku Dome (Japan)

8 Wouda Steam Pumping Station,
Lemmer (Netherlands)

9 Major Town Houses of the
Architect Victor Horta, Brussels
(Belgium)

10  Rietveld Schréderhuis, Utrecht
(Netherlands)

11 Ciudad Universitaria de Caracas
(Venezuela)

12 Tugendhat-Villa, Brno (Czech
Republic)

13 Zollverein Coal Mine Industrial
Complex, Essen (Germany)

14 White City of Tel Aviv — the
Modern Movement (Israel)

15 Luis Barragan House and studio,
Mexico City (Mexico)

16  Varberg Radio Station, Halland
(Sweden)

17 Le Havre, the City Rebuilt by
August Perret (France)

estates were legally protected and officially entered in the
list of monuments already before the European Monument
Conservation Year 1975. Among them is the construction
phase of Siemensstadt designed by Hans Scharoun and
the central area of the Horseshoe settlement in Britz (en-
tered in 1959) and Weile Stadt in Reinickendorf (entered
in 1971). The highly developed awareness for the signifi-
cance of the monuments shared by owners and residents
and also by architects and politicians who identified them
with the achievements of the modern age between the two
World Wars contributed decisively to assuring that the
estates were treated carefully even before getting legal
protection and thus they have come down to us in a state
of conservation which is really rare.

In 1970 the Berlin Association of Architects and Engi-
neers (Architekten- und Ingenieurverein zu Berlin) pub-
lished an initial scientific inventory in the series Berlin
und seine Bauten (Berlin and its Buildings) covering the

entire city of 171 Berlin housing estates and settlements
built between 1919 and 1945. This inventory provided the
basis for protecting further estates in the western part of
the city. The legal opportunities were expanded with the
Denkmalpflegegesetz der DDR (Monument Conserva-
tion Act of the GDR) (1975) and the Denkmalschutzge-
setz von Westberlin (West-Berlin Monument Protection
Act) (1977) and these laws were used by the responsible
curators on both sides of the Iron Curtain for protect-
ing the most important monument sites of social hous-
ing of the modern age between the two World Wars. As
early as 1977 Gartenstadt Falkenberg (Ink Box Estate)
and Wohnstadt Carl Legien in the eastern part of the city
were entered as “monuments of the culture and way of
life of the working classes and strata of supra-regional
significance”. Further parts of the “Horseshoe settle-
ment” in Britz (Neukolln) were protected as large-scale
monuments in the western part in 1986. After the Berlin
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Wall was opened and the law on harmonisation of the le-
gislation in the Land of Berlin (1990) was adopted
and since the first Denkmalschutzgesetz of the united
German capital (Monument Protection Act for the en-
tire Berlin territory) came into force in 1995, all six of
the nominated settlements have enjoyed equal protec-
tion as monument sites (entire estate, overall design), in
all cases also including all green spaces and outdoor fa-
cilities or the parts which are protected as historic gar-
dens.

Hardly any other city in Germany and probably only
few in Europe have embarked upon new roads in monu-
ment conservation that early and started to deal with the
heritage of the 20 century. And hardly any other city has
comparable experience in the field of legal and practi-
cal monument conservation of settlements of the 1920s.
In consequence of the European Monument Conserva-
tion Year (1975) and in connection with preparing for its
750™ anniversary (1987) the West-Berlin Authority for
Monument Conservation launched four pilot projects in
1978 for a more comprehensive stock-taking and analy-
sis of damage as well as for developing restoration and
repair technologies that were suitable for the heritage of
the 1920s settlements. In co-operation with the respective
housing companies they produced comprehensive and
detailed documentations for all important buildings, ele-
ments and historic building materials and designs which
form the indispensable basis for planning the refurbish-
ment and developing long-term monument conservation
concepts.

Among the West-Berlin model projects which were
executed in the 1970s—1980s and which were made
known far beyond Berlin by means of publications, exhi-
bitions and lectures at home and abroad are also three of
the settlements which have been proposed for entry in the
World Heritage List: the Horseshoe settlement in Britz,
the Ring-settlement of Siemensstadt and Weille Stadt in
Reinickendorf. As early as in 1985 the Deutsches Natio-
nalkomitee fiir Denkmalschutz (German National Com-
mittee for Monument Conservation) and the Gesa-
mtverband gemeinniitziger Wohnungsunternehmen e. V.
(Federation of Non-Profit Housing Companies) used the
Berlin experience as basis for holding an inter-communal
conference and issuing a federal documentation on monu-
ment conservation of settlements of the 1920s. In 1990,

after the border was opened, the experts in monument
conservation and the legal owners of the settlements in
the eastern part of the city (Gartenstadt Falkenberg and
Wohnstadt Carl Legien) could rely on this basis both with
respect to methodology and in practice. The responsi-
ble co-operatives or respectively companies restored the
protected residential buildings and outdoor facilities gra-
dually so that they were re-established in an appropriate
historic and artistic state.

In the past 25 years the Berlin conservation of his-
toric buildings and gardens has created benchmarks in
Germany and in a dialogue with colleagues from other
European countries for the appropriate conservation and
restoration of settlements and housing estates of modern
age architecture. During ICOMOS’s International Day for
Monuments and Sites in 2002 on the topic of “Conserving
Monuments of 20" Century Heritage” the Landesdenk-
malamt Berlin participated with guided tours and events
presenting the settlements of the modern age period be-
tween the two World Wars which have been nominated
for entry in the World Heritage List. Berlin was one of
the initiators of the strive for establishing the Internation-
al Scientific Committee of ICOMOS for “20t-Century
Heritage” and in this committee it is represented as
founding member by the Berlin Landeskonservator (chief
curator). Berlin offers a platform in the network of interna-
tional monument contacts and European monument con-
servation co-operation. Most recently the so-called Berlin
Appeal on “Periodic Reporting on the Implementation
of the World Heritage Convention” adopted in Novem-
ber 2005 by 75 representatives from 40 European coun-
tries attracted international attention for the German
capital.

The selected six settlements are not only key represent-
atives of modern urban development and architecture,
but they also convince with their almost unadulterated
authenticity. Even to date they are firmly anchored in the
cultural awareness of the city and in great demand for
being attractive residential areas. Their entry as World
Heritage would mean enormous appreciation and further
impetus for the responsible political and conservation au-
thorities and involved parties. The relevant parties in Ber-
lin are fully aware of the fact that an entry in the World
Heritage List is not only a great honour but that obliga-
tions also arise from it.
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AHke 3anuBako

CBA3b aBaHrapaHou apxutektypbl Fepmanum u Cosetckon Poccum
(Ha npumepe 3gaHum 20-x rr. B MockBe n bepnute)

OueHb BEpHO CBA3b MEXKAY apXUTEKTYpHBIM aBaHTap-
noM MockBwl u bepnuna omucan Anekceir Cugopos
B cBOoeH kHuUre «MockBay. Brimyctuio e 6epnunckoe
U3JaTEeIBCTBO «AJIOEPTYC» B CEPHUHU «IHIIA TOPOJOBY» B
1929 r. IlpenucioBue KHUTH 3BYYUT CETOHS HACTOIBKO
aKTyaJIbHO, KaK Oy[ITO ero Hamucaiu TOJbKo Buepa. Cu-
JIOpoB TUIeT o cutyauu B Mockse B 1920-e ronsr: «Ilo
OKaHYaHUM PEBOJIIOLMOHHBIX JieT Poccus HIeT HOBBIM
CTUJIb B APXUTEKTYpE, KOTOPbIH COOTBETCTBOBAJI OBI Bpe-
MeHH U (PyHKIIHOHAIRHOCTH. BHauane gacto cTpomu mo-
aMEpHUKAHCKH U3 OETOHA U CTEeKJIa, HO 3TOT MaTepual He
COOTBETCTBOBAJI MOCKOBCKOMY KJIMMaTy. HOBBII apXUTEK-
TYpPHBIN CTWJIb, XapaKTEPU3YIOLIHICA KPYIHBIMHU U MIPO-
CTBIMM IIOBEPXHOCTSAMHU, HAIITOMUHAIOIUMH COBPEMEHHYIO
apxuTekTypy Bensl u @pankgypra, Gonblie mpucrnocoo-
JIeH K X0I10/1aM MockoBcko# 3umbl. bpyno TayT u Jle Kop-
0103b€ MOBIISUIN HA MOCKOBCKYIO IIKOITY APXUTECKTYPBHI.
Heckonbko HOBBIM U BCE-TaKH «HALIMOHAIBHBIMY KaXKETCsl
nom «Moccenbipomar!. Bonbuioii oM B 6eoM 1 ToITy-
OOM IIBETE SIBISCTCS XapaKTePHBIM JJIsI HOBOW MOCKBEI.
(...) IIpuBnexarenbHOCTE MOCKBBI KaK pa3 U COCTOUT B
pa3HooOpa3uu e€ IEMEHTOB, B YaCTOW U3MEHSIEMOCTH
KOHTPACTOB, B €€ YMBIIIUICHHBIX MPOTHBOPEUUAX CTUIICH.
Yero-To moxokee Ha eIMHCTBO (pacagoB, KAKOH-THOO rep-
CHEKTHUBHBIN TIJIaH 3[1€Ch HAIIPOYb OTCYTCTBYET.»

CuopoB,lIo-MOeMy, yXKe Kacajucs Bcex mpoliem, CBsi-
3aHHBIX C COBETCKMM aBaHrapZoM U ero noHuManuem. C
CETOJHSIIITHEH TOUKU 3PCHUS 3JIaHHS aBaHTap/Ia SIBIISIOTCS
TOJIBKO MaJICHbKOW YacThI0 apXUTEKTYPHOTO Hacllequs
CTpaHBbI, HO TeM OoJiee UX HAJI0 COXPAHUTh KaK 4acTh TOH
MIPOTUBOMOJIOKHOCTH , O KOTOPOH roBopUT CHUIIOPOB.
Bonee Toro, HEKOTOPHIE U3 HUX CTOUT COXPAHUTh H3-32

Mockoeckuii cor03 npednpusmuil nuwe8ol nPoMbiLU-
nennocmu «Moccenvnpomy, Mockea, Kanawmuii nep. 2,
19232, apx. /]. Koean.

Paouobawns na lllabonoexe 6 Mockee, Y. [llabonoska
53,2 1919, apx. B.I' lllyxos.

Paouobawms « Dynxmypm» na Mecce — abicmagounviii
apean 6 bepnune, 1924-262., apx. I'etinpux [LImpaymep.
Bawmns 138 m ebicomol, umeem anmenmy, pecmopan Ha
200 uenosex u npednazaem noCemumensim HCUSONUCHbLU
6U0 HA 20pO0.

ITnanemapuii 6 Hene, 1925-26, apx. Xanc Ilpeiimep,
Hoxannec Ilnae.

Henmpanvuoiii Aspoounamuueckuii u I uopoounamu-
yeckuti Unemumym (L[AI'H) ¢ Mocxae, yn. Paouo 17,
1924-262., apx. A. B. Ky3neyos,. Cm. A. B. Ky3neyos,
Toprpem u e2o npumenenue 015 naockux kpviut, Cmpou-
menvras npomviutiennocms 1929, Ho. 1, cmp. 48.

OeccropHOi MPHUBIEKATEIILHOCTH I TYpUCTOB.CHIOPOB
TOBOPHT 00 «aMEpUKAaHCKOM IMOAXO0IE K CTPOUTEIBCTBY»
n3 OeTOHA U CTeKjIa. DTO 3HAYMUT, YTO OOIIECTBEHHOCTh
1920-x To0B TOHSIA ApXUTEKTYPY aBaHTapAa He Kak
CBOIO POAHYIO, & KaK «MMIIOPTHBIM TOBap». A CEroaHs
HaM, MTHOCTPaHLaM, apXUTEKTypa COBETCKOI'0 KOHCTPYK-
THUBH3Ma KaK pa3 KaXeTCsl POAHON: 3TO Mbl IPUHUMAEM
onmke,9eM OONBIIMHCTBO MOCKOBCKHX HOBOCTPOCK.
MHorue crenuaiucTbl CUUTAIOT, YTO apXUTEKTypa aBaH-
rapa — 3T0 €IUHCTBEHHAs 4acTh COBETCKOM apXUTEKTy-
PBI, KOTOpasi B CBOE BpeMsl JOCTUIIA MUPOBOTO YPOBHSI.
CoBeTCKHI KOHCTPYKTUBU3M POJUIICS B COPEBHOBAHUU
1 MHTEHCUBHOM OOMEHE OIBITOM C 3apyOeKHBIMU ap-
XuTekTopaMu. VIMEHHO 3TO eMy IOTOM U MOBPEAUIIO 10
Takoi cTeneHu, yTo B 1932 rogy KOHCTPYKTHBHU3M Kak
APXUTEKTYPHBIA CTWIb U MOAXON NpocTo 3anpeTwind. Ho
BCE PAaBHO yAaJIOCh KOE-YTO MOCTPOUTH. YKE CErOJHS B
MockBe moj oxpaHod HaxonasiTcsi He meHee 70 3manuii,
noctpoeHHbIX B1920-30-¢e roasl, 37 U3 HUX B KauecTBE
3apEruCTPUPOBAHHBIX TAMATHUKOB apXUTEKTYPHI.

Ha npumMepe pasHbIX TUIIOB 3/laHUN CTAHOBSTCS Oue-
BUJIHBI IAPAJJIEJIbHOCTD PA3BUTHUS U TECHBIE CBSI3U MEXK-
JIy MOCKOBCKHM aBaHT'apOM U COBPEMEHHBIM JIBHIKECHHU-
eM 1920-p1x TonoB B bepnmne.

[yxoBckast PagnoGarmms Ha [11abonoBke B MockBe cTasa
CHHOHHMMOM CJIOBA «KOHCTPYKTHBM3M» KaK YHCTasi KOHC-
TPYKIHSA U OOJIee TOTO, OHA CTajla «UKOHOI» COBETCKOTO
aBanrapnia.” U B Bepiune noctpounn « DyHKTYpM» Toxke
KaK CHUMBOJI HAYMHAIONIETOCs BeKa MHILyCTpHaIN3auu.>
TexHMueCKUi BEK CUMBOJIU3UPYIOT MJIaHETAPHH, KOTO-
pble ctpomnnch U B Poccnn, u B I'epmanun. X crponnu
10 HOBOM TEXHOJIOTHU ¢ OETOHOM «TOPKPET», KOTOPBIii
HAHOCIUIN Ha CTaJbHYIO ceTh. O00pYyIOBaIH INTaHETAPUHT
u 31ech ¥ B Mockse onTukoii Kapna Ileiicca u3 Hensr.
B Mene muanerapuii 6511 mocTpoes B 1925-26 rr On
COXpaHWICA 10 CUX JHEH, a B bepauHe Obu1 paszpyuieH
BO BpeMs BOWHBI. B MoCKBe B IepBOHAYAIBHOM BHUJIE
IjaHeTapuil cCoOXpaHMIICS A0 Hadajla pecTaBpaluu B
2004 1. Kyrmou ObUT TOCTPOCH TOXKE TIO TEXHOJIOTHH « /-
kepxo¢ 1 Bunmanny, o0opynoBan ontuxoii «Lletice» (cu.
Unn. 1 u 2). D10 GombIas penkocTh. beToH «TOpKpeT»
UCIOJB30BAIM B TOM UHUCIE AJISI COOPYKEHUS TIOCKUX
KpoBeJib. [InoHEpoM B 3T0i 00acTh cTall 3HAMEHHUTHIH
pycckuii unxkenep Anekcanap Bacunsesuu Kysnenos
(1874-1954). On numet oceHpro 1927 T. B CBOMX BOC-
MOMUHAHUSIX 00 9KCKypCUU B OEPIMHCKOE TOPKPETHOE
001IeCTBO, YTO «HAMI OMBIT OETOHUPOBAHUS KPOBIH B
LATHU (...) oxazaucs MoyTH COBMAAAIOLINM 10 METOJaM
MCTIONMHEHUS ¢ HeMelKUMH pabotamu».> B AspojuHa-
mudeckoM MHcetuTyTe Ky3HEIoB HCMONB30Bal TOPKPET
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Inanemapuii 6 bepnune 6o epems cmpoumenvcmaa,
1926, Julius Vischer/Ludwig Hilberseimer, Beton als
Gestalter, Stuttgart 1928, S. 59

ITnanemapuii 6 Mockese 6o epemsi pecmagpayuu, 2005

yKe JUIsl yCTPOUCTBA IJIOCKOM KPOBJIHU KaK JIBYXCJIOHHOMN
BEHTUJIMPYEMON KOHCTPYKIHMH C yepaakoM. CTaHOBHUTCS
MOHATHO, YTO KOHCTPYKTUBHUCTHI CTaJId MepEeIOBUKAMU
CBOETO BPEMEHH, JIa’)K€ B CPAaBHEHUU CO CBOMMU E€BPO-
MEeHCKUMU KOJIJIETaMU, KOTOPble MPOEKTUPOBAIH MOKA
IJIOCKYIO KPBIITY B OJIMH CJIOH, YTO IPHUBENIO KO MHOTUM
noBpexaeHusM. B Mockse, kak u B bepiune, npuMeHsu

Tpancgopmamopnas cmanyusa Ha JleubHuywmpacce
6 bepnune nocie nepecmpotixu 6 ousatinyeHmp.
Crumox 2004 2

Top( B KayecTBE M30ILIIIMOHHOTO MaTepraia. B nurore Bce
STH NMOUCKU HOBBIX TEXHOJIOTUN OKa3aJIHMCh PEBOIIOIMEH
B CTPOHTEIHCTBE, KOTOPast HOTOM cTajla (hyHIaMEHTOM
HallleH CerogHsIIIHeN CTPOUTEIBLHON TEXHUKU C UCTIONb-
30BaHUEM pa3IMYHBIX METOAOB U MarepuanoB. KoneuHo,
caenany MHoro omm6ok u B CoBerckoM Coro3e, u B EB-
pone, rjie He MEHbIIE KPUTUKOBAJIU U €I1€ KPUTUKYIOT
CTPOUTENBHYIO TeXHUKY 1920-X Tof0B.

Texauuyeckue 3MaHusI 1 HHCTUTYTHI OBUTH OMHUMH U3
ITaBHBIX 3a/1a4 TOTO BpeMEHU. B nBaauarsie rojsl mpo-
LIIJIOTO BeKa B ['epMaH1M BBOJUIN HOBYIO CUCTEMY JIEKT-
pHUUYECKOro CHAOXKeHUs, TPEOYIOIIy0 TPaHC(HOPMATOPHBIX
cTaHIMH. 14 HOBBIX TPaHC(HOPMATOPHBIX CTAHIIMH I10-
ctpoun apxurekrop 'anc I'eitnpux Mromnep ¢ 1925 ro-
na B bepimue. Ero cranmnum padortamu g0 1980-X rogos,
MOKa OMNSTh HE M3MEHUJIACh TexHoJorus. Heckoabko
CTaHIWU Ha OJITOE BpeMs omycTenu. Tpancdopmarop-
Hasl cTaHius Ha JlefiOHunmTpacce, norepss cBor (yH-
Ko, Obi1a mepectpoera B 2000 rony B z[maﬁHueHTp.6
E€ xoHCTpyKILUs — CTaJIbHON KapKac, 3aJI0KEHHBII KHUp-
nuueMm. Kapkac BMecTo Hecynux cteH B 1920-e roast
CTaj MOMYJSIPHON KOHCTPYKLIMEH B CTpouTenbcTBe. B
Bepmuackom oducHom nome «Illemn Xayey»’ crampHoi
KapKac 3aJ10%KeH IMUTakoOnokaMu U3 «3uHTonopuTay®, mo
BUJTy MaJI0 OTIIMYIAIOIIAMHICS OT COBETCKUX IIUIAKOOIOKOB
20-x rogoB. Kak ananoruuxoe 31anue u3 MOCKBBI MOXHO
Ha3BaTh, HanpuMep, MunuctepctBo Toprosmu Poccu-
uckoit ®enepanun «CocTopr».® 31eck xKene306eTOHHBII
KapKac 3aJI0KEH KUPIIHYEM.

Kupnuu — Tunuyesli MaTepuan Juisi MHOTUX padodnx
TIOCEJIKOB TOTO BpeMeHHU. KoomepaTuBbl, Kak 3aKa3uuKH,
JIOJIKHBI OBUTH CTPOUTH OY€Hb YKOHOMHO. OHHU HE HUIN
HU Ha Kakue dkcnepuMeHTbl. COBpeMEHHBIN BUJI ATUX
3IaHUH MOIYYUIICS UCKIIIOUUTENBHO O1aroaapsi HeOObIK-
HOBEHHOMY NMPHUMEHECHUIO TPAaIUIIMOHHOTO MaTepHaja
Kpacok. MacTepoM KpacoyHOTO CTPOUTENbCTBA B [ep-
MaHHHU MOXHO Ha3BaTh bpyno Tayra. [loma B mocenke
«Ienenaopd»!? GbLTH OKpalIeHBI B APKHE KHUBBIE LBE-
Ta, TaK YTO MOHAYAITY JUIS )KUTEJICH ATO OBLIIO HACTOIBKO
HEOOBIYHO,YTO OHU HA3bIBAJIM €T0 IIOMyTraiCKuM» Io-

Tpancgopmamopnas cmanyus na Jletibnuywmpacce 6
bepnune, 1925 2., apx. Ianc I'etinpux Mionnep, pecmas-
payus u npucnocobnenue noo ousaiunyenmp: Kan-
Genvom apxumexkmopuol, Beprun.

Ocpucnwiii dom «Lllenn Xaycy» na Petixcnumui-yepe 6
bepnune, 1931 2., apx. Epux ®@apenxamn.
«3unmonopumy — nopucmolii ménwlii 6EMoH, noyudae-
MbLUL 8 pe3yIbmame XUMU4eckoll peakyuu ¢ 00pasoeanu-
em easza.

Tocmope, samem Munucmepcmeo Topeosnu Poccuuckoti
@eoepayuu, na Macnuyroii yr. 47 ¢ Mockse, 192527 c.,
apx. b. M. Benuxoeckuii A. FO. Jlaneman, M. bapuw.

10 Tocenox «Llenendopghy, 1915 xeapmupet, Bepun,
Apeenmunuwe annee, 192932, apx. bpyno Taym.
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JKunoii dom bpyno Tayma, Busenwmpacce 14,
Jlaneeuy oxono bepnuna, 1927, apx. bpyno Taym. 2003

cenkoM. OfHAKO ToMa OBUTH OYEHB XOPOIIEro KadecTna,
HO TOCTEIEHHO UM MOBpeAUunH usMeHeHus. B 1970-b1e
TOIBI HA CTPOUTEIHHOM PHIHKE MTOSBUIINCH TIACTUKOBBIC
OKHA ¥ HOBBIE KpacKu /i cTeH. JKurenu no codCcTBeH-
HOM MHMLIMATUBE Hayalu MEeHATHh okHa. Ho HOBbIE OkHa
HE JaBajii CTCHAM JIbIIIATh, B PE3YJITATE YETO MOSBIIS-
JUCH pa3HbIC TOBPESKICHUS, KaK HAIpUMEp IUICCCHb U
OTCJIOeHHE KpacoK. Mcka)k€HHBIN BUJ IOCENKA II0CIIE
50 ner cymecTBOBaHUS MOCTYXul B bepnunae Tomakom
K U3yYEHHUIO CHEIU(PUKU apXUTEKTYPbl COBPEMEHHOTO
nemwkennst. OtpecraBpupoBany nocenok B 1980-rie ro-
Jbl. Bmecte ¢ apyruMu OepIMHCKUMHU MOCEIKaMU pec-
TaBpamnus nocenka «llexengopd» crama «IMIOTHBEIM
IIPOEKTOM» OXpPaHbl MaMATHUKOB I. bepnuHa B 3T0i 00-
nactu. ! MockoBckne paboune mocénku, Kak HampuMep
MOCENIOK Ha «YCaueBKe», OUCHb MOXOXKHU IO IJIAHUPOBKE
¥ BHEITHOCTH HA HEMeIKoe pabodee CTPOUTENbCTBO. 2
HHuTepecHo, uTo B bepauHe 01HOBPEMEHHO ¢ HOBBIMU
MIOCETIKaMHU CTPOWJIN HOBBIE CTAHIINU METPO, TaKUE, KaK
cranims Metpo «Kpymme Jlankex.!3 Takum o6pazom, s
BCEX CTpouTENbHBIX 3a7a4 1920-30x romoB MOXXHO Hal-
TH CXOXHE IPUMEPBI B 000UX Topojax.

" Apxumexmopvl Bungpuo Bpenne u Xenvee ITuy navu-
HAU C8010 NPOPECCUOHATLHYIO Kapbepy ¢ pecmaspayuu
paboyux nocénxos 2. bepruna. Onu ce200HaA cuumaromcs
CamvlMy ONbIMHLIMU CREYUATUCIAMY 6 001aCmu
coxpanenus nocmpoex Cogpemennozo Jlguicenus é
T'epmanuu.

12 Komnnexce scunvix domoe «Ha Yecauésxey ¢ Mockse, V.
Veauesa, 1928 2. apx. Mewxkos.

13 Cmanyus mempo «Kpymme Jlanxe» na Apeenmunuuse
Annee 6 bepnune.

4 3Kunoii 0om Bpyno Tayma, Buzenwmpacce 14, [aresuy,
oxono bepnuna, 1927, apx. Bpyno Taym.

15 Baxmemvesckuii Asmobycuuiii napx, yr. Obpasyosa 19,
1926-272., apx. K. C. Menbnukos

=

Jlom Menvnuxosa 6 Kpusoapbamckom nepeyinxe
6 Mocxee, 1927-1929, apx. K. C. Menbnukos. 2004

YKunoii nom bpyno Tayra B Jlanesuiie okono bepnuna no
naHy uMeeT GopMy OfHOM ueTsepTH Kkpyra.'* Kpymias
(hopma HarmOMHUHAET O ToMe MeTbHUKOBA, TOCTPOCHHOTO
ogHoBpeMeHHO B 1927 . B Mockse (cm. Unn. 5 u 6). Jom
TayTa Bo Bpemena ' /[P okazancs B ynaake. C konna 1980-
X TOZOB €ro pecraBpupoBai apxurekrop Bundpun bpen-
HE BMECTE C JApyrumu sHTy3uactamu. Hecmorps Ha Bce
CJIOXHOCTH CyILlECTBYIOIIEeH Mex 1y 3ananom u Bocrokom
TpaHULIbL, UM YAAJIOCH JIOCTABUTh CTPOUTEIbHBIE MaTEpU-
ajibl U3 OIHOM 4acTH B IpyTylo, u3 bepnuna B Jlanesum.
O0a oMa MOCTPOCHBI U3 KUpIuda. MelbHIKOB, KCTATH,
OYEHb CKENITUYECKU OTHOCHIICS K HOBBIM MaTepHajam To-
ro BpemeHu. OH NpeArnoaynTan KUpnud 1 AepeBo 1 HO-
BaTOPCKH MCIIOJIb30BAJ TPAaJULIMOHHbIE MaTeprabl. ToT
ke camblil mojxo 0611 y BpyHo TayTa, KOTOpBIii B 9KOHO-
MHUYECKU TPYAHbIE BpeMeHa JI0JbKEH ObLIT OueHb OepekHO
TPaTUTh CKPOMHBIH OIO/KET KHUJIHIITHBIX KOOTIEPATHBOB.
IToaTOoMy 0H pa3paboran HOBBIH CIIOCOO MPUMEHEHUS
MaTepHuayia ¥ KOHCTPYKIUHU AeTanel (KOHCTPYKTHBHEIC
peleH s ), HallpuMep €ro 3HAMEHUThIE OKHA.

B 060oux roponax B Hayaje MPOLLIOTO BeKa MOSBHIUCH
MaIllvHbl, a ¢ HUMH U rapaxu. B Mockse Koncrantun
MeIbHUKOB CITPOEKTUPOBAl HECKOJIBKO rapaxeid, caMmblid
W3BECTHBIN U3 HUX, HaBepHO, «baxmeTbeBckuii ABTOOYC-
uplit apk».'3 B Bepnune «KaHT-rapax» cTai IepBbIM
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baxmemvesckuii Asmobdychuiii napx, yi1. Obpasyosa
19, 192627 2., apx. K.C. Menvnuxos. Cocmosinue 00
pecmaspayuu, 2000 2

baxmemvesckuii Asmobdycnuii napx, yi. Oopaszyosa 19,
192627 2., apx. K. C. Menvruxos. Cocmosinue 2004

«Kanmy-eapaoie, Kanmwmpacce 126/127, bepnum,
1929-30, apx. Puxapo Ilaynux u I'epman Lsaticenmans.
Cocmosnue 2005

MHOTOITaKHBIM TapakoM ropoza. ' I1or rapaxk sBmnsercs
XOPOIIMM ITPUMEPOM TOTO, YTO JAJICKO HE BCE MOCTPONHKU
COBPEMEHHOTO IBIDKCHUS B [ epMaHNM HaXOAATCS CETOI-
HSl B XOPOIIIEM COCTOSIHMHU. ['apax JaBHO HYXIaeTcs B
pecTaBpanuu.

[Ixona um. Maxkca Tayta B JIuxtenbepre (1931r) B
1990-¢ Tompl ObUTA YACTHYHO OTPECTABPUPOBAHA, I TEM
HE MEHEE JI0 CETOTHSIIIHEr0 JHS 3/1eCh OCTaINCh BOCH-
uele noBpesxkaerns.!’ B 2002 romxy Obll MpOBEIEH KOH-
KypC Ha MPOEKT pecTaBpallii akKTOBOTO 3aja. PecraBpa-
IIIOHHBIC MEPOTIPUATHS B TAaHHBI MOMEHT HaXOIATCS Ha
craguu contacoBanusa. B Mockse mkoia « MoHO» ObLIa
noctpoena B 1929 1. kak npototun mkon 1930-x royos. '8
B konue 1920-x rofoB Obuta pa3paboTaHa apXUTEKTyp-
Has IporpaMMa 10 CO3/IaHHUI0 HOBBIX THIIOB yUEOHBIX
3aBeneHuil. B 00meoOpa3oBareapbHy 0 NIKOIY BHEIPS-
nack monurexHm3anus. I1kona cocTosa U3 HECKOIBKUX
KOPITyCOB, 00BbEeJUHEHHBIX nepexonamu. B 2006 roxy ona
3aKkpbUTachk. CeromHs BeIeTCsl PEKOHCTPYKIIUS BCETO KOM-
IUIeKCa 37aHuil MmKojIbl. KpoMe MIKoJl TUIMYHBIME 3a/1a-
gaMu cTpouTeNnbcTBa 1920-X TOIOB OBUIM CIIOPTHBHBIE
KOMIUIEKChl. CTPOUTENHCTBO cTafnOHOB B COBETCKOM
CO103€ HauaJI0Ch BO BTOpoi monoBuHe 1920-x romos. Kak
MPaBUJIO, OHH BKIIIOYANIU B CE0sl OTKPBITHIN CTaIUOH C
TpUOYHAMU | 3J1aHKe cropTKIy0a. CIOPTTOPOIOK U CTa-
nuoH «JluHaMo» Bo3BOAMIHCEH B IleTpoBckom mapke.!”
Bwmectumocts craguona B 1928 roay cocrasmnsuma 17.500
yesoBek. B bepiuHe Toke ecTh CTaJOHbBI TOTO BPEMEHH,
HampuMep, cTaanoH uM. MoMmm3eH apxutekropa Dpe-
na ®opbara, nocrpoer B 1929 rony.2? Craguon cocTont
13 MEHTPAIBHON CIIOPTHUBHOW apeHbI, HECKOJIbKUX He-
OOJIBIINX UTPOBBIX MOJIEH, KaeTeprs U aBTOCTOSIHKH C
OCH30KOJIOHKOH. YIOOHO PacIioNOKEHHBIN 3¢MIISTHOM Bajl
BO3JIC UTPOBOTO IOJISI MPEIOCTABHUI BO3MOXKHOCTD yIad-
HO Pa3MECTHTh 3pHTENbCKUe TPHOYHBI. CTaaroH IpHHa-
JuiexkuT T. bepnuny. C 1998 1. npoBonniuch OTAeIbHbIE
pecTaBpanuoHHBIC MEPOTIPHUSTHS B paMKax (PMHAHCOBEBIX
BO3MOYKHOCTEH rOpOJICKOTO OIO/KeTa: OOHOBJICHUE CaHU-
TapHOTO 00OpyNOoBaHus U pectopana. B 2000-2001-x ro-
Jlax OOHOBJISIIACH IITYKATypKa YIMYHBIX U TOPIEBBIX (a-
CaJIOB Ha OCHOBE UCCJIEIOBaHUS OPUTHHAIFHOTO COCTaBa
HMITYKaTypKU U KPacoK. PEKOHCTPYKIMS OCTEKICHHUS,
npoduiell OKOH JIECTHHYHBIX KJIETOK, a TAKXKE IMTOKpacKa

16 «Kanmy-eapanc, Kanmwmpacce 126/127, Bepnun,
1929-30, apx. Puxapo Iaynux u I'epman []eaticenmans.

17 IIvona um. Maxca Tayma 6 Bepnun-Jluxmenbepee, ®u-
wepwmpacce 35, 1931 ., apx. Maxc Taym.

18 IIvona «Mownoy» (MOHO — Mockosckuii omden Ha-
POOHO20 0bpaszosanus.), Mockea, 3ybosckuii Oynveap,
enadenue 5, cmp. 1, 2; bonvwoi Yyoos nep., snaoenue 8,
cmp. 2, apx. JI. @eoopos, M. U. Momuinos, 1929e.

19 Cmaouon «quuamoy, Jenunepadckuii np. 36, Mockea,
1928, apx. A. A. Jlaneman, JI. 3. Yepurosep.

20 Cmaouon umenu Momsena, Banvowynannes, bepuun,
1930, apx. @peo @opbam.
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CTEH MIPOM3BOIIIIACH HA OCHOBE HAyYHOH JOKYMCHTAIINH.
KoHcTpyKIus 3aCTEKICHHBIX JIECTHUI COCTOUT M3 MPO-
CTBIX HHIYCTPUATHHBIX npoduieii. OHN HAITOMUHAIOT
HaM o K1y6e 3yesa.?!

3HAMEHUTHIN 3aCTEKIEHHBIN IUIUHIDP BOIIEN B UCTO-
puro apxuTekTypbl. CKOJIBKO pa3 apXUTEKTOPHI 110 BCEMY
MHUpY Opaji 3TOT MOTHUB JyIsl CBOoUX TpoekToB? [lpu ne-
(unuTHOU cutyanuu 1920-X rogoB Takask KOHCTPYKITHS
OKa3zayiach OONbIION penkocThio. Eme peske Takne KOH-
CTPYKIIMH COXPAHUIIHUCH J10 cuXx 1op. [To-moemy, kiny6 3y-
€Ba Ha CerojiHsd B MOCKBE eIMHCTBEHHBIN pabounii Ki1yo
1920x ronoB, B KOTOPOM BCE-TaKM HEMHOTO OIYIIAETCS
ayTeHTHYHas arMoc(epa apxXUTeKTyphl aBaHrapna Moc-
KkBbI. Pabounx kny0oB, mOcTpoeHHBIX B 1920-¢ roasl, B
I'epmannm HeT. Ho ecTh KMHOTEATPHI ¢ OOIBITUMHE ay/IH-
TOPHUSIMH, TaKHe, KaK KHHOTeaTp « YHUBEP3yM» apXHUTEK-
Topa Dpuxa Mennenbcona, moctpoeH B 192831 roga na
Kypdropcrennamme.>2 MeHIenbCOH cO3all KMHOTEATP
«YHHUBEP3yM» KaK 4acTh KOMIUIEKCA, BKIIOYABIIIETO B Ce-
0s1 XKHJIble KBapTUPBI, TOCTUHUIY U Kabape. CBeToBOE
pelIeHre HHTEPhEPOB U PEKIIaMBl Ha (acaje, Co3Tanne
ApPXUTEKTOPOM HOYHOTO OCBEHICHHSI BHYTPEHHErO Mpo-
CTPaHCTBA, MOCTABIIIO KHHOTEATP « YHUBEP3YM» B Psil
3HAYUTENIbHBIX MECT HOYHOH Xu3HU bepnuHa «3070ThIX
1920-x rogoB». [TosTomMy « YHUBEpP3YM» CUHUTACTCS OJ-
HUM U3 BXKHEUIIINX IPUMEPOB apXUTEKTypbl COBpeMeH-
Horo aswxenns 1920-x ronos B ['epmanun. 31anne cuiib-
HO IOCTpasaiio Bo BpeMs BoiHbI. [locie BOHHBI BMeCTO
OJTHOTO 3aja ocTporin ABa. B 1960-e ronsl BO MHOTHX
HEMEIIKUX ropojiax ObIJIO0 CHECeHO OOJNBIIOE KOIHYeC-
TBO IIEHHBIX UCTOPHUCCKUX MaMSTHHUKOB M3-32 YKOHO-
MUYECKUX CIOKHOCTEH MITU C 1IeNIbI0 YI0OHOH OpraHu-
3alHd IBMKCHUS MAIIHH 110 TOpoay. OOIeCTBEHHOCTh
Hayaja IpoTecToBarh, B pe3yibTare uero 1975 rog Obu1
nocesméH “Oxpane ApxutektypHbix [lamsaraukos”. B
MOCJIEJICTBUU MPOTECTa MOSBUINCH 3aKOHBI 00 OXpaHe
naMaTHUKOB. B 1975 roqy kxunotearp « YHUBEp3yM» XO-
Tenu cHecTH. B konie 1970-x 5eT ero moJIHOCTBIO Tie-
PECTPOMIIN TaK, YTO OCTAJICS JUIIb OIUH KyCOK CTCHBI.
Hosoriit kunoTeaTp «lllayOroHe» ¢ AByMs CLEHaMH — 3TO
CIUTOITHAS] PEKOHCTPYKITHS.

B I'epmanuu HeT u 10MOB-KOMMYH. OnHako B 1920-
€ TOMBI MOSIBUJICS HOBBIN THII KWIIBS IS «OCPIIHCKO-
ro broprepay, KOTOpHIii ABIsANICA HAEMHBIM pabOuYuM U
KaK JKUTEINb OOJBIIOr0 TOpoJia yKe €311 Ha CBOeH co0-
CTBEHHOU MammHe Ha padory. JloM «XOJIOCTSIKOBY» Ha
KaitzepgamMm opraHm30BaH IO THITY TOCTUHHIIEL: CTYIHH
C MaJeHbKMMH KyXHAMH MM BooOme 6e3 KyxHu.>3 Jlnsa

21 Pagouuil K6 um. 3yesa, ya. Jlecnas, 18, Mocksa,
1927-1929, apx. 1. A. T'onocos.

22 Kunomeamp « Yuusepsym» na 1790 mecm,
Kyppropcmenoamm 153, bepnun, 1928—1931,
Opux MenoenvcoH.

23 Jlom «xonocmsarxoey, Katizepoamm, Beprun, 1929 2., apx.
Xaunc Llapyn.

Cmaouon umenu Momszena, Banoowynannes, bepnun, 1930,
apx. @ped @opoam

Cmaouon umenu Momzena, Banvowynannes, bepun,
1930, apx. @peo opdoam. [lemans 1eCmHUYHO20 OKHA.
2003

Pexoncmpyuposanuwiti Kunomeamp « Ynugepcym»
Kypgropcmenoamm 153, Bepaun, 1928—1931,
Opux Menoenvcon, noo meamp «lllaybioney, 2004

Pabouuii kny6 um. 3yesa, yn. Jlecnas, 18, Mockea,
1927-1929, apx. U. A. T'onocos. Cocmosinue 2005
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Jlom «xonocmarosy, Katizepdamm, beprun, 1929 2.,
apx. Xanc lapyn, Cocmosinue 2005

Jom-kommyHna « Hapxomgunay,
Hoesuncxuil 6ynesap, 25, Mocksa, 1928—1930,

apx. M. A. Tunzoype, U. . Mununuc, unsxc. C.JI.
IIpoxopos. IlInaxobnoku,npouzeedénnvie Ha cmpoiiKe

Jlom-kommyna «Hapromgpunay, Hosunckuil 6yiveap, 25,
Mockea, 1928—1930, apx. M. A. I'unzbdype,

U. D. Mununuc, unonc. C.JI. Ilpoxopos. @udbporum,
2003

MIUTaHWS PEATIOarajcs pecTopaH Ha IepBoM dTaxke. Ero
TaK U He OTKPBUIN. BMecTO HEro mosBUINCH Mara3uHbL.
Ha xperme pacnonaranuce mactepckue. Dacajbl 3TOT0
JIOMa MPOEKTUPOBAJI 3HAMEHHTBIN aPXUTEKTOP COBPEMEH-
Horo apwkeHust XaHc [llapyn. [Ipoekr hacamgos ObLT ero
nepBbIM 3aka3oM B bepimune. Opranuzamnus qoma 6e3 Ky-
XOHb OYEHb TOX0%a Ha JI0M KoMMYyHbI «Hapkompunay.>*

CTouT MOJUEpPKHYTH CBsI3b MOCKOBCKOTO goMa «Hap-
KOM(HUHa» ¢ COBPEMECHHBIM ABMKCHHEM B ['epMaHmH.
Bo-nepBbIX, B HICTOPUH apPXUTEKTYPHI JOM CUUTAETCS
MIPOTOTHIIOM HICH «BEPTUKAIHLHOTO TOPOMIA» apXUTEKTO-
pa Jle Kop6ro3sbe, T.€. A JOMOB, IOCTPOCHHBIX (hpaH-
IIy3cKuM apxutekropoM B 1940-1950-x romax — ,,Unites
d’habitation* B Mapcene (1947), Hanre (1953) u bepnu-
He (1957). U3BectHO, 9TO OH OOmaics ¢ Mouceem ['mH-
30yprom, Korja mpues:xaia B MOCKBY 1O MPOEKTY IOC-
tpoiiku «llenTpocoro3a.?> CymecTByeT Ierenaa, aro
Jle KopOro3be B3s1 y I MH30ypra 3CKu3bl ABYXITaKHBIX
kBaptup noma «Hapkomduna». KonnenrtyansHas uaes
JloMa poausiack B MOCKBE U 3TUM MOYKHO TOpJIuThCs. Bo-
BTOPBIX, PEATM30BAHHBINA KPACOUHBIN MPOEKT HHTEphepa
noma «Haprkomdunay cipoekTupoBai ObIBIIMKA Mpero-
nasarens bayxayca ['manepk Illenep, kotopelit paboran
B 1930 rony B MocKBe B OpraHM3allMK «MajispcTpoiin.20
B TpeThHX, 3TOT 1OM SIBISIETCS IPUMEPOM COPEBHOBAHUS
C MHOCTPAaHHBIMU apXUTEKTOPAMH B Pa3BUTUHU HOBBIX TEX-
Hoyoruii. Kak u mpu cTpouTeabcTBe pabouero moceika
«Topten» B lleccay B 1926 rony, ['un30ypr u Mununuc
YCTPOWIH MPOU3BOACTBO CTPOHMATEPHATIOB MPSIMO Ha
cTpoiike. [Ipon3BeéHHBIC NUTAKOOIOKU 000MX OOBEKTOB
oueHb cxokd. B MockBe apXuTeKkTopaM yiajaoch peaim-
30BaTh MPOEKT COITIACHO CBOMM HJIESIM TOJBKO IOTOMY,
g70 710M «HapkomduHa» B cBOE BpeMst ObLIT Tak Ha3bIBa-

24 TTom-kommyna (0ns nocemeiinozo 3acenenus)Hosunckuii
oynveap, 25, Mockea, 1928—1930, apx. M. A. T'unzbype,
U ©. Mununuc, unac. C.JI. I[Ipoxopos. Dxcnepumen-
manwbHwlll Hcunoi dom na Hosunckom 6ynveape npoex-
MUPOBANCA HA OCHOBE PA3PAOOMOK CeKYUU MUNUAYUU
Cmpotikoma PCPCP, komopyto 80321a6141 apxu-
mekmop M. A. ['unzbype. dmo scunou Komniekc max
Ha36186aeM020 “‘nepexooHozco muna’’, 8 KOMmopom U30au-
POBaHHbBIE KEAPMUPLL COYEMANUCH C 00U eCMBEHHbIMU
nomeueHUsIMU.

25 [Tenmpocoios, Jom Hapromneznpoma, Ilp-m Axao.
Caxaposa 39, Mockea, 1929-36 2., apx. Jle Kopbiosve,
H. Konau.

26 [Ilenep eepuyncs 6 Tepmanuio u do 1952 200a npenoda-
6an 6 bepnunckom Texnuueckom Ynusepcumeme.

27 Iom «JIe Kop6iosvey 6 nocenxe «Beticcenxgy
6 LlImymeapme, Pamenaywmpacce 15, 1926¢.,
apx. Jle Kopbiosve u I1. JKannepe.

28 Hom «Jle Kopbiosve — mun bepnunay, @ramoannes 16,
bepnun, 1957 2., apx. Jle Kop6iozve, namsimuux apxu-
mexkmypul ¢ 1995 .
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Jlom «Jle Kopbrosve — mun bepnuna», @ramoannes,
bepnun, 1957 2., apx. Jle Koporosve. 2004 2

€MBIM «ITHJIOTHBIM» MPOEKTOM, HE TOJBKO M0 HACHHOMN
KOHLIENIIMH, HO U [0 OpraHu3aluu cTpouTenscTa. H. A.
MuroTrH, KOMMHCCap Mo (pMHaHCAM TOTO BPEMEHH, KaK
3aKa34MK MPOEKTa U CaM «CKPBITBIA I'PagoCTPOUTEID
— apXUTEKTOPY, CAeNAN BCE, YTOOBI OCYIIECTBUTH MPOCKT
T10 KEJIAHUFIO apXUTEKTOPOB, HECMOTPS Ha BCE CI0KHOCTH
pbiHKa. Bee HykHBIE cTpoiiMaTepuabl ObIITH MOTYYCHBI
Y [IOATOMY JOM OBLI IOCTPOCH a0COIOTHO aHAIOTHYHBIM
K €BPOINENCKUM 3JJaHUSIM COBPEMEHHOTO JIBMKCHUS. Y
JIOMa KaMEHHbIE MEePEKPBITUS C KCUIIOJUTOBBIM I10JIOM,
kak U B Jleccay. Kcuiionur — TUIMYHBINA MaTepuai eBpo-
neickoro aBaHrapza. ¥ 31aHus Takue jK€ pa3lBU)KHbIE
OKHA U TaKue Xe KPIYKH, Kak y goMa «Jle KopOro3pe»
B oceske Baiicenxod B IlITyTrapre.?’ ApXUTEKTOPBI
HCTIONB30BAIM TAaK Ha3bIBaeMbIll «DubponnuT» B KadecT-
BE€ M30JIALIMOHHOTO Marepuaja HapyKHOW MOBEPXHOCTH.
OTO TOXKE CaMOE€,4TO U Hall “TepaKiIuT’ — THUIINYHbIN Ma-
tepuan 1920-x ronoB.

Jom-xommyna «Hapromepunay, Hosunckuii 6ynveap, 25,
Mocksa, 1928—1930, apx. M. A. I'unzoype,
U . D. Mununuc, unoc. C.JI. Ilpoxopos. 2005 2

«BeprukaneHbiii Topoy 1o Teopun Jle KopOro3be Obi
nocTtpoeH B bepinHe ToapKko mocie BoiHEL, B 1957 ro-
1y.28 Ero massanu nom «JIe Kop6ro3se — tum bepmuny.
3nanue Ha 550 KBapTUP HAXOAUTCS MOJ TOCOXPAHOM C
1995 1. Ucrionb30BaHHBIE KOHCTPYKIIMH W MaTEPHUAITBI T10
HEMEIKUM MacIITabaM 1ioxue. BHem s cTeHa cocTouT
n3 20 cm GeroHa mroc 1 cM. «repakiuta — GuOpoIUTaY.
ITocTosHHO MpPOBOASATCA PabOTHI MO €TO COXPAHEHUIO.
JloM BKJIIOYEH B PSAJ JOCTONPUMEUATEIBHOCTEN OKpec-
THOCTH OJIUMIIMHCKOTO CTaguoHa. Kaxkaple BBIXOAHBIC
MPUEKAIOT aBTOOYCHI ¢ TypHCTaMH. JIFoIH, KOTOPEIE K-
ByT B fjoMme Jle Kop61o3be, 3HAIOT, YTO KHUBYT B MaMSITHU-
Ke, ¥ TI03TOMY MM TIPUXOAMTCS JKEPTBOBATH KOM(POPTOM.
Ho oHM roTOBBI 3TO BBIAEPXKATh, IOTOMY YTO 3HAIOT —
JIOM OCOOCHHBIN. By Ty4n MaMsATHHKOM OH OCTaJICS COBPE-
MEHHBIM — Kak 1 31anue «Hapxomdunay. K coxanenuto,
oM «HaprxoMpuHay oKa3aics CIUIITKOM MepeIOBBIM IS
CBOETO BPEMEHH U CBOETO MECTA.
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Winfried Brenne

Practical Experience with the Buildings of the Avant-garde

in Berlin and East Germany

Modernism — Building in Flux

The buildings of modernism which were erected in
Germany and other European countries such as Russia
in the 1920s mark a break with traditional architecture.
Detached wall surfaces, extensive glazing, flat roofs and
polychromatic facades, to name just a few of the cha-
racteristics of modernism, speak their own architectural
language, which has entered the history of architecture
under the name of “classical modernism”, with its coun-
try related variations which, for example, can be found in
Russian constructivism.

The specific characteristics of this architecture are an
expression of new urbanistic, social or aesthetic concepts.
But the buildings are also an expression of a construction
industry in flux with new construction materials, types
of construction and construction technologies which
have contributed to making the buildings of the 1920s
and 1930s an architectural language and aesthetic of their
own. Steel, glass and concrete are among the new mate-
rials of industrial construction, based on elements (e. g.
Torkret process). A number of very different systems for
building walls and ceilings mark new tendencies in the
construction industry of this time.

Preserving Modernism

Even today, modernistic buildings are dismissed as “ex-
perimental constructs” that must be inadequate from the
constructional and physical points of view. They are pre-
sumed to be unrestorable because of their use or applica-
tion of technically immature construction methods and
materials. In fact, however, it has not generally been pos-
sible to demonstrate that they are flawed or even falling
apart. My experience as architect, which in the past few
years has included commissions to restore modernistic
buildings, has suggested that the damage profiles of such
buildings are due more to faulty execution and omitted
repairs than to the materials used or the construction me-
thods themselves. These may have been in an experimen-
tal stage when the buildings were erected, but today many
of them are common, proven materials and principles of
construction.

The greatest danger with restoring buildings under
monument protection arises from ignorance of the exi-
stent substance and contradictions between technical
constructive specifications on the one hand and those of
building codes on the other. The result is frequently an
all-around remodelling with materials and constructive

solutions that have little in common with the original. The
gravest sins of construction in regard to restorations that
have been executed inadequately arise from the use of
the wrong construction materials, unprofessional restora-
tion and maintenance work, and exaggerated demands for
optimal thermal insulation of the buildings. The care of a
monument or historic building should always be guided
by the original; thus repairing any given part should be
preferred to reconstructing it.

Methodical Approach

I wish to present some examples from my experience in
order to illustrate the proper approach to dealing with
modernistic buildings. A methodology has been devel-
oped for the architectural task of renovating a given his-
toric building. It places preparation and individual steps
for restoring the building at the centre of all activities to
be carried out, as follows:

— Case history (anamnesis)

— Concept for care of the given historic building (analy-
sis)

— Restoration of the building (therapy).

A comprehensive preliminary examination is of decisive
importance for clarifying the state of the building and,
being an interdisciplinary inventory, entails very diverse
points of view and work steps carried out in parallel. A
thorough inventory gives the architect and the technical
planners entrusted with restoring the building the infor-
mation required to evaluate the building and its contents.
This information about the existent building must all be
available before a restoration and preservation concept,
which fixes the decisions for executing individual activi-
ties, can be drawn up. Only a restoration concept that also
lays out the new uses of the building and has been drawn
up on the basis of its inventory can provide for proper,
careful handling of the original substance of the build-
ing as well as for new uses which are appropriate for the
conditions imposed by the building itself.

Examples from Practice

Berlin has numerous housing developments and other
housing units from the 1920’s. Their highly different ur-
ban planning and architectural solutions bear witness to
the diversity and openess to change in subsidised housing
which then prevailed. Today, these residential buildings
not only still fulfil the important function of providing liv-
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Housing block Ernst-Fiirstenberg-Strasse, courtyard,
before restoration, 1997

ing quarters, their inhabitants love them as places which
promote a sense of identity and offer a high quality of
life. It is for this reason that retention of these flats is a
special concern of the city of Berlin and of the housing
companies which own these housing areas.

Before restoration, Berlin’s large housing developments
of the 1920s, such as the Hufeisensiedlung' in Britz, the
Waldsiedlung? in Zehlendorf by Bruno Taut and the Sie-
mensstadt development, which arose through participa-
tion by Gropius, Scharoun and others, had very extensive
damage profiles. The most important problem was the
plastering and large flaking surfaces which arose after
the war through application of steam-tight dispersion
paints. The restoration work of the 1980s such as in the
Zehlendorf Waldsiedlung demonstrated the importance
of mineral coatings as a protective layer for a building’s
substance and, of course, as an inexpensive but effective
means of decoration.

It was possible to draw on this early experience for res-
toration of modernistic buildings in the former eastern
zone of Berlin in the 1990°s. This proved to be quite ad-
vantageous for the large number of old buildings which
had to be repaired. Among these buildings was Bruno
Taut’s housing block of 1926/27 in Paul-Heyse-Strasse
in Berlin-Prenzlauer Berg. While this housing block is
one of the smaller building projects in its architect’s life
work, it is also one of the most interesting, not least of all
because of its expressive use of paint.

Although the property in Paul-Heyse-Strasse, which was
located in the midst of Wilhelminian tenements, offered
unfavourable conditions, Taut succeeded in implementing
an urbanistic, architecturally convincing solution with hy-
gienic and organisationally faultless flats. Taut selected a
design which opens up the block so that he would be able

! Hufeisensiedlung = horseshoe settlement
2 Waldsiedlung = forest settlement
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Housing block Ernst-Fiirstenberg-Strasse, courtyard,
after restoration, 1998

to realise the concept of “exterior living space” which he
had devised for housing developments. Taut designed an
H shaped structure which is reminiscent of a three winged
baroque composition with generous, garden like residen-
tial courts that are located on the street or face the court-
yard. The urbanistic form of this arrangement is supported
by the architecture of the type houses and their distinctive
colouring. The expressive colourfulness of the facades
can be seen in the juxtaposition of red clinker and white
facade surfaces, deep blue facade parts near the building’s
entrances and attic storey and an accentuation of the lower
staircases in brilliant red. Beyond that, the windows and
doors are done in striking combinations of colour.

At the time of German reunification in 1990, this hous-
ing development from 1926/27, which had been located
in Eastern Germany, was in a very changed state. The
effects of the war, maintenance and repairs left undone
since then, and faulty restoration work had all contributed
to an appearance which differed significantly from that of
the original. Indeed, there were no longer any recogniz-
able remnants of the multiple brilliant colours which had
distinguished this housing development when it was built.
The concept for the care of these historic buildings which
was drawn up by the owners, the Berlin monuments au-
thority and the architect first provided for an inventory
that would be comprehensive in respect to monument care
as well as first steps toward securing the building sub-
stance which was still left. It was only when this inven-
tory was available that a catalogue of restoration activities
was drawn up as the basis for the work to be carried out.
The objective was to restore the greatly neglected stock of
buildings and outdoor facilities while retaining as much
of the still existent building substance as at all possible,
in order to let the buildings’ urbanistic and architectural
qualities become visible again. This worked out first and
foremost for the original colourfulness of the facades and
staircases, which were regained in accordance with the
restorational findings, as well as for the restoration of ar-
chitectural details that document the special design quali-
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Master House Muche/Schlemmer in Dessau,
southern facade (to the garden) before restoration, 1998

Master House Muche/Schlemmer in Dessau,
southern facade (to the garden) after restoration, 2002

Master House Muche/Schlemmer in Dessau,
northern facade after restoration, 2002

ties of the 1920s (e.g. glass brick balconies and moulded
glazed terracotta bricks on the fascia).

The special difficulties in restoring modernistic build-
ings with their architectural language typical of the 1920s
and 1930s can also be clearly illustrated by selected de-
tails of construction, the materials used and the construc-
tion principles applied.

Walter Gropius saw undreamt-of artistic possibilities in
the advances in the building trade with its new materials
and construction methods. Gropius first used new me-
thods with prefabricated parts and new materials in
housing construction in his “trial development” Dessau-
Torten. His interest in “industrialised construction” was
already evident in earlier projects. In 1925/1926 Gropius,
who at this time was director of the Bauhaus school in
Dessau, erected four residential and studio houses nearby
for the master craftsmen who taught there. For this reason
these buildings were also called “masters’ houses”. These
houses were not built with traditional brick walls, but
rather with Jurko hollow walls of cemented scoria bricks
(54 x 32 x 10 cm). These bricks have good thermal insu-
lation properties and weigh less than traditional bricks, so
that processing and completion times and consequently
the overall costs of the building would be reduced.

The forced closing of the Dessau Bauhaus in the year
1932 and the assumption of power by the Nazis in 1933
ultimately led to alterations of the houses with ideologi-
cally motivated defacement of its Bauhaus architecture
in the year 1939 (removal of the large studio and stair-
case windows and of the staircase head). During the East
German period, further interventions (e.g. annexes and
replastering) and failure to carry out repairs led to further
impacts on the appearance of the houses and to further
damage. It was not until after German reunification in
1990 that work would begin on repairing the masters’
houses, including the Muche/Schlemmer house.

Although the Muche/Schlemmer house had been dis-
figured to the point where it could hardly be recognised,
the existent fabric originated primarily from the time of
the original construction. The building’s condition was
entirely satisfactory from the points of view of its sta.
tics and physical structure, even though not all the values
measured were in keeping with today’s standards. On the
basis of the inventory, the decision was taken to make the
original architecture of the Bauhaus period visible again.
Accordingly, the work centred around restoration of the
large glazings of the ateliers and staircases, as well as
reconstruction of the staircase head of the Muche house,
which had been carted away. With reconstruction of this
staircase head, restoration of the cubature with its details
was much less of a problem than walling in a suitable
material with the physical constructive properties of the
existent masonry.

Restorations of the condition at the time of the original
construction were also made possible by the findings of
colours and materials of the surfaces of facades, walls
and various fittings so that — at least in some areas — it
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was also possible to restore conditions that could be dated
back to the usage phase of Bauhaus times. Since, how-
ever, the findings did not permit retrieval of all the room
fittings and colouring at the time of construction, the con-
cept also provided that areas and parts which could not be
restored or reconstructed would be left as palpable traces
of history or else done over in contemporary, neutral pres-
entations.

The steel window became a determinative construction-
al element for the appearance of modernistic buildings.
The transparent architecture of the 1920’s and the need to
open the buildings and to provide natural light required
special constructive solutions for the design of windows.
Thinner profiles became possible with steel windows and
this also accommodated contemporary aesthetic ideals.
Widely different construction tasks brought forth a vari-
ety of solutions with a great diversity of window types.
Intensive occupation with the window considered as a
construction part led to a high level of knowledge on how
to work out constructive details (e.g. milled steel profiles,
special conical profiles, hollow profiles of compressed
sheet steel).

A clear example of the topic of windows is given by
the restored steel windows of the former School of the
German Federal Trades Union (ADGB) in Bernau, which
was erected in 1928—1930 in accordance with plans by
Hannes Meyer. The architecture of this school lives from
its steel windows with their filigree profile thicknesses.
Unfortunately, at a later time these windows were re-
placed by clumsy wooden windows which at the time of
restoration were falling apart and had to be replaced by
new windows. Profiles from Switzerland of milled, bent
steel were taken to produce steel windows that were lar-
gely true to the original, with the profile thicknesses also
being approximately those of the originals. At the same
time, insulation glass panes (in contrast to the simple
glazing of the originals) were installed to achieve appro-
ximate fulfilment of today’s requirements for thermal pro-
tection. Scarcely visible ventilation slits underneath each
window’s metal plates are another contemporary ingredi-
ent introduced for physical reasons (fresh air ventilation
during the night). When the work is over, the school
will once again be equipped with steel windows through-
out.

In the GroBsiedlung Siemensstadt’ erected between
1929 and 1931, the balconies, because of their swinging
form, were an indispensable design element for the ex-
terior effect of the facades, especially because they were
done by Hugo Héring, but unfortunately they had seri-
ous structural damage, most of which had been caused
by corrosion. Haring selected a steel construction for the

3 Grofsiedlung Siemensstadt = large Siemensstadt
development

Siemensstadt. Row houses by Hugo Hdring. Balconies
before restoration
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Siemensstadt. Row houses by Hugo Hdiring.
Restored facade with balconies, 2005

Former school of the German Trade Union (ADGB)
in Bernau near Berlin, window of the refectory before
reconstruction, 2001

Former school of the German Trade Union (ADGB)
in Bernau near Berlin, window of the refectory after

reconstruction 2006
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Former school of the German Trade Union (ADGB) in
Bernau near Berlin, refectory before the reconstruction,
1998

balconies which, in accordance with the swinging form,
consisted of curved edge supports of steel; in addition, the
balcony roofs were steel stone roofs and a 10cm steel pipe
bore the load. Examination of the buildings showed that
when they were erected there was an error of execution
relative to the plans in connection with the steel pipe. Over
the years, this error had led to formation of corrosion of
all the constructive steel parts because of accumulation of
dampness and a lack of ventilation. This ultimately busted
the parapets and thus had devastating consequences for
the entire structural safety of the balconies.

The renovation concept of the housing company origi-
nally foresaw a “modern” solution with new balconies of
prefabricated concrete parts. Not until the comprehensive
inventory, which exposed the causes of the damages, was
available, was it possible to convince this company that it
would be better to retain the existent balconies, with work

Former school of the German Trade Union (ADGB) in
Bernau near Berlin, refectory after the restoration in
2006

carried out by craftsmen familiar with the requirements of
historic architecture.

Modernistic buildings are characterized by an archi-
tecture that is imbued with a spirit of frugality. This ar-
chitecture limits itself to a reduced canon of forms and
expresses itself in little, unimposing details. Its special
qualities lie in its confinement to essentials, its carefully
proportioned closed form, and its sheer simplicity. Even
slight changes can alter its character in essential ways.
The examples was meant to show that restoration and re-
pair of modernistic buildings should not just be guided by
the technical options of today. Rather, careful application
of the knowledge gained about their original construc-
tion principles and materials provides far better protection
against consequential damages, maintains the original
design of these constructs, and helps to reduce the costs
of repairing and restoring them.
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Anekcen BopoHuos

BaxmeTbeBCKUI aBTOOYCHbIN rapax !

Baxmemvescxuii Asmobdychvui napx, yn. Oopazyoea 19, 192627 2., apx. K. C. Menvnuxos. Axconomempusi.
ApxumexmypHoe 610po Boponyosa. Ilpoexm pexoncmpykyuu 2001-2003 2

B cBoeii npodeccronanbHON Kapbepe s CTpaHHBIM 00-
pa3oM B TPETHH pa3 COMPUKACAIOCEH C TBOpUecTBOM KoH-
ctanTiHa MenbHuKOBa. B mepuoa ¢ 1994 o 1997 1. s
pa3paboTai MpOeKT CTPOUTEIHCTBA JKUIIOTO 1oMa B Kpu-
B0OapOaTCKOM IepeyKe PsiAOM C JTHYHBIM IOMOM 3TOTO
ApXHUTEKTOpA, a cefvac MOyJMIT 3aKka3 Ha IIPOEKTHPOBa-
HHE MHOTO(YHKIIMOHAJIHOTO KOMIUIEKca B paiioHe Cyxa-
PEBCKOM TIITOMIA M, HA TOM CaMOM MECTE, T7IC B CEPEIIIHE
20-X ro10B MPOIILIOTO BEKa Mo MPOoeKTy MelbHUKOBA ObLIT
noctpoeH CyxapeBckuil peiHok. B 2002 r. EBpelickoit
MapbuHo-PomuHcko# 00IUHON MHE OBITIO TIPETIOKEHO
pa3paboTaTh MPOCKT yIeOHO-BOCTIUTATEIHHOTO M CIIOP-
THUBHO-/I0OCYTOBOTO KOMIUIEKca Ha yi. O6pasiosa B Moc-
KBE. YYaCTOK CTPOUTEIHCTBA PACIIONOKEH B KOMILIEKCE

I Ipoexm pexoncmpyKyuu: 2eHepanbHblil nPOEKMUPOBUUK

— 00O «btopo AB», asmopul npoexma: A. Boponyos,
M. Cmpyuenescxas, U. Kysneyosa, O. Cxepuixan, npu
yuacmuu U. Poioickosa, M. Haconosotl, KoHcmpykmopbi:
B. Mapeyney, A. Casuenxo, B. [lemunosa;

npoexm pecmaspayuu: OO0 «Dupma MAPCCy,
aemopul npoekma: I. Myopoes, M. Kanaes, ucmopuro-
apxumekmypHoe 00¢1e008anue, UCIMOPUKO-KYIbIMYPHbIU
ONOpHYILL NAAH UCmopudeckol meppumopuu bax-
Membegcko2o asmodycroeo napka: MAPXU, asmopot:
1O. Bonuox, E. Huxynuna, . Kpvimosa

BaxmeTseBCcKOro aBTOOYCHOTO TapKa, KOTOPBIH SBISIETCS
MaMATHUKOM IPOMBIIIIEHHOW apXUTeKTypbl 1920-x ro-
JIOB M TIPHHAJICKUT K HanOoJee 3HAYNMBIM MOCKOBCKUM
COOPYKEHHSM B CTHJIE KOHCTPYKTUBHU3MA. B nanHOM city-
yae 3aJa4a apXUTEKTOPAa COCTOUT HE TOJIBKO B CO3JJaHUU
HOBOTI'O IPOEKTA, HO U B COXPAaHEHUH, PECTaBPALIUU U pe-
KOHCTPYKIIUH 00BEKTOB apXUTEKTYpHOTO Hacieaus. Jlis
BEITIOJTHCHUS TTOCTABICHHON Tepe]] HaMH 3a1adu ObLTH
U3YYCHBI QPXUBHBIC MATCPHAIIBI M HCTOPHSI CO3aHUS ap-
XHUTEKTYPHOTO aHCaMOIIs.

CTpOHUTENBCTBO KOMIJIEKCA OCYHIECTBISIIOCH B
1926—1928 rr. mo npoexraMm apxutekropoB K. Menb-
HuKoBa U B. Kypouknna, MeTayuinueckue KOHCTPYKIIUH
rapajxa, a BO3MOKHO U KOHCTPYKIMH KOpITyca MacTep-
CKHX, pa3paboransl nHxeHepoM B. IllyxoBeim. B des-
paine — mapte 1926 r. MenbHUKOB BBINOJIHUI OCHOBHBIE
ApPXUTEKTYypHBIC YEPTEXKU. 3eMeIbHBIN yuacTok baxme-
TBEBCKOTO aBTOOYCHOTO Tapka MMeeT pOopMy BEITSHYTOMH
Tparenuy, Cy)kKeHHOU B 3anaaHoi yacTu. [1aBHbIN (acas
obpamen Ha baxmeTreBckyto ynuity (apHe yi. O0pas-
110Ba). KoMImo3unnoHHo# TOMHHAHTOHN SIBISETCS Tapak,
pa3MeIIeHHBI B LIEHTPE y4acTKa M0 AUaroHaIu. AJIMU-
HHUCTPATUBHBIN KOPIYC ObLT 3aIIPOEKTHPOBaH MeTbHUKO-
BBIM Ha nepeceuyeHnH baxMeTheBCKOM YIUIbl 1 BHOBD CO-
31aBaeMoro npoeszia (HeiHe HoBocyeBckuii nepeynox).
ITo mpoekTy B 3amaJIHON YacTH y4acTKa JOKHBI ObLTH
HAaXOJIUTHCS J1BA KOPITyCa PEMOHTHBIX MACTEPCKHX.
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baxmemvesckuii Asmobdychvuii napx, yi. Oopasyosa
19. 192627 2., apx. K. C. Menvruxos. 3aonuti ¢pacao.
Cocmosnue 2002 2

baxmemvesckuii Asmobychutii napx, yi. Obpasyosa
19. 192627 2., apx. K. C. MeavHuxos. 3aouuii ¢pacao.
Bospems pexoncmpyxyuu 2004 2

30anue macmepckux bBaxmemvesckozo eapadica, apx.
B. Kypoukun. Buo nocne pexoncmpyxyuu, 2005 2

I'enepasbHBbIil mIaH, pa3paboTaHHbI MeTbHUKOBBIM,
OBLT peann30BaH JUIIb YacTHYHO. HensmMeHHbIMH OCTa-
JUCHh TOJIBKO MECTOMOJIOKEHHUE U KOH(UTryparus rapa-
ka. Jlnst Hero MenbHUKOB MPEIIOKIIT OPUTHHAIBHBINA
IUTAHUPOBOYHBIHA MPUHLUI PA3MEIICHUS MAIlIUH B OJUH
PsA IO yIIOM APYT K JIPYTY, YTO MO3BOJISIIO 3a€3/KaTh Ha
MECTO CTOSTHKH U BbI€3aTh 0€3 UCTIOIb30BAaHUS 3aJHETO
xo71a ¥ 0e3 TIOMOIIN CTIEIHAIFHOTO TIepcoHana. Tak Bo3-

HUK rapax «HeBeZoMoii MoCKBe KOCOYTOJIbHON (POPMBI».
IIpumeuarenbHO, YTO Bee ueThipe (acama 3MaHUs UMEIOT
pa3Hoe apXUTEKTYypHOE peuIcHne. DTO OBLT TBOPUECKUH
MPUHLHI APXUTEKTOPa, MPOBOAUBIIUNCA BO BCEX €r0
MTOCTPOHKaX.

Bresn B rapax ocymecTBisiics ¢ baxMeTbeBckol yiu-
1161 (y1. OOpasioBa), Ha He€ BBIXO/IMII TIIABHBIH TOPIIEBOM
(hacan ¢ cemblo BopoTaMu. BepTukanbHbIe MPOCTEHKHU
MEKIYy BOPOTaMH, a TAaKK€ YacTh TUIOCKOCTH CTEHBI HAJ
BOPOTaMH OCTEKJIEHbI. B BepxHell yactu MenbHUKOB 10-
mectun Haamucn: «CTOPOHA BBE3/10B», npu cTpo-
HATEILCTBE J00aBUIACH HAIINUCH «BAXMETBEBCKU
ABTOBYCHBIH ITAPK», Ha kapryme — «MOCKOBC-
KOE KOMMYHAJIbHOE XO3SIICTBO. I"apax noct-
poeH 1926-27». lludpamu Hag BOpOTaMU 0003HAYCHBI
HOMeEpa psAJ0B. Briesn u3 rapaxka ocyniecTBIsuICA yepes
CEMb BOPOT, PacIlOJIOKeHHBIX Ha 3aIHEM TOPIICBOM daca-
ne. Hax yeTslpbMs LIEHTpaJbHBIMU BOPOTAMHU pa3Melia-
I0TCs1 OOJBIINE KPYTIIBIC OKHA, HATTOMHHAIOIIIE MILITIO-
MuHaTOpbI. Ellle BoceMb BBIE3JIOB U3 Tapaka YCTPOEHBI
B TIPOJIONBHOM CEBEPHOM CTEHE. 3/1eCh MPOCTEHKU MEXK-
Jly BOPOTaMH 3all0JHEHbl TOPU30HTAIBHBIM JICHTOYHBIM
octexyieHueM. FOkHas cTeHa rapaka IMeeT CIUIOIIHOE
JIEHTOYHOE OCTEKJIEHHE B JIBa Apyca. PUTMUYHO pacmono-
JKCHHBIE OKHA Pa3HBIX THUIIOB, YePEIYIOUIHECs C IPSMO-
YTOJIBHBIMH MOPTAJIaMU, IPUJIAIOT 3aHHUI0 0CO0YI0 00pa3-
HOCTbH, CBOMCTBEHHYIO TBOPUECTBY MEIILHUKOBA.

B 10r0-BOCTOYHOM YTy 3/1aHHsI ObLIa 3aPOEKTHPO-
BaHa 3(dekxTHas OanrHs ¢ yacaMu M JABWKYIIEHCS Bep-
XHEH 4acThlo, Ha KOTOPOM, BEPOSATHO, JOJKHA Oblja Mo-
Memarbes nHpopmanus nucnerdepa. Ho aToTt 3aMeicen
apXUTEKTOpa He ObLIT peain30BaH.

BryTpennee mpocTpaHCTBO rapaka HE UMEET Mepero-
POJIOK U pelaeTcs 1o TUITy MaHeXa, Pa3elIeHHOTO IBYMsI
psmamMu METaJUTIHYECKUX KOJIOHH. Ha KoJIOHHEI onmpasmch
MIPOJIONBHBIE MOACTPONMIbHBIE (EePMBI, a TaKKe Hecy-
IIMe CpeHue U OOKOBBIC CTPOMHIIBHBIC (DEPMBI U CBS3H.
Y 3anajHOI ¥ BOCTOUHOM CTE€H ObUIM YCTPOCHBI JIBE Me-
TaJUTMYECKUEC BHHTOBBIC JECTHUIIBI, BEAYIINE HA MOC-
THUKH, KOTOPbIE TO3BOJISIIM KOHTPOJIUPOBATH COCTOSTHUE
MEPEKPBITHH B KPOBIH. MeTamummueckne KOHCTPYKITHH
BaxmeTheBckoro rapaxa — ojiHa U3 MOCIEIHUX KPYTTHBIX
pabot Brnagumupa I'puropeeuua Illyxosa. [Togo6HbIC
MIPOM3BOICTBEHHBIE KOPITyca ¢ OOJBIIUM 3aJIbHBIM MPO-
CTPaHCTBOM, IIEPEKPHITEIM CTATBHBIMH KOHCTPYKIUSIMHU
o cucteme lllyxoBa, mouTu Bce yTpaueHbl. ITO BaXKHO
YYUTHIBATH [IPH PECTaBpPaIMU TaHHOTO O0BEKTA.

B mapre 1927 r. MenbHUKOB pa3paboTaji HOBBIN MPO-
eKT aJIMUHHUCTPAaTHBHOTO KOPITyca, II0 KOTOPOMY 37aHue
HMEJIO MPSMOYTONBHBIN IJ1aH U OBUIO TTOCTABJICHO BJOJb
baxmeTpeBcko#t ynmuipl. KOMIO3UIIHOHHBIM IIEHTPOM
IIaBHOTO (acajia SBIAETCS BBICTYMAIOUIHIA 32 OCHOBHYIO
TUTOCKOCTh CTEHBI 00BEM JICCTHHUITH M MPUMBIKAIONITII
K HeMy BecTHO0Jb. BRICTpOCHHOE U3 TEMHO-KPACHOTO
KHAPIIUYa ¢ YAa9HO HAWICHHBIMH TPOIIOPIHAMH JIEHTOU-
HOTO OCTEKJICHHMS, 3/laHHe SBIACTCSA BBIPA3UTEIbHBIM
00BEKTOM apXHUTEKTYpPHI B CTHJIE KOHCTpyKTHBU3Ma. Oc-



V. Moscow — Berlin: Interchanges and Heritage of the 20th Century

153

HOBY MacTE€PCKHX COCTABIIUI IO IEpBOHAYAIFHOMY TIPO-
eKTy JJUIMIICOBUIHBIN 00bEM, OIHAKO MO3/IHEE OH ObLI
niepepadoran B. KypouknabsiM. HoBbIi 00beM COCTOSIT 13
MPSAMOYTOJIBHBIX KUPIUYHBIX KOPIYCOB, OCTaBICH-
HBIX TI0J] YIJIOM JPYT K APYTY BIOJIb 3alaJHON U IOXKHOM
TPaHUIl YYacTKa; 3aJIbHOE MPOCTPAHCTBO MEPEKPHITO
CTaJIBHBIMHU (hepMaMHU ¢ BEPXHUM CBETOBBIM (hOHapeM B
LEHTpE.

Nrak, B 2002 1. MBI IPUCTYIHIN K pa3pabOTKe MPOEK-
Ta y4eOHO-BOCIIUTATEIIBHOTO U CIIOPTUBHO-/IOCYTOBOTO
KOMIUIEKCa, KOTOPBIN OyZeT HAXOAUTHCS Ha TEPPUTOPUHU
NaMSATHHKA apXUTEKTyphl «baxMeTheBCKUil aBTOOYCHBII
rapax apxurekropa MenbHUKOBa». OOBEKTHI, KOTOPHIE
MIPENoNaraeTcs pa3MecTUTh Ha 3TOM Y4acTKe, IPOCKTH-
POBAJIHCH C YYETOM CTaTyca ITOTO COOPY>KCHHSI.

B pecraBpupyemMoM 31aHUHN aBTOOYCHOTO rapaska (CTpo-
eHue 2) OyJeT pa3MelleH My3eiHO-BBICTABOUHBIN U JIOCY-
TOBBII KOMILIEKC. 37IeCh MPETNOoaracTcs Co3JaHue Mmoj-
3€MHOTO TIPOCTPAHCTBA JIJIsl aBTOCTOSTHKY Ha 275 MalivH,
a TaKk)Ke TEXHUYECKHE M BCIIOMOTaTeIbHbIE TTOMEIICHUSI.
Bce Hecymme KOHCTPYKIIMY TIIATEIHHO PECTABPUPYIOT-
Csl, BOCCTAHABIMBAIOTCS 1IeI0Bble (pOHAPHU, HAPYKHBIE
CTEHBI, 2JIEMCHTHI HHTEPHEPA.

Wnes co3nanust My3eiHOTO KOMIUIEKCA B 3TOM CTPOCHUHN
MIPUHAICKHAT aPXUTEKTOpaM — aBTOpaM IPOEKTa. 3/1ech
MIPEATOIAraeTCsl Pa3MECTUTh IKCIIO3UIINH, TOCBSIILICHHbIE
ncTopum eBpeiicTBa B Poccun, a Takke COBpEeMEHHOMY
eBpeicKOMy UCKYCCTBY. OCYyILIECTBICHUE 3TOTO 3aMbIciIa
OyzeT peanmn3oBaHo ¢ yyactueM ¢ona ['yrenxeiima.

CrtpoeHue 1 cocTOUT U3 ABYX 00BbEMOB, CBA3aHHBIX
001mMM BecTHOONIeM: OBIBIIETO aJIMUHUCTPATHBHOTO
Kopryca (IaMATHUKA apXUTEKTYpPbl) U HOBBIX CTPOCHHUH.
3nech OymeT pa3MemaThest IMKOoIa CO CIIOPTHBHBIM KOMIT-
JIEKCOM, KOTOPBII BKJIIOUAeT B ce0st OacceiiH U cropT3all.
BryTpennue nomenieHus OBIBIIETO aAMUHICTPAaTHBHOTO
KOpIIyca MPUCIIOCA0INBAIOTCS IO KJIACChl U KAOUHETHI C
YCTPOICTBOM HEOOXOIMMBIX BHYTPEHHHX MEPETOPOIOK U
KOMMyHUKauuid. Ha ceronHsimHmuii 1eHp 3aBepiieHa nep-
Bas ouepellb CTPOUTENBCTBA: B OKTsI0pe 2005 1. mocTpoe-
HO 3/JaHH€ TIKOJIBL.

Crpoenue 3 Taioke SIBIAETCA KOMIUIEKCOM, BKJIHOUYAlO-
MM B ce0sl MaMsATHUK apXUTEKTyphl (OBIBIINE MacTep-
CKHE) U HOBBIE COOpYKeHHs. BHOBb BO3BOJMMBIEC 00B-
eKThl UMEIOT CTYIIEHYATYI0 KOMITO3HUIIMIO B JIBA, YETHIPE
U TIITH 3Ta)KeH, 9TO MO3BOJISCT YBEIUIUTD TUIOMIAH, HE
Hapylias TapMOHUU CIIOKUBIIETrocs aHcamoOms. B ObiB-
mux Mactepckux (apx. B. Kypoukun) npenmnonaraercs
pa3MecTUTh TIOCYTOBBIN U MEIUIIMHCKUN KOMILUIEKC JJIst
MMOXKUJIBIX JF0JIel, 0JarOTBOPHUTEIBLHYIO CTOJOBYIO. B
mpejenax OCTajlbHBIX CTPOCHUH (HOBOE CTPOUTEIHCTBO)
— PENUTHO3HBIN IIEHTP ¢ TocTHHUIamMu. HapyxHas crena
BHYTpeHHero Asopa (apx. K. MenbHHKOB) B HacTosIee

V. Obpaszyosa 19, Hosas wikona, Buo ¢ yauywr 2006 2.,
apx. Apxumexmypnoe 610po Boponyoea

V. Obpaszyosa 19, Hosas wikona, Buo ¢ oéopa 2006 2.,
apx. Apxumexmypnoe 61opo Boponyoea

BpeMsI HAXOIUTCS B HEYIOBJICTBOPUTEIHLHOM TEXHHUEC-
KOM COCTOSTHHH, II03TOMY IOIJISKUT CHOCY C MOCIIEay-
IOIIMM PECTaBPallMOHHBIM BOCCO3MaHUEeM. B amemenTax
01aroycTpoiicTBa yUUTHIBAIOTCS apXUTEKTypHBIC pa3pa-
0otk MenpauKOBa. Tak, B KOH(QHUTYpaIiy Ta30HOB UC-
MOJIb30BAHbI MOTHUBBI, TPEITI0KCHHBIC aPXUTEKTOPOM B
nporecce paboT 1o 61aroycTporcTBY ydacTKa, a TaKkxkKe
HEKOTOPBIC apXUTEKTYPHBIC HICH M3 HEPEATU30BaHHOTO
MIPOEKTa MACTEPCKHUX.

Pemenne acamnoB pekOHCTPYHPYEMBIX 0OBEKTOB MIPE/I-
ToJjaraeT MCIOIh30BAaHHUE CTEKIa M MeTajula IS co3/a-
HUSl TAPMOHHYHOTO OKPY)KECHHUS PECTABPUPYEMBIX Ta-
MSTHUKOB apXUTEKTYpPHI. 151 OCTEKIICHNUS BCEX IPOCMOB
U MOBEPXHOCTEH HOBBIX 3[aHUIl ObLI BHIOPAH CIMHBI
Mozyab ctekia — 90 x 90 cm. DTo cBOero pona JUCT TET-
pamy B KIETKY, KOTOPBIC HCIIOIB3YIOTCS YICHUKAMHU BCEX
IIIKOJT Ha YpOKaxX MaTeMaTHKH. TakiuM 00pa3oM MBI XOTUM
MOJYEPKHYTh, YTO SBISEMCS TOJIBKO YUCHUKAMHU TAKUX
BEIIMKUX XyIO)KHUKOB, Kak KoHCTaHTHH MeThHUKOB U
Banagumup Ilyxos.
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Annemarie Jaeggi

Relations between the Bauhaus and the Russian Avant-garde as Documented
in the Collection of the Bauhaus Archive Berlin
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Cover of the exhibition catalogue “Bauhaus Dessau
1928-1930" (1931), using a poster designed
by Max Gebhard and Albert Mentzel

With this paper I can just give a brief overview of the
relations between the Bauhaus and the architectural
avant-garde of the Soviet Union, as documented in our
collection. More in-depth research on this topic is neces-
sary and must, of course, also include material from other
archives.

Documents concerning relations between the Bauhaus
and the Soviet Union are scarce. The first impression is
that there were no contacts on an institutional level be-
tween the Bauhaus and Soviet schools of architecture at
all — one might assume for political reasons. Neverthe-
less, there were official contacts we know about starting
from 1927 onwards: obviously they were initiated by the
Russian side and were based on exchange visits by stu-
dents or the participation of the Bauhaus in German tour-
ing exhibitions to Moscow.

It was not before 1929 that one of the so-called young
masters, Hinnerk Scheper, took leave from the Bauhaus
and went to Moscow to work there for two years before
returning back to the Bauhaus. He was followed by a total
of c. 30 Bauhaus people — including the former director
Hannes Meyer — who left Germany for Russia in the early

!
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Cover for “Internationale Architektur”
(Bauhausbiicher 1), 1925, by Farkas Molnar,
Walter Gropius, Laszlo Moholy-Nagy

1930s, at a time when they were no longer members of
the Bauhaus and were seeking for a new job opportunity.

I shall start my overview with two of the directors of the
Bauhaus — Walter Gropius and Hannes Meyer — and then
focus on the students.

Walter Gropius

When Walter Gropius curated the exhibition “Interna-
tionale Architektur® at the Bauhaus in 1923, he invited
a fair number of foreign colleagues to take part — espe-
cially from Holland and Czechoslovakia, but there was
not a single participant from the Soviet Union. This as-
tonishing disproportion can also be noticed in the pu-
blication, which Gropius presented two years later, in
1925, as the first of the famous Bauhaus books. Here,
there is just one single example of modern Russian ar-
chitecture, the Vesnins’s design for the House of Labour
in Moscow (1923). It even seems, that Gropius had no
photographic material from his Soviet fellow architects
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at all as he was re-using an image taken from the Ger-
man periodical “Die Bauwelt”. His knowledge of mod-
ern Russian architecture depended on the then still scarce
literature und the reports of collegues who had already
been there — for instance first hand information by Erich
Mendelsohn. Gropius and Mendelsohn incidentally met
on a long train trip from Switzerland back to Berlin in
1925, during which Mendelsohn gave an extensive and
enthusiastic account of his insights, which he gathered in
Leningrad.

The second revised edition of Gropius’ book “Interna-
tionale Architektur™ from 1927 gives three new exam-
ples of Russian buildings, the design for a market hall by
Ginzburg & Vladimirov (1926), an open market in Mos-
cow from Melnikow, and a powerstation, also in Moscow,
by Norwert. These are all less well known works of So-
viet architecture without an obvious political context or
revolutionary stance. Gropius might have chosen them
in order to react to the attacks from conservative and re-
actionary parties that accused him at the time of being a
Bolshevist. But also in these years, Gropius’s interest was
much more focused on new building technologies and
scientific management, which led to an American orien-
tation. After he left the Bauhaus in 1928, Gropius went
on a six-week journey to the USA to study new building
technologies. It was not until the beginning of the 1930s,
at a time of economic depression in Germany and the
upswing of the first Five-Year-Plan in the Soviet Union,
that Gropius participated in international competitions,
such as that for the Ukrainian State Theatre in Charkow
(1930/31). In his explanatory report Gropius proposed a
theatre that would work as an “architectural space ma-
chine” with a system of projectors that could flood the
whole stage, ceiling and side-walls of the building with
images. A year later, in 1931, Walter Gropius was invited
to take part in the competition for the Palace of the Sovi-
ets in Moscow. He suggested “a single, huge space over
a circle, as a symbol of the joining of the masses into a
human and political mega-unity.” As in his entry for the
Charkow theatre, Gropius stressed the unity of stage and
auditorium, the fusion of the real world of the spectator
with the events on the podium. He therefore envisaged
film screens, mobile stage platforms and a colour organ.

Letters in the collection of the Bauhaus-Archiv docu-
ment that in 1931 a Soviet government delegation visited
Gropius in Berlin and nourished expectations that he be
called to Moscow, presumably as the head of the town
planning department of Giprogor. But at the end, no more
than a three-day lecture trip to Leningrad in 1933 resulted
from Gropius’s Russian plans.

Hannes Meyer
The second director of the Bauhaus, the Swiss architect

Hannes Meyer, left for Moscow in 1930 after he was dis-
missed from the Bauhaus under the accusation of being

a Marxist. Together with a group of seven Bauhaus stu-
dents — René Mensch, Klaus Meumann, Konrad Piischel,
Bela Scheffler, Philipp Tolziner, Antonin Urban and Ti-
bor Weiner — he formed the Red Bauhaus Brigade and
became a professor at the WASI, the Advanced School
for Architecture in Moscow. In 1931, Meyer curated an
exhibition on his former work as Bauhaus director at the
Moscow State Museum of New Occidental Art, which
was accompanied by a catalogue in Russian. Hannes
Meyer’s extensive activity in the Soviet Union until 1936
has been published in different books and exhibitions dur-
ing the last years. The Bauhaus-Archiv owns 22 original
exhibition photo-panels that document his work on the
urban planning of the cities of Birobidschan, Moscow and
Perm. In addition, the holdings of the brigade member
Philipp Tolziner are part of our collection and shall be
published in the near future.

Bauhaus students

In the autumn of 1927, various official delegations from
the Soviet Union visited the Bauhaus, amongst the
few known by name were Ilja Ehrenburg and Anatol
Lunatscharsky. They came to Dessau not only to get
to know the Bauhaus, but also to see its new building
and a housing development under construction in the
suburb of Torten by Walter Gropius. There was also
a group of Russian students visiting the Bauhaus in
late 1927, sent to Germany by the Soviet government to
study building methods. During a round table discussion
with Bauhaus students they exchanged their points of
view on architectural and social questions. Gunta Stolzl,
former student and head of the weaving department at
the Bauhaus, went to visit the Russian students the next
year in Moscow, accompanied by the Bauhaus members
Arieh Sharon and Peer Biicking. They took part in an
international congress on architecture and got acquainted
with Leonid Ossipowitsch Grinspun, then a student at the
Wchutemas.

Hinnerk Scheper

In 1929, probably as a result of these relations between
the Bauhaus and Russia, Hinnerk Scheper, a former stu-
dent who had become head of the wall-painting workshop
at the Bauhaus was invited by the Soviet government to
set up a central advisory service for painting and decorat-
ing in Moscow, the Maljastroi. Assisted by the Bauhaus
student Erich Borchert and by the Russian painter and
Matjuschin student Boris Ender, Scheper was responsib-
le for colour designs in residential and municipal build-
ings. At the end of 1929 he was asked to work on the
painting of the Narkomfin communal housing building
designed by Ginzburg & Milinis. Colour designs for
the flats were published at the time, as well as painting
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Members of the Bauhaus and Russian colleagues
during a visit to the Soviet Union (12 May 1928)

schemes of the corridor ceilings and walkways in dif-
ferent colours as a means of orientation. The holdings
of Hinnerk Scheper belong to his family, with whom the
Bauhaus-Archiv is presently thinking of planning a small-
er exhibition on Scheper’s work in Russia from 1929 to
1931.

At least five architects from the office of Walter Gropius
— most of them former Bauhaus students — went to work
in the Soviet Union at the beginning of the 1930s, when

Gropius was running out of commissions and could not
offer them anything to do anymore. I will focus on two
distinguished young architects, the Hungarians Fred For-
bat and Stefan Sebok.

In 1928 Fred Forbat got the commission to design a
communal housing building for the foreign civil engineers
working in Moscow. It was never built as the specialists
were not concentrated in the capital as first planned, but
sent to different parts of the country, where they worked
in mixed brigades. Forbat developed a keen interest in
Russian architecture and he held on to his contacts there.
In 1932, he finally went to Moscow for a year, where he
was part of the brigade of the German architect Ernst May
working on the plans for the city of Magnitogorsk. The
holdings of Fred Forbat belong to the Swedish Museum
of Architecture in Stockholm; the Bauhaus-Archiv owns
a copy of the manuscript of Forbat’s autobiography to-
gether with photographic illustrations, which were given
to us by Forbat himself. The chapter on his year in Rus-
sia is probably one of the most extensive descriptions of
a foreign brigade member in Moscow during the early
1930s.

The Hungarian Stefan Sebok worked in the office of
Walter Gropius from 1927 until 1931 and was involved
in his entry for the competition of the National Theatre
in Charkow. While working with Gropius, Sebdk was
also occupied with designing various personal projects.
These include the 1930 competition for the monument for
the poet Taras Shevtshenkow, also in Charkow. His entry
is an alternative design to conventional monuments and
must be regarded as one of the first examples of interac-
tive media, as it supplies visual and oral communication
to the passers-by in the form of posters, photos, films, and
also recorded speeches. A theatre group could perform
on a platform and pedestrians were even able to choose
their desired film. The Bauhaus-Archiv preserves a small
leporello of Sebok’s Shevtshenko Monument, which he
gave to Walter Gropius as a farewell present when leav-
ing for Russia in 1931. Sebdk also designed the interior
and furnishings of the Soviet Pavillion at the Leipzig Fair,
(1931), commissioned by the Soviet Commercial Section
at the embassy of the USSR in Berlin.

In 1931 Sebok accepted the invitation of the Soviet
government for foreign specialists to work in the USSR.
Unlike other foreign architects who only stayed for a year
or two, he obtained Soviet citizenship and married a Rus-
sian. Sebok had different jobs in Moscow, for example
in the architectural office of the Kasan Railway and with
Mosprojekttrans and Sojustransportprojekt, where he
was in charge of designing railway stations, for instance
the Kasan and the Kursk stations in Moscow. In 1936
Sebok began working in the architectural studio of the
Vesnin brothers. Here he took part in several projects, one
of them the Paveletskaya Metro Station. When the Ger-
man troops entered Russia in 1941, Sebok was arrested
on a trumped-up charge of spying for the Gestapo. He
was found guilty and sentenced to death, but died due to
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malnutrition the day before he was supposed to be shot.
His wife and daughter moved to Charkow where they
were shot by the Gestapo in a massacre. Stefan Sebok
was posthumously rehabilitated by the Russian Govern-
ment in 1997. The Bauhaus-Archiv is presently prepar-
ing an exhibition on this talented young architect with
an experimental mind, to be shown in 2008/09 in Berlin,
London and Budapest.

Summary

To my knowledge, there were no official relations be-
tween the Bauhaus and Soviet institutions, though dif-
ferent Soviet delegations visited the Bauhaus and there
were contacts between students. It was not until the late
1920s that Bauhaus members like Hinnerk Scheper went
to Russia, starting off an intense co-operation between
Soviet avant-garde architects and Bauhaus members. Es-
pecially with the Red Bauhaus Brigade of Hannes Meyer,
but also followed by many individual former Bauhaus
members, a fruitful support began. I believe that there is
still a great amount of research to be done in this field and

Stefan Sebdk, design for the Shevtshenko monument
(photo from 1930)

could only give you a short overview of our holdings. The
Bauhaus-Archiv is determined to work on this subject in
the coming years.
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Aleksey Ginzburg

The Narkomfin Building

Narkomfin commune house of the Ministry of Finance
on Novinsky Boulevard 25, Moscow,

arch. M. Ginzburg, I. Milinis, 1928-30.

View from South, 1930

Narkomfin commune house of the Ministry of Finance
on Novinsky Boulevard 25, Moscow,

arch. M. Ginzburg, 1. Milinis, 1928-30.

Interior of the communal block. 1930

I learned about the Narkomfin building from my father,
Vladimir Ginzburg (1930-1997, arch.), son of Moisey
Ginzburg. At the time, I was a young man about to enter
the Moscow Institute of Architecture and failed to ap-
preciate all the simplicity and brilliance of the design.
But my father’s stories revealed a special, curiously at-
tractive world in the short ‘golden age’ from the house’s
construction to the breakout of war. Obviously, his mem-
ories of his childhood days spent there had been inter-
woven for him — and subsequently for me too — with the
image of this structure. The list of talented and un-usual
people who had lived there — starting with the man who
commissioned and inspired the building, N.A. Milyu-
tin, the People’s Commissar for Finance; the author of
the house himself, architect Moisey Ginzburg; artist
Aleksandr Deyneka; and others — did not imme-dia-
tely bring to mind any connection with the Ministry of
Finance, for whose employees it was built. So impres-
sions of my father’s childhood, together with some black-
and-white, out-of-focus photographs led me to regard this
house as something light and radiant, as a building not
overworked, as in all books on the history of Modernist
architecture, but very much alive. Consequently, in all
the various restoration plans for the building, I wanted to
restore not merely the structure itself, but also the life in
it — to restore not the Stalker-like existence [cf. Andrey
Tarkovsky’s film Stalker] led by a handful of families
abandoned by the city authorities, but proper, natural
life.

There had been several attempts to begin restoring the
Narkomfin house. I observed the efforts made by my fa-
ther, and then began helping him. Unfortunately, all these
attempts ended at some stage or other in failure. To be-
gin with, we tried getting public organizations such as
the Union of Architects and the Architectural Founda-
tion involved. The Moscow Institute of Architecture had
plans to turn the building into a student hostel. And we
had talks with several international foundations involved
in the restoration of architectural monuments. Their prob-
lem was the difficulty of taking part in operations which
are not actually restoration, e.g. resettling the current in-
habitants of the building (necessary since building work
in a structure whose layout is based on a corridor system
cannot be broken up into stages), applying for all the per-
mits needed in order to operate in Moscow, laying of new
underground utilities connections, and subsequent opera-
tion of the building. Moreover, the Narkomfin house is
significantly larger than, say, the house of Mel’nikov (the
same goes for the sum of investment required).

In the second half of the 1990s various commercial or-
ganizations began to appear. The majority of these had
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Narkomfin commune house of the Ministry of Finance
on Novinsky Boulevard 25, Moscow, arch. M. Ginzburg,
1. Milinis, 1928-30. Interior of the communal block.
1930

no interest in the building’s architectural value: they re-
garded it merely as a piece of real estate. In such cases
my father tried to explain that the only option here is re-
storation. He used his authority to exclude changing the
building’s layout and structure. In 1995 we found what
seemed to be an ideal solution. My father began conduct-
ing negotiations with an American company one of whose
presidents was himself a professional architect. The result
of these talks was a restoration project based on the ideas
on which we had been working while we had been look-
ing for an investor.

Our work on the restoration project unexpectedly turned
out to involve more substantial research than we had ini-
tially thought. There was this exciting feeling that every
little detail was full of meaning and had its own purpose.
During the course of the design work we tried to separate
off all the later changes and rediscover the building’s ini-
tial state. It was at such moments, as I analyzed the archi-
tect’s intentions, that I was able to assess the house not
merely as an image from my father’s childhood memories.
I had a feeling of the significance and meaning of a com-
pact volume, a very simple and logical structure which
cannot be grasped immediately. Everything in this build-
ing was ‘innovative’ as we would say now — everything
from the technique of making stone from concrete, simi-
lar to the concrete used in the construction of the Bauhaus
at the same time in Germany, to the specially designed
holders for the glass windows. I was thrilled by the build-
ing’s ‘well-made-ness’, that quality which is to be found
in all the very best works of architecture and which can
be sensed in every part of the Narkomfin building. Still
later, when I had the opportunity to go inside residential
buildings built by the classics of contemporary Western
architecture, I was able to compare internal and exter-
nal dimensions, height, and scale. I began to understand
how precisely all this had been chosen for Ginzburg’s
creation — and how skillfully single, one-and-a-half, and
double heights had been combined in order to create an

Mosei Jakovlevich Ginzburg (1892—1946)

illusion of plentiful space in the small apartments. I was
impressed by small details such as the way doors situated
in the same corridor and leading to upper and lower F-
type units had been ‘marked’ in different colours, and the
fact that the prefabricated monolithic ceiling panels made
it possible to save money on roof decking.

One of the main distinctive features of the building is
the combination of two different types of housing. The
Narkomfin building was supposed to be a new type of
house that would be transitional between the traditional
family dwelling and the new communal way of living. At
the same time, however, even the more traditional apart-
ments here are very unusual. They resemble mini-cottages
arranged along a corridor as if along an internal street. In
spite of their small size, the F-type units seem larger as a
result of the alternation of one- and one-and-a-half-height
storeys. The upper corridor was not just an element in
the house’s system of communications; it also served as
a recreational space. Also recreational were the open first
storey and the usable roof. All in all, the house had a wide
range of public spaces linking it with its surroundings.
The communal block, linked to the residential part by a
second-storey passageway, and the small laundry build-
ing, approached by a special path leading through the
park, made up a miniature ensemble consisting of three
laconic structures.

One of the ideas in our project was to recreate the sec-
ond, never-built stage of the Narkomfin building. This
would have provided space into which to move residents
prior to restoring the structure. Another problem we came
up against was the need to adapt the communal-living
units for use in modern conditions (to this end, we turned
to the ideas for compact bathroom and toilet units and
studio kitchens developed by Moisey Ginzburg during
his time as head of Stroykom). We also proposed build-
ing a separate external lift, in order to enable the eleva-
tor which had been crudely inserted into the body of the
building during the post-war years to be dismantled.
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Narkomfin commune house of the Ministry of Finance on Novinsky Boulevard 25, Moscow,
arch. M. Ginzburg, 1. Milinis, 1928—30. Model 2004 by Ginzburg architects, Moscow

We considered the most efficient use for the building
to be as an apartment hotel. On the one hand, this freed
us from the need to insert the technological infrastructure
needed for a conventional hotel; on the other, it made it
possible to retain the building’s residential function. Of
all the possible post-restoration uses for the building’s
units (as offices, artists’ studios, a student hostel, etc.), we
wanted to preserve the residential function at all costs. Of
course, the units hardly resemble traditional apartments
suitable for habitation by several-person families. But
they can be used by one or two persons for short- or long-
term stays.

Unfortunately, this project too came to nothing. Having
won the competition to restore the building (under the
rules existent at the time), the American company, in spite
of its experience of working with real estate in Moscow,
then suddenly got bogged down in a bureaucratic tangle
with Moscow’s Land Committee. Finding themselves up
against strong resistance, they abandoned the project after
several months of trying. Several years later, I saw how
during construction of the next-door business centre the
new driveway turned towards the Narkomfin building and
ended up on the site of the never built second wing. It be-
came obvious that this territory had always been reserved
for another use. The driveway was laid several metres
from the monument, and now vibrations from heavy pass-

ing vehicles are clearly felt inside the building. It was
then that I learnt that the Narkomfin building lacks the
statutory conservation area which by law should be de-
signated around all architectural monuments.

In 1997 Father died. Only three years later was I able
to continue our restoration attempts. I accepted any help
that was on offer and shared my information with all who
had any desire to take part in our project. Together with
the Office for Preservation of Monuments we conducted
technical investigations (principally in order to prove
to all the feasibility of repairing the building). With the
help of A. Zalivako, an enthusiast of and researcher into
1920s architecture, I talked to German architects who had
restored the Bauhaus (built using similar technology, as
already said). Civilized investors who appreciated Con-
structivist aesthetics began to appear. However, all recent
restoration attempts have stalled for incomprehensible or
invisible reasons. In one case, we suddenly learnt that the
Moscow Government had handed over the building for a
competition in which part of the price paid for the build-
ing would be paid to the city — which would make authen-
tic restoration by a commercial investor even more of a
spectral prospect. In another we found out that inspection
rights had been granted with respect to individual parts
of the building (as if it could be divided into parts) — for
accommodating a private school in the residential block,
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and then for handing over the communal block in return
for the building of artists’ studios on another site. Various
companies sent representatives to the house to talk resi-
dents into signing over the rights to their apartments.

When Western architects come to Moscow, they almost
always ask me to take them to the Narkomfin building
and, blushing, I have to explain to them why it is still
in such an appalling condition. The most difficult part is
always to explain why so much effort goes not into resto-
ration, but into persuading the authorities of the need to
restore this monument. To demolish and rebuild the house
from scratch is a frightening alternative, and all pretences
that the structure will only be improved as a result are
extremely cynical. It’s frightening that thanks to the cur-
rent economic boom the land under the building is re-
garded by many as more valuable than the building it-
self; and that in a country which in the 1920s provided
the inspiration that raised culture to new heights all over
the world, structures from that age are today in a ruin-
ous state, unneeded by anyone. When I went to Berlin in
May 2005 for a conference on preserving 20™-century
architecture, I saw how carefully the Germans treat the
legacy of the 1920s and other monuments of modern ar-
chitecture.

I’d like to say once more how important it is to preserve
not just the Narkomfin building’s external skin, but also
its experimental essence — that innovative quest for new
forms of housing that was conducted in the 1920s in Rus-
sia. For it is this that makes the building a monument of
history and architectural thought. It is the link between a
building’s structure and its functions that creates a clear
architectural image, one that is not eroded by formal tech-
niques.

We are now able to understand yet another important
quality of this house. Erected during a time of hunger and
poverty in a country where everything was in ruin, the
Narkomfin building has nevertheless been strong enough
to stand for so many years without capital renovation,
restoration, and proper upkeep. But we can no longer af-
ford to keep testing its strength. Each new year it seems
that the house must collapse and that the current year will
be its last.

Narkomfin commune house of the Ministry of Finance
on Novinsky Boulevard 25, Moscow, arch. M. Ginzburg,
1. Milinis, 1928-30. East fagade, 2004

on Novinsky Boulevard 25, Moscow, arch. M. Ginzburg,
1. Milinis, 1928-30. Laundry house, 2005
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TatbsHa LlapeBa

Pabouune nocenkn B Mockse 1920-x r. u ux peabunurauums

B nocneanue gecATuieTHs NpOSBISCTCS 3HAYUTCIIBHBIN
UHTEPEC MUPOBOH M OTCYECTBEHHOH OOMICCTBEHHOCTH K
APXUTCKTYPHBIM COOPY>KEHHUSIM COBETCKOTO aBaHTapia
1920-x TT., M1en KOTOPOTO HAIILUIA CBOE OTPAKEHUE, B TOM
YHUCIIe, B MACCOBOM CTPOHUTENIBCTBE KHMIIBIX KBAPTAJIOB
MacCOBOM 3aCTPOUKH.

B pamxkax corpyauuuectBa MoCKOMapXUTEKTYpBI € 3a-
PYOCIKHBIMH KOJUIETaMU OBLITH IMPOBEICHBI PSII BCTPEU
U CEMHMHAPOB, MOCBSAIICHHBIX MPOOIeMaM COXPaHCHHUS
U nanpHeimero 3GpQpeKTHBHOTO UCIIONB30BaAHUS apXU-
TEKTYpHBIX KomiiekcoB 1920-1930-x rr.: cemunap
MOCKOBCKHX U HEMEIKUX apXUTEKTOPOB, COCTOSBIIUI-
cs1 24.03.2004 r. B pamkax aHeit r. bepauna B Mockse;
KOH(DepeHIIMs MOCKOBCKUX apxuTekTopoB 13.04.2004 r.,
MOCBSILIIEHHAs! TOM e TeMe W OpraHn3oBaHHas MoOCKOB-
CKHUM apXHUTEKTYpPHBIM UHCTUTYTOM U My3€eM ApXHUTEK-
TypsI . MockBel, KoH(pepenius B bepiaune B mae 2005 .
Kpome toro, Teme coxpanenus Hacieans XX Beka Oblia
nocesinieHa MexayHapoaHas koH(pepennus «CoxpaHe-
HUE apXUTEKTYpPbl U BCEMUPHOE HaCJeIue», IPOXOA1B-
masi B Mockae B anpese 2006 r.

HeoOxoguMo oTMETUTH, UTO U B PO ECCUOHATHHON
cpelie MPaKTUKYIOMNX apXUTEKTOPOB HAMETHUIIACH OII-
pelneneHHas TeHJeHLIMs, HallpaBlieHHast Ha OCBOGHHUE Ha-
caenusi 1920-X ro70B, 00bEMHO-ITPOCTPAHCTBEHHBIE H
CTHJIMCTUYECKUE MPUEMBI KOTOPOTO PEATU3YIOTCS B psifie
MOCKOBCKHX MOCTPOEK MOCICTHUX JICT.

BMmecre ¢ TeM KOMILIEKCHBIM ITPOrpaMMaM COXPaHEHUS
apXuTeKTypHoro Haciaenusa 1920-x Ir. no-npexHemy He
yaensercs JOJMKHOTO BHUMaHUsA. 3HaYUTEIbHAs 4acTh
MOCTPOEK ATOTO NMEPUOAA, B CUITY PA3ITHYHBIX IPUUIHH Ha-
XOIIUTCS B TSXKEIIOM TEXHUYECKOM COCTOSIHUM U TpedyeT
He3aMeTUTEIbHON MOICPHU3AINH.

Cmyoenuecxuti 20poo 6 Moc-
kee (yn. Cmyoenueckas, yi. 2as
HW3eo03nas), apx. b. [aokos,

I1. Broxun, A. 3arvymarn,
1929-30. Chumox 1930x 22

) T

B 2003-2004 rr. [IpaButensctBoM MOCKBBI OBIIH OII-
peznesieHbl OCHOBHBIE HAlpaBJIEHUs! MTOATOTOBKU U pea-
JIU3alUK CPEAHECPOYHON IMPOrpaMMBbl KallUTalbHOTO
PEMOHTA, MOJIEPHU3ALIMHU, PEKOHCTPYKLIMH U PEHOBALIUN
3aHUH, COOPY>KEHUH U TEPPUTOPUN CIIOKUBILIEHCSA 3a-
cTpoiiku ropoga Mocksbl. OJlHaKo, BHE PAMOK 3TOHU, U
KaKUX-TH00 APYTUX TOPOJICKUX MPOTPamMM, OCTAIHCh
MPOOJIEMbI PEKOHCTPYKIIMK KBAPTAJIOB MOCTPOMKH 1920—
1930 rr., OTHOCAIMXCS K apXUTEKTyPHOMY HACJIEIUIO,
NPEACTABIAOLIEMY 3HAUUTENbHBIH UCTOPUKO-KYJIb-
TypHBIH nHTEpec. BMecTe ¢ TeM, B pazpabaTbiBaeMbIX
MHcTuTyTOM reHepanbHoro niaHa MocCKBBI IPOEKTax
IUTAHUPOBKU KBAPTAJIOB TaKXKE BBISIBUINCH CEPHE3HBIC
OCJIO)KHEHHUsI, CBSI3aHHBIE C ONPENeIEHUEM METOAO0B U
MPUEMOB PEKOHCTPYKIUU U COXPAHCHHEM KOMILJICKCOB
3actpoiiku 1920-1930-x rr.

OnHOM U3 NPUYMHOM CIOKUBIIETOCS IOJIOKEHUS C
PEKOHCTPYKIMEH KBapTaJoB, OCBOEHHBIX KOMILJIEKCAMU
JKUII0# 3actpoiiku 1920-x rr., sIBJIsI€TCSL OTCYTCTBUE CIIE-
UAJTBHO pa3pa0OTaHHBIX MPOTPAMM, OMPEACISTIOIINX
00BEMBI pecTaBpalyi, PEKOHCTPYKIIMN U MOJCPHU3AIINH,
a TaKKe BBIABIAIOLIUX PECypC TEPPUTOPUH, TO3BOJISIO-
MUt 00eCTIeYnTh SKOHOMHUECKYIO 3((EKTUBHOCTh AaH-
HOH MIPOrpaMMBl.

B nensx ¢popmupoBanusi HHGOPMALIMOHHOM, aHATTUTH-
YEeCKOH M PeKOMEHIATeIbHOW 0a3bl JaHHBIX, HEOOXOIH-
MOM IS OCYIIIECTBICHHUS MOJICPHU3AINH «KOHCTPYKTHU-
BUCTCKUX» KBapTajioB, HayyHO-NPOEKTHBIM OTIIEIEHUEM
«OxpaHbl UCTOPUKO-KYJIBTypHOTO KomIuiekcay HUullN
I'enmmana MOCKBEI OBIT BBIITOJTHEH KOMILIEKC HCCIIEI0Ba-
TEJIBCKHUX U MPOCKTHBIX padoT Ha TeMY: «AHAIIN3 HCTOPH-
KO-KYJIBTYPHOM LIEHHOCTH KOMILJIEKCOB >KHJIOHN 3aCTPOMKH
1920-1930 rr. ¢ pa3paboTKOH OCHOBHBIX HalpaBIeHUI
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o ux peadwimtanum». ABTopbl pazpadotku: E.E. Co-
noBbeBa (pykoBoautens), T. B. Lapesa, H. /I. TopOaues,
M.T. Jlexomues, mpu ydactuu M. A. KomnocoBckolt n
M. A. BenocnyaueBoii.

B xauecTBe 3ama4 uccieqOBaHUS, PEANTH3YIONINX OC-
HOBHYIO 11eJIb Pa3pabOTKH, OBUTH OIpe/IeNIeHBI:

— BrisaBnenue 00BEKTOB MCCIEAOBaHUS HA TEPPUTOPUN
LEHTPAIBHOMN 9aCcTH TOPO/Ia;

— OrmpeneneHnue KpUTEPUEB HCTOPUKO-KYJIBTYPHOM OlIEH-
KN OOBEKTOB HCCIICIOBAHMS;

— AHaJIM3 UCTOPUKO-KYJIBTYPHOU LIEHHOCTH 0OBEKTOB
HCCIICIOBAHNH, CTETIEHN COXPAHHOCTH TIePBOHAYAIb-
HOM 00BEMHO-TINIAHUPOBOYHOM CTPYKTYPHI, IEPBOHA-
YaJbHOU CHCTEMBI OJIarOyCTPOWCTBA U O3CJICHEHUS,
aHaJIU3 APXUTEKTYPHO-XYI0KECTBEHHOMN U IPpajjoCcTpo-
UTEITBHON 3HAYMMOCTH, THIIOJIOTHUESCKIX (KOMIO3UIIH-
OHHBIX, MACIITa0HBIX, (PYHKITMOHATBHBIX, XPOHOJIOTH-
YECKUX) 0COOCHHOCTEH;

— OmnpeneneHue METOJOB U MIPUEMOB, a TaKKe paszpa-
0O0TKa OCHOBHBIX HAIIPABICHUI MPOTPaMMBI MEPOTIPH-
STHH peaOduINTallud KOMILJIEKCOB JKUIION 3aCTpOHKH
1920-1930 rr.

OObeKTaMHu UCCIeJOBaHUS OBIITH BBHIOPAaHBI KOMIIICK-
Chl MaccoBoi xuioit 3actporiku 1920-1930 rr. B ueHT-
panpHOM yacTi MOCKBBI, KQXK/IBII U3 KOTOPBIX 3aHUMAET
TEPPUTOPHIO HE MeHee kBaprana. Ha stame mpensapu-
TEIBLHOTO ONpE/EICHIUS 00bEKTOB UCCIIECIOBAaHUS OBLIO
BBIBICHO 115 xBapTasnos, 3acTpoeHHBIX B 1920-¢ rofpl.
W3 Hux OBUTH BBIACTICHEI TPYIITEI KBAPTAIOB, IIPECTAB-
JISIFOIIHE 1I€TIOCTHBIC IIAHUPOBOYHBIC 00pa30BaHuUsl, 00b-
¢/IMHCHHBIC MIePBOHAYAIILHON CHCTEMOH OJIaroycTpoicTBa
u o3encHeHrs. OYHKIIMOHATBHO TaHHBIC TPYIIIHI KBapTa-
JIOB OBLITH CBSI3aHBI JIN0O C )KHIIBEM JUTsl paOOTarOIINX Ha
PSZIOM pa3sMeNIaeMbIX 3aBOJIaX — «paboune MOCEIKIY,
100 ¢ OOMICKUTUAMHU JIJIS CTYJCHTOB — «CTYICHYEC-
KHE TOPOIKW». Psi1 HEOOMBIINX KOMILJICKCOB THUIIOJIOTH-
YECKH OTHOCHTCS K MHIUBUIYAIHLHOMY JKHIIOMY CTPOH-
TEJNBCTBY JIJIsI KOOTIEPATUBOB PA3JIUYHBIX BEJOMCTB, HO,
KaK TIPaBWJIO, UX IUIOIAAb HE MPEBBIIIAET pa3Mepa Bia-
JICHUSI.

K gmciy xBapTamoB, OTHOCSIIHUXCS K «pabouuM I1mo-
CeJIKaM», OTHOCSITCSI TAKHE KPYITHBIC KOMIUICKCHI JKUITBIX
JIOMOB Kak «YcaueBkay (yi. YcaueBa, yiu. JloBaropa);
«JlanrayspoBka» (ABuaMmoTopHas yi., KaGenbHblii 1p.),
«JlyopoBkay (yi. MenbHuKOBa, 2-1 JlyOpoBcKas yi.),
«Hapukonommmnauk» (ILIapuKomoIuTHUKOBCKAs YII.,
1-s1 yin. MammHocTpoeHus), «XaBcko-I1labomoBckuiiy
(yn. Jlecena, yn. lllyxoBa), «MbiTHas» (yi1. MbiTHas, Jlu-
CUHOBCKas yi1., yi. lllyxosa), «Mantynuackaspy (ILImun-
TOBCKuUil mp., ManTynuHckas yi., yi. Koctakosa, 3BeHu-
ropozckas yi.), «bynenosckuii mocenok» (b. ITouroBas
yi., PyOrioBckas Ha0.) u apyrue.

B pamkax naHHOM paboThI ObllIa COCTABIICHA CXeMa pa3-
MeIlEeHHsT KOMITIEKCOB >Knitoit 3actpoiiku 1920—-1930-x rr.
Ha TeppuTopr MockBbI. B kauecTBe kaprorpaduueckoi

OCHOBBI JIJISI COCTABJICHNUS JaHHOH CXeMBI OBbLIa BHIOpa-
Ha kapTa MockBsl 1927 roga ¢ o0o3HaueHreM Hanbosee
KPYIHBIX POMBIIIICHHBIX TPENNPUITHI TOTO BPEMEHH,
YTO TI03BOJIMJIO HAIVISJHO TI0Ka3aTh CBA3aHHOCTH KPYII-
HBIX KHJIBIX 00pazoBanuid 1920-X IT. ¢ MPOMBIIICHHBIMH
00BEKTaMH TIEPBBIX JIET COBETCKOTO TIEPUO/IA.

Ha ocHOBaHMM UCTOPHKO-apXHBHBIX U OUOIHOTpadu-
YEeCKHX M3BICKaHUH OBUIN BBISBICHBI aBTOPHI POEKTOB,
TOIBI TTOCTPOMKH, TIEPBOHAYAIBHBIC TNITAHUPOBOYHBIE pe-

Kpynuwiil komnnexe scunvix 0omos « Ycauesrkar
(vn. Ycauesa, ya. [losamopa), apx. A. Mewxos, 192834

Kpynuutii komnaexc sxcunvix 0omoe « Ycaueskay
(vn. Ycauesa, yn. Jlosamopa), apx. A. Mewrxos, 1928—34.
Vauya Yeauesa, oom 62. Cocmosnue 2005
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JKunou keapman «/{yoposxay (yi. Menvruxosa,
2-s J[yopoeckas yn.), apx. M. Momuwinos, H. Monokos,
1926-27. Cocmosanue 2005

IICHUS U MPOCKTHI OTACIBHBIX JJIEMEHTOB KOMIUIEKCA, a
Taroke HHGOPMAIHS, CBI3aHHAS C TIPOIIECCOM PeaTn3aiu
KOMILICKCa, IPUMCHSBIIIMHICS KOHCTPYKIUSIME U CTPOU-
TEIFHBIMH MaTepHalaMH, a TaKXKe ¢ 00CTOSTEIHCTBAMH,
BIIMSIBIIAME HA CPOKHU M KQ4ECTBO CTPOUTEIHCTBA.

OOmmpHBIC HAaTypHBIE 00CTIETOBaHUS, COIIPOBOXK/IAB-
mmecs noxpooHoil horodukcarueii, B mpoBeIeHUH KOTO-
PBIX IPUHUMAIH aKTHBHOE yJacTHE CTYACHTH MOCKOBC-
KOTO apXUTEKTYPHOTO UHCTUTYTA, TIO3BOJIIIN COCTABUTh
MIPE/ICTABIICHNE O COBPEMEHHOM COCTOSIHUH 3aCTPOUKHU: O
COXPaHHOCTH 3JIEMEHTOB KOMIUIEKCOB, B TOM YHUCIe Ona-
TOYCTPOMCTBA U 03CTICHEHHS TePPUTOPHUHL.

CormocTaBineHre TaHHBIX HATYPHOTO M apXUBHOTO HC-
CIIEZIOBAaHUI MO3BOJIIIIO OTIPEIEINUTh CTENCHb pean3a-
UM [IPOCKTA M XapaKTep MO3IHEHIel TpaHchopManuy,
a IMEHHO: HAJIWYNE HAJCTPOCHHBIX U MEPECTPOCHHBIX
CTPOCHHUIA, IPOU3BENCHHBINA CHOC U CTPOUTEIBCTBO HO-
BBIX JOMOB, paJWKaIbHO HAPYIIAIONIUX aHCAMOIEBBIC
XapaKTEePUCTHKH KOMILICKCOB. JlaHHBIE TpopaboTKH Jier-
JM B OCHOBY OTIPEACIICHHSI KPUTCPUEB NCTOPHKO-APXH-
TEKTYPHOU OIICHKU TEPPUTOPHH, a TAKIKE TIO3BOJIIIIH BbI-
SIBUTh BO3MOKHBIN pecypc B IpaHHUIAX IIAHWPOBOYHBIX
apamMeTpoB HEPEaTN30BAHHBIX 0OBEKTOB KOMILICKCA.

Ha ocHoBaHnm npoBeIeHHBIX aHATUTHYECKAX HCCIIE0-
BaHUH OBLTH COCTABIICHBI TPaUUECKUE CXEMBI, HanboIee
MIOJTHO OTPAKAIONINE XPOHOJIOTHIECKYIO, IEHHOCTHYIO,
THIIOJOTUYECKYIO (KOMIIO3UIIHOHHYIO, MacIITa0HYIO,
(hyHKIIMOHANBHYI0) AU epeHIani0 KOMITIIEKCOB KH-
noii 3actpoiiku 1920—-1930-x rr., a Takxke nuddepeHun-
aIMIO TI0 CTEIICHU WX COXPAHHOCTH U OXPAaHHOMY CTa-
TyCYy.

OnHUM U3 TO3UTUBHBIX PE3yIETATOB TaHHOM aHATUTH-
YeCKOM paboTHI SIBIJIACH IOCTAHOBKA Ha TOCYIapCTBEH-
HYIO OXpaHy B cTaryce 00beKTa KyIBTYPHOTO HACICIHSI
(mocTonmpUMEUYaTeIbHOTO MECTa) IBYX KOMILICKCOB JKHU-
JIOM 3acTpoiiku: «YcaueBKay U «byIeHOBCKHIA MTOCETOK».
Kpome Toro, k 3asiBICHHBIM Ha TOCYIAPCTBEHHYIO OXPaHy
00beKTaM OBLT OTHECEH KOMIUIEKC JKUIIOH 3aCTPONKHN «Ha
MaHTyIIMHCKO! yIHIEe» — OMUH U3 Hanbojee KPYIHbBIX U

XOPOILIO COXPaHUBILIMXCS] KOMIUIEKCOB 3aCTPOUKH U3yda-
€MOTO MeproJa.

MHoroacnekTHasi HICTOPUKO-apXUTEKTypHas OLleHKa
OTAETBHBIX KOMILIEKCOB KUIION 3acTpoiiku 1920-1930-x
IT. TT03BOJTIIIA C(HOPMHPOBATH PSI MPEATIOKEHHIH TT0 pe-
)KUMaM (MeToJlaM U MpUeMaM) PerylIupoBaHUs IPajo-
CTPOMUTEIBHOMN JEeATEIbHOCTH, IPEACTABIISIIOIMM Ha Halll
B3IJISAJT OCHOBY 17151 (DOPMUPOBAaHUS TIPOTPAMMBI peadu-
JIUTALUU TEPPUTOPHH.

Peabunuranuio MEHHBIX KOMILIEKCOB 3aCTPOMKHU
1920-x IT. peKOMEHIyeTCsl OCYIIECTBISATh B paMKax pe-
JKUMa pereHepanuu, npeayCcMaTpUBalOIero CoueTaHnue
KOHCEPBALMOHHO-PECTABPALIMOHHBIX MEPOIPUITHH 11O
LEHHBIM (pparMeHTaM HaclleAus C TEXHUYECKOU Mojep-
HU3aIMed U YaCTUIHOW PEKOHCTPYKIMel 00beKTOB. B
pamMKax JaHHOTO peXHMa NPeyCMaTPUBAIOTCS PECTaB-
panus ¥ OorpaHUYEHHAsl PEKOHCTPYKIMS LIEHHBIX dJIEMEH-
TOB 3aCTPOMKH, a TAKXKE COXPAHEHUE U BOCCTAHOBJICHUE
TPaIUIIMOHHBIX TPAaJOCTPOUTEIBHBIX (IUTAHUPOBOYHEIX,
TUTIOJIOTHYECKUX, MACIITAOHBIX U JP.) XapaKTEPUCTHUK C
JIOTTYCTUMBIM UCII0JIb30BaHHEM METOJ0B KOMIIEHCALIUOH-
HOTO CTPOHTEIHCTBA.

B mensx peanuzarmun rpagopopMUpYIONIETO TOTESHITH-
ajia KOMIUIEKCa JJI1 y4acTKOB, YTPATUBIIUX DJIE€MEHTHI
KOMIIO3ULIIMOHHO-IIJIAHUPOBOYHOM CTPYKTYpBI MJIM pajiu-
KaJIbHO TpaHC(HOPMHUPOBAHHBIX, TOIMTYCTUMO OOHOBIICHUE
CJIOKUBLIEHCA CUTYalluy ¢ y4E€TOM THUIOJIOIMYECKUX Xa-
PaKTepUCTHK, 3aJI0KEHHBIX B MpoeKTe. BEIOOP KOHKpeT-
HOTO METOJIa PeabMINTAIINH OTPEEIIICTCS Ha OCHOBAHUH
OXPaHHOTO CTaTyca TEPPUTOPHH, CTETICHH COXPAHHOCTH U
YpOBHS TpaHCHOPMAITNH KOMITIEKCA 3aCTPOHKH; HCTOPH-
KO-KYJIBTYPHOTO TMOTEHIHaIa TePPUTOPUH, KOMIO3UIHU-
OHHO-TPaI0CTPOUTEIHEHON 3HAYNMOCTH 00BEKTA.

Peabwinraiust TeppUTOPUH MIPEANIOTIAraeT BO3POKIIEC-
HUE JerpaJIupoBaBIIcH, THO0 yTpauyeHHON TOPOJACKOM
cpelbl Ha OCHOBE (hOpMOOOPa3yIOMIMX MPUHIIKAIIOB MPO-
CTPAHCTBEHHO-IUIAHUPOBOYHON OpraHU3aly, 3aJ10KeH-
HBIX B CTPYKTYpPE PEKOHCTPYHUPYEMOTO 3aCTPOEHUHOTO
KOMIUIEKCA.

[To nomMoBNaIeHUAM, XapaKTEPU3YIOIIUMCS HATUIUEM
PSAAOBBIX JIEMEHTOB 3aCTPOMKH, a TaKkKe YaCTUYHO WIN
MOJTHOCTBIO YTPATUBIIUX KOMILJIEKC 3aCTPOMKH, TOTMyCKa-
eTCs MX OTpaHMYCHHOE MpeoOpa3oBaHue, HAIIPABICHHOE
Ha YaCTUYHOE U3MEHEHNE KOMIIO3UIIMOHHO-TIJIAHUPOBOY-
HOW CTPYKTYpPBI B LIEJISIX peau3aliil PEKOHCTPYKTHUBHO-
ro pecypca. [Ipu mpoeKTHpOBaHNUN PeadUIUTAIIMOHHBIX
MEPONPUATUI PEKOMEHIYETCS IPESYCMOTPETh pa3BUTHE
CUCTEMBI OJIarOyCTPOKCTBA U O3EJICHEHUS B 1EJISAX MO~
JIep>KaHUsl TPaJAULIMOHHBIX BU3yaJIbHO-IIPOCTPAHCTBEH-
HBIX pyOesKei.

Y4acTku, OCBOEHHBIE KOMIUIEKCAMH 3aCTPOMKH, HE
aJIalTUPOBAHHBIMU HCTOPUYECKON TPAAOCTPOUTEIHHOM
cpenoil 1o psay napaMmeTpoB, pEKOMEHIYIOTCS K Iepc-
MIEKTUBHOM KOPPEKIIUH TPalOCTPOUTENLHBIX XapaKTepuC-
THUK.

OJHUM U3 CYIIECTBEHHBIX aCIEKTOB I'PaJoCTPOUTEINb-
HOW NEATEIbHOCTH B PAllOHE HCCIIENOBAHUS SBISETCA
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Obwencumue dvisuwezo uncmumyma «Kpacnas npogpeccypa» na b. Ilupocosckou ynuye 45/51, 1925-28,
apx. 1. Ocunos, H. Pyxnaoyes. Cocmosnue 2005

COXpaHCHNE ICHHBIX IIEMEHTOB 3€JCHBIX HACAKICHUH,
peabIIUTAIUS] KOTOPBIX OCYIIECTBIISCTCS HA OCHOBE JIe-
HIPOJOTUIECKOTO aHAIIM3a.

PeabunuTanus 1eHHBIX KOMILJIEKCOB 3acTpoiiku 1920-
x—1930-X TT. mpegycMaTpuBaeT CIEAYIOIIIe MEPOTIPHS-
THUS1, ODUEHTUPOBAHHBIE HA BOCCTAHOBJIEHUE [IEHHOCTHBIX
TPAAUIIMOHHON KOMITO3UIIMOHHO-TIIIAHUPOBOYHOM CTPYK-

TYpBI TEPPUTOPUN:

— CoxpaHeHHUe, pereHepalys ¥ yIeT Ipu MPOCKTHPOBa-
HUH HCTOPUYCCKUX TUIAHUPOBOYHBIX PYOSKei dIIeMeH-
TaMH 3aCTPOUKH U OJaroycTpoicTBa, 03eJICHCHUEM,
IpUeMaMH CUTHALIMY;

— Koncepsamus n pectaBpanus IeHHBIX (acagoB, BO-
300HOBIIEHUE METOAAMH PEreHEepaIlid YTPaueHHBIX
(dparMeHTOB (PpOHTA 3aCTPOIKH;

— Perenepanus eHHBIX BHYTPUIBOPOBBIX MPOCTPAHCTB;
BHYTPHUKBAPTAIBHBIX CBSI3CH

— Perenepanus IeHHOTO 03€JIEHEHHS, CHCTEMBI OJIaroyc-
TPOMCTBA, TOPOACKOTO IM3aiiHa;

— Perenepanus u pa3BUTHE UCTOPHUYCCKOM (DYHKIIUH;

— Koncepsamust u pectaBpanus 1eKOpaTHBHOTO yOpaH-
CTBa UHTEPHEPOB, XapaKTEPUIYIOLIUXCS BBICOKOH CcTe-
MICHBI0 COXPAHHOCTHU WIIM UCTOPHKO-KYJIBTYPHOH IeH-
HOCTBIO.

YuauteiBast BBIIICHU3JIOKCHHOC, MOXXHO CACIATh 3aK/II0YC-
HUEC, UTO IJIsI MTHULITUUPOBAHUA, paSpaGOTKI/I 1 peajin3aliuu

CIEIHATBbHBIX MPOTPAMM 10 COXPAHEHUIO U peaduiuTa-
IUU KUIBIX KomIuiekcoB 1920—-1930-x rr. nenecoobpas-
HO MPOBECTHU CIICAYOLIHE TEPBOOYEPEIHBIC MEPOITPHUSI-
THUS:

1. Onpenesierrie 00bEMOB pecTaBpally, PEKOHCTPYK-
MU, UCTIONIb30BAHUS TPAJOCTPOUTEIHLHOTO pecypca Ha
OCHOBAaHHWU PEKOMEH/IAINH MPOBEJEHHON MCTOPHUKO-
KyJIbTYPHOU OLIGHKH TEPPUTOPUU KOHKPETHBIX KBap-
TaJIOB KHMJION 3aCTPOKY;

2. HccnemoBanne TEXHUYECKOTO COCTOSTHUS 3IaHUH, BXO-
JSIIIMX B COCTAB KBAPTAIOB M MHKEHEPHBIX KOMMYHH-
KaIlu# IS BBISIBJIECHUS BO3MOYKHOCTEH TEXHHUUYECKON
MOJIEpHU3AIINH, a TAK)Ke, B CIIydae aBapUiHON CHUTya-
UM, OTpeeicHus] 00beMa HEOOXOIUMON YaCTHIHON
3aMEHBI KWIOTO (HOHIIA;

3. Pa3zpaboTka rpagoCcTpOUTENbHBIX 000CHOBaHUIl pe-
KOHCTPYKIMHU U, TIPH HAJIWYUU UCTOPHYECKUX I'PajIo-
CTPOUTENBHBIX MPEIIOCHUIOK, HOBOTO CTPOUTENIHLCTBA
Ha TEPPUTOPUH yKa3aHHBIX KBapTaJIOB.

4. IIpoBeneHne YKOHOMHUYECKOTO pacyeTa peHTadeIbHOC-
TH U OKYIAaeMOCTH TIPOTPAMMEI C YIETOM ITOCIIEIyTO-
IIeTO BKITIOUCHHUS PeaOMINTHPOBAHHBIX KOMILIEKCOB B
YHCIO0 0OBEKTOB TYPUCTHUECKOTO TTOKa3a.

5. INoaroTroBka pacropsAUTENbHBIX JOKYMEHTOB, OIpe-
JETSIOMUX HOPSA0OK U 04EPEAHOCTh OCYILIECTBICHHS
MEpOIPUATHI [0 peCTaBpalliK, PEKOHCTPYKILIUH JKH-
nbIX kBapTasnos 1920-1930-x rr.
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EBrenuns [lytnosa

Uctopusa ctpoutensctBa Kpemnesckoro [Bopua Cresaos
(FocymapcTtBeHHoro Kpemnesckoro [iBopua)

[IpensicTopus 1 uctopus cTpouTenscTBa KpemieBckoro
JIBOPIIA CHE3I0B TECHO CBSA3aHBI C OCHOBHBIMHM BEXaMH
Pa3BUTHSI COBETCKOM apXUTEKTYpPhI U, KPOME TOTO, UMEIOT
MIUPOKUH 0OIIENCTOPHUECKHII KOHTEKCT.

HopeBomonmonnas Poccus moytu He mMena mapia-
MEHTCKMX TPaJUIUi, U B CTpaHE OBIIO MAJO 37aHUM,
MpeIHa3HAYeHHBIX IS pabOThI PEACTaBUTEIFHBIX Op-
raHoB Brnactu. K tomy e 10 1918 rona Mocksa Oblia
TOJILKO BTOpoOMl ctonuuei. [loaToMy mocne nepeesna
Coserckoro npasurenbcTBa B Kpemib [11s1 mpoBeneHust
MapTUHHBIX CHhE3NIOB U KOH(epeHIHH ObUTH MPHUCITOCO0-
nenbl Kpyriblid (CBepaoBckuit) 3an CeHara, a [uist Apy-
TUX MOJOOHBIX MEpOTPUATHH (HampuMep, KOHTPECCOB
Komunrepna) — Anapeesckuii 3ai1 bonbioro Kpemnes-
ckoro nBopua ¥ KonoHHbIH 3a1 ObiBIIero J{BopstHCKOTO
cobpanus (Joma Coro30s)!. B 1933-1934 ronax, B me-
PHOIl OKOHYATEIFHOTO O(OPMIICHHUS T. H. «CTAIIHCKOTOY»
MOJIMTUYECKOT0 PEKMMA, 10 POEKTy apxuTtekTopa 1. A.
Npanoga-1lIuna AnnpeeBckuii u AleKCaHIPOBCKUMN 3Bl
Bonbmroro Kpemiesckoro asopiia ObUH NEPECTPOCHEI B
€IMHBIN 3aJ 3aceannii, B kKotopoM ¢ 1934 no 1959 roast
npoxomunu chesasl BKII(6)-KIICC2. Drot 3an, paccyu-
TaHHBIA Ha 2.300 YeoBeK, UMeN CTPYKTYpPY, OJIU3KYIO K
TeaTpanbHOMY 3a1y, C UeTKO pa3/eICHHBIMI MECTaMH JJIs
3puTene (psSI0BBIX IEJIETAaTOB) M PA3BUTOM CIIEHOM — 30-
Hoii [Ipe3unuyma ¢ TpuOyHOH ISt BBICTYTIEHUH. Bpimn
YCTPOEHBI TaKXKe JOKHU [yisi rocTe. [IpumepHo B Te ke ro-
1bl B Kpemite, B 31anuu mkoasl KpeMieBckux KypcaHTOB
(1930-1932 romwr, apxutektop M. M. Pepbepr), nosBui-
csl ellle O/INH TeaTpajbHbIN 3aJ1, UCIIOJIb30BABLINICS Kak
KpemiIeBcknii Kiy6 (kmy6 um. M. . Ceepmmoa)’. Ilpu
atom caM MockoBckuil Kpemib ¢ konna 1930-x rogos
ObUI 3aKPBIT U1 HOCETUTENIEH, IPEBPATUBILUCH B CTPOIO
PEKUMHBIN 0OBEKT.

VYerpotictBo B Kpemiie momenieHus At TapTURHBIX
ChE3/10B HE PEUIMIO Ba)XKHOW M COBETCKON BIIACTH
UICOJIOTUICCKON 3a/1a9l — BO3BEICHUS KPYITHOTO 00-
[IECTBEHHOTO COOPYKEHUS, KOTOPOE JOIKHO OBLIO ObI
CTaTb CUMBOJIOM HOBOH, COIMAIIMCTUYECKON MOCKBEI 1
CBOET0 POJia «IIABHBIM 3aHUEM CTpaHbD». [l 3Toi ponu
MpeHa3HavaICs MUPOKO n3BecTHHIN J[Boperr CoBeToB,
KOTOPBII coOupanuck NOCTpouTsh BOMU3u Kpemis, Ha
MecTe CHeceHHOro xpama Xpucta Cracurens. B 3nanumn
MPENoNaranoch YCTPOUTh LBl Psif 3aJI0B ISt IPOBe-
JIEHUsI ChE3/10B HApOJIHBIX JENyTaTroB U ceccuil Bepxos-
Horo Cosera CCCP, a Taxxe MHOTOYHCIICHHBIE paboune
TIOMEIIEHH S, TOCYapCTBEHHBIN apXuB U OuGIHOTEKY?.
OxonuvatenbHbIi ipoekT JBopiia CoetoB ObLT pa3pado-
taH B 1933-1939 rogax apxutekropamu b. M. Nodanowm,
B.A. llyko u B.T" I'enb¢peiixom (IIM-3-4). Ero ocHos-
Has MJesl 3aKJIro4ajach B TOM, YTOOBI CAesaTh 31aHue OJl-

HOBpeMeHHO namsiTHukoM B. U. Jleanny. 1o 00ycioBuIIo
BBIOOP MHOTOSIPYCHOI, BEICOTHOM KOMITO3HULIUH, HE OUYCHb
YI0OHOH B ()YHKIIMOHAIEHOM OTHOIICHUH. [IpoeKT Tak n
He ObUT peasIn30BaH, HO JIOITHE TOABI OCTABAJICS BAXKHBIM
CTUJIIMCTUYECKUM, a JUIsi MOCKBBI — Tak)Ke U IUIaHUPO-
BOUHBIM opueHTHpoM. [Tocne Benukoit OteuecTBEHHOI
BOIHBI OT HEr0 W BOBCE OTKA3aJIUCh, B TOM YHCJE U U3-
3a JKE€JaHUS COXPAHUTh JOMMHHUPYIOIIYIO I'PagoCTPOHU-
TenapHy10 posib MockoBckoro Kpemiist, cumBonuueckas
LIEHHOCTb KOTOpOoro B 1940-e—1950-e roznsl ocozHaBaiach
3HaYUTEeNbHO Jydiie, yeM B 1930-e. Eme ogHo# mpu-
YUHOM, BO3MOKHO, SIBHJIOCH TO 00CTOATEILCTBO, YTO B
CJIOKMBLIEHCS K 3TOMY BPEMEHHU CTPYKType yIpaBJICHUs
CTpaHOM, B KOTOPO OpraHbl COOCTBEHHO COBETCKOM BiIac-
TH Urpajy BTOPOCTENEHHYIO poiib, [IBoper; CoBeTos, npu
BCei cBOEi MacIITaOHOCTH U 3aTPATHOCTH, MOT ObI UIMETh
JIMILIB pENpPEe3eHTaTUBHOE 3HAYCHUE.

B cepenune 1950-x ronoB B cTpaHe H3MEHMIIACH OOIIECT-
BEHHO-TIOJINTHUYECKAs CUTyalus. BaKHbIM 3HaKOBBIM CO-
ObITHEM OBLIO OTKPBITHE I CBOOOJHOTO MOCEIICHUS
MockoBckoro Kpemiisi, BisIBIIErocs Ternepb He TOJIBKO
pEe3UEHIUEN BBICIIUX OPraHOB BJIACTU, HO U KPYIIHBIM
My3elHHBIM KoMIuiekcoM. Kpome Toro, B 1958 rony B me-
pectpoenHoM 3aie kopryca Ne 14 Hauan padoty obiien0-
crynHeri Kpemnescknii Tearp?.

OnHOBpeMeHHO ObliIa peaHUMHUPOBAHA UJES CTPOU-
TEIbCTBA «JIBOPIIA HAPOAHBIX popyMoBy». B 1957-1959
rojax ObUIO MPOBEJCHO JBa UMEBIINX ITUPOKHIA PE30HAHC
KOHKypca Ha TIpoekT Hooro J[sopia Cosetor®. OnHaxo
TENepb €ro MPe/roaraaoch CTPOUTh 3a IpeaesIaMu UCTO-
pHrUecKoro HeHTpa MOCKBBI, PsIIOM C BBICOTHBIM 3aHUEM
MI'Y Ha BopoObeBbix ropax. M3mMeHunach u KOHLICIIIHS
30aHus — OBUTO PEIICHO OTKA3aThCsl OT Pa3MEICHHUS B HEM
MMOCTOSTHHO JIEHCTBYIOLIUX IOCY/IapCTBEHHBIX YUpEKIe-
Huil. COOTBETCTBEHHO, T'POMO3/IKasi CTPYKTypa MPOeKTa
1930-x ronos crana uznumHe. HoBwlil nBopen npena-
Ha3HayaJICsl UCKIIOUUTENbHO JJI IPOBEACHUS CecCcHuil
BepxoBubix CoetoB CCCP u PCOCP, a Takxe HHBIX

Ilo Kpemmio. Kpamuii nymesooumens. M., 1970. C.89.
Tam ace. C.96.

Ilo mamepuanam Texnuuecxozo apxusa @CO P.
Jeopey Cosemos. Mamepuanwvt konxypca 1957—1959
20008. M., 1961. C.11.

U. ©nopunckuii. Teamp ¢ Mockosckom Kpemne. // Ap-
xumexmypa u cmpoumenscmeo Mockewi. 1958. Nel2. C.
17-21.

Jleopey Cosemos. Mamepuanwvt konxypca 1957—1959
20008. M., 1961.

AW N~
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Kpemnescruii /leopey Cve3z008 (nwvine Tocyoapcmeennwiti Kpemnesckuil /[{eopey) ¢ Mockege, 1961,
apx. M. B. I[locoxun (pykoeodumens agmopckoco Koniekmusa). Iasnuiii gpacao ¢ 1960-e ee. u 2004 2

Kpemnesckuii [{sopey Cve3006 (nvine [ocyoapcmeenuniti Kpemnesckuii /{eopey) 6 Mockse, 1961, apx. M.B. Ilocoxun
(pyKrosooumenv asmopcko2o koinekmusa). Ilepsonauanvhuvle sckaramopul 6 1960-e ee. u ackanamopwi 6 2004 2

Kpemnesckuii J[leopey Cve3006 (nvine [ocyoapcmeenuviti Kpemnesckuii /leopey) 6 Mocxkee, 1961,
apx. M. B. Ilocoxun (pyxosooumenv asmopckoeo koanekmuea). @oiie banxona ¢ 1960-e ce. u 2004 2

Kpemnescxuil [{sopey Cve3006 (Hvine [ocydapcmeennviti Kpemnesckuii /[eopey) 6 Mockse, 1961,
apx. M. B. ITocoxun (pyxosodumens asmopckoco koanexkmusa). Iasnulii eapoepob ¢ 1960-e 2e. u 2004 2
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Ob6wuii 6ud 3pumensrozo 3ana. @omo navana 1960-x 20006

KPYIHBIX TOJUTHYECKUX MEPONPHUATHH, B TOM YHUCIE
MEXIYHAPOAHBIX, CTaBIINX ¢ KOHIA 1950-X HEoThEMITE-
MO 4acThl0 OUIHATBEHON MOJIMTUYECKOH JKU3HU CTpa-
HBL. 371aHNAE JJOJDKHO OBLIO BKITIOUUTH B Ce0sT HECKOIBKO
3aJI0B 3acelaHui (JIsI COBMECTHBIX M pa3/ieNibHBIX 3ace-
nanwuii manar BepxosHoro CoBeta), 3aJ1 IPaBUTEILCTBEH-
HBIX IPUEMOB, PsAJ] apaJHbIX 3aJI0B AJISl TOPKECTB U Ha-
TPXKIACHHI, a TAaK)Ke HEOOXOAUMBI MUHUMYM pabO4HnX
¥ TEXHUYECKMX MOMelIeH it . B oTiiiume 0T JOBOEHHOTrO
BbICOTHOTO TipoekTa b. M. Modana, KoHKypcHbIE paOdoTHl,
nonyuyuBlre Hanbonbiiee ogoopenue B 1957-1959 ro-
Jax, IpeaJIarald COOPY)KEHHE OHO-IBYXSIPYCHOTO 37a-
HUS, SAPOM KOMIIO3ULUU KOTOPOTO SIBISUIUCH OBl 3aJIbI
3aceJlaHuid, OKpyKeHHbIe cucteMoit oiie (ITM-5-9).

C npyroii cTOpOHBI, MPOEKTHI, IPEACTABICHHBIE Ha
KoHKypc 1957—-1959 romoB, mpoaeMOHCTPpUPOBATH HU3-
MEHEHHUE CTUIUCTHUYECKON HAIPaBICHHOCTU COBETCKOM
APXUTEKTYPHI TOTO BPEMCHH, BEI3BAHHOE 3aIpETOM Ha
UCIIONIb30BaHUE OpJepa U JAPYTUX KIACCHYECKHX dIIeMEH-
ToB. VITOrM KOHKypCa OTpa3wiIn MPOoIece MONCKa HOBBIX
CPE/CTB apXUTEKTYPHOU BBIPA3UTEIBbHOCTH, a TAKKE OpH-
SHTAIMIO HAa IPUMECHEHHNE COBPEMECHHBIX CTPOHUTEIBHBIX
MarepualoB, B IEPBYIO O4epelb, CTEKIIA U HKene300eToHa.
Yro KacaeTcss CeMaHTUIECKOTO HAIMTOIHEHMS 3AaHUs, TO B
OoNBLIIMHCTBE PabOT aKIEHT JeNalics Ha ABYX OCHOBHBIX
anemMeHTax — nzoopaxenun B.U. Jleanna u repoe CCCP
¢ repbamu coro3HbIX pecryOnuk. [Tpu aToM npeanouTeHue
OTZIaBAJIOCHh HE 0OBEMHBIM KOMITO3HITHSM, & THIOCKOCTHBIM
KMBOTIMCHBIM MJTH MO3aHUHBIM TIAHHOS.

Konkypc Ha 31anue /Isopiia CoBeToB, OecCcriopHO, OKa-
3aJ1 BIUsIHUE Ha aBTOPOB KpemiieBckoro 1Bopia Che3a0B.
Bo3Benenne dToro BayKHeHero o0mecTBEHHOrO 3aHNs
cTpaHbl (haKTUUECKH U CTaJIo peaiu3anuei uueu Jsopna
CoBeToB, CTONb BAKHOW JIJIs COBETCKON apXHUTEKTYPhI
1930-1950-x ronos.

Pemenue o crpoutenscTBe 3a7a 3aceaHnuil Ha TEPPHU-
Topuu MockoBckoro Kpemiist Obu10 IPUHATO MO JIMYHO-
My ykazanuio reHepansHoro cexperapst LIK KIICC H.C.
Xpymesa B 1959 roxy?. TIpoextupoBanue GbLI0 TOPY-
YEHO aBTOPCKOMY KOJUIEKTHBY TOJl pyKOBOACTBOM M. B.
ITocoxuHa, cTaBUIero riaBHbIM apXUTEKTOPOM MOCKBBI.
KoHnenmus HOBOTO COOpY)KEHUS TpeTepIiena CymecT-
BEHHbIE U3MEHEHHsI B CPaBHEHMHU C MporpamMmoit J{sopua

CoBeToB. Bo-1iepBbIX, CYIIECTBEHHO YCIOKHUIIO 3a/1a4y
ABTOPOB pa3MELICHUE 3/1aHUA B IIJIOTHOM OKPYXKEHUH BbI-
JIAIOMIUXCA MAMATHUKOB PYCCKOH apXUTEKTypbl. Bo-BTO-
PBIX, B COOTBETCTBUH C PEATTLHON CTPYKTYPOH YIIpaBICHUS
CTpaHOM, 311aHKe MTPEHA3HAYANIOCH [T POBEICHHS Che3-
noB KIICC, a ne ceccuit BepxoBuoro Cogeta. [Toatomy
oTrnajia HeoOXOJJUMOCTb B YCTPOICTBE HECKOIBKUX 3aJI0B
3acenanuii. Takum oOpazom, B HOBoM JIBopiie Che3nioB
JIOJDKHBI OBUIM Pa3MECTUTHCS TOJIBKO OJAMH 3PUTEIbHBIN
3a1 Ha 6.000 genoBek, oOmpHBIe TapaaHbie doiie, a Tak-
K€ HEOOXOAUMbIe PaboYHre U TEXHUYECKHE TTOMEIICHHUSI.
B pesynbrare 3paHMe TUIOJIOIMUYECKH OKa3aJl0Ch OYEHb
ONMU3KO K TeaTpalbHOMY, YTO U OBUIO PELIEHO MCIONb30-
BaTh, PUIAB MY OOJIBIIIOE YHCIIO 3PEIHITHBIX (PyHKITHIA.
Heckonbko nozxe, y)xe B mpoliecce MpoeKTUPOBAHUS, M0-
SIBUJIACh MJIes1 yCTPONCTBA JAOIOIHUTENIBHOIO 3aJla IpaBU-
TEIbCTBEHHBIX NMPUEMOB (0aHKETHOTO 3aj1a).
OKoHUaTeIBHBIN MPOSKT ABOPIIA OBLT pa3padoTaH apXu-
tektopamu M. B. [TocoxuHbIM (PyKOBOIUTEH aBTOPCKO-
ro komiektuBa), A. A. Mugosanem, E. H. Cramo, I1.11.
ITennepom, H.M. llleneTunsHUKOBBIM, HHKEHEPAMU
I"H. JIeBoBeiM, A.H. Konaparsessim, C. 5. lkonpHU-
koBbIM, T. A. Menuk-ApakensHnoMm. [ToMruMo aBTOPCKOTO
KOJUICKTHBA B pa3pabOTKe MPOEKTa MPHHUMANA yJacTHe
Oosblas Tpynmna apxuTeKTOPOB U MHKEHEPOB: apXUTeK-
topsl K. K. bromepuyec, /1.1 Tony6oBckuid, . I'. JIeGenes,
I'.B. Makapesuu, C. 1. Hukynun, M. B. Ilepmun, b. W.
Txop, nmxenepsl H. W. bynkun, B. JI. XKapunos, M. 1O.
3anonb, M. A. Manaxos, B. 1. Muxaiinosckuii, B. C. Hu-
komnaes, B. E. Cuo n muorue apyrue. B npoextupoBanum
MIPUHUMAJH yYacTHE TaKKe ClelUaTU3UPOBaHHbIE MIPO-
€KTHbIE OpraHU3allu1 U HAy4YHO-UCCIIE10BaTEJIbCKIE HHC-
TUTYTHI. PaboTy MX BO3IIABIISUIN MHKEHEPHI: TI0 aKyCTHKE
A.A. Xpymes u A.H. KouepoBuy, mo 3ByKOU30JISIIIUA
WN.T. Jleitzep, 1o MEKTPOCHAOKEHHIO U AJIEKTPOOCBEILle-

Tam once. C.204-206.

Tam oce. C.115-118.

Anexcandp Huxugoposuu Konopameeg: o epemenu u
o cebe. // Apxumexmypa u cmpoumenbcmeo Mockebl.
1995, Ne 4.
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Huto C. A. Kimroes, 1o ci1abotoyHbIM yerpoictBam M. .
Bontanckuii, mo cuenndeckomy obopynosanuio A.K.
VYnonsckuii, B. E. Pozenmreiin, H. B. Tapacos, no kuHo-
TexHUueckoMy obopynosanuto I'. JI. My3bIkaHTCKuUi, IO
ceetotexHuke H. B. [opbaues, mo o60py1oBaHUIO THIIE-
BEIX 6110K0B B. H. Unkonomxosa u apyrue!?,

[Ipon3Benennss MOHYMEHTAIBHOTO UCKYCCTBA, YKpa-
masmue J[Bopel cbe30B, ObLTH BBIMOJIHEHB! CKYJIBITO-
pom A.E. 3enenckum (I'ep6 CCCP nHa mitaBHOM dacaje,
B HacToslIee BpeMs 3aMeHeHHbIH ['epoom Poccuiickoit
Ddenepanun), XyAoKHAKOM A. A. JleliHekol (MO3andHbIe
5MOIEeMBl Ha IPOCTEHKaX OAaHKETHOTO 3ajla U repOoBBIit
(bpu3 TaBHOTO (hoiie), XymokHUKOM A.A. MbUIbHUKO-
BeIM (mpo¢miis B. 1. Jlennna Ha 3aHaBece 3aja 3acena-
Huit), ckynerropamu H. W. bpamynom u FO.T. OpexoBbim
(6apensed Ha pacane JJumioMaruyeckoro kopmyca)'l.

Hauboutee citoxxHON TTPOOIEMON TIPH TIPOSKTHPOBAHUT
JIBOPLIA CHE3/I0B CTAJO €ro pa3MelICHUEe Ha TEPPUTOPUU
YHHUKAJIBHOTO apXUTEKTypHOTO aHcamOIIst — MOCKOBCKOTO
Kpems.

Jlyist nBopIia Oblia BRIOpaHA TEPPUTOPHSI B 3aIaIHON
yactu Kpemiis, 3aHATas MoCTpoKaMu epBO MOIIOBUHBI
XIX Beka. Ee mmanupoBka ciiokumnacs B 1810-e roas mox
BJIMSIHUEM IPOEKTa KIIACCULIUCTHYECKONH PEKOHCTPYKIIUI
Kpewmuts, pazpaborannoro apxurekropom M. ®. Kazako-
BeIM. Torna Oblna Bo3BezieHa crapast OpyxeiiHas nanara,
opuenTrpoBanHas Ha CeHarckyro miomaab Kpemis. 3ma-
Hue crapoit OpyskeitHoit manarel (KpemiieBckux xazapm)
apxutekTopa WM. B. Erorosa aBisinoch ApKUM MaMsATHH-
KOM PYCCKOTO KJIACCUIIM3MA, HCKA)KEHHBIM NEePeCcTPOUKOi
cepenunbl XIX Beka.

IlepBoHauanbHbIN BapuaHT mpoekTa J[Bopua Cre3noB
npesuiaran coxpanenue crapoir OpykeiHo# manarsl u
(hakTHUECKYIO0 BCTPOIKY 3aia 3acenaHuii B ObIBIINH Ky-
xoHHBIH ABOp bombmoro Kpemnesckoro neopma. Ocrek-
JIeHHBII 1aBHbIH (Qacan J[Bopua 6bu1 o6pamieH k Kommy-
HUCTHYECKOH (/[BOpIIOBOIT) yiuIle U 32 ee TpeaeaMu He
JIOJDKEH ObLT UTpaTh aKTUBHOM I'PaIoCTPOUTENILHON POIIH.
OjHaKo 3aTeM OBbLT c/IeTIaH BBIOOD B MOJIB3Y PELICHUS 3/1a-
HHSI KaK CaMOCTOSITENIBHOTO 00beMa, KOHTPAaCTUPYIOIIETO
¢ ucropuueckoi 3actporikoir Kpemist. Crapast Opyxerinas
nayata Obuta pazoOpaHa, a aBHbIN ¢acan J[Bopia nepe-
opueHTHpoBaH Ha KanseBckyro (CeHaTCKyFO) TUIOIIA .
Ha cranun pabouero npoeKTUPOBAHUS MPEATNIONAranoch
COXpaHEHHUe ceBepHOro Kopimyca [larpuapimero asopa,

10 [Tocoxun M. B., Muoosuy A. A., Iexapesa H. A. Kpeu-
Jesckutl 0sopey cve3006. M., 1974. C.24.

" Tam xce. C.37.

12 Anexcanop Huxugpoposuy Konopamves: o epemeni u
o cebe. // Apxumexmypa u cmpoumenbcmeo Mockeul.
1995, Ne 4.

13 Mocoxun M. B., Muoosiny A. A., Iexapesa H. A. Kpeu-
Jesckutl 0sopey cve3006. M., 1974. C.8.

4 o Kpemnio. Kpamxuii nymesooumens. M., 1970. C.96.

MMEBILIETO IICHHBIC TPEBHUE MoABaibl. Pemenue o6 ero
pa3bopke U co3naHuu JumnnoMarnyeckoro Kopiyca B Cy-
MIECTBYIONIEM BH/I€ OBUTO MPUHSTO yKE HA TIO3IHUX dTa-
nax MPOEKTUPOBAHUS.

Hpyroit BaxxHOW TpoOIEeMON MPHU MPOCKTHUPOBAHUHT
3[IaHUS CTaJI0 YCTPOMUCTBO OAHKETHOTO 3aja (3a1a mpaBu-
TEJIECTBCHHBIX TIPUEMOB). B mepBOHAaYaI-HOM BapHaHTe
MIPOEKTA ATOT 3aJ1 He ObUT IPELyCMOTPEH, 3aTeM JIJIsl HEro
COOMpATHCh BO3BECTH OT/IEIBHOE CTpoeHUE B TaltHUAIIKOM
cany'2. HakoHen, 6bII0 TIPHHATO PEIIEHHE PA3MECTHTh
3aJ1 IPHEMOB HaJl 3pUTEIHHBIM 3aJI0M, OOBEIIHUB €TO CO
CIIEHUYEeCKOW KOPOOKOH B €IMHBII BEeHUYAIOUIUI 00BeM.
OKOHYATENBEHBIA TPOCKT 00BEMHO-TIPOCTPAHCTBCHHOTO
noctpoenus [IBopua u opopmieHus ero acanoB ObLT
MIPUHAT TTOCTIe 00CYKICHUSI MHOTOUHCIEHHBIX Pa0oInx
BapHUaHTOB.

KpemiieBckuii 1Bopert che3M0B OBUT OTKPBIT B OKTAOpE
1961 rona, xoraa B Hem Havyan padoty XXII cre3n KIICC.
B 1962 rony aBropckwmii kommekTiB Bo TitaBe ¢ M. B. Tlo-
COXUHBIM TMOJIYYHTI 33 TIPOEKT JBopla JIeHMHCKyIO mpe-
Mui0'3.

3nanne KpemieBcKoro ABOpiia Che30B CTAJO ISl CO-
BETCKOHM apXHUTEKTypHl 00pa3oM KPYIMHOTO MOHYMEH-
TaJbHOIO COOPYKEHHA. B CTUIIMCTHKE Y THIIOIOTHH 3TOTO
3[MaHNs, KaK ¥ B CAMOM PELICHUH 00 €r0 CTPOUTEIBCTBE,
HAIlJIM OTpakeHUe TeHJICHIINH, COXPaHSBIINE CBOE 3HA-
YeHUE Ha MPOTSHKEHUH BCEX MOCIEAYIONINX NECITUICTHIH
COBETCKOW McTOpuH. Bo-mnepBhIX, Bce Hanbolee 3HAYH-
MbI€ COOBITHSI O0IIECTBEHHO-TTOTUTHICCKOH KI3HH CTpa-
HBI TIO-TIPEKHEMY aCCOIMUPOBAIHUCH UCKITIOUUTEIBHO C
Kpemitem. Bo-Bropsix, npuaanue J[Bopiry o0menocTym-
HOTO 3PEJIUITHOTO XapaKkTepa 3aKpenuiio OTKPBITOCTh U
JOCTYIMHOCTh KpeMiIs [Isl IIIpOKUX Macc HAaCceIeHUs.
B-tpethux, nossinenue B Kpemie noguepkHyTo coBpe-
MEHHOTO 37aHHsI 3HAMEHOBAJIO OKOHYATEIBHBIN OTKa3 OT
«pecTaBpaTOPCKOroy HampaBlIeHUs] B COBETCKOU apxu-
TEKType, B TOM YHCIIE MIpH paboTe B HCTOPHUECKH CIIO-
JKUBIIMXCA aHCcaMOIsiX U ropojax. [locieanss nosunus,
0COOCHHO C y4ETOM CHOCa IPH CTPOUTENHCTBE /[IBOpIia
LIEHHBIX UCTOPUYECKHX 37aHuH, OblJIa BOCIIPUHSATA HEOI-
HO3HAYHO, B TIEPBYIO OYEpPEb, B KPYTY CIICIIHAIHCTOB TI0
OXpaHe KyJbTYPHOTO HacIeIusl.

[Tocnie moctpotiku KpemiieBckoro nBopia che30B B
tedeHue 1960-x ToJ0B OKOHYATENBHO CIIOKUIIACH CUCTE-
Ma 3aJI0B JUISI OCHOBHBIX ITOJIUTHIECKUX MEPOTIPHUSITHIH
Cogerckoro Coro3a. Ceccun Bepxosnoro cosera CCCP
1 PCOCP Obir iepeHeceHbI B 3a1 3aceianuil bobiioro
Kpemnesckoro asopua'4, B koropom 10 1959 roza mpo-
xomamnu cbe3nbl KIICC. B 1968—1970 romax mposenn pe-
KOHCTpYyKIHIO Kopiryca Ne 14, nepenannoro [Ipesunnymy
Bepxosuoro Cosera CCCP. Ha mecte ynpa3qHEeHHOTO
Kpemnesckoro tearpa, pyHKIHH KOTOPOTO MEPENLIH K
Kpemnesckomy JIBopiry Che3noB, MOSIBUIICS HOBBIN 37
3acenanuit ans ceccuit Cosera Coro3a u Cosera Harwmo-
HanpHOCTel BepxoBHoro Coera CCCP. Takum oOpa3zom,
uznes /Isopua CoBeroB Obliia vcueprnana U B (PyHKIHO-
HAJIFHOM OTHOIICHHUH.
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B 1992 rony yxazom IIpesunenta PO b.H. Enprinna
KpemneBckuii iBopert cbe310B ObLT epernMeHoBaH B [0-
cynapcTBeHHHIH Kpemnesckuii meopen'. B HacTosmee
BpeMs OH COXpaHseT 3HaueHHUe KPYyIHOU TeaTpajibHOI
Y KOHIEPTHOW TIIOMIAJKH, a TAK)KE UCIIOIB3YETCS IS
MIPOBEACHUS OOIIECTBEHHO-TIOIMTUYECKUX U MTPa3aHNY-
HBIX MeponpusTuii. [Ipu nBopIie neiicTByeT coOcTBEHHAs
OanetHas Tpynna — KpemieBckuii 6aner.

KpaTtkas Xapaktepuctuka

Tocynapcteennslit Kpemiesckuii nBoper (1o 1992 roma —
KpemiieBckuii 1BOpell Che3/10B) — KPYITHOE OOIIECTBEHHOES
COOpYKEHHUE, HaXosIIeecss Ha TePPUTOPUU MOCKOBCKOTO
Kpewmst, Hanbomnee M3BECTHAS KPEeMIIEBCKAs ITOCTPOiTKa
coBeTckoro nepuosa. [lpeanasHauaBmuiics UIst Che30B
KIICC, xoHrpeccoB U UHBIX (POPYMOB, TBOPEI OJTHOBpE-
MEHHO UMeEJI TeaTpaIbHO-3PENUIIHOE Ha3HAYEHHE CaMOT0
MIAPOKOTO TPO(MITSL, a TAKXKE CIYKHI MECTOM JUIS TIPO-
BEJICHUA TPa3JHUYHBIX 0AJ0B, HOBOTOJHUX €JIOK H T. II.
3neck npoxonniu cbe3nbl KIICC, naunnas ¢ XXII cpes3na
1961 rona, npyrue BasKHbIE COOBITHSI OOILIECTBEHHO-TIONIH-
TUYECKOM JKU3HU CTPaHBbl, BHICTyNAa Tpynna bonbioro
Tearpa U MHbIe apTUCTUYECKHE KOJJICKTHUBBI.

B xonme 1980-x — Hagane 1990-x ro/10B, B IepEIIOMHBI
MOMEHT ucTopu Poccuu, uMeHHO Bo /[Bopiie che3noB
pabotaym Cohe3nbl HapoaHbix aemyTaroB CCCP, mHOTHE
3aceflaHus KOTOPBIX B PAMOM 3(upe TpaHCIUPOBAIHCH
Ha BCIO CTpaHy I10 paJuo U TEJIEBUAECHUIO. 31€Ch BBICTY-
nanu akagemuk A.Jl. Caxapos, M. C. I'opbaueB u b. H.
Enpumn, a B cenTsiope 1991 roga BepxoBHBIN OpraH Biac-
T CCCP 00BSBUI O CBOEM CAMOPOCITYCKE.

JlBopen Ob11 coopyxkeH B 1959-1961 romax Ha mecTe
pa3o0paHHBIX MPH €ro CTPOUTENbCTBE 3IaHUI MepBOH
nonoBuHBI XIX Beka, HanOoJIee U3BECTHBIM M3 KOTOPBIX
Obuta crapas OpyskeitHas nanara apxurekropa W. B. Ero-
ToBa. Mnes pazmenienus 3ganus B Kpemuie npunanie-
kaja audHo raBe Coserckoro Coroza H. C. Xpyuiesy.
ABTOPCKHI KOJUIEKTUB apXUTEKTOPOB, MOJIYIUBIIAN 32
poeKT ABopua JlennHckyro npemuto 1962 rona, Bo3rias-
JI1 BeImaromuics coBeTckuil 3oqanii M. B. [Tocoxum.
[IpousBeaeHnss MOHYMEHTAIBHOTO UCKYCCTBA, yKpalla-
IOIINE ABOPEIl, OBLIN BHITTOIHEHB! N3BECTHBIMH XyIOKHHU-
kamu A. A. [etinekoi u A. A. MBUIEHHKOBBIM.

3nanune OBIIIO BO3BEICHO B ITEPEIOMHBI MOMEHT B HC-
TOPHUH COBETCKOM apXHUTEKTYphl U CTAJO OJHUM M3 CO-
OpY’KEHUH, MMOJOKUBIINX HAYajJo HOBOMY IIEpUOLY €€
pa3BuTua. OTKPBITHII XapakTep apXUTEKTYphl JBOpIA
MOTYCPKUBAT €TO POJTH YHHKAIHHOTO OOIIECTBEHHOTO CO-
OpYXKeHHs1, BO MHOTOM OJarofapsi KoTopoMy MOCKOBCKH
Kpemiib cTan gocTynes it MacCoOBOIO OCETUTEIIS.

Bzaumoces3e aBopua ¢ ancambiem MoOCKOBCKOTO
Kpemiist O6b1a peann3oBana Ha OCHOBE ITPUHITHIIA TTPOTH-
BOIIOCTABJICHUS] COBPEMEHHOTO 3/I1aHUS €T0 UCTOPUYECKO-
My OKpyxeHuto. [Ipu 3ToM, HECMOTpsI Ha 3HAYUTEIIbHbIE
pasmepsl, 00beM ABOPILIA IIOUTH HE MOBIHUSIT HA OOJIUK UC-

TOPUYECKH CIOKUBIIMXCS MaHopaM Kpemiist co CTopoHbl
Hanbosee BaXKHBIX TOUEK 0030pa — 0T MOCKBBI-PEKH U OT
Kpacnoit mimomanu. bosiee akTuBHO ABOpEI] y9acTBYeT B
dbopmupoBanuu obnruka Kpemist co CTOpOHbI AJleKcaH-
JIPOBCKOIO cajia, HO 37IECh €T0 BHICOTHBIE XapaKTEPUCTUKU
YBS3aHbI C COCEAHUMHU KPEMIIEBCKUMU MOCTPONKAMHU, B
IIEPBYIO O4Yepeslb — NETPOBCKUM ApceHaraoM. Bo BHyT-
peHHeM npocTpaHcTBe Kpemitst JBoper] OpueHTUPOBaH Ha
3oHy CeHnarckoil u MIBaHOBCKOW TUTOMIA/ICH, TIOTHOCTHIO
YTPaTUBUIYIO NTEPBOHAYAIBHYIO CPEIHEBEKOBYIO CTPYK-
TYpy U c¢(hOPMHPOBAHHYIO MOHYMCHTAIFHBIMH 31aHISIMHA
XVII-XX BekoB.

Pasmenienue nBopua Ha TeppuUTOpUU MOCKOBCKOTO
Kpewmuist mociie cHoca MCTOPUYECKUX 371aHUH U €10 CTUJIHC-
THKa CTaJIM MIPEIMETOM MHOTOYMCIEHHBIX AUCKYCCHUIl, HE
YTHXAIOLIUX JI0 HACTOSIILIEr0 BpeMeH!U. Ba)kHO OTMETHTB,
YTO 371aHUE ObUIO IOCTPOEHO B COOTBETCTBUU C JOMUHHU-
pOBaBILIEH B COBETCKOE BpeMsl, Ja M B IPE/IIECTBYIOIINN
nepuos, KoHuenmuei passutus Kpemis B nepsyto oue-
penb Kak pe3uACHINH BBICIINX OPTaHOB IOCY/IapCTBEHHON
Biactd. Kak u MHOrHe npyrue kpemseBcKue NOCTPOHKH,
Kpemnesckuii aBopel che310B ObUT BO3BEICH MO pacio-
PSDKEHMIO IVIaBbl TOCYAApCTBA N3BECTHBIMU MacTepaMu U
JIOJITHE TO/BI CYUTAJICS B CTpaHe o0pa3loM Moj00HOTo
polia COOpPYKEHUM.

OOBEeMHO-TIPOCTPAHCTBEHHAS KOMIIO3UIUS, apXUTEK-
TypHOE perieHne GpacagoB U MapagHbIX HHTEPHEPOB 37a-
HUS TO3BOJISIIOT CUYNUTATh €T0 BBIJAIOIIMMCS TPOU3BEE-
HHUEM COBETCKOM apXUTEKTYPHI.

@dacajpl 31aHUSI OTIIMYAaeT MOHYMEHTAJIBHOCTh U YeT-
KO€ BbIJIEJICHNE KOHCTPYKTUBHON OCHOBBI COOPYKEHHUS.
Bo BHyTpeHHEM 00BEMHO-TIPOCTPAHCTBEHHOM TOCTPO-
€HUU IapaJHON 30HbI ABOPIA NIPUMEHEH NPUHLUI 10C-
JIeZIOBATEIBLHOTO PACKPBITHS MPOCTPAHCTBA OMEIIEHNH
OT OJTHOTO K JIpyrOMy Kak IO BEPTHKAJIH, TaK U 110 TOpH-
30HTaJH.

3panue o0JIagaeT CTUIMCTHYECKOM 1IEJIOCTHOCTRIO. Ero
00BEMHO-TIPOCTPAHCTBEHHAS] KOMIIO3HIINS, apXUTEKTYP-
HOe pemreHne (acazoB M MapagHBIX HHTEPHEPOB TECHO
CBSI3aHBI MEXy co00U. OCTEeKIIEHHbIE HApYKHBIE CTEHbI
UTPAIOT BXKHYIO POJIb KaK B TIOCTPOCHUH (hacamoB, Tak U
B )OpMHPOBaHUH 00JIMKA OCHOBHBIX MapaHbIX TIOMeIlle-
Huii. briarogapst um manopamel Kpemist 1 uCTOpHUIECKOTO
neHTpa MOCKBBI OKa3bIBAIOTCSI BKIIOYEHHBIMHU B IIPO-
CTPAHCTBO MHTEPLEPOB 3/1aHUS.

Oco0y1o pojb B 00IHMKE 37jaHUs UTPajia COBETCKas CUM-
BOJIMKA, 3aKJIIOYEHHAasl HE TOJbKO B HEMHOIOYHCIEHHBIX
MIPOU3BEACHUSX JI€KOPATUBHO-TIPUKIAJHOIO UCKYCCT-
Ba, HO U B LIBETOBOM PELLIEHUU OCHOBHBIX ITOMEILEHUH.
VYrpartuBmiasi B HacTosIIIEE BPEMSI CBOE MIEOJIOTMUECKOE
3HAYEHUE, ITa CUMBOJIMKA OCTAeTCs Ba)KHOW 4acTbIO ap-
XUTEKTYpPBI JBOPLA.

15 Mamepuanvr Humepnem-catima I'ocydapcmeennozo
Kpemnesckoeo osopya (www.gkd.ru).
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B mapaaHbIX HHTEpbepax 3MaHus 0c000e BHUMaHUE
yaeneHo ohOPMIICHHIO KOHCTPYKTUBHBIX U (PYHKIU-
OHAJIBHBIX 3JIEMEHTOB — OOJIMIIOBKE OIOP U JICCTHHII,
xapakrtepy ocBemieHus. s Hanbosee BaXKHBIX mMapaj-
HBIX TTOMENICHUH JBOpIa OBUIM pa3paboTaHbl COOCTBEH-
HBIC YHUKAJIbHBIC DJICMEHTHI OTIIENIKU: CBETOBBIC TTado-
HBI, OOIIMBKA CTEH, MPOU3BEICHUS MOHYMEHTAIBHOTO
UCKyccTBa. Hapsity ¢ HUMH HUCTIOJIb30BaHbI OJJHOTHUITHBIC
netand oopMIICHUS, TPUMEHEHHBIE B PA3HBIX 4aCTAX
3nanus. K HUM OTHOCSTCS MOJBECHBIC MOTOIKH U3 3BY-
KOITOMIOIIAOIIMX IIUTOK, CBETHIIbHUKHA HECKOIBKUX
THUIIOB, OTPAXICHHSI JICCTHHII, IPO3PAYHBIC CTCKIISTHHBIC
JIBEPH U JIp.

16 Aemopckuil Konnexmue ucmopuKo-apxXumeKmypHvix uc-
cnedosanuti Kpemnesckoeo dsopya cvezdos (Iocyoapc-
meenno2o Kpemnescrkozo 06opya): Macmepckas No 17
«Mocnpoexma-2» um. M. B. I[locoxuna: /[ymnosa E. IO.
(pyrosooumenv agmopckozo kourekmusa), Kum O. 1,
benoxonwv A. A., Ilnueuna M. A., Jluneapm H. P.

Jlist opopmieHust GacazoB U MapagHbIX HHTEPEPOB
JIBOpIIA UCTIOJIB30BATIMCH IIEHHbIE OT/AEJIOYHbIE MaTepHa-
JBI: €CTECTBEHHBIN KaMEHb M3 Pa3HBIX YacTel OBIBIIETO
Cogetckoro Coro3a (u3 YensaOuHckoit odnactu, Anraiic-
KOTO Kpasi, 3akapmnarhs, [ py3un, ApMeHnn), eHHBIE TI0-
POIBI IepeBa, a TaAK)Ke€ MHOTOYMCIIEHHBIE CHHTETHYECKUE
MaTepHalbl, IPIMEHEHHE KOTOPHIX OBLIO HOBAaTOPCKIM
JUTSL CBOETO BPEMEHHU.

dacaznpl 1 mapagHble HHTEPHEPHI IBOPIIA OTINIAIOTCS
BBICOKOW CTENEHbI0 COXPAaHHOCTHU MEPBOHAYATIBHOTO 00-
mika. OOBEMHO-TIPOCTPAHCTBECHHOE pelleHue U (acapl
3[IaHUS] COXPAHWIMCh 0€3 NCKaXKEHUH, 32 UCKITIOUEHUEM
3aMeHbl B 1990-¢ roapl n3o0paxenus [ocynapcTBEeHHOTO
repba Ha TIaBHOM (acaje. B psae mapaaHbIx momere-
HUH TPOBOAMINCH PEMOHTHBIE PaOOTHI, KaK MIPAaBUIIO, HE
WU3MCHHBIIIHE MEPBOHAYAIFHOTO apXUTEKTYPHOTO pellie-
HUSL.

Kpemnerckuii asopen cbes3nos (I'ocynapcTBeHHBIN
KpemiteBckuii 1Bopen) siBisieTcss 0000 IeHHBIM 00beK-
TOM HalroHasbHOTro Hacneaus Poccun (Ykas Ilpesuaen-
Ta PD No 294 ot 18 nekadpst 1991) 1 BHOBB BBISIBIICHHBIM
006BEKTOM KyJIETYpHOTO Haceaus. 1
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Poststadion, Berlin, 192629, arch. Georg Demmler,
listed monument. Out of use since the beginning of the
1990s. Condition c. 2000

Hubertusbad, Berlin, 1925-27, arch. Rudolf Gleye,
Otto Weis, listed monument. Out of use since the
beginning of the 1990s. Condition c. 2000

I Cf. Heritage at Risk. ICOMOS World Report 2001/2002
on Monuments and Sites in Danger, Miinchen 2001,
especially case study Berlin, pp. 101-105.

Berlin was a metropolis of the Modern Movement in the
early 20™ century. Famous architects and planners lived
and worked in the German capital or designed architec-
tural and urban developments for Berlin during the pre-
war-period, such as Bruno Taut, Erich Mendelsohn, Wal-
ter Gropius, Hans Poelzig, Peter Behrens, Hans Scharoun
et al. The most significant buildings and quarters of “mo-
dern times”, which had survived World War II in Berlin,
were appreciated since the 1970s as architectural heritage
and as heritage of the social and democratic traditions
in the Weimar Republic (1918-1933). Both parts of the
Cold War metropolis, West Berlin and East Berlin, initi-
ated protection and restoration campaigns of historically
and artistically valuable buildings or building groups of
the 1920s already before the Iron Curtain fell. Especially
residential areas of the social housing program between
the wars were conserved and modernized as listed monu-
ments before the Berlin Wall came down.

After the German reunification in 1990 conservation
campaigns and restoration projects concentrated on the
former eastern part of Berlin and included a large number
of housing estates. Subtle fagade restoration of protected
office buildings dating from the time between the World
Wars, such as the Shell House by Emil Fahrenkamp in the
West and the House Alexander by Peter Behrens in the
East, received conservation awards (Ferdinand von Quast
Medaille, Europa Nostra Prize) because of a successful
revitalisation during the 1990s. A few key buildings of
Berlin Modernism had been preserved only as war ruins
in the half century after 1945, such as the assembly hall
of the school compound Schlichtallee in Lichtenberg by
Max Taut (1929-32), once the largest school complex
in pre-war Germany. The ruin is provisionally sheltered
since 1992; a competition for the reconstruction of the
exterior architecture and for a modern revitalization of the
interior was won by Max Dudler in 2002, but the rebuild-
ing has not yet been completed.

Monuments of pre-war modernism in danger

Some prominent monuments of pre-war Modernism,
which had survived World War II and the Cold War, are
now endangered by a lack of public heritage awareness
or even by ignorant new building projects. The “Post-
Stadion” in West Berlin (Moabit), a modernist sports
ground designed by the specialised “sports architect”
Georg Demmler in 192629, has been out of use for more
than 15 years and is in severe trouble. The foundation
stone for the “Hubertusbad” (Rudolf Gleye, Otto Weis,
1925-27) in East Berlin was already laid in 1919. That
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swimming hall is considered a characteristic example of
Social-Democratic achievements and of modern archi-
tectural attitudes after the German November Revolu-
tion. After the reunification this indoor swimming pool
was closed and renewal plans were stopped by the district
of Lichtenberg, because there was neither public money
nor public use for an indoor pool. The need and costs of
renovation are growing from winter to winter. Thus un-
der threat the listed building is still waiting to be sold
and for private commercial or cooperative investments in
restoration and revitalisation of that modern monument.
Both the “Post-Stadion” and the “Hubertusbad” are state-
owned properties and threatened as listed monuments of
the Modern Movement in Germany; in 2001 they were
visited by members of ICOMOS.2

The housing estate “Neu-Jerusalem” was listed only in
1995 as an example of early avant-garde architecture or
Bauhaus style in Berlin (1923-24). The residential build-
ings designed by Erwin Gutkind are located in the vicinity
of the Staaken airship port and were used by pilot students
and their families. The estate consisted of 21 identical
semi-detached houses, each with c. 800 m? of garden, as
well as of an experimental single-family house built using
a prefabricated construction system. After 1945 “Neu-
Jerusalem” became part of the Soviet Occupation Zone
and was handed over to the communal housing admin-
istration of East Berlin. The gradual modifications of the
settlement’s appearance continued for half a century. The
last coat of paint was applied in the 1970s. In 1990, after
the German reunification, the houses were taken over by
the Federal State of Berlin. At present the building group
is managed by the “Berlin Liegenschaftsfonds”, the trus-
tee of the Federal State of Berlin for property and plots
for sale in the city. Around 5,000 public properties are
waiting for private investors, including a large number of
listed buildings, such as the rented three-storey residential
buildings of “Neu-Jerusalem”.? Today the condition of
the cubic-shaped houses is still desolate and in need of

Cf. Sport — Stdtten — Kultur. Historische Sportanlagen

und Denkmalpflege. Sports — Sites — Culture. Historic

Sports Grounds and Conservation. (ICOMOS — Hefte

des Deutschen Nationalkomitees. Journals of the Ger-

man National Committee XXXVIII), Miinchen 2002, p.

92 ff.

3 Cf http://www.liegenschafisfonds.de/downloads/DF-
english.pdf

4 Cf. Avantgarde — Diffamierung — Welterbe? Heritage of
Modern Movement in Russia and Germany: Heritage at
Risk or World Heritage? Exhibition Bauhaus Dessau, 7
July 2006—27 August 2006.

5 Ibid.; ¢f. Bernau, Nikolaus: Zum 100. Geburtstag des

Bauhauslehrers, China-Exilanten und DDR-Staatsar-

chitekten Richard Paulick, in: Berliner Zeitung 07-11-

2003

Settlement ,, Neu Jerusalem “, Berlin, 192324,
arch. E. Gutkind. Current Condition

Kant-Garagenpalast, Berlin, 1929-30, arch. R. Paulick,
H. Zweigenthal. Current condition

restoration. The development of a maintenance plan for
refurbishing the houses is of high urgency.*

The Kant-Garagenpalast (1929-30) was the first multi-
storey garage in Berlin, designed by Richard Paulick and
Hermann Zweigenthal. It offered space for 300 cars on
four levels. Despite the many constraints posed by the size
and location of the property, the architects succeeded in
creating a profitable garage facility thanks to their use of a
double ramp system “imported” from the United States and
used here for the first time in Europe. It comprises two in-
tertwining ramps, one for cars driving up and the other for
those driving down. Both the Jewish client, Louis Serlin,
and the Jewish architects had to flee Nazi Germany. The
parking garage survived World War I virtually unscathed;
only the residential building next to it was bombed and de-
stroyed. In 1956 the building’s new tenant, German Shell
AG, built a car wash and maintenance facility on what
remained of the neighbouring building’s foundations. The
parking garage and workshop are still in use — and in dire
need of a refurbishment and of an economic development
for contemporary functions.>
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Wohnstadt Carl Legien, Berlin, 1928-30, arch.

B. Taut, F. Hillinger, listed monument. Out of use since
the biginning of the 1990s. Current condition of the
laundry house which is threatened by an application for
demolition

Acute threats of losing modern monuments

The “Wohnstadt Carl Legien” (1928-30) is one of six
housing estates in the Berlin modern style which were
registered in the German tentative list for inscription on
the UNESCO World Heritage List in 1997. The estate
in the densely populated district of Prenzlauer Berg was
designed by Bruno Taut and Franz Hillinger for the non-
profit housing company GEHAG and named in honour of
Carl Legien, a trade union leader who had died in 1920.
The coloured rows of houses open up towards U-shaped
green courtyards. Low-rise buildings for laundries and a
central heating plant are significant parts of the infrastruc-
ture system in the courtyard. In 1999 the traditional owner
had to sell off the residential blocks to the BauBeCon. In
2004 this new building company submitted an applica-
tion for the demolition of the laundry and heating plant,
which fulfilled their historical function until 1985. The
conservation authority rejected the dismantling of this
characteristic element of a potential World Heritage site.
The builder descending from unionised labour (“Neue
Heimat”) filed a lawsuit and went to the administration
court in 2006. The trial court will have to decide in 2007.
Yet it is not too late to appeal to the responsible building
society which is advertising the heritage of Bruno Taut
and his housing estates in Berlin and Magdeburg in the
BaubeCon portfolio.

The industrial and working class quarters Siemensstadt
and Oberschoneweide are synonyms for the rise of Berlin
from a Prussian residence to a world-famous metropolis

6 Cf. http://www.stadtentwicklung. berlin.de/denkmal/
denkmale_in_berlin/en/industrie_und_technik/oberscho-
eneweide.shtml

7 Cf. http://www.denk-mal-industrie.de

Cf. http://www.docomomo.de/Veranstaltungen/fernmel-

dekabelfabrik_docomomo.pdf

of electrical engineering and industry in the early 20t
century, the so-called “Electropolis”. By 1895, AEG had
already begun constructing a long string of industrial in-
stallations in Oberschoneweide at the riverbank of the
Upper Spree. Here AEG constructed the first three-phase
electrical power plant in Germany. Important stages in
power engineering innovations were initiated in this plant,
which was expanded and modernized several times. Sec-
tions of the AEG-Kabelwerk Oberspree were developed
nearby from 1897 to 1930. Three decades of industrial ar-
chitecture are collected on the grounds of the cable works
complex, erected by renowned AEG architects such as
Paul Tropp, Johannes Kraatz, Klemm, Peter Behrens and
Ernst Ziesel. The factory district is characterized by the
yellow brick facades to this day.® The Fernmeldekabel-
werk (telephone cable factory) designed by Ernst Ziesel
(1880—1946) completed and crowned the whole complex
in 1927-28 by using strictly modernist and rationalist in-
dustrial architecture. The cubical building is characterised
by a visible steel framework and large glass partitions,
which exceeded the modern AEG building tradition in
favour of an avant-garde attitude. The factory is regarded
as a masterpiece of modern factory architecture in Ger-
many and as a chief work in the oeuvre of Ernst Ziesel,
the successor of Peter Behrens as senior architect of AEG
(1924-41). It was listed as a monument of industrial her-
itage as early as in 1977 and in 1995 an arrangement was
obtained to conserve and restore the building at the ex-
pense of the Federal State of Berlin, which became the
sole owner of the factory after the German reunification,
when it went out of service.

Ten years later the Senatsverwaltung fiir Stadtentwick-
lung (Senate Department for Urban Development) pre-
sented an application to demolish the listed monument
and some months later the submitter authorised a building
application for a new project of the Fachhochschule fiir
Wirtschaft und Technik Berlin (FHTW; university of ap-
plied sciences for economy and technology). Students and
teachers of the study course “restoration” of the FHTW
joined forces in an initiative to save the threatened indus-
trial heritage.” The Berlin chamber of architects and the
civil engineers (Architektenkammer, Baukammer), the
Berlin Heritage Council (Landesdenkmalrat Berlin) and
the Technical University (Technische Universitit Berlin)
supported the NGO protests, organised public hearings
with a panel of experts, sent open letters to the respon-
sible senator for urban development and even took part
in go-ins against the demolition of the monument. Both
industrial heritage conservationists and modern heri-
tage conservationists, such as ICOMOS Germany and
DOCOMOMO Germany,® made a request or sent open let-
ters and pleaded for the conservation and revitalisation of
this Berlin monument. On the occasion of the International
Heritage Day (18 April) which was dedicated to indus-
trial heritage in 2006 the problem was addressed in Ber-
lin. In his opening speech during a Heritage at Risk confe-
rence in Moscow in April 2006 Michael Petzet, President
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of ICOMOS, objected to the demolition of that important
monument of industrial and modern heritage of the 20t
century on behalf of ICOMOS.

Monuments of post-war modernism in danger

The Cinema “Zoo-Palast”, built in 1955-57 by Schwebes
& Schoszberger near Zoo railway station as a symbol of
a new open-minded society and as a festival site for the
Berlin Film Festival (founded in 1955), is threatened to
be closed and demolished for a huge commercial trans-
formation project of the surrounding “Zentrum am Zoo”
from the same time and by the same architect. The so-
called “Tranenpalast” (“palace of tears”), an important
monument of history and architecture from the Cold War
period (1962), situated next to the border railway and sub-
way station Friedrichstrasse, is recently at risk because of
a large-scale investment in that central area. In the wider
sense the listed building is part of the complex border sys-
tem of the GDR.? The transparent glass pavilion erected
in 1962 served as a border checkpoint hall. Here farewell
scenes with lots of tears took place between visitors from
the West and their East Berlin relatives; the building also
became a symbol for the human suffering caused by the
border between the two German states. Since the reuni-
fication the passport and duty control station has become
very popular as a culture hall.

Good news has come from the listed student village
of Schlachtensee (1957/58; architects Fehling & Gogel;
landscape architect Hermann Mattern) since the last case
study on Berlin was published in the Heritage at Risk
report 2001-2002.'% Enthusiastic students and their ex-
perienced supporters have founded a building coopera-
tive in self-administration (Genossenschaft Studentendorf
Berlin-Schlachtensee e. G. — Berlin-Schlachtensee Stu-
dents Village Cooperative Itd.) and initiated a conserva-
tion and modernisation plan. The student village was ack-
nowledged as cultural heritage of national significance
in 2005 and the refurbishment of the first student apart-
ments will be funded by the Minister of State in the
Federal Chancellery and by the German Federal Gov-
ernment Commissioner for Cultural Affairs and the
Media.!!

9 Cf. Monuments: The Berlin Wall. Monument of the Ger-
man Division, in: http://www.stadtentwicklung.berlin.
de/denkmal/denkmale_in_berlin/en/berliner_mauer/
index.shtml

10 Cf: case study Berlin, in: Heritage at Risk. ICOMOS
World Report 2001/2002 on Monuments and Sites in
Danger, Miinchen 2001, p. 104.

1 Cf http://www.Studentendorf.com/

AEG-Kabelwerk Oberspree Telephone cable factory,
1927-28, arch. E. Ziesel, listed monument.
Process of destruction, 2006
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Villa Tugendhat in Brno — Czech Republic, 1928, arch. Ludwig Mies van der Rohe.
Credit: J. Stubbs, New York

Pravda printshop and publishing house, Moscow, 1931-37, arch. P. A. Golosov, A. V. Kurovsky, monument of local
importance. After the fire in February 2006. Credit: Schusev Museum of Architecture, Moscow. Photo: J. I. Rogozin
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Gosplan Garage of the State Planning Committee, Kauchuk Workers Club, Moscow, 1927-29,
Moscow, 1933-36, arch. K. S. Melnikov, V.I. Kurochkin,  arch. K. S. Melnikov. Replacement of the wooden
monument of local importance. Condition in 2005. windowframes with mirror-glazed metal-framed win-

Credit: A. Zalivako, Berlin dows. Condition in 2006. Credit: A. Zalivako, Berlin

Student Commune House, Moscow, 1929, arch. I. Nikolaev. View of the dormitory in 2005.
Credit: H. Zimmermann, Berlin
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i : .
Narkomfin Commune House, Moscow, 1928-30, arch. M. Ginzburg, 1. Milinis. Roofin 2005.
Credit: A. Dill, Darmstadt

Narkomfin Commune House, Moscow, 192830, arch. M. Ginzburg, 1. Milinis, View from south-west in 2005
Credit: H. Zimmermann, Berlin
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Narkomfin Commune House, Moscow, 1928—-30),
arch. M. Ginzburg, 1. Milinis. Interior of an abandonned
apartment, 2005. Credit: A. Zalivako, Berlin

Narkomfin Commune House, Moscow, 1928-30),
arch. M. Ginzburg, I. Milinis. Inside an apartment, 2005.
Credit: H. Zimmermann, Berlin

& Krasnoselskaya metrostation pavilion, Moscow,
1935, arch. B. Vilensky, V. Ershov, Entrance in 2005.
Credit: H. Zimmermann, Berlin

U (left) Arbatskaya metrostation, Moscow, 1953, arch.
L. Polyakov, V. Pelevin. 2005. Credit: A. Dill, Darmstadt

U (right) Mayakovskaya metrostation, Moscow, 1938,
arch. A. Dushkin, artist A. Deineka. 2006.

Credit: Kudryavtsev, Alexander, Dushkina Natalia
(eds): 20th Century. Preservation of Cultural Heritage.
Moscow 2006
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Melnikov House-Studio in Moscow, 1927-29, arch. K. Melnikov.
View from Krivoarbatsky lane and from the rear side, 2005. Credit: Schusev Museum of
Architecture, Moscow. Photo: A. Komlev, Moscow

Melnikov House-Studio in Moscow, 1927-29, arch. K. Melnikov. Bedroom and Studio, 2005.
Credit: H. Zimmermann, Berlin
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Powerstation of the “Krasnoje znamja” Textile Factory

in St. Petersburg, 1926—1928, arch. E. Mendelsohn.
Condition in 2005. Credit: M. Stiglitz. Photo:
V. Egorovsky, V. Lelina, A. Pastukh

1 Watertower of the “Krasny Gvozdilschik”

Cable Factory in St. Petersburg, 1930—1931, arch.
J. Chernikhov. Condition in 2005. Credit: M. Stiglitz.
Photo: V. Egorovsky, V. Lelina, A. Pastukh

& Club of the textile workers in Rostokino near
Moscow, 1927-29, arch. L. A. Vesnin.
Credit: I. Chepkunova, Moscow
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Metal workers club in Kashira near Moscow. 192930, arch. unknown. Current condition.
Credit: 1. Chepkunova, Moscow
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= & Gosprom House of the State Industry in
Kharkov/Ukraine, 1925-35, arch. S. Serafimov,
M. Felger, S. Kravets. Present condition.
Credit: A. Bouryak, Kharkov
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Watertower in Vyks in the Nizhnij Novgorod = Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Foreign Trade
region. Present condition. Credit: S. Zelenova, building, Moscow, 1949-52, arch. V. Gelfreich,
Nizhny Novgorod M. Minkus, ing. G. Limanovsky. Condition in 2005.

Credit: H. Zimmermann, Berlin
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Bauhaus Building in Dessau, arch. W. Gropius, 1925. Interior of the canteen after the restoration. Current condition.
Credit: Bauhaus Dessau Foundation. Photo: H. W. Kunze
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Bauhaus Building in Dessau, arch. W. Gropius, 1925. Consideration of different historical phases, 1999.
Part of the overall rehabilitation plan. Credit: Arge Bauhaus, Brambach and Ebert Halle/Saale and Pfister Schiess
Tropeano, Zurich 1999

Bauhaus Building in Dessau, arch. W. Gropius, 1925. Balconies of the dormitory after the restoration.
Current condition. Credit: Bauhaus Dessau Foundation. Photo: K. Baumann
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= Bruno Taut (1880—-1938). Master
architect of colourful building in Berlin.
Credit: Landesdenkmalamt Berlin,
Archive

< 4 Garden city Falkenberg at the
south-easterly outskirts of Berlin, 1913—
15, arch. B. Taut, L. Lesser. Current
condition. Credit: Landesdenkmalamt
Berlin, W. Bittner
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Wohnstadt Carl Legien, Berlin-Pankow, 1929-30), Weifse Stadt (White City), Berlin-Reinickendorf, 1929—
arch. B. Taut, F. Hillinger. Current condition after 31, arch. B. Ahrends, L. Lesser et al. Current condition.
restoration, Credit: Winfried Brenne Architekten, Berlin Credit: Winfried Brenne Architekten, Berlin

Weifse Stadt ( Whte City), Berlin-Reiickendor]f 1929-31, arch. B. Arends, L. Lesse et al. Current condition.
Credit: Landesdenkmalamt Berlin, W. Reuss
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Housing block in Berlin-Pankow, Heinz-Bartsch-Strafse 4, 192627, arch. B. Taut. Before and after restoration
(1997 and 1998). Credit: Winfried Brenne Architekten, Berlin

MONO school (MONO = Moscow department for education), Moscow, 1929, arch. L. Fedorov,
M. Motylov. The important prototype for schoolbuildings of the 1930s in Moscow was completely destroyed during
reconstruction works in 2006. Credit: A. Zalivako, Berlin
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= AEG-Cable Factory Oberspree, 1927-28, arch.
E. Ziesel, listed monument. Poster of the civil
protesting go-in against the destruction, 2006.
Credit: Studentische Initiative Kabelfabrik FHTW

Berlin

U AEG-Cable Factory Oberspree, 1927-28, arch.
E. Ziesel, listed monument. Civil demonstration
during the process of destruction, 2006. Credit:
Studentische Initiative Kabelfabrik FHTW Berlin
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Dormitory of the former “Krasnaya Professura”’-Institute on Pirogovskaya street, Moscow, 1925-28, arch.
1. Osipov. It has been decided to demolish the complex. Condition in 20006. Credit: A. Zalivako, Berlin

Palace of Congresses, Moscow Kremlin, 1961, arch. M. Posokhin, A. Mndoyants et al. View of the auditorium in
1961 and 2004. Credit: E. Dutlova, Moscow
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