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Anortauis. lpoTuctaBnsiioumch apxiTekTypi KanitanicTuiHoro 3axopy, Hibuto 3a-
MyTaHOTO B CTUNSIX, PaAsiHCbKa apXiTeKkTypa 3asiBfsina Mpo CBOE MOXOAXKEHHS
3 coujianbHoi cdepu. KLU NPOCTeXYBaTW BHYTPILLIHIO NPVpPOAy 3MiH B apXiTek-
Typi 1980-x pokiB y CPCP, To Lie noTpi6HO poburTu He Yepes 3ano3nyieHy KOHLEnLjo
nocTMopepHiamy, a Yepes aHani3 po3pobok y AnsaliHi oro HambinbLl covjianb-
Horo mposiBy — MacoBoro xuTna. [loci paasHcbka apxiTekTypa B nepLuy Yyepry
3Bopmnach Ao eBontoLlii cTUNIB. binbLu poslunpeHe NpoYNTaHHS 30cepPen>KyeTbCs
Ha nepexopi Bif coLpeaniaMy [o CKNagHOro An3saiiHy cepefoByLLa NPOXKNBaHHS
NIOAVIHN Micns XpyLLOBCbKUX pedopm y byaiBHMUTBI. 0pHaK i s TpaHchopMmaLlis
BipOynacs B paMkax cuctematmaaLlii 6yaisenb, NpeAcTaBneHoi 3aranbHOCOIO3HO
CUCTeMOlo HallMeHyBaHHsI TUMOBOI apxiTekTypu, abo HomeHknaTypoto. Cuctema,
Lo BnpoBapyKysanachk 3 1947 poky, HapaBana iHgeKcY TUMOBMM NPOEKTaM YCiX BU-
AiB Byaisenb; y Hil KOXHOMY TUMOBOMY AV3aliHy 6yno BUAiNeHo cBoe cneundivHe
nonoxeHHs.. 0mke, HomeHknatypa mMorna 6 onvcati Bce cepenoBuLLEe NPOXKNBaH-
Hs ntopuHn. Y cepepauni 1980-x pokiB crcTema HaliMeHyBaHb 3pobuna nopanbLui
KpoKw, o6 3af0BonbHUTY AnBepcudikaLiiio An3aiHiB WpKU$TIB, Wo aepani 3po-
cTana, Np1aHavaloymn HoBi iHaeKew, siki bynn posluMK Ta Kopudikysanu binbLue
napameTpiB, NigpuBatoyn BracHi reorpadiyHi Ta TMMYacoBi iepapxii. PisHomaHiT-
HiCTb posrnsipani sk KinbkicHy npobnemy, sky HomeHknatypa ycnillHo BupiLLmna.
BoHa BusiBUNacs poctaTHbO FHYYKOM, W6 MOCNIAOBHO MPUNMCYBaTH iHAEKSH
Bynb-51KoMy — He 060B'I3KOBO TUMOBOMY — AM3alHy. Xo4a MacoBe XXNTNO 3HUKIO
3 apXiTEKTYpPHOro AVCKYPCY Mif Yac nepebynoBy, CTaHAAPTM30BaHa apXiTeKTypa
npo>Xuna HanbinbLL NAIRHUI | cMCTEeMaTYHWI Nepiop, y cBoil icTopii. BceoxonHa
1 noTy>kHa HomeHknatypa, TM He MeHLL, po3Banunacs 3 napiHHsIM PapsHcbkoro
Cotosy. LleHTpanisauis ansaiiHy BrsiBUNA CBOKO HaBaXkKNMBIiLLy NepenyMoBy, Ky
B MOCTPaAsHCbKOMY CBiTi HEMOXIMBO Byno 36epertut.

Kniouosi cnosa: HomeHknatypa, cnuctema HasB, cuctemaTu3allis, apxiTekTyp-
HWI NOCTMOMEPH, LieHTpani3aLlis NpoeKTyBaHHS, CTaHAaPTU30BaHa apXiTeKTypa,
MacoBe XWT/O.
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Abstract. Setting itself off against the architecture of the capitalist West,
allegedly tangled in styles, Soviet architecture claimed its origins in the social
realm. If one is to trace the intrinsic nature of changes in the architecture of
the 1980s in the USSR, it is to be done not through the borrowed concept of
postmodernism, but through the analysis of the developments in the design
of its most social manifestation — mass housing. So far, Soviet architecture
has primarily been whittled down to the evolution of styles. A more advanced
reading focuses on the shift from Socialist Realism to the complex design of
the human habitat following Khrushchev’s reforms in construction. However,
even this transformation took place within the framework of building
systematization, represented by the all-Union system of naming for standard
architecture, or the Nomenclature. The system, implemented since 1947,
assigned indexes to type designs of all building types; within it, every type
design was allocated its specific position. The Nomenclature could thus
describe the whole human habitat. In the mid-1980s, the naming system made
further steps to meet the growing diversification of type designs by assigning
new indexes which were longer and codified more parameters, undermining
vested geographical and temporal hierarchies. The diversity was treated as a
quantitative problem, which the Nomenclature successfully solved. It proved
flexible enough to consistently ascribe an index to any — not necessarily
type — design. Although mass housing disappeared from the architectural
discourse during Perestroika, standardized architecture enjoyed the most
fruitful and systematic time inits history. So all-encompassing and everlasting,
the Nomenclature nevertheless collapsed with the fall of the Soviet Union. The
centralization of design proved its most fundamental precondition, which in
the post-Soviet world was impossible to retain.

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

icropuk apxirex-
typu. Came itomy
PAASHCHKHMI YHTaY
AO BEAHMKOI MipH 3aB-
ASYYE 3HAHOMCTBOM
is GpuTaHCHKOIO Ta
AMEPHUKAHCHKOIO
apxitekrypoio. Cepep

PAATHCBKHX BHAQHD

icTopii 3axipHoi apxi-

TEKTYPH HOTO OTASIA

€, MabyTb, Hai6iAbII
PETpe3eHTaTHBHUM.

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

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

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

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

from “left” to “right”.

BCTVYII

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

Oanax curyanis Ha 3axopl y 1970-x mosropuaacs B Paasrcskomy Coro-
3i y 1980-1i (Anderson, 1998, pp. 24-36)* . TyT nOoCHACHHS €KOHOMIYHOT
KPH3H HaBITh IIPU3BEAO AO IMAAIHHSA KOMYHICTHYHOro mpoekty. PasstHcbka
apxiTexTypa 4yacis HCpC6YAOBI/I, SIK BBaXKAAH, TAKOXK BIATBOPIOBAAA Bi3yaAbHi
eKCIIEPUMEHTH IONEPeAHbOro Accstuairts B €pponi # Crioayuenux [lra-
Tax. Aae Tak rapaau iHozeMui. ¥ camomy sk Papsircskomy Corosi apxitexktypa
He moTpebyBasa MidpiB — BoHa 5x 60 Oyaa sakopineHa B peaasHocti. CyTb
PaASHCBKOL apXiTEKTypu — Ha IMPOTHUBAry KaIiTAAICTUYHIN 3axipHil —
Bbavasu y comiaAbHii cdepi, a MOBa apXiTEKTYpH MaAa xiba o AoHOCUTU
«TAUOOKUH ipeoAOTidHMIT cMucA». | cMHcA 1ieit moAsTaB He B apxiTekTyp-
HUX LIEAEBPAX, 4 Y BEAUYE3HOMY IOTOL|i CTAHAAPTU30BAHOI APXiTEKTYPH.
Came MacoBa )XUTAOBa 320yAOBa, ACIO po30aBAcHA OYAIBASIMU IPOMAACHKO-
O IPHU3HAYEHHS, YTBOPIOBAAA CEPEAOBHUIIE iICHYBAHHS PAASIHCHKOI AIOAUHHL.

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

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

MOBA APXITEKTYPHOI MOAEPHOCTI

Yapaps AsKCHKC, 3BOASIIM MOBY aPXITEKTYPH AO €KCTEPEPY i Bi3yaAbHHX 3Ha-
YEHb, BBAXKAB, I[O «Cy4YaCHA aAPXITEKTypa» (apxiTeKTypa MOAEPHOI A0bu /
modern architecture) 3asHaAa HeBAaui Yepes Opak KOMYHIKATUBHHX PUC/SKO-
creii (Jencks, 1977, p. 7). Bpyno 3eBi rakosx Hapikas Ha 6pax mocAiA0BHOI MO-
AcpHoi MoBH apxitexTypu (Zevi, 1978, pp. 3—6). 3eBi, sataTHii KpUTHK perpe-
CHBHHUX ITOCTMOAEPHUX TEHAEHIIIN, HAMAraBCs AATH BU3HAYEHHS «IOCTIHHUX
BEAMYMH>» MOAEPHOI apXiTeKTypH y HAMOIABII AHTUKAACUYHOMY KAIOYi, 6e3
3BEPHEHHA AO AlHrBicTHYHMX MeTadop Askerkca. Aast 3eBi apxitekTypa — Lje
PO KOMyHIKalito, Oaiiayke, <€ Lje MOBOIO uM Hi». PaasiHcbKa cTaHAQpTH30-
BaHA apXiTEKTypa FOBOPHAA BAACHOI MOBOKW. Ju Oyaa 151 MOBa apxiTeKTyp-
HOIO — IUTAHHS AUCKYCIMHE, AA€ CEMAHTUKA Y Hil, 6esyMOBHo, HasIBHA.

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

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

modernity was really about.

THE LANGUAGE OF ARCHITECTURAL MODERNITY

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

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

Harpomaaxenns
GaraToKBapTHPHIX
6yAMHKIB pisHUX
epioaiB mobysoBn
na Aom6posui/Kyn-
neBiuHi, MiHCcbK.
3aiBa HampaBo:
3A-OI15B (2007),
3A-OITE (2000),
M-90 (1990), M-464
(1990), M-464Y-1
(2004) (AiniTpiit
3apopin, 2014)

Fig. 1

Bricolage of blocks

of flats from different
periods in Dambrouka/
Kuntsaushchyna,

Minsk. From left to
right: 3A-OPB (2007),
3A-OPB (2000), M-90
(1990), M-464 (1990),
M-464U-1 (2004).
(Dimitrij Zadorin, 2014)
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LY
Kaumatude-
Howmep HAMMEHOBAHHME M KPATKAS cimit pation,  Oprasmsauuz, paspaGorapmas ~ OPranusanus,
THI0BOrO XAPAKTEPHUCTHKA THIIOBOTO noxpaitor, npoexT, M Kata BBOXa p":;‘i‘:;:ﬁ“‘
pacyetdas
npoexTa MPOEKTA napyaiaz {2 npoekTa B AeHcTBHE npoexT
Cepus 48
Hapy:xuble cTeHbl Hecyllue U3 KepaM3uTo6eToHHbiX manesei. [Te-
PeKphITHE H3 JKene300eTOHHBIX naHenell. ITosHoe HHKeHepHOe
61aroyCcTpoiicTBO.
Just cTpouTenbeTBa B pafioHax ceficMuyHocThIO 8 M 9 6aasioB
CEKLUMOHHBIE AOMA
ABYX3Ta’KHBIE:
111-48-6¢ UeThIpeXCEKUMOHHBIN AOM Ha 16 1B, IIB, KuprusranpoceAbxos, Kasaxcruit
KBapTup (TpexxkoMHaTHBIX 3B-8, 1A, 1B, 1972 r. durman
YETBIPEXKOMHATHBIX 4B-8). 1B, IVl TUTII
JKunas maomaps 721 M2 —20,
Ob1mast mAOLIaAb, NPUBEACHHAS —25,
1145 m? —30
111-48-5¢ TpexceKIUOHHBIA AOM Ha 12 KBap- 1B, IIB, KUprasrunpoceAbxos, Kasaxcruit
TUp (TPeXKOMHATHBIX 3A-6, 1A, I, 1992 1. durmar
YeTHIPEXKOMHATHBIX 4A-6). 1B, IVl LIUTII
JKunas maomiaph 516 M2 —20,
O6ujast MAOIIaAb, IPUBEACHHAS —25,
808 M* —30
ABYXOTAXHBIE BAOKHWHPOBAHHLBE AOMA
141-48-3c ABYXKBapTHPHEIH AOM C MSATHKOM- 1B, IIB, Kuprusranpoceapxos, Kazaxckuit
HaTHBIMH KBapTHpamm SA B asyx [I[A, IIIB, 1972 r. puAman
YDOBHSIX. IIIB, IvVI LUTTI
JKupas maomaab 116 a2 —20,
O6uiast IAOIIaAb, NPUBEASHHAR
189 m*
141-48-4c ABYXKBapTHPHBIZ AOM C IATHKOM- 1B, IIB, Kuprusrunpoceabxos, Kasaxcxnit
HatHBIME KBapTupamu 5B B apyx A, IIIB, 1972 r. braman
YPOBHSAX. 1B, Ivr Ut
JKunas maomaps 123 M2 —20,
Ofm1ast MAOIIaAL, ITPUB2AEHHAS —25,
203 m? —30
OAHOSTAJKHBIE AOMA
181-48-1c ABYXKBapPTHPHBIA AOM C TPEXKOM- IB, IIB, Kuprusranpoceabxos, Kazaxckuit
HATHBIME KBapTupaMu 3A. II1A, MiB, 1972 r. uanan
JKurasg naomaps 77 M2 1B, IVT UUTII
OGmas nAOLaAb, IIPUBEAECHHAT —20,
134 »® —25,
—30
181-48-2¢ ABYXKBapTHPHBIA AOM C TPEXKOM= 1B, 1IB Kupruarunpoceabxos, Kazaxcruit
HaTHBIME KBaprupamm 3B. TIASTE =072 x bunrman
SKuaas maoiapk 80 M2 1B, IVl LUTIT
Of1as TAOMAAL, IPUBEACHHAS —20,
142 ™® —25,
—30

In.2

Cropinka 3 «ITe-
PpeAiKy THITOBHX
TIPOEKTIB >, SIKi BU-
KOPHCTOBYBaAH, 106
CIPOCTHTH KOMYHi-
Kallilo apXiTeKTopiB
iBaaau (Iepevens
TUNOBBIX NPOEXIMOB
HCUNDLX 30aHUTE 015
cmpoumenscmea 6
CeAbCKOLL MECTIHOCIIL:
Ilc 01-2. (1976).

Mocksa)

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

tipovykh proektov zhilykh
zdanii dlia stroitelstva v
selskoi mestnosti: Ps 01-2
(1976). (Moscow)
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000B'I3K0BO BHSBASIAOCS ACTHASIPHOIO OyAiBAcko. 1MaA0 moMIesHux criopya,
CTaAIHCBKOI A0OOH, SK i MIOCTMOACPHI €KCIIEPUMEHTH, TEX MAAM TaKi iHAEKCH.
Sxio MoAepHI3M OyB XYAOXKHBOIO BIATIOBIAAIO HA MOAEPHICTb, TO Taki OyaiBAi
OyAH MOACPHICTIO, 3 SIKOI YCYHYAH MOACPHi3M. PaasiHcbKa cTaHAQpTH30BaHA
apXiTEKTypa rOBOPHAA APXITEKTYPHOIO MOBOK MOAEPHOCTI.

[TorysxHa i Bceoxonna, Homenkaarypa Tum He MeHme 6yaa 3aByaaboBa-
HOIO, IPUXOBAHOIO 33 CTUAICTUMHUMM 3MiHAMM Ta KYABTYPHUMU MapapUrMa-
MH. Y )KOAHOMY AXKEPEAl FOAl 3HAMTH YiTKOTO MOSCHEHHS IPUHIUITIB HAAQH-
H IIUX IHAEKCIB, HE Ka)Ky4H BKE ITPO IMOXOAXKEHHS CUCTEMU HAAAHHS HA3B
cepiit uu cMucAy ixuporo icHyBaHus; 110 HoMeHnkaarypy He mMoxxHa 6on
BHBYHUTH B KOAHOMY 3aKkAaal. MoBa cucreMarusanii 3aAHIIAAACS HESCHOIO
HABITbh AASI TUX, XTO ITIOCAYTOBYBAaBCs HEIO.

Biproal Maso 1m0 3MiHHAOCS, OCKIABKH HAyKOBLIi MOBY CTAaHAAQPTH30BaHOI
apxiTeKTYpH He AOCAipKyBasu. HaromicTs BOHM BoAiAM IepekasyBaru icTopiio
PAASHCBHKOI apXITEKTYPH 5K TOCAIAOBHICTb CTHAIB, B OCTAHHE ACCATHAITTS 30Ce-
peaxyrourch Ha iepioai 1960-x — moyarky 1980-x, abo, six ckasasu 6 Tenep, Ha
epioal passHCBKOTO MOAEPHI3My. IHKOAM HABITh BAAETHCH, IO EAUHE, IO TPe-
6a 3HaTU IIPO PAASIHCBKY apXITEKTYPY, — Li€ BIATIPaBHY TOYKY LIbOTO IEPioAy —
nocranoy LIK KITPC i Paau Minictpis CPCP Bis 4 anucromapa 1955 poky
«IIpo ycyHeHHs HaAMIpHOCTEH Y IIPOEKTYBaHHI i 6yAiBHI/IL[TBi>>. Ha nisnimi
3pYIIEHHS YBAaTU 3BEPTAIOTh MEHIIE: HAIPUKAAA, HA BIAMOBY BiA XPYILIOBCKOTO
$yHKIIOHAAI3MY HA KOPHCTb 6iAbII IHAMBIAYaAI30BaHOI apXIiTEKTYPH y CEPEAUHI
1960-x (Zadorin, 2020) a6o Ha nepexia A0 HOCTMOACPHI3MY B YacH epeOYAOBH.

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

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

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

the architectural language of modernity.
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61 6iABLI ITOCAIAOBHO IIOB’sI3aAa HAATO OYEBHAHI CTHAICTHYHI mepTypbanil.
Tomy BU3HAYCHHS COLIAAICTHYHOTO PEAaAi3MY SIK METOAY, a HE SIK CTHAIO BHSI-
BHAOCS B IIbOMY CEHCI Ay»ke koprcHUM. HoBuit etarn papsHCbKOI apXiTeKTypu
3 1950-x i Aaai MaAM XapaKTepH3yBaTH BiAOMi TeXHI4Hi iHHOBaIIii — 3aBOACHKE
BUTOTOBACHHSI 30ipHHX KOHCTPYKLII Ta MacOBEe BUPOOHHUIITBO, & TAKOXK COLIi-
AABHI HAYKH, SIKi OXKMBAAH ITICASI 3AICHOI CTAAIHCBHKOI aTaK/ Ha Pal[iOHAAI3M.
Hosa mapapurma moasirasa B KOMIIAGKCHOMY ITPOEKTYBAHHI CepeAOBHIIA ic-
nyBanHs1. Le Oyao cepeaoBuLe sIK HAYKOBA cucmema, 10 GYAO IPOTOAOLICHO
OCHOBHOIO PHCOIO, 5IKa BIAPI3HAAA COLIIAAICTUYHY apXiTEKTYPY Bia 3axipgHOI® .
VY nparHeHHI TOTAABHOCTI 30BHIIIHIEI BUTASIA YoKe He 6yB OCHOBHHUM, SIK 32
crasiHcpkoro ekaekTusMy. HomeHnkaaTypa, MoBa crcTeMH, AOIIOMOTAQ AMCTAH-
LI{I0BaTHCS Bia Bi3yaAbHOTO II€ AAAL, — i HATOPOAOIO 32 Iie 6yAa AOTiuHICTB. Aae
cHCTeMa HailMeHyBaHb OyAa HE TaK IIPO IPY YHCEA, SIK IIPO HAAAHHS KOXKHOMY
THUIIOBOMY IIPOEKTY HOro OKPEMOro MiCLis B 3araAbHiil iepapxii. Kpim Toro, Ho-
MEHKAATYpa, 3 Yacy 3anpoBapXeHHs y 1947 poli, KoAU CTaAIHChKA apXiTeKTy-
pa OyAa B 3eHiTi, po3BUBaAaCs 32 BAACHUMH 3aKOHOMIPHOCTSMH, THMYACOM SIK
HOBI KCPIBHUKM ACPYKaBU Ta CTHAL mpuxoauad i Biaxopnan. Toxx Homenkaa-
Typa yTBOPIOBAaAA CTPYKTYPY, B MEXAX SIKOI HE TIABKU CTHAI MOTAU 3MiHIOBAaTH
OAMH OAHOTO, 2 M HaBiTh COIAAICTUYHMI PEAAI3M MOCTYNABCS CUCTEMHOMY
CepeAOBHILY icHyBaHHS. TOMy LIOMHO MU IAXOAUMO AO LIAPHHH CTAHAAPTH-
30BaHOI apXiTeKTYpH, TO cTHKaeMocs 3 HomeHkaaTypolo, sika maHye Haa yciM.

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

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

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

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

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

* Is 1960-x poxis

i misHimte 1o

HOBY MTAPAAMTMY
o6roopioBasn

Y CBOIX mparsax
YHMAAO TEOPETHKIB
apXiTeKTypH, 30-
Kkpema it IkoHHiKoB.
Hanpukaaa, ans.
oninky Muxaiiaom
Bapxinum ipiocns-
Kpasii coriaaicTuy-
HOI apXiTeKTypu
(Barkhin, 1979,
pp- 191-199).
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* Pobept Benrypi
HPOTHCTABASB
MoA€epHicTHYHI
OyAiBAI- «KauKH>»
HOCTMOACPHHIM
«IPUKPAMICHUM
capasM>; B OCTaH-
HIX KOMYHiKaTHBHE
HOBIAOMACHHS GyAO
LITYYHO MPUAALITO-
BAHO AO aPXiTEKTYp-
HOI KOPoOKH.

OHAAICTCHKHUE, MICTOLIEHTPHYHHI/MICTOOPiEHTOBAHUII €BPOICHCHKHUI TTAXIA,
i amepuxaHcbkuil KoHcroMepu3M. IpoTe njikasirme, 110 %K CTAAOCS 3 THM, 110
PAASHCbKA apXITEKTYPHA TEOPis BBAXKAAA CIPABAL COLIIAAICTUYHOIO apXiTek-
TYPOIO, — THM, 110 $OPMYBAAO CHCTEMY )KUTTEBOTO CepeAOBHIIA Aloaci. Yu
HPUITHSIAQ LisT apXITEKTypa — 3 YCiM I MAaCOBUM BUPOOHHULITBOM, OX0pOKpaTieio
Ta HAAMIPHOIO IIEHTPAAi3alli€l0 IPOEKTYBAHHS — IHAMBiAyaAi3alliio i maropa-
Aism? Slkoro Oyae 1151 apxiTeKTypa 3 MPedikcoM «IOCT->, IO HAPOAIKYBAAACS
3 ApPXITEKTYPHOTI'O MOAEPHY ?

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

MockoBCcbKi iHCTUTYTH IPOSBUAH iHILIIATHBY, CTBOPIOIOYU HaMbiABII BU-
pasHi «MOCTMOAEPHI» NPOeKTH (iA. S). 32 ACCATD POKiB BOHM TaKH CTaHYTh
TUIOBUMH CEPisIMM, KAMITAABHO nepeGy,A,OByxqu BI/IPO6HI/I‘1y AIHIIO )KHTAO-
BOTO 6y,A,iBH1/1uTBa y pocifichkiit croauui. Lo Moaeab nepefinsan i cotTHi mict
xoaumaboro CPCP. Aae nanpukinni 1980-x, koan papsHcbka iMnepis Bee
e 6yAa LiAICHOIO, [IPO SKUICh MACOBHH MOACPHI3M TOAL OYAO If FOBOPHUTH.
byaiBeabHa raAysp yce Iie He MOraa OTOBTATHC ITiCASL HEITPOCTOTO IIEPEXOAY
AO TPETHOTO MOKOAIHHS THIIOBOIO OYAIBHUIITBA, BBEACHHS SKOTO Y IIPAKTH-
Ky (micast npeacraBaeHHs y 1972-my) 3a6paao nise pccatuairts (Meuser &
Zadorin, 2015). Bpewrri-pewr, paasiHcbKa peaAbHICTb i 6.4 MipoM.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

In.3

Icropnuni

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

3apopiu, 2016)

In. 4.

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

Fig. 3

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

in Dambrouka,

Minsk, 2009.

Dimitrij Zadorin, 2016

Fig.4

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

Lo nponosmuiio
BHKOPHCTOBYBAAH
SIK IIPOTOTHIT AASK
HOBOi BUpOGHIYOT
AiHIT XHTAOBOTO
6yaiBHMLTBA Y
BChOMY KOAHIITHBOMY
Papsmcskomy Corosi 3
kinust 1990-x i niswi-
we (Apxumexmypa:
Pabomor npoexmmvix
U HAYUHBIX
uncmumymos Mockevt
1984-1988 zz.
(1991). Mocksa:
Crpoiinsaar)

Fig. 5

A new housing series by
MNIITEP of the late
1980s. This proposal was
used as a prototype for a
new production line of
housing series across the
former Soviet Union from
the late 1990s onwards.
(Arkhitekeura: Raboty
prockinykh i nauchnykh
institutov Moskvy
1984-1988g¢. (1991).
Moskva: Stroiizdat)
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I3 TUIIOAOTIYHOTO TOTASIAY, PAASHCBKE IOCTMOACPHE MAaCOBE SKUTAOBE OY-
AIBHHLITBO MAaAO YMM MOTAO ITOXBaAUTHCS. Y Bcbomy Cxipnomy 6a0ky 1980-ti
O3HAMEHYBAAH [TOBEPHEHHA AO CTapol LieHTpaAbHOI yacTuHH MicTa. [Ticas
3BEAEHHS TaM HOBOTO )KMTAA AABHO 3aHEADAHI AIASHKY MaAU ITOBEPHYTHUCA
Ao xurts. Y HAP BeankonaneabHa OypiBeAbHa IPOMHCAOBICTb YCIILIHO
BIATIOBiAQ HAa BHKAMK, YYAOBUM IIPUKAAAOM 40ro € AapTiTapT y PocToky.
Y merponoaii — Papsrcekomy Corosi — cripobu B3siTHcs 3a cepeaMicTst
saaumaaucs Ha nanepi (ia. 6) (Kopao, 1980). Hasitb nepcnextusny HoBy
cepito KOTIIE, «Micpka MaHEBpPEHICTh» SIKOI AaBaAa 3MOTY <«TaHI[IOBATU>»
AOBKOAQ CTapHuX GYAiBCAb, pe€aAi3yBaAU TiABKH B yMOBaX IIiAbHOI 3a6yAOBI/I
Ha OKOAHUIAX MOCKBH.

:‘Ii il hl & Iﬁ{ﬂ B & H
FEEERTIT

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

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

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

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

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

“4Robert Venturi set

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

Fig. 6

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

Koan paasHCcbKa apxiTeKTypa [o4asa OBEPTATU AO IIOCTMOACPHI3MY, Alsl-
40 Apyre BupanHs Homenkaarypu. Horo IIPEACTABUAM Ha Io4aTKy 1960-x sk
HEPETASIHY Ty OPUIiHAABHY pepakiio 1947 poky. O6uaBa BUAAHHS IParHyAH
o6’epAHaTH yci papAsHCBKI TUITOBI IPOEKTHU «ITiA OAHHUM AAXOM>>, AA€ Y APYTOMY
AO HAAAHHS Ha3B MAIMIIAM HYYKillle, OCKIABKY CEMAHTUYHY YACTHUHY HA3BU
MIPOEKTY 6on BipokpeMaeHO Bip 1udposoi yactunu. KosxHa cepis i Tunosuit
[IPOEKT, 3 SIKMX BOHA CKAAAAAACH, MAAU MOPsAKOBHUIT HOMep. CeMaHTHYHUI
npedixc ((DTM) MIPUEAHYBABCA AO iHAEKCY, KM IO3HAYaB TUIIOAOTIIO Ta
METOA 6yAiBHI/1uTBa HpOoeKTy. Y BUIASIAL GOPMYAH IHACKC THUIIOBOTO IIPOEKTY
BuUrasiaas Tak: T M-c-n, pe D nosHasaso GpyHkuio, 7' — tunoaoriio, M — me-
TOA GYAiBHHHTBa, ¢ — HOMEP Cepil, a # — HOMEP MPOEKTY.

Miporo posButky craHpapTH30BaHOI apxitekTypu Homenkaarypa Hamara-
Aacsi 3aCBOITH 1HHOBAILIi, BIAITAIOUH BIAIIOBIAHI CYQIKCH B IHAEKCH THIIOBHX
npoexri. Hacripasai, apyre Bupanns HoMeHkaarypu BUABHAOCA HACTiABKH
THYYKUM HIOAO 3MiH, IO HABITh 3HAMIIAO pillIEHHS, K [TO3HAYATH OAOK-CeK-
il — HaHOiABII PaAMKAABHY HOBAILIIO Y KUTAOBUX IPOEKTAX i3 YaciB 3ampoBa-
AJKEHHSI CEPIHHOTO METOAY pOeKTyBaHHs Hanpukinni 1940-x. Ha Bigminy Big
IHAEKCIB TUIIOBUX IPOEKTIB, IHAEKCH OAOK-CEKIIFTHUX 6yAiBCAI) HE MaAM IIpe-

dixca PTM, a nepes, HomepoM poekTy crosis Hyab (0) a6o s popmyaa (¢c-06).

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

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

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

separation of the semantic part from the general index. Each series and type design, from which
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Ocranns papsiacska Bepceiss Homenkaarypu 1984 poxy 36iraacs B yaci is
BXOAJKEHHSAM ITOCTMOACPHHUX TEHACHILIIH Y PaAsHCBKY apXiTeKTypy. BiaToal
KOKEH )XUTAOBHI THIIOBHI IPOEKT HasuBaaH 32 popmyaoro OTM-c-n(.6)
(.p3)-pp, a xoxmy 6a0k-cexuito — ¢-06(.6)(.p3).pp (ia.7,8). Tyt c nosnavae
HOMeEp cepil, # — HOMep IPOEKTY, 6 — HOMep OAOK-ceKiil, .6 — BapiaHT,
.p — perioH, a .pp — ABi ocTaHHI nU$pU POKY CTBOpeHHS npoekTy. I .6,1.p
OpaAU B AY>KKH 51K HEOOOB SIBKOBi €ACMEHTH.

Mo Bparkae y niit «mocrmoacpHiit» Homenkaarypi — e AoBri Homepu
IPOEKTIB, B AIKUX MOTAO IIOEAHYBATUCH AO TPbOX CydikciB. 3BiCHO, OCKIABKH
6A0K-ceKLii OyAr 6e3yMOBHO HAMMOLINPEHIIIIM THIIOM XUTAOBOI 3a0yAOBU
mict Hanpukinni 1970-x, i cydikcu A0 meBHOI Mipu KOMIICHCYBaAd Opak
CEMaHTUYHOTO HABAHTAXKEHHS LIUPPOBOI YACTHHH {HAEKCY 6AOK-CeKIIii. Aae
AOBTi HOMEPH MPOEKTIB TAKOK MOKHA PO3TASAATH i SIK MipHAO 3HAYEHD, SKi
BBa)KaAU BaXKAUBUM ITOBIAOMUTH. qu)iKC PpOKy ( pp), SIKUM paHille BXUBAAH,
106 BKa3aTH Ha OCTAHHIO MOAUGIKALI{I0 IEPBUHHOTO IIPOEKTY, TEIEP AOAA-
BaAH A0 Beix iHpekciB. Ipiopurer opurinaay 6on BTPaYeHO, YACOBY iepap-
xito nopymero. Perionaspnuit cydixc (p3) cBiAdMB 1po BU3HAHHS HeiiMO-
BIPHOT'O PEriOHAABHOTO PO3MAITTS KpaiHu, 1[0 OYAO HaraabHOW MOTpeboIO,
3BAXKAIOYM Ha ACAAAIL 6iA}>I.Hy KIABKICTh HE3HAYHHUX MOAHpIKaLif, sSKi BIpo-
BaAKyBaAH Ha MicueBoMy piBHi. IIpoekrt, omxe, yxe mir mepemimyBarucs
B 4aci i1 npocropi, auue aminooyu cydiken. Hapeurri, 6ys mwe cydikc, mo
II03HAYaB BEPCilo (.6), KA BXOAMAO yCe PiSHOMAHITTS BapiaHTiB, sIKi He BIU-
CYBaAHCS Y ABA ITOIIEpeAHi cydikcu.

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

the series was composed, got an ordinal number. A semantic prefix (FTM) was then appended
to the index, encoding the type design’s typology and construction method. Expressed in a for-
mula, the type design index was FTM-n-d, where F is for function, T typology, M construction
method, 7 series number, and & design number.

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

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

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

22/
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® I'Tik MAcOBOTO XHT-
AAOBOTO OYAIBHHI[TBA
npumnas Ha 1988 pik,
KoAH 6yAO 3BBEACHO
132,3 miabitoHa
KBaAPATHIX METPIB.
TosHuii orasia AuB. y:
(Hapodwoe xossiicmso
8CCCP61990..
Crmamucmueckuii
eweeoonux. (1991), c.
175; Hapoonoe xossii-
cmso CCCP 3a 70 em.
(1987),¢.508).

[PUIHCYIOYH HOMy BiploBipHI iHpekcu. Ll cTpokaricts cpuiiMasn sk
KiAbKicHY pobaeMy, siKy ycmimuo poss’sisysasa Homenkaarypa. Mosa Ho-
MEHKAATYPU BUSIBUAACS AOCTATHBO THYYKOIO, 10O HAAIAUTH KOAOM OyAb-
SIKUM TUIOBUH IMPOEKT i, O HaHBa)KAUBIIIE, — 3pO6I/ITI/I Lj€ Y AOTIYHUI
i 3MiCTOBHUI cr10Ci6, MPETEHAYIOYH Ha IIPUMOBKY «Hewma Taxoro MIPOEKTY,
SKUH HE MO>XXHA 6on 6 BIATIOBIAHO Ha3BaTU>. 3BiCHO, MIOIIMPEHHS HOBUX
THITOBUX IIPOEKTIB y IMO€AHaHHI 3 rHyukicTio HoMeHkaaTypu 3arposxyBaso
HEKOHTPOABOBAHUM ITOAIAOM Ha mipgrumu. Hasite npoextu aast opaHOpaso-
BOT'O 3BEACHHSI MOTAHM MaTH BAACHUH iHAEKC. Le cTaHOBHAO pH3HK AAsT caMOl
A€l CTAHAQPTHU3AIlil, AA€ HE AASI BAATHOCTI KOHTPOAIOBATH il APYTY IIPUPOAY.

MOAEPHI3M BE3 KIHITA

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

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

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

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

INpore Homenkaarypa — e inma piu. Posmap Papsucrkoro Corosy cy-
IIPOBOAJKYBABCs KPAXOM LICHTPaAi30BaHOI cucTeMu npoekTyBaHHsA. Koanm-
Hi KHA3bKH CTAAU HOBUMH I1APbKAMHU, 2 MICLIEBI « HEYKH>» MPHUHIIAU AO Kep-
Ma HOMCHKAaTypI/I Ha MiCIIsIX. HPaFHCHHﬂ CUCTEMATHUYHO HpI/I60pKYBaTI/I
TUIIOBI IPOEKTH HIKYAU HE IIOAIAOCSH, AA€, HE MIAKPIMTACHA HAACKHUM PiBHEM
3HaHb, HoMenkaaTypa yxe ckouyBasacs B xaoc imnposisanii. [Toryxua cu-
cTeMa, sika Oyaa OCHOBOIO Cy4acHOCTI, pyiiHyBaaacs. PaasiHcbKa craHpapTH-
30BaHa apXiTeKTypa yBiiiliaa y A0Oy IOCTMOAEPHY.
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That being so, the Nomenclature, the language of the systematized habitat, tried to keep
the quickly growing diversity under control by assigning indexes. The diversity was treated as
a quantitative problem, which the Nomenclature successfully solved. The language proved
flexible enough to ascribe an index to any type design and, more importantly, to do it in a
coherent and meaningful fashion, laying claim to the adage “There is no design that cannot
be properly named.” The proliferation of new type designs, of course, assisted by the flex-
ibility of the Nomenclature, ran risks of the uncontrolled division of types. Even one-off
buildings could end up having their own index. This might have endangered the very idea of

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

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

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

Hosi 6yaisai

3 cimeiicrsa [1-44

Y KHTAOBOMY KOMII-
ackci «Llenrp-2>,
JKeaeanopopoxuuii,
Mockoscbka 06-
AacTb, 2020 (www

dskl.ru)

Fig. 9

New buildings of the
P44 pedigree in Tsentr-2
Residential Complex,
Zheleznodorzhnyi,
Moscow Region, 2020.
www.dskl.ru
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> The peak in housing
construction with 132.3
million square meters
was reached in 1988. For
a full overview, compare:
(Narodnoe Khoziaistvo
SSSR v 1990 g. (Statis-
ticheskii Ezhegodnik),
1991, p. 175; Narodnoe
Khoziaistvo SSSR Za 70
Let, 1987, p. 508)
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struction in world history®. Likewise, the assignment of type design indexes had never been
so consistent. Soviet Modernity absorbed postmodern architectural trends without mak-
ing even wee concessions. The results of that victory are still ubiquitous today. It is enough
to look at the residential complex Tsentr-2 to the east of Moscow, to see how “all condi-
tions for a comfortable life” — schools and a park at a walkable distance, and the very fact
that the blocks have been completed — retain the scent of a post-war welfare state. (Fig.
9) The bottom line is that McLuhan’s idea of mass customization, formulated in the 1970s,
does not stand reality. It is still cheaper to produce the same than different (Jencks, 2011).

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

fallen into pieces. Soviet standardized architecture entered postmodernity.




