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Introduction

In this work | am trying to discover, how architectural education was organized in the
Soviet Union in 1930, and more specifically to discover the place occupied by the history of
architecture in the training of architects during this period. History of architectural education
can be framed in the various ways. For the full-fledged research in the history of education of
any kind, even in such a peculiar subject as teaching architectural history of architecture in
schools of architecture, it is necessary to involve many different contexts: this is the history of
art, the history of institutions, the history of ideas, the social and political contexts that shape
education and so on. As Mary Ann Stankiewicz points out?, we can discuss the educational
issues in context of historical periods, geopolitical entities, nationalism, international
influences, etc. The history of Soviet architectural education cannot be viewed without the
ideological context which shaped the curriculum, teaching methods, enrollment of students and
staff, courses content and syllabuses, essential and additional reading, etc. Therefore, it is
obvious that even the small subject in the history of education brings up a very large layer of
research in various fields and contexts.

Why is the answer to the question of how the history of architecture was taught to
future architects in the 1930s is important for understanding the general context of the history
of Soviet architecture? Usually, research in the history of architecture of a particular period of
a particular country is done within the same subject field. However, in this work, | consider the
architectural schools of the USSR as part of a large social institution — education, which was
undergoing major changes in the 1930s. Thus, sociological and political aspects of research in
education are added to the historical and architectural narratives. The transformation of the
education system was superimposed on changes in the profession of an architect, values and
directions of work in the professional community, therefore, even in such, at first glance, a
secondary plot, as the peculiarities of teaching one discipline, various conflicts and interests

inherent in the era are reflected.

The 1930-s in Soviet architecture is a period of constructing a social realism — the new
style that should have been based on the “acquisition of the historical heritage”, where
“heritage” meant mainly the Greece and Roman Antiquity and the Italian Renaissance. The

search for the place of the heritage in the social realism took several years and was very well

1 Mary Ann Stankiewicz, ‘Capitalizing Art Education: Mapping International Histories’, in
International Handbook of Research in Arts Education (Springer, 2007), pp. 7-38.



described in the professional press?. The community of architects was trying to find out, what
kind of past can the social realism call its “own” and how can it acquire this past to build a new
architecture. This discussion reflects a redefinition of the architectural profession and its place
in the social hierarchy: by 1930 the only customer on the architectural scene was the Soviet
state, the market and, thus, the diversity and the variety of preferences, have been eliminated.

The architects turned back to the history in search of the coping strategies.

The “social realism in architecture” or “Stalinist empire style” in the recent years
became an object of attention of scholars both in Russia and abroad. The main questions of
their studies are related to the essence of the style. Some scholars and critics try to define the
origins of the style through its relations to the previous stylistic periods (the most important
works in this area are Vladimir Paperny’s “Culture two™3, Grigory Revzin’s “Neoclassicism in
Russian architecture in the beginning of XX century*, Boris Groys “Gezamtkunstwerk
Stalin® and multiple studies by the Moscow Institute of the History and Theory of Architecture
and Urbanism), some look for the neoclassicism’s social drivers (for example, Vadim Bass’s
papers on the reinvention of classics in early XX century Russia® and other works which will
be analysed in the following sections). These studies will constitute the background of my
research.

Another important issue is the institutional settings of 1930s neoclassical movement.
From 1929 Soviet architecture experienced the process of the alignment of multiple ideas and
movements within the profession to the Party’s general ideology. Throughout the 1930s we
can observe two parallel processes. First is the establishing of ideological context in

architecture through the Union of the Soviet Architects (1932), in which representatives of all

2 The main journal of Soviet architects — “Arkhitektura SSSR” (“Architecture of the USSR”) from 1933
to 1937

3 Paperny V., Culture Two (New Literary Review, 2016). 414 p. (In Russian: ITanepnsiii B., Kyiomypa
/lsa (Hooe muteparyproe obo3penue, 2016). 414 c.).

* Revzin G. 1., “Neoclasssicism in Russian Architecture of the Beginning of XX Century”. Archive of
Architecture. — 1992. — Issue 2. 199 p. (In Russian: Pessun I'. W., “Heokmnaccuimsm B Pycckoii
Apxurektype Hauana XX Beka”, Apxus Apxumexmypoi. — 1992. — Boin. Il. 199 c).

> Groys B. Gesamtkunstwerk Stalin (Ad Marginem, 2013). 168 p. (In Russian: Bopuc I'poiic,
Gesamtkunstwerk Cmanun (Ad Marginem, 2013). 168 c.).

6 Bass V. G. “Russian Palladio: on one mechanism of acquisition of the classics in Russian architecture
of XX century”, Actual problems of history and theory of art, — 2015 — Issue 5. P 774-782. (In Russian:
bacc B. T'., “«Pycckmii [lammaguo»: 00 OgHOM MeXaHHW3ME OCBOEHHWS KIACCHKH B OTEYECTBEHHOW
apxutekType XX Beka”, AKTyallbHbIE MPOOIEMBI TEOPHH W UCTOpUU HcKyccTBa, — 2015 — Bem. 5.
C.774-782).



artistic movements of the 1920s were forcibly united. Second is represented by the changes in
the architectural profession. Several work describing the institutionalization of Soviet
architecture and changes in the architectural profession, appeared in the recent years. Among
them are Katherine Clark’s “Moscow the Fourth Rome” (2011)7, Alexandra Selivanova’s PhD
thesis on postconstructivism in 1930s (2009)8, Igor Kazus’s works on the architectural
competitions (2014)° and Moscow architecture (2014), Alessandro De Magistris papers on the
social realism (2014)*° and Moscow metro (2011)* and many others.

On the other hand, in the 1930s, the state formulates a new demand for the education
system: it is necessary to quickly train sufficiently qualified personnel in order to raise the
country’s economy. Higher educational institutions are faced with a new system of priorities:
not autonomy and the search for new knowledge of the classical Humboldt University, but the
unification and standardization of programs so that graduates in Moscow, Leningrad,
Vladivostok, Kharkov, Odessa have the same set of knowledge, skills and abilities. Therefore,
the question of what and how to teach future architects was decided in the 1930s not
individually by a teacher, department, faculty, but centrally, at the level of the entire country.
The programs and requirements developed in the central universities of Moscow and Leningrad
were taken as a model by all educational institutions of the country. Thus, the one who was
responsible for what to include in the curriculum, what textbooks, sources and illustrative

materials the teacher can use, made a decision not only for his students.

" Katerina Clark, Moscow, the Fourth Rome (Harvard University Press, 2011).

8 Selivanova A. N. “Creative Searches in Theory and Practice of Soviet Architecture in the 1930s”
(unpublished PhD Thesis) Moscow., 2009. 252 p. (In Russian: CenuBanoBa A. H., ‘TBopueckue
IMToucku B Teopun u [Ipaktuke CoBetckoit Apxutektypbl 1930-x ['onoB’ (muc. kann. apx., M., 2009)
252 ¢.); Selivanova A. N. Postconstructivism: Power and Architecture in 1930-s in USSR (BuksMArt,
2019). CenuBanoBa A. H., [ToctkoHcTpykTuBu3m: Biacte u Apxurekrypa B 1930-¢ T'omget B CCCP
(BuksMArt, 2019) 320 c.).

®Kazus I. A. «“ Architectural Competitions in the USSR in the 1930s and Formation of Style Directions
of Soviet Art Deco and Neoclassicism” Sztuka Europy Wschodniej | UckycctBo Boctounoit EBporist |
Art of Eastern Europe, 2, 2014, 267-275 (In Russian: 1. A. Kasycs, ‘Apxutekrypubie KOHKYpCHI B
Cccp 1930-x TomoB m PopmupoBanue CruneBsix Hampasnenuit Cosetckoro Ap [leko u
Heoxnaccukn’, Sztuka Europy Wschodniej | MckycctBo Boctounoit Espomnsr | Art of Eastern Europe,
2, 2014, 267-275); Geydor T. I., Kazus I. A., Styles of the Moscow Architecture (Iskusstvo — XXI vek,
2014) (In Russian: Teitnop T. U., Kasyces U. A., Ctunu MockoBckoit Apxutektypsl (MckycctBo-XXI
Bek, 2014).

10 Alessandro De Magistris, ‘(Soc) Realisms in Practice: Re-Reading the Soviet Experience in the
1930s’, 2014.

11 Alessandro De Magistris, ‘Underground Explorations in Synthesis of the Arts: Deineka in Moscow’s
Metro’, 2011.



My work consists of the following thematic parts. As in any other field, the historical
context is very important in the history of art and architectural education. Therefore, in the first
paragraphs, | make a brief foray into the history of the formation of architectural education in
Russia. Since education in my work is considered an important social institution, | begin this
foray with the founding of the Imperial Academy of Arts — the first formal institution in the
field. In the 1930s, architects educated in the Academy before the revolution were at the peak
of their professional careers, their views and values gained during their studies largely

determined the educational ideas that they promoted.

The next section is also important to provide context: in it, | briefly describe what social
and institutional processes took place in Soviet architecture in the 1930s. The creation of the
Union of Architects, the emergence of a system of planning and design workshops, major
competitions (Palace of Soviets, Narkomtyazhprom), preparation and holding of the First
Congress of the Union of Architects - these events affected the system of architectural
education. In the same part, a separate paragraph is devoted to a description of what happened

during this period in the education system as a whole

The next section is devoted to a discussion about architectural education that took place
in the professional community in 1932-1937. During this period, many different events took
place that determined the status and content of Soviet architectural education. First,
dissatisfaction with the level of training of young specialists has accumulated in the
professional environment. Secondly, the creation of the Union of Soviet Architects and the
decree “On architectural education” demanded immediate changes from architectural schools,
but the content of these reforms had yet to be worked out. Finally, the system of higher
education in the USSR itself was undergoing significant changes in the 1930s, and of course
they could not but affect the professional training of architects, as a part of it. The professional
architectural community faced a difficult task: it was necessary to coordinate the requirements
of the state to ensure the rapid and mass training of specialists with their own ideas about a
good architectural education, in which the master works with the student practically one-on-
one. This has become the main subject of discussion about architectural education, and, as we
shall see, it has not been possible to find an unambiguous answer to the question of how the

transfer of professional experience should be arranged.

Next, | consider what happened in the country’s central architectural challenges. The
centre of this narrative, of course, is the All-Union Academy of Architecture, created in 1933

“as a central scientific and educational institution in the field of architecture.” It was the



Academy that other architectural schools of the country were equal to, it was from it that they
expected instructions on how to teach and what to research in the architecture of the period of
socialist realism. However, its activities were so diverse that it is not possible to cover it in one
dissertation in all details. | focused on two aspects: educational work at the Academy with a
special focus on teaching the history of architecture and art history, and publishing activities —
in this section I dwell in detail on the publication of translations of treatises by Renaissance
authors. In addition to the Academy, | am considering the situation at the Moscow Institute of
Architecture and Civil Engineering and the Academy of Arts in Leningrad, which became the
successor of pre-revolutionary pedagogical traditions and quite successfully combined them

with the requirements of the new reality.
Thus, in my work, | try to answer the following research questions:

1) How was architectural education arranged in the USSR in the 1930s and what

factors led to this arrangement?

2) What role did the history of architecture play in the professional training of an
architect in the 1930s?



The higher architectural education in Russia: a brief history

In this paragraph | will briefly review a history of architectural education in Russia. |
consider education as a social institute, so in this review | will start from the point of
establishment of the first formal educational institution for arts and architecture — the Imperial
Academy of Arts, founded by Peter the Great in 1723. Peter the Great brought to Russia from
Europe the main academic principles of artistic education and training, and during the centuries

the Academy was open to the western influence.

So, in the first part of this paragraph I will mostly focus on the history of the Imperial
Academy of Arts, from its establishment in 1718 and until the Russian revolution in 1917 —
after this point the Academy’s life had dramatically changed. The pre-revolutionary life of the
Imperial Academy of Arts is important for my story because the main figures of the
architectural scene of 1930s in the USSR (such as Ivan Zholtovsky, Ivan Fomin, Vladimir
Schuko and others) were educated there. So, the Academy shaped their professional values and
views and, as we shall see, they considered the Academy as an example of the best teaching
experience. Of course, in XVIII and XIX centuries other schools for artists and architects
appeared all over the Russia, but the Academy was always a first example for them. Academy’s
alumni taught in these schools, and thus transferred the educational principles and curricula all
over the country — both through official (some art school directly complied the Academy) and
unofficial channels. So, until the end of XIX century the Imperial Academy of Arts was the

most influential educational institution in the field of arts and architecture.

After the Revolution the situation had changed. The country’s capital had moved to
Moscow, so there is no wonder that the Moscow institutions started to play the main role in
defining the educational processes. In 1918 the world-famous VKhUTEMAS (The Higher
Artistic and Technical Workshops) opened its doors to the new students, new teachers and new
ideas. VKhUTEMAS had quickly became famous for attracting the leaders of the avant-garde
art and architecture, but in reality, it was a home for artists with different (sometimes the
opposite) artistic views and values. For example, the workshop of Ivan Zholtovsky, who
brought his adherence to the Italian Renaissance and Palladio’s architecture in particular,
through all his career, was as popular among the VKhUTEMAS students, as the avant-garde
workshop of the constructivist Moisey Ginzburg or the so-called “united left workshops™ of
the rationalists Nikolay Ladovsky, Vladimir Krinsky and Nikolay Dokuchaev. So, in the

second part of this paragraph I will move the focus of my research to Moscow and will try to

10



show, how the artistic processes in the early Soviet Russia (from 1918 to 1931) were reflected

in the educational processes.

The main goal of this paragraph is to show, how the architectural education in 1930-s,
which was completely rebuilt in 1932, succeeded the principles of the Imperial Academy of
Arts, though it was never officially admitted neither by the communist authorities, nor by the
architect themselves. However, this paragraph is auxiliary, its purpose is to give necessary
context before moving on the main part of the research. The complete description of the history
of Russian architectural education is very important and interesting topic, where there are still

a lot to investigate, however, it is out of the scope of my study.
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The Imperial Academy of Arts — the central artistic institution in the pre-

revolutionary Russia

The formal architectural education in pre-revolutionary Russia can be traced back to
the reforms of Peter the Great and the erection of Saint Petersburg as a capital of a newly born
empire. Massive construction required a large number of people, skilled in architecture and
construction. Peter the Great wanted to build a new, European-type city and thus requested that
those who were in charge of the building, would have obtained the western experience. As a
part of this request in 1720s Peter Eropkin, Ivan Korobov, Timofey Usov and others were sent
to Europe (and had spent most of their time in Italy) to study architecture. They were required
to study, measure and draw the “best buildings” with the full cost coverage from the Russian
state. This practice was later obtained by the Imperial Academy of Arts for the best alumni in
painting and architecture — so-called “pansionism”. Eropkin was particularly known for his
admiration of Palladio and Alberti, and after his return to Russia translated the Fourth Book of
Palladio. Unfortunately, this translation had never been published, and remained only as a
manuscript. Another important piece of work was a summary of his learning and professional
experience abroad — the “Regulation of the Architectural Dispatch™'? (1737 — 1741), where a
special part was dedicated to the description of the architect’s skills and knowledge. This
manuscript was published only in 1946 by David Arkin — one of the important figures on the

Soviet architectural scene that | will often refer to in the next paragraphs.

In 1723 the Chancellery of Construction in Saint Petersburg was founded*2. Initially, it
was a state agency responsible for the planning and regulation of the construction processes in
Saint Petersburg. This Chancellery created the “teams” from architects, artists, stonemasons,
masters of tapestry, woodcarvers and so on. Those “teams” included the experienced masters,
alongside with the novices, who received the opportunity to gain professional experience,
working side by side with the masters. Thus, these “teams” obtained the classic workshop
principles of art education, but they were not functioning on a regular basis. The idea of these

teams was reproduced after the 1917 revolution, when the Soviet state established the

12 Arkin D. E. “Russian Architectural Tretise-Codex of the XVIII Century”, Architectural Archive, 1,
1946, pp. 7—100. (In Russian: . E. ApkuH, ‘Pycckuii ApxutekrypHbiit Tpakrar-Kogekc XVIII Bexka’,
Apxumexmypnwiii Apxus, 1, 1946, cc. 7-100).

13 Dmitry Shvidkovsky, Russian Architecture and the West (New Haven, London: Yale University
Press, 2007).
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architectural workshops in many Soviet cities. The most famous of all were the Mossovet and

the Leningrad workshops.

In 1718 Peter the Great ordered to establish the first Academy, which was aimed to
unite “those who might be good in arts and science”. In 1724 the equality of arts and science
was fixed in Academy’s name: not long before his death Peter the Great signed a decree, which
established the “Academy of science and noble arts”. But within the Academy, the artistic part
was considered as a service for science and was mostly focused on drawings for books and

maps, and there was no special room for architecture.

1757 is considered a starting point of the Russian artistic and architectural education.
In this year in Saint Petersburg “The Academy of Three Most Noble Arts” — painting, sculpture
and architecture — was founded. From that point and until 1763 the curator of the Academy
was lvan Shuvalov, who also curated the Moscow University. It meant that the principles of
university education were transferred to the newly born Academy. At the beginning of 1758,
about 30 young men started their education in the Academy; 16 young men from the
gymnasium at the Moscow University were selected and brought to Saint Petersburg, others
were found on place, mostly from the military families. Shuvalov tried to find students with
different backgrounds: the state payed for their education, so the only sufficient criterion was
any proofs of artistic abilities. Vladimir Lisovsky in his book on the history of the Imperial
Academy of Arts4 says that this way of selection showed the good results: among the first
Academy graduates were famous Russian artists and architects Fedor Rokotov, Vasily

Bazhenov, Fedot Shubin, Ivan Starov and others.

First teachers were mostly foreigners — French and German. Drawing and painting were
taught by Louis-Joseph le Lorren (who, however, did not make a big contribution in the
educational process, as he died in less than a year after he started teaching), Jean-Louis Devilly,
Louis Jean- Frangois Lagrenée, Georg Friedrich Schmidt and others. The elder students became

the teaching assistants and after the graduation continued working in the Academy.

The head of the architectural class was Alexander Kokorinov, the only Russian
professor among the first generation of the Academy’s teaching staff. He was a former pupil
of an architect Dmitry Ukhtomsky from Moscow and alongside with Jean-Baptiste Vallin de

la Mothe was responsible for the training in the field of architectural theory.

14 Lisovsky.
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Shuvalov built his educational principles on the classical cannon. In 1764 Shuvalov fell
out of favour and was sent abroad; lvan Betskoy became the new head of the Academy, but
classical antiquity as a basis for the artistic education remained intact. Under Betskoy’s
guidance, the Academy received the new statute given by Catherine the Great. According to it,
in the “classes” (of painting, sculpture, architecture and engraving) students were required to
follow the programme, divided for several stages (or “ages”) and organised from the
propaedeutic and academic subjects in the beginning to the practical tasks in the end. The
study process was divided into two periods. In the Academy students had to make a long way,
the artistic education started very early. All students enrolled to the Academy, started from the
instructional class (“vospitatelny klass”). This class had three “ages”: from 6 to 9, from 9 to 12
and from 12 to 15. The main focus in this period was on the drawing skills. This way was
obligatory for all students, no matter what kind of art they selected for their further education.
So, at the beginning of their studies students could receive the best possible instruction from

different sources.

Despite the organisational changes under the guidance of Betskoy, the ideology inside
the Academy remained intact from the Shuvalov’s times. All educational system that was built
in the Imperial Academy of Arts was oriented to the knowledge that reframed the aesthetics of
the antiquity and classical art and architecture. The main way of studying the artistic subject
was copying the antique and classic examples in the variety of techniques. In the drawing
classes of the first three “ages” (in the instructional class) students started from simple
geometrical forms, but soon proceeded with copying the pieces of art from the past (mostly,
engravings, as described in the literature®). After that they moved on to the drawing of the
plaster copies of antique sculptures; the great number of these copies were stored in the
museum of the Academy as well as the miniatures of some pieces of antique architecture, for
example, 32 architectural miniatures by Antonio Chichi, which were also used as the models
for the students. Only on the final stage of their instructional class the students were allowed

to draw from the life models.

The last two “ages” (another six years) were called the Academy itself and gave training

in the selected area — painting, sculpture, architecture or engraving. During this period, students

15 Lisovsky; Vaitens A. G., “Architectural Education at the All-Russian Academy of Arts, 1932-1941”.
Annotation to PhD Thesis, 1982. (In Russian: Baiitenc A.T'., ‘ApxurextypHoe OO6pasoBanue Bo

Bcepoccuiickoit Akanemun XynoxecTs, 1932-1941 rr.: Aproped. uc. Ha Conck. Yuen. Cremn. Kang.
Apxurextypsi: (18.00.01)’, 1982).
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should have performed the monthly projects, and every four months they had to pass the “great
examination”. Best works on these exams were awarded by the silver and gold medals. In the
architectural class Kokorinov was responsible for the so-called theoretical classes, which
included architectural drawing and composition; in this part the students also studied
mathematics, geometry and other subjects, including “Theory of classical orders”. Scholars'®
say that in the Academy it was also taught from the “Renaissance treatises”. De la Mothe was
responsible for the students’ practical projects — each month the students were assigned to
develop a project of different kinds of buildings or their parts (facades, interiors, stairs,
galleries, etc.) under de la Mothe’s guidance. First generations of the Academy’s students could
train their construction skills and get familiar with different kinds of materials on the
Academy’s building construction site on the Vasilievsky island. Other options were the Saint
Petersburg Public Library and the building of the stock exchange — one of the most significant

construction projects in the city in the end of the XVIII century.

The gold medal on last “great examination” gave a right to a study tour (or a “pension
voyage”) fully funded by the Academy — a tradition ran by the Peter the Great. This voyage
usually took several years after the graduation. Award-winning graduates usually spent their
time abroad between France (which is not surprising, considering the close relations between
Russian and French cultures and a large number of French professors in the Academy) and
Italy (which was considered as a centre of the classical art). Architects usually went to Italy to
study, draw and measure classical architecture from the antiquity and the Renaissance.’
During their voyages, “pensioners” must have visited museums and memorials, do some work
under the guidance of the foreign master and, in case of architects, make the drawings and
measurements of the Roman and Renaissance buildings. “Pensioners” were obliged to send to
Saint Petersburg their works (drawings, measures, paintings, etc.) and detailed reports about
their studies — it was a condition of funding. So, the archives of the Imperial Academy of Arts
have a large number of materials related to pensioners’ studies: letters, reports, money requests,
which are now being actively studied. Later, in the 1830s — 1840s the geography of the pension
voyages was expanded. In 1843 Alexander lvanov, a famous Russian artist who lived abroad

for quite a long time, described in a letter a typical voyage of the pensioner-architect: “In Rome

16 \/aitens.

1 Topchiy I. V., ‘The Role of Additional Architectural and Art Education in the Architecture and Fates
of Russian Architects’, Architecture and Construction of Russia, 9, 2015, 14-23. (In Russian: Tomumi
H. B., ‘Ponp [JomonanTenpHOr0 ApXUTEeKTYpHO-XyHa0xkecTBeHHOTO OOpa3oBaHus B APXUTEKTYpE U
Cynpbax Poccuiickux ApxutekropoB’, Apxurekrypa u CrpourensctBo Poccun, 9, 2015, 14-23).
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architects need to measure the best buildings of antiquity, getting used to the clear taste through
the restoration of the buildings from the better times. Other places in Italy give them the
beauties of the middle ages. They also need England to get to know the comfort of the
residential buildings; and to discover the roots of the Russian church style, they need to learn
fourteen and fifteen centuries, which are so alive in Italy, but also to come over Greece and

Syria».18

After the return, the “pensioner” could apply to the Academy membership. After
becoming an academic (this title could also be received as a result of the works on the requests
of the Academy’s Council), an artist or an architect could become an adjunct professor and
start teaching. The highest degree in the Academy was a professor — he had a right to become
a head of the class and a member of the Academy’s Council. The professorship was usually
given as a prize for the significant works of art. The Academy’s statute allowed to select and
promote the members of the Academy not only from its graduates but also those who studied
in other institutions. The Academy’s membership was very significant for receiving
commissions, especially from the state, so it was the instrument of influence to the cultural

policy in Russia.

The 1764 statute was valid for more than a century, though the educational process
went through some minor changes. Thus, in 1802 Alexander Stroganov replaced Ivan Betskoy
on the position of the head of Imperial Academy of Arts. In 1802 he added some new items to
the statute to strengthen the academic traditions and the quality of education in the Academy.
Thus, the courses on perspective, optics, anatomy, aesthetics, art history were introduced. The
first mention of the history of architecture as a course taught in the Academy is also from this
period. It was given by Jean-Francois Thomas de Tomon, who moved to Saint Petersburg in
1802. There is not much information available on the courses in art and architectural history in
the X1X century, but scholars mention that there was a severe lack of resources (the literature
as well as a teaching staff, who were able to give these courses) in that period. In 1832 the new

Academy’s head Alexey Olenin, who took this place after Stroganov’s death in 1811,

18 Lisovsky.

«B Pume APXUTCKTOPbI HAYUTBIBAKOTCA, MCPAIOT JIYUHIME MPOU3BCIACHHUA APEBHOCTHU, IPUBBIKAIOT K
YUCTOTE BKyCa IOCPEJCTBOM peCcTaBpalMy 37aHui Jydinero BpeMeHu. Jlpyrue mecta Wrtamuu
MIPEICTaBIISIOT IM KPacoThI cpeiHero Beka. K ynobcTBaM 4acTHBIX JOMOB HYKHa AHTIIHS, a TO3HAHUIO
KOPHEM, OTKYy1a pOAWJICS PYCCKHUI CTHIIb IIEPKOBHBIN, HY)KHO U3yYNTh YETHIPHAAIIATOE U MISATHA/ILATOS
CTOJIETUE, CTOJIb KUBO eUlé >kuByllee B MTanuu, Hy>kKHO 3aTeM 3arisHyTh B [ pennto u Cupuro»
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developed a “Full course of a theory of architecture”, where he combined history and theory of

architecture. This course, though, never was fully implemented.

However, Olenin managed to implement many other important changes to the
educational process in the Academy. For example, he introduced the workshop system, where
a group of students worked under the supervision of one professor, who established a close
contact with each student in a group. In a previous period, the so-called professors on duty,
who changed constantly, were obliged to control all students’ works. Thus, these professors
did not have much opportunities to influence students’ styles through the close personal
contact. The workshop system, on the contrary, gave space for the informal cooperation
between a professor, a master, and his students, which was very important for the students’
professional development. But, alongside with the workshops, Olenin kept the professors on
duty, so each student could receive feedback not only from his own master, who was deeply

involved with the work, but also from a more independent source of the professional opinion.

The teaching methods in the Academy throughout the XIX century remained
traditional. In the first three years the students must have complete the propaedeutic course
which consisted of a sequence of tasks, where a student should make a copy of a famous
drawing, or draw from the clay ornamental models, architectural designs, wooden copies of the
famous antique or classic buildings, etc. The next three years were devoted to the independent
tasks on composition: the students should have to prepare the projects of the buildings, first
small, then bigger, and then “the huge public buildings”. The new tasks were assigned each
month, and three times a year the students should have passed the exams. The Olenin’s statute
stressed that the professors in the workshop should respect students’ independence and support

their original thinking.

Of course, the technical progress and new technigques gave an impact on the educational
process. Since 1832 architecture was also taught in the School of Civil Engineers, so the
Academy had to compete with it for the students and commissions. This competition resulted
in the strengthening of the theoretical part of the education in the Academy (both technical and
historical disciplines) and broader attention to the construction practices. The courses on art
and architectural history, as well as more drawing and painting classes, were an advantage of
the Academy over the School of the Civil Engineers, where education was more technical and

less oriented to the artistic peculiarities of the architectural practice.
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The raise of the national ideas also influenced the architectural education. The
biography of Nikolay Benua (1813 — 1898), an architect, a member and professor of the
Imperial Academy of Arts, who spent 6 years in the pension voyage, says: “Since 1830s till
1880s in Russia, as well as in the rest of the Europe, for the architects, to develop a delicate
taste, was enough to study just ancient Greece and Roman buildings, and all Academies
considered beautiful only things, created by ancient Greeks and Romans; all other ancient
monuments — Egyptian, Indian, Arabic, gothic and... Russian —as if did not exist for the study”.
That is why Benua on the graduation from the Academy was well familiar only with Greek and
Roman architecture. But when Konstantin Ton sent him to Moscow in 1838, Benua enjoyed
the beauty of the original Russian architecture and started to study it with a great relish,
alongside with A. Rezanov and A. Krakau. That is why, when Benua went abroad in 1840, he
did not study only classical architecture, but also, traveling in Germany, Italy, France and
England studied the architecture of the middle ages; and that was the Moscow influence, which
made Benua, Rezanov and Krakau to consider the cathedral in Orvieto as an example of the

perfect style and integrity”.1°

Drawings and measures of Orvieto cathedral made by Benua, Rezanov and Krakau
during their pension voyage, were of great value in the Academy and used as the study

materials for the young architects.

In 1859, after Olenin’s death, the Imperial Academy of Arts received a new statute,
which made it more dependant from the state and brought some changes to the educational
process, including the increase of theoretical courses, in both technics and humanities. The

competition with the School of Civil Engineers and Institute of Railroad Engineers (founded

19 Lisovsky.

«Jlo 30-x rogoB HacTosmero cronetuss B Poccun, kak u B octanpHON EBpome, s pa3BuTHs BKyca
W3SIHOTO B 30[{9€M CUWTAJIOCHh JOCTATOYHBIM H3YYEHHE TOJIBKO JIPEBHETPEUYECKUX WM PUMCKHX
3IaHUH, ¥ Bce AKaJieMUH MTPU3HABAIIN PEKPACHBIM JIMIIB TO, YTO CO3/IaJIM B HCKYCCTBE APEBHUE IPEKU
U pUMIISIHE, BCE JK€ Jpyrue IpeBHHE MaMSATHUKH — ETHIETCKUE, WHAWHCKWE, acchpo-apabckue,
TOTUYECKHE H... PEBHEPYCCKUE — KaK OYJTO U He CYIIeCTBOBaNHU Ui nu3ydenus... [loatomy u benya
10 BBIXOJIE U3 AKaJeMHH 3HaJ XOPOILIO JHUIIb TPEUYECKYI0 U PUMCKYIO apxuTekTypy. Ho mpu nepesoze
ero K. A. Tonom B 1838 r. B MockBy beHya BKycui BCIO IPeNIeCTh CaMOCTOSITEIBHOIO IPEBHEPYCCKOTO
30/14€CTBA U C YAOBOJBLCTBUEM MPHUCTYNWI K M3YYEHHUIO ero, paboras BMecte ¢ ToBapuuiamu A. .
PezanoBeim u A. U. Kpakay, uto u ObUIO TOOYAMUTENHLHOIO MPUYMHOIO, YTO 3a TPAaHUIICIO, KyJla OH
otnpaBwics B 1840 romy, OH HE 3aHSIICA UCKITIOUUTEIHHO KIIACCUUECKOIO0 apXUTEKTYPOIO, a, 00he3xKas
I'epmanuto, HWranuto, OPpanuuto, benabruro u  AHMIMIO, H3y4al BBICOKHE MPOU3BEICHUS
CpPEIHEBEKOBOI0 3014ECTBA, U TOJIBKO IOJ MOCKOBCKMM BiusHHEeM benya ¢ Pe3zanoBeiM u Kpakay
BBIOpany Jydmuii B MTamuum maMsATHUK HTadbSHCKOTO CPEJHEBEKOBOTO CTHJISI W COBEPIICHHOU
uenbHocTH OPBHETCKHUH CO00D. .. ».
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in 1802) made Academy to create a special commission to discuss the place of Academy’s
graduates on the labour market. After the discussion, the commission (which included N.
Benua, A. Rezanov, A, Krakau, E. Zhiber, R. Gedicke) took note that: “1. Russia has two main
educational institutions for the architectures, first is an Imperial Academy of Arts, the second
is the School of Civil Engineers; and both places have different curricula: Academy develops
the artistic part of the process... and the School... puts it on the background. 2. The need for
the young artists started to decrease, partly because of the wealth, earlier invested to the
construction, went to other areas, partly because the nature of buildings themselves had
changed; instead of monuments, people build factories and other service buildings, among
which the railroads have an important place. Significant amount of civil buildings at the
railroads are seldom built by the architects; the constructive elements often predominates the
artistic, so they are usually designed by engineers. Needs of time and living conditions in the

state awoke the construction, which... does not need an artistic element”.?

These conclusions give a clear picture of the problems in the architectural education at
the end of the X1X century, which were admitted by the professional community. The changes
in the curriculum, at the first hand the increase in number of the technical courses, were meant
to compete with the new engineering schools. Another part of changes affected the new area
of works — restoration and conservation of the monuments of the past. This area gave new birth
to the historical research, though it was mostly focused on the roots of the Russian national
architecture: inside the country (Yaroslavl, Novgorod, Pskov, Russian North) as well as outside

(the “Byzantine influence” in Russian culture). The results of these research were embedded

20 Lisovsky. PP. 115-116

«1. Yto B Poccuu ecTh /Ba TIaBHBIX 3aBEACHUS AJIS MPUTOTOBIEHUS MOJOABIX JIOAEH Ha MOIMpPUILE
IPaXXTaHCKON apXUTEKTYPBI: OJTHO U3 HUX. .. AKaJeMHs XyI0KECTB, Apyroe — CTponTENbHOE YUMIINIIIE;
YTO B 00OWX 3aBEJCHHUAX TUIaHBI O0Pa30BaHUS Pa3NUYHBIE: AKAIEMHs PAa3BHBAET Xy/0KECTBEHHYIO
CTOPOHY TIpeAMETA..., Toraa kak CTpouTeNbHOE YUIUIWINIE... TIOCTABUIIO XY/I0KECTBEHHOE Pa3BHTHE
CBOMX BOCITUTAHHHWKOB Ha BTOPOH TuraH. 2. UTo MOTPeOHOCTh B MOJOIBIX XYIOXKHHKAX CTala B
nocjenHee BpeMs YMEHBIIAThCS, OTYACTH OT TOTO, YTO CPEACTBA JABOPSHCTBA M JPYTHMX OOraThIX
JIIOJIEH, CTPOMBIIMX B IpEXKHEE BpeMs, HANpaBJIEHbl HA JPyTrUe OTpaciid IpPUPAILEHHs, a OTYACTH
MIOTOMY, YTO XapakTep CaMUX MOCTPOEK U3MEHWJICS; BMECTO MPEKHUX MOBCEMECTHO BO3/IBUTAEMBIX
MOHYMEHTAJIFHBIX IOCTPOEK HBIHE MPEUMYIICCTBCHHO YCTpauBaroTcsd (aOpuKu U yUpeKICHHS
aKIMOHEPHBIX KOMIIAaHWH, B YHWCJIE KOTOPBIX JKEJIE3HBIE JOPOTH 3aHUMAIOT IEPBOE MECTO...
HemanoBaxHoe 9HCIO TpaKAAaHCKUX 3JaHUA IO JIMHUSAM SKEJNE3HBIX JOPOT PENKO BO3BOMAATCS
ApPXUTEKTOPAMH, /1a OHU OOJIBIIIEI0 YaCTHIO TAKOTO POJa, YTO B HUX MPeodIafaeT He XyA0)KeCTBEHHBIN,
a4 KOHCTPYKTUBHBIA 3JIEMEHT, BCJEJICTBUE YEr0 U ECTECTBEHHO JOBEPAETCS HUX HCIOJHEHUE
nHxeHepaM... [loTpeOHOCTh BpeMeH! U )KU3HEHHBIE YCIIOBHS B TOCYIapCTBE BBI3BAIN CTPOUTEIHHYIO
JEeSITEbHOCTD, KOTOPAs... IOKa HE OUEHb HYKJAETCs B XyJOKECTBEHHOM JIEMEHTE.
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into the curriculum: the separate course on the history of Russian art appeared in the Academy
in 1872.

In the last third of XIX century the Imperial Academy of Arts actively developed the
network of the artistic vocational schools in Russian provinces. These schools usually worked
in a close contact with the Academy: Academy provided schools with teaching staff, materials
and curricula, and the schools sent their best alumni to the Academy. Academy was also a
superior institution to the Moscow School of Painting, Architecture and Sculpture, which in
the X1IX century had a status of a vocational school. Many alumni from Moscow were eager to

continue the artistic education in Saint Petersburg.

Also, in this period the Academy was more and more often criticised for its
conservatism. Students complained that most professors completely ignored the new
movements in arts and architecture and was stuck in the classical forms of the late Renaissance
and the French classicism. So, in the 1890 the new secretary of the Academy, Ivan Tolstoy
initiated a work over a set of reforms which were presented to the students, staff and the
authorities in 1893. In the new order there was no more place for the professors on duty, and
all the work with the students was concentrated in the workshops with the constant supervision
of one professor. Three years of propaedeutic course were eliminated to two, and the
prospective students should have provided a certificate from the vocational artistic school or to
pass very hard entrance examinations. After three or four years of intensive drawing the
students from the architectural department entered the workshops where they could have
worked on their independent projects under the master’s supervision for two years. During the
first period students must have also attended the theoretical courses on the art and architectural
history, philosophy and also the courses on technics and engineering. In summer students
worked on the construction sites. The last two years were free from the other classes, except
the work with the master; the last year of these two were dedicated to the one project which a
student must have presented for the final exam. Ivan Zholtovsky, who entered the Academy in
1887 and graduated in 1897 (the official biographies say that he was forced to intercept his
studies to earn some money for living in the capital), as we shall see, considered this order as

a best way to teach an architect.

The main consequence of the 1893 reform was the introduction of a workshop system
for the senior years. In fact, the educational process at the Academy began to combine two

teaching methods - collective in the first years (in the general class) and individual (in
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workshops)?*. The question of the proportion between these two forms was constantly raised
by the leadership of the Academy until its closure in 1918. Three workshops were created at
the Faculty of Architecture - under the leadership of Leonty Benois, Alexander Pomerantsev
and Anthony Tomishko. The most popular was the workshop of Benois, one of the main
initiators of reform at the Faculty of Architecture. According to the new Charter, the principle
was the condition according to which the students of the workshop were exempted from any
educational work, except for design and drawing in a full-scale class. Accordingly, all other
courses, including art history, which included the history of architecture), which lasted three
years, ended in a general class. In addition, in the first two years, students studied the graphic
history of monuments - thus fulfilling the requirement to draw all the studied monuments. The
importance of drawing in the study of the history of architecture was separately discussed at
the 4th Congress of Russian Architects in 1911, where the participants in the discussion came
to the conclusion that the graphic study of monuments is a necessary condition for the study of

the history of architecture??,

The Paris Ecole des Beaux-Arts, became an example of the modernized Academy.
Ecole des Beaux-Arts, as part of the Academy of Arts, contrasted her teaching methods with
those used in guilds and workshops?. Traditionally, the Ecole des Beaux-Arts paid more
attention to Roman architecture, and in the context of the study of theories - Vitruvius and
commentators: Palladio, Scamozzi and Vignola became reference books for students and
absolute authority?*. The study process in Ecole des Beaux-Arts was organized as following:
once admitted, the students were considered mature enough to manage their own schedule. In
lecture courses, no attendance was required; all that was necessary was to pass the examination.
No time limit was given for the completion of the courses; however, no one could remain a
student after turning thirty. In regard to design and construction, the student may choose any
professor as supervisor from the three workshops (or ateliers) of the school. Lectures in history
and theory of architecture were given since 1820s%. Benois spent some time in Ecole des

Beaux-Arts and was well acquainted with the workshop system, therefore, when in 1893 he

21 JIucosckuit, “Axanemuueckas ApxutektypHas Illkona. [Tpo6nema CTummMcTHUeCKOM
CamoueHTUhUKAIUH.”

22 3panwn, Juesnux |V Cvezoa Pycckux 300uux.

2 Cret, “The Ecole Des Beaux-Arts and Architectural Education.”

2 Cret.

% Chafee, “The Teaching of Architecture at the Ecole Des Beaux-Arts.”
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moved from the Institute of Civil Engineers to the Academy of Arts, he was actively engaged
in its implementation, considering it the most effective for the professional training of an

architect.

In April 1918 the Imperial Academy of Arts was closed by the communist authorities,
as well as all other institutions of the tsarists Russia. On its place was established the Petrograd
Higher Artistic Workshops, where the artistic and educational policy was defined mostly by
the left artists, like Malevich or Tatlin, who did not have any relationship to the Academy in
the previous years. In the next paragraph | will describe the main changes and challenges of

the architectural education in 1920s.

The Institute of Civil Engineers

In the 19th century in St. Petersburg, architects were trained not only by the Academy
of Arts, but also by the Institute of Civil Engineers, formed in 1842. The main goal of the
Faculty of Architecture of the Institute is to meet the need for qualified engineers and architects
with sufficient knowledge and skills to work with modern industrial technologies. In the
modern history of Russian architectural education, a common position has developed that
describes the differences between graduates of the institute and graduates of the Academy: the
former had a higher level of artistic training, and the latter — technical, construction skills. For
our story, it is important to dwell on how the history of architecture was taught at the Institute.
In 1852, at the suggestion of Professor Appolinarius Krasovsky, it became a separate discipline,
while its obligatory element was the drawing of facades and plans of monuments included in
the program. From 1873 to 1906, the history of architecture was taught by Nikolay Sultanov
(1850-1908). On the basis of his lectures in 1878, he published the first volume of the textbook
“History of Architecture”. In 1883, he published his textbook with an atlas of lithographed
author’s drawings, dedicated to the architecture of the Ancient and New World. The textbook
was reprinted three times and was very popular: generations of architects studied on it. It was
the only Russian-language textbook on the general history of architecture (translated editions
of Fletcher and Choisy will appear only at the beginning of the 20th century). In 1896 Sultanov
published a book on the architecture of Western Europe and Rome. Sultanov’s approach also

followed the Institute’s tradition of constructive study of monuments.
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Architectural education in Moscow in pre-revolutionary period

The first Russian regular school of architecture was settled in Moscow in 1749 by
Dmitry Ukhtomsky (1719 — 1774), the main architect of the Moscow University. It also used
the workshop principle: young people should have worked in groups under the supervision of
the experienced master. On the graduation, each student should have produced his own
“onefold project”. During the study students had to learn arithmetic, geometry, fortification
and “the rules of five architectural orders”. Ukhtomsky’s school worked in Moscow until 1764,
and after that, it was transferred to the School of architecture of the Kremlin Dispatch. This
school followed the Ukhtomski’s educational principles and was headed by his former student
V. Bazhenov (who, however, also was one of the first graduates of Saint Petersburg Academy
of arts). This school existed in Moscow for a century and in 1865 was united with the school
of painting and sculpture under the common name “The Moscow School of Painting, Sculpture
and Architecture”. The educational process in Moscow school, in general, repeated the one in
the Imperial Academy: students studied the classical examples from the models (from

drawings, engravings, clay or wooden models).
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VKhUTEMAS — the centre of architectural education in 1920s

By 1918 the students of two Moscow main artistic schools — the Stroganov School of
Arts and the Moscow School of Painting, Sculpture and Architecture were completely
dissatisfied with the educational processes and requested for changes. Unlike Imperial
Academy of Arts, Moscow did not adopt the workshop system, and young artists and architects
were still studying in “classes” under the supervision of the professors on duty and predefined
program. All students of architectural departments started from studying the classical orders,
and as a final task they should have created their own project in classics, so the language of
classical architecture was the only one they had after the graduation. Of course, this language
rarely corresponded to what, they saw, was requested in real life. So, the students advocated

the workshop system, the example of which they saw in Saint Petersburg and commended.2®

Thus, in April 1918 the students of two Moscow artistic schools initiated the
conference, where proposed to create a “free artistic school”. The freedom meant that the
students should have unlimited access to the school, a right to work in any time of the day, a
right to invite any artist they want as a professor and a right to the professors to promote any
artistic values and ideas. As a result, in September 1918 the two Moscow schools were first
renamed to the First and Second Free State Artistic Workshops and then, in 1920 — united in
the Higher Artistic and Technical Workshops (VKhUTEMAS). According to the new rules,
any person after 16 y. o. could be enrolled to the VKhUTEMAS without providing any
documents on previous artistic education or passing any entrance examinations. First two years
of study were dedicated to the mastering of the basic artistic skills. It was supposed that during
the two years the students should go through a series of tasks which became more and more
complicated. On the architectural department the main course of that period was called “The
space”. It was run by the group of like-minded professionals, rationalists and the proponents
of an “objective method” in architecture, whose leader was Nikolay Ladovsky. His professional
ideology was based on the desire to embed the psychological laws of perception to the
architectural practice. The assignments in “The space” were organized from simple to complex,
and the complexity included, for example, the increase of the number of the elements and

factors, which students should have taken into account. Moreover, each task has two parts:

% Khan-Magomedov S. O., VKHUTEMAS-VKHUTEIN (Complex Architectural and Art School. 1920-
1930s) - M (Moscow: Knowledge, 1990) (In Russian: Xaun-Maromezos C. O., BXYTEMAC-BXYTEUH

(Komnaexcnasn Apxumexmypno-Xyooocecmeennas Ilkona. 1920-1930 22.)-M (Mocksa: 3HaHue,
1990).
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“conceptual” (where students dealt with the “pure concepts” of “space”, “form”, “volume”,
etc.) and “manufactural” (where students had to perform the same studies on the “real-life”
task). For example, the conceptual part of the first assignment a student had to construct a
projection of parallelepiped and clearly show the visible surfaces and ribs. In the manufacturing
part of this assignment a student had to project and elevator, based on the form from the

conceptual task.

The following years were given to the studies in workshops, where the head of the
workshop determined the curriculum and the assignments. Any artist could apply to the
position of the head of the workshop, and if a candidate received the votes of 20 students, he
could have opened his own workshop. The VKhUTEMAS authorities could not have had any
influence on the study process in the workshop, and the masters (the workshops’ heads) were
free to teach students in any manner they liked. Thus, the new system removed any bureaucratic
barriers between students and those artists who wanted to establish his own school and promote
his or her artistic values among the youth. Strictly speaking, those artists who wanted to become
the professors, did not need any formal confirmation of their status or authority as a master.
More important than any titles and papers was to persuade a young audience that you are good
and modern enough to teach it. And this was the way, how young students became familiar
with the current artistic tendencies: those, who created these tendencies, often did it right in the
VKhUTEMAS’s classrooms. Students spent there most of their time, and what they learned
often looked more like a system of artistic tools and tricks of a peculiar avant-garde idea, then
a systematic — “academic” in a general sense — education. As Khan-Magomedov, the scholar
who had carefully studied the history of the Sovit avant-garde architecture, writes in his book
on VKhUTEMAS, “the structure and the methods of study in the Free Workshops were
opposed to the academic teaching methods. It was considered that there (in VKhUTEMAS)
they use the best from the past, in particular, from the Renaissance artistic workshops. Even
the terms were adopted from the Middle Ages and the Renaissance. The head of the workshop
was called “the main master”, his helpers — “the master” and students — “the apprentices”. The
workshops were artistically autonomous. The head of the workshop personally defined the

curriculum and the content of the artistic disciplines”.?’

21 Khan-Magomedov S. O., VKHUTEMAS-VKHUTEIN (Complex Architectural and Art School. 1920-
1930s. P. 27 (In Russian)

“Crpykrypa 1 Metonbl yueObl B CBOOOIHBIX MAaCTEPCKUX MPOTHBOIOCTABISUIMCH aKaJeMHYECKUM
MeTtosiaM o0y4eHus. CUUTanock, YTO B HUX HCIIONB3YIOT BCE JIy4Illee U3 MPOILIOro, B YaCTHOCTH, U3
OIBITa OpraHW3allMK XyJ0KECTBEHHBIX MAacCTepCKHX B 310Xy PeHeccanca. Jlaxe TepMuHBI ObLTH
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According to the regulation “On the personnel of the workshops” (1921)*® on the
architectural department of VKhUTEMAS were the following four workshops:

1) A workshop of the monumental architecture (a head — Vladimir Krinsky);

2) A workshop of planning (a head — Nikolay Dockuchaev)

3) A workshop of the decorative and space architecture (a head — Nikolay Ladovsky)

4) A workshop of the communal architecture (vacant)

Later, in 1924 the number of workshops was increased. Among the new ones was “an
academic” workshop of Ivan Zholtovsky and “an experimental” one ran by Konstantin
Melnikov and Ilia Golosov. However, throughout the 1920-s, the debates between the various
professional groups resulted in organizational changes and the appearance of the new
workshops with various ideological attitudes. These debates are not in the focus of my study,
but this description should underline the atmosphere of artistic and academic freedom, which

ended with the 1920s and contrasted with the debates on architectural education later in 1930s.

Apart from the workshop studies, the VKhUTEMAS curriculum on the architectural
department consists of three groups of subjects. Main time (all afternoons and evenings) was
given to studies in the workshops (drawing and designing under the supervision of the head of
the workshop, and here we should say that the students started to perform their independent
projects on the given topic right from the beginning). Plus, the students had a permanent access
to the classes, so they could continue their work and interact with each other and the professors
after the formal end of the studies. In the mornings they had a number of so called “scientific”
classes, most of which (43 out of 47) were given to science and engineering. And finally, only
4 classes in the curricula were given to the humanities: it was “Historical materialism”, “The

history of the Communist Party”, “Theory of Architecture” and “History of architecture”.

The professor of the last one was Moisey Ginzburg (1892 — 1946). He was one of the
leading figures in the Soviet architecture in the first half of XX century: the chief ideologist of
constructivism, the author of several influential books and essays, and architect of several

iconic modernist buildings (among which are “The House of Narkomfin” (People’s

3aMMCTBOBaHbl U3 DIIOXH CPEAHEBEKOBbs M Peneccanca. I'y1aBa MacTepCkoll Ha3bIBajCs IIABHBIM
MacTepoM, €ro MOMOIIHHMKH — MacTepaMH, a CTYAEHTHl — IOoJMacTepbsiMH. Mactepckue ObLTH
TBOPYECKH aBTOHOMHBI. PyKOBOIMTENh MAaCTEPCKOH CaM ONpEAEssl MporpamMmy 3aHSATHH U Kpyr
N3y4YaeMbIX XyAOKECTBEHHBIX TUCLIUILINH))

28 “On the Workshops Personnel” RGALI (Russian State Archive of Literature and Art) F. 681. Inv. 1
File 32. P. 27. (In Russian: ‘O Corpyanukax Macrtepckux’, PTAJIN. ®. 681. On. 1. Ex.Xp. 32. JI. 27).
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Commissariat for the Finance) and the residential building for the employees of the State
Insurance company, both in Moscow). He was also well known and respected in the
architectural community for his professional erudition. Ginzburg was born in Minsk
(Belorussia), and after the graduation from school in 1909 we went to study architecture, not
to one of the capitals (Saint Petersburg or Moscow) but in Europe, first to Ecole des Beaux-
Arts in Paris, then in Toulouse, and after that — to the architectural department in the Academia
Brera in Milan. Thus, he brought back from his studies very progressive and multidisciplinary
views on architecture. In his books and essays, unlike many of his contemporaries, he quotes
not only the most prominent art historians of the late XIX — early XX century (like Wolfflin,
Riegl, Worringer) but also refers to psychologists, especially to those who studied visual
perception. Unlike many of his colleagues, who consciously avoided references to other artists
and scholars in their manifestoes, Ginzburg wrote more like an academic than an artist. In
“Rithm in architecture” Ginzburg argues and develops Wolfflin’s ideas; in “Style and Epoque”
tries to apply modern psychology, based on the experimental data, to the architectural practice.
Later, in 1940, Ginzburg will be highly criticized for the development of the “bourgeois” and
“formal” ideas in his texts and lectures. However, throughout Ginzburg’s career as a scholar
and teacher, his knowledge and professional erudition gave his students an only chance to get

familiar with the European ideas and tendencies in art and architectural history.?

In VKHUTEMAS?’s archive, one can find a curriculum for Ginzburg’s course on
Renaissance architecture.® In the introductory part, Ginzburg starts with the early Christian
architecture: basilicas, catacombs, baptistries. Then he moves on to Byzantium and gives an
overview of the early Muslim architecture and only after this introduction moves on to the

Renaissance itself.

The Renaissance part starts from Giuliano da Sangallo and the Tuscan quattrocento and
the church and the palace as the typical examples of Florentine architecture. This part finishes

with Alberti — his buildings and ideas on the architecture described in De Re Aedificatoria.

2 Bass V. G., Moisey Ginzburg: Architect of Constructivist Ideology // Formal Method: Anthology of
Russian Modernism / ed. S. A. Ushakin. T. 4. Yekaterinburg: Cabinet scientist. 2020 (In Russian: Bacc
B. T'., Mouceit ['mH30ypr: apXUTEKTOp KOHCTPYKTHBHUCTCKOW wuzieonoruu // dopMaibHbIA METO:
aHToNTOTHsT pycckoro mozaepunsMa / mox pex. C. A. Ymaxuna. T. 4. Exarepun0Oypr: KabGuneTHsIi
yuensrit. 2020.

30 Moisey Ginzburg. Syllabus on Architectural History. 1923. RGALI. F. 681. Inv. 2. File 32. P. 64 (In
Russian: Mowuceii ['un30ypr, ‘TIporpamma ITo Mctopuu Apxutextypsr’, 1923, PTAJIU. ®. 681. Om. 2.
J. 32.J1. 64).
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In High Renaissance part, Ginzburg describes the local peculiarities of the Italian
provinces: Renaissance in Lombardy (Milan and Pavia); Brescia — Bergamo — Verona — Padova
— Mantova; Bologna — Forli — Faenza — Rimini — Imola — Ravenna — Ferrara; Renaissance in
Venice. Here Ginzburg also introduces to the students the treatises of Serlio and Scamozzi.
Interesting that this curriculum does not have any particular part on Palladio, though in the

other course of a general history of architecture Ginzburg dedicates him a particular part.

In the curriculum, Ginzburg, after Wolfflin, refers to the Mannerism as a “corruption
of the High Renaissance”. In this part, he includes Raphael, Giulio Romano, Antonio da

Sangallo and Baldassare Perruzzi.

Finally, Ginzburg moves to Barocco where he introduces the works of Michelangelo,

Vignola, Giacomo della Porta, Carlo Maderna and Bartolomeo Ammannati.

Ginzburg’s devotion to modernist ideas in architectural history is quite apparent, and
of course, he transferred them to his students. His European education followed the
Enlightenment tradition, where a search for the general principles which constitute style was
more important than the analysis of the peculiar forms. We can assume that in teaching history
of architecture Ginzburg followed Viollet-le-Duc, who wrote: “In a state of uncertainty, when
the best minds are shaken in their beliefs, it is necessary to explain to students not so much the
form of art as its invariable principles, that is, its meaning, its structure, its methods, their
change depending on needs and customs”.3! Thus, being a leading ideologist of the
constructivist architecture, Ginzburg based his views on the in-depth and careful analysis of
the historical heritage — at least ten years before it became a mainstream dictated by the

Communist Party.

However, here we should note that the courses on humanities, including the history of
architecture, was not a priority both for the students and their teacher. Ginzburg was also very
busy with his architectural practice and teaching in other places (for example, in the Moscow
Institute of the Civil Engineers) and did not have much time for the teaching. For example, the
VKhUTEMAS report to Narcompros (People’s Commissariat for the Enlightenment) from

1922 says that on that year students did not have any classes on the history of architecture, and

31 Viollet-le-Duc E. E. Lectures on architecture (Moscow: All-Union Academy of Architecture
Publishing House, 1938) (In Russian: Buosute e [{iok 2. D., becedwt 06 apxumexmype (Mocksa: 13-
Bo Bcecoro3. Akan. ApxutekTypsl, 1938).
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from 1923 — that during the year there were only several classes because the professor was very

busy with other activities.®?

In 1920s the history of art and architecture for the students could be presented in three
major strategies. First, there were the old school representatives, like Zholtovsky, whose
approach to the teaching these subjects were academic (in a strict sense, which means that he
carefully carried the values and views of an Imperial Academy of Arts, which alumnae he was
himself. Further we will see, how important for him were these values). They gave students
very detailed information about the monuments and supported the anecdotal information and
theory with the drawing practice, so by the end of their studies the students could draw the
studied monuments from memory and had in their hands a full number of artistic tricks from
the Renaissance. Others, first of all, Ginzburg, were trained in a different manner: Ginzburg,
as mentioned above, was very well aware of the modern tendencies in art history and brought
his Woelflinnian views to the classrooms. And finally, there were those who denied history of
arts and architecture as a part of the curriculum and considered very important for students to
be “tabula rasa” to express their own artistic personalities. The results of the very extreme part
of this last point of view we can see in the memoirs of the sculptor Ariadna Arendt, who in the
late 1920s was a student at VKhUTEMAS and in the Leningrad Institute of the Proletarian
Visual Art (INP11)33: “In the assembly hall I saw the walls covered with cloth. On my question
they [people from INPII who met the new students from Moscow] answered that behind the
cloth there are the copies from the old masters’ paintings, and they are covered to prevent the

bad influence on the students. [...]

We were preached that INPII should not have anything in common with an old art, that
we should not work from life, that anatomy is death. To love Michelangelo and other classical
artists is vulgar, to visit museums is shameful, it means that one does not rely on his or her
power. We, students, should discover the methods and forms of the new art and to invent a

style for our epoch. And thus, sad students and models, who lost their jobs, wandered on the

32 «A Report on Teaching Work in 1923/24 yy”. RGALI. F. 681. Inv. 2. File 32. P. 116 (In Russian:
‘Otuet O6 Yuebnoit Pabore B 1923/24 I'r.”, PTAJIU. @. 681. Om. 2. 1. 32. JI. 116.)

3 In 1929 the VKhUTEMAS students from the department of sculpture were transferred to Leningrad
for their final year.
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corridors of the Academy?4. We were sitting for hours in the dormant workshops and dreamt

the bell for the end of the class to ring”. %

This reminiscence is an evidence from another VKhUTEMAS department, but it is
important, as it expresses the very common point of view on the necessity to teach art history.
We can see that those who was responsible for teaching art, was hoping that the new generation
will invent a style that will be appropriate for the Soviet country. However, no one knew what
exactly this “appropriate” was, and thus throughout 1920s and the beginning of 1930s the
discussions on the new style in art and architecture took place. However, in architecture the
context of these discussions shifted dramatically: until late 1920s there was still possible to try
to invent a complete new approach to the architecture without any reference to the previous
epochs, but in 1930s the paradigm changed and all the debates in the professional community
focused on the “mastering of the architectural heritage” — how an architect of the 1930s should
chose a “right” past to work with. In the next paragraph I will describe one of these discussions
which took place in 1930s and which main topic was how to teach a soviet architect in the

context of the mastering the architectural heritage.

3 INPII was situated in the former building of the Imperial Academy of Arts.

% Ariadne Arendt at the Circle of Moscow Sculptors. <Your art will not go anywhere’. Memoirs, Letters,
ed. by N. Yu. Menchinskaya (Moscow: ‘Link of Epochs’ Foundation, 2019) (In Russian: Apuaana
Apennr B Kpyry MockoBckux CkynbrropoB. ‘MckyccTBo TBoe Hukyma He Vitner’. Bocmomunanus,
[Mucema, mox pen. H. 0. Menunnckoii (MockBa: @onp ‘Ces3b smox’, 2019).
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Social and institutional aspects of Soviet architecture in 1930s

Much has been written about what happened in Soviet architecture in the 1930s, so this
part is a generalization of previous research on this topic in order to outline the context in which
Soviet architectural education developed during this period. This section will focus on what
institutional processes took place in Soviet architecture and how they influenced the formation
of architectural education. The history of Soviet architecture of the Stalinist era is no less
confusing and contradictory than the entire history of Stalinism. In the form in which it exists,
is presented and taught now, the history of Soviet architecture is a jumble of theses and dogmas,
most of which originated in Stalin’s times. In the Khrushchev, Brezhnev and post-Soviet eras,
the history of architecture was replenished with new innovations, often opposite in meaning,
but strikingly did not dispute each other in any way. The work on a critical understanding of
the processes taking place in the architecture of the 1930s is still ongoing. A significant
breakthrough in this direction was made in the 1990s, when many previously inaccessible
archival materials were opened to researchers, and nevertheless, critical texts that separate facts
and myths are still incredibly in demand among researchers of Soviet architecture. For this part,
I will rely on research on the works of Sheila Fitzpatrick, Katerina Clark, Vigdaria Khazanova.
Alessandro De Magistris, Hugh Hudson, Karl Schlogel, Selim Khan-Magomedov, Alexandra

Selivanova, Mark Meerovich, Danilo Udovicki-Selb and others.

The purpose of this section is not to add something to the existing critical analysis of
Soviet architectural theory and practice of the 1930s, but to show the events in the professional
field that determined the changes in architectural education during this period. Therefore, | will
not go deep into discussions about the nature of socialist realism in architecture or analyze
significant monuments of the era, but I will try to describe the important events that influenced
the change in professional values. As Mark Meerovich, a researcher and historian of
architecture and urban planning of the 1930s, writes, a single and consistent picture that many
researchers studying the history of Soviet architecture aspired and still strive to recreate can
hardly be built at all, since this history was largely determined social processes taking place in
the USSR, which are not subject to theoretical art criticism. The history of “mass marches of

Soviet architects” defies any logic of “general laws of the development of art.”36

36 Meerovich M. G. “Problems of Studying the Stalinist Period of Soviet Architecture” 2008 (In
Russian: Meeposuu, “ITpo6aemsi M3yuenust Cramuuckoro [lepuona CoBETCKOM APXUTEKTYPHI.”)
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Artistic movements in Soviet architecture of the late 1920s

To better understand the context, one need to go a few years back and see what
happened in Soviet architecture in the late 1920s. In the previous sections, we looked at
contexts directly related to education, but this is not enough. By the end of the 1920s, several
influential art groups had emerged in the USSR in Soviet architecture, each of which had its
own clearly defined artistic position and intention to influence new generations of
professionals. Consequently, one way or another, all these groups competed for an educational
resource: managing the workshops of VKHUTEMAS or attracting students-architects from the
Moscow Higher Technical School was considered the main source of expanding the ranks of
creative trends. In this section, we will focus on three main groups: rationalists (ASNOVA),
constructivists (OSA) and the All-Union Society of Proletarian Architects (VOPRA), because
then it is their representatives who will play leading roles on the Soviet architectural scene of

the 1930s, including the processes associated with education.
ASNOVA (rationalism)

The Association of New Architects (ASNOVA) was formed at the turn of 1922-1923,
chronologically the first among other movements that will be described in this section. It was
a group of like-minded people united around the architect and teacher of VKHUTEMAS
Nikolai Ladovsky. Ladovsky and his followers considered themselves to be representatives of
rational architecture. Here is what Ladovsky himself wrote about rationalism: “Architectural
rationality is based on an economic principle, just like technical rationality. The difference lies
in the fact that technical rationality is the saving of labor and material in the creation of an
expedient structure, and architectural rationality is the economy of mental energy in the
perception of the spatial and functional properties of the structure. The synthesis of these two
rationalities in one structure is the rational architecture.”®” In the eyes of the architectural

community, rationalism as an innovative trend opposed neoclassicism.

Rationalism, as the name of an architectural trend, has many different meanings. Most
sources (1) trace it back to the Enlightenment and neoclassical architecture. However, within

rationalism, there was no single interpretation of the “rational”. In the Russian tradition, A.

37 Ladovsky N. A. Basics of Building Theory of Architecture (Under the Sign of Rationalist Aesthetics)
(In Russian: Jlamosckuit, “OcuoBbl Iloctpoenuss Teopum Apxurektypbl (ITom 3HaKoM

Panmonanuctuueckoii DcTeTHKN).”)
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Krasovsky, speaking in the middle of the 19th century about rationalism?®, proceeded from the
needs that the building was designed to satisfy, and the issues of decoration, although they are
raised by him, are not key in determining the boundaries of the direction. V. Apyshkov defined
rationalism as a “healthy” architecture that rejects everything superfluous, and communicates
an art form to the necessary, “free from influences of the engravings of the monuments of the
past”,% but at the same time does not raise the question of where the necessary ends and the

unnecessary begins.

An analysis of the few surviving texts of Ladovsky himself and of secondary literature
on rationalism and propaedeutics of VKHUTEMAS allows us to quite unambiguously identify
two key concepts of his architectural theory - space and energy. Ladovsky complements the
understanding of rationality by including in it the economy of the energy of the subject’s

perception, at least at the theoretical level.

The principle of saving energy leads us to an important social process that developed
in the USSR in the 1920s - this is the rationalization of labor and the associated movement
NOT (scientific organization of labor). It was very extensive: the branches of NOT worked at
all large organizations, and there were more than 50 independent institutions in the country
dealing with the problems of NOT. In the NOT movement, many different currents stood out,
differing in their goals and ideology, but three main ones can be distinguished that most
influenced public life. The first is presented by A.K. Gastev, director of CIT. He was a
consistent follower of J.W. Taylor and believed that any work can be optimized according to
the uniform principles of rational management. In Taylor’s concept (and after him in Gastev’s
works) there is no worker as a carrier of individual characteristics: it is assumed that if everyone
follows the same rules, then the result will also be the same. The second trend, somewhat
similar to Gasta Taylorism, was represented by the followers of AA Bogdanov, the founder of
the “general organizational science of tectology.” Bogdanov viewed the organization of labor
as a system in which the worker was included, and looked for ways to influence the system in
order to make its work more rational. Finally, the third trend of importance for the NOT
movement is psychotechnics, the leaders of which were I. N. Shpilrein and S. G. Gellerstein.

Their principles were, in many ways, opposite to those of Gasev. Based on the works of W.

3 Krasovsky, Civil Architecture. Kpacosckuit, I'paxnanckas ApXUTeKTypa.
39 Apyshkov V. P. Rationality in the Modern Architecture (In Russian: Amsimkos, PannoHnansHoe B

Hogeiimelt ApXuTekType).
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Stern on differential psychology and G. Minsterberg on industrial psychotechnics, Spielrein
and Gellerstein recognized the importance of individual differences in labor efficiency.
Therefore, for each job, you can find the most suitable (in terms of physical and psychological
characteristics) performer. This is the basis of the principle of professional suitability, which

Ladovsky tried to apply in the practice of teaching architects.

Ladovsky and his followers - N. Dokuchaev, V. Krinsky, A. Rukhlyadev, A. Efimov,
V. Fidman, S. Mochalov, V. Balikhin in 1923 formalized their creative union institutionally,
registering it with the Moscow Architectural Society (MAQ) - an organization that united
Moscow architects and existed since 1867. The organization was named the Association of
New Architects ASNOVA), it was drawn up according to the general scheme adopted in those
years for “art societies, unions and associations that do not pursue the goal of making a profit.”
In the first paragraph of the Charter of ASNOVA it was written:

“ASNOVA “aims to unite rationalist architects and related workers in the field of
architecture and construction in an effort to raise architecture as an art to a level corresponding

to the modern state of technology and science”4°

The charter made it possible to involve senior students of higher education institutions
in the work of the association. This, as well as the fact that Ladovsky himself and many other
members of ASNOVA taught at different courses of VKHUTEMAS, allowed attracting a fairly
large number of students of the Faculty of Architecture. It was supposed to gradually unite in
ASNOVA all architects-innovators, to expand work in specialized sections, to establish

publishing activities, to take over the organization of competitions, etc.

However, the development of creative trends in Soviet architecture went in such a way
that ASNOVA did not become the only centre of the Soviet architectural avant-garde. A little
later in time, but no less intensively, the Society of Contemporary Architects (OSA) began its

work, uniting those who adhered to constructivist positions around the Vesnin brothers.

40 Khan-Magomedov, S.O., Architecture of the Soviet Avant-garde: Masters and Movements. (In
Russian: Xan-MaromenoB, Apxurekrypa CoBerckoro ABanrapna: IIpoonemsr @opmooOpa3oBaHus.
Mactepa u Teuenus).

«ACHOBA” umeer 1ienpi0 00beMHEHNE APXUTEKTOPOB PAIlMOHAINCTOB M MPHUMBIKAIONINX K HUM
pabOTHUKOB B 00JAaCTH apXUTEKTYPbl M CTPOHUTENBCTBA B CTPEMIICHHMH IOAHATH APXUTEKTYpPYy Kak

HCKYCCTBO HAa YPOBCHb. COOTBeTCTByIOHII/Iﬁ COBPECMCHHOMY COCTOSHUIO TCXHUKU U HAYKU»

34



OSA (constructivism)

The second most important trend of the Soviet architectural avant-garde -
constructivism - was finally formed several years later than rationalism. The ideological basis
of constructivism came from the ideas of left-wing artists (V. Tatlin, V. and G. Stenberg, N.
Gabo, A. Rodchenko, K. Medunetsky, etc.) and the theory of “industrial art” (O. Brik, B.
Arvatov, B. Kushner, A. Gahn, etc.) The future core of the organization of constructivists OSA
(Association of Modern Architects) was formed in three centres independent of each other (the
architectural group of students of VKHUTEMAS at INKHUK and LEF; graduates of MIGI
and MVTU 1924-1926) under the influence of the competition projects of A. Vesnin in 1923-
1925.

The new organization was named the Association of Contemporary Architects (OCA).
It was founded at the end of 1925. The founders of the OCA were A. Vesnin, M. Ginzburg, J.
Kornfeld, V. Vladimirov, A. Burov, G. Orlov, A. Kapustina, A. Fufaev, V. Krasilnikov.
Chairman of the OCA - A. Vesnin, his deputies - M. Ginzburg and V. Vesnin, secretary - G.
Orlov. Just like the charter of ASNOVA, it was drawn up on the basis of the standard charter

of art societies, unions and associations that do not pursue the goal of making a profit.

The first general meeting of the OCA was held on December 19, 1925. It was attended
by both the founders of the new organization (A. Vesnin, M. Ginzburg, Y. Kornfeld, V.,
Vladimirov, A. Burov, A. Kapustina, A. Fufaev), and a number of other architects (I. Golosov,
K. Melnikov. G. Wegman). At this meeting M. Ginzburg and J. Kornfeld made reports; they
both spoke about the need to organize an association aimed at studying and promoting ideas of
a new style of architecture, participation in state building, rallying of architects of the Union,
looking for new ways in architecture . Decided: “to recognize the creation of the Association

of Modern Architects as necessary, to call it abbreviated OSA”.4

In addition to the Vesnin brothers, one of the main ideologists of the OCA was M.
Ginzburg, who made a significant contribution to the development of the theoretical platform
of constructivism, and also contributed to the fact that the OCA received official status and its
own magazine - since 1926, Ginzburg and Vesnin became editors of the magazine
“Contemporary architecture” (CA). On the pages of the magazine, a functional method was
promoted and revealed, which required the architect to take into account the peculiarities of the

functioning of buildings, structures and complexes by creating their rational plan and

41 1bid.
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equipment. In addition, the magazine became a platform for polemics between OSA and
ASNOVA, constructivists and rationalists. In this regard, Khan-Magomedov, in his study of
the history of the Soviet avant-garde, cites a significant episode: a series of articles by R.
Heeger of 1928-1929 (and answers to it), devoted to the criticism of rationalists. According to
Khan-Magomedov, this is the first episode of controversy between creative associations, when
ideological and political arguments were used that had nothing to do with the actual issues of
architecture.*> Further, this kind of rhetoric will become more and more common.
Nevertheless, throughout its existence (until 1930) the magazine enjoyed great popularity in
the professional community; this and the active activity of the OCA members contributed to
the emergence of new supporters of the organization; branches of the OCA appeared in
Leningrad, Sverdlovsk, Kazan, Kharkov, Tomsk, Novosibirsk, Kiev, Baku and a number of

other cities.

In the summer of 1927, the OCA organized the “First Exhibition of Contemporary
Architecture” in Moscow, the task of which, according to the organizers, was “to widely
promote the ideas of modern architecture not only among architects, but also among the general
public.” It also contributed to the recognition and popularity of Constructivist ideas. So by 1930
- a turning point in Soviet architecture - the Constructivists approached as a fairly strong and

close-knit group.
All-Union Association of Proletarian Architects (VOPRA)

Another important group on the architectural scene of the USSR in the late 1920s is the
All-Union Association of Proletarian Architects (VOPRA), which arose in 1929. Unlike OSA
and ASNOVA, VOPRA members have united not around some kind of creative concept, but
against the existing ones. So, in the declaration of VOPRA (1929), which was signed by K.
Alabyan, V. Vlasov, M. Kryukov, |I. Matsa, A. Mikhailov, A. Mordvinov and others, it was
said:

“... We reject constructivism, which has grown on the basis of financial capital. The
main features of monopoly capital: the desire for capitalist planning, rationalization and
powerful industrialization defined this architecture. Constructivism, which came to reject art
and replace it with technology, engineering, was a reflection in the architecture of the

psychoideology of the large capitalist groups of the bourgeoisie, the conductor of which

42 |bid.
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(psychology) was the technical intelligentsia with its characteristic machine fetishism,

antipsychologism and vulgar materialism ...

... We reject all attempts to gloss over the class role of architecture and to impose a non-
class architecture on the proletariat, the implementation of which is possible only in a
communist society. We believe that in the era of the dictatorship of the proletariat and the
struggle for the socialist reorganization of the world, architecture should be class in its content
and forms ... the architecture of this period should participate in the class struggle with all its

means on the side of the struggling proletariat.

... We reject tendencies towards meaninglessness (non-objectiveness), striving to
organize only sensations (formalism) and admiration for “beauty” (eclecticism and
constructivism). We are for proletarian art, which by its content expresses the deepest
intentions and aspirations of the working class and covers the entire sphere of sensations, the

entire complex system of human emotions and thoughts.”*

43 «... MBI oTBepraeM KOHCTPYKTHBH3M, BBIPOCIIMH Ha 6a3e (JHHAHCOBOTO KaIHTaA.

OCHOBHBIE 4epThl MOHOIIOJMCTHYECKOTO KalUTala: CTPEMIIEHHE K KallUTaIUCTUYECKON MIIaHOBOCTH,
palMoHaIM3allMd M MOIIHOW MHAYCTPUANIN3ALUU ONPEACIUIN ATy apXUTeKkTypy. KoHCTpyKTHBH3M,
HNpULIEANNI K OTPULIAHUIO UCKYCCTBA U 3aMEHE €r0 TEXHUKON, HHIKEHEPUEH, SIBUIICS OTPaKCHUEM B
APXUTEKTYpe TICUXOUICONOTHH KPYIHOKATMTAINCTUYECKHX TPYyNI OypKya3uH, IPOBOJAHUKOM
KOTOpPOH (IICHXOJIOTMH) SIBUJIACh TEXHHUYECKasl MHTESIUIMICHIMSA C XapaKTEPHBIM Il HE€ MaIlMHHbBIM

(I)GTI/IHII/IBMOM, AHTUIICUXOJIOTU3MOM U BYJIbI'apHBIM MAaTCPUATIUZMOM...

. MBI oTBepraeM BCSKHE TOMBITKM K 3aMa3bIBAaHUIO KJIACCOBOM POJIM apXUTEKTyphl U
HaBSI3bIBAHUIO TMPOJICTAPHATY BHEKIACCOBOW ApPXHMTEKTYPhI, OCYIICCTBICHHE KOTOPOW BO3MOMKHO
TOJIBKO B YCJIOBHAX KOMMYHHUCTHYECKOTO O6IIICCTBa. Ml cCuuTacM, 4YTO B OHOXY AOUKTATYPbL
npoJietaprara U OOphOBbI 32 COIMAIMCTHYECKOE MEPEYyCTPOICTBO MUpPA apXUTEKTypa JOJDKHA OBITh
KJIACCOBOM IO CBOEMY COJICPIKaHHIO U (hOpMaM... apXUTEKTypa STOr0 NMepruo/ia T0KHA YIaCTBOBATh B
KJIAaCCOBOM 00ph0e BCEMU CBOMMH CPEJICTBAMH HA CTOPOHE OOPIOIIETOCS IMpoJieTapraTa.

... MBI oTBepraem TeHJACHIUM K Oeccoaepk aTeabHOCTH (OSCIpeMETHOCTH), CTPEMIICHUS K
OpraHM3alliyd TOJBKO oOllylieHui (dopManu3m) u J0OOBaHHHA “‘KpacoTorw” (IKJIEKTH3M U
KOHCTPYKTHBH3M). MBI - 3a NPOJETAPCKOE MCKYCCTBO, KOTOPOE CBOMM COJICP)KAHUEM BBIPAKACT
riy0oYaiIme 3aMbICIIbl U CTPEMIICHHUS pabovero Kiacca U OXBaThIBACT BCIO cdepy OIMyNICHUH, BECh

CJIOKHBIM KOMILJIEKC AYMOLIMIA U MBICJIEH YEJIOBEKA
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Danilo Udovitsky-Selb, in his recent study of Soviet architecture in the 1930s,* argues
that VOPRA was created by direct order of Lazar Kaganovich (1893-1991), who in 1928 was
transferred to Moscow and became secretary of the Central Committee. Kaganovich was
considered one of Stalin’s closest confidants#®, in 1930 he took the post of first secretary of the
Moscow City Party Committee, where, in particular, he was responsible for the modernization
and construction of Moscow. In the early 1930s, Kagaanovich was also in charge of agriculture
in the country, and, in particular, his orders provoked the 1932-33 famine in the southern parts
of the country. Also, as part of his party activities, Kaganovich was responsible for “cleaning”
the party from members disloyal to the leadership. However, to prove his words, Udovitsky-
Selb refers to one of the documents of the Leningrad branch of the VOPRA, dated at the end
of 1930, which says that “Our society was established by the Central Committee of the Party,”
which is somewhat broader than the personal initiative of Kaganovich, but nevertheless, this
document shows that the members of the VOPRA emphasized their connection with the state
authorities. This was completely uncharacteristic for other creative unions of architects of the
late 1920s.

Another important event showing that VOPRA became an alliance which aimed to be
against other creative unions was the campaign against the architect Ivan Leonidov (1902 -
1959), a student of the Vesnins who belonged to the Constructivist group. By the end of the
1920s, Leonidov had earned a reputation as one of the most talented architects in Moscow. The
campaign against him began in the first half of 1930, and the main participants were members
of the board of VOPRA Mordvinov and Kozelkov. The project of the ZIL Palace of Culture
was the first to be hit: Kozelkov at a meeting of the competition committee accused Leonidov
of “sabotage”, and the project itself was “a product of the bourgeoisie.” Then Shchusev, who
had great authority in the architectural community, stood up for Leonidov, but this did not save
Leonidov from further persecution. Further, the main driver of the campaign was Mordvinov:
he made accusations of “petty-bourgeoisism”, “leftism”, claimed that “[Leonidov] inflicts
special harm in personnel training”, that his work “promotes sabotage in production” and so
on. All these accusations sounded both orally (at numerous meetings (for example, at a meeting
about the newly created on the basis of the Faculty of Architecture of VKHUTEMAS and the
Faculty of Civil Engineering of the Moscow Higher Technical School of Architecture and Civil

Engineering), and in the press (in the magazines “Art to the masses” and “Soviet architecture”).

44 Udovicki-Selb, Soviet Architectural Avant-Gardes.
%5 Fitzpatrick, On Stalin’s Team: The Years of Living Dangerously in Soviet Politics.

38



One cannot say that Leonidov and his teachers - the Vesnin brothers and Moisey
Ginzburg - did not defend themselves. A resolution in defense of Leonidov was adopted at a
meeting of the OCA (also published in the journal Contemporary Architecture). Nevertheless,
this did not save Leonidov’s reputation: he was forced to leave his teaching position at ASI and

leave for Siberia for a while, until the echo of the unfolding campaign dies down.

Nevertheless, despite the obviously strong psychological pressure, the consequences of
which probably affected his future work, Leonidov returned to Moscow in 1932 and became
the head of one of the workshops of the Moscow City Council (the creation of these workshops
will be described later in this paragraph). In 1934 he moved to a similar workshop to Moisey
Ginzburg, where he headed the design group. In the same 1934 Leonidov participated in the
competition for the building of the People’s Commissariat of Heavy Industry
(Narkomtyazhprom).

Thus, in all likelihood, the goal of VOPRA did not include the complete destruction of
opponents: from the examples of mass repressions in the 1930s, we know that the colossus of
persecution could be brought to the complete physical destruction of an ideological adversary.
Moreover, in a few years, one of the leaders of the VOPRA, Mikhail Kryukov, himself will
become a victim of repression without a strong public campaign. With the help of loud public
speeches “against”, members of the VOPRA asserted their positions in the professional
community. Of course, it is possible that in Mordvinov’s speeches, as Udovitsky-Selb writes,
“you can hear the voice of Kaganovich,” but you can also discern the socio-psychological
process of the formation of the group. Lacking a meaningful idea of their own, around which
VOPRA members could unite, they maintained group integrity with the help of aggressive
attacks against those who were not part of their group. In social psychology, this process is
called “outgroup hostility” and was first described in the works of Henri Tajfel.*6 It was
completely unnecessary for Kaganovich to personally instruct Mordvinov and Alabyan - the
general ideological support and authority of the party were enough to accompany the socio-

psychological processes.

4 Tajfel et al., “An Integrative Theory of Intergroup Conflict.”
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1932 Decree on the literary and artistic organizations and the Emergence of the
Union of Soviet Architects (SSA)

Another significant date for all creative professions in the USSR is April 23, 1932, the
day of the release of the decree “On the restructuring of literary and artistic organizations.” The
decree concerned primarily writers, who were ordered to liquidate all associations created at
the initiative of the “bottom” and unite into a single union. Representatives of other creative

professions were instructed to do the same.

Now representatives of all major architectural groups had to unite and share positions
in the newly created Union of Soviet Architects. Its creation was officially announced on June
11, 1932 by the Izvestia newspaper. Formally, all ideological groupings (MAO, ASNOVA,
OSA, VOPRA and others) were considered no longer existing, however, naturally, connections
between people and the competition of ideas did not disappear anywhere. The first Board of
the SSA was attended by leaders and active figures of all architectural trends in Moscow;
Constructivist Viktor Vesnin became the president of the SSA, and Karo Alabyan, the chief
ideologist of VOPRA, became his first deputy. Most researchers*’ agree that in this way a
balance of power was achieved between representatives of conditionally independent
architectural groups and people from VOPRA who had strong ties with the party leadership of
Moscow. At the first meeting of the Board of the SSA, the issue of preserving creative
associations in the structure of the Union was considered, and, judging by the protocol, this
idea did not cause strong objections, however, it was not included in the final Charter of the
Union, therefore, formally, the SSA was considered a homogeneous structure, all members
which were supposed to develop in architecture a new method of socialist realism. Since the
summer of 1933, the SSA has its own magazine - “Architecture of the USSR”. It was published
12 times a year, and Karo Alabyan became its editor-in-chief, and David Arkin became his

deputy. The journal has never published the composition of the editorial board*.

Each creative union was supposed to hold its own Congress, and architects were no

exception. At the first meeting, the SSA board intended to hold it very quickly - already at the

47 Udovicki-Selb, Soviet Architectural Avant-Gardes; Selivanova A. N. “Creative Searches in Theory
and Practice of Soviet Architecture in the 1930s” (In Russian: CenuBanosa, “TBopueckue [loncku B
Teopun u [Ipaktuke CoBerckoir Apxurtextypbl 1930-x ['omoB.”

48 The role of the journal “Architecture of the USSR in soviet architectural community is carefully
described in the article by Alessandro De Magistris: De Magistris, “Il Dibattito Architettonico Degli
Anni’30-’50 Nelle Pagine Di Architektura SSSR.”
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end of 1932, but as we will see later, these hopes will not come true. The first Congress of the
Union of Soviet Architects will take place only in 1937, and further I will analyze in detail the
section of the Congress devoted to architectural education. The Congress was postponed for
various reasons, including the intervention of the Party, which allegedly did not want the voices
of the former constructivists and functionalists to sound too loud. Another factor was that by
the time the Congress was held, the leading members of the SSA had to agree among
themselves what the very method of socialist realism in architecture was, which was now
supposed to become the only one in the arsenal of all the architects of the country. The problem

was that there was no ready-made answer to this question.

The method of socialist realism itself was born in the depths of literature: for the first
time its official definition was given in the Charter of the Writers’ Union, adopted at the first
Congress of the Union, held in 1934: “Socialist realism, being the main method of Soviet
fiction and literary criticism, requires truthfulness from an artist, a historically concrete
depiction of reality in its revolutionary development. Moreover, the truthfulness and historical
concreteness of the artistic depiction of reality should be combined with the task of ideological
alteration and education in the spirit of socialism. “How to realize the “historically concrete
image of reality in its revolutionary development” by means of architecture was not quite

obvious.

The discussion of how to embed a new method into the work of an architect is directly
related to the topic of this work: the questions of what a Soviet architect should know and be
able to work within the framework of socialist realism are directly related to the question of
how and what to teach new generations of professionals ... Therefore, these issues will be
discussed in more detail later in the relevant sections devoted to the professional profile of the
architect and the discussion about architectural education. In this section, | deliberately do not
delve into the discussion about the nature of this method, because it is the subject of a separate
large body of research. In this work, socialist realism interests me as a basis for building an

education system.

Nevertheless, it is impossible not to mention the main points of the discussion about
socialist realism in architecture, which unfolded since the founding of the Union and lasted at
least until the First Congress in 1937. These are questions about “mastering the classical
heritage” and “synthesis of the arts.” Both of these issues directly influenced the content of
architectural education. Discussion of the issue of “legacy”, in fact, boiled down to a decision

about what parts of the world and Russian past the Soviet architect can consider “his”: to study
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and then use in his projects.*® The importance of this issue for architectural education is based
on two aspects: firstly, the very need to “master the classical heritage” means that the study of
the past - the history and theory of architecture - becomes an important element of preparation
(as we remember, modernists did not always recognize the need for this) , and the question of
what should become the content of this heritage determined the content of curricula and
published literature. Next, | will try to show how this was implemented in the framework of

the upcoming reform of architectural education.

The second question - about the synthesis of arts - is to a lesser extent the subject of
this work, since it is aimed at studying the place of courses in history and theory of architecture
in the framework of higher professional education. “Synthesis of arts” is “a combination of
heterogeneous properties, qualities, sides and relations of works belonging to different types of
art, into a qualitatively new whole, the properties of which are not reducible to a simple sum
of initial components.”® In practice, this was solved by attracting pictorial and sculptural
elements to the design of facades and interiors (which, after the sweeping away of Stalin, led
to accusations of “excesses” in the architecture of the 1930-50s). The need for the synthesis of
arts within the framework of an architectural project was not questioned, the question was
rather what principles should underlie the design, if one has to take into account the
participation of sculptors and artists. This study pays less attention to the issue of “synthesis of
arts” (although it will be reviewed again in the section on the professional profile of the
architect), however, it also influenced the content of education, since the architect had to

receive full-fledged artistic training.

SSA became a new reality for the architectural life of the 1930s. Its appearance is a
reflection of the same processes of unification of all social institutions, which we will see later
when we turn to the consideration of the education system. Since the members of the SSA
Board also held leading positions in various architectural organizations, including educational
ones, it turned out that a small group of people simultaneously became customers for specialists
with a certain set of knowledge and skills and performers implementing the educational

program.

49 Creative Ways of Soviet Architecture and the Problem of Architectural Heritage (1934) (In Russian:
“TBopueckue [Tytn CoBerckoii Apxutektypsl u [Ipobiiema Apxutekryproro Hacnencrsa.”)

% Makarov, “Synthesys of Arts” (In Russian: Makapos, “Cunre3 MckyccTs.”)
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Mossovet workshops

As mentioned above, the purpose of this section is to provide a context for what
happened in Soviet architecture in the 1930s, and this context should be relevant to the topic
of the work - the structure of architectural education. The creation of the design architectural
workshops of the Moscow City Council just fits well into this task, because it allows you to
show what happened to the graduates after they graduated from their education, how their

professional life was arranged.

In 1933, on the initiative of Kaganovich, design and planning workshops were created
in the structure of the Moscow City Council, which were supposed to become the main engine
of Moscow’s modernization. Against the background of the unification of creative processes
that took place within the framework of the creation of the SSA, the Mossovet workshops
became, in part, the successors of the 1920s groupings, allowing their leaders to maintain some
ideological independence both from the general SSA line and from each other. Workshops of
two types were created: design and planning. The former mostly solved the problems of
designing buildings, and the latter - planning and urban planning. As we will see later, it cannot
be said that the division was very tough, both types of workshops solved a very close range of

problems.

Alexandra Selivanova argues that this freedom was the result of poor organization of
the work of the SSA, and not at all a reflection of the authorities’ desire to transfer creative
discussions to a different format. According to her, Kaganovich introduced a control system
into the workshops: if the workshop was managed by one of the leaders of the avant-garde of
past years, then his deputy was necessarily one of the “proven party members who have proven
themselves since the time of VOPRA.” To prove this scheme, we present a table from
Alexandra Selivanova’s dissertation, which lists all the heads of the workshops and their
deputies, indicating their affiliation with VOPRA (the group that had the strongest party ties).

Table 1. Governance in the Mossovet workshops: the balance of power.5!

Mossovet project workshops (1934 — 1935)

Workshop Ne 1 head: I. Zholtovsky

vice: L. Bumazhny*, Naletov*

51 Selivanova A. N. “Creative Searches in Theory and Practice of Soviet Architecture in the 1930s”

(In Russian: CenuBanosa, “Topueckue [Torcku B Teopun u I[Ipaktrke COBETCKOM APXUTEKTYPBI
1930-x I'omos.”
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Workshop Ne 2 head: A. Schusev
vice: E. Chernov*
Workshop Ne 3 head: I. Fomin
vice: A. Mordvinov*
Workshop Ne 4 head: I. Golosov

vice: K. Djus*

Workshop Ne 5

head: D. Fridman*

vice: M. Muraviev

Workshop Ne 6 head: N. Kolly
vice: M. Kupovsky*
Workshop Ne 7 head: K. Melnikov

vice: V. Lebedev, T. Kuzmenko

Workshop Ne 8

Workshop Ne 9

head: P. Golosov, A. VVesnin

vice: —

Workshop Ne 10

head: V. Kokorin

vice: V. Bazilevich

Workshop Ne 11

head: M. Kryukov*

vice: A. Turkenidze*

Workshop Ne 12

head: Borov

Mossovet planning workshops (manubie Ha 1934 rox)

Workshop Ne 1

head: S. Chernyshev

vice: G. Kozelkov*

Workshop Ne 2 head: B. lofan
vice: N. Zapletin*
Workshop Ne 3 head: M. Ginzburg
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vice: A. Kelmishkait*

Workshop Ne 4 head: G. Barkhin
vice: E. Veis*
Workshop Ne 5 head: N. Ladovsky

vice: S. Babaev*

Workshop Ne 6 head: K. Mayer

vice: M. Cherkasov*

Workshop Ne 7 head: V. Mayat

vice: A. Chaldymov*

Workshop Ne 8 head: A. Meshkov

vice: A. Tizenberg*

Workshop Ne 9 head: V. Baburov*

vice: V. Shkvarikov*

Workshop Ne 10 head: V. Semenov

* VOPRA ex-members

A year after the workshops of the Mossovet were created, the magazine “Architecture
of the USSR” began polling their leaders. The question was to assess the value of the new
system. The heads of all 12 workshops, including Melnikov, Ladovsky, Shchusev, Kolli,
Krutzhikov, Vesnin brothers, Ginzburg and others, assessed this experience positively -
although otherwise their texts would hardly have been published. Still, the decisions on the
creation of the workshops were made by the highest leadership, and it is difficult to expect that
the magazine, which is the official print organ of the SSA, will allow on its pages a real polemic
about the decisions of the party. Nevertheless, one can look at Ginzburg’s article, with the
heading “Unleashed Creativity”®?, which is a fairly typical statement of the workshop leaders.

Ginzburg begins with warm praise for the undertaking:

“As a result of the organization of the Mossovet workshops, the work of the architect

has been raised to an enormous social and creative level.

%2 Ginzburg M. Y. “Unleashed Creativity” (In Russian: ['un30ypr, “OcBo6oxaennoe TBopuecTBo.”)
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Instead of the hustle and bustle that characterized architectural design in all past years,
a truly creative atmosphere has now been created. First of all, this affected the increasing
demands of architects towards themselves, then the nature of the relationship between the
designer and the customer. ... everyone has already understood that the project should not
satisfy the subjective tastes of this or that developer, but the objective requirements of our urban

planning [...]"%3

At the same time, it is not entirely clear why Ginzburg chose the new system of relations
with the customer as the main argument for the effectiveness of such an organizational
structure. It seems that the new possibilities of a single customer in the person of the state
(although in fact the workshops still worked with different commissariats, and their wishes for
projects differed among themselves, which means they were not so uniform) does not depend
on the organization of the work of the team of architects themselves. Further, when Ginzburg
turns to critical remarks, it becomes clear that over a year of work he has accumulated a number

of very specific complaints about the organization of the work of the workshops:

“The situation with the deadlines given to architects to fulfill their assignments is
completely unfavorable. [...] Customers spend more time not only on the development of
software assignments, but also on signing a contract with an architect, than an architect on a

project”s

“The principle of strict division of workshops into planning and design works also

raises doubts. The design should only be comprehensive, and only then the architect can be

53 PaGora apxuTeKTOpa B pe3yNbTaTe OPraHM3alMM MACTEPCKHX MOCCOBETa MOJHATA HA OFPOMHYIO
OOILIECTBEHHYIO U TBOPYECKYIO BBICOTY.

Bwmecto Toit cyTOI0KH, KOTOpast Oblia XapaKTepHa Ui apXUTCKTYPHOTO IPOSKTUPOBAHUS BO BCE
MPOIILIBIE TOJBI, CO3/IaHa ceifuac MOUIMHHO TBopUeckas atMocdepa. [Ipexae Bcero 9To cka3anoch Ha
MOBBIICHUH TPEOOBATEIBHOCTH apXUTEKTOPOB K CaMUM ce0e, 3aTeM Ha XapaKTepe
B3aMMOOTHOIICHUN MPOSKTUPOBIINKA C 3aKA3YHKOM. ... BCE yKE MOHSIIH, YTO MPOCSKT JOIDKEH
YIOBJIETBOPSTH HE CYOBEKTHBHBIM BKYCaM TOTO WJIM MHOTO 3aCTPOMINNKA, & 00bEKTUBHBIM
TpeOOBaHUS HAIIETO TPAIOCTPOUTENLCTRA |... ]

% CoBepIeHHO HEGIATONOIYYHO 0OCTOMT JIEJIO CO CPOKAMHM MPENOCTABIECHHBIM apXUTEKTOPAM IS
BBITIOJTHEHUSI CBOWX 3aJaHMi. [...] 3aKka3unku 3aTpadynuBaroT HE TOJHKO Ha Pa3pabOTKy MPOTPaMMHBIX
3aJ]aHui, HO U Ha 0hOPMIICHHE JIOTOBOPA C APXUTEKTOPOM OOJIbIIIE BPEMEHH, YeM apXUTEKTOp Ha

BBIITOJIHCHUEC ITPOCKTA
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fully responsible for the person of the highway, quarter, district. [...] In fact, workshop No. 3,
working in close contact with workshop No. 8 (meaning design workshop No. 8, leaders P.
Golosov and A. Vesnin, Ginzburg’s associates in the OSA) overcame this organizational
convention. We are working on the architectural design of the Proletarsky District together,
planning and designing all industrial, residential, cultural and domestic buildings, embankment

decoration, etc. for the highway and the district.”>®

In fact, under the guise of proposals for eliminating “minor defects” in the existing
organizational system, Ginzburg reports that the results of this work are not as rosy as it might
seem at first glance. The managers of other workshops, who gave their assessments, use the
same rhetorical scheme: praise for positive experience - listing of shortcomings - hope that
“minor defects” will be eliminated as soon as possible. Moreover, such statements are
characteristic not only of the former leaders of the avant-garde, from whom some opposition
was quite expected (Ladovsky®®, Melnikov®’, Ginzburg), but also the former members of the

VOPRA (Kryukov®®) who are completely inscribed in the system.

Nevertheless, these texts demonstrate several important aspects of the work of the
Mossovet workshops. First, all the same, the architects had some opportunity to unite according
to their artistic preferences (the heads of the workshops had the opportunity to independently
select employees). Secondly, even those who were severely criticized a couple of years ago
(first of all, Ivan Leonidov) got the opportunity to realize it. Thirdly, as we see from Ginzburg’s

remarks about the merger with workshop No. 8 to solve a common problem, some freedom of

%> CoMHEHUS BBI3BIBAET U IIPUHIIUII CTPOTOTO Pa3AeNeHHs] MACTEPCKUX Ha IIAHUPOBOYHBIE H
npoektHbie. [IpoekTupoBaHye MOMKHO OBITh TOJBKO KOMIUIEKCHBIM, U TOJIBKO TOTAA apXUTEKTOP
MOJKET HECTH MOJHYIO0 OTBETCTBEHHOCTb 3a JIUII0 MarucTpaiiy, KBapTaia, paiioHa. [...] @akTuuecku
MacTepckast Ne3, paboTaromas B TECCHOM KOHTaKTe ¢ Mactepckoi Ne§ (1meeTcst B BUAY IPOSKTHAS
Mmactepckast Ne§, pykoBogurenu I1. 'onocos u A. Becuun, copatanku ['un3dypra no OCA)
MIPEOJI0JIEIIa ATY OpraHU3aMOHHYI0 YCIOBHOCT. MBI paboTaeM HaJ apXUTCKTYPHBIM 0(hOpMIICHUEM
[IponeTapckoro paiioHa cooOIia, TUIAHUPYS | MPOSKTUPYSI COBMECTHO TSI MAarvCTPaIi U paiioHa BCe
COOPY>KEHHSI IPOMBIIUICHHBIE, )KUJIbIE, KyJIbTYPHO-OBITOBBIC, OPOPMIICHHE HAOEPEIKHBIX U TIP.

56 Ladovsky N. A. “Basis for the Creative Work” (In Russian: Jlanosckwuit, “ba3za TBopueckoii
Paboth1.”)

" Melnikov K. S. “Creative Wellbeing of an Architect” Menbruxos, “Tsopueckoe CaModyBCTBHE
Apxurtekropa.”

%8 Kryukov M. V. “On the Right Way” (In Russian: Kprokos, “Ha Bepraom ITyTu.”)
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organizing work within the bureaucratic framework was still possible. The position of the head
of the workshop in a sense defended its bearer: even when a year later Alabyan sent a critical
note about their work to the presidium of the Archplan, who was in charge of the workshops,
only Melnikov and Ladovsky were mentioned in a negative way; he did not criticize either

Ginzburg or the Vesnins.

Thus, the Moscow system of organizing the work of an architect allowed those
graduates who had their own creative vision to find jobs that, to one degree or another, reflect
their artistic preferences. The work in Leningrad was organized in approximately the same

way.
What is not mentioned

In this brief overview of the events of the architectural scene of the USSR in the 1930s,
of course, many events are not mentioned: large competitions (Palace of Soviets,
Naromtyazhprom and others), the new general plan of Moscow (Genplan), “a nail in the coffin
of constructivism” - Zholtovsky’s neo-Palladian house on Mokhovaya (with obvious
references to the Loggia del Capitano and Palazzo Valmarana), the construction of a “house on
the embankment”, the construction of the USSR pavilion at the 1936 World’s Fair and much
more. This was done deliberately so as not to blur the focus of the work and to remain within

the framework of the study of architectural education.

However, before moving on directly to the topic, it is worth mentioning another
important figure of the Soviet architectural scene, who was completely not involved in the
training of young specialists. We are talking about Boris lofan (1891 - 1976), as he is
sometimes called, “Stalin’s personal architect.” He was born and received his first art education
in Odessa, and then went to study at the Roman Academy of Arts, which he graduated in 1916.
In 1924 he returned to Russia and immediately established himself as an excellent master, who,
in addition to excellent artistic and historical knowledge, also had excellent technical training.
It seems that only lofan managed to implement so many projects of truly national importance:
a sanatorium in Barvikha (1929, a traditional place for restoration and recreation of the party
elite), a residential building on Serafimovich Street (1927 - 1931, the famous Moscow “house
on the embankment”, where many members of the Presidium lived The Central Committee and
honored heroes of the revolution, notorious for the fact that during the repressions of 1937-38
mass arrests were carried out in it), the pavilions of the USSR at world exhibitions in Paris
(1936) and New York (1939, these pavilions were the “face” of the USSR for the whole world,
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and their design was given special attention to the party and Stalin personally). A person who
has implemented projects of this magnitude could be an incredibly in-demand source of
professional experience. However, as we will see later, the name of lofan never came up in
discussions related to education issues. He seemed to stand apart from the entire system, was
outside it, was engaged in design, but was not immersed in any institutional structures of Soviet
architecture, in addition to the leadership of the planning workshop of the Moscow City
Council. The very fact that a master of this magnitude had the opportunity to remain outside
the structures of the transfer of professional experience, it seems, may be an interesting aspect
that should be kept in mind when examining in detail the system of architectural education that

is being built.

49



Architectural Educational as a Part of the Soviet vuz system

By 1935 architectural education bore significant changes, not only as a part of artistic
process, but also as a part of the transformation of the national educational system. Since 1928
and throughout 1930s Soviet higher education was a subject of significant transformation. The
main goal of this transformation was to create a system of mass professional training, as
quickly, as possible. By 1918, after the Revolution, in Soviet Russia there were only five
universities and twenty-four higher polytechnical schools®®, which was obviously not enough
for quick restoration and development after the World War I, October Revolution and a Civil
war of 1917-1923. Thus, in the second half of the 1920s a Soviet academia (as a system of
higher education and science) emerged “as a hybrid between an idealistic social forecast and
severe Russian realities”°. At the end of 1920s the Communist Party leadership focused on the
construction of the national system of higher educational institutions — vuz (acronym for
vysshee uchebnoe zavedenie), which was dedicated only to the educational purposes. The
scientific work was given to the USSR Academy of Sciences, so the only goal of the vuz system
was to provide a mass professional training. Alexey Kuraev, a historian of Soviet educational
system from University of Colorado, gives the following characteris of the vuz system, which
make it completely different from the Humboldian academic tradition: uniformity, top-down
administration and one-man management®*. Kuraev defines uniformity as a “principal of Soviet
organization, rooted into the original plan of the Soviet authorities to format Soviet society as
a “socially unified camp... using education as a weapon”%2. Kliment VVoroshilov, a marshal of
the Soviet Union in his reflections over Red Army, writes, that Soviet higher education system
is aimed “to lift academic training... to an equal height with the level of training in the Red

Army military schools%3. Of course, the equation between army training and civil professional

% Alex Kuraev, ‘Soviet Higher Education: An Alternative Construct to the Western University
Paradigm’, Higher Education, 71.2 (2016), 181-93.

80 Fitzpatrick S., Education and Social Mobility in the Soviet Union 1921-1934 (Cambridge University
Press, 2002).

61 Kuraev.

82 Stalin I. V., ‘Conversation with the English Writer GD Wells’, Collected. Works, 14 (1939), 24-39.
(In Russian: Cramuu W. B., ‘becena ¢ Aurmmiickum [Tucatemem I'. JT. Yamncom’, Cobp. Cou, 14 (1939),
24-39.).

8 Voroshilov K. E., Red Army In Defense of the Socialist Motherland (Moscow: Military Bulletin,
1927) <http://militera.lib.ru/science/voroshilov_ke02/index.html> [accessed 11 May 2020]. (In
Russian: BopoumnoB K. E., Kpacnas Apmus Ha 3awume Coyuanrucmuueckoii Poouns: (Mocksa:
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education was never reached, however, this citation gives a very clear picture of the
representation of the purposes of higher education among high Soviet authorities. The Soviet
vuz system was based on the unified All-Union state regulations. Every higher educational
institution had a comparable structural composition of administration, students, faculty and
staff. In each vuz, rector was the head-administrator and his (first Soviet woman took the rector
position only in 1972) scientific or, in our case, artistic achievements were not that significant
on this position. The rector’s office also was the institutional managerial headquarters.
According to Kuraev, all relationships with external world were administered trough three
“numbered” units — army recruitment, NKVD/KGB supervision and an archival service, which
collected students’ portfolios, or “personal files” that followed an individual through his or her
employment. Uniformity was present in all vital academic issues, such as curricula formation,
organization of classes and student services. Unified curricula together with the unified
textbooks were developed at the central level for each professional specialization and were
mandatory for all vuz in the field. That is why the work of the All-Union Academy of
Architecture was so important for the professional community all-over the country, and that is
why the delegates of the of the 1935 Leningrad meeting named the establishment of the
Academy as a major event in the transformation of the architectural education. The tutorial
board of the Academy was meant to issue the curricula for architectural educational
institutions, and the Academy’s Publishing House had an important mission of providing the
students all-over the country with “right” textbooks and related literature. The Academy was
meant to become a source of the unified components of the educational process and finally
define to the regional educational institutions, how to teach a Soviet architect, so the one trained
in Thilisy was equal by his or her knowledge and experience to the one trained in Kyiv or

Tomsk.

By the top-down management system Kuraev means the central support of Soviet
higher education form the Communist Party leaders. Decision-making in Soviet system of
higher education started at the highest political level of the Party Politburo. Architecture here
was not an exception. The dialogue between Kaganovich and Zholtovsky about the rector’s
position in the Academy of Architecture, presented above, is a clear representation of this
characteristics in the field of architectural professional training. The highest positions in the

Academy of Architecture were not even the matters of decision of the professional community

Boenwnbiit Becthuk, 1927) <http://militera.lib.ru/science/voroshilov_ke02/index.html> [o6pamienne 11
May 2020].
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(represented by the Union of the Soviet Architects, another centralised organization,
subordinated to the Party Politburo), but the matters of the directs decision of the head of the

Moscow Politburo, who never was a member of the professional community.

The educational process on the various levels was also a matter of the top-down
management. Students of all levels were enrolled not to an institution, but in a “professional
speciality” assigned to the institution by the ministry of education. It was the ministry which
obliged vuz to provide to the students the required training according to the state “control
numbers of enrolment” — each year the ministry decides, how many professionals in a certain
field the state needs, and gives to vuzes the exact number of students to enrol in a certain year.
Enrolling more students required a special permission from the ministry, enrolling less meant
that in the following years the “control number of enrolments” will decrease, which is bad for
the vuz, that needs to give work to the certain amount of the teaching personnel. In this context,
the planned number of 100 postgraduate students in the Academy of Architecture, was not the
dream or desire of Kryukov, it was a plan given from above, and not reaching this plan meant

a quite serious consequences for the whole institution and its personally to its rector.

Students’ life was also a matter of the top-down management. Once enrolled, a Soviet
student was considered a state trainee, obliged to follow orders, rules and regulations. He or
she could not decide the academic or artistic focus of his or her studies, except (in some cases)
for choosing the topic of the final project (however, even this topic could be assigned to the
student by the professor or the head of the workshop). In the next chapter the curricula for the
Institute of Postgraduate Studies and the Department of the Architectural Improvement of the
All-Union Academy of Architecture will be presented. One will not find in these curricula the
electives — all students must follow the one educational trajectory defined by all the

management levels above them.

Finally, the one-man management principle, according to Kuraev, provided undivided
authority to the chef administrator of an educational institution and was intended to engender
strict discipline and personal responsibility throughout the national educational system. Thus,
Mikhail Kryukov carried a personal responsibility for everything that happened in the All-
Union Academy of Architecture, both in the eyes of Politburo and in the eyes of professional
community. The protocol of the meeting of the academic board of the Academy that took place

in 1938, after the Kryukov’s arrest, clearly shows, that the members of the board names
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Kryukov as a reason of everything that happened during his work, and the new administration

should start working from the scratch®.

By the beginning of 1930s the higher architectural educational institutions appeared all-
over the country. In 1935 their representatives also presented in the Leningrad meeting and
were very eager to know, how the work in the Academy of Architecture is progressing. In
Moscow there were the Moscow Institute of Architecture and Construction and the
architectural department of the Moscow Higher Technical Institute. In Leningrad in 1932 the
Leningrad Institute of Painting, Sculpture and Architecture succeeded the Imperial Academy
of Arts. The architectural departments were opened in the higher polytechnical schools in
Thilisy (Georgia), Kyiv (Ukraine), Tashkent (Uzbekistan). Of course, all of them had various
history and traditions, and the centralized scheme described above had some nuances in each
case, despite of the strict regulations of the relationships between educational institutions and
state authorities. Let’s discuss the relationships between architectural vuzs and the state on the
examples of the Moscow Institute of Architecture (which formally followed the
VKhUTEMAS/VKhUTEIN architectural department) and architectural department of
Leningrad Institute of Painting, Sculpture and Architecture (which followed the traditions of

the Imperial Academy of Arts).

® Transcript of the meeting of scientists of the Academy of Architecture dated June 28, 1939. RGAE
(Russian State Archive for Economics). F. 293. Inv. 1. File 14. P. 1. (In Russin: Crenorpamma
COBEIaHMS HAyYHBIX paOOTHUKOB AKaneMun ApXuTeKTypsl oT 28 utoHs 1939r. P'AD. @. 293. Om. 1.
Enxp. 14. JI.1.).
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How to teach a Soviet architect? A debate on architectural education
in 1930-s

In 1930-s the architectural community had to completely rebuild their relationships
with the Soviet state. The 1932 decree “On the Restructuring of Literary and Artistic
Organizations”®®, which ordered all representatives of the creative profession to unite in your
unions, in fact, put an end to the variety of artistic ideas. The consequences of this decree and
the formation of creative unions (the Union of Soviet Writers, the Union of Soviet Artists, the
Union of Composers, etc.), including the Union of Soviet Architects, are well described in the
literature®. At the same time, the tasks of creative unions included not only regulation of the
community and its relations with society and the party, but also issues of education and
professional training. This section will be devoted to the discussion of the goals and content of
architectural education in the Union of Soviet Architects. Staring from 1932 the professional
architectural community was involved in the debates on how, where and on what kind of
examples the new generation of the architects should be taught and what kind of requirements

a young architect should meet to successfully start his or her career.

This debate had three stages. The first one can be located within August 1932 and
October 1933. It involved, mostly, the members of the Board of the Union of the Soviet
Architects and the discussions did not come to the wider public. This stage finished with the
publication of the decree of the Central Committee of the Communist Party “On Architectural
Education” on 14™ of October 1933.

The second stage took place in Leningrad, in May 1935, where the Union of the Soviet
Architect organized a meeting of its members. The meeting itself embraced a large number of
topics, including “the role of mindset in the creative work, the problem of image in architecture,

the issues of the functional and artistic origins in architecture, the eclectics and architectural

8 <On the Restructuring of Literary and Artistic Organizations’, in Power and the Artistic Intelligentsia.
Documents of the Central Committee of the RCP (b) - VKP (b), VChK - OGPU - NKVD on Cultural
Policy. 1917-1953, ed. by A. N. Yakovlev (Moscow: International Fund ‘Democracy’, 1999), pp. 173-
174. (In Russian: ‘O Ilepectpoiike Jluteparypro-XynoxectBeHHbIXx Opranusanuii’, in Bracmo u
Xyooorcecmaennas Unmennueenyus. Joxymenmot I{K PKI11(6) — BKII (6), BUK — OI'llY — HKB/] o
Kynomypnoti  Honumuxe. 1917-1953, mox pen. A. H. SIxoBneBa (MockBa: MexmyHapomabii (hoHI
‘Nemokpatust’, 1999), pp. 173-174.)

8 Clark; Selivanova, Postconstructivism; Paperny.
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discipline <...> mastering the cultural heritage <...> and architectural education”®’. The
problems of education were risen on the wide professional community for the first time, since
the issue of the decree and were discussed in the context of “the reclaiming of the cultural
heritage” described in the previous paragraph.

The third and the final stage (at least for 1930-s) of the debate is the meeting of the
commission on architectural education during the | All-Soviet Congress of the Soviet
Architects, 23" of July 1937. Two key-note speakers — Mikhail Kryukov, the rector of the All-
Union Academy of Architecture, and lvan Zholtovsky — presented their (quite opposite) views
on the educational goals, process and outcomes to the wide professional community of

architects.

67 «Haubonee BaxkHble M3 HUX: O POJM MHUPOBO33DEHHs B TBOpYECTBE, O Hpobieme obpasza B

apXHUTEKTYypE, BOIMPOCH PYHKIHMOHATBFHOTO U XYA0KECTBEHHOTO Hayaia B apXUTEKType, 00 IKICKTHKE
W apXUTEKTYPHOH JUCIMIUIMHE, O (opMaliu3Me H MpoOdJeMe COMHANUCTHYECKOTO peanusMma, 00
OCHOBaX TBOPYECKOTO MeETOJa, OO0 OBJIAJICHUH KyJIBTYPHBIM HacleACTBOM, 00 aHcambOie, o
TMTAHTOMAHHH W MOHYMEHTaJbHOCTH, O MOATOTOBKe KampoB». Results of the All-Union Creative
Meeting of Architects, Architecture on USSR, 7, 1935, 1-5. (In Russian: ‘Urorum Bcecoros3noro
TBopueckoro CoBemanust ApxutekropoB’, Apxumexmypa CCCP, 7, 1935, 1-5.).
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A decree “On architectural education” as a result of the first stage of the debate

On 14" of October 1933 the Central Committee of the Communist Party issued a decree
“On Architectural Education”®®, which aimed to completely rebuild an educational system in
architecture to improve its quality. The decree stated that “at present there is a vast disadvantage
in the architectural practice in meeting the country needs, mostly defined by the lack of
proficiency in the development of the qualified specialists in architecture and scientific
research in the most important problems of architecture”®®. This “lack of architectural
proficiency” clearly refers to the 1920-s, the period of different movements in avant-garde
architecture and particularly — to the world-famous VKhUTEMAS. The more detailed
discontent on the current state of architectural education can be found in the editorial policy
article of the magazine “Academy of Architecture”, Ne 1-2 1934 («Akamemusi ApXUTEKTYpPbI»
which is spelled “Akademia Arkhitektury”): “The main weaknesses of the Soviet architecture
are: insufficient ideological commitment, integrity and frankness, low-level culture of
architectural proficiency of many works and, as a consequence, reductionism, primitivism of
the artistic proposals. The main part of the responsibility for this retardation lies on the
unsatisfying state of the training of the qualified architectural manpower and on the extreme

weakness of the scientific development of the important domains of architecture.”°

How Central Committee of the Communist Party was going to improve the architectural
education? The decree published in 1933 consists of 4 items. The first one established the All-
Union Academy of Architecture, which would combine research and post-graduate education
and united the doctoral school for architects, research centres, laboratories, workshops, a

library, a museum of architecture and a publishing house.

The second item was dedicated to the reorganization of the Moscow Institute of
Architecture and Construction. It was organized in 1930 by the consolidation of the department
of architecture of VKhUTEIN (ex-VKhUTEMAS) and the department of the engineering and

8 <On Architectural Education. A Decree of the Central Committee of All-Union Communist Party
(bolsheviks) from 4th of October 1933°.

% 1bid.

0 «BaXHEHIIMMM HENOCTATKAMHM COBETCKMH apPXMTEKTYPhl SIBJISIOTCS: HEJNOCTATOYHAS MIEHHOCTD,

LEJIBHOCTh U MPaBANBOCTD, HEBBICOKAs KYJIbTYpa apXUTEKTypHOTO MAacTepCTBA MHOTHX PaboT M, KakK
CIIC/ICTBUE, YIPOIICHYSCTBO, MPUMUTHB TBOPYCCKHX TPEIUIOKCHUH. 3HAYMTEIbHAs OIS
OTBETCTBEHHOCTH 32 3TO OTCTABAHHUE JIC)KUT Ha HEYJOBJICTBOPUTEILHOM COCTOSTHUH JIeJ1a TIOATOTOBKH
KBTH(DUITUPOBAHHBIX APXUTEKTYPHBIX KaJpOB, B KpaitHe# ciaboCcTH HayIHOH pa3paOb0TKH BaXKHEHIIHX
BOIPOCOB apxuTekTypbi». “Our Tasks” Academy of Architecture. Issue 1-2. (1934) P. 4-6. (In Russian:
‘Hamm 3amaun’. Akagemust Apxutekrypsl. Bem. 1-2 (1934). C. 4-6.).
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construction of the Moscow Higher Technical School. The decree prescribed to establish (on
the basis of the existing one) the new Moscow Institute of Architecture, to review the enrolment
rules (“according to the new high requirements”) and “to provide the elevation of the quality
of education”. That was all information related to the level of higher architectural education.

The 3" item proposed to modify several constructional vocational schools, that existed
in the country by that time, to the architectural ones, and therefore to establish a level of

vocational education in architecture.

And finally, the 4™ item of the decree provided a list of books for the architectural
students and professionals that should be published by the All-Union Academy of
Architecture’s publishing house in the following year.

As we can see, from the formal point of view, the decree embraces all the levels of
professional development: vocational schools, higher and post-graduate education. However,
the closer look reveals the different level of details and precise steps that should be made to
reach the decree’s goal. Another point is that most of the steps prescribed by the decree, are
related only to the Moscow institutions, though by the beginning of 1930-s the architectural
schools successfully worked all-over the country: in Leningrad, in Kharkov, in Odessa and
some other cities across the USSR. Moreover, the second item that was related directly to the
Moscow Institute of Architecture, was very vague and limited by the very general statements,
such as “the new higher requirements” and “the improvement of the quality of education”
without any further clarifications, what was the exact content of the new requirements, what
steps should be made to increase the quality of the educational process and who is responsible
for the renovation of the Institute. On the contrary, the aims, the organizational structure and
even the publishing plan of the All-Union Academy of Architecture are described with the high
degree of details. One gets the impression that it was the organization of the Academy that was
the main purpose of the publication of the decree, the other levels of education were of much

lesser interest of decree’s authors.

In the light of this it is very interesting to reveal the preparatory work behind the decree.
To do this, we should go back to the summer of 1932, when the newly established Union of
the Soviet Architects initiated the work on the educational reforms. In 15" of August 1932, a

month after the establishment of the Union, the Board of the Union discussed the problem of
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architectural education’. All of the members of the board (among whom were architects well-
known in the professional community Karo Alabyan, the vice-president of the Union, lvan
Zholtovsky, Boris lofan, Nikolay Ladovvsky, an art-historian David Arkin and others) agreed
that the current quality of architectural education was non-satisfactory. But the proposed ways
of improvement were different. Some of them (like Alabyan and his colleague from the Union
Nikolay Vlasov) proposed major changes in the educational process in the Moscow Institute
of Architecture and Construction. Some (like Nikolay Ladovsky, the ex-leader of the rationalist
group of architects and the professor of the introductory class for architects in the Institute)
insisted that the students and professors needed more time to show their efficiency and any
changes then would do only harm. And finally, Mikhail Kryukov (the architect, Alabyan’s
close companion in the All-Soviet Union of Architects) proposed a new post-graduate
institution, where the working architects could improve their proficiency under the supervision
of accomplished masters. As a result of the meeting, the Union’s board established a special

committee on this issue and Mikhail Kryukov, became its head.

Mikhail Kryukov (1884 — 1944) graduated from the Moscow School of Painting,
Sculpture and Architecture in 1911, where he was studying, probably, under the supervision of
Ivan Zholtovsky. There is not much information about Kryukov’s life and work (he was
arrested in 1937 and died in GULAG, and his files are not available for the researchers), but in
one interview his daughter mentions, that he worked with Zholtovsky on several projects in
1910-s"2. However, it is known that after graduation Kryukov had received a gold medal and a
trip to Italy, where he spent two years, studying Palladio’s villas. Kryukov even prepared a
book with his drawings and measures of villas, but it had never been published. After his return
to Russia he went to study again, at this time — to the Academy of Arts in Saint Petersburg — as
many alumnae of Moscow architectural school, Kryukov went to improve his proficiency.
Imperial Academy of Arts admitted the alumnae of other architectural schools on the third year
of study, so they went straight to the workshop without the necessity of repeating the
propaedeutical disciplines. Unfortunately, we don’t know, which workshop Kryukov graduated

from, but his educational path definitely gave him professional connections in both capitals.

" «“Record Ne 4 of the Board of theUnion of the Soviet Architects Meeting” 1932. RGALI. F. 2324.
Inv. 3. File 34. P. 32-33. (In Russian: ‘TIpotokosa Ne4 3acemanus Ipasnenns CCA’, 1932, PTAJIU, .
2423. On. 3. Exn. xp. 34. JI. 32-33.).

2 Shulgina T., “First Rector of the All-Union Academy of Architecture’, Architecture of the USSR, 3,
1990. (In Russian: Iymeruna T., ‘Tlepsoiii Pextop BcecorosHoit Axamemuu ApXHUTEKTYpSI,
Apxumexmypa CCCP, 3, 1990.).
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His professional career had started after the Revolution in 1917, and all the way he was more
a manager than an architect — his daughter remembers that “he barely had time to construct”’3,
In 1917 he became a head of the first All-Russia Union of Architects; in 1921 established and
became a head of Mosstroy — a state organization that coordinated all the construction in
Moscow; in 1920s he also was a member of the board of the Moscow Union of the Construction
Workers. However, Kryukov is named as an author of commercial apartment building on
Novoslobodskaya street, Moscow (1910), residential building on Podkolokolny side street,
Moscow (1929), and in 1930 he was appointed as a construction superior on the Palace of
Soviets construction site. This appointment, alongside with his activity of the field of
architectural education, ended in 1938, when Kryukov was arrested and sent to GULAG, where
he died in 1944. But, by the beginning of 1930-s Kryukov was more a skilled bureaucrat with
good connections both with the professional architectural community and the authorities

responsible for the architecture and construction in Moscow, than a practicing architect.

In the personal archive of an art-historian David Arkin, who also became a member of
the Union’s committee on architectural education, there is one of the drafts of the decree, which
differs significantly from the version published in October 193374 Unfortunately, this
document does not have the exact date, but we can suppose that this working paper was written
around December 1932, when the next meeting of the Union’s Board dedicated to the
architectural education took place. The preface of the draft is the same as in the published
version, but, unlike it, the draft consists of 6 items, instead of 4, and 5 of them are related to

the architect’s professional development.

The first item of the draft is more or less the same as in the published version, with one
significant difference: in the Academy should also establish the curricular board, which should
have regulated the content of the education in all the architectural educational institutions,
despite their level and subordination. This point, excluded from the final version, would

establish Academy’s superiority over the all other educational institutions of any level.

The second item of the draft is also related to the Moscow Institute of Architecture but
consists of much more detailed plan of its reorganization. The authors of the draft (the members

of the committee) set the organizational structure of the institute (departments, workshops,

3 Shulgina.

4 «A Draft of the Decree “On Architectural Education”, ed. by D. Arkin. RGALLI. F. 2606. Inv. 2. File
56. P. 28-34. (In Russian: ‘TIpoekt Yka3za “O6 ApxurexktypHom O6pazosanun” , ed. by /1. E. ApkuH,
PI'AJIN. @. 2606. Om. 2. Ex. xp. 56. JI. 28-34.).
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laboratories), the number of students, the enrolment requirements and defined the members of
the staff who would be responsible for the new curricula. Overall, this item constitutes quite
clear and detailed programme of work, though it still represents the whole level of the higher
architectural education by one Moscow institution.

The third item of the draft is the same as in the published version and relates to the

establishment of the architectural vocational schools.

According to the fourth item of the draft, the Academy of Architecture and the Moscow
Institute of Architecture together should have established a Moscow School of Design and
Decorative Arts, an item, that is completely missed in the final document. This School should
have united the Academy and the Institute and provide the country with the designers and

craftsmen.

The fifth item, as No 4 in the published document, defines a publishing plan for the
Academy’s publishing house and the final item prescribes to make an exhibition of the Soviet

architecture of the last 15 years.

In general, this draft gives an impression of a more careful and detailed approach to the
problems of architectural education. There is no information about why, for example a plan of
reorganization for the Moscow Institute of Architecture was removed from the final document,
but we can assume that the main reason was the lack of qualified staff who could perform this
task. Most of the members of the Union’s committee on the architectural education, except
Kryukov and maybe Ladovsky, were the practicing architects, in the first hand, and after that
the teachers, the managers or the bureaucrats. To perform the massive reforms in education
they should have given up their practice and fully dedicate themselves to the administration
and bureaucracy. We can imagine that none of them would be happy about that. The only
exception was Mikhail Kryukov, who by that time was a right person for these tasks: good
administrative experience, connections both with architectural community and the authorities,
and rather small architectural practice, however of high responsibility and weight — the Palace
of Soviets was the most important construction site in the Soviet Union. Also, he was the one
who proposed to establish the Academy of Architecture, so it would be logical to assume that
he also proposed the items, related to the Academy (which did not change significantly in
comparison to the final document), defended them in front of the other member of the Union’s

committee and the Soviet authorities and finally became Academy’s rector.
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However, Sergey Kozhin, an architect and one of the closest Zholtovsky’s student, in
Zholtovsky’s obituary gives another story of the establishment of the Academy of
Architecture’™. “In 1933 the architectural school was reorganized and the Academy of
Architecture, the higher scientific and research institution on the various architectural issues in
USSR was established. The Political Bureau of the Communist Party commissioned to perform
all these changes to Lazar Kaganovich, the secretary of the Moscow city Communist Party
Committee since 1930, who personally invited Zholtovsky to lead the Academy. At the
Academy there also was an Institute for the postgraduate studies, where the talented young
architects could for three years improve their theoretical and practical knowledge resulting their
studies with thesis and a degree of the Candidate or Doctor of Architecture’®. Most of all
Kaganovich’” wanted Zholtovsky to lead the Institute of the postgraduate studies. “For other
departments we will find you the good helpers,” — he said to Zholtovsky. The academic
responded evasively: “Let my young students begin, and we’ll see”. Kaganovich looked at us
four (at that time we were 35 years old)"8, Zholtovsky’s longstanding students and employees,
and noticed: “These young students are at their late 30s”. And added with laughter: “Have it
your way, lvan Vladislavovich, let them start”. Thus, Zholtovsky was never officially involved
in the Academy.

Moral and scientific participation of Zholtovsky was huge. His doctrine on theory as a
function of natural-philosophic views, his theory of proportions formed the basis of almost all

postgraduate works that we supervised”?®,

5 Kozhin S. N., ‘lvan Vladislavovich Zholtovsky. Obituary’, in Architect Ivan Zholtovsky, Episodes
From An Unwritten Biography, ed. by I. E. Pechenkin and O. S. Shurygina (Moscow, 2017), pp. 105-
112 (In Russian: C. H. Koxwun, ‘UBan BnanucnaBosud XKonrosckuit. Hekposnor’, B Apxumexmop Hean
JKonmoscxuil, Dnuzoovr U3 Henanucannou buoepagpuu, pen. U. E. Teuenkun and O. C. lypeiruna
(Mockga, 2017), cc. 105-112.).

"6 Candidate of science and Doctor of science are the levels of scientific degrees, which were established
in Soviet Union in 1934.

" Lazar Kaganovich, in 1930-s a first secretary of the Moscow committee of the Communist Party

8 He means “Zholtovsky’s quadriga” that will be presented on the following pages.
'S, N. Kozhin.

«B 1933 romy Oblma mpoBeaeHa peopraHU3alys APXUTEKTYPHOM MIKONBI M cO3JaHa AKaIeMHs
ApXUTEKTYphl, BBICIIEE HaydHOe MU ucciefoBarensckoe yupexaenue B CCCP, Bepatomiee
BCEBO3MOXXKHBIMH BONPOCAMU apXUTEKTypbl. [lonmmuTOI0po MOpydMiIo MpOBOAUTH B KU3Hb BCE ITH
n3MeHenus: KaranoBudy, KOTopblil TuaHO mpeioxui JKoiToBckoMy cTaTh BO riiaBe Akagemuu. [1pu
HEl jK€ OTKPBIBAICA MTHCTUTYT acUpaHTyphl, B KOTOPOM TaJIaHTIUBBIE MOJIOBIE apXUTEKTOPBI MOTIIH
ObI COBEPIIEHCTBOBATH CBOU IIPAKTUUECKUE U TEOPETUUECKHUE II03HAHMS, 3aBEPIIasi CBOM UCCIIEOBAHMS
HaIlMCaHUEM JUCCEPTAIUM U MOJydYeHUEM YUEHON CTENEHN KaHANWAaTa WM JOKTOpa apXUTEKTYpPHBIX
HayK 1rociie ee 3amuThl. KaranoBu4 0osbliie BCero pacCuMThIBAM 3al0IyIUTh corfiacue JKonToBCKOro
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The obituary was written in 1969, after Second World War and Kozhin’s immigration
to the United States, so he probably forgot some details from the beginning of 1930°s. In this
citation Kozhin confuses two superior positions in the Academy. In his first sentence he writes
about the Kaganovich’s proposal to Zholtovsky to lead the whole Academy, which meant that
Zholtovsky should have become a rector instead of Kryukov. But further Kaganovich speaks
about the Institute of postgraduate studies — one of the Academy’s division, which in reality
was led by Heinrich Ludvig (his figure will be presented in the next chapter). It seems more
probable, that Kaganovich initially meant for Zholtovsky this particular position, as he spoke

mostly about teaching but not the other activities of the Academy, like research or publishing.

Closer look to the Kozhin’s memories reveals some more inconsistencies. By “four of
us” Kozhin means the famous “Zholtovsky’s quadriga” — a group of four of his young
colleagues and followers Sergei Kozhin, Georgy Golz, lvan Sobolev and Mikhail Parusnikov.
This “quadriga” appeared by 1932, and precedent literature suggests the story that all of them
were the convinced representatives of various avant-garde movements, but at once could not
resist Zholtovsky’s erudition in classical architecture and reoriented to neoclassic®’. After
Khan-Magomedov, Russian scholar tradition presents “quadriga” as a solid group of followers
that formed around Zholtovsky in late 1920-s8'. However, it seems to be more a myth that
supports legendary Zholtovsky’s charisma. Each of the members of “quadriga” had their own

way to neoclassical architecture. Goltz turned to neoclassic during his last year in

Ha ero pykoBoAcTBO U MHCTUTYTOM acnupaHTypsl. «l1s Ipyrux oTaenoB AKaJeMud Mbl HaliieM BaM
XOpOLINX TOMOIIHUKOBY», — TOBOpWI OH JKONTOBCKOMy. AKaJeMHUK OTBedasl YKIOHUYMBO: «IlycTb
HAYHET MOSI MOJIOJIC)Kb, a TaM BUIHO OyaeT». KaraHoBu4, HOCMOTpPEB Ha HAC YETBEPHIX, JOJITOJIECTHUX
YUEHHUKOB U COTPYJHHUKOB JKONTOBCKOTO (HaM Toraa ObUIO IO TPUALATH IATh KaXKIOMY), 3aMeThIL: «la
9Ta MOJIOZEKb 0allb3aKOBCKOTO Bo3pacTa...» U, 3acMesBmnck, nobasui: «Ilycts Oyner mo-pamiemy,
WBan BnagucnaBoBuY, MycTh OHM HA4YHYT...». Tak JXKonToBckuii HUKOTAa OPUIMATBEHOTO YYaCTHS B
paboTte AkazeMuu HE TPUHUMAT.

MopanbHOe Xe W Hay4HOoe ydacThe JKonToBCKOro ObLTIO OTpOMHBIM. Ero ydeHme o Teopum Kak
¢dbyHKIIME HaTyp()HUIOCOPCKUX BO33PEHHUI, €r0 TEOpHs O MPOMOPIHU JIeTia B OCHOBY ITOYTH BCEX
ACTIPAHTCKUX PadOT, pyKOBOJIMMBIX HAMMIY.

8 Khan-Magomedov S.O., ‘The Italian Renaissance of Ivan Zholtovsky’, Academia. Architecture and
Construction, 1, 2010 <https://cyberleninka.ru/article/n/italyanskiy-renessans-ivana-zholtovskogo>
[accessed 6 May 2020]. (In Russian: Xaun-Maromenos C.O., ‘UrtamesHckuii Peneccanc Mpana
KonToBckoro’, Academia. Apxumexmypa u Cmpoumenbcmeo, 1, 2010
<https://cyberleninka.ru/article/n/italyanskiy-renessans-ivana-zholtovskogo> [accessed 6 May 2020].).

8 Firsova A.V., ‘The Creative Heritage of 1. V. Zholtovsky in the Domestic Architecture of the XX
Century’ (unpublished PhD Thesis, [MV Lomonosov Moscow State University] M., 2004). (In Russian:
dupcora A.B., ‘TBopueckoe Haciemue 1. B. XKonrosckoro B OtedectBeHHOM Apxutektype XX Beka’
(muce. kaum. apx., [MI'Y um. MB JlomonocoBa] M., 2004).
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VKhUTEMAS (1922), when he left Ladovsky’s functionalist workshop and defended his final
project in a simplified neoclassical manner. Kozhin was Zholtovsky’s student in
VKhUTEMAS, and worked with him during 1920s, and thus did not have much opportunities
to acquire the avant-garde methods. Parusnikov went almost the same way: first graduated from
Zholtovsky’s workshop in VKhUTEMAS (1924) and then after a short break, when he worked
with the constructivist llia Golosov, returned to Zholtovsky in 1926. The one who really
corresponds the myth of converted avant-gardists is probably Sobolev, who graduated from
Vesnin’s constructivist workshop and followed his ideas until 1932 when he finally joined
Zholtovsky’s workshop. All four members of the “quadriga” probably first met in 1923 on the
works on the Agricultural Exhibition led by Zholtovsky. By that time all of them were young
architects or even students, and the work on the Agricultural Exhibition was a good opportunity
to enter the architectural practice. But after the construction had finished in 1923, they went
separate ways. Kozhin joins Zholtovsky in his 1924-1926 long trip to Italy, Parusnikov works
with Golosov, Golz also goes to Italy but he has an independent rout, and Sobolev returns to
Vesnin brothers. First three architects started to work Zholtovsky in late 1920s, but Sobolev

joined the group only in 1932, and this is the date when “quadriga” comes into being.

In Kozhin’s text even the ages of “quadriga’s” members do not correspond with the
reality. He writes: “at that time we were 35 years old”, which makes readers think that they
were coevals. However, by 1933, when Zholtovsky and Kaganovich talk took place, Golts and
Parusnikov were 40 years old, Kozhin — 35 and Sobolev — 30. So, neither by their professional
experience nor by age the members of the “quadriga” were not that similar, as presented in

literature®2.

In All-Soviet Academy of Architechure all of them also played different roles. Georgy
Golts became a head of the department of architectural design, and probably was the closest to
the role of Zholtovsky’s representative inside the Academy. Sergey Kozhin was his deputy and
a professor on the same department. However, Parusnikov and Sobolev mostly dedicated
themselves to the architectural practice and were not deeply involved to the life of the
Academy.

Thus, we can see that the Academy became a part of Zholtovsky’s personal myth to
support his image as a wise and influential teacher whose heritage is deeply embedded to the

main research and educational institution in the field of architecture through the everyday work

82 Khan-Magomedov S.O., ‘The Italian Renaissance of Ivan Zholtovsky’.
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of his closest pupils. Further his attitudes towards teaching architecture will be discussed in
detail. The All-Union Academy of Architecture from the very beginning became, by all means,
the most important educational and research institution and an example and an authority for all
other schools of architecture. So, the practices which were considered as best in the Academy,
were the examples for all who was involved in teaching, despite of the fact that sometimes, as

we shall see, these practices were unimplementable in the real life.

The decree “On architectural education” became only a starting point in the debate on
the architect’s professional development. After the formal institutions were settled, the
professional community needed to define, what it expects from its prospect members. To
explore this, we should again turn to the editorial article from the first issue of the magazine
“Academy of Architecture” (late 1934, the moment when Academy first opened its doors to
the students and researchers)®3. Describing the Academy’s educational goals, the author(s)2*
starts with the critique of the current state of the architectural education: “Architectural
education in our country had two pivotal taints: the school gave to the future architect bad and
deficient development in the field of best and classical examples of architecture. Deep study of
the architectural history, without which a good architect could not exist, was absent. From the
other hand, the school taught the students a paper design, leaving behind the tasks of the
aacquirement of a true mastery, to the end, to the details; the school did not teach the project
implementation, performance techniques, techniques of the mastery. Thus, an architect who
had graduated from the school found himself helpless to participate in solving the tasks of a

great Soviet architecture®®,

From these words and also form the report of the head of the Academy’s doctoral school
about the entering examinations (will be presented below) we can try to deduce, what now is

called “a professional profile” of an architect — what the professional community expected from

8 «“QOur Tasks” Academy of Architecture. Issue 1-2. (1934) P. 4-6. (In Russian: ‘Hamm 3amaun’.
Axanemus Apxutektypsl. Beir. 1-2 (1934). C. 4-6.).

8 Unfortunately, it is unsigned, bet we can assume that the author or authors should be from the same
circle that worked on the decree — Mikhail Kryukov, David Arkin, Karo Alabyan, Alexander Vlasov.

8 Academy of architecture. 1934. Nel-2. «ApxutekTypHOe 06pa3zoBaHKe B HAIlel CTpaHE MMEJIO JBa
peLIaonMX MOpoKa: By3 Majio M IUIOXO BOCIHTHIBAJ OYAyLIEr0 apXHUTEKTOpa Ha KIACCHYECKUX H
JAyqImx o0pasiax apXuTeKTypsl. [ 1y00oKoe H3ydeHHe HCTOPUH apXUTEKTYPhI, 0€3 KOTOPOTrO HE MOKET
OBITH XOPOIIIETO aPXUTEKTOpa, OTCYTCTBOBAJIO B CTeHaX By3a. C JApyroil CTOPOHBI, BY3 (haKTHUECKH
yuui1 OyMa)KHOMY NMPOEKTHPOBAHHIO, OCTABIISSI B TEHH 3aJ[a4i OBJIAJCHHS MOIJIMHHBIM MacCTEPCTBOM
paboThl 70 KOHILA, [0 JAeTaleil, By3 HE YU peaju3aliy MPOEKTa, TEXHUKE HCIOIHEHHS, TEXHUKE
mactepcTBa. TakuM 00pa3oM, apXUTEKTOP, OKOHYMBILHIA B3, OKa3bIBAJICS OECIIOMOIIHBIM Y4aCTBOBATh
B pa3pelIeHy 3a1a4 OOJIBIION COBETCKOW apXUTEKTYPhD».
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its prospect members, what he or she should know, be able to do and what kind of values and
personal characteristics have to be accepted to the community. In the next chapter we will

discuss this profile.

Thus, from the paragraph cited above, we can see, that two main expectations from the
graduates of schools of architecture were good knowledge of architectural history, especially
“in the field of best and classical examples” and an ability to perform a designed project on
practice. Further details we can find in the report on Henrich Ludvig (1893-1973), an architect
and engineer, educated in Warsaw Polytechnical Institute and Moscow Higher Technical
School, who in 1934 became a head of the Institute of Postgraduate Studies, the doctoral school
in the All-Union Academy of Architecture. In his report Ludvig describes the results of the
first enrolment procedure to the Academy, which took place in April and May 1934. Applicants
should have graduated from the architectural school and “to prove with their projects, built
structures and research works”, that they met the Academy’s high requirements. In the next
paragraph we will describe the enrolment procedure in detail, and here we would like to give

more attention to the Ludvig’s analysis of its results.

In 1934, 99 of 164 applicants were admitted to the entering examinations (applicants
should have demonstrated their drawing skills and an ability to design an architectural
composition). All the applicants had previously graduated from the various schools of
architecture from all over the Soviet Union. Among those 99 only 24 were finally admitted to

the Academy’s doctoral school.

In the report, published in the first issue of the “Academy of Architecture” Ludvig
claims that applicants demonstrated significant disadvantages of their previous educational
experience: low cultural awareness, lack of associative thinking, architectural imagination and
creativity, and finally, amateurism and incompetence. So, if we try to invert these claims, we
would see that architectural school’s graduate in 1934 should have high level of cultural
erudition and especially a good knowledge of history and theory of architecture, be good in
design and have some practical skills in construction. But what was the barriers that prevented
architectural schools from raising the professionals of this kind? These issues were in the centre
of the second stage of the debate on architectural education, which took place on 20 — 23 of
May 1935 in Leningrad, where the Union of the Soviet Architects called a conference of its

members.
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Debates on Architectural Education: Stage 2

The artistic conference of Soviet architects in May 1935, in fact, was preparatory to the
1st Congress of the Union of Soviet Architects. Each creative union formed as a result of the
1932 decree “On literary and artistic organizations” held congresses at which program
documents were adopted, ideology was developed, and general questions of creative work were
discussed. Writers were the first to hold their congress (1934), while architects needed more
time to organize such a large-scale event. The artistic conference, which will be discussed in
this section, became a kind of rehearsal for the First Congress, therefore it received a lot of

attention from the professional press.

The main question raised at the meeting was formulated as follows: “an assessment of
our architectural practice in recent years, an assessment of those creative positions and methods
that govern our architecture.” Of course, the main questions were about socialist realism in
architecture, the attitude to the classical heritage and the concept of the classics, but in the light
of the famous Stalinist speech about cadres (“Cadres decide everything!”)&, Which he uttered
before the graduation of the academicians of the Red Army on May 4, 1935, questions

professional training of architects took an important place on the agenda of the meeting.

The editorial article published following the May 1935 meeting in the journal
“Architecture of the USSR states that “unfortunately, the most important historical decision
of the party on architectural education is being implemented by the relevant institutions very
slowly” 8" However, the authors of the article continue, “in recent years, architecture has been
enriched by such an important achievement as the organization of the All-Union Academy of
Architecture, which is intensively adjusting its educational and research work; [...] The quality
of teaching and the general routine of educational life in the central architecture universities
have improved significantly”.88 Nevertheless, the authors argue, “the general condition of the

higher and secondary schools of architecture is still far from being up to par.”

8 Stalin I. V. “Speech at the Kremlin Palace at the Graduation of Academicians of the Red Army on
May 4, 1935” (In Russian: Ctanun W. B. «Peus B Kpemnesckom J[Bopiie Ha Breimycke AkaneMHuKoB

Kpacnoit Apmuu 4 mas 1935 roma»)
87 «...K cOXaJeHHIO, BaKHEMIIEE HCTOPHYECKOE PELIEHHUE TIApTHH 00 apXUTEKTYPHOM 0OpasoBaHUM
MPOBOJIUTCS B KM3HB COOTBETCTBYIOIIMMH yUpekKIeHUsAMH BecbMa MeuieHHO». (Architecture of USSR,
1934, no. 7,P. 4)

8 «... 3a mocneaHME TOIBI APXMTEKTYpa OOOTaTUIACh TaKUM BaXHEHIIMM [OCTHXKEHHMEM, Kak
opraHuzanusi Bcecoro3Hol akameMun apXUTEKTYphl, MHTCHCHBHO HAJIAKUBAONICH CBOIO YUeOHYIO U
HCCIIEIOBATENBCKYI0 padoTy; [...] 3HAUMTENIBHO YIYYIIMIOCH KAadyeCTBO MPETOAABaHUS W OOLIHi
pacmopsiIoK y4eOHOM JKU3HH B LIEHTPAIbHBIX apXUTEKTYpHBIX By3ax» (Architecture of USSR, 1934,

no.7,P.5)
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The reference to the decree “On architectural education”, which was examined in detail
in the previous section, allows us to compare the positions from the decree and the claims of
the leadership of the Union of Architects. In fact, as we discussed above, the decree itself
concerned mainly the capital’s educational institutions — the Academy of Architecture and the
Moscow Institute of Architecture and Construction — and did not offer any systemic measures
to modernize architectural education in general. Therefore, the claims expressed are hardly
caused by dissatisfaction with the failure to comply with the specific requirements of the decree
—they were just implemented. By 1935, the Academy of Architecture had already begun active
work and was a significant player in both the educational and scientific fields. Significant
reforms have taken place in the schools of architecture in Moscow and Leningrad, the results
of which are reflected in positive feedback from the leadership of the Union of Architects. All
this, as we have already seen above, fully complies with the requirements of the decree.
Apparently, the claims made at the May meeting and reflected on the pages of the main
professional media were caused not so much by the non-fulfilment of the letter as by the spirit
of the decree, as well as by the general bewilderment about what else needs to be done in order
to establish an educational process corresponding both the values of the architectural
community and the requirements of the state and society for the organization of professional

education in general.

The leadership of the Union sets out its ideas about how the professional training of an

architect should be organized in the same article:

“The preparation of an architect has always been, in all eras, very long and multi-stage.
Of great importance in this training is the direct transfer of skills and techniques of
craftsmanship by major architects to young novice architects. Meanwhile, our architectural
school has not yet succeeded in attracting the greatest masters of architecture to pedagogical
work, to the leadership of educational design. The teaching of architectural disciplines is,
moreover, for the most part an armchair character, the introduction of future architects with the
great works of architecture, with the monuments of world architecture is very poorly organized.
If, we repeat, more or less tangible successes have been achieved by central universities (the
Moscow Architectural Institute, the Leningrad Academy of Arts), then the organization of
training at the architectural faculties of local construction universities still requires a radical
reorganization, the involvement of qualified forces, a decisive update of textbooks,

laboratories, library funds, etc. etc.
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The setting of art disciplines in secondary schools is of great importance for the training
of highly qualified architectural personnel. The development of graphic skills and spatial

thinking even in preschool age plays a critical role in shaping the future architect.

The training of an architect, of course, does not end within the walls of a higher school
or even an academy. A long period of actual apprenticeship within the walls of a design
workshop and at a construction site begins. In our design workshops and offices, too little
attention is paid to creative work with young personnel. Young architects should receive help
and qualified guidance from the master within the walls of the workshop. The whole
arrangement of the work of the design workshop should be aimed at creating a creative

environment for both senior and young architectural personnel.”8?

If one may look at this text through the lenses of an educational researcher, one will
notice that different educational forms are mixed in presented picture of a desired professional
path: the development of artistic skills should begin at school and for those children who show
high abilities and interest in drawing, continue in additional classes (or “kruzhki” — the form
of the out-of-school educational activity which was popular in USSR; more complex
description of “kruzhki” will be presented later); then a period of formal vocational training

begins, after which, however, the graduate cannot be considered a mature specialist; he

8 «IloaroroBka apxuTekTOpa ObLIA BCET/IA, BO BCE SMOXH, OYEHb JUTMTENLHON M MHOTOCTYTIEHYATO.
I'pomagHOE 3HA4YEHHE B HTOW MOATOTOBKE MMEET HENOCPEICTBEHHAS Iepejiayd HABBIKOB U IPUEMOB
MacTepcTBa KPYMHBIMHA 30JYMMH MOJOJBIM HAYMHAIOUIMM apXWTeKTopaM. Mexay TeM, Haren
APXUTEKTYPHOM LIKOJIE JO CUX ITOP €ILIE HE YAAIOCH IPUBJIEYb KPYITHEUIINX MaCTEPOB apXUTEKTYPhI K
negarorndeckoi pabore, K pyKoBOACTBY yueOHBIM poeKTHpoBaHueM. [IpernonaBanne apxXuTeKTypHBIX
TUCIIUILIAH HOCHT K TOMY JkK€ OOINBIIe 4acTbi0 KaOMHETHBIH XapakKTep, OYeHb ciabo MOCTaBIECHO
O3HAKOMJIEHHE OYIyIIMX apXUTEKTOPOB C BEIMKUMH MPOU3BEICHISIMH 30/14€CTBa, C MAMATHUKAMHU
MHUPOBOH apXuTeKkTypbl. Ecnmu, moBTopsieM, Oojiee MM MEHEE OLIYTHMBIE YCIIEXU JOCTHTHYTHI
LEHTpaJbHbIME By3aMH (MOCKOBCKMI apXHTEKTYPHBI HMHCTHTYT, JIeHMHrpajckas axaaeMus
XYAOXKECTB), TO MOCTAaHOBKAa OOyuUeHHS Ha apXUTEKTYPHBIX (DaKyJIbTeTaX MECTHBIX CTPOUTENIBHBIX
By30B eme TpeOyeT KOPEHHOW peopraHu3alvi, TMPHUBJICYCHUS KBATM(PHUIMPOBAHHBIX CHII,
PEIIMTEIBLHOrO OOHOBJICHHS YU€OHBIX TOCOOMA, TabopaTopuii, OMOIMOTEUHBIX (DOHIOB U T.1.
I'pomanmHOE 3HAaYeHME IS TIOATOTOBKH BBHICOKOKBATU(HUIIMPOBAHHBIX aPXUTEKTYPHBIX KaJIpOB MMEET
MMOCTaHOBKA XYJOXXECTBEHHBIX IWCIWIUIMH B CpeqHel mmkoiie. Pa3BuTne rpadmvecknx HaBBIKOB U
MNPOCTPAHCTBEHHOI'O MBILUICHUS €LIE€ B JOLIKOJIBHOM BO3pacTe WrPaeT Ba)XKHEHIIyl0 pOJb B
(opMHpOBaHNH OyAYyILEro apXUTEKTOpa.

[ToaroroBka apXuUTEKTOpa, MOHSATHO, HE 3aKaHYMBAETCS B CTEHAX BBICIIEH IIKOJIBI WM JaXKe B
akagemun. HaumHaercst Bcien 3a TeM UIMTEIIbHBIM MEpHO] (PAaKTUYECKOrO YUYEHHUYECTBA B CTEHAX
MIPOEKTHOM MAaCTEPCKON U Ha CTPOiKe. B HAIIMX IPOEKTHBIX MACTEPCKUX U KOHTOpaX YJIEISAETCS elle
CIIMIIKOM MaJl0 BHHUMAaHHsS TBOPUYECKOHl paboTe ¢ MOJIOABIMHU KajapamMu. MoJiojble apXUTEKTOPbI
JOJDKHBI TIOJTyYaTh B CTEHAX MAacTEPCKON IMTOMOIs U KBATH(HUIIMPOBAHHOE PYKOBOJCTBO CO CTOPOHBI
Mactepa. Bes mocraHoBka paboThl TPOEKTHONH MacTepCKOM JODKHA OBITh HAIIpaBIeHa K TOMY, YTOOBI
CO3/1aTh TBOPYECKYI) OOCTAaHOBKY KakK JUIsl CTApIIMX, TaK M JJIS MOJIOJBIX apXUTEKTYPHBIX KaJpOB»
(Architecture of USSR, 1934, no. 7, P. 8)

68



completes his studies in the workshop through a system of informal mentoring relationships
with senior members of the team. The problem, however, as we have seen, was that not all
masters had the opportunity and ability to be involved in the pedagogical process even at the
level of their own workshop, not to mention teaching students in schools of architecture.
Therefore, the main principle of architectural education, voiced by the Union of Architects at
the May meeting in 1935 - “direct transfer of skills and techniques of mastery by large
architects to young novice architects” - could not be implemented in the existing system. The
success of such work is too dependent on the individual relationships that develop in the
“student - master” pair, therefore it is impossible to replicate it for mass practice. Nevertheless,
it is precisely the mass and rapid training of specialists that is what the Party demanded from
the education system. It is important that specialists leave the educational institutions for the
labour market at a predictable moment in time (hence the strict time limits for training adopted
in the Soviet education system) and with a predictable set of knowledge, skills and abilities that
is the same for all representatives of this profession from Moscow to Vladivostok (a
consequence of this requirements are educational standards adopted at the state level — they
describe what a graduate of any university should know and be able to do in each specialty).
Of course, the individual approach did little to fit into such a rigid framework. However, as we
will see later, the idea of a personal touch has been cultivated in the professional environment

for some time.

Thus, conference’s participants were not satisfied with the work that had been done
since the issue of the decree “On architectural education” (1933). Despite the positive steps
(among which they mention the establishment of the Academy of Architecture), “the general
situation in the higher and vocational architectural schools is far from its peak”. The
participants were not satisfied with the resources available to the schools and institutes, with
the curricula, but most of all — with the quality of teaching. They discussed the direct transfer
of knowledge from a master to a student as a main mechanism of the professional development
and complained that “our architectural schools still fail to attract the great masters of
architecture to the teaching and supervising”. Looking ahead, it is possible to say that every
discussion on the educational issues started from the complains that those who taught, were not

skilled enough, and those who were good enough as the architects, did not want to teach.

Unlike the previous stage of the debate, where the number of participants was limited
by the stakeholders form the Board of the Union of the Soviet Architects, this stage was open

to the professional community. The participants of the 1935 conference focused on the peculiar
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weaknesses, like the lack of the qualified teaching staff, outdated textbooks, lack of students’
practice on the construction sites, not enough visual materials that could introduce “cultural
heritage” to the students. The “mastery of cultural heritage” was named as a main goal of the
higher architectural education by every speaker. Another important thing is that participants
from all-over the country were eager to discuss the problems of education in general, not only
in one or two metropolitan institutions which were mentioned in the 1933 decree. It turned out

that regional educational institutions had similar problems.

The contradiction that defines the whole discussion on architectural education in 1930-
s on this stage becomes very clear. On the one hand, the Soviet state required a large number
of architects to be prepared in a very short time to fulfil the needs of the mass construction.
According to the official documents, for example, Moscow Institute of Architecture should
have taught 600 students in total and the Academy of Architecture should have provided places
for 100 post-graduate students (as we shall see, only 24 students were accepted to the Academy
in the first year). On the other hand, as mentioned above, the close contact between a master
and his students (one to one or in the small groups) was still considered as the best teaching
method. Thus, if the real number of students in architectural educational institutions reached
the target indicators, it was an extremally law probability, that every student had a highly
qualified supervisor who could spend with him or her enough time. However, as we can see
from the conference’s results, published in the official magazine of the Union, this

contradiction was not perceived by the Union’s authorities and rank-and-file members.
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The First Congress of the Soviet Architects: A Section on Architectural

Education

The third stage of the discussion took place on the I Congress of the Soviet Architects
in June 1937, where problems of education and professional development received a special
attention. The Congress was an extremally important event for the professional architectural
community: the preparations took almost six years, and the key decisions on the most important
professional problems were expected. Architectural education received a special section, which
took one day — 23 of June. It consisted of two key-note presentations (Mikhail Kryukov spoke
about current state of the architectural education in the USSR and Ivan Zholtovsky described
the ideal way of architect’s professional development) and a debate; 35 delegates from all over
the country (Moscow, Leningrad, Tomsk, Novosibirsk, Thilisi, Tashkent, Kharkov and other

cities) took part in it.

Mikhail Kryukov started his talk from the statement that, despite the quality of
professional development in architecture improved since 1933, many problems still needed to
be solved. He complains that many architectural schools aim to produce “a universal artist-
architect” and mechanically combine disciplines that have little to do with architecture and
represent the political interests of departments. As a representative of such approach to teaching
process Kryukov names Leningrad Institute of Painting, Sculpture and Architecture® — as we
have already seen, this institution was quite independent in the organization of the teaching
process, and unsurprisingly caused resentment in the capital. Kryukov claims that neither
artistic, nor engineering parts of educational process are not satisfactory in a vast majority of
architectural schools all over the country: the teachers of the artistic disciplines do not pay
attention to the peculiar architectural needs, and thus, for example, students cannot produce
architectural drawings of satisfactory quality; and the time given to the engineering disciplines
is enough only to get students familiar with the very basic principles of construction, which,
according to Kryukov, is definitely not enough for a real-life architectural practice. As a reason
for that, Kryukov names a lack of highly qualified teaching staff, lack of texbooks and relevant
literature, lack of supplies — all these reasons are already familiar to us from the previous stage

of the discussion. Moreover, when Kryukov proceeds to consider the situation in the All-Union

% Report by M.V.Kryukov at the I All-Union Congress of Soviet Architects. 1937. RGALLI. F. 674. Inv.
2. File 40. P. 4 — 22. (In Russian: ‘Tokmax M. B. KptokoBa Ha | Bcecorosnom Chesne CoBeTCKUX
Apxurexropos’, 1937, PTAJIN. ®. 674. Omn. 2. En.xp. 40. JI. 4-22.).
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Academy of Architecture, his rhetoric remains the same: best architects don’t want to teach
and the students want to study only under a supervision of the best architects and refuse to work
with anyone else (what leads to the increase of the drop-out rates), lack of resources (buildings,
dormitories, paper, drawing supplies, etc.), low quality of research and publications in most of
the workshops, lack of Soviet (written in the USSR, not translated from other languages) books
on architectural theory and practice, etc. At the end Kryukov does not provide any answers,
leaving the problems unsolved. All he does is asking a professional community for help but
does not propose any mechanisms that would stimulate architects to involve in the educational
process deeper, relying only to the community’s good will. His speech raises the institutional
issues of mass architectural education in the context of limited resources and the lack of support
from the professional community. For the Soviet state and for the community of architects
Academy still was the leading institution which should be an example for the rest of the
country. So, the public on the Congress was not satisfied with Kryukov’s report, even though
the problems he raised were absolutely familiar to every member of the Union involved both
in teaching or in supervision over the young colleagues. Here we should remember that in less
than a year after the Congress, in February 1938 Kryukov will be arrested and sent to GULAG
and those people who came to the Academy after him, blamed Kryukov in all Academy’s

failures.

But was the situation really as bad, as Kryukov describes? By 1937 Academy’s
publishing house provides architects and general public with great amount of literature of
various kind: historical treatises, handbooks, manuals, images and even the postcards (total
number of printed items in 1937 was more than 120 000 — this will be described in the following
paragraphs). The Academy’s Cabinet of History and Theory of Architecture worked on the
new multi-volume textbook “The History of World Architecture”. The professors in the
Academy’s workshops were well-known and respected professionals, like an architect of
Lenin’s Mausoleum Alexey Schusev, Zholtovsky’s closest pupils Georgy Golts and Sergei
Kozhin, or Heinrich Ludvig, an architect known for his talent as a teacher of architectural
design. Thus, the Academy’s students were supplied with all the things that were necessary to
become “the best architects in the world”, as the Communist Party and the Union of the Soviet
Architects required. However, in his talk Kryukov decided to emphasize the negative aspects
of the teaching process. The reason for this strategy probably was the popularity of the concept
“self-criticism” (samokritika) in the Stalinist society. A person, who is making a public

statement, first should have admit his or her mistake to “pay a symbolic taxation to a higher
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authority”.®* Kruykov, as a skilled bureaucrat, was obviously well-aware of this ritual. On the
other hand, as a historian J. Arch Getty points out, the self-criticism ritual took place in the
very peculiar circumstances. It is an example of an “apology ritual” in which the apology
element served to affirm the “mistake,” to pronounce a lesson to others below not to make the
same mistake, and to recognize the status and rights of the party receiving the apology (the
leadership) to set the rules%2. On the other hand, this ritual occurred when a person did not fit
into the Party or community guidance. Thus, considering Kryukov’s arrest in the following
year, he might have been aware, that neither professional community, nor the Party leaders
were not satisfied with his work as Academy’s rector, and this act of self-criticism was aimed

to aware both sides, that he concedes his mistakes.

Finally, it seems interesting to describe, how Kryukov perceives foreign experience:
during 1935-1936, one year before the congress, he visited several European countries
(including Italy, where in 1935 he attended the World Congress of Architecture in Rome) and
USA with a particular aim to learn the best practices of the leading architectural schools. For
instance, he was very excited by the project of MIT dean of the department of architecture
William Emerson, who, according to Kryukov, had implemented a following practice on a
regular basis. Each year the university buys a piece of land, where the first- and the second-
year architectural students build a house under the supervision of the faculty members and,
when a house is complete, sells it to buy another piece of land. However, Kryukov does not
mention that Emerson managed to bring this idea to life only once — one year after Kryukov’s
talk on the Congress and one year before Emerson’s own retirement — in 1938.%% Before that
date, Emerson was trying to receive permissions from university and faculty members. The
implementation of this project obviously was not as simple, as it sounds in Kryukov’s talk.
Emmerson himself and his successors on the dean’s position were never able to repeat this
experience. It is likely that Emerson shared his idea to Kryukov, when he was visiting US, and
Kryukov perceived it (or wanted to present to the Soviet community) as an established real-life

practice. We can only guess, if a reason for that was Kryukov’s lack of language and

%1 J. Arch Getty, ‘Samokritika Rituals in the Stalinist Central Committee, 1933-38°, The Russian
Review, 58.1 (1999), 49-70.

92 Getty.

%  Emily Mace, ‘Emerson, William (1873-1957)’, Harvard Square Library, 2012
<https://www.harvardsquarelibrary.org/biographies/william-emerson/> [accessed 27 May 2020].
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communication skills during the visit, so he misunderstood Emerson, or he deliberately wanted

to embellish the story.

On the second part of the Congress session dedicated to the architectural education,
Ivan Zholtovsky presented his speech in a completely different manner. He dived into to the
general problems of the architect’s professional development and presented it as an informal
narrative — one of which he was so famous for. Zholtovsky shared to the community his own
thoughts and ideas on how to raise a good professional without any references to the formal

requirements and institutions. Here are some examples:

“In front of me there is a young man® aged 18-20: an open and bold face, a cheerful,
inquisitive look. This is one of those young men who conquer the north pole and vigilantly
guard the borders of our country. He just graduated from a 10-year-school or art college and

assures me that he feels a calling for architecture and wants to become an architect.

I must make sure in him, because architecture, like other arts, requires special talent.

Architect-artist has a special susceptibility to the outside world, a special mentality.

| ask my interlocutor, listen to him, look at his drawings and see that he was not
mistaken. First of all, | see that he is not a white-handed woman, and if he does not master

carpentry or any other craft, he still has a tendency to do this kind of work, he loves the material.

| see in my interlocutor an extremely valuable trait - technical curiosity, interest in how
this or that device functions, how this or that structure is built. From all this, I can conclude
that my interlocutor does not perceive the outside world schematically, that he does not think
..., that he imagines the forms of objects tangibly, voluminously, in three dimensions. That is
what every architect, not even a beginner, should always think. All thoughts should be formed
in him not in the plane, but in volume, he should think in volume. This is the most important

moment of an architect’s formal talent.

Further, I am convinced that he sees and correctly distinguishes not only form but also
colour, in other words, he perceives the outside world with all its concrete completeness. But
such a perception is always associated with a great love of nature, and | feel this love in my
interlocutor, although it may not be realized and manifests itself only in a heightened interest
in science lessons at school. In turn, love of nature is for me a sign of the presence, although

not even developed, of an aesthetic feeling, a sense of beauty, the rudiment of artistic taste, and

% In his narrative Zholtovsky always refers to male students.
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without taste there will be no architect. Thus, | see the ability of aesthetic judgment, the ability
to distinguish beauty from the ugly, truthful and expressive from everything far-fetched and

formless.

The young man knows and loves Pushkin, he is a diligent listener, already versed in
classical music and masters of vocal and instrumental performance. Finally, I find out that he
managed to acquire, albeit modest, but still necessary skills for image on the plane. He can
correctly depict on a scale the diagram of the device that he is talking about, he can provide a
drawing in watercolour, no worse than his comrades in school. My interlocutor really was not

mistaken in choosing a profession”.%

% 1. V. Zholtovsky’s report at the 1st All-Union Congress of Soviet Architects. 1937. RGALL. F. 674.
Inv. 2. File 40. P. 98 — 132. (In Russian: ‘Toxnaa 1. B. Xonrosckoro Ha | Beecorosnom Cresne
Cosetckux Apxutekropos’, 1937, PTAJIU. ®@. 674. Om. 2. Ex.xp. 40. JI. 98 — 132.).

«Ilepeno MHOI MOTO10# yenoBek JeT 18 — 20: OTKPBITOE U CMENIOE U0, BECEIBIN, ITBITIMBBINA B3TIIS.
OTO OIWH W3 TEX IOHOIICH, KOTOPhIE 3aBOCBBIBAIOT CEBEPHBIN IMOIIOC M 30PKO OXPAHSIOT TPAHUIIBI
Hamero ordectBa. OH TOJNBKO 9TO OKOHYMI 10-I€TKY WIIN XYIOXKECTBEHHBIN TEXHUKYM H yBEPSET
MEHSI, YTO YyBCTBYET B ceO¢ IMpHU3BaHUE K apPXUTEKTYPE B XOUET CACIIaThCSI apPXUTEKTOPOM.

S nomxeH yOeouThCs, Bellb apXUTEKTYypa, Kak U APYrHe MCKyccTBa, TpeOyeT 0co0ol 0lapEHHOCTH.
APXUTEKTOP-XyIOXKHUK 00Ja1aeT 0cO00i BOCIPUUMUYNBOCTBIO K BHELTHEMY MHUPY, OCOOBIM CKJIAZI0M
yMma.

S paccnpanmBaro cBoero co0eceIHUKa, TPUCITYIIHBAIOCH K HEMY, TIPUTIISABIBAIOCH K €r0 PHCYHKAM H
BIJKY, 4TO OH He ommOcs. [Ipexne Bcero, s BUXKY, YTO OH HE O€JOpydKa, W, €CIIM OH HE BiaJieeT
CTOJISIPHBIM MJIM KaKMM-HUOY/b IPYTHMM PEMECTIOM, OH BCE ke 00JiafaeT TArOTEHHEM K TaKOro poja
3aHATHSAM, OH JTIOOUT MaTepual.

S BuKy B MoeM coOecemHHKe Ype3BBIYAHO IEHHYIO YepTy — TeXHHYECKYI0 JF0003HATETHHOCTb,
WHTEPEC K TOMY, KaK QYHKIIMOHUPYET TOT MIJIK HHOM MPUOOP, KaK IOCTPOEHO TO MIIH HHOE COOPYKEHHE.
W3 Bcero 3TOT0 51 MOTY 3aKITFOYUTH, YTO MOI COOECEeTHUK BOCITPHHUMAET BHEITHUI MU HE CXEMAaTHIHO,
YTO MBICIHT HE..., YTO (OPMBI MPEIMETOB OH MPEICTABISET cebe ocsA3aTeabHO, 00BEMHO, B TPEX
n3MepeHusx. Tak U TOJKEH JyMaTh BCEra KaXKIbli apXUTEKTOp, Jake He HaunHaromui. Bee Mpican
JIOJDKHBI Y HETO 0OPMIISITHCS HE B IJIOCKOCTH, a B 00BEME, OH JIOJDKSH yMaTh 00bEMHO. DTO caMblii
Ba)KHBI MOMEHT (pOpMaJIbHON 0IaPEHHOCTU apXUTEKTOpa.

Hanee s yOeknarch, 4TO OH BHJAUT M TPABHIBHO Pa3HyacT HE TOJIbKO (opMy, HO M IIBET, HHAYE
TFOBOpSI, OH BOCIIPUHUMAET BHEIIHUI MUpP CO BCEH €ro KOHKpeTHO# nosHoToi. Ho Takoe Bocnpusitue
BCErza CBA3aHO C OOJIBIIOI J1F000BBIO K MPUPOJE, M ATY JIIOOOBb 51 HyBCTBYIO B CBOEM COOECETHHUKE,
XOTsI OHAa MOXeT OBbITh HE OCO3HAaHA W NPOSABISETCS TOJBKO B IMOBBIIICHHOM HMHTEpPECE K ypOKam
€CTEeCTBO3HAHMs B IIKOJe. B cBolo ouepenp, 1000Bb K MPUPOAE SBISIETCS AL MEHS IPU3HAKOM
HAIW4MsA, XOTs JAaXe HE pa3BUTOr0, HO JCTETHYECKOrO UYyBCTBA, UyBCTBAa KPAaCOTHI, 3a4aTKOM
XYA0KECTBEHHOTO BKyca, a 0e3 BKyca He OynIeT apxuTekropa. Takum oOpa3oM, s BUXKY CIIOCOOHOCTD
ACTETUYECKOTO CYXKICHHS, CIIOCOOHOCTh OTIHMYATh MpeKpacHoe OT 0e300pa3HOro, MpaBAWBOE H
BBIPA3UTEIHLHOE OT BCETO HAAYMaHHOTO M 6echopMeHHOTO.

IOnoma xoporro 3uaeT u moouT [lynrkrHa, OH MPHUIIEKHBIN pagnoCTyIIaTelNb, yke pa30onparomuiics B
MY3BIKQIEHOM KJIaCCHKE W B MacTepax BOKaIbHO-WHCTPYMEHTAIBHOTO HCTONHeHws. Haxowner, s
Y3HAal0, 9TO OH yCIIeJ IPpUoOpecTH, IpaBia CKPOMHBIE, HO BCE k€ HEOOXOIMMbIEe HABBIKU N300PaKEHUS
Ha riockocTd. OH MOKET MPABWIIBHO U B MaciTabe n300pa3uTh cxemy Ipudopa, 0 KOTOPOM TOBOPHT,
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As we can see, Zholtovsky gives no formal requirements for his perfect student (nothing
like “he should be able to draw this and that or should have an experience in this or that”) but
the listeners get the full impression of what kind of person the perfect candidate should be:
brave, honest, educated, curious, loving nature, music and poetry. Most of Zholtovsky’s
requirements are related to a personality, not to the skills that the candidate should already
have. Skills are what Zholtovsky is going to give, so he is looking for the right person to take
them. In other words, Zholtovsky claims that he can turn any young man into architect, if he
of she “feels calling” to architecture and have certain personality characteristics, that

Zholtovsky considers relevant.

After he found a right person, Zholtovsky starts to train him or her. According to
Zholtpvsky, each architect should pass two stages with his master, before he or she could
become an independent professional. Each stage takes 2 or 3 years (here one can recall the
“ages” system in the Imperial Academy of Arts), but sometimes can be even longer, depending
upon the student’s individual pace and his or her relationships with the master. Here, again we
see no formal requirements, which would be so important to a bureaucrat like Kryukov and to
the Soviet vuz system as a mass production of skilled professionals; the specific relationships
of master and student completely define the educational process. During the first stage
Zholtovsky would simultaneously work with a student in three areas. First of all — the
development of his or her drawing skills, so the student should be able to perform his or her
idea in a variety of technics. Zholtovsky gives a lot of attention to the description of how exactly
his student should be able to draw. Describing the necessity of one or other drawing technique
to a modern Soviet architect, Zholtovsky often refers to the “masters of Renaissance” who, in

his mind, considered some skills as necessary.

But more important for the topic of this research is that Zholtovsky perceives drawing
as a basis for the history of architecture: “Along with the full-scale drawing, it is necessary to
develop the ability to copy good originals, whether it be ornamental casts or model drawings
by great masters. And here again, it is necessary to ensure that the student thinks and works not
algebraically, but stereometrically, three-dimensionally. So, for example, it is not enough to
draw three-dimensional ornamental fragments. At the same time, the practical study of

beautiful examples and the ability to reproduce them are an excellent occasion to bring the

OH MOXET JaTh PUCYHOK aKBapenbio, HE XyXKe TOBapHIled mo aecsTmwieTke. Moil cobecemaHuK
JeCTBUTEIBHO HE ommbcs B BEIOOpe npodeccun»
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young architect to the problem of history. Having worked through a section of the Florence
dome or an antique frieze ornament, a student will never forget what | tell him about
Brunelleschi or the construction of an antique ornament. And if 1 show him other works of the
same master in connection with his work or compare the construction of a Greek ornament
with the construction of a Roman one and advise him to read some interesting passages
concerning these eras, he will receive useful and specific information on the history of
architecture, which in two half - three years in their entirety will bring more real benefits and
will be better remembered than the usual course in the history of architecture with countless

flickering before the eyes of transparencies”.%

Alongside with the development of the drawing skills, Zholtovsky insists that a young
architect from the very first day of his or her training should be involved to the construction
process. “Under the guidance of experienced craftsmen, he should see how the foundation is
laid, how the masonry is made, how the masonry, carpentry, carpentry, plastering, painting
work are performed. Moreover, he must not only see all this, but also learn to do the simplest
work himself, he must, for example, with his own hands, with his own muscular feeling, make
sure that the mortar is more elastic under the weight of a brick, compared to cement. He should
get a clear idea of what are the properties of each material and the role of construction, what is
the sequence and meaning of the totality of the construction process. Listening to a course in
construction equipment and material technology will allow him to systematize and consolidate

the knowledge that he has gained from experience and in kind”.%’

% lbid. P. 114.

«Hapsiny ¢ HaTypHBIM PUCYHKOM, HEOOXOMMO Pa3BUBAThL YMEHHUE KOMMMPOBAThH XOPOIINE OPUTHHAIEI,
OyZb TO OpHAMEHTAIILHBIC CJICTTKH WIIA 00pa3IlOBhIe YEPTEKU U OTMBIBKH KPYITHBIX MacTepoB. U 3mech
OISITh-TAKU HEOOXOJMMO CJICIUTh 32 TeM, YTOOBl YYCHUK MBICIUI U paboTan He anreOpanuecku, a
CTEpEOMETPHYUCCKH, 00beMHO. Tak, Hampumep, HEJIOCTATOYHO CPHCOBaTh  TPEXMEPHBIC
OpHaMeHTaJbHbIe ()parMeHThl. BmecTe ¢ TeM NpakTHYECKHE W3y4YeHHE MPEKpacHbIX 00pasloB U
YMEHBE UX BOCIIPOU3BOJUTH, ABJIAIOTCA MPEKPACHBIM IMOBOAOM MOJABCCTH MOJIOAOIO0 apXUTCKTOpPa K
npobaeme ncropuu. [IpopadoTas paszpes OIopeHTHIICKOTO KYITOJIa UM OPHAMEHT aHTHIHOTO (pH3a,
y4YalIuics HUKOT/Ia He 3a0yJeT TOro, YTO sl €My pacCcKaxy O BpyHeecko WM O MOCTPOCHUHU
AHTUYHOTO OpHaMeHTa. M ecnu s eMy B CBSI3U C BBIMOJHSICMBIMH UM pa0OTaMH TOKaXy IpPyTHE
MIPOM3BEICHUS TOTO KE MACTEePa WU COMIOCTABIIO IOCTPOCHUE TPEUECKOr0 OpHAMEHTA C IIOCTPOCHUEM
PUMCKOTO U IIOCOBETYIO €My IIPOYECTh HECKOJILKO UHTEPECHBIX OTPHIBKOB, KACAOIIMXCS ATUX 30X, OH
IMMOJIYYHT MOJIC3HBIC 1 KOHKPETHLIC CBEACHH A IO UCTOPUU apXUTCKTYPbI, KOTOPBLIC 3a /IBa C MMOJIOBUHOM
— TpH rojJja B CBOEH COBOKYITHOCTH MPUHECYT OOJIBIIE peaJbHON MOJIb3bl U Kpemde 3allOMHATCS, YeM
OOBIYHBIN KypC UCTOPUH apXUTEKTYPbI C OECUMCICHHBIM KOJIMYECTBOM MEJBbKAIONIUN TIepe]] Illa3aMu
JTATIO3UTHBOB.)»

9 lbid. P. 114-115.

«HOI[ PYKOBOACTBOM OIBITHBIX MACTEPOB OH MJOJDKCH BHACTH, KaK KIIAACTCHA (I)YHI[aMeHT, KakK
MMPOU3BOAUTCA KJIaAKa, KaK HPOU3BOAATCA KAMCHOTCCHBIC, IJIOTHWYbU, CTOJIAPHBIC, HITYKATYPHBIC,
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But the most important role in the architect’s professional growth Zholtovsky gives to
the development of the student’s creative personality and architectural thinking. For this
purpose, Zholtovsky advises to send student to the real workshops, so he or she could watch,
how “real” architects do their job. “He will see the big board, the big drawings on them, he will
think — “that’s who | will soon become”. He will get the hope for the future and a purpose to
study”. But of course, the creativity could not be developed without the constant exercises.
Zholtovsky propose to give student an individual task (to design at the beginning simple and
then more and more sophisticated objects) each month: “this should not be an abstract task, or
a task to copy an example. He should know how to use the principles of different solutions, but
in no case to copy them, and all the more, to copy the selected forms or details”. All these tasks
master should narrowly discuss with a student to help him to find what was good and what
should be improved further. To do so, a master should establish with a student a very close —
“intimate”, as Zholtovsky says — contact. A master should talk to a student as often as possible
and discuss not only the problems that raise during the learning process, but to develop
student’s prospects, values and views. A master should encourage student to give his or her

opinion on the various problems of culture and nature.

After two or three years of such training Zholtovsky propose to introduce student to the
workshop and make him or her to compete with the more experienced architects — he insists
that the student, who completed the first stage of education, should start working in workshop
and participate in external and internal (ran by a master) competitions on equal basis with more
experienced colleagues. On this stage a student will learn mostly from his peers, from older
and more experienced ones. A master should support him or her in crisis and help to deal with
loses and learn from every mistake he or she makes. So, for the next years a master becomes a
coach, and all the knowledge and skills that are necessary for the real-life work student would

gain by himself in a very competitive environment.

Zholtovsky does not conceal that he takes his perfect model from the old, pre-

Revolutionary Imperial Academy of Arts, the model, that he experienced himself, while he was

MaispHele pabotel. [IpudyeM OH NOKEH HE TOJBKO BCE 3TO BHIETb, HO W HAYYUTHCS CAMOMY
MPOU3BOJUTH MpOCTeiine paboThl, OH JAO0JDKEH, HAIPUMEP, COOCTBEHHBIMUA PyKaMH, COOCTBEHHBIM
MYCKYJIBHBIM YYBCTBOM YOEIUTHCS B OOJIBIICH AJIACTUYHOCTH U3BECTKOBOI'O PACTBOPA IMOJI TSHKECTHIO
KHPIHUYa, 10 CPaBHEHHIO ¢ IleMeHTOM. OH JOJHKEH MOJIYYHUTh SICHOE TIPEJICTaBlIeHHe, KaKOBBI CBOICTBA
KOKIOT0 MaTepHala M pojb MOCTPOMKH, KaKOBa ITOCIEIOBATENBHOCTh M CMBICI COBOKYITHOCTH
CTpouTenpHOro mponecca. IlpociaymmBaHne Kypca IO CTPOUTENBHOW TEXHHKE M TEXHOJIOTUU
MaTepHajIoB MO3BOJIUT €My CHUCTEMAaTHU3MPOBAaTh M 3aKPEHUTh T€ 3HAHM, KOTOpbIE OH MOJYy4HJ Ha
OIIBITE U B HATYPE.
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a student. In this context, there is no wonder, that he does not care about the exact timing: he
belonged to the Academy of Arts for 11 years, much longer that an average architect student

in the end of the XIX century.

Zholtovsky’s talk shows very clearly, why, by that moment, he was the most highly
sought teacher. He represents a role model of a perfect teacher, a master that every student is
eager to have — attentive to the student’s capabilities and needs, sympathetic to his or her
achievements and failures, believing in his or her strength. A teacher of this kind builds close
— “intimate” — relationships with his student; he is interested not only in a professional
development, but in a personal growth of the student, which, by his own opinion, will lead to
the great professional success. It is interesting to mention that in his long and passionate speech
Zholtovsky never uses plural when relates to the student. It helps him to create an impression
of one-to-one interaction with the student, where other people relegate to the background and
become the silent helpers in a growth of a new talent. Of course, this had little to do with the
reality, where the Soviet state required a mass production of the skilled workers, and the
professoriate in schools of architecture shared its time between practice, teaching and
administrative duties, when teaching often was not a priority. As we saw earlier, Zholtovsky
himself refused to become a head of the Academy of Architecture and left formal teaching
responsibilities to his pupils. Thus, he was free to create an image of a perfect workshop (in a
medieval sense) where a master and the older workers put all their effort to a professional
training of the younger colleague, and this colleague enters the world of architecture, like Alice
enters the Wonderland. He was free from any institutional responsibilities and thus able to

create a perfect picture which would support his charisma as a great master.

Zholtovsky represents the second side of the contradiction that have been described
earlier: for him, as for the many other members of the professional community, the professional
development of an architect is a path that the student should pass side by side with a master. A
master looks for a person with a very peculiar (and quite rare, we should say) set of
characteristics — Zholtovsky’s description, where he mentions a love to Pushkin and classical
music reminds a principal character of 1936 Soviet movie “The Severe Young Man” by Abram
Room and Yury Olesha — a young sportsman and Komsomol member Grigory, who is
concerned with the essential problems of love and existence. It is doubtful that Zholtovsky saw
it, because the studio decided to avoid it in wide release for the censorship reasons. However,

considering the similarities of the perfect student image by Zholtovsky and Room’s “severe
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young man” it is worth mentioning that the main reason why this film was kept away from the

wide public, was “the gross deviations from the style of socialist realism”.%

A master from Zholtovsky’s perfect world is involved in student’s everyday life, he
knows his student’s habits and dispositions, and he does not care, where to work with the
student: in the vocational school, in the institute, in the Academy, at home, in his own
workshop, etc. Zholtovsky’s talk is about the relationship in a couple of the master and the
student, but not about the staff, dormitories, libraries and other formalities. For a perfect student
in a perfect world, described by Zholtovsky, the master is an only source, which replaces all
the curricula, textbooks, lectures, slides, and the master’s feedback worths more than any
examination mark. Zholtovsky’s teaching work is unique: the master could not have a lot of
students like this. Unfortunately, this approach does not meet Kryukov’s (and the declared

Soviet state’s) needs in mass architectural education.

But what was it really like to be Zholtovsky’s student? From the vast amount of
statements we know, that his teaching method was highly attractive to the young architects®,
not only the students from the Moscow Institute of Architecture or the Academy of
Architecture, but for the young professionals, who had already received their training under the
supervision of other well-known architects, the faces of Russian architectural avant-garde:
Moisey Ginzburg, Konstantin Melnikov, Ivan Leonidov, etc. For example, as we saw earlier,
the members of “Zholtovsky’s quadriga” supported the story that they came to Zholtovsky to
improve their artistic skills but obtained also his ideology and values and worked as the

neoclassics till the end of their days.

In Zholtovsky’s obituary the member of “quadriga” Sergey Kozhin writes: “Zholtovsky
strongly believed in the consistent development of art, in its steadiness. He ran contrary to the
theory of “abruptness”, on which some philosophical and aesthetical doctrines insist. He
habituated us, his students, to read and study Vitruvius, Alberti, Palladio, Daniele Barbaro, as

well as Diderot, Rousseau, Viollet-le-Duc. Aestetical and philosophical system of

% Blyumbaum A.B., ‘The Living Statue and Embodied Music: The Contexts of the’ Strict Youth ¢,
New Literary Review, 1, 2008 <https://magazines.gorky.media/nlo/2008/1/0zhivayushhaya-statuya-i-
voploshhennaya-muzyka-konteksty-strogogo-yunoshi.html> [accessed 27 May 2020]. (In Russian:
bmombaym A. b., ‘Oxusaromas Ctatys u Boruomennas Myssika: Kontekctsl «Ctpororo FOnomm» ¢,
Hosoe Jlumepamypnoe Obospenue, 1, 2008
<https://magazines.gorky.media/nlo/2008/1/0zhivayushhaya-statuya-i-voploshhennaya-muzyka-
konteksty-strogogo-yunoshi.html> [accessed 27 May 2020].

9 Firsova.
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Zholtovsky’s thought in architecture was based on the scrutinous study of nature, its perfection,
laws, harmonious proportionality”.1% It is worth mentioning, that by Zholtovsky’s death in
1959 Kozhin lived in USA for more than 10 years and successfully worked in Richard Neutra
workshop: during the Second World War Kozhin was taken prisoner and was released by
American army and managed to immigrate in the USA. Thus, he obtained extremely diverse

professional experience and could reflect on it from the various points of view.

Selim Khan-Magomedov, one of the most important scholar in the field of architectural
history of 1930-s in USSR, names two reasons of the increase of the Zholtovsky’s popularity.
First, after the second, open, stage of the competition for the Palace of Soviets (1931-32) where
Zholtovsky receives one of the three highest prizes with his extremely conservative, by that
time, neoclassical project (the other two were received by Boris lofan and an American
architect Hector Hamilton), his authority as a master of highest qualification, especially in the
artistic field, was supported by the official acknowledgement. In 1930 — 1932 the ideas of
constructivists and functionalists still dominated in the professional community, and
Zholtovsky with his defiant adherence to Renaissance looked marginal. After the winning the
first prize, his popularity among young architects increased rapidly. In 1933, on the place of
workshops of Mosproekt, which was a system of small interrelated workshops, leaded by
young architects, as well as the known masters (including Zholtovsky), were created the
famous Mossovet workshops. One of the workshops was given to Zholtovsky, and some others
were supposed to be given to the young architects, like already mentioned Grigory Goltz or
Mikhail Barsch, who previously were the heads of workshops in Mosproekt. Many of them
refused to lead their own workshops and insisted to join Zholtovsky’s workshop, even though
it was a step back in their careers. Alongside with Zholtovsky, the Mossovet workshops were
headed by such a known architect, like lvan Fomin, Konstantin Melnikov and Alexey Schusev,

but they were way less popular employers.

Khan-Magomedov in his book “The Architecture of the Soviet Avant-Garde” provides

the pieces of interviews with those, who were in this “third call of Zholtovsky’s school” in the

100 5 N. Kozhin, ‘lvan Vladislavovich Zholtovsky. Obituary.

«KontoBckuii yOeKIEeHHO BEpHJI B MPEEMCTBEHHOCTh Pa3BHTHUSI UCKYCCTBA, B €r0 HEMPEPHIBHOCTS.
Emy ObLia dysxaa Teopus «CKaukooOpa3HOCTH, HAa KOTOPOM HACTAaMBAIOT HEKOTOPhIC (GUI0cO(PCKUe U
acreTudyeckue ydyeHuss. Hac, CBOMX YUYEHMKOB, OH NpuUyda]l K YTEHUIO M H3Y4YEHUI0 Burtpysus,
Anw0eptu, I[lammamno, Harmene bapbapo, a taxke — Junpo, Pycco, Buomne-ie-/Ioka. DcTeTHKO-
¢dunocodckast cuctema MbIUieHUsT JKONTOBCKOTO B apXUTEKType TOKOHMJACh Ha OCHOBaX
TINATENLHEHUINIEr0 HW3y4YeHHs] MPHUPOJIBI, €€ COBEPIICHCTBA, 3aKOHOMEPHOCTH, TapMOHHYHOI
MIPOITOPITUOHATHBHOCTH.
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middle of 1930-s, where they try to explain why they gave up their independence and went to
Zholtovsky’s workshop as the ordinary architects!l. All of them say that the main reason was
to increase their artistic skills, which, they thought, they would apply to their own ideas, mostly
constructivist. But they have quickly changed their mind, as they fell for Zholtovsky’s charm.
For example, Mikhail Sinyavsky, who came to work with Zholtovsky in 1933, says:
“Zholtovsky is a mysterious figure. He proposed a specific science, philosophy, and theory of
architecture. This is the number one thinker in architecture, the most educated architect of our
time, but maybe he is still not a modern architect, an architect not of the 20th century. Huge
knowledge, great taste. Scientist and real architect. And although he accumulated much more
than generated, he translated the accumulated meaningfully”. An architect Georgy Zundblat
agrees: “Zholtovsky had an impeccable taste. He showed that architecture is not as simple as
the constructivists thought, that it is a very complex and difficult art. It was from Zholtovsky
that he first learned that it is necessary to look for the proportions of the volume, the place of
the window, the division, etc. And all this was very convincing. It is not a matter of concrete
classical forms, but precisely of the artistic culture that Zholtovsky gave. Nobody had such an
artistic culture then. If constructivists knew the principles and techniques for constructing
artistic composition that Zholtovsky gave and used the system of its proportions, then their
work would be at a higher artistic level. If I know anything in architecture, then I got it from
Zholtovsky. In the creative team Zholtovsky dominated. His creative authority was such that,

working with him, you feel like nothing”.1%2

101 Khan-Magomedov, S.O., Architecture of the Soviet Avant-garde: Social Problems (Stroyizdat,
2001). P. 214. (In Russian: Xan-Maromenos, C.O., Apxumexmypa Cosemckozo Asaneapoa:
Coyuanvhuie Ipotnemnr (Ctpoiinzaar, 2001). C. 214.).

102 |bid. P. 217.

CunsBckmii: «KontoBckuili — 310 3aragounas ¢urypa. OH MPeJIOKUI ONpENIeICHHYIO HAyKy,
GUIOCOUI0 W TEOPHIO APXHUTEKTYPBl. JTO MBICIUTENb HOMEP OJMH B apXUTEKType, CaMbli
00pa30BaHHBIN apXWUTEKTOpP HAIIETO BPEMEHU, HO, MOXET OBITh, OH BCE K€ HE COBPEMEHHBIN
apxuTeKTop, apxurekTop He XX B. OrpoMHbIe 3HaHUS, BEJIUKOJICHHBII BKyC. YUCHBIH U HACTOSIIUH
3oquuii. M XOTA OH MHOroe ckopee aKKyMyJHpOBaj, 4YeM TEHEpUpOBajl, HO TPAHCIUPOBAI
aKKyMYJHPOBAaHHOE OCMBICIEHHOY.

3ynnonar: «XKonroBckuit umen Oe3ynpednsiii Bkyc. OH mokas3al, 4To apXUTEKTypa He Tak IMPOoCcTa, Kak
CUMTAJM KOHCTPYKTUBHCTHI, UYTO 3TO OUYEHb CJI0KHOE U TPYIHOE UCKycCcTBO. IMeHHO oT XKonToBckoro
BIIEPBBIC Y3HAJ, YTO HAJO MCKATh MPOMOPIUU 00beMa, MECTO OKHA, WICHeHHUS u T.1. M Bce 3T0 OBLIO
O4YeHb yOeauTeNbHO. JIeio He B KOHKPETHBIX KJIAaCCHYEeCKUX (opMax, a UMEHHO B XyJOKECTBEHHOH
KyJIbType, KoTopyio aaBan JKonToBckuid. Takoi XymoKeCTBEHHON KyJbTYpHI TOTJa He ObLIO OOoJbIIe
HU y Koro. Eciti Ob1 KOHCTPYKTUBUCTHI 3HAIM T€ MIPUHITUIIBI U TIPUEMBI IOCTPOSHUS Xy I0’KECTBEHHOM
KOMTIO3UIINH, KOTOphIe AaBa JKOITOBCKUH, U TIOJIB30BAUCH CHCTEMOMN €T0 MTPOMOPIIHIA, TO HX paOOTHI
ObuTH OBl Ha 0OJIee BHICOKOM XYJI0’)KECTBEHHOM ypoBHE. Eciu 51 4To-HUOYAb 3HAIO B apXUTEKType, TO
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All of Zholtovsky’s students, who left any evidence of their interactions with the
master, confirm, that he had a dramatic influence on their careers, professional values, artistic
preferences, etc. Zholtovsky raised several generations of architects; some of his former
students managed to find their own voice, and some of them remained with the master until the
end of his days. Evgeny Zavadsky, Zholtovsky’s student from the latest (after-War) generation,
who left Zholtovsky’s workshop in early 1950s to become film and theatre director, describes
the situation in the workshop: “lvan Vladislavovich raised several generations. Young people
went through his school and scattered self-realization, and these last ... The master is already
in his late 80s, well, it is not possible to leave him. Leaving him is impossible! You have to be
with him! Till the end! But “there is no end in sight”, the young people had become men a long
time ago, but still remained “in the nest”, although they themselves were already languishing
in their independence and cut off the possibilities of an influx of fresh forces. The situation was
tragicomical and, paradoxically, tied hands to both sides. Gradually, a certain sequence was
established: the workshop received an order, for example, for the panel houses. Ivan
Vladislavovich perceived the task as a fundamental decision — to find a new image of modern
housing, a new compositional principle, a new scale, etc. After serious reflection (often out
loud with us), he sketched out several designs (options) for the solution. Pupils received the
right to further develop them under the scrutiny and consultation of the master. The author, of
course, remained Zholtovsky. The students are brilliant developers of his ideas. Over time,
each of them received an independent object and his constant consultation. But almost each of

them grew into a major independent master, maybe later than he could.”1%3

9TO o IMOJy4Yul1l Yy Konrockoro. B TBOPYCCKOM KOJUICKTUBE Konropckuii roCrioacTBOBAJ. Ero
TBOp'lCCKI/II\/'I ABTOPUTET ObLI TaKoOB, 4TO, pa60Ta$1 C HUM, YyBCTBYCIIb cels HuIeM».

103 Eygeny Zavadsky, ‘ABOUT MARCHI. About Zholtovsky ¢, in MARCHI, XX Century: Collection
of Memoirs in Five Volumes, 5 vols (Moscow: Salon-Press, 2006), 11. (In Russian: EBrenuii 3aBaackuid,
‘O MAPXU. O Xonrosckom’, in MAPXU, XX Bek: Coopruux Bocnomunanuii ¢ Ilsmu Tomax, 5 Vols
(Mocksa: Canon-IIpecc, 2006), 11.).

«/Ban BrnaguicmaBoBHY BEIPACTHII HECKIBKO MOKOJIEHHMH. MOJO/IBIEe JTIOAM MTPOXOMIIN €r0 MIKOIY U
pasJeTanuch CaMOpealn30BBIBATECS, & OTH MOCIEIHNE... YUUTEN0 yxke moa 90, Hy Kak ero OCTaBUTh.
Bpocutb — HeBo3MoOkHO. Hamo ObITH ¢ HUM. 110 KOHIA! A “KOHIIa W Kpasi He BUIHO , FOHOIIH JaBHO
CTAaHOBWJIMCH MY’aMH, HO BCE€ €Ill¢ OCTABAIMCH ‘B THE3ME”, XOTS M CaMHU YK€ TOMHIHUCH IO
CaMOCTOSATEIFHOCTH U OTpE3alld BO3MOXKHOCTH TPUTOKA CBEXUX cuil. CHUTyanusi CKIIaIbIBaiach
TparuKOMU4YecKass M, KaKk HU MapaJoKCcalibHO, CBA3bIBAJIA PYKH 00eMM cTopoHaMm. [locTemneHHo
YCTaHOBIJIACH HEKAsI TOCIICIOBATEIBHOCTE: MacTepCKasl MoJrydasa 3aka3, HalpuMep, TaHeIbHEIE ToMa.
MBan BrnamuciaBoBuY BOCIPHHUMAI 3aJlaHUE KaK TMPUHITAITHAILHOE PellleHne — HAaWTH HOBEIN o0pa3
COBPEMEHHOTO JKUJIbS, HOBBIH KOMITO3UITHOHHBIN TTPHHIIHII, HOBBIM MacmiTad u T.14. [ocie cepbe3Horo
pasMbIIUIeHHs (4acTo BCIyX NPU HAC) OH HAaOpachIBasl HECKOJIBKO 3CKH30B (BapUAHTHI) PEIICHWUS.
Y4eHHKH TOJlydaldd IPaBO Ha JaNbHEHIIyI0 pa3paboTKy TMOJ TPUCTAIBHBIM BHHMaHUEM U
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From Zavadsky’s memoirs we can also find out, what was it like — to compete with the
older students. He describes how on his first year in the Zholtovsky’s workshop he participated
in the competition for the building of Borodinsky cyclorama (a memorial for the Borodino
battle of 1812 in Moscow). “I remember that they entrusted us with the Borodino cyclorama,
and Zholtovsky declared a “clause.” At the institute, they translated this to us as “locked up,”
that is, without leaving the room we had to “give birth”” to one or more sketches on the topic.
Ivan Vladislavovich appointed it for the next day (they say, think until the morning). | became
inspired and designed my favourite white-stone tent of the Ascension Church in Kolomenskoye
on a huge artificial hill, crushing and rounding it a little. The next morning, sitting down at the
drawing board, | drew it on a scale and received the unconditional approval of the senior
comrades who put my sheet in the common folder for the boss. However, a serious analysis of
our proposals for some reason did not follow. A few days later, the senior students received
several sketches of Ivan Vladislavovich and began developing ... And | could only drag their
drawing boards and arrange them for the Council in a best possible way...”%4. We can hardly
call this situation “a competition” that would stimulate a young architect to develop his or her
skills and follow the best examples of the more experienced colleague. From Zavadsky’s story,
we more likely see that a rather strict hierarchy has been established in Zholtovsky’s workshop,
where older students had more access to the ideas and projects of the master, and younger ones
were busy with the auxiliary functions. Thus, we can see that Zholtovsky did not always follow
his own principles. The everyday life in his workshop could be in many ways different from

the perfect picture that he drew in his talk in the 1937 Congress.

KOHCYJbTallUIMU MOTpa. ABTOPOM, €CTECTBEHHO, OcTaBajcs JKONTOBCKHN. YUYEHUKH — OnecTsiine
paspaboTuuku ero uaed. Co BpeMeHEM KaXKIbli M3 HHUX MOJyYall CaMOCTOSITEIBHBIA OOBEKT U €To
MOCTOSTHHYIO KOHCYJbTanuio. Ho MouTH KaXkJIpli M3 HUX BBIPOC B KPYIIHOTO CaMOCTOSITEIIFHOTO
MacTepa, MOXeT OBITh, TO3[JHEE, YEM MOT.»

104 3agayckwii, 1. C. 261

«ITomut0, Ham opyumim bopoauHckyto manopamy, u JKonTtoBckuit 00bsSBII “Kiay3ypy”. B muHCTHTYTE
HaM TePEBEIH ITO KaK “B3alepTd’’, TO €CTh HE BBIXO/S U3 MOMENICHHsI HaJ0 ObLIO “pOIUTH” OJWH WU
HECKOJIbKO 3CKM30B Ha JaHHYI0 Temy. MBan BnagucnaBoBuu e Ha3HauMi ee HazaBTpa (MOJ,
noxyManTe 10 yTpa). S 3aropencs M Ha OrPOMHOM HACBHIITHOM XOJIME COOPYIMJI CBOW JTFOOMMBIA
OenokaMeHHbIN marep xpama Bosnecennsi B KomomeHckoM, MallocTh TPUAABUB U OKPYIIIUB €TO.
Haytpo, ceB 3a mocky, BBIYEPTHNI B MacmiTabe M MOMydmsl Oe3yclOBHOE OJOOpEHHE CTapIIuX
TOBApHIIECH, IMOJIOKUBITUX MOH JICT B 0OIIYI0 TanKky i meda. OgHako cepbe3Horo pa3dopa HaImmx
MIPEeIJIOKEHHH T0YeMy-TO He IocliefoBaio. Uepe3 HECKOJIbKO JHEH cTapiine yYeHUKH IOITYYHIH
HECKOJIBKO 3cku30B MBana BnagmcnaBoBmua W Hadamu pa3paboOTKy.. A MHE OCTaBajoOCh TOJBKO
TAcKaTh UX JOCKHU U KaK. MOXKHO JIydllIe paccTaBiATh ux it Cosera...»
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Thus, from the 1930-s discussion on the architectural education we can see that the
professional community did not have a solid view on how to raise the young professionals. On
the one hand, schools of architecture were a part of the Soviet vuz system, which since the
beginning of 1930s turned into the machine for the mass production of the skilled workforce.
It had nothing to do with a perfect picture drawn by Ivan Zholtovsky, a picture where a master’s
hand leads the student to the heights of architectural excellence. This was more Zholtovsky’s
mental representation of the ideal (in Platonic sense) medieval workshop, where every architect
should have worked a long way from apprentice to master in his or her own pace. | describe
Zholtovsky’s idea of perfect architectural education in details, because this archaic picture was
extremally popular among professional community. From the words of Sinyavsky, Zundblat
and Kozhin, cited above, we can see that Zholtovsky’s charisma influenced a whole generation
of the architects who were trained in 1920s-1930s (although it is also true for the later
generations, which are out of the scope of this study). The common narrative about Zholtovsky,
relevant also on today’s agenda, present him as a genius teacher, not available for critics®.
Here | have made a first attempt to look at his ideas on professional training not only through
the lenses of his close students, those, who were influenced by his charisma and professional
erudition, but also through a wider context of the Soviet system of higher education. The
research that would present his intellectual biography in the historical context still needs to be

done.

Despite the popularity of Zholtovsky’s talk among those who attended the section on
architectural education on the Congress, further discussion quickly turned back to the problems
of mass production of professionals with a certain set of artistic and engineering skills. In the
final presentation a representative of the Leningrad branch of the Union of the Soviet
Architects, professor Miron Roslavlev, a then dean of the department of architecture of
Leningrad Institute of Painting, Sculpture and Architecture, presented a “scheme of the

preparation of the architectural staff” (see Figure 1 in the Appendix).10®

This scheme reflects another part of the problem of mass professional training: the
deficit of the artistic skills among general public. Young people, who wanted to become an

architect, quite often did not have an opportunity to obtain basic drawing skills, necessary for

105 Firsova.

16 Roslavlev M. 1., <Scheme for the Training of Architectural Personnel’. RGALIL. F. 674. Inv. 2. File.
40. P. 34. (In Russian: M. U. Pocnasies, ‘Cxema [ToaroroBku Apxurextypubix Kaapos’, PTAJIN. .
674. Om. 2. Ex.xp. 40. JI. 34.).
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the entrance examination. The proposal from the Leningrad architects was aimed at solving
this problem. Their idea was to create a network of art schools as a part of the system of
supplementary education for children and adults (“kruzhki”, litteraly translated as “circles” —a
study groups on various disciplines, art, theatre, music, etc., where people study after school
or work. Usually, they were separated from the school or higher education curriculum, and
provided more advanced knowledge and skills, than formal education).'®” According to this
scheme, a network of supplementary art schools should have embraced all ages, provide
general public with basic drawing and painting skills, detect those who demonstrate
outstanding capabilities in art and guide them to the system of professional art education. Of
course, more attention was given to the youth, however, this proposal recommended to create
artistic “kruzhki” also for adults, to raise artistic awareness among those who have already

found their professional way.

To conclude, I can say that this discussion, which took five full years, did not bring the
architectural community to any clear and performable solution on how to change the
architectural education. On the one hand, the drastic requirements from the state system of
higher education, demanded architects to establish a system of mass unified professional
training. On the other hand, the archaic ideas of face-to-face training with no formal limits, was
still popular in the professional community. Zholtovsky expressed it with a great mastery, but
he would not get the tribune of the most important professional event of the decade, if his
thoughts were not supported by the influential members of the community. Thus, the main
contradiction between the state and the architectural community was not solved: the
requirement of the mass production of the architects could not be fulfilled by the community,
which considered the best way of teaching the one-to-one long and routine work of the master

and a student.

107 Alexandrov D. A., ‘The Politics of Scientific’Kruzhok’: Study Circles in Russian Science and Their
Transformation in the 1920s.’, in Watershed: Soviet Biology in 1920s-1930s (Sant Petersburg, 1997),
p. 255. This article describes the “kruzhki” in the field of biology at the same period. It gives a good
representation of what the “kruzhki” movement was, and |, from my personal experience, can say that
it didn’t change much and that supplementary art schools had the same peculiarities, as the science ones.
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“The best architect in the world”: a professional profile of the Soviet
architect in 1930s

In one of the previous paragraphs, | have already mentioned the “proficiency profile”
of the Soviet architect in 1930-s. Now it is time to discuss it in detail. The expectations towards
the young professionals graduating from the Soviet schools of architecture were published in
1934 in the editorial article of the Academy’s official journal “The Academy of Architecture”
entitled “To educate the best architect in the world”. The journal’s editorial board included
Mikhail Kryukov (Academy’s rector), Alexander Alexandrov (second vice-president of the
Union of the Soviet Architects), lvan Matsa (the head of the workshop of the history and theory
of architecture in the Academy and an essential person in the Union), Heinrich Ludvig (the
head of the Academy’s doctoral school) and Alexey Schusev (a professor at the Academy) —
all of them were the important figures in the Soviet architectural scene, and usually the editorial
article was accorded with all members of the editorial board. We can consider this text both as
a deconstruction of the “proficiency” in architecture and as guidelines for all architectural

schools in the country. Here they are (emphasized by me)*%:

1. “A Soviet architect should acquire a correct creative method. [...] Socialistic
architecture can be created only on the basis of the social realism. Realism in
architecture is not simply a photoshoot of something specific, singular. Social
realism in architecture is an image of typical, generalized objects, it is a method
of transfiguration the reality into the synthesis of the general”1%°.

2. “A fully-featured architect cannot exist without a deep knowledge al all
history of architecture, without a mastery of all richness of the culture of the
past”11o,

3. “Architect is not only an artist, but also a constructor, he does not only create

the image of the future monument, but he also must develop all artistic and

108 To Teach A Best Architect In the World. Academy of Architecture, 3, 1935, 3-5. (In Russian:
‘Bocnurats Jlyumero Apxurekropa B Mupe’, Axademus Apxumexmypot, 3, 1935, 3-5.).

109 «CoBeTckuii apXUTEKTOp JOJKEH BIaleTh NPaBUIBHBIM TBOPYECKMM MeTonoMm. [...] Cosnath
COLMATMCTUYECKYIO apXUTEKTYPY MOKHO TOJIbKO Ha 0a3e COIMalMCTUYECKOro peanusma. Peannsm B
APXUTEKTYPE €CTh HE MPOCTO (POTOCHUMOK C KOHKPETHOTO, €IUHUYHOTO. COIMATUCTHUCCKUI peaTu3M
€CTh TPEXKIE BCETO 00pa3 TUIMHMYECKOT0, 000OIEHHOTO, OH €CTh METOJ MpeoOpa3oBaHUs PealbHO-
KOHKPETHOTO B CHHTE3 0011ero». AkageMuss Apxutektypsl, 19356 Ne3, ctp. 4.

119 He mMoskeT OBITH MOJHOLEHHOTO apXUTEKTOpa 6e3 TIIyOOKOro 3HAHMS BCEH MCTOPHH apXUTEKTYPHI,
0e3 oBNaeHUs BceM 00raTCTBOM KYyJIBTYPbI IIPOIIIIOT0)
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technical bases of it; he must fully master the mastery, the technique of the
implementation — only at this rate an architect will provide the high-quality
make-up. Only this will let a soviet architect to eliminate the inconsistency
between architectural design and implementation”*1%,

4. “An architect must resolve the most complex practical and utilitarian, as well
as functional and constructive tasks in the deeply elaborated artistic forms.
[...] One cannot forget that the diapason of architectural oeuvre is so wide, that
its borders touch both sculpture and engineering™12,

5. “Socialistic architecture needs an architect, who is fully armed with both the
artistic mastery and technical culture. The united architectural school should
prepare this kind of architect”!13,

On reading these descriptions, one may recall the definition of the “good architect”
given in XVIII by Vasily Bazhenov: “A good architect should have a good understanding of
the word sciences and history, be able to draw and know mathematics, stone carving and
perspective; but this is not enough, he must be an honest, reasonable and reliable person; must
have liveliness and taste in his considerations; without these qualities, he cannot be a perfect
architect or a person useful to society”;!* or remember the definition of an architect, given by

the founder of the Royal Institute of British Architects Thomas Leverton Donaldson given in

11 bid.

«ApXHUTEKTOp HE TOJHKO XYJOXKHHK, HO M CTPOHTEIbh, OH HE TOIBKO CO3/IaeT oOpa3 Oymymiero
COOPYKEHHsI, OH 0053aH ero pa3paboTaTh BO BCEX XYJOKECTBEHHBIX W TEXHWYECKHX OCHOBAaX, OH
00s13aH OBJIAJICTh B TIOJHON Mepe MacTepCTBOM, TEXHUKOW UCTIONHEHHSI, — TOJIBKO MPHU ITUX YCIOBUIX
APXUTEKTOP OOECIEeYUT BHICOKOKAYECTBEHHYIO HATypy. TONBKO 3TO TMO3BOJIUT COBETCKOMY
APXUTEKTOPY JUKGUOUPOBAMb HECOOMGENICIEUE MeHcOy aAPXUMEKMYPHLIM  3AMbICIOM U
UCROJIHEHUEeM.

112 1bid.

«ApXHTEKTOp 00s3aH pa3pemnTh CIOKHEHIINEe YTHINTaApHO-TIPAKTHYeCKne H (HYHKIIMOHAIBHO-
KOHCTPYKTHBHBIE 33Jadd B TIyOOKO MPOpaOOTaHHBIX XyA0KeCTBEHHBIX (opmax. [...] Hempss
3a0bIBaTh, YTO JHANA30H APXUTEKTYPHOTO TBOPYCCTBA HACTOJNBKO IIHMPOK, YTO €ro TPaHHIIbI
COTIPUKACAIOTCS B CO CKYJIBIITYPOil, U C YUCTO MHIKEHEPHBIM UCKYyCCTBOMY. TaMm xe.

13 «CoumanucTuueckoii apXUTEKType HYKEH apXUTEKTOP, KOTOPBIA Haxomuics Obl BO BCEOPYKHH
XYJIO)KECTBEHHOI'O MacTepCTBa U TEXHMYECKOW KyJIbTypbl. Takoro apxXuTekTopa JOJKHA TOTOBHUTH
eMHAsI apXUTEKTYPHAS LIKOJIa».

1%  J1oOpBIii apXUTEKTOP JOJKEH MMETh XOPOILEE MOHATHE O CIIOBECHBIX HAYKaX U 00 MCTOPUH, YMETh

pUuCOBaTh U 3HATH MAaTCMAaTUKy, KAMHETECATCIIBCTBO U INEPCIEKTHUBY, HO CEro €€ HE JOBOJIBHO, OH
JOJIKCH OBITH IICCTHI:»II‘/'I, paSYMHLIﬁ )41 paCCY,Z[I/ITeHLHBIfI YEJIOBCK; NOJDKEH MMETh XUBOCTH U BKYC B
cooGpameHymx CBOHUX; 0e3 cHX KayecTB HHU COBCPUICHHBIM apXUTCKTOPOM, HU IMMOJIC3HBIM O6H_[€CTBy
YEJIOBEKOM OH OBITH HE MOXKET.
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the middle of XIX century: “To uphold in ourselves, the character of Architects, as Men of
Taste, Men of Science, Men of Honour!'°, Recalling an image of a perfect student, given by
Zholtovsky, it is possible to admit that there were no dramatic changes in the representation of
the architectural profession since XVIII century.

Summarizing these items, we can present a “best architect in the world”, according to
the leaders of the Soviet professional community. He or she is a person who perfectly mastered
both the artistic skills and the required skills and knowledge in engineering and construction.
In addition, this person must have deep knowledge in the field of history and theory of
architecture — without them he or she cannot be considered a full-fledged specialist. The
creators of the Soviet architect’s “professional profile” intended to eliminate the difference
between those who graduated from art higher education institution (for example, Moscow
Institute of Architecture, which succeeded VKhUTEMAS’s Department of architecture, or
Leningrad Institute of Painting, Sculpture and Architecture, which succeeded the Imperial
Academy of Arts) and the engineering ones (such as Moscow Institute of Engineering and
Construction on Institute of the Civil Engineers in Leningrad). The institutions from the first
group focused on the artistic development, while disciplines in engineering and construction
played an important but still secondary role in the curriculum; the situation in the second group
was the opposite. So, the proposal to introduce the united architectural schools aimed to
eliminate the difference in knowledge and skills between architects of various background. The
Academy of Architecture should have pioneered this reform. The analysis of the Academy’s

curriculum would show how successful this process was.

153, Mordaunt Crook, ‘Architecture and History’, Architectural History, 27 (1984), 555
<https://doi.org/10.2307/1568497>.
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Studying in the All-Union Academy of Architecture

In the previous paragraph | have described in detail the process of the establishment of
the All-Union Academy of Architecture in late 1933. In this paragraph | will focus on the
postgraduate education in the Academy. This paragraph continues the research line on the All-
Union Academy of Architecture started in the works of Anna Opocinskaya'® and Julia
Kosenkoval’. Its work initiated immediately. The decree “On architectural education” from
14th of October 1933 stated the Academy’s primary purpose, but of course, it required further
clarifications, which followed almost immediately. At 27th of November 1933, the Central
Executive Committee of Communist Party issued an additional provision!8, dedicated entirely
to the concise activities of the Academy of Architecture. According to it, the Academy should
build its work on two interrelated tasks. First one was to develop a theory of Soviet architecture,
“as a part of a socialistic culture”, which would provide new architectural theory (on the basis
of Social realism), deep technical experience and artistic mastery. According to the second, the
Academy should have been able to prepare “the highly qualified masters of architecture from
a number of the most talented alumni of the architectural schools or the most skilful

practitioners”. Mikhail Kryukov, as it was already said, became the rector of the Academy.

In the field of teaching, the Academy became home for a postgraduate school of
architecture, which included two divisions: An Institute of the Postgraduate Studies and a
Department of Architectural Improvement. The first one was a two years full-time postgraduate
programme “for the talented architectural youth” — for those who could afford to dedicate three
more years to the profound studies of architectural practice, history and theory. The second one
provided part-time educational programmes for more mature professionals who already
worked in the architectural workshops and would have liked to improve their qualifications on
the job. These programmes lasted for two or three years. Belonging to one of this programmes
meant that the students would spend half of their time on developing their knowledge in the
field of history and theory of architecture, artistic mastery and construction skills, and apply

this knowledge and skills immediately in their architectural practice. At the end of studies,

118 Opocinskaja, “Per Una Storia Dell’accademia Di Architettura Pansovetica.”

17 Kosenkova J. and Samokhina T. Academic Science and Education in the History of Soviet
Architecture (1933 — 1963 (In Russian: Kocenxkoga 0. JI., Camoxuna T. H., “Axamemuueckue Hayka
u Obpasosanne B Mctopun Cosetckoii Apxutextypsr (1933-1963)).”

118 M. Kalinin and A. Yenukidze, ‘A Provision on The All-Union Academy of Architecture’, The
Academy of Architecture, 1-2, 1934, 126. (In Russian: M. Kanuaud u A. Enykuaze. Ykas o pabore
Bcecoro3noit Akanemun ApxuTeKTyphl. Akagemus Apxurektypsl, 1-2, 1934, C. 126.).
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students from both divisions must have defended their project to receive a degree of “the
candidate of architecture”*®. The Academy was willing to create the perfect environment for
the creative learning of all groups of students: to give them the best teachers, supplies, libraries,
opportunities for the independent research work, so they could “creatively acquire a true
mastery based on the best examples of the classical heritage and modernity and develop their

cultural awareness freely°,

As we can see, Academy, as a representative of a broad professional community, from
the one hand, and the Communist Party authorities — from the other, judged students’
development in the field of history and theory of architecture at the same level, as practical
artistic and construction skills. Later the governing body of the postgraduate school established
a special division of history and theory of architecture for prominent scholars in the field — first
in the Department of Architectural Improvement in 1939 and 1940 — after the Department was

closed — in the Institute of the Postgraduate Studies.

The provision set a number of postgraduate students in the Academy — 100 students in
total, which gives approximately 20 students per year, both for the full- and part-time
programmes. However, during the period of our interest, the Academy’s postgraduate school
managed to reach (and exceed) this number only once — in 1934, at the very first year. The

table below shows the actual number of students in the first ten years of work?!?%,

119 Candidate of sciences (in case of architecture the degree’s holder is called “a candidate of
architecture™) is the first of two doctoral level scientific degrees in USSR. It is formally classified as
UNESCO ISCED level 8, “doctoral or equivalent”, and is thus officially translated into English and
other languages as Doctor of Philosophy (i.e. PhD) and recognised as such. As in Germany, USSR had
an additional doctoral degree, Doctor of Sciences (“doctor of architecture” in our case), which by
official agreement is equivalent to habilitation. The Soviet system of academic degrees was first
introduced in the USSR on 13 January 1934 by a decision of the Council of People’s Commissars of
the USSR, as all previous degrees, ranks and titles were abolished immediately after the October
Revolution in 1917.

120 <Our Tasks’. «... MOrIM TBOPYECKHM YUYMTBHCS MOJJIMHHOMY MAacTEpPCTBY Ha JydIIMX 0Opa3lax
KJIACCUYECKOTO HACJIEANS U COBPEMEHHOCTH, MOTJIH OBl CBOOOJIHO pa3BUBAThLCS U B OOIIEKYJIBTYPHOM
OTHOILICHU Y.

121 Academy of Architecture of the USSR, 10 years of the All-Union Academy of Architecture of the
USSR (1934-1944): Materials for the VI session of the All-Union Academy of Architecture of the
USSR. (Moscow: Publishing house of the All-Union Academy of Architecture, 1944) (In Russian:
Axanemust Apxutektypbl CCCP, 10 et Beecorosnoit Akagemuu Apxurektypsl CCCP (1934-1944):
Marepuanet k VI ceccun Bcecoroznoit Axagemun Apxurektypel CCCP. (MockBa: M3n-Bo
Bcecoro3Hoii akaeMuun apxuTeKkTypsl, 1944).).
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Table 2. Number of students of the All-Union Academy of Architecture in 1934-1940

Year The Institute of the The Department of the
Postgraduate studies Architectural Improvement
1934 24 20 (18)122
1935 6 11
1936 10 -
1937 17 14
1938 7 10
1939 12 7 (division of architecture)
5 (division of history and
theory)
1940 16 (division of architecture)
6 (division of history and
theory)
Total — 1 98 67
Total — 2 165

Among all those accepted students in the first ten years period of Academy’s existence,
only 14 alumni received the degrees — 1 doctor of architecture and 13 candidates of architecture
(in USSR, as now in Russia, one could graduate from the doctoral school without a degree).
Two degree-projects were brought into life: a residential house by Mikhail Barkhin and a city-
plan for the Frunze city (now Bishkek, Kyrgyzstan) by Yury Sutyagin-Gradov. Some of the
alumni were involved in the great Soviet construction sites, for example, Moscow metro
(Dmitry Chechulin'?3, Yakov Likhtenberg, Boris Vilensky), Exhibition of Achievements of
National Economy in north-east of Moscow (Karo Alabyan, who received after the graduation
the title of the Member of the Academy of Architecture; Dmitry Chechulin, Ivan Taranov,
Mikhail Olenev and others). Several alumni (Alabyan, Chechulin, Likhtenberg, Mordvinov) in
early 1940-s became the recipients of the Stalin award — the highest state prize for the
distinguished achievements in arts and science. Looking through the list of names of the first
students of the Academy, one cannot but note that a significant number of students were already
skilled professionals, famous in the. architectural community: Mikhail Barkhin, Karo Alabyan,
Alexander Mordvinov — all of them by the beginning of 1930s had quite successful practice,

122 First number is provided in the report mentioned above, and the second is taken from the article in
“The Academy of Architecture” published in late 1934 which described the admission to the Academy’s
first year.

123 In 1945 Chechulin became a Head architect of the city of Moscow.
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were important figures in the Union of the Soviet Architects, but still decided to go study at the
Academy. On the one hand, it was a good opportunity to get a degree — a Soviet system of
scientific degrees appeared in 1934, and Academy could quickly provide the important
members of the professional community (Alabyan and Mordvinov, for instance, were vice-
presidents of the Union of the Soviet Architects) with new social status. On the other hand, the
fact that those people came to study, raised the value of the Academy in the eyes of the regular
members of the community and became an additional factor in attracting “the cream of the
cream”.

The following curricula (
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Table 3 —
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Table 5) represent mastering of the architectural proficiency for the Academy’s full-

and part-time postgraduate students.
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Table 3 Curriculum for the Institute of the Postgraduate Studies (3 years full-time programme)

] Semesters
|-
3
e - —
Sl 2., g 2
- 2| 853 £ 4
Disciplines = g 2 é . § .
** g I* 1= s oo | I Iv* s O | V¥ Thesis
o +* +*
= © Ic!
S B =
= ~
1. Architectural | 1400 38,9 6/132 | 6/120 252 6/132 | 6/120 252 8/176 | 24/720
design
2. History of 292 8,1 2/44 4/80 124 4/88 4/80 168 - -
architecture
with analysis
3. History of 172 4,8 4/88 2140 128 2/44 - 44 - -
arts
4. Drawing 508 14,1 6/132 | 6/120 256 4/88 4/80 168 4/88 -
5. Aquarelle 168 4,8 2/44 2140 84 2/44 2/40 84 - -
drawing
6. Etching 44 1,2 - - - - - - 2/44 -
7. Sculpture 84 2,3 - - - 2/44 2/40 84 - -
8. Interior and 88 2,4 - - - - - - 4/88 -
furniture
9. City 84 2,3 - - - 2/44 2/40 84 - -
planning
10. Art of parks 40 1,1 - - - - 2/40 40 - -
and gardens
11. Foreign 508 14,1 6/132 | 6/120 256 4/88 4/80 168 4/88 -
languages
12. Electives 212 59 2/44 2140 84 6/44 2/40 84 2/44 -
Total # of hours | 3600 100,0 | 28/616 | 28/560 | 1176 | 68/616 | 28/560 | 1176 | 24/528 | 24/720

* Numerator — a number of hours per week (6 study days); denominator —a number of hours per semester.
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Table 4. Curriculum for the Department of Architectural Improvement (3 years part-time programme)

g Semesters
o
=
G - -
o | & = >
3| E 2 2
Disciplines < c » »
S I 5 5 .
. 5 I* 1* S| x| v 2 | Vv* | Thesis
2 G G
(@] — —_—
$ ° °
1. Architectural
design 1070 | 43,7 | 5/110 | 5/100 | 210 | 5/110 | 5/100 | 210 | 5/110 | 540
2. History of
architecture 234 | 98 122 | 1/20 | 42 | 3/66 | 3/60 | 126 | 3/66 -
3. History of
arts 84 3.4 2/44 | 2/40 | 84 = = - - -
4. Drawing 212 | 37 | 244 | 2040 | 84 | 244 | 2/40 | 84 | 2/44 -
5. Agquarelle
6. Etching 44 1,8 _ _ _ _ _ _ 2/44 —
7. Sculpture 84 3,4 - - - - 2/40 | 40 | 2/44 -
8. Construction | 1095 | 4,3 122 | 120 | 42 | 122 | 120 | 42 | 1/22 -
9. Foreign
languages 340 | 138 | 4/88 | 4/80 | 168 | 4/88 | 2/40 | 128 | 2/44 -
10.Electives 106 | 43 | 122 | 120 | 42 | 122 | 122 | 42 | 122 -
Total # of hours | 2448 | 100 | 18/396 | 18/360 | 756 | 18/396 | 18/360 | 756 | 18/396 | 540

* Numerator — a number of hours per week (6 study days); denominator —a number of hours per semester.
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Table 5. Curriculum for the Institute of Postgraduate Studies (3 years full-time programme)*#,

G Semesters
|-
8
e - .
Sl 2., g g
. Q = 5 o 2
Disciplines < I 3 S S
S| =< 2 9 25
* g I* 1n* s 4 HI* IvV* s 9| V* Thesis
o 3 3
= T T
S S )
~ ~
13. Architectural | 1400 | 38,9 6/132 | 6/120 252 6/132 | 6/120 252 8/176 | 24/720
design
14. History of 292 8,1 2/44 4/80 124 4/88 4/80 168 — -
architecture
with analysis
15. History of 172 4,8 4/88 2/40 128 2/44 - 44 - -
arts
16. Drawing 508 141 6/132 | 6/120 256 4/88 4/80 168 4/88 -
17. Aquarelle 168 4,8 2/44 2/40 84 2/44 2/40 84 - -
drawing
18. Etching 44 1,2 - - — - - — 2/44 —
19. Sculpture 84 2,3 - - - 2/44 2/40 84 - -
20. Interior and 88 2,4 — - - — - - 4/88 -
furniture
21. City 84 2,3 — - - 2/44 2/40 84 - -
planning
22. Art of parks 40 1,1 - - - - 2/40 40 - -
and gardens
23. Foreign 508 141 6/132 | 6/120 256 4/88 4/80 168 4/88 -
languages
24. Electives 212 5,9 2/44 2/40 84 6/44 2/40 84 2/44 -
Total # of hours | 3600 | 100,0 | 28/616 | 28/560 | 1176 | 68/616 | 28/560 | 1176 | 24/528 | 24/720

* Numerator — a number of hours per week (6 study days); denominator —a number of hours per semester.

124 | udwig H. M., ‘Graduate School Program,” Academy of Architecture, 1-2, 1934, 82. (In Russian:
JIromsur I'. M., ‘Ilporpamma UuctutyTa Actmpantypsl’, Akademust Apxumexmypor, 1-2, 1934, 82.).
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As we can see, the curricula for the full-time and part-time programmes had a common
core which included:

e Architectural design (main discipline which took almost a half of the study time)
e History of architecture and history of arts

e Drawing

e Foreign languages.

Construction, which in the architect’s “professional profile” considered to be of equal
importance with the artistic disciplines, is presented only at the Department of Architectural
Improvement for the part-time students. Probably it happened because part-time students were
more mature and experienced professionals than those who studied full-time, and they had very
practical requests on how to incorporate everything they learn in the Academy into their
everyday practice. Those who came to the Academy immediately after the graduation from the
schools of architecture, were less experienced in architectural practice. The authors of the
curricula could have decided that students would be able to master the technical skills during
the classes of architectural design. From the syllabus of this discipline, we can see that starting
from the second year, students should design the real projects under the supervision and
participate in the competitions, suitable for their level of experience. The thesis, which, as we
can see from the curricula, was assigned to the class of architectural design, should be a
complex work that consisted of “a) a design-project; b) an essay on the various topics related
to architecture, for example the analysis of the works of art of any master; extended review of
a significant monument or an independent work on other topic; c) etching, composition,
scenery, drawing or aquarelle drawing (composition or from life)”1%,

Comparing the content of the curricula for the two part-time programmes of the
Department of Architectural Improvement (tables 4 and 5), we can see that the difference
between the two forms of studying was minimal. Students involved into the three-years
programme spent a little bit less (18 versus 23 hours per week) in classes, and the difference

between the total preoccupation in the two forms of the study was not significant (2448 hours

125 Rylsky 1. V., ‘Architectural Design Program’, Academy of Architecture, 1-2, 1934, 75-76. (In
Russian: Peutbckuit M. B., ‘IIporpamma Ilo ApxurekrypHomy IIpoekrupoBanuio’, Axademus
Apxumexmypot, 1-2, 1934, 75-76.).

«/lummomuass pabora mpeacTaBisieT co00M  KOMIUIEKCHYIO pPadoTy, OIPEACISIONIyI0 CTEICHb
MacTepCTBAa OKAHUYMBAIOIIETO AaCIUpPaHTa, W COCTOMT H3: a) IMPOeKTa; O) COYMHCHHS Ha TEMY
ApXUTEKTYPhI, HAIPUMEP aHAIU3 TBOPUYECTBA KAKOT0-TM00 MacTepa, pasBepHyTasl PEleH3Hs KPYITHOTO
TPyJa, CAMOCTOATENbHAS pab0Ta M0 APXUTEKTYPE U T. I1.; B) 0HOPT, KOMITO3UIIUS, JSKOPALIUS, KAPTHHA
AKBapEJbI0, WIH PUCYHOK (KOMITO3UIIUS WU C HATYPHI).
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per three years versus 2131 hours per two years). The number and the titles of the disciplines
were also the same. The Academy assumed that full-time students would spend the rest of their
time in the independent studies in the Academy, and part-time students — developing their
proficiency through the work in the architectural workshops.

As we can see, despite the declared intention to give equal space to art and engineering
disciplines in one curriculum, the list of the disciplines clearly shows that the artistic
component significantly prevails over all others. Thus, construction takes only 106 hours and
74 hours for three- and two-years part-time programmes respectively, and was completely
missing in the full-time curriculum. These hours are less than those given to aquarelle drawing
or history of architecture or arts. So, the curriculum proposed by the Academy of Architecture
— a leading institution in a field, does not reflect the requirements, given in the architect’s
“professional profile”, cited above, at least in the part of a combination of artistic and

engineering skills.

The situation with the historical disciplines is opposite. As we saw above, the in-depth
knowledge of architectural history was considered obligatory for the “best architects in the
world”. Admittedly, the curriculum gives more than 300 hours for the history of arts and
architecture, in total (both for full- and part-time students) and distributes them over the whole
period of studies. So, students have vast opportunities to dive into the mastering of historical

heritage.

Full-time students also received a course on city planning, which in context of the
development of the Moscow city plan should be extremely important for the students. Part-

time students did not have this opportunity.

Foreign languages were also included in the curricula of all divisions. In the initial plans
of the Academy special attention was given to broadening the horizons of students, including
educational trips abroad and exploring world architectural monuments. Of course, such trips
did not become a regular practice, but in 1935 the trip of the delegation of Soviet architects to
Rome for the Architectural Congress was partially paid from the Academy, and its students,
respectively, were included in the delegation. With a high degree of probability, these students
(such as Alabyan or Mordvinov) were simultaneously important functionaries in the Union of
Architects, so they would go there anyway, and it was an opportunity to diverse the sources of

money and find additional funding for the trip — unfortunately, Academy’s archive does not
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contain the list of the members of group that was sent to Rome. However, overseas travel in

the early 1930s was still seen as an important tool for educating an architect.

But Academy’s contacts with architects from other countries were not limited by the
overseas traveling. There was a Bureau of Scientific Connections with Overseas, which was
responsible for the exchange of the various scientific materials, including books, magazines,
conference proceedings, photos, images etc, with museums, architectural schools and societies
from all over the world. Bureau distributed those materials among the Academy’s workshops
and divisions, so both the staff and the students had access to the contemporary works of
international colleagues.'?® Partially, those materials were translated and published in the
“Academy of Architecture”, but quite often students and staff had to work with the originals.
Of course, acquaintance with these materials required knowledge of foreign languages, and the
level of language training of graduates of architectural universities was clearly insufficient for

such work.

126 Accounting Report 1936. RGAE. F. 293. Inv. 1. File 1. P. 1. (In Russian: ‘Byxranrepckuii Otuer 3a
1936.”, PTAD. @. 293. Om. 1 Ea.xp. 1. JI. 1.).
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Postgraduate Education in the All-Union Academy of Architecture

First admission to the All-Union Academy of Architecture

In April and May 1934, the All-Union Academy of Architecture conducted the first
enrolment of students to the postgraduate school. There were 164 applicants; only 99 of them
were allowed to hold the entrance examinations; and 24 students were accepted to the Institute
of the Postgraduate Studies. Additional 18 students were accepted to the part-time programmes
of the Department of Architectural Improvement.*?” Only those, who already had previous
training in architecture, had some professional and research experience and completed projects
were allowed to take part in the competition. The accepted students were between 18 and 35
years old, and their social background varied: most of them were from workers and clerks’
families, there also were peasants and craftsmen. None of the students reported that he or she
was from the family of higher social or at least educational status — from the families of Soviet
intelligenzia. It is still a mystery, who was that 18 years old student and how he or she could
have entered the postgraduate architectural school at this age and have necessary previous
educational and practical experience, however, this age range is stated in the official admission

report provided by the head of the Institute of Postgraduate Studies Heinrich Ludvig.*?
The examinations took several days. On the first stage the applicants should have:

1) invent the idea of the complex architectural monument on a given topic (a monument
to the crew of steamship “Cheluskin”, which became ice-bound in Arctic in early 1934,
and to the pilots who took part in search and rescue operation — a topic which was all-
over the news in the time of the examination) (no longer then 6 hours).

2) design a draft project of the public building (3 days for 6 hours).

3) paint a still-life in water-colour (2 days for 6 hours).

4) draw an elaborated image of the life model (still) and provide a series of quick sketches

from the moving model.

According to the report of the head of the doctoral school, Heinrich Ludvig, published
in the issue 1-2 (1934) of the Academy’s magazine “The Academy of Architecture”, the

127 |_udwig H. M., ‘Graduate Institute Entrance Exams,” The Academy of Architecture, 1-2, 1934, 67-
75. (In Russian: Jlrogeur I'. M., ‘Berynurenbabie Dx3aMenbl B MTHCTHTYT AcniupaHTypbl’, Akademus
Apxumexmypuot, 1-2, 1934, 67-75.).

128 |bid.
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examinations’ results turned out to be an unpleasant surprise for the examiners. First of all,
writes Ludvig, “the analysis of the provided works confirmed all the inadequacy of the
architectural education of the previous years and revealed the lack of mastery among the
majority of even the most gifted young architects, despite their experience on the construction
sites”.12® According to Ludvig, the first task — the idea of the Cheluskintsy monument —
revealed the lack of the associative thinking and architectural imagination — an ability to
understand and analyse the different forms of architectural representation in social and
historical context.’3® Most of the projects represented the objectless compositions of the
architectural fragments, which were suitable for any occasion, or the literary designs, which
told the story of “Cheluskin” in too many details — this can be attributed to the obvious
manifestations of the literary centricity of Soviet culture. First, according to the conclusions of
the commission which assessed the works of applicants, was the evidence of the “deadly
routine of the architectural design of some schools of architecture”3! and the second — of the
“amateurism”.132  Altogether, according to the report, commission evidenced a lack of
creativity, lack of cultural awareness and ingenuity of architectural design, the qualities “so
necessary for the young architects, which can only be obtained in the architectural school of
the highest level of culture”. Some of the weakest (see Figure 2 in the Appendix) and tolerable
(see Figure 3 and Figure 4; the last one also represents the idea of a too literal representation
of an architectural form) designs were also published alongside the report, so the readers could
evaluate the applicant’s level of proficiency by their own eyes. It is worth noticing that none

of the projects, published on the pages of “The Academy of Architecture” were called “good”.

At the second task the applicant should have designed a public building — a concert hall
for 1000 people (see Figure 5 and Figure 6 as the examples). According to Ludvig, this task
stressed the lack of architectural thinking and the absence the architectural idea behind the

presented designs even harder. Ludvig refers to the famous Marx’s quote about the difference

129 bid.

«[Ipexxne Bcero, aHamu3 MPEACTABICHHBIX PAa0OT JIMIIHUI pa3 MOATBEPAMSI BCE HECOBEPLICHCTBO
ApPXUTEKTYPHOT0 00pa30BaHus MPOLLUIBIX JIET U BBISIBUJI OTCYTCTBUE IOCTATOYHOTO MacTepCTBa JaXe Yy
OJIAPEHHBIX MOJIOJBIX APXUTEKTOPOB, HECMOTPSI HA UMEIOUIUICS Y HUX CTPOUTEIIBHBII OIBIT.

130 A definition given by Harvard professor of architectural theory K. Michel Hayes in his open course
“Architectural imagination”.

131 «MepTBsiias pyTHa apXUTEKTYPHOTO TIPOEKTUPOBAHUSD.

132 «JAunetaHTU3M».
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between the worst architect and a bee!3®, comparing the applicants to the later. In most of the
projects, says Ludvig, architecture is replaced with picturesque graphics of the landscape,
surrounding the absolutely unacceptable buildings. Ludvig supposes, that most of the
applicants work “in brigades” — the groups of architects, where just one person is truly
responsible for the project, and the others just help him or her with some lateral works and then
put their names under the projects. The applicants’ drawing and painting skills do not receive
that much attention, but the overall results of the enrolment campaign are, according to Ludvig,
unsatisfactory. Ludvig considered them as “an alarming reminder to all leaders of the
architectural education in the Soviet Union, that it requires a constant attention and concern
from the whole professional community”.*3 Ludvig reminds that the most active and foremost
youth took part in the competition and the procedure was highly selective, so the commission
could have expected the works of the much higher quality. He concludes that the whole system
of higher and vocational architectural education should be revised to assure its quality.
Moreover, he adds, “it is necessary to give an opportunity to all architects, despite their age

and social status, to finish their education and to master the architectural heritage”.1%

133 «But even the worst architect from the very beginning differs from the best bee — before building a
wax cell, an architect has already built it in his head. At the end of the labour process, a man obtains
the result that have already been in his mind before the beginning of the work process, that is, ideally.
Man does not only change the form of what is given by nature; in what is given by nature, he at the
same time performs his own conscious goal, which as a law determines the method and nature of his
actions and to which he must subordinate his will” (translated from Russian by author).

«Ho m camplii IIJI0XOM apXUTEKTOP OT HAWIyYIIEH I4Yesbl ¢ CAMOI0 Hadaja OTIMYAETCS TEM, 4TO,
HpEXJIE YEM CTPOUTH STUEHKY U3 BOCKA, OH Y Ke ITOCTPOUI €€ B CBOEH royiose. B KoHIIe pouecca Tpya
MOJTydaeTcsl pe3yibTaT, KOTOPBIH y)Ke B Hadajie 3TOTO Mpollecca MMEeIICs B TIPEJCTaBIICHIH YeI0BeKa,
T. €. uaeanbHo. YeloBEeK HE TOJIBKO M3MEHSET (OpPMy TOro, YTO AAHO NMPHUPOJOH; B TOM, YTO AAHO
MPUPOIOM, OH OCYILECTBJISIET BMECTE C TEM H CBOI CO3HATENBHYIO I€Nb, KOTOpas KaK 3aKOH
OIIpeIeIISIET CIIOCcO0 U XapaKTep ero AeHCTBUN U KOTOPOM OH AOJKEH MOTYHUHSATH CBOIO Bomoy. K. Marx
Capital, vol. I. - K. Marx, F. Engels Complete Works., Vol. 23, p. 189. (In Russia: Mapkc K. Kanura,
1. l. — Mapke K., Durensc ®@. Cou., 1. 23, ¢. 189.).

138 «C 2TOl TOYKM 3peHHs HIUIIOCTPUPYEMBIE HAMH PE3yJIbTaThl KOHKYPCHOTO MPOEKTHPOBAHHS
SIBJISFOTCS [...] TPEBOKHBIM HAITOMHHAHHEM BCEM PYKOBOJIMTENSIM apXHTEKTYPHOTO 00pa3oBaHHs B
Coroze, uto OHO TpeOyer K cebe IOCTOSHHOTO BHHMMaHHS M 3a00TBI BCeH apXUTEKTYPHOMH
OOILECTBEHHOCTH.

135 “KpOMe TOTO, HGO6XO,Z[I/IMO CHIC JaTh BO3MOKHOCTb BCEM apXUTCKTOpPAM, HE3ABUCHUMO OT BO3pacTa
n O6H_ICCTBGHHOFO HUX TOJIOKCHUA, JOYUYUTHCA U OCBOUTH KYJIbTYPHOC HACJICACTBO».
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First academic year in the All-Union Academy of Architecture

However, the selection process had been done, and students at both Institute of
Postgraduate Studies and Department of Architectural Improvement initiated their studies. The
actual distribution of time for the disciplines was as follows (see Table 6):

Table 6. Distribution of time among disciplines in 1934-35 academic year.

Discipline % of time
Architectural design 45,4
Analysis of architectural monuments 6,2
History of art and architecture 12,4
Drawing and aquarelle 13,2
Urban planning 3,1

Unfortunately, it is not clear, whether this percentage refers to the full-time or part-time
studies or represents the means for these forms. However, with certain reservation, we can
compare these numbers with the ones from the initial curriculum provided in the previous
paragraph (see
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Table 5 — Error! Reference source not found.). We can see that architectural design
took even more time than it was initially planned (45,4% versus 43,7% for the full-time
programme) and, on the contrary, art and architectural history all-together took a little less time,
than in the provided 1934 curriculum. Also, we can see a new discipline of direct relevance to
the subject of my interest — “Analysis of architectural monuments”. This course was taught in
the format of a research seminar in which graduate students studied in detail the monument
they chose, both from artistic and historical perspectives. As a result, each graduate student had
to make a scientific report and present it to his or her colleagues, teachers and employees of
the cabinet of history and theory of architecture. The best of these reports later was published
in the journal “The Academy of Architecture”. The idea of this seminar can be attributed to
Zholtovsky’s model of raising an architect described in the previous paragraph: the student
carefully studies a wonderful example of the heritage of the past under the supervision of the
master, who is responsible for the selection of the examples, and along the way gets acquainted
with the features of monument’s construction and some information about its place in history.
The reports of graduate students were based on more or less the same principle: the name of
the monument, the year of its construction, its detailed description with more attention to the
decorum than to the structure, some historical information — the main historical events of this
period, what was situated in this place earlier; the analysis of the monument itself — what
means of expression were used by the architect, and finally, why this monument is important
for developing socialist realism, based on the acquisition of the classical architectural
heritage.'3® Most of the students have never seen the analyzed monuments with their own eyes,

except, naturally, those that were located on the territory of the Soviet Union.

Naturally, the attention of the entire professional architectural community was riveted
to the first admission of students of the Academy. The journal “The Academy of Architecture”
continued to publish their studies — best students’ works on various disciplines were published
on the regular basis during the first couple of years. However, the reviews on these works were
not always positive. Thus, one of the issues of the summer of 1935 (at the end of the academic
year 1934-35) was devoted to the analysis of student projects, and the teachers who commented
on the projects allowed themselves rather critical remarks. The editorial article divides

students’ annual projects on architectural design on three groups:

136 See, for example, Mordvinov A. G., ‘Ivan the Great Bell Tower’, Academy of Architecture, 5, 1935,

32-36. (In Russian: Mopasunos A. I'., ‘Komnokonsrst UBana Benukoro’, Axademus Apxumexmyput, 5,
1935, 32-36.).

106



“In one group of design works, with serious positive achievements in the field of formal
craftsmanship, there is a gross disregard for the ideological quality of architecture, its socialist
content and image. [...] Graduate students were afraid to become bolder on the path of searches
and creative daring. The formal compositional techniques and principles of the classics are

mostly uncritically mastered by this part of graduate students.

Another group of design works shows, on the contrary, the quest path, a certain
freshness in the approach, in the idea, but an insufficient level of culture and skill nevertheless

significantly reduces their value.

Finally, in the third part of the work, the shortcomings of our former university studies,
which brought up the elements of gigantomania, scalelessness, and excessive decorativeness,

on the basis of paper, irrespective design, are especially pronounced”.*3’

These comments deserve a closer look. What were the reasons that the student’s work
could be assigned to a particular group? The first group was accused of thoughtless copying of
the classics, on the one hand, and fear and lack of initiative on the other. If we recall the context
in which they studied, it immediately becomes clear that both the authorities and the
professional community, on the one hand, supported a return to classical forms, and on the
other, they punished the creative search beyond the general line of socialist realism. In 1934,
Zholtovsky completed the construction of the House on Mokhovaya street in Moscow (see

Figure 7)1, in which he quoted the Loggia del Capitanio in Vicenza. This house caused a great

137 «“For the Avant-garde Place in Soviet Architecture”, Academy of Architecture, 5, 1935, 3-4. (In
Russia: ‘3a ABanrapmunoe Mecto B CoBeTckoit Apxurektype’, Akademus Apxumexmyput, 5, 1935, 3—
4.).

«B onHO#l Tpynme NMpoeKTHBIX PadoT, MPH CEPHE3HBIX IMOJOKHUTEIBHBIX IOCTHKEHUSIX B OOJACTH
(hopMabHOTO MacTepCTBa CKa3bIBaeTCs rpy00e HTHOPUPOBAHKUE UACHHOIO KaueCTBa apXUTEKTYPhI, ee
COLIMAJIMCTUYECKOTO CONEpKaHus M oOpasa. [...] AcnHpaHTHI HMOOOAINCH CTAaTh CMesiee Ha IYTh
HCKaHUH U TBOPUYCCKUX Jlep3aHHI>’I. CDOpMaJ’IBHBIe KOMITO3UIIMOHHBIC ITPUEMBI U IIPUHIUITBI KJTACCUKH B
OCHOBHOM HEKPHUTHYECKH OCBOEHBI 3TOH YaCThIO ACTTUPAHTOB.

Hpyrasi rpymnma npoekTHBIX paboT MOKa3bIBAaeT, HA00OPOT, MyTh MCKAHWM, W3BECTHYIO CBEXECTh B
MIOAXOJIE, B UJIE€, HO HEOCTATOYHBIN YPOBEHD KyJIbTYpPhl H MACTEPCTBA BCE K€ 3HAUUTEIBHO CHHYKAET
WX LIEHHOCTb.

Haxowner B TpeTbeil yact paboT 0COOCHHO SIPKO CKa3bIBAIOTCS HEJOYETHI HAIIICH MPEeKHEH BYy30BCKOM
yueObl, BOCHUTaBIIeH Ha ©0aze OyMa)KHOTO, OE30THOCHUTEIBHOTO MPOSKTHPOBAHUS AJIEMEHTHI
THTAaHTOMaHHH, 0€3MAaCIITA0HOCTH, U3ITHIITHEH TEKOPATUBHOCTH.»

138 nitially, this house was constructed as a residential building for the personnel of Mossovet —
Moscow city authorities, but no one ever lived there. Shortly after the completion of the construction
Mossovet gave this building to the USA Embassy, and in 1953, when Americans received a larger
building on Sadovoe Circle, the building was given to “Inturist” — a company responsible for the
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resonance, in the press they called it “a nail in the coffin of constructivism”, and for Zholtovsky
it became one of the key moments in his career. The beginning of the thirties is also the time
of the competition for the Palace of Soviets (see Figure 11, Figure 12 and Figure 13). It took
place in three stages, and at each one the advantage was given to neoclassical projects. Young

architects saw very well what the authorities preferred, and naturally strove to copy it.

On the other hand, the memory of the critical campaigns of the late 1920s — the very
beginning of the 1930s was still strong: VOPRA’s'® speeches against avant-garde groups,
persecution of lvan Leonidov4° — the recollections of this clearly did not contribute to free
creative search. Here one can also recall the story of Ariadna Arendt (see page 24), from whom
teachers demanded a creative search, but did not give any clues in which direction she should
move. Students of the late 1920s, including those who later in 1934 came to the Academy as
post-grade students, had to invent a new artistic method, but in fact, the requirements that
teachers set for them could be described by the Russian proverb “go there — I don’t know where,
bring that - 1 don’t know what.” To repeat neoclassical studies after the senior masters seems

the most secure and logical way out of this situation.

The same applies to allegations of gigantomania: graduate students of the early 1930s
live in the context of competitions for the Palace of Soviets and for the People’s Commissariat
of Industry (see Figure 14, Figure 15 and Figure 16). These are projects in which a person’s
place changes dramatically, Vitruvian proportionality was no longer a key design principle.
Moreover, architects of the most varied professional beliefs came forward with similar, in terms
of scale, projects in these competitions — the neoclassic Zholtovsky, the socialist realist
Alabyan, the constructivists Vesnin brothers. Graduate students received a clear signal — this

is exactly how they need to design now, and | think they were very perplexed when their

international tourism in USSR. In early 2000-s building the building has undergone a major
reconstruction and now it is an office for a large corporation.

139 \VOPRA (Vsesoyuznoe Obschestvo Proletarskikh Arkhitektorov) — “The All-Soviet Community of
Proletarian Architects” — an organization established in 1929, which declared the creation of the true
proletarian architecture. Contrasted itself with constructivists and functionalists. The board of VOPRA
included Karo Alabyan, Mikhail Kryukov, Anatoly Mordvinov Ivan Matsa - people who latter occupied
the highest posts in the architectural hierarchy of 1930-s.

149 An architect. Ivan Leonidov belonged to the constructivists and was one of the students of Alexander
Vesnin. In 1929-1930 his works were brutally criticized in the professional press, and his attempts to
follow the pinciples of constructivism were called “leonidovschina” and marked as something
inappropriate for the Soviet architecture. After this episode Leonidov lost his job as an editor of the
magazine “The modern architecture” and had to leave Moscow for some time. After his return, hi
worked in Mossovet workshops with Moisey Ginzburg.
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projects were criticized for what they thought was the best answer to the challenges. Alexandra
Selivanova, who studied Soviet architecture of 1930s both from the political and aesthetic
perspectives, in her thesis'** comes to the conclusion that 1930s architectural heritage is a
complex combination of Western European art deco tendencies with its “human dimension”, a
search of the universal tradition and international aspiration to create monumental, superheavy
buildings (and here she refers to the Borsi’s concept of monumental order4?) and even the
development of the avant-garde ideas with the intention to make the abstract forms more
specific on the one hand, and vague directions from the authorities that were intended to add
ideology to the architectural image, on the other. Selivanova writes, that final establishment of
social realism in architecture happened only in 1937, on the 1%t Congress of the Union of the
Soviet Architects, and before that “postconstructivism’ as she names the architecture of 1930s
(after Khan-Magomedov) allowed some field for discussions. However, for the younger
students, the accusations in formalism — very popular argument in these discussions — could be
fatal for their careers. Thus, the search for the safest paths in the profession, even contradicting
their own ideas about what architecture is and should be, became for young architects a strategy
for professional survival. If more experienced senior colleagues still had the opportunity to
realize their professional beliefs in projects of the first half of the 1930s, then this path was

already closed for graduate students of the Academy.

Some examples of students’ projects are presented in the Appendix. Ludvig’s report on
the results of the first year of work states: “It was decided to evaluate on the following grounds:
whether the graduate student has found an architectural image corresponding to a given topic,
or not; whether there is any idea behind the project; whether the project is sufficiently
expressive in architectural terms and whether it is competent in terms of function and
construction”.1*® At the end of the first year, students presented two projects in the class of
architectural design: a monument to the heroes of the Revolution on Krasnaya Presnya and the

new building of the Northern River Station in Moscow.

141 Selivanova A. N. “Creative Searches in Theory and Practice of Soviet Architecture in the 1930s”.

142 £ Borsi, The Monumental Era: European Architecture and Design 1929-1939. (London: Lund
Humphries, 1987).

143 Results of the First Academic Year, Academy of Architecture, 5, 1935, 5-26. (In Russian:
‘Pesynbratsl [TepBoro Yuebnoro I'oma’, Axademus Apxumexmypot, 5, 1935, 5-26.).

«Pemeno OBUTO TIPOM3BECTH OIEHKY II0 CIEAYIOIIAM MpH3HAKAM: pEImeH JH AacHPaHTOM
ApPXUTEKTYPHBIN 00pa3, COOTBETCTBYIOIIUI 3aJaHHOW TEME, WITH HET; MOJI0’KEHA JIM B OCHOBY NPOEKTa
Kakas-HUOYIb UJes; IOCTATOYHO JIM BHIPA3UTENICH MIPOSKT B apXUTEKTYPHOM OTHOIICHUH U TPaMOTEH
JI1 OH B ()yHKIIMOHAIIEHOM U KOHCTPYKTHBHOM OTHOIICHHSIXY.
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The published examples!# — not the best and not the worst ones — represent the typical
works of the first-year students of the Academy of Architecture. Each project was provided
with commentary by teachers who noted its strengths and weaknesses. The comments were
similar: “the author could not find the image of the revolutionary monument”; “the idea of a
river station in the project is not sufficiently expressed”; “formalistic approach to solving the
problem”; “there is no unity of scale and interpretation”; “the project contains elements of
eclecticism”. Of the positive features, commentators noted “a good elaboration of architectural
details”; “graphic skill and clarity”; “technical skill and ability to assemble.”**® Indeed, if you
look at the projects presented in the drawings (see Figure 17, Figure 18, Figure 19 and Figure
20), it seems that the monuments to the Revolution are not much different from the River
Stations, and together they remind the projects of the Palace of Soviets or the People’s
Commissariat (see, for example, Figure 12 and Figure 14). These are giant, disproportionately
large buildings made in generalized classical forms. Sometimes one may notice references to
specific monuments, but most often students used “classics in general”, to which sculptural and

pictorial details were added to provide a “synthesis of arts”.

The publication of student work in the professional press has not become common
practice for the Academy. This honour was awarded only to students of the first year of the
Academy (1934-35). This can be considered one of the signs of a special attitude towards these
students and special attention to their achievements — both from the professional community

and from the Communist Party (as | will show later).

A special attitude to the first students of the Academy was also expressed in the fact
that in the autumn of 1935 a group of graduate students went to Italy to study classical
monuments and collect materials for their dissertations. It was the only such trip in the entire
first decade of the Academy. In October 1935, Rome hosted the International Congress of
Architects, organized by CPIA (Comité Permanent International d’Architectes), and the
delegation of the Union of Soviet Architects received from CPIA almost a hundred invitations.
However, the delegation set to Rome by the Union consisted only of seven people: general
secretary of the Union Karo Alabyan, the member of the Academy of Architecture and the
author of Lenin’s Mausoleum Alexey Schusev, architects Viktor Vesnin, Sergey Chernyshev
and Nikolay Kolly, Academy’s rector Mikhail Krykov and the art historian David Arkin (and,

144 1bid.
145 1bid.
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as | have mentioned above, some of the Union members could have been funded from the
Academy, what is reflected in the accounting report'“6). The Soviet delegation brought with
them an exposition of photographs of finished buildings and projects (a house on Mokhovaya
by lIvan Zholtovsky, a Mossovet hotel by Alexei Shchusev, a development project for
Kotelnicheskaya Naberezhnaya in Moscow by David Fridman and others), as well as the first
volumes of the new series “Classics of Theory of Architecture”, which produced commentary
translations of major Renaissance authors. Various political aspects of the work of the Soviet
delegation at the Congress are described in detail in an article by Anna Vyazemtseva,*’ so |
will not dwell on this subject in detail. For my story, it is interesting that after the Congress a
delegation of graduate students from the Academy of Architecture came to Italy and spent four
months examining the monuments of Rome, Florence, Venice, Vicenza and Pompeii and after
that visited also France and Greece (and probably some other countries, but I could not find
information about a specific route). From the Alabyan’s letter to Kaganovich, we learn that
during this trip Alabyan once again raised the question of organizing a branch of the Academy
of Architecture in Italy, but this time also unsuccessfully. The previous attempt was made by
Ivan Zholtovsky in 1922. After completing the Agricultural Exhibition project in Moscow,
Zholtovsky went to a three-years trip to Italy. Before the departure, in 1922, Zholtovsky
proposed to the All-Russia Central Executive Committee to create an Institute for the Russian
Art in Italy and to buy for this purpose Palladio’s Villa La Rotonda in Vicenza, which was on
sell during those days.}*® The resent research shows that Zholtovsky probably wanted to
become a head of this institute and to work on the Soviet state on the safe distance. But
Zholtovsky’s plan never came to life, he returned to Moscow in 1926, though the question of
establishing an institution which would represent culture and ideology of the USSR in Italy,

was repeatedly raising. Only in 1946 the Russia — Italy Association was settled in Rome.

It is very likely that only part-time students of the Department of Architectural

Improvement took part in this trip (only this Department is mentioned in the accounting

146 < Accounting Report 1936.’

147 \Vyazemtseva A. G. “Rome the first - Rome the Third: the Soviet delegation at the XIII International
Congress of Architects, 1935.” Russia — Italy: ethical and cultural values in history. 2011. (In Russian:
BszemneBa A. I'. “Pum mepmwiif-Pum Tpetwmii: coerckas nmenerarms Ha Xl Mexaynapomaom
KOHTpecce apXuTeKTOpoB, 1935.” Poccus—Hmanus: smuxo-xynomyphule yewnocmu ¢ ucmopuu. 2011.).

148 pechenkin 1. E. and Shurygina O. S. Architect Ivan Zholtovsky, Episodes From An Unwritten
Biography, (Moscow, 2017). 157 p. (In Russian: ITeuenkun W. E. lypeiruna O. C., ‘Apxutektop MBan
XKonrosckuii. Inuzonst M3 Henanucannoit buorpadun’ (Mocksa, 2017). 157 ¢.).
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documents related to the trip).1*® Since the main contingent of graduate students of the
Department was working people who already had their own architectural practice and
reputation in the professional community, this trip can be regarded not only as educational
(acquaintance with the monuments of world architecture and collecting material for
dissertations), but also as a form of encouragement. At one of the meetings of the Committee
on Arts of the Council of People’s Commissars of the USSR, Kryukov said about the post-
graduate students of the Department: “Some specificity of the Department of Architectural
Improvement is that the post-graduate students work almost without exception on responsible
positions, they value their time and, of course, demand to the Academy — to give maximum

knowledge in the shortest possible time.”1%

This post-graduate trip abroad has remained a unique case in the practice of the
Academy of Architecture. From 1936 onwards, the Academy’s accountants regularly report
that there were no foreign trips in the reporting year: “The Academy did not take part in foreign
congresses or meetings in the reporting year (in 1935, the Rector of the Academy took part in
the architectural congress in Rome; at the same time, graduate students from the Department
of Architectural Improvement were on a trip abroad in Italy, France, Greece and other
countries). There were no other business trips during the reporting year. Foreign experts did
not directly participate in the work of the Academy of Architecture, but in some cases, the
foreign scholars and masters of architecture visited the Academy, and the Academy organized
discussions with foreign guests to exchange experiences and impressions in the field of Soviet

and foreign architecture.”*%!

149 < Accounting Report 1936.°

150 Transcript of the Meeting of the Committee on Arts at the Council of People’s Commissars of the
USSR’, 1937, RGAE. F. 293. Inv. 1. File 5. P. 4. (In Russian: ‘Crenorpamma 3acemanus Komurera ITo
Henam Uckyccts [Ipu CHK CCCP’, 1937, PTAD. @. 293. Om. 1 Ex.xp. 5. JI. 4.).

«Hexoropas criettnpuanocts @AY emi€ 3akimodaeTcs B TOM, 9TO aCITUPAHTHI pPabOTAIOT MOYTH Bece 0e3
UCKIJIIOYEHHS Ha OTBETCTBEHHBIX JIOJDKHOCTSIX, OYEHBb JOPOXKAT CBOMM BPEMEHEM H, €CTECTBEHHO,
NPEABSBISIOT TpeOOBaHNE K AKaJIEMUU — JaTh B MUHHMAJIBHBIA CPOK MAaKCUMYM 3HAHUIL.»

181 < Accounting Report 1936.°

«YyacTusl B 3aTpaHMUYHBIX KOHIpeccaX, che3[aX WJIN COBELIAHHUAX AKaJeMHUs B OTYETHOM TroJy HE
npunumMana (B 1935 rogy Pekrop AkagemMun npuHUMAI y4acTHE B apXUTEKTYpPHOM KOHTpecce B Pume;
Toraa ke actupantbl @AY ObUIM B 3arpaHu4HOM noe3 ke B Utanuu, @paniuu, 'petiuu u 1p. cTpaHax).
He umenu mecTa B TedyeHHe OTYETHOTO rojia M Ipyrue 3arpaHuyHble KOMaHIUPOBKU. MIHOCTpaHHBIE
CHEIMAUCTHI HEMTOCPEACTBEHHOTO yyacTusa B paboTe AkageMun APXUTEKTYPHl HE IPUHUMAIH, HO B
OTIENBHBIX CIydasx AKaJeMHIO TIOCeNIald WHOCTPaHHBIE HaydHble pa0OTHHKH W MacTepa
ApPXUTEKTYpHI, MPUIEM AKageMuedl ObLTM OpPraHU30BaHBI Oecelbl ¢ MHOCTPAHHBIMH TOCTSAMHU ISt
0o0MEHa BIEYATICHUSMH U ONBITOM B 00JIaCTH apXUTEKTYpPhl COBETCKON M 3apyOeKHOM.»
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Studying process in the Academy in 1936 — 1940

In the following years the quality of admission works did not change dramatically —
some examples of students’ work of that period remained of the same quality. The number of
students, however, decreased: in 1934, as we have seen above, there were more than 150
applicants and almost 100 was admitted to the examination, in 1936 there were only 63
applicants and 37 of them took part in the examinations. The dynamics of the number of
graduate students at the Academy for 1934-1940 is given in the previous paragraph. Since
1936, the Academy has become a constant object of criticism, both from the professional
community and from the authorities. The main complaint against the Academy, as I said in the
previous paragraph, was the inability to attract the best teachers. Thus, in the already mentioned
accounting report of the Academy for 1936 (which, in fact, contains much more than just items

of financing costs allocated to the Academy), it says:

“The Academy of Architecture (...) did not have the opportunity to attract the main staff
of scientific workers and leaders among the most qualified masters of architecture. The reasons

for this are:

1. The maximum workload of the masters of this rank, whose work does not allow
them to constantly devote necessary time to manage a particular part of the
Academy’s work.

2. The Academy lacks the material and financial opportunities to attract the most
valuable architectural masters, from a scientific point of view, and as a result the
Academy cannot guarantee them the material conditions that they have outside
the Academy.

3. The general lack of staff of highly qualified scientific workers in the field of

architecture.

As a result, having limited material and financial capabilities, the Academy of
Architecture is forced to carry out its work with the help of scientific personnel, consisting
mostly of young workers of medium experience, with some exceptions. Undoubtedly, this
situation cannot but affect the breadth of the scientific work, its quality, scientific significance

and its pace.

Researchers registered in academic degrees and degrees at the Academy have the

following:

1. Members of the Academy — 1
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2. Doctor of Architecture — 4
3. Professors — 12

4. Associate professors — 6

5

Assistants — 17152

However, the financial situation of the Academy can hardly be called disastrous: in
another archival document, a transcript of a meeting of the Committee on Arts at the Council
of People’s Commissars of the USSR on the state of affairs at the Academy of Architecture, a
professor at the Moscow Architecture Institute Kuznetsov compares the size of scholarships at
the Institute and at the Academy: 150 rubles per month against 400.1%3 All higher educational
institutions of the Soviet Union in the 1930s lacked funding, but it seems that the Academy of
Architecture in this sense was in a privileged position with respect to most of them.

132 |bid.
<<AKa,Z[6MI/II/I ApXI/ITeKTprI () HC NOpCACTAaBHUIIOCH BO3MOXHOCTU OpPraHU30BaATb OCHOBHOH Kaap
HayYHBbIX pa6OTHI/IKOB — pYKOBOI[I/ITCJ'Ief/i W3 yuciaa Hanbojee KBaHI/I(l)I/I]_[I/IpOBaHHLIX MacTepoOB

APXUTCKTYPHI. HpI/IqI/IHaMI/I JJIA 3TOI'O ABJIAIOTCS:

1. mpenenbHast 3arpy3ka MacTepOB 3TOr'0 paHKa paboTaMu, HE ITO3BOJISIONUMHI UM MTOCTOSHHO
yACTSATh CBOE BpeMsi, HEOOXOAUMOE Il PYKOBOJICTBA TEM WJIM HHBIM y4aCTKOM pabOThl AKaJeMuHu.

2. OTCyTCTBHE Y AKaJeMHN MaTepHATbHBIX M (PMHAHCOBBIX BO3MOXKHOCTEH ISl IPHBIICUCHUS
K cBoell pabore Hambosee EeHHBIX, C HAYYHOH TOYKH 3PEHHS, MACTEPOB apXHUTEKTYpHI, BCIEACTBHE
4ero AKaJIeMHUsi HE MOXET TapaHTHPOBaTh WM T€ MaTepUabHBIE YCIOBHS, KOTOPbIE OHH HMEIOT
MOMHUMO AKaJeMHUN

3. HEIOCTaTOYHOCTh BOOOIIE KagpOB HAYYHBIX PAOOTHUKOB BBICOKOW KBalIM(UKALMKA B
00JIACTH apXUTEKTYPBHI.

B pesynbrare, uMesi OrpaHMYCHHBIE MaTepUalbHble M (UHAHCOBBIE BO3MOXKHOCTH, AKaJeMHUs
ApPXUTEKTYpBl BBIHYXJICHA MPOBOAUTH CBOIO Pa0OTy IpU MOMOIIM HAayYHBIX KaJPOB, COCTOSIINX
OOJIBIIEIO YAaCThIO U3 MOJOABIX PAaOOTHUKOB CPEIHErO, 3a OTACJIbHBIMU HCKIIIOYEHUSIMH, MaclTada.
HecoMHeHHO, 4TO 3TO MOJIOKEHHE HE MOXKET HE OTPa)kaThbCs Ha IIMPOTE OXBaTa Hay4HOH paboThl, HA
€€ Ka4ecTBe, HAy4YHOU 3HAaYMMOCTH U Ha €€ TeMIax.

Hayunsle paGoTHHKH, OQOPMIIEHHBIE B YUEHBIX 3BAHMAX U YUYECHBIX CTEIEHSAX, B COCTaBe AKaIeMUH
HUMEIOTCS CIIEAYIOIIUE:

Axanemuku — 1
Hokropa — 4
IIpodeccopa — 12
JoneHTsl — 6
AccucteHTsl — 1»

183 “Transcript of the Meeting of the Committee on Arts at the Council of People’s Commissars of the
USSR.’
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The more important problem of the Academy in the mid-1930s was the engaging of
research and teaching personnel. In the paragraph on the debate on architectural education, I
already wrote that the leaders of architectural schools from all over the country from year to
year repeated the refrain that good masters did not want to teach, and those who worked with
students often simply could not find themselves in architectural practice. We find the same
rhetoric in the internal documents of the Academy — in 19364, in 1937%, when Kryukov was
Academy’s head, and later, after his arrest in, 1939.%¢ From the memoirs by Sergey Kozhin
cited above, we know that Zholtovsky, at that time already an absolutely recognized leader of
Soviet architecture, refused to formally participate in the life of the Academy, although his
pupils (Kozhin, Goltz and Parusnikov) worked at the department of architectural design.
Nevertheless, at a meeting of the Committee on Arts on January 7, 1937, Kryukov reports that
of the 420 hours planned for the classes of architectural design in the 1935/36 academic year,
only 260 hours were actually held, and the classes began only in February, in the second
semester. The reason for that was the lack of teaching personnel.'>” Comparing these numbers
with time spent on architectural design in the 1934-35 academic year (see Table 6), we can
conclude that the Academy was not able to stay at the level that it set for itself in the first year

of work.

At the same meeting, there was another talk about the organization of the educational
process: the idea of organizing architectural workshops came up again, based on the examples
of Imperial Academy of Arts and VKhUTEMAS. Alabyan suggested the idea of returning to
the workshop system, but it did not evoke unambiguous approval from the Academy teachers.
Thus, Kozhin, the vice-head of the department of architectural design, appealed to the fact that
this idea failed in the time of VKhUTEMAS, arguing that criticism of postgraduate works
automatically began to mean criticism of the master, the head of the workshop, and this made
objective evaluation and constructive feedback almost impossible. Kryukov, not protesting

against the idea itself, said that in three-, and even more so in two years-programme, it would

154 < Accounting Report 1936°

155 “Transcript of the Meeting of the Committee on Arts at the Council of People’s Commissars of the
USSR.’

1% Transcript of the meeting of scientists of the Academy of Architecture dated June 28, 1939.

157 Transcript of the Meeting of the Commission for the Development of the Final Edition of the
Resolution of the Committee for Art Affairs on the Work of the Academy of Architecture , 1937,
RGAE. F. 293. Inv. 1. File 6. P. 5. (In Russian: ‘Crenorpamma 3acenanns Komuccun ITo BeipaGoTke
OxonuarenpHoil Pemakmmu [locranoBnenuss Komutera Ilo Jlemam MckycctB o Pabore Axamemun
Apxurextypst’, 1937, PTAD. ®. 293. On. 1. Ex.xp. 6. JI. 5.).
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be difficult for graduate students to make a meaningful choice of a workshop, adapt in it and
complete a dissertation project. Kryukov was worried, first of all, about graduate students from
other parts of Soviet Union who were not familiar with the Moscow architectural school.*8
Interestingly, the chairman of this meeting, Tolmachev, an employee of the Committee for the
Arts (that is, a person representing the interests of the Communist Party) sharply objects to
comparing the Academy of Architecture with the Imperial Academy of Arts. For the
professional community, the old Academy remained a role model, but the party that built the
new vuz system to ensure the mass production of qualified personnel did not need to reproduce

the pre-revolutionary model of education.

The result of this meeting of the Committee on Culture of the Council of People’s
Commissars was a decision on the state of affairs at the Academy. It stated that “the Committee
notes that the Academy of Architecture has not taken its place on the architectural front for 2.5

years as a leading research institution.

The unsatisfactory state of studies at the Institute of Graduate Studies and Department
of Architectural Improvement, expressed in the fact that the Academy was unable to
concentrate on the leading disciplines - architectural design, construction disciplines and the
history of architecture, in particular, the Academy was not able to consolidate the main leading
core in these disciplines.”*>® At another meeting of the Committee on Culture, which also took
place in 1937, chairman and a head of the Committee Platon Kerzhentsev was very dissatisfied
with the quality of the work of graduate students who were to make up the first graduation of
the Academy: “Then, with regard to training personnel. Of course, this is the main task of the
Academy of Architecture. And it turned out that there wasn’t even a proper training plan, there

were no curricula, no programs, no work on textbooks, and it turns out now that there really

158 |bid.

159 ‘Resolution on the State of Affairs in the All-Union Academy of Architecture Based on the Results
of the Meeting on January 7, 1937°, 1937, RGAE. F. 293. Inv. 1. File 6. P. 50-51. (In Russian:
‘[ToctanoBnenue Ilo Ilonoxenuro Jen Bo Beecoroznoit Akanemun Apxutektypsl Ilo Pesynasratam
Cogemtanus 7 SuBaps 1937 Toma’, 1937, PTAD. @. 293. On. 1. Ex.xp. 6. JI. 50-51.

«KoMureT KOHCTAaTHpYET, YTO akaeMus ApXUTEKTYpHI B TeUEHHUE 2,5 JIET HE 3aHsJIa CBOEro MecTa Ha
apXUTEKTYPHOM (POHTE, KaK PyKOBOJAIEE HAYYHO-UCCIIEIOBATEIbCKOE YUPEKICHHE.

HeynosnerBoputenbHoe cocTosiHue Y4€0bI B HCTHTYTE AciupanTyphl 1 @AY, BhIpa3uBIIeecs B TOM,
4TO AKaJeMHus HE CyMella CKOHLIEHTPHPOBAaTh OCHOBHOTO BHMMAHHUS Ha BEAYINUX TUCLUILUIMHAX —
ApPXUTEKTYPHOM NPOCKTHUPOBAHWH, CTPOMUTENBHBIX IUCIUILUIMHAX W HCTOPUU ApXHUTEKTYpHl, B
YaCTHOCTH, AKaJeMHs HE CyMella 3aKpelnuTh 3a COOOH OCHOBHOTO PYKOBOAALIETO A1pa MO 3THUM
JUCIIUITITMHAM.
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hasn’t been our release yet, there will be a release in the coming year, and it is not known how
it will come out. The first graduation, it consists of 25 people, and what is the quality of this
graduation... Everyone has a certain doubt that this is not the material that is needed, that these
people are not the masters who were supposed to be here.”*6° Of course, Kerzhentsev is
disingenuous: by that time, syllabi and curricula existed and were published — I analyzed them
in detail above. Work on writing textbooks was also in full swing. In the next section, | will
talk about the great translation project of the major Renaissance text in detail. At the same time,
since 1937, the entire Workshop on the History and Theory of Architecture was busy preparing

a multi-volume textbook “The World History of Architecture”.

kKX k X%k

In this section, I described various aspects of the educational process at the All-Union
Academy of Architecture. Great expectations were placed on the Academy, both by the
professional community and by the communist authorities. It was supposed to become as soon
as possible the leading centre for the training of architects and set the quality standards for
other architectural schools in the country. The Academy began to work quite quickly: a decree
on its creation was issued in October 1933, and already at the beginning of 1934 its scientific
and educational units began to work. Its rector, Mikhail Kryukov, had an important task — to
attract the best staff to teaching and quickly establish the work process, both teaching and
research. This section of my work was devoted to how studies at the Academy of Architecture

went on throughout the 1930s; and in the next section | will dwell on its scientific activities.

Initially, the Academy counted on two groups of graduate students: those who can
devote three full years to study (the Institute of Postgraduate Studies was opened for them),
and those who, due to their main job, can only afford a two-year part-time course (The
Department of Architectural Improvement). However, the curricula for these groups of students

were quite similar: most of the time was devoted to architectural design, and of the theoretical

180 “Transcript of the Meeting of the Committee on Arts at the Council of People’s Commissars of the
USSR.’

«3aTreM — OTHOCUTEJIBHO MOJArOTOBKU KaJpoB. KoHeuHO 3TO sBIsETCS OCHOBHOM 3amaueil AkaneMuu
ApPXUTEKTYpBI. A YTO MOJyYHUIIOCh — YTO JJaXKe He ObUIO MPaBUIBHOIO TUIAHA TIOJrOTOBKH KaJIPOB, HE
ObUIO y4eOHBIX IUIAHOB, MpPOrpamMM, PadOThl HaJ Y4eOHMKAMU HET, W IOJIydaeTcsl ceidac, 4To
JIEHCTBUTEIHLHO HAIIIETO BBITyCKa emié He ObLI0. byeT BEITTyCK B OmkaiiiieM roxy 1 HEU3BECTHO, Kak
ATO BBIAIET. AKameMust ApXUTEKTYPHI BRITYCKAET IEPBBIN BITYCK, OHA BEITYCKACT B CBET 25 YEIIOBEK,
a KaKoe KauecTBO 3TOrO BBIIYCKA. ..

V Bcex 3apOKAACTCA U3BECTHOC COMHCHUC, YTO 3TO HC TOT MaTCpUaJl, KOTOpLIfI HYXCH, 4TO 3TH JIOAN
HC ABJIIFOTCA TEMU MACTCPAMU, KaKUC TYT NPCANOJIaralioCb UMETb».

117



subjects, the first place in importance was given to the history of architecture and the history
of art. Student projects quickly became a matter of concern, both for teachers and the
professional community as a whole. They were criticized more than supported, accused of lack
of a creative idea, excessive literacy, gigantomania and so on. However, an analysis of these
works clearly shows that they are a reflection of the deeper processes that were taking place in
Soviet architecture at that time. Students simply tried to choose the safest way, which in many

respects denied the possibility of creative expression.

The importance of teaching the history of art and architecture was determined by the
general context of the emergence of socialist realism, which in architecture was directly related
to the “absorption of the classical heritage” — the selection and study of monuments that could
become the basis of a new style. An analysis of the program on the history of architecture
shows that the Academy’s teachers, led by David Arkin, tried to combine the approach typical
of architectural schools (monuments are studied as a set of examples and examples for
subsequent practice, arranged in a chronological order), and the problematization and study of
the context typical for historians. The problems selected for the course also reflect the context
in which the architectural profession existed in the 1930s: the importance of classics for
building socialist realism, the relationship of architecture, sculpture and painting, the so-called
“synthesis of arts” - all these are topics that were simultaneously discussed as in the classes of
the Academy, and on the pages of the professional press. None of these topics gave room for

discussion and the formation of the postgraduate’s own professional position.

The Communist Party, which set the task of Soviet higher education to quickly prepare
professional staff, quickly began to criticize the Academy for not coping with it. Indeed, the
problems with attracting the best architects to the educational process began almost from the
very beginning: from the documents cited above it is clear that the lack of teachers has been
the main problem of the Academy since at least 1936. By the beginning of the 1940s, the
Academy still did not succeed in finding a solution. The Academy failed to resolve the
contradiction between the paths of professional development adopted by the community of
architects and the requirements of the Soviet educational system. In the previous paragraph |
described this contradiction: on the one hand, the architects themselves considered it crucial to
train young colleagues through interaction with the masters, and on the other hand, this

approach required time and freedom that the system did not give them.
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Higher architectural education in Moscow and Leningrad

The Moscow Institute of Architecture in 1930s

1930s for Moscow Institute of Architecture were a difficult period. From 1930 to 1933
it changed two names®! and four rectors'®?. Dmity Shvidkovsky, the current rector of the
Moscow Insitute of Architecture in his article dedicated to the teaching architectural history in
Russia, mentions, that in 1934 “the responsibility of creating a policy of construction and
architecture was assigned to the newly established Academy of Architecture of the USSR,
which founded a special institution to pursue research on the history of world architecture and
the building traditions of the different peoples of the. Soviet Union. The Moscow Architectural
Institute was ordered to prepare a national curriculum, and a Department of History of
Architecture and Town Planning was established. Its professors were the same scholars, who
conducted research at the Academy of Architecture”.1 Thus, we can see that the task of the
creation of the unified curriculum was shared between two capital institutions and was
performed by the same people. The idea of the united teaching board that would have been
superior over all educational institutions in the country, that was included to the draft of the
decree “On architectural education”, was brought to life, despite the fact that this item was not

included to the published version of the decree.

The constant changes in the Moscow Institute of Architecture was accompanied with
the difficulties in establishment of the educational process. In the archive of the Union of the
Soviet Architects a bunch of documents describing the problems in the Institute is stored. Thus,
1932 protocol of the meeting of the Union’s board states: “Resolved: to raise a question to the
related organization about the absolutely intolerable state, in which higher architectural

education in general and the Moscow Institute of Architecture and Construction

161 1n 1930 VKhUTEMAS/VKhUTEIN architectural department was merged with the department of
the engineering and construction of Moscow Higher Technical University under the name of Moscow
Institute of Architecture and Construction. Later, in 1933 the name was changed to the Moscow Institute
of Architecture.

162 08-09.1930 — Victor Toot,
09.1930-06.1931 — Konstantin Mironov,
06.1931-05.1933 — Yakov Borovkov,
05.1933-12.1936 — Mikhail Serezhenkin

183 Dmitry Shvidkovsky and Ekaterina Chorban, ‘Russian Traditions in Teaching the History of
Architecture’, The Journal of the Society of Architectural Historians, 62.1 (2003), 110-120.
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(“Arkhitekturno-Konstructorsky Institut”, AKI) is placed. Incredibly low quality of teaching
of all artistic disciplines in AKI leads to the situation where young workers that graduate the
Institute are, in general, absolutely unprepared to the architectural work. It is necessary to
perform a series of actions urgently, which would fundamentally change a state of affairs in
AK|>.164

The story repeats in 1935-1936. Karo Alabyan, a vice-president of the Union of the
Soviet Architect, became a leader of the campaign against the Moscow Institute of Architecture
and its then-rector Mikhail Serezhenkin. During those years Alabyan writes several letters and
internal memorandums to the Communist Party authorities, in which he blames the Institute’s
staff and Serezhenkin personally in ruining the educational process. Here are several

extractions from these letters and memos:

“During its existence the Institute not only did not created its artistic face, but also did
not become aware of the principal line in the system of training the architectural staff. [...]
With few exceptions, the students’ works are lacking the most important thing: constructive

literacy and mature artistic idea.”16°

“The main thing is that the leadership of the Architectural Institute did not cope with
the assigned tasks. The teaching staff is the most diverse mass in terms of creative movements

and qualifications. Among the teachers there are many, who have not found a place in practical

164 Record of the Meeting of the VKP(b) Board of the Union of Soviet Architects. RGALL. F. 674. Inv.
2. File 20. P. 50 (In Russian: ‘IIporoxon 3acenanus @paxiun BKI1/6/ Ipasienns Coro3a CoBeTCKUX
Apxutekropos’, 1932, PTAJIU. @. 674. On. 2. Ex. xp. 20. JIuct 50.).

«IlocTaHOBMIM: TOCTaBUTH BOIPOC MEPE] COOTBETCTBYIOUIMMH OPraHU3alUsMH O COBEPLIEHHO
HEJIOMyCTUMOM IIOJIOKEHHH, B KaKOM HAaXOJIUTCS B HAcTOsIIEe BpeMs BBICILIEE apXUTEKTYpPHOE
oOpa3zoBaHMe, B 4acTHOCTH, Bwicmmii ApxurekrypHo-KoHcTpykropckuii UHctuTyT. UpesBbruaitHo
HU3KOE KauecTBO BCEH IMOCTAHOBKH OOyUeHHS XYAO0KECTBEHHBIM aucuuiimHam B AKU npuBonsT k
TOMY, YTO MOJIOJble PAaOOTHUKH, BBHITyCKAa€Mble BY30M, OKa3bIBAIOTCSA, KaK IPABUIIO, COBEPIIEHHO
HEMOATOTOBIIEHHBIMH K apXHUTEKTYpPHOM JAeATelnbHOCTH. HeoOXomumMo CpoYHO TPOBECTH P
MEpOTPUATHH, KOPCHHBIM 00pa30M U3MEHSIIOIINX MTOCTAaHOBKY Aeia B AK»

185 Alabyan’s letter to the Executive Secretary of the Comintern Regional Committee of the VKP(b)
Com. Sevastyanov. RGALI. F. 674. Inv. 2. File 20. P. 21. (In Russian: ‘Tlucemo AmnabsiHa
OtBerctBenHoMy  Cexperapto  KomuntepHoBckoro Paiionnoro Komwurera BKII/6/ Tos.
CeBactrsinoBy’, PTAJIN. @. 674. Om. 2. Ex. xp. 20. JI. 21.).

«3a Bce BpEMsA CBOCTO CYHICCTBOBAHUA I/IHCTI/ITyT HEC TOJIBKO HC CO3JaJI CBOCI0 TBOPYCCKOro Jiula, HO
" HC YACHUII cebe NMPUHIUIIMATIBHYIO JIMHUIO B CUCTEME INIOATOTOBKH apXHUTEKTYPHBIX Ka/IPpOB.

[IpocMOTp TPOEKTHPOBOYHBIX padOT, KaK KypPCOBBIX, TaK W TUILIOMHBIX, MOKa3al, YTO B y4eOHO-
METOJIMYECKOM PYKOBOJACTBE MHCTHTYTa TOCIIOACTBYET CaMOTEK M OECKOHTPOIBHOCTh. 3a PEAKHUM
WCKITIOYCHHEM, B MPOEKTaX CTYIEHTOB HET CaMOTO TJIAaBHOTO: HU KOHCTPYKTUBHOW TPaMOTHOCTH, HU
3pENIOro TBOPUYECKOTO 3aMBICIIAY.
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work, due to their low qualifications. Among the teachers there are many extreme formalists

and constructivists who still continue to cripple young people.”6®

“Finally, in his zeal, Comrade Serezhenkin came to a clear political short-sightedness,
luring all the offended and dissatisfied architects to the Institute, creating at the Institute a centre

for elements dissatisfied with modern politics in architecture.”16’

“Finally, in connection with the process of the counter-Revolutionary Trotsky-Zinoviev
centre, a whole group of communists, close to the leadership of the institute, was found who
were in one way or another connected with the leader of the terrorist group, the fascist Konstant
(the institute’s pet). Serezhenkin at the party committee was forced to admit to participating in
a booze at Konstant’s apartment. The case is now in the process of analysis. However, this
alone was enough to politically discredit the leadership of the institute. Based on a number of
facts, the party group of the Union of the Soviet Architects organizing committee was
convinced that without a decisive strengthening of the Institute’s leadership and, in particular,
without an immediate change of its director, a real restructuring of the Institute’s work is

impossible.”68

166 1bid.

«['maBHOE 3aKItOYaeTCs B TOM, YTO PYKOBOJCTBO APXUTEKTYpHOro MHCTUTYTa HE CIPaBHIIOCH C
BO3JIOXKCHHBIMU 33jjauaMu. llpenonaBaTesibcKuil COCTAaB MPEACTABISAET COOOH IO TBOPYECKUM
TEYCHUSM M 0 KBAIM(PHUKAIMKM CaMyl0 Pa3HOPOIHYIO Maccy. B uwmcie mpenonaBateneit MHOTHE, HE
HameAmue cede MecTa B MpaKTUIecKoi pabote, Omaromaps cBoel Hu3KoW kBanmpukaruu. Cpenn
npernoiaBaresell HeMaso KpaHux (GopMalliCTOB U KOHCTPYKTHBHCTOB, JIO CHX MOP MPOJIOIDKAOIINX
KaJICUUTh MOJIOCKD.)

167 1bid.

«Hakoneny B cBoeM ycepauu T. CeperkeHKHH NOKATHIICS 10 SIBHOW MOJUTHYECKOH ONHM30pyKOCTH,
cMaHuBas K cebe B IHCTUTYT Bcex OOMKEHHBIX M HEOBOJBHBIX apXUTEKTOPOB, co3iaB B MHCTHTYyTE
LIEHTp VIS DJIEMEHTOB, HETOBOJIBHBIX COBPEMEHHON MOJUTUKON B apXUTEKTYpPE.»

168 K. S. Alabyan, ‘Memorandum to the Central Committee of the All-Union Communist Party of
Bolsheviks to Kaganovich and Andreev and to Ordzhonikidze’s People’s Commissariat for Tyazhprom.
RGALL. F. 674. Inv. 2. File 20. P. 23. (In Russian: K. C. Anabsu, ‘J{oxnamaas 3amucka B ITK BKII(6)
KaranoBrnuy n AaapeeBy u B Hapkomtspkmpom Opmxorukuaze.’, PIAJIN. @. 674. Om. 2. Ex. xp. 20.
Jlucr 23.).

«HaxoHery B CBA3M C MHpOLECCOM KOHTPPEBOJIIOLMOHHOTO TPOLKHUCTCKO-3MHOBBEBCKOTO IIEHTpA
BCKpBUIACH 1IeJias IpyMia KOMMYHUCTOB, OJIM3KUX K PYKOBOACTBY MHCTUTYTA, HAXOJMBIIASCA B TOH
WM UHOH CBSI3M C PYKOBOJHTEIEM TeppOpPHCTUYECKOM rpynmsl gammcroM KoHcTtanToM (muToMIeM
nHCTUTYTa). CeperkeHKUH Ha apTKOME MPUHYKAEH OBIJI CO3HATHCS B YUAaCTHH B IbSHKE HAa KBApPTUKE
KoncranTa. [leno HaxoauTcs ceifuac B mporecce pa3dopa. OmHaKo, OJJHOTO 3TOTO OBLIO JOCTATOYHO
IUTA TIOJUTHYECKOW AMCKPEAWTAINN PYKOBOACTBa WHCTHTyTa. Ilaptrpynma oprkomurera CCA Ha
ejaoM psiae pakToB ydemmnach, 9To 0€3 pPenIuTeNs-HOr0 YKperuieHusl pykoBojacTBa MHCTHTYTA U, B
YaCTHOCTH, 0e3 HEMEIJICHHOH CMEHBI ero JAWpeKTopa, ACWCTBUTENbHAs MepecTpoiika padoThl
MHCTUTYTa HEBO3MOKHA.»
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These words can be clearly classified as denunciation. Serezhenkin’s hypothetical

connections with “fascists” and “terrorists” described in the last citation, led to his arrest.

In our story we should pay attention to the Alabyan’s word about “creating at the
Institute a centre for elements dissatisfied with modern politics in architecture” and “many
extreme formalists and constructivists who still continue to cripple young people”. “Modern
politics in architecture” in 1936 was social realism — it’s meaning for architecture was very
vague, but it obviously denied the heritage of the avant-garde architecture. The Moscow
Institute of Architecture, on contrary, inherited the traditions of VKhUTEMAS/VKhUTEIN,
and a lot of architects (Nikolay Ladovsky, Moisey Ginzburg, Vesnin brothers, Konstantin
Melnikov, etc.), who held very successful constructivist and functionalist workshops in
VKhUTEMAS, still were teaching at the Institute throughout 1930s, despite the changes in the

“modern politics in architecture”.

On the other hand, the complains about the quality of education and the teaching staff,
who could not find themselves in architectural practice, also seemed valid. The buildings that
could be labelled as “social realistic”, are characterized by the richness of decorum on the
facades. An architect Boris Marcus, who was a student in the Moscow Institute of Architecture
in late 1930s, remembers: “The project of a multi-storey residential building was a serious test
for everyone. <...> But for some reason, our teachers led us along some peculiar path. Perhaps
they were right. They proposed not to dwell on the design of their sections, not to distract
themselves from the main theme, as they said, from the composition of the facade. They
suggested simply choosing any section you like from magazines, folding several drawings into
one strip and paying all your attention to the facade. And, as | understood then, it was only
necessary to carefully study the main facade facing the street or the square. They didn’t really
think about the side ones, or rather, considered them as a logical continuation of the main thing.

And they just didn’t think about the back”.1%° This quotation shows the level of proficiency of

189 Markus B., ‘Before the War,” in MARCHI, XX Century: A Collection of Memoirs in Five Volumes,
ed. by Andrey Nekrasov and Alexey Shcheglov, 5 vols (Moscow: Salon-Press, 2006), I1.( In Russian:
Bopuc Mapkyc, ‘Jlo Boiiusr’, in MAPXHU, XX Bex: Coopnux Bocnomunanuii ¢ ITsmu Tomax, ed. by
Awnnpeit Hexpacos and Anekceit Illernos, 5 vols (Mocksa: Canon-Ilpecc, 2006), 11.).

«Cepbe3HbIM HCTIBITAHUEM OBLIT IS BCEX MPOEKT MHOTOATAXKHOTO KIJIOTO AoMa. <...> Ho mouemy-to
HaIIW MPeToaBaTesy MOBeIN Hac M0 KaKOMY-TO cBoeoOpa3sHOMY IyTH. Bo3MokHO, OHM OBLIH MTPaBHI.
OHM NpeAnoXuiId HEe OCTAaHABJIMBAThCS HA NIPOCKTHPOBAHMM CBOMX CEKIUH, HE OTBIEKAaTh cedsl OT
IJIaBHOM, KaK OHM TOBOPHJIM, TEMBI, OT Komno3uimu ¢acana. [Ipennoxunm npocto BeIOpaTh 00y 0
MTOHPABUBIYIOCS CEKLMIO U3 KyPHAJIOB, CIIOKUTH HECKOJIBKO B OJIHY IIOJIOCY U BCE BHUMaHHE 00paTUTh
Ha (acax. U, HACKOIBKO 51 TOTJA MOHSUI, BHUMATEIbHO HAA0 OBUIO MPOPadaThiBaTh TOJIBKO TJIABHBIH
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some part of the teaching staff and supports Alabyan’s complains about the quality of

education.

So, in 1930s the Moscow Institute of Architecture suffered from the various problems,
that prevented it to become a leader in Soviet architectural education. On the one hand, the
highly qualified architects, who less that 10 years ago had led world-famous Russian avant-
garde, were under attack from the Party and the Union of the Soviet Architects for not following
“the modern policy in architecture”. On the other hand, some random persons among the
teaching staff — those, who could not find themselves in architectural practice, — made quality
of education in the institute an object of a fair criticism and an opportunity to the Union of the
Soviet Architect to force on the unified policy of social realism and to prevent the development
of VKhUTEMAS/VKhUTEIN heritage. The administrative mess (four rectors in six years,
among whom only one held this position for more than two years) was an additional factor that
prevented the Moscow Institute of Architecture to become a leader of Soviet architectural
education. Thus, in Moscow the All-Union Academy of Architecture became a centre of the
decision-making in the field of training and research in architecture. Even if some tasks (like
the development of national curriculum) were formally delegated to the Institute, they were, in
fact, performed by the same people, who took the leading positions in the Academy. So, the

Academy became truly superior over all other institutions in the capital city.

(hacaz, BRIXOJAIINN HA ynuIy WK iomaab. O OOKOBBIX KaK-TO HE OYEHb JyMali, BEpHEE, CUNTAIIH
WX Kak ObI IOTHYECKUM IMTPOJIOKEHUEM TIIaBHOTO. A 0 3aJTHEM IPOCTO HE JyMAJIH.)
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The Leningrad Institute of Painting, Sculpture and Architecture in 1930s

The case of Leningrad Institute of Painting, Sculpture and Architecture and its
relationships with such central institutions as the Union of the Soviet Architects and All-Union
Academy of Architecture differs from the one that was described in the previous paragraph.
Despite all the efforts of the Communist Party to get rid of the pre-Revolutionary heritage in
all spheres of social and cultural life, the artistic traditions of the Imperial Academy of Arts
were too strong to die. As described in the previous chapter, Academy of Arts was closed in
1918 and during 1920s in the former Academy’s building on Vasilievsky island one artistic
institution gave way to another. Like in other places, it was a time for artistic experiments. In
1920s in VKhUTEMAS/VKhUTEIN in Petrograd and then Leningrad (the institution bore the
same name, as the Moscow one) worked Kazimir Malevich, Vladimir Tatlin, Mikhail Matushin
and other significant figures of the avant-garde period. As in Moscow, left movements
confronted the traditionalists, which sometimes led to conflicts. In Petrograd and Leningrad,
the conflicts were even brighter, because, despite of the changes in names and ideologies, the
influence of the Imperial Academy of Arts remained very strong: some of the old professoriate
as well as Academy’s alumnae continued teaching after the Revolution. For instance, Leonty
Benua and Ivan Fomin, who used to be the professors in the Imperial Academy of Arts, kept
their positions and ran very successful workshops in Leningrad VKhUTEMAS/VKhUTEIN
throughout 1920s.

However, the economic, social and artistic processes of 1920s had a dramatic influence
on the former Academy. In the previous chapter we have provided an evidence from the student
of the department of sculpture in Moscow VKhUTEIN who came to Leningrad in 1929 for her
final year'’°. Students were left completely on their own and literally had to guess, what their
teachers meant, when they spoke about “new art” and “a new way of artistic work”. In 1929 —
1932 inside the former Academy’s building in Institute of the Proletarian Visual Arts was
situated. But the quality of education in the Institute was close to disastrous, so there is no

wonder, that in the beginning of 1930s it again became a subject of reformation.

In 1932 it receives a new name — a Leningrad Institute of Art, Sculpture and
Architecture and becomes a part of All-Soviet Union of Artists, also established in this year.
Isac Brodsky, an alumnus of the Imperial Academy of Art (llia Repin’s workshop, 1909),

famous for the series of portraits of the Communist leaders — Lenin, Stalin, Lunacharsky,

170 Menchinskaya.
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Kalinin and others, receives the rector position. He quickly organizes a commission which
aimed to decide, who deserves to continue his or her artistic education and to deliver new
requirements for current and perspective students. VIadimir Lisovsky, an architectural historian
who documented the history of the artistic and architectural education in Saint Petersburg and
Leningrad, provides the following results of the work of this commission: 60 students were
expelled because of their absolute incapability, 52 students were transferred to the preparatory
class, 62 students were transferred from senior years to freshmen, and 173 had to repeat their
year.!’t Brodsky himself defined his task as following: “The task is not to restore the old
Academy, which has become dilapidated, only by slightly updating it and repainting the sign.
No, it’s necessary ... to build a new Academy ... Such an Academy, which, having absorbed
the best traditions of the past ... would be a powerful factor in our entire artistic life, an active
participant in socialist construction, a powerful weapon in the struggle to build a classless
society... | am sure that there can only be one direction in school - this is the direction of
socialist realism.”*"? Thus, the name of the Academy of Arts was mentioned as an example of
the best traditions of the past. Brodsky restored the system of individual workshops and
preparatory classes. Architectural workshops, ran by former Academy alumnae Noi Trotsky,
losif Langbard, Lev Rudnev, appeared in 1936. As well as the artists, architects in Leningrad
Institute of Art, Sculpture and Architecture, rooted their teaching traditions in the pre-
Revolutionary Academy of Arts. For them the centralized pedagogical system planted from
Moscow, was a matter of critical review. Leningrad had its own strong teaching tradition,
which used to influence the whole country as well, in their eyes it had proved its effectiveness,

so they were not going to renounce it.

Mikhail Roslavlev was the dean of the architectural faculty of the All-Russian Academy
of Arts in the 1930s. Here is how his activities as dean were described by the famous Leningrad
architect, also professor of the Academy Lev Rudnev: “M. I. Roslavlev managed to organize
the educational process at the Academy of Arts in such a way, so skillfully combine the

traditions of the old Academy with new requirements that the architectural school of the

171 | isovsky.

172 | isovsky. P. 169. «3amaua 3akarodaeTcss HE B TOM, YTOOBI BOCCTAHOBUTh AKAaAEMHUIO CTapyIO,
00BETLIABLIYIO, CJIETKa JUIIb TTOJHOBUB €€ U MepeKpacuB BeIBecKy. HeT, Haj0... CTpOuTh AKaJeMHUIO
HOBYI0... Takylo AKajleMuio, KOTopas, BOMTaB B ceOs JIyulllie TPaAULUU MPOIIOTO... SBUIACH Obl
MOIIHBIM  ()aKTOPOM  Bceil  Halleil  XyJOKECTBEHHON  JKU3HH, aKTHBHBIM  Y4AaCTHMKOM
COLMAIICTHYECKOTO CTPOMTENILCTBA, CHIIBHBIM OPYKHEM B OOphOe 3a MOCTpOeHHE OEeCKIacCOBOIO
obmiecTBa... 51 yBepeH, YTO HaMpaBIeHHE B LIKOJIE MOXET OBITh TOIBLKO OJHO — 3TO HAIPaBJIEHUE
COLMATMCTHYECKOTO PEATU3May
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Academy became an exemplary and leading in the Union ... the Academy owes the integrity
and unity of the architectural school to him alone.”'”® This review is kept in Roslavlev’s
personal file, among official documents, which means that for Leningrad in the early 1930s,
comparison with the traditions of the old Academy was quite acceptable and even honorable.

Even before the 1933 decree “On Architectural Education” was issued and the All-
Union Academy of Architecture was created, Roslavlev, together with the architect Sergei
Serafimov (the author of the famous complex of the House of State Industry in Kharkov), who
held the position of Vice-Rector for Academic Affairs at the Academy, were describing the
profession of an architect. Since 1932, the teachers of the architectural faculty of the Academy
have been developing the “Profile of an architect - a graduate of the Institute of Painting,
Sculpture and Architecture”. This work represented the first attempt to describe the
requirements of the Soviet state'’* for the profession of an architect and, on the basis of this,
determine the tasks of professional training. As we saw above, the programmatic article
describing the professional profile of the Soviet architect — “Raising the best architect in the
world”, Academy of Architecture, 1935, no. 3 — came out later, and was largely based on the
work of Leningrad teachers. The profile prepared by the Academy of Arts emphasized the
importance of acquiring both artistic and civil engineering knowledge and skills, the need for
real practice, the importance of knowledge of the history and theory of architecture (“mastering
the classical heritage”). The only thing that is much more emphasized is the need for an
architect to master all spatial arts - “the faculty prepares highly qualified architects-artists who
master architecture as a synthesis of spatial arts.” It was emphasized that full-fledged education
within the framework of the ideology of the synthesis of arts (it was described in more detail
above, in the section on the institutional characteristics of Soviet architecture in the 1930s) is
possible only in those universities where other spatial arts (painting and sculpture) are taught
at the same time at a highly professional level. ) - that is, only at the Academy of Arts, where,
in addition to the architectural faculty, there were also departments of painting and sculpture.
In this statement, one can feel some attempt to gain superiority over the capital: while Moscow

is just working out a decree on the modernization of architectural education, creating an

173 “JTuanoe Jleno Ipod. M. U. Pocnasnesa.”

«M. W. PocnaBieB cymell Tak OpraHM30BaTh yueOHBIH MPOIecC B AKaJIEMUH XYyI0KECTB, TaK YMEIIO
coueTaTh JIydllle TPaJUIMK cTapoil AKaJeMHH C HOBBIMU TPEOOBAHMIMM, YTO apXUTEKTypHAs LIKOJA
Axanemuu ctaia oOpasroBoi u Beaymieit B Coroze... eMy omHOMY 00s13aHa AKaIeMUs EIOCTHOCTHIO
Y €JMHCTBOM apXUTEKTYPHON HIKOJIBD»

174 Baiitenc, “ApxurektypHoe OOpaszosanue Bo Bcepocuiickoit Akanemun Xynoxects (1932-
1941rr.).”
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Academy and once again redrawing the curricula of the Institute of Architecture and
Construction, in Leningrad they are successfully reviving the traditions of the best pre-
revolutionary educational institution in the field of arts and doing critical work to establish
standards for the architectural profession, which should be implemented throughout the

country.
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Teaching architectural history: an example from the All-Union

Academy of Architecture

The place of architectural history in architect’s professional development

Analysing the professional profile of the architect, one could notice that a deep
knowledge of the history and theory of architecture, especially with regard to the classical
heritage, was one of the key requirements for graduates of Soviet architectural schools. After |
analysed the content of the courses on the history of architecture and art, it makes sense to see
what place was generally given to these disciplines in the process of preparing architects
outside the Soviet Union and how the programs | described are related to international

experience.

Despite of the fact that history of architecture is an obligatory element in every
architectural school curriculum all over the world, the aim of this discipline is still a subject of
the debates'’®. Thus, the content of this course will be very different, depending on where it is
taught — at a school of architecture, or at a classical university. In one of the previous paragraphs
dedicated to VKhUTEMAS, | have already mentioned that the schools of architecture used to
consider history of architecture as a repository of special and tectonic typologies available for
use in design projects’®. On the other hand, the history of arts and architecture as a discipline
in the departments of history in the classical universities provides fewer particular details that
could be useful in architectural practice, but more conceptualization and reflection of historical
and social context. And these approaches to teaching for a long time did not intersect. It was
only 1903 when Peter Behrens invited Wilhelm Niemeyer, a former student of August
Schmarsow in Dresden, to teach history of architecture in the Dusseldorf’s School of Arts and
Crafts”’. It was the first example of the pervasion of the architectural history as a university

discipline into the school of architecture.

175 Alina A. Payne, ‘Architectural History and the History of Art: A Suspended Dialogue’, Journal of
the Society of Architectural Historians, 58.3 (1999), 292-99 <https://doi.org/10.2307/991521>; Crook;
Panayiota Pyla, ‘Historicizing Pedagogy: A Critique of Kostof’s “A History of Architecture”*, Journal
of Architectural Education (1984-), 52.4 (1999), 216-25.

176 stanford Anderson, ‘Architectural History in Schools of Architecture’, Journal of the Society of
Architectural Historians, 58.3 (1999), 282-90 <https://doi.org/10.2307/991520>.

Y77 1bid.
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However, throughout XX century this example remained an exclusion. In the essay
discussing the relationship between history of art and history of architecture as disciplines,
Alina Payne points out that architectural history operates two arenas — the traditional
universitarian discourse and schools of architecture and thus is able to address a wider audience
in a variety of contexts and ways!’8. According to her, the appropriation of history by a
profession-driven discourse added fuel to the debate on the relationship and location of history
towards theory of architecture, traditionally the domain of architects since Vitruvius. The most
problematic area in this context appeared to be a history of modernity: the discourse of
architecture lost its unity, and the internal logic of a self-referential art that requires both

synchronic and diachronic study was obscured from view.

Traditionally, since the establishment of the Academia del disegno (1563), architecture
was considered as a sister discipline of painting and sculpture, and at the same time, since
Vasari’s Vite, also a part of art history. With the beginning of the modern age (c. 1750),
architecture gradually moved towards the world of science and technology, so by 1930s an
architect tried on an image of an enlightened engineer, who has in possession both the artistic
practices and the achievements of social sciences, industry and modern technology. As an
example of such person, Alina Payne refers to Sigfried Giedion, who had left the world of the
Beaux-Arts behind and inhabited that of industry, sociology and urban planning. Inevitably,
says Payne this shift in the definition of the architectural profession also affected history
writing, even when the scholars themselves had no consciousness intention to do that and even

when the object of their study was not modernity.1”

At the turn of the XX century the historical study of art became established as an
academic discipline, and architecture made a significant contribution to the ways that art
historians refer and interrogate the past. Indeed, Payne reminds us, “architecture played a
prominent role in the imbrication of Stilgeeschichte (history of style), Geistersgeschichte
(intellectual history), and Kulturgeschichte (cultural history) that shaped art historical

discourse in the first decades of the century”8,

178 payne, ‘Architectural History and the History of Art’.

179 Alina A. Payne, Vasari, Architecture, and the Origins of Historicizing Art’, RES: Anthropology and
Aesthetics, 40, 2001, 51-76.

180 payne, ‘Architectural History and the History of Art’.
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However, the very necessity of studying architectural history in the schools of
architecture, was questioned throughout the XX century. Thus, Llewelyn Davies, a professor
of architecture at Bartlett, UCL, in his inaugural lecture referred to the common doubts: “Is it
really necessary to the education of an architect to learn about the past? If we think simply in
terms of the ancient buildings themselves, | think we must admit that there is a real difficulty
in drawing lessons from them for the present. Their beauty may move us deeply, we may get
keen pleasure from them — but do they connect closely enough to give us real help when we sit

down to design a building ourselves?”18

In the first half of XX century, as Mark Swenarton points out, there were three major
strategies to embed the architectural history in the curricula of the school of architecture®®?,
First one, Swenarton calls it “realist” was introduced in School of Building in London by W.
R. Lethaby in the early 1900s and had “complex intellectual roots, in Ruskin and especially in
Viollet-le-Duc™*83, Then, there was a “classical” system, originated in the Jacques-Francois
Blondel’s Ecole des Arts, which was at the head of the following tradition: “my intention above
all is to lead those who want to practice the art of building to draw from ancient architecture
the first elements of that art... 18 And finally the “modernist” system set out by Walter Gropius
in Bauhaus in 1920s (and then transferred to Harvard from 1937) who insisted that any
historical knowledge should be introduced at the late stages of studying, so it could not interfere
the development of students’ own creativity. Swenarton’s framework seems quite helpful in
deriving the roots of attitudes towards architectural history in Soviet architectural education,

so, we will now have a closer look at it.

In 1894 W. R. Lethaby was appointed art inspector to the Technical Education Board
of the London County Council (LCC), at the time when Board initiated the reorganization of
the training provided for London major skill employments. Lethaby’s task was to provide

Council on educational provision for the art industries, including architecture, printing,

181 Richard Baron Llewelyn-Davies, The Education of an Architect: An Inaugural Lecture Delivered at
University College, London, 10 November 1960 (Lewis for the University College, 1961).

182 Mark Swenarton, ‘The Role of History in Architectural Education’, Architectural History, 30 (1987),
201-15 <https://doi.org/10.2307/1568520>.

183 |bid.

184 Reginald Blomfield, The Mistress Art (BoD—Books on Demand, 2013). R. Blomfield introduced
Blondel’s views to the British architectural education in early XX century. In his book, originally
published in 1908, he presents the “classical” system of teaching architectural history in the schools of
arts and architecture.
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furniture, silverprinting, etc. Under Lethaby’s supervision two new art schools were opened,
where architecture was also taught: the LCC Central School of Arts and Crafts (1896) and LCC
School of Building (1904). The main purpose of the architectural education, according to
Lethaby, was to teach students how to build: “the purpose of architectural education is to teach
him how to build”8, The historical studies, according to Lethaby, should start on a relatively
late stages of education: first a student should master the variety of construction materials, then
— to get familiar with the “prime factors” (columns, beams, arches, walls, etc.) and “ordinary
units” (chimneys, windows, etc.). Only after this, students could begin to design the forms and
the space, starting from the single units and proceeding to the more complex types. At this
particular point a teacher was allowed to refer to the historical examples, “but it should not be
studied as history but as recorded experiment in building, and therefore as ready-made
experience. The books of M. Auguste Choisy are excellent guides in this respect®, Thus, for
Lethaby, the architectural history was, in the first place, a library of the successful experiences,
which students could apply to their own tasks. This quite utilitarian approach to the history of
architecture was implemented in schools by the lectures of Beresford Pite. His 1905-06
syllabus stated that the lectures cover “the early development of building — Egyptian, Assyrian
and other Eastern Architecture; Greek, Roman, Gothic, Renaissance and modern architecture
(which included Inigo Jones’s works, Wren and St. Paul’s, Les Invalides, the Panthéon and
Modern Domed Churches)®”. Lethaby’s ideas on improvements in architectural education
was aimed particularly at schools, which specialize on architecture and construction. The
central idea of Lethaby’s educational thinking — architecture as a rational solution of structural
problems — came, according to Swenarton, from Viollet-le-Duc: the two agreed in key respect
of using history to show that architecture had always been based on reason and the main goal
of architectural history class is to reveal this reason to the students. At this point one must recall
the Zholtovsky’s reasoning related to the connections between design classes and architectural
history: as we saw above, he suggested giving historical information at the moment when the
student would be in practice, that is, through a drawing, studying a particular monument. As a
material for such exercises, Zholtovsky offered a whole selection, or library, of monuments

related mainly to the Renaissance, of which he was an expert and connoisseur. Thus,

185 Godfrey Rubens, William Richard Lethaby: His Life and Work 1857-1931 (Elsevier, 2014).
18 Rubens.

187 Swenarton.
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Zholtovsky reproduced the practice of teaching the history of architecture, which was typical

for the schools of architecture of the late 19th century.

The second tradition of teaching history of architecture to the architects comes from
Jacques- Francois Blondel. In 1739 he opens the first independent architectural school in Paris.
One of his strongest beliefs was that architecture was based on inherited traditions, system of
rules and precepts*®: “My intention above all is to lead those who want practice the art of
building to draw from ancient architecture the first elements of that art”'8. According to
Blondel and his successors, students should learn the principles of architectural design by
studying the great works of the past. The focus of such study is the building; the context and
the history of it were irrelevant — architectural history as a discipline is relevant insofar as it
teaches young architects how to design and draw. The only point where the intellectual
architectural history could be relevant for architectural students is to learn how to discriminate
“between the accidental and the permanent and essential qualities of building”'%. Describing
Blondel’s educational principles as a “classical tradition of teaching architectural history,
Swenarton notes that “it was “history” in particular sense, studied for a particular end. For a
start, it was the history not of all buildings or all architecture, but only the great masterpieces
—an immediate and drastic reduction. The masterpieces, furthermore, were to be studied not in
terms of how or why they were built, or of their historical importance (a matter to be left to the
historians), but solely in order to learn from them the principles of composition in design”%.,
This approach was implemented in the pre-revolutinary Russia: Leonty Benois (as was
described above) borrowed the main principles of architectural education from Ecole des
Beaux-Arts; the first Russian textbook on the history of architecture by Nikolay Sultanov
(1883) also was, in the first hand, the repository for the drawings and principles of construction
of the most prominent monuments of the past. The first Russian translation of Choisy’s
“History of architecture” saw light in the first decade of XX century and immediately became
highly popular among Russian architects, because it presented history of architecture as a
history of constructive techniques. It seems to me that this direction is closer to what Moisey

Ginzburg implemented in VKhUTEMAS. If one recalls his program, one can see that it, on the

18 Robin Middleton, ‘Jacques Frangois Blondel and the “Cours d’ Architecture”*, Journal of the Society
of Architectural Historians, 18.4 (1959), 140-48 <https://doi.org/10.2307/987903>.

189 Blomfield.
190 |hid.

191 Swenarton.
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one hand, was oriented towards historical consistency in the study of monuments, and on the
other, we know that for Ginzburg the search fundamental principles in architecture was one of

the foundations of the profession.

Finally let’s have a look at the modernist tradition of teaching architectural history to
the architects. Planning Bauhaus curriculum, Walter Gropius left almost no space for the
historical disciplines. According to his educational philosophy, studying history was a definite
obstacle to the development of creativity. Describing his propaedeutical Vorkurs, Gropius
wrote that “practical and theoretical studies are carried simultaneously in order to release the
creative power of student, to help him grasp the physical nature of materials and the basic laws
of design. Concentration on any particular stylistic movement is studiously avoided” .
However, on the later stages of education the historical studies are desirable: “Such studies can
verify principles, found by the student through his own previous exercises in surface, volume,
space and colour; they cannot by themselves, however, develop a structure of principle to be
valid for present creation in design. Principles have to be established for each period from new
creative work. History studies are therefore the best offered to older students who have already
found self-expression”%, Analysing Gropius’s attitudes towards history, Swenarton says that
the purpose of the historical studies was consistent with modernist view of architecture that
Gropius espoused. For Gropius the point of teaching history was to demonstrate, why the
architectural conception of a past period, as evident from the remaining examples, resulted
from its religion, its social set-up, and its means of production. He proposed studying history
in discrete periods, like a sequence of case-studies, and each time show, how architecture
sprang from its age. This tradition lies at the opposite end to the “realistic” view of architectural
history as a repositorium of successful ideas. For Gropius, the social and historical context
becomes a central point and a very sense of historical studies, so these studies give student a
way of looking of their own designs and an analytical method to evaluate architecture. Based
on the analysed documents, we can confidently say that this approach has never been
implemented in the Soviet Union. Even in VKhUTEMAS, which is the closest possible
institution to the Bauhaus in terms of the goals and values, Ginsburg chose a more familiar

approach for architects in which the monument plays a key role.

192 Walter Gropius, ‘Theory and Organization of the Bauhaus (1919-1928), New York, Ed’, Herbert
Bayer, 1938.

193 Ibid.
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By the end of the 19th century in Russia, thanks to the reform of the Academy and the course
of lectures by Nikolai Sultanov at the Institute of Civil Engineers, a “classical” approach to
teaching the history of architecture, focused on the study of the structural features of
architectural monuments, was fixed. Since, as we saw above, in the 1930s, one way or another,
there was a return to the academic traditions of teaching, it can be assumed that the construction
of courses in the history of architecture should also have been following them. This question

will be studied in detail in the following section.
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Course on history of architecture for the postgraduate students

The syllabi for the disciplines “History of Arts” and “History of Architecture” were
published in the first issue of the Academy’s magazine “Academy of Architecture”, alongside
with the syllabus on architectural design — a discipline that was considered the most important
for the Academy’s students. They were first three documents related to the education in the
Academy, published for the professional community and general public. The syllabus on
history of architecture was developed by David Arkin and the history of arts — by Alexander

Gabrichevsky. According to the topic of this study, | will describe them in detail.

David Arkin (born in 1899 in Moscow, died at the same place in 1957), was an art
historian, who specialised on history and theory of architecture and arts and crafts. In 1922 he
graduated from the Moscow State University (department of history and philology). In 1930-s
he worked as a professor of the history of architecture in the several institutions, including
Moscow Institute of Architecture and All-Union Academy of Architecture. He was also
involved in Union of Soviet Architects since its establishment and became a member of the

board. So, like Kryukov, Arkin was a member of several professional networks.

In the preface of his syllabus for architectural history, Arkin proposed not to repeat the
linear history “from Egypt to modernity” (which Academy’s postgraduate students should have
already studied on their previous stages of education), but to emphasise the key “nodes” from
various epochs and style systems. According to him, “this will not divest the course of the strict
historicism, [...] but will allow to study the material and to analyse the monuments deeper,
than in architectural schools, and to understand the social and artistic content of the style or the
particular architectural problem”. However, as we can see, these “nodes” were also organised
in the historical order, and the contextual information became a part of the particular seminars,
dedicated to the problems of the history of architecture. Thus, the syllabus has two lines: 1) the
historical line which is dedicated to the architecture of the certain epochs “from Egypt to
modernity” and 2) the problematic line, which included debates on the architectural heritage,

materials and techniques, form and synthesis, etc.
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The historical line covered the following topics: 1%

1. Egyptian pyramid and temple.

2. Greece periptery of the 5™ century BC, its history and compositional
development.

3. The planning of Hellenistic town.

4. Colosseum, Pantheon, and Roman baths (the problems of techniques and artistic

expression).

Sophia of Constantinople.

The Near East architecture in the Middle Ages.

The architecture of the Far East.

The Notre-Damme and Amienes cathedrals.

© © N o O

Kolomenskoe and St. Basil’s cathedral.
10. Russian medieval town.

11. Brunelleschi.

12. St. Peter’s cathedral and its history.

13. Bernini and Borromini.

14. ltalian villas.

15. Versailles.

16. French classicism of the XVI1II century.

194 Arkin D. E., ‘Syllabus for the History of Architecture’, The Academy of Architecture, 1-2, 1934, 76.
(In Russian: Apkun 1. E., ‘TIporpamma ITo Mcropun Apxutektypsi’, The Academy of Architecture, 1
2,1934,76.).

A. Ucropuueckue tembl: 1. Erunerckas mupamuaa m xpam. 2. I'peueckuii nepuntep V Beka, ero
HCTOpHS, KOMIIO3UI[MOHHOE pa3BuTue. 3. IlmaHupoBka smiMHHMCTHYECKoro ropoxaa. 4. Komnmuzed,
[ManTeon, w Tepmbl (mMpobleMa TEXHUKHM H  XYJOKECTBEHHOTo BbIpaxkeHus). 5. Codus
KOHCTaHTHHOMOJbCKas. 6. CpenHeBexoBoe 30a4ecTBo bimmkuero Bocroka. 7. 3omuectBo JlampHero
Bocroxka. 8. Co6opsr Hotp-Jlam u AMberckuit. 9. Komomenckoe u Bacwmii bnaxennsiid. 10. Pycckmii
cpenHeBekoBbd Topoa. 11. bpynemneckn. 12. Cobop Cesitoro lletpa B Pume u ero mcropus. 13.
Bepuunn u bopomunn. 14. Utanssackue Buisl. 15, Bepcanb. 16. @panmysckuii kimaccurmsm XVIII
Beka. 17. Pycckuit knaccunmsMm. 18. Hoselimme TeueHMs 3amafHOM apXMTEKTYypbl M COBPEMEHHas
apXHUTEKTypa.

Bb. TlpoGmembr uctopum apxutekTypbl: 1. Knaccuueckoe Hacieaue B HCTOPUH  apXHTEKTYPBI
(mepepaboTka KiaccHUECKMX 00pa3loB B apXuUTeKType PeHeccaHca, kiaccuiu3ma W ammupa). 2.
AHcaMOIb B apxUTeKType ropoja. 3. [IpoOieMbl CHHTE3a apXUTEKTYPbI, CKyJIBITYPhI H KUBOIHCH. 4.
[Ipobnema mepeBa B pa3BUTHH apXUTEKTypHl. 5. IIpobnema marepuana W TEXHUKHA B COBPEMEHHOM
apxutektype. 6. TeopeTuku apxutekTypbl Peneccanca. 7. TeopeTuku apXUTEKTypbl KIaCCULU3MA.

B. Cnenuansabie cemunapsl: 1. [lo macmtaby u nponopruu. 2. Ilo cpaBHUTENTFHOMY U3YyYEHUIO U
aHaJIN3y apXUTEKTYPHBIX NaMATHUKOB. 3. I1o HCTOpHM COBETCKOIN apXUTEKTYPHI.
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17. Russian classicism.
18. The modern trends of the Western architecture and the contemporary

architecture.
The problematic line covered the following areas:

1. Classical heritage in the history of architecture (the revision of the classical
examples in the architecture of Renaissance, classicism and Empire style).

The ensemble in the city architecture.

The problem of synthesis of architecture, sculpture and painting.

The problem of wood in the development of architecture.

The problem of materials and techniques in the modern architecture.

The theoreticians of architecture in the Renaissance.

N o g &~ DN

The theoreticians of architecture in classicism.
Then, Arkin planned a series of special seminars, dedicated to the following topics:

1. On scale and proportions.
2. On the comparative study and analysis of the architectural monuments.

3. On the history of Soviet architecture.

And finally, he expresses a wish to include the following topics, if there will be enough

class hours:

1. Key points in the development in garden architecture.
2. Theatre building in history of architecture.

3. History of the industrial architecture.

Thus, in his curriculum Arkin provided a complex approach to the teaching of
architectural history: as a historical timeline and as a set of problems to which various periods
can provide their solutions. However, one cannot say that Arkin managed to avoid a historical
principle “from Egypt to modernity” — a desire that he expressed in the preface. The largest
part of the course is given to the historical and geographical review of the development of
architecture — from antiquity to modernity. If one would try to compare the amount of time
given to each period and region, it became clear, that this course is focused on Western world
with the particular emphasis to the classical heritage: Greece, Rome, Renaissance and
neoclassical architecture of XVIII century. All other topics in this list seem to be a necessary,
but disturbing addition: on the one hand, you cannot do without them in the course on the world

history of architecture, and on the other, they seem to interfere with focusing on the main topics.
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Even history of Russian architecture is given very briefly: as if throughout the centuries there
were nothing except medieval towns and neoclassic. It is worth noting that studies of Russian
architecture were extremely popular at the Academy of Arts, starting in the mid-19th century;
Students and architects have accumulated a great deal of material on architectural ensembles
of various eras from different parts of the Russian Empire. Moreover, the reform of the Imperial
Academy of Arts at the end of the nineteenth century, in particular, implied an increase in the
time to study Russian architecture for students of department of architecture, and many teachers
of the All-Union Academy of Architecture went through these topics. Therefore, the material
for teaching Russian architecture has been accumulated in sufficient volume. Nevertheless, the
place of Russian architecture in the course of Arkin can be called more than modest.
Summarizing, it can be noted that the historical perspective highlighted in Arkin’s course is
highly focused on the problem of mastering the classical heritage posed by the party to the

professional community of architects.

It is worth noting that in the historical part Arkin invited the most recognized experts
on every topic. Thus, Greece, Rome and Hagia Sophia were perfomed by a specialist in ancient
and Byzantine architecture Nikolai Brunov; for the Renaissance Arkin invited Mikhail
Alpatov, known for his deep knowledge of Italian art; and to himself Arkin left the architecture
of the XVIII century%,

The seminars in the second, “problematic” block reflect the same tendency. The
opening seminar is directly dedicated to the classical heritage and this line continues through
the discussions on the Renaissance XVIII century theories and treatises. Other topics —
“synthesis of arts” and the city ensembles also reflect the current agenda of the architectural
community set by the Communist Party. In 10" of July 1935 Central Committee of the
Communist Party accepted the general plan of reconstruction of the Moscow city, proposed by
Vladimir Semenov and Sergey Chernyshev, which served as a starting point for mass
reconstruction of the capital city. Work on this plan began immediately after the revolution:
the first version of the plan was presented in 1918 by Boris Sakulin, during the 1920s Ivan
Zholtovsky and Alexei Shchusev, Nikolai Ladovsky, Hans Meyer and Le Corbusier presented
their projects. By the beginning of 1930-s the reconstruction of Moscow became one of the

1% Arkin D. E., ‘Syllabus for the History of Architecture with the Assignment of Surnames of
Lecturers’, RGALI. F. 2606. Inv. 1. File 105. P. 18. (In Russian: Apkun JI. E., ‘TIporpamma ITo
Ucropun Apxutextypbl ¢ Pacnpenenenuem Ilo @amumusm Jlekropos’, PTAJIU. @. 2606. On. 1.
En.Xp. 105. JI. 18.).
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hottest topics in Soviet architecture — heated discussions revolved around what kind of city
layout would make it convenient, progressive and reflecting the very essence of the socialist
structure of the city. So, there is no wonder, that Arkin proposed the city ensembles to the

students as a current challenge for the whole professional community.

The relationships between architecture, painting and sculpture, the topic that Arkin also
planned to cover in one of the problematic seminars were the subject of discussion since the
beginning of 1930s. This topic is closely related to the search for socialist realism in
architecture. If in painting and literature, which became the origins of style'%, social realism
was expressed through a mimetic narrative (“a true, historically concrete depiction of reality in
its revolutionary development™%7), then in architecture it was much more difficult to find such
a form. Social realism as a main method of the Soviet art, was first introduced at the First
Congress of Soviet Writers, and it was literature that became the locomotive of introducing the
method into Soviet art. The literary centricity of Stalinist culture has been repeatedly described
in the literature, for example, in the book “Moscow is the Fourth Rome”, Katerina Clark very
carefully examines the consequences for various types of art of the fact that a narrative, an
image whose essence can be expressed in words, become central techniques of the artistic
practices of the era. She claims, that “In the 1930-s, culture, and especially literature, became
the Soviet secular surrogate for religion and central to the Soviet Union’s claim for
international dominance. Ideology was in theory of paramount importance and often stressed
over material progress, but it was not sufficient. Literature, in concert with the new architecture,
provided emblems for the new system of value: aesthetic forms embodied ideology. [...] The
aesthetics provided a critical interface between politics and mores in systematizing the value
system and working out a code of values and behaviour”.1%® The priority of literature was also
expressed in state art policy: it was with the 1932 decree “On the restructuring of literary and
artistic organizations” that the process of forcing the writers, artists, architects and other arts
into creative unions began, the main purpose of which was to create a single ideological agenda.

For architecture, the search for a language in which socialist realism could speak has become

1% paperny.

197 The definition of the Social realism, accepted on the | Congress of Soviet Writers in 1934: “Socialist
realism, being the main method of Soviet fiction and literary criticism, requires the artist to give a true,
historically concrete depiction of reality in its revolutionary development. Moreover, the truthfulness
and historical concreteness of the artistic depiction of reality should be combined with the task of
ideological alteration and education in the spirit of socialism.”

198 Clark. P. 10.
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perhaps the most difficult task compared to other types of art. This problem was solved through
a synthesis of arts: the active use of pictorial and sculptural elements that narrated the heroic
socialist present and future and were used to solve the tasks of visual propaganda. The specific
techniques of this synthesis were actively discussed in the professional press: for example, in
the journal “Architecture of the USSR there was a regular column “Architecture - Painting -
Sculpture”, which discussed the results of this synthesis in specific buildings, as well as general
issues, for example, the roles of the architect, sculptor and painter in the design of buildings.
Katerina Clark, when describing the Soviet state policy in aesthetics, refers to the James’s C.
Scott notion, that “aesthetics considerations frequently won out over the existing social
structure and mundane functioning of the city”.1% The predominance of decor over the function
of the building - one of the key characteristics of Stalinist architecture - is precisely the result
of an attempt to integrate the “synthesis of art” into projects. And of course, it is appropriate to
recall here the decoration of the Moscow metro, in which the principles of “synthesis of art”
were fully implemented. It is not surprising, therefore, that Arkin included this topic in one of

his problematic seminars.

Unfortunately, we do not know the real distribution of study time between all blocks of
the course. In the preface, Arkin writes that there is a big risk of not meeting the allotted time
limits, so it can be assumed that in the real educational process, not all topics were able to be
covered in detail. Of course, this does not apply to the classical heritage, because it was an
underlying theme for the whole course, but we do not know how thoroughly the graduate
students of the Academy were able to get acquainted with modern architecture, including
Soviet, or discuss problems of scale and proportions. In general, looking at the list of topics
proposed by Arkin, we can conclude that the course of the history of architecture for graduate
students, on the one hand, was intended to fill the gaps of education at the previous levels (the
historical part), and on the other, to acquaint them with the current, rather opportunistic, agenda
facing the professional community (the problematic part). The topics of the seminars proposed
by Arkin for the second part of the course were determined by what was most discussed in the
professional community at that time. However, since after the creation of the Union of
Architects, the community was built on an artificial basis, it cannot be said that these topics

reflected the real state of the architectural profession.

19 James C Scott, Seeing like a State: How Certain Schemes to Improve the Human Condition Have
Failed (Yale University Press, 1998).
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Course on art history for the postgraduate students

The structure of the history of art course proposed by Alexander Gabrichevsky, at first
glance, seems similar to the program on the history of architecture considered above. However,
a more detailed analysis shows that the topics he has chosen are less focused on the current
agenda of the Union of Architects, and more on expanding the horizons of students and

developing their analytical apparatus.

By the beginning of 1930-s Gabrichevsky had already been known and respectable art-
historian, so his experience was very valuable for the Academy’s postgraduate students. He
was born in 1891 in Moscow and in 1915 graduated from the same department of history and
philology of the Moscow University, as Arkin. In 1920-s he was busy teaching art history in
various institutions: Moscow University, VKhUTEIN, The Institute of Architecture and
Construction, etc. He was also a member of State Academy of Artistic Sciences (GAHN). His
main interest was the Renaissance painting and architecture (and, as we shall see later, one of
the implications of this interest was the Academy’s publishing house programme of the
translation of the main Renaissance architectural treatises, which Gabrichevsky led). During
the pre-war years he was arrested three times (in 1930, in 1935 and in 1941), but his authority
in artistic and scientific circles bolstered his returns to Moscow.

The idea of his art history course for the architects was in line with the Arkin’s proposal
for the history of architecture. In his description of the course, Gabrichevsky bluntly says that
these two disciplines must be carefully coordinated with each other in order to maximally
familiarize graduate students with all aspects of artistic culture. Gabrichevsky agrees with
Arkin that there is no use to repeat to the students the content they had already heard in the
architectural schools “from Egypt to modernity” (he even uses the same description) and
proposes to focus on the key aspects of the discipline. This method, according to Gabrichevsky
should “catch the interest of the leading professionals and introduce the students to the peculiar
laboratory of this scientific discipline”.?® It is interesting to note, that in this preface

Gabrichevsky uses a rhetoric, which is more common for science than for humanities, which

20 Gabrichevsky A. G., ‘Art History Syllabus’, Academy of Architecture, 1-2, 1934, 77-79. (In
Russian: T'abpuuesckwuii A. I'., ‘TIporpamma ITo Ucropun UckycctB’, Akademus Apxumexmyput, 1-2,
1934, 77-79.).

«Taxon METOJ HOJDKEH 3aMHTCPECOBATH KPYIIHBIX CHCIHUAJIMCTOB U BBECTU cnymaTeneﬁ B CaMyro
na6opaTopm0 ,Z[aHHOfI Hay‘{HOﬁ JUCHHUITIINHBD).
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probably should increase the value of the discipline both for the students and the professional

community.

As the course on history of architecture, the art history class also had three parts: (1)
the art of various epochs and countries; (2) the problems of the theory of visual arts and arts
and crafts; (3) the history of related arts (music, poetry, theatre, cinema). The aim of the last
one was to broaden the students’ cultural erudition (which probably was quite necessary,
considering the variety of their social and educational background). Additionally,
Gabrichevsky proposed to launch a special seminar on the recognition of the various styles and
to add the optional lectures on the history of culture, economy and philosophy, which also
aimed to raise students’ cultural and social awareness. As Arkin in the course of history of
architecture, Gabrichevsky implied that each topic will be red by different lecturers — those
who are the most recognized experts in a particular epoch, style or problem. On this course, he

himself acted mainly as a coordinator.
Gabrichevsky proposed the following thematical plan:

l. The historical cycle:

Prehistoric art.

The art of the classical East.

The art of antiquity (mostly Greece, Hellenism and Rome).
The Asian art.

The western art in the Middle Ages.

The Old Russian art.

The art of the Renaissance.

The European art of the XVI-XVIII centuries.

© o N o g bk~ w D PE

The European art of the XIX—XX centuries.

. The problems of the theory of visual arts and arts and crafts:

The theory of the pictorial forms.

The mural.

The graphics (its principles and applications to architecture).
Plastic arts.

Problems and art of the ornament.

The art of the furniture.

N o g b~ w D oE

The art of the costume.

1. The outlines of the history of the related arts:
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1. Historical poetics.

2. The main issues of musicology.

3. The main issues of the theatre studies.
4

The art of the cinema2°?.

From the proposed plan we can see that the historical part goes in line with Arkin’s
syllabus: orientation to Western art, strong focus on classical heritage. Gabrichevsky does not
hide the fact that the coordination of two historical disciplines was his priority in the course
development process. Here we also see that Russian art is not given special attention after the
Middle Ages (we can assume that it was included in European art, but this could not be
confirmed). However, the distribution of time between the blocks looks more balanced, and
the problems considered in the second part of the course are less biased and related to the
current agenda dictated by the party. Gabrichevsky’s course is broader than the Arkin’s one on
history of architecture; it is aimed, first of all, at developing the professional erudition of the

architect and broadening his or her horizons in related arts.

201 | bid.

I. Ucropuueckmit nukn: 1. IlepBoObiTHOe mckyccTBO. 2. MckyceTBo kimaccmveckoro Bocroxka. 3.
AHTHYHOE HCKYCCTBO (IIpeMMylIecTBeHHO ['penus, smimHN3M u Pum). 4. HckycctBo Aszum. 5.
HckyccrBo 3anagHoro cpegHeBekosbs. 6. JlpeBHepycckoe uckyccto. 7. MckycctBo Peneccanca. 8.
EBponeiickue nckycctso XVI-XVIII Bekos. 9. EBponeiickoe uckycctso XIX—XX Bekos.

Il. TIpobnemonornyeckuii MUK (B UCTOPUYECKOM H3NOKeHHH): 1. Teopusi KUBOIMUCHBIX QOpM. 2.
MoHyMeHTabHas )KUBONHCH. 3. ['paduka (ee MPUHIMITEL U TIPUIIOKEHHE B apxuTeKType). 4. Kpyrnas
miactuka u penbed. 5. Ilpobmembl m uctopus opHamenTa. 6. MckycctBo mebemm. 7. MckyccTBO
KOCTIOMA.

I1l. KpaTtkue odepku HUCTOPHU U TEOPUH Apyrux uckyccTs: 1. Mcropudeckas mostuka. 2. OCHOBHbIE
BOIIPOCHI My3bIKOBeIeHUs1. 3. OCHOBHBIE BOIIPOCHI TeaTpoBeaeHus. 4. IcKyccTBO KMHO.
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The programme of translation of the main Renaissance treatises in the

All-Union Academy of Architecture

To understand how the Renaissance was represented in Soviet architectural education
in the 1930s, one cannot confine oneself to analysing curricula, especially at higher levels of
professional training. It seems necessary to turn our attention to books, which were supposed
to help both students and practicing architects to master the classical heritage. In this section,
we will continue to explore the work of the All-Union Academy of Architecture and look at
the publication program of its Publishing House. The theme of my work suggests that not all
the publishing activities of the Academy will be in focus, although this could become an

interesting separate research.

In the first half of 1930-s the Publishing House of the All-Union Academy of
Architecture initiated a large project devoted to the translation, commenting and publishing the
main treatises on the history and theory of Renaissance architecture. It was a series of books
under the name of “Classics of Theory of architecture” edited by Alexander Gabrichevsky —a
professor of art history in the Academy and an employee of the workshop of history and theory
of architecture. The preparation of each volume required a great amount of work which
included not only the translation itself, but also the extended historical and linguistic research.
However, the practical value of this work for educating and enlightening the architects’
community was not obvious — this notion was made by Branko Mitrovi¢, who was the first to
pay attention to this story?®?, and | agree with him. Moreover, among those who took part in
this project, there was only one professional architect, all others were historians, philosophers
and linguists. According to Mitrovi¢, they did not put many efforts to adjust the translations to
the needs of the architectural community, however, as we shall see, this statement is rather
controversial. In this paragraph, I will try to figure out, what stood behind this great project and

whose needs these books should have met.

The publishing activity of the Academy of Architecture, and in particular the translation
work, is still considered an unprecedented case of deep theoretical work initiated and supported
by the most important architectural institution in the country. The more interesting it will be to

understand the mechanisms that provided it.

202 Branko Mitrovi¢, ‘Studying Renaissance Architectural Theory in the Age of Stalinism’, I Tatti
Studies in the Italian Renaissance, 12 (2009), 233-63 <https://doi.org/10.1086/its.12.27809576>.
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The Publishing House of the All-Union Academy of Architecture in the 1930s

The Academy’s Publishing House was established by the same decree “On architectural
education”?% that | have described in detail in the previous paragraphs. According to it, the
Publishing House should have immediately engaged in the release of “textbooks and teaching
aids in the most important architectural disciplines; monographs <...> on selected branches of
architectural practice; treatises and albums of classics and outstanding masters of architecture;
brief architectural encyclopaedia <...> and the course of the general history of architecture”.?%
The notion to publish “treatises and albums of classics and outstanding masters of architecture”
initiated the work on the introduction into the everyday life of the architect of various historical
and theoretical texts, and Academy’s workshop on history and theory of architecture took
responsibility for translations and commenting. Besides Renaissance architectural treatises that
I will discuss below, the works included the publication of other historically important books,
such as Andrea Pozzo’s Perspective, Charles Cameron’s The Baths of the Romans, and classics
of architectural history, such as Blum’s “Description and Application of Five Orders”,
Stegman and Geymuller’s “Renaissance Architecture in Tuscany”, Viollet le Duc’s
“Conversations on Architecture”, Choisy’s “History of Architecture”, as well as contemporary
works on classical architecture, such as K. Ranchevsky’s study on the typology of Roman
capitals. Typically, the publications included not only translations but were accompanied by
an extensive body of scholarship on architectural theory in the form of introductions,
commentaries, essays on specific topics, or additional translations of other sources related to
the specific architectural treatise. All these required the extensive collateral research, results of
which were published in the magazine “The Academy of Architecture” and a series of
monographs, the publishing project became the main task for the workshop. In 1935 the
workshop initiated also a work on the multi-volume textbook on the world history of
architecture (which took almost three decades). The preparation of the textbook and discussions
around it deserve a separate research project. Despite the fact that an entire volume was devoted

to the Renaissance in the textbook, I will not dwell on this story in detail, because the work on

203 <On Architectural Education. A Decree of the Central Committee of All-Union Communist Party
(bolsheviks) from 4th of October 1933.

204 1bid.

«...y4eOHUKOB W Y4YEOHBIX IMOCOOMH IO BaXKHEUITUM apXUTEKTYPHBIM JHUCIHILIMHAM; MOHOTpadwmii
<...> MO OTHENBHBIM OTPACISIM APXUTEKTYPHOW MPAKTUKU; MOHOTpaduil U anbOOMOB KITACCHKOB W
BBIJIAIONINXCS MAacTEPOB aApPXUTEKTYPhI; KPATKOM apXUTEKTYPHOH SHIMKIONEAUH <...> U Kypca
BCEOOIIEH HCTOPUU aPXUTEKTYPHI».
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the volume goes beyond the time frame | am considering and requires the involvement of

completely different social contexts for its comprehension.

As mentioned above, in 1944 an Academy of Architecture published a brochure called
“The 10 years of the Academy of Architecture”?% where presented the results of the work of
each division for the 10-years period. The most interesting for us now are the paragraphs about
the workshop on the history and theory of architecture as a main actor of the translation

programme and about the Publishing House.

Let’s start from the workshop. This paragraph was probably written by David Arkin,
who, by that moment had already become its head. Arkin worked in the Academy from the
very beginning, held the position of the academic secretary and was responsible for planning
and controlling all the research related activities in the workshop. He divides the 10-years
period for 3 stages. First one, from 1933 to 1937, under the guidance of art-historian and one
of the leading VOPRA ex-members Ivan Macza, who by that period was also an important
figure in the Union of the Soviet Architects, Arkin calls “preparatory” when the main goal was
to find a proper staff and to develop a plan for the future years. The main ideological line of
this period was “a critical work on a world architectural heritage”, so the Renaissance studies
(but not only them) were absolutely legitimate since the very beginning of the workshop’s
work. | assume, it was Macza and Arkin, who gathered the people who worked over the
translation program, alongside with the textbook “The World History of Architecture”. In this
period, Arkin and Macza invited Alexandr Gabrichevsky and Vasily Zubov to the Academy —
the leading figures in the publishing of the series “Classics of Theory of Architecture”. During
the next periods (1937 — 1939 and 1939 — 1944, under the guidance of lvan Nikolaev and David
Arkin, correspondingly) the work on the “The World History of Architecture” became a main
task for everyone involved in the workshop, however, other publication activities also took

place.

More interesting (and closer to our topic) is the report of the Publishing House. Why
this programme seemed so significant not only to Soviet architects (and bureaucrats) but also
to the architectural historians 80 years after? Let’s look at the numbers: the amount of literature
published by the Academy was enough for each Soviet architect to have these volumes on the

shelves.

205 <10 years of the All-Union Academy of Architecture of the USSR (1934-1944)”.
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Table 7. Total amount of literature published by the All-Union Academy of Architecture during the first
decade.

Year Number of items Total number of prints
1935 20 97 900
1936 30 89 900
1937 38 122 100
1938 40 152 400
1939 46 267 100
1940 52 240 200
1941 39 137 600
1942 26 62 500
1943 7 17 300
1944 22 64 500
Total?%® 314 (320) 1234 200 (1 251 500)

Thus, the amount of publications in the Academy’s Publishing House was huge. These
numbers include not only books on architectural history and theory, but all print production
that can fulfil architects’ needs and promote Soviet architecture among general public: albums
with architectural graphics, designs, brochures on the various aspects of the national
architecture of the USSR, postcards with the significant monuments, etc. Architecture of the
Soviet national republics was represented by the books on the architecture of Georgia, Ukraine,
Uzbekistan, wooden architecture of the Russian North (Arkhangelsk and Murmansk area) and
Karelia (former part of Finland). Special issues were dedicated to the various aspects of design
and construction of residential and public buildings — hospitals, kinder-gardens cinemas,

workers’ clubs as a special form of community life (places where local people could spend

208 First number in this line is taken from the Academy’s report, and the number in brackets is the sum
of the data in the column.
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their free time, in the early Soviet times they in some sense replaced churches, and in many

villages and small towns across Russia, church buildings became clubs).’

The Academy’s Publishing House also paid attention to the issues of urban planning.
1930s were the time of creating master plans for the development of Soviet cities. The second
five-year plan, which started to implement in 1933, aimed at the massive growth of industrial
production, so urban development became one of the priorities of the Soviet economy. In 1935,
masterplans for Moscow and Leningrad appeared, in 1937 — for Gorky (Nizhny Novgorod), in
1938 — for Sverdlovsk (Yekaterinburg) — cities where industrial production was concentrated.
Therefore, publications dedicated to urban development occupied an essential place in the

products of the Academy’s Publishing House.

It was also necessary to inform the general reader about the achievements of Soviet
architecture — for this, the Publishing House launched a special series of brochures: about the
Moscow metro, about the All-Soviet agricultural exhibition, about the Soviet pavilion at the
World Exhibition in Paris, and so on. To solve the problems of Soviet propaganda by means
of architecture, it was not enough to design and build a monument; it was important to make
as many people as possible to see it. The distribution of printed materials depicting the most
significant Soviet monuments was one of the most obvious and easy ways to do this. During
the first decade of its existence (which is in the focus of our interest) Academy’s Publishing
House managed to establish a steady production of literature in a specific field and achieve
significant results both in meeting the needs of the architects themselves and in shaping the
architectural tastes of the Soviet public in general. Even during the WWII, as one can see from
the table above, the Publishing House continued to work, specializing mainly in the needs of
military construction. The second direction of the Publishing House’s work that was important
for Soviet architecture in the war time was the publications related to the commemoration of

the war.

The establishment of the publishing houses at the various state institutions was a
common practice in the 1930s in the USSR. This practice was related to state ideological
control over the book production and is rooted in 1920s, when the Main Directorate of
Literature and Publishing Houses (Glavlit) was established. The main functions of Glavlit were

ideological — it made a final decision whether a book would be published or prohibited. After

207 ewis H Siegelbaum, ‘The Shaping of Soviet Workers’ Leisure: Workers’ Clubs and Palaces of
Culture in the 1930s’, International Labor and Working-Class History, 56 (1999), 78-92.
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coming to power, the Communist Party had immediately banned the “bourgeois” print
production and over the course of the Civil War created a complex array of military and
ideological censorship organs. In the spring of 1922, the Party decided to unify all censorship
organs into a single entity, so some private publishing houses could reopen. This reopening
was motivated by several reasons. Foremost, there was a perceived need to jumpstart a
publishing industry, and the private publishers could provide both capital and expertise that
was sorely needed. Their experience was particularly important in technically challenging
areas, such as scientific or engineering publishing, that inexperienced state Publishing Houses
were ill-prepared to handle. However, the Party could not delegate the responsibility for the
content to the private publishers. The books irrelevant to the state ideology, could pose two
types of danger: first, they might trigger interests, beliefs or desire in reader that would lead
him or her away from the communism, and second, these books could distract reader form
other, more valuable books, from the official point of view. Thus, the reader’s time was also
viewed as a significant ideological resource. Since 1920 the Soviet state put a lot of efforts to
eliminate illiteracy among the adult citizens?%, and publishing production became one of the

effective ways of the propaganda.

Thus, the main function of Glavlit was to ensure, that irrelevant or anti-communist
books would not appear in the Soviet bookshops. Private publishers had to submit advanced
quarterly editorial plans, which were reviewed by the Glavlit’s censors. They could propose
potential alterations (and these proposals were obligatory to follow) and change the aspects of

the publication, such as length or expected number of copies.

As Brian Kassof argues, the ability to review quarterly editorial plans in advance was
particularly important, as it provided Glavlit with a means of forcing the private publishers to
restrict their output to a limited number of subject areas?®. This type of specialization in the
Soviet trade was known as “typification” (tipizatsia, «tunusares» in Russian). Each publishing
house should provide to Glavlit a well-defined profile — two or three related subject areas of
specialization (for example, engineering and science, or children’s literature and classical

literature, etc.). This division of the subject areas was opposed to the “universal” state

208 The estimations of the literacy level among adult Russians (16 to 50 y.0.) in 1914 vary from 30% to
45%. The 1939 census data provides 90% of the literate people, and in many regions the literacy became
total.

209 Brian Kassof, ‘Glavlit, Ideological Censorship, and Russian-Language Book Publishing, 1922-38,
The Russian Review, 74.1 (2015), 69-96 <https://doi.org/10.1111/russ.10757>.
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publishing houses working on the numerous fields which may not have been interrelated.
Glavlit could (and, as Kassof states, frequently did) refuse to allow a publication on the grounds
that it fell outside a publishing house’s profile. Such refusals on the formal grounds, were
usually issued upon the submissions of the individual manuscripts. It was a measure designed
to catch works that did not match their description in editorial plans, or which were
substitutions. In either case, any work seen as falling out the predefined area of competence,
could be rejected, regardless of its ideological qualities. According to a Glavlit official, a more
than a dozen publishing houses in Moscow and Leningrad were shut down during the
typification process in 1920s.

The typification process forced by Glavilt, appeared to be quite successful: by the mid-
1920s the great majority of books released by the private publishers fell into one of the four
subject areas: fiction, children’s books, science and technology and the arts. Kasslof states, that
these were the areas where party leaders believed the work of state publishing operation still
required supplementation. Correspondingly, Glavlit’s own internal structure had to reflect

these subject areas given to the private publishers.

However, this situation in book printing could not exist a significantly long period of
time. Party leaders always viewed the existence of the private publishing in the Soviet Union
as temporary experiment, only tolerated until the state publishing sector would become strong
enough to provide a printing production in expected numbers and quality level. In 1929 the
Central Party Committee officials finally decided to force the closure of the remaining private
publishing houses. Glavlit’s leadership was, however, dissatisfied and argued for their
continued operation, maintaining that they still serve a useful purpose and were under control.
Glavlit’s protection to the private publishing sector can be probably explained by the notion
that its relationship with state publishers were more complicated. In the newly born Soviet
publishing industry Glavlit was one of the many other agents expected to play a role in ensuring
the ideological qualities of the Soviet print production. Kasslof argues that if Glavlit’s
relationship with the private publishers laid bare the logic of Soviet censorship, its relationship
to the state publishing houses exposed the very real limitations of its powers and its place in
the broader system of regulation and control. However, the creation of the state publishing
system was happening in the time when Glaivlit was the most influential player in the print
industry, and its regulation practices were acquired by the state printing industry. In particular,
the practice of typification has left a mark on the configuration of the industry. By the time of

the emergence of large creative unions in 1932 and institutions responsible for the development
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of an entire industry (such as, as in the case in focus, the Union of Architects and the Academy
of Architecture), the practice of thematic division of publishing houses was already entrenched,
so it seemed logical to open publishing houses specializing in a particular field of knowledge
within the framework of the relevant institutions. Thus, Academy of Sciences of the USSR has
its own Publishing House specialising in scientific literature since 1925. Arts as a field of
human activity and ideologically important area of social life, also required its own publishing
houses, and the Academy of architecture became the first representative of the visual arts in
the Soviet print market. The Publishing House of the Academy of Arts was established only
after WWII, in 1947. The censorship process has changed since the end of the 1920s and the
death of the private print sector (each state publishing house had censors among their staff),
but the practice of providing plans and thematic regulations remained. If the publishing house
would have liked to include a book in its publishing plan, it should not only have to show the
ideological value of the item, but to provide evidence that the subject of the books lied within

its area of expertise.

Thus, the work of the Publishing House of the Academy of Architecture was perfectly
integrated into the publishing system of the USSR. The decree “On Architectural Education”
provided a perspective thematic plan, in accordance with which various divisions of the
Academy planned their publication activities. The plans of the departments and workshops of
the Academy were drawn up annually; academic secretaries were usually responsible for their
preparation and implementation. They, in turn, collected individual plans for scientific work
from each employee, summarized them and submitted for further approval to the Academic
Council of the Academy and then to the Publishing House. In the workshop of history and

theory of architecture, this task was performed by David Arkin.
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Book series “Classics of Theory of Architecture”

Among many other items published by the Academy’s Publishing House in 1930-s,
there was a series of books issued between 1935 and 1938 and entitled “Classics of the theory
of architecture™. This series was devoted particularly to the Renaissance texts and consisted of
the following books:

1. Vitruvius. The Ten Books on Architecture. 1936 (translation by F.
Petrovsky)?19;

2. Andrea Palladio. The. Four Books of Architecture. 1936 (translation by 1.
Zholtovsky)?1t;

3. Giacomo Barozzi da Vignola. Canon of the Five Orders of Architecture. 1939
(translation by A. Gabrichevsky)?1%;

4. The Ten Books on Architecture by M. Vitruvius. Translated and Commentated
by Mons. Daniele Barbaro. 1938 (translation by A. Gabrichevsky and V. Zubov,
the first translation on any language after Italian)23;

5. Leon Batista Alberti. On the Art of Building in Ten Books (translation by V.
Zubov), On Sculpture (translation by A. Gabrichevsky), On Painting
(translation by A. Gabrichevsky), A Letter to Matteo Pasti (translation by A.

210 Mark Pollio Vitruvius, Ten Books on Architecture, trans. by F. A. Petrovsky, Classics of the theory
of architecture Under total. ed. A.G. Gabrichevsky (Moscow: Vsesakadarkhitektury Publishing House,
1936). (In Rusian: Mapk Iomuon Burpyswit, Jecsamo kuuz 06 apxumexmype, iep. ®. A. IlerpoBckuii,
Kimaccukun Teopun  apxutekTypel llom o6m. pen. A.I. T'abpuueBckoro (Mocksa: HM3ma-Bo
BcecakamapxutexTypsl, 1936).).

211 Andrea Palladio, Four books on architecture by Andrea Palladio, trans. by 1. V. Zholtovsky, 2nd
ed., erased. edn (Moscow: Vsesoyuzakadarkhitektury Publishing House, 1938). (In Russian: Anapea
[Manmnanuo, Yetbipe kuuru o6 apxurektype Anapea [lammanmo, K KOMX MOCHE KPaTKOrO TpakTaTa o
MATH OpJiepax W HacTaBlieHWH HanboJiee HEOOXOIUMBIX ISl CTPOUTENBCTBA, TPAKTYETCS O YaCTHBIX
JoMax, Joporax, MocTax, IUIOMIAAX, KCUcTax M xpamax, nep. U. B. XKonroBckuit, 2-¢ u3zd., cTep.
(Mocksa: U3n-Bo Beecorozakamapxutektypsl, 1938).).

212 Giacomo Barozzi da Vignola, The Rule of Five Orders of Architecture, trans. by A.G. Gabrichevsky,
Classics of the theory of architecture (Moscow: Publishing house of Vsesakadarkhitektury, 1939). (In
Russian: Ixakomo bapoumy na Bunbona, [lpasuno namu opoepos apxumexmypeol, trans. by A. T.
I'abpuueBckuii, Knaccuku reopun apxutektypsl (Mocksa: M3a-Bo Beecakamapxutektypsl, 1939).).

213 Daniele Barbaro, Commentary on Ten Books on the Architecture of Vitruvius: With adj. treatise by
Giuseppe Salviati on the method of accurately plotting the lonian volute, Classics of the theory of
architecture Ed. A.G. Gabrichevsky (Moscow: Vsesoyuzakadarkhitektury Publishing House, 1938). (In
Russian: Tauuene bapbapo, KomMmeHnTapuit k mecsti KHMram 00 apxurtekType Burpysus: C mpmil.
Tpakrara J[y3enne CanbpBuaTé 0 criocobe TOYHOTO BBIYEPUHBAHMS HOHHHCKOW BONIOTHI, Kimaccuku
Teopun  apxurektypel Ilom  obmeit pex. A.I. TabpuueBckoro (MockBa: U3n-Bo
Bcecorozakanapxurektypsl, 1938).).
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Gabrichevsky), Ludi matematici (translation by V. Zubov), Deliniation of the

City of Rome (translation by V. Zubov. In two volumes. 1935.2%4

Table 8 shows the runs for books in this series.

Table 8. The runs for the series “Classics of Theory of Architecture. All-Union Academy of
Architecture’s Publishing House.

Book title Number of
prints

Vitruvius. The Ten Books on Architecture. 1936 3000

Andrea Palladio. The. Four Books of Architecture. 1936 4500

Giacomo Barozzi da Vignola. Canon of the Five Orders of 8000
Architecture. 1939

The Ten Books on Architecture by M. Vitruvius. Translated 3000
and Commentated by Mons. Daniele Barbaro. 1938

Leon Batista Alberti. Selected works in two volumes. 1935 5950

Among the translators of this series, only lvan Zholtovsky was a practicing architect.
The rest were educated in the field of humanities — philosophers, historians or linguists. A brief
biography of Alexander Gabrichevsky is given above, and here it makes sense to dwell on the
figure of Vasily Zubov — one of the most significant figures of the Soviet intellectual scene of
the first half of the 20th century.

He was born on the 1st of August 1900 in Aleksandrov, a small town about 60 miles
from Moscow and spent all his life in the Russian capital, living with his family in the last room
of their former mansion near Taganskaya Square (the mansion was confiscated by the
Bolsheviks and leaving one or two rooms for the former owners was a usual practice). Branco
Mitrovi¢, describing Zubov’s biography, says that in 1918 Zubov was enrolled in the
department of philosophy of the Moscow University and graduated in 1922, in the last

generation of students before the department was closed down—the students from that

214 |_eon Battista Alberti, Ten Books on Architecture: in 2 Volumes, Classics of the theory of architecture
under total. ed. A.G. Gabrichesky (Moscow: Publishing House of the All-Union Academy of
Architecture, 1935). (In Russian: Jleon barrucra Ansbeptu, Jecams kuuz o 300uecmee: 8 2-x momax,
Knaccuku teopum apxutextypsl mox obmr. pea. A.. T'abpuueckoro (MockBa: W3matenbcTBo
Bcecoro3Hoii akageMuu apxXuTeKTypsl, 1935).).

153



generation were subsequently referred to as “the last philosophers?5. Here | should say, that
actually, in 1918 in the Moscow University there was no department of philosophy. Since 1906
there was a division of philosophy within the department of history and philology. In 1919 this
department was united with the department of social sciences, where at the same time studied
David Arkin. Both Zubov and Arkin graduated in 1922, and thus they most likely knew each
other from early 1920-s and cooperated on the various occasions. And Zubov, who studied

philosophy, history and linguistics, received a brilliant humanitarian education.

From 1923 Zubov worked in the State Academy of Artistic Sciences (GAHN) with
Gabrichevsky and after this institution was closed down, he moved to the Academy of
Architecture where he stayed until 1945. In the 1930s most of his work concentrated on the
series “Classics of Theory of Architecture” and other architecture related activities, including
regular book reviews in the major architectural press. His main interest in that period was a
figure of Leon Batista Alberti, and subsequently, in the 1946, he completed his doctoral
dissertation on Alberti’s architectural theory.?!® Even in the context of modern Albertian
scholarship his thesis is an immensely important contribution. It has only recently been
published in Russian, however, it was publicly available in the State Library and caused a
discussion on the philosophical origins of the Alberti’s views: a philosopher Alexey Losev
initiated it.>” However, it seems that after completing the dissertation Zubov lost his interest
to Alberti in particular and architectural history in general. In 1945 Zubov transferred with his
job to the Institute for the History of Science of the Soviet Academy of Sciences where he
worked until his death in 1963. His monograph about Leonardo da Vinci?'® was written in these
years, as well as his history of atomic theories, a book on Aristotle and a history of the writing

of the history of science in Russia. To the historians of science Zubov is known as the 1963

215 Branko Mitrovi¢, ‘The Tsar’s Last Philosopher on the Method of Architectural History: Orthodox
Theology versus Geistesgeschichte’, Architectural History, 51 (2008), 239-259.

216 Recently this dissertation was published as a book, which | refer to: Zubov V. P., Alberti
Architectural Theory, ed. by D. A. Bayuk (Moscow: Aleteya, 2001) (In Russian: B. II. 3y6os,
Apxumexmypuas Teopus Anvbepmu, ed. by JI. A. Batok (MockBa: Anereits, 2001).).

217 Bayuk D. A., *V. P. Zubov and A. F. Losev On the Aristotelianism of Leon Battista Alberti, Annual
Theological Conference of St. Tikhon Orthodox University for the Humanities, 27, 2017, 44-48. (In
Russian: Barok /1. A., ‘B. I1. 3y6oB 1 A. ®. Jloce O6 Apucrorenusme Jleona barructer AnpbepTn’,
Eocecoonasn Boeocnosckas Kongpepenyus Ilpasocaasnozo Cesmo-Tuxonoeckozo Iymanumapnozco
Yuusepcumema, 27, 2017, 44-48.).

218 Zubov V.P., Leonardo da Vinci. 1452-1519, Scientific and biographical series (Moscow Leningrad:
Publishing house of Academician USSR Leningrad branch, 1961) (In Russian: 3y6og B. I1., Jleorapoo
0a Buwmuu. 1452-1519, HayuHo-Omorpaduueckas cepus (Mocksa Jlenwnrpan: W3g-Bo AxamHayk
CCCPlJlenunrpota-aue, 1961).
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recipient of the George Sarton medal— the ultimate recognition in that field, which indicates
that his contribution was equivalent to that of other laureates of those years, such as Lynn
Thorndike and Alexandre Koyré. Art historians know his book about Leonardo da Vinci,
translated into English in the 1960s, while architectural historians working on the Renaissance
are aware of his important articles about Leon Battista Alberti and Daniele Barbaro, most of

which were published in the late 1950s or early 1960s and are still widely cited today.

In the Academy’s publishing programme Zubov became one of the leading translators
and a careful reviewer. In all his texts, be it prefaces, comments or reviews, Zubov
demonstrates a deep knowledge of both the historical and linguistic side of the issue, and the
fact that he is well versed in technology and knows how to speak about it in understandable
language. As we saw above, Zubov, alongside with Gabrichevsky, played a key role in the

series “Classics of Theory of Architecture”.

Next, 1 will dwell in more detail on three books from the series: Alberti’s De re
aedificatoria, on whose translation Zubov worked; Palladio’s I Quatro Libri, on the cover of
which the name of Zholtovsky is indicated, however, Gabrichevsky’s impact in this book’s
emergence is very significant, and Vitruvius, translated twice, simultaneously in Moscow and
Leningrad, first one by Academy of Architecture with professional purposes, and the second —
by archaeological Institute of Material Culture as an example of literary monument of antiquity.
| chose these three books because the history behind each one illustrates important processes
that took place in Soviet architecture. Alberti as a theorist turned out to be very important, as a
general role model of an architect who is faced with the need to find a new style corresponding
to the time. The history of Palladio’s translation illustrates how social factors intervened in the
authorship of a particular text. Finally, Vitruvius’s translations, a discussion on their quality
shows that the texts of theorists of architecture of antiquity and the Renaissance were perceived
by Soviet architects not only as an important historical artifact, but also as a tool for practical

work.
Leon Battista Alberti as a Role Model for a Soviet Architect

Two volumes of Alberti’s translations were published by the Academy of Architecture
in 1935 (see Figure 21 and Figure 22). They include not only the text De re aedificatoria which
is “specialized” for architects, but also treatises Della Pittura, De Statua, Ludi Matematici,
“Letter to Matteo Pasti” and other texts of the author (see a full content above). Until now, this

edition is the most complete collection of Alberti’s texts in Russian. The authors of the

155



translations and editors of the publication are Vasily Zubov and Alexander Gabrichevsky.
Apparently, this work became the basis of Zubov’s dissertation on Alberti, which he brilliantly
defended in 1946. All works have been translated from Latin originals. The translators had
three sources at their disposal: (a) three Latin editions (incunabula of 1485, stored in the
Leningrad Public Library, a Paris edition of 1512 and a Strasbourg edition of 1541), (b) Italian
translations by Lauro?®® and Bartoli?® and (c) Bonucci’s alleged author’s Italian edition of the
first three books. Translation editors complain about numerous errors and unclear places in
existing translations and admit that it was not always possible to correct and restore them,
especially in cases where the original text was damaged or lost. Regarding illustrations, the
editors decided to choose the engravings of the first Italian edition of Bartoli (1550) and
reproduce them fully (see Figure 23 and Figure 24 as the examples). As noted in the foreword,
these figures are by no means working drawings and are often very inaccurate illustrations of
Alberti’s text. However, the choice of engravings from Bartoli’s edition was explained by the
fact that they are chronologically closest to the era of the writing of the treatise and are more
worthy and stylish decoration of the book than the magnificent engravings of the later Italian
and English editions of the 18th century, or dry drawings attached to the German translation

Theuer.22

Alberti’s publication can be called a key event in the formation of the theory of Soviet
architecture. Alberti as an author and as a historical figure of an early Renaissance architect
turns out to be a role model for Soviet historians and theorists of architecture. In the preface to
Gabrichevsky’s Russian translation of De re aedificatoria, we can see: “Alberti’s “On the Art
of Building in Ten Books” is the first known architectural treatise in the time of Vitruvius. For
the fourteen centuries that separate Alberti from Vitruvius, we do not yet know a single literary
document on European architecture. Large systems of medieval feudal art arose in a process of
slow spontaneous growth; if they had their own “theories”, then these theories were the
products of centuries of accumulation of collective experience, and not deliberately given
artistic programs, as was the case in the Renaissance. The Renaissance is perhaps the only
example in the past history of the world style, when the creation of a new style — in this case,

a new style that determined all the further development of art up to the present day — is carried

219, B. Alberti, I dieci libri de I’architettura di Leon Battista de gli Alberti Fiorentino, trans. by Pietro
Lauro, 1546.

220 |, B. Alberti, L architettura (Nel Monte Regale (Mondovi): Appresso Leonardo Torrentino, 1565).
221 |_eon Battista Alberti, Zehn Biicher Uber Die Baukunst, trans. by Maximilian Theuer (Heller, 1912).
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out not over centuries, but within a few decades, not “spontaneously” but on the paths of
conscious searches, conscious assimilation of the heritage of the past and creative resolution of
the task.

Moreover, the masters of the early Renaissance felt themselves to be the creators of a
new culture, in which there was not, and in their opinion, there should not have been, a gap
between theory and practice, between science and art. Their herald was Leon-Batista Alberti,

their manifestos were Alberti’s treatises on painting, sculpture and architecture.”???

These words cannot but be compared with the current situation in Soviet architecture.
Architects in the 1930s (as well as in the previous decade) could not help but feel themselves
as pioneers and inventors of a new style. At first, colossal social changes after the revolution
and the onset of the era of modernism demanded new solutions, and then, under Communist
Patry’s pressure, it became necessary to switch for a search for a basis for socialist realism.
Obviously, theorists of Soviet architecture in the public field had to claim no less than “the
creation of a new style that determined all further development of art” and be “creators of a
new culture”. In this case, De re aedificatoria was proclaimed by their manifesto too and
Alberti as a theorist can be seen as a role model of a Soviet architect in 1930-s. However, one
cannot fail to note the fundamental difference between the positions of the 15th century
architect in Italy and the Soviet architect of the 1930s: in the second case, the creation of a new
style had to fit into clearly defined ideological and artistic frameworks, and these frameworks

were established from the outside, and not by the professional community itself.

222 Alberti.

«/lecsATh KHUT 0 30/14E€CTBE — MIEPBBIN U3BECTHBIN apXUTEKTYPHBIN TpakTaT BO BpeMeHU Butpysus. 3a
YETBIPHAIATE CTOJNCTUM, OTACIAIONMX AnpOepTd oT BuTpyBus, MBI MOKa HE 3HAEM HH OIHOTO
JUTEPaTYpHOTO JOKYMEHTa TI0 BOMPOCAaM EBPOMEUCKOTO 30[4eCTBa. bBONbIINE CHCTEMBI
CPETHEBEKOBOTO (he0MaTbHOTO MCKYCCTBA BO3HUKAIHM B TPOIECCE MEICHHOTO CTHXHHWHOTO POCTa;
€CJTM OHM W WIMEJIH CBOW “‘TEOPHH’’, TO TEOPHH 3THU OBLIN MPOIYKTaMHU MHOTOBEKOBOTO HAKOTUICHHS
KOJUIEKTUBHOI'O OIbITA, & HE CO3HATEJbHO 3aJaHHBIMU XYJOKECTBEHHBIMU MPOTrpaMMaMH, KakK 3TO
Obuto B dmoxy Peneccanca. Peneccanc, mokanyi, €JMHCTBEHHBIA MPUMEpP B MPOILIOW HCTOPUHU
MHPOBOTO CTUJIS, KOTJA CO3/IaHUE HOBOT'O CTUJISI — B JJAaHHOM CIIy4ae HOBOTO CTHUJIS, OIPEICIUBIIETO
BCE JaJbHEUIIIEE PAa3BUTHE UCKYCCTBA BILIOTH JO HAIIKUX JHEH — OCYIIECTBISETCS HE HA TMPOTSKCHUN
CTOJICTHH, a B TCUCHUE HEMHOTUX JCCITUICTHH, HE “CTUXUHHO”, a HA MyTSIX CO3HATEIbHBIX HCKAHUH,
CO3HATEITHLHOTO OCBOCHUS HACJIEINS ITPOIIIOTO U TBOPUECKOTO Pa3pEIICHUS ITOCTAaBICHHON 3a/1auH.

[Ipryem Mactepa parHero Peneccanca 9yBCcTBOBaliM ce0s TBOPIIAMHU HOBOH KYJIBTYPHI, B KOTOPOH HE
ObLI0, A, 0 MX MHEHHUIO, U HE JOJDKHO OBIJIO OBITH pa3pbiBa MEXIy TEOPHEH M MPAKTUKOH, MEXIY
HayKo W HUCKyccTBOM. Mx rmamataem u Obin JleoH-batmcra AnpbOeptu, mx MaHudectamu —
aIb0EpPTHEBCKUE TPAKTATHI O )KUBOIIUCH, O CKYJBITYPE U 00 apXUTEKTypeE.»
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Zholtovsky’s translation of Palladio’s “I Quatro Libri”

As | have already mentioned above, the only architect among those who took part in
the publishing of the series “The Classics of Theory of Architecture” as translators or editors,
was Ivan Zholtovsky, at least according to the official narrative. During his long professional
life Zholtovsky was well-known admirer of the Italian Renaissance and Palladio in particular.
Thus, there is no coincidence that Zholtovsky turned out to be involved to the Russian edition
of Palladio’s treatise. The previous attempt to translate and publish I Quatro Libri was
performed in 1798 by Nikolay Lvov??® — architect, translator, historian, scientist — one of the
brightest representatives of the Russian Enlightenment. Lvov published only the first Palladio’s

book; the others remained untranslated.

Zholtovsky was primarily a practicing neo-Palladian. His first neo-Palladian building
was a Race Society Mansion (1903-1905) near the Moscow Hippodrome (see Figure 8 and
Figure 9). It was his first Moscow commission after graduation from the Imperial Academy of
Arts. A legend has developed around the construction of this building: Zholtovsky won the
competition for construction with a project in the style of English neo-Gothic and, already at
the construction stage, somehow decided to change the project completely, so when the
building was revealed, it was a complete surprise for the local community. It is believed that
the inclination towards Italian architecture in the Race Society Mansion is especially strong in
the interior decoration, created according to the samples of the original Renaissance interiors
seen in Italy, where Zholtovsky specially travelled during construction with the painter Ignaty
Nivinsky; it appears to be his one of the earliest Italian travels. For Moscow, where neo-Gothic,
Russian style and even neo-baroque were considered customary at the beginning of the 20th
century, a classical building interpreted as the severity and simplicity of the Italian Renaissance
was an extremely original architectural statement. Naturally, the appearance of the Race
Society Mansion caused a sensation among the Moscow public and greatly contributed to

strengthening Zholtovsky’s reputation as the main connoisseur of style.

Several years later, in 1909 Zholtovsky builds another significant building — Tarasov’s
Mansion in Moscow, with is almost identical to Palladio’s Pallazo Tiene. After revealing the
mansion to the general public, Zholtovsky was even accused in plagiarism by some of the
collegues, but however, as Khan-Magomedov writes, these accusations were not supported by

the wide professional community, and in general, criticism of this work of Zholtovsky was

223 Federica Rossi, Palladio in Russia (Centro intern. di studi di architettura Andrea Palladio;, 2010).
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seemingly tabooed.??* In his further projects — among them the most famous are the residential
houses on Mokhovaya street and on Kaluzhskaya street (see Figure 7) in Moscow — Zholtovsky
continued to actively exploit Palladian motives. The discussion of where in the work of
Zholtovsky lies the border between direct borrowing and creative rethinking of the classical

heritage is still being conducted by historians of Soviet architecture.??®

It is worth noting that many legends have developed around the name of Zholtovsky
over the past century, and he seems to have contributed a lot to the appearance of some. In the
history of Soviet architecture, around Zholtovsky, the image of a wise patriarch has formed,
possessing the secrets of mastery, indisputable authority in the professional community, but
being, as it were, aloof from its pressing problems. Partly, we could already observe the
embodiment of this image in Zholtovsky’s descriptions of the work with students, when we
considered his speech on architectural education at the First All-Union Congress of Architects
(1937). Let me remind you that, in contrast to the report of the rector of the Academy of
Architecture Kryukov, Zholtovsky described the ideal situation of educating a young specialist,
which had little relevance to the requirements of reality. Nevertheless, Zholtovsky’s rather
archaic ideas, which did not meet the requirements of the mass scale and speed of professional
training of architects put forward by the party, found support in the professional community.
This was facilitated, in particular, by the image of the patriarch of Soviet architecture, actively
supported by Zholtovsky himself. ... Rumour has created (to Zholtovsky) the image of an
irreconcilable classic and Palladian, conjuring over dusty treatises of the distant past”, — writes
Alexander Gabrichevsky. This statement, as Ilia Pechenkin and Olga Shurygina notes, can be
interpreted as evidence that the mythical image was largely created by the architect himself.
Participation in a translation project as the author of the first complete translation of Palladio

into Russian undoubtedly greatly strengthened the image being created.

Ilia Pechenkin, who carefully studies Zholtovsky’s biography, notes, that Zholtovsky
had not always been a dedicated palladianist. The emergence of this stable role was preceded
by a 10-year professional activity, which S.0. Khan-Magomedov — a scholar who created a

modern Russian discourse on the Soviet architecture of the first half of the 20" century —

224 Khan-Magomedov S.0., lvan Zholtovsky (SE Gordeev, 2010), 244 p. (In Russian: Xan-Marome 0B
C.0., Usan )Konmoscxuii (CO Topaees, 2010), 244 c.).

225 Khan-Magomedov S.0., ‘The Italian Renaissance of Ivan Zholtovsky’; Pechenkin I. E., ‘Goethe-
Palladio-Zholtovsky. Hypothesis about the German Roots of Russian Palladianism of the 20th
Century”’, Artikult, 1 (25), 2017. (In Russian: ITewenkun U. E., ‘Tére-Ilammamuo-XXKonroBckwuii.
I'mnotesa o Hemenkux Kopusix Pycckoro [Mamnagnanctea XX Beka’, Apmukyaovm, 1 (25), 2017.).
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somewhat pompously called the time when Zholtovsky paid main attention to “the formation
of his personal concept”??6, However, according to Pechenkin, and here I can only join to his
position, it seems that in reality the architect was preoccupied not only with “finding himself”,
but also with finding a job, which means that in a creative sense he was heavily dependent on
the requirements of customers and senior colleagues, under whose supervision he, a person
who was still working hard to get an Academy diploma (and, therefore, who did not have
permission for independent projects), was forced to work.??” Studying at the Academy of Arts
took Zholtovsky for a long eleven years, also did not bode well for his future creative program.
He studies and works as an assistant to architects Robert Marfeld and Count Nikolay de
Rochefort, whose projects fit well into the aesthetic framework of late eclecticism. Re-enrolled
in the Academy after the reform of 1893, when the training of architects was transferred to the
format of workshops, ran by professors-leaders, Zholtovsky found himself in the class of
Antony Tomishko, whose understanding of the architectural profession, in contrast to his
illustrious colleague Leonty Benois, who brought up a whole galaxy of neoclassicists of the
early twentieth century, was extremely practical and business-like, with no artistic delights.
The lack of clear style preferences in Zholtovsky at the end of the 1890s also becomes clear
from his projects created for various competitions. Therefore, the episode with the construction
of the Race Society Mansion is considered a truly turning point in his career. Today it is already
quite difficult to separate the facts about its construction from the myths that surround
Zholtovsky’s biography over the years — this task has to be solved in the future. Pechenkin
argues that the question of the reasons for such a sharp and radical metamorphosis of the project
and the architect himself should be considered open. In any case, Zholtovsky’s curriculum vitae
does not explain in any way where this obsession with the High Renaissance and Palladio
comes from, which is not at all typical of the eclecticism of the 19th century. Whether the
subjective results of creative searches were behind it or it was a commercial experiment, during
which the Moscow public was offered an exotic product unfamiliar to it, it is important that
from now on Zholtovsky was categorical in his adherence to a certain aesthetic program, and
his creations acquired a recognizable author’s style, sometimes a form of shocking (the case of
the Tarasov mansion in Moscow). Pechenkin argues that the most possible source of
Zholtovsky’s obsession with Palladio comes from Goethe, in whose eyes the architecture of

Palladio was the embodiment of not only artistic, but also moral height. “Palladio is a man of

226 Khan-Magomedov S.O., Ivan Zholtovsky. P. 38.
227 pechenkin.
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enormous inner strength, who managed to turn it outward. <...> Indeed, there is something
divine in his buildings, they are like the miraculous power of the great poet, who creates
something third from truth and fiction, which fascinates us with his borrowed being”.??8 It is
known that Zholtovsky honoured Goethe, always kept his books close at hand, and also had an
excellent command of the German language and, in general, had great respect for German
culture. In this regard, the conclusion of Ilya Pechenkin that in the combination of Zholtovsky
and Goethe one can see some regularity and that Italian architecture was “discovered” by
Zholtovsky initially in its Germanic perception, seems worthy of attention. According to
Pechenkin, Goethe’s Palladian apology can serve as an ideal basis for Zholtovsky’s
construction of his own professional identity — as a practicing architect, as a teacher and as a

translator of the most important Palladian text.??°

Thus, Zholtovsky’s participation in the series “Classics of Theory of Architecture” as a
translator of Palladio’s treatise seems a logical stage of his professional biography. According
to Sergey Kozhin’s memoirs, Zholtovsky had in possession one of the first edition of | Quatro
Libri: “Somewhere in Italy, from a junk dealer, he bought one of four copies of the first original
one-volume edition of Palladio’s book on architecture with fields speckled with the
handwritten notes of this brilliant architect (the other three copies are in museums)”.?%
According to Pechenkin and Shurygina, Kozhin was talking about the 1570 edition, which
differs from the subsequent ones in a slightly smaller format. It is believed that this particular
copy was the source of the translation issued by the Academy of Architecture in 1936. The
purchase could have been made no later than 1926, when Zholtovsky returned to the USSR
from his last and longest trip to Italy, but as we shall see, it was probably made in the earlier
travels. At the beginning of his career, in the 1900s — 1920s, Zholtovsky visited Italy several

times, where he studied and measured the Renaissance monuments a lot. According to the

228 Johann Wolfgang Goethe, Italian Travel, trans. by N. Kholodovsky (Moscow: Ripol-Classic, 2017).
(In Russian: Woraun Boasdranr I'éte, Hmanvanckoe Ilymewecmeue, trans. by H. Xomomosckuit
(Mockga: Pumon-Kimacenk, 2017).).

229 pachenkin.

230 5, N. Kozhin, ‘The Academist Ivan Zholtovsky ¢, in Architect Ivan Zholtovsky, Episodes From An
Unwritten Biography, ed. by I. E. Pechenkin and O. S. Shurygina (Moscow, 2017), p. 160 (In Russian:
C. H. Koxun, ‘Axagemuk MBan Konrockwmii’, B Apxurekrop MBan JXontockuit, Dnuzonsr M3
Henanucannoit buorpaduu, pen. U. E. Tlevenkun and O. C. lypsiruna (Mocksa, 2017), ¢. 160.).

I'me-to B Utamuu, y crapséBmmka, oH [...] TpHOOPEN OMUH W3 YETHIPEX HK3EMIUIIPOB IEPBOTO
OPHUTHUHAIILHOTO OJIHOTOMHOTO W3J[aHus KHUTH [lanaano o6 apXUTeKType ¢ MOJSIMHU, HCIIEIPEHHBIMU
COOCTBEHHOPYYHBIMHU ITOMETKAMU 3TOT'0 F'EHUATTLHOTO 304€T0 (OCTATbHBIC TPU SK3EMILIAPA HAXOIATCS
B MY3€sX).
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stories of his students, on one of his trips, Zholtovsky was traveling by train from Milan to
Venice and read Goethe’s Italian journey, where he talked about Palladian architecture.
Suddenly, yielding to an impulse, Zholtovsky decided to get off in Vicenza and see with his
own eyes what he had just read about. We do not know how true this beautiful story is, but in

it we can see confirmation of the German roots of Zholtovsky’s Neopalladianism.

We will now step aside a bit from the main plot of Zholtovsky’s work on the translation
of the |1 Quatro Libri in order to discuss the last and the longest trip to Italy, which took place
in 1923-1926. Opportunities for this trip appeared as a result of his successful work on the
project of the All-Russian Agricultural Exhibition. Before the departure, in 1922, Zholtovsky
proposed to the All-Russia Central Executive Committee to create an institute for the Russian
art in Italy and to buy for this purpose Palladio’s Villa La Rotonda in Vicenza?3l. The main
idea of the document proposed by Zholtovsky to the Committee, was that the artistic culture of
European countries is inextricably linked with Italy, and Russia is no exception in this matter.
Referring to the example of France and Germany, which have their own artistic institutions in
Italy, which, on the one hand, direct their efforts and resources to the study of Roman and
Italian art, and on the other hand, they provide an opportunity for artists (painters, architects,
sculptors) who have received in their country with a completed education, improve in their
art.?%2 In some recent papers researchers assume that Zholtovsky probably wanted to become a
head of this institute and to work on the Soviet state on the safe distance.?33 However, almost
immediately after the revolution, Zholtovsky developed rather warm relations with the Soviet
regime. From various biographical sources about Zholtovsky?3#, an episode that happened in
the spring of 1918 is well known, when the first People’s Commissar of Education Anatoly
Lunacharsky in his note addressed to Lenin, gives Zholtovsky the most flattering
recommendation. Connections at the top of the Soviet state provided the architect not only with
the opportunity to remain in profession, but also with very comfortable living conditions

against the background of the economic catastrophe and political terror of the first years of

231 The villa was indeed put up for sale at the beginning of the 20th century, but much earlier, in 1912.
Zholtovsky’s offer to buy it out sounds inappropriate, unless we assume that he knew that it was for
sale, but did not know that it was bought.

232 pechenkin 1. E. and Shurygina O. S. Architect lvan Zholtovsky, Episodes From An Unwritten
Biography.

28 Khmelnitsky D. S. and Firsova A. V., Ivan Zholtovsky. Architect of Soviet Palladianism, (DOM
publishers 2015) 212 p. (In Russian: Xmenpanuxuii 1. C. and ®upcosa A. B., Usan XKoaToBckuii.
Apxutekrop Coserckoro [Nammaauanctea, (DOM publishers 2015) 212 c.).

234 Khan-Magomedov S.O., Ivan Zholtovsky.
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Soviet regime. Thus, at the time of his absence in 1923-1926, Zholtovsky managed to obtain
a protection warrant for his apartment in one of the mansions in the centre of Moscow?® — his
apartment had to be kept intact, no one could settle in it. In the face of an acute shortage of
housing in Moscow in the 1920s, an empty apartment in the centre of Moscow was something
incredible. It is worth noting, however, that the warrant did not help, and the apartment, along
with the mansion, was handed over to one of the state institutions, but the very fact that
Zholtovsky received guarantees from the authorities for the safety of his property (albeit not
executed as a result) speaks volumes. Therefore, this long journey can hardly be considered an
emigration attempt. If Zholtovsky’s plan had worked and the Russian Institute in Italy would
have appeared, perhaps he would not have refused to head it and move to a more comfortable
environment, however, there were significantly larger number of opportunities for self-
realization as an architect in his homeland, and good ties with the top leadership of the party
ensured his personal safety. The idea of opening a Russian Institute in the Villa La Rotonda,
apparently, did not become a priority for party leaders: Zholtovsky’s statement lay in the desk
of one of the Central Committee members for a long time, and then simply lost its relevance.

Zholtovsky returned from Italy to Moscow in 1926, and never left the country again.

However, the impressions, drawings, and things that Zholtovsky brought from his
Italian travels obviously had a huge effect both on his professional activities and on the public
image of himself that he created. And of course, the lifetime edition of Palladio was to be one
of the key elements of this image. However, in order to act as a translator of one of the most
significant professional books into Russian, it is not enough to be the owner of lifetime edition
and the reputation of the best Palladian expert in the Soviet Union. In addition, very specific
skills of a translator and a deep knowledge of the original language are also required.
Unfortunately, the information about how well Zholtovsky spoke Italian has not reached us.
We know from his report cards that first at school and then in the Riga Polytechnic School, he
studied German — and books in German were always near him, including Goethe. Already in
his professional life, in his speeches on urban planning issues, Zholtovsky referred to modern
German-language literature on these issues. There is no same evidence about the knowledge of
Italian language. Surely during his Italian trips, he mastered the language sufficient for
everyday communication, however, this level was hardly enough to work with the original text

of the XVI century. There are several different hypotheses about the authorship of the

235 pechenkin 1. E. and Shurygina O. S. Architect Ivan Zholtovsky, Episodes From An Unwritten
Biography.
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translation, published in 1936 under the name of Zholtovsky, which I will discuss below. All
of them are united by the fact that a professional philologist and humanist should have worked

on a translation of this level and quality.

An article by llya Pechenkin and Olga Shurygina is devoted to an episode of
Zholtovsky’s life, connected with the preparation of Palladio’s translation.?*¢ Working with his
personal archives, as well as with the archives of GAKhN (the State Academy of Art Sciences,
which existed in Moscow from 1921 to 1931, where, in particular, Vasily Kandinsky, Gustav
Shpet, and also Alexander Gabrichevsky worked), they discovered several draft versions of the
translation of | Quatro Libri dated by different years. First one is found in Zholtovsky’s
personal archive and entitled “Four Books on Architecture by Andrea Palladio”?*”. Second one
is found in the archive of GAKhN, entitled “A Translation on an Unknown Person of the Book
“On the Ancient Cities” by Andrea Palladio. Typescript”?® and contains fragments of two
different texts, one of which in entitled “The First Book on Architecture by Andrea Palladio”.
Pechenkin and Shurygina compared these texts compared the texts with each other and with
the translation published in 1936, and | did the same. A comparative analysis showed that the
introductory part of the translation from the Zholtovsky’s personal files is completely identical
to the text from the GAKhN archive, while the published version of the text is somewhat
different. In the table below I present an example from Palladio’s preface from all three
versions in Russian (two from archives and one that was published) to demonstrate the

linguistic nuances that distinguish the three texts.

2% pechenkin I. E. and Shurygina O. S., ‘The Palladian Text in the Biography of I. V. Zholtovsky’,
Artikult, 30.2 (2018), 12-27. (In Russian: Ileyenkun Y. E. and Ulypeiruna O. C., “Tlamnaananckuii
Tekct” B brorpapuu 1. B. Kontosckoro’, Apmukyaem, 30.2 (2018), 12-27.).

237 Draft Translation of “Four Books On Architecture” by Andrea Palladio ‘, RGALLI. F. 2423. Inv. 1.
File 4. (In Russian: ‘Uepnoruk IlepeBoma “Uetbipex Kuur O6 Apxutekrype” Anmapea Ilammamuo’.
PTAJIN. ®. 2423. Om. 1. Exn. xp. 4.).

238 ‘Translation of an Unidentified Person of Andrew Palladio’s Book “On Ancient Cities”. Typescript’
(In Russian: ‘TlepeBox Heycranosiennoro Jluma Kauru Auapes Iamtaguo “O JIpeBuux 'opomax”.
MaruHomnues . ).
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Table 9. Comparison of three translations of Palladio ’s treatise.

Translation from

Translation from

Translation

CKJIOHHOCTBIO, I OTHAJICS C
paHHUX
ApPXUTEKTYpbI; a TaKk Kak s

JeT  U3Y4YCHHIO
Bcerga ObUI TOrO MHEHU,

4T0 B YMCHHH  XOpOLIO

CTpOUTb, PpPAaBHO KaK U B
MHOI'UX APYyrux Jciax,
ApPpCBHUC PUMIIAHE
MMpeBOCXOAUIIN  BCCX, KTO

OBLJT TTOCIIE HUX, TO 5 U30pas

cebe yUYuTEeIeM u
PYKOBOJHUTENEM

BUTPYBUA -
CANHCTBCHHOI'O nucareird
JPEBHOCTH o TOMY
UCKYCCTBY. Uccnenys
OCTaTKn AHTUYHBIX
MOCTPOEK, JIOMIEIIINX JO

Hac BOIIPEKH BpPEMEHH H
OMYCTOIICHUSIM BapBapoB, s
Hamén wux ropasgo Ooisee
JOCTOMHBIMHU BHHMaHMUS,
yeM s JAyMaia A0 TOro, a
MIOTOMY CTaJl UX 0OMEpSATH BO
BCEX  MOAPOOHOCTSX, C
YpE3BBIYAHON TOYHOCTHIO U
BEIUYaNIIEH

CTapaTEeIbHOCTBIO. <...>»

CKJIOHHOCTBIO, 1 OTHAJCS C
paHHUX
ApPXUTEKTYpbI; a TaKk Kak s

JeT  U3YYCHHIO
Bcerja ObUI TOrO MHEHUS,
9TO0 B yMEHHUH

paBHO KaKk HW B
JIPyTUX

XOpOIIO
CTPOMTb,
MHOTHUX nenax,
JpEBHUE pUMIISIHE
IIPEBOCXOAWIIN KTO

OBLT TTOCIIe HUX, TO 5 U30pai

BCEX,

cebe YAUTEIEM u
PYKOBOJIUTEIIEM

BUTPYBUA —
CANHCTBCHHOI'O mucareiid
JPEBHOCTH 1O  3TOMY
UCKYCCTBY. Uccnenys
OCTaTKN AHTUYHBIX
MOCTPOCK, JOMICIIINX JIO

Hac BOIIPEKM BpPEMEHU U
OMYCTOIICHUSIM BapBapoOB, s
Hamén ux ropa3go Ooree
JIOCTOMHBIMU BHUMAaHUS,
yeM s JAyMaia J0 TOro, a
MOTOMY CTal UX OOMepsTh
BO BCEX MOJIPOOHOCTSIX, C
YPE3BBIYANHON TOUHOCTHIO U
BEJIMYANIIIECH
CTapaTeIbHOCTBIO. <...>»

GAKhN Zholtovsky’s personal file published in 1936
«BCTVYIIUTEJIBHO «BCTVYIIMTEJIBHO «BCTYIIMTEJIBHO
E CJIOBO KUYUTATEJIIO | E CJIOBO KUUTATEJIIO | E CJIOBO K UATATEJISIM
[ToOy»x maeMmbrit [ToOy>x maeMbrit [ToOy>x aeMbIii
MIPUPOKIAEHHON IPUPOKIEHHOU MIPUPOKIAEHHON

CKIIOHHOCTBIO, A OTAAJICA C

IOHBIX ~ JIET  HW3YYEHHIO
APXUTEKTYphI, a TaK Kak s
Bcerga ObLT TOTO MHEHUS,
4TO B CTPOUTEIHLHOM
UCKYCCTBE, pPaBHO KaK M B
JIpyTHUX JIpEBHUE

PUMIIAHE JAJICKO MPEB30IIIN

JIemax,

BCEX, KTO ObUI MOCJIE HUX, S
n3bpan cebe yuuTeneM u
pykoBoauTesneM Burpysus,

€IMHCTBEHHOI0  IMHUcaTeNs
JIPEBHOCTH o 3TOMY
HCKYCCTBY, MPUHSIICS
HCCIIE0BATH OCTaTKu
AHTUYHBIX MIOCTPOEK,

JomieaAmux 10 HaC BOIIPCKH
BPEMEHH M OMYCTOIICHUSM
BapBapoB, W, HaWId
ropaszio 0osiee TOCTOMHBIMU

nux

BHUMAaHUS, YeM s Jymall A0
TOTO, 51 CTAT KX OOMEPSTH BO
BCEX  NOJAPOOHOCTSAX, C
Ype3BbIYAHON TOYHOCTBIO U
BeIUYalIIe

CTapaTeJIbHOCTBIO. <...>»

The versions of the text differ slightly - the published version is slightly more concise
in relation to the drafts. It is important, however, that one of the drafts is in the archives of
GAKNhN, an institution that was closed in 1931. This means that work on Palladio’s translation
began long before the appearance of the Publishing House of the Academy of Architecture and

the series “Classics of Theory of Architecture”.

165



Can we conclude that Zholtovsky himself worked on this text back in the 1920s?
Unfortunately, it is still impossible to draw an unambiguous conclusion from the available
materials. On the title page of the second typescript from the GAKhN archive — Palladio’s “The
antiques of Rome” — there is an inscription “Translated from Italian by E. P. Ryabushinskaya.
1919. Moscow”. Elizaveta Ryabushinskaya came from the famous Ryabushinsky clan of
industrialists and bankers, one of the most influential families of pre-revolutionary Moscow.
Thus, she was a sister of Nikolai Pavlovich Ryabushinsky, a philanthropist who played an
important role in the artistic life of Moscow in the early 20th century, publisher of the art
magazine “Golden Fleece” («3omoToe PyHo»), aimed at promoting young avant-garde artists.
In the 1910s, Elizaveta herself was a member of the Society of Free Aesthetics, a literary and
artistic association created on the initiative of the symbolist poet Valery Bryusov in order to
“contribute to the success and development of arts and literature in Russia.”?%® Ryabushinskaya
had a personal relationship with Zholtovsky: after an unsuccessful marriage with the
industrialist and owner of textile factories, Alexander Karpov, Ryabushinskaya in 1910 became
the civil wife of the architect. Their relationship lasted until about 1921, when Elizaveta,

according to some sources, emigrated?*°, and according to others, died in Moscow.?*

Further reasoning represents hypotheses, documentary evidence for which remains to
be found. Thus, Pechenkin and Shurygina argue that the real author of Palladio’s translation is
Elizaveta Ryabushinskaya. However, | should remain that only one typescript out of two in the
archived folder was signed by Ryabushinskaya. And even if those typescripts were made on
the same machine, we can’t state with confidence that they were made by the same person.
This conclusion is based on the assumption that Ryabushinskaya was a member of the Lo
Studio Italiano circle —an informal association of writers, historians, art historians, translators,
aiming to popularize Italian culture in Russia. It existed in Moscow from 1918 to 1923, and it
included many prominent Russian humanitarians of the beginning of the century — Pavel

Muratov, Boris Vipper, Alexey Jivelegov and others. Most of the members of the circle were

2% Targulov A.D., ‘Society of Free Aesthetics’, Encyclopedia of Russian Avant-garde (Moscow: Global
Expert and Service Team, 2013) <http://rusavangard.ru/online/history/obshchestvo-svobodnoy-
estetiki/> [accessed 21 August 2020]. (In Russian: Tapryios A. [1., ‘O061iecTBO CBOOOAHOM 3CTETHKH,
Onyuxnoneouss Pyccxoeo Asameapoa (MockBa: ['moban Oxcmept sux CepBuc Tum, 2013)
<http://rusavangard.ru/online/history/obshchestvo-svobodnoy-estetiki/> [accessed 21 August 2020].).

240 Unforgotten Graves. Russian Diaspora: Obituaries 1917-1997, 6 vols (Moscow, 2005), 1. (In
Russian: Hezabwvimuie Mozunst. Poccutickoe 3apybesicoe: Hexkponozu 1917-1997 I'z., 6 tomos (MockBa,
2005), 1.).

241 pechenkin 1. E. and Shurygina O. S., ‘The Palladian Text in the Biography of I. V. Zholtovsky’.
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educated at the Department of History and Philology of Moscow University. Pechenkin and
Shurygina argue that it was Ryabushinskaya who became the connecting link between
Zholtovsky and Lo Studio Italiano, thereby inscribe Zholtovsky’s Palladianism into the general
context of the Russian Silver Age culture. According to their conclusions, it was Zholtovsky
who passed Ryabushinskaya’s translation to GAKhN either immediately before (in 1922) or
immediately after (in 1926) his three-year Italian trip. Thus, we can fix the first hypothesis: the
real author of the translation of | Quatro Libri is Elizaveta Ryabushinskaya, and Zholtovsky or

someone else used her text when preparing the publication of 1936.

However, we have not yet been able to find documentary evidence that Ryabushinskaya
was part of Lo Studio Italiano. Unfortunately, the activities of this circle have been little
studied, and the authors usually limit themselves to listing the most famous cultural figures of
the early 20th century who participated in its work.?*?> However, all the lists of its participants
mention Alexander Gabrichevsky — in addition to the details of his biography already
mentioned above, he was also a close friend of Zholtovsky throughout almost his entire life.
Thus, when, after returning from Italy in 1926, Zholtovsky discovered that his apartment, along
with the mansion where he lived, had been confiscated and passed to some institution, it was
Gabrichevsky who settled him and allocated rooms for work and for life. When in the 1930s
Gabrichevsky was arrested several times and sent into exile, Zholtovsky each time stood up for
him and used his connections in the Central Committee of the party to bring him back to
Moscow. Gabrichevsky was also the editor-in-chief of the series “Classics of Theory of

Architecture”, in which Palladio’s treatise was published in 1936.

In the archives of David Arkin, the academic secretary of the Workshop of History and
Theory of Architecture of the Academy, who was responsible for the implementation of the
publication program, there is a document — the plan of scientific work for 1934 by an employee
of the Workshop Alexander Gabrichevsky. In six paragraphs, he describes the planned
translation and editing of various texts on the history and theory of architecture. In particular,

the plan included the following work:

“2. A. Palladio and his “Four books on architecture”. Preparation for publication in the

series “Classics of Theory of Architecture” a complete Russian translation, an introductory

article and a scientific commentary. | undertake the translation (emphasised by me — EO),

242 Stepanova L., ‘Once again about the “silver age”: how we study cultural influences’, Voprosy
literatury, 2, 2006, 328-353. (In Russian: Crenanosa JI., ‘Emie pa3 o «cepeOpsHOM BeKe»: Kak y Hac
UCCIEYIOT KyJIbTypHbIC BIUSHUS , Bonpocwl iumepamypet, 2, 2006, 328-353.).
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article and commentary, using the knowledge and advice of the best Palladian expert — I. V.
Zholtovsky, who has kindly agreed to help me in this work with his advice. The translation will
be made from the first edition of 1570, all drawings and engravings of which must be fully
reproduced in the Russian edition. In addition, the commentary should make extensive use of
the descriptions of Scamozzi, who measured most of Palladio’s buildings, taking into account
the deviations of the measurements of Palladio himself from the measurements carried out by
Scamozzi on real buildings. Finally, the commentary should be richly illustrated with

photographs of the works of Palladio mentioned in the text”.243

It clearly follows from this passage that Gabrichevsky intended to work on the
translation on his own, resorting only to Zholtovsky’s advice. Such an organization of work
looks the most logical from the point of view of the task at hand: a professional linguist and
historian (Gabrichevsky graduated from the Department of History and Philology of Moscow
University) makes the translation, and a specialist-architect advises so that there would be no
obvious technical and terminological errors in the translation. And the fact that Gabrichevsky
takes on the introductory article and commentary also suggests that he intends to do very
serious work with the text, not only with the translation, but also with the original. From other
parts of this plan, you can see that he carefully separates the different types of work on the
release of the series and respects the authorship of each participant. So, in that point of the plan,
which deals with the preparation of Alberti’s two-volume book (the translations of which were
mainly entrusted to Zubov), Gabrichevsky carefully describes both the role of the translator
and his own. In the passage quoted above, it is unambiguously about the fact that he will

perform the translation by himself.

243 plan of Scientific Work of A. G. Gabrichevsky For 1935°, RGALLI. F. 2606. Inv. 1. File 105. P. 30.
(In Russian: ‘Tlnan Hayunoit Pa6otsr A. I'. TabpuueBckoro Ha 1935 T'ox’, PTAJIU. ®. 2606. Om. 1.
ExXp. 105. J1. 30.).

«2. A. llanmagmo u ero “Yetwipe KHUTH 00 apxuTekType. [loaroroska k n3nanuto B cepun “Knaccuku
HCTOPUM U TEOPHUU apXHUTEKTYPHI” MOJHOTO PYCCKOTO MEePEeBOJa, BCTYNUTEINBHON CTATHH U HAYYHOTO
komMmeHTapus. [lepeBos, cTaThio U KOMMEHTapuil s Oepy Ha cels, MONB3YACh MPU 3TOM 3HAHUSMU U
coBeTamu Jryuiero 3HaToka [lamnaano — U. B. XKonToBckoro, r00€3HO COTNIACHBIIETOCS MOMOTaTh
MHE B 3TOl pabote cBoel koHcysbTanuel. [lepeBon Oynet cienaH ¢ nepsoro usnanus 1570 rona, Bce
YCPTCIKU U T'PaBIOPBI KOTOPOTO AOJIPKHBI OLITh TOJIHOCTBIO BOCIIPOM3BCACHBI B PYCCKOM U3JaHUMU.
KpOMe TOTrO0, B KOMMCHTApUM IOJIKHBI OLITH IMIUPOKO HMCIIOJIB30BAHBI OIMMCAHUA CKaMOHHI/I,
obMepsBIIEro OOJBIIYI0O YacTh MOCTpoek [lamnmaamo, ¢ yd4eToM OTKJIOHEHHHA OOMEpOB CaMOTO
[Tamnagno or oOMepoB, MpoBeaeHHBIX CKaMOIIM Ha pealbHBIX 3MaHUAX. HakoHell, KoMMEHTapHid
JOJDKEH OBITH O0TaTo WINTFOCTPUPOBAH CHUMKAaMU C Tpou3BeAeHusMH [lannaano, ymoMunHaeMbIX UM B
TEKCTE»
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On the other hand, Gabrichevsky sets a colossal amount of planned work. In addition
to preparing for publication two volumes of Palladio (the commentary was to come out in a
separate volume) and two volumes of Alberti, for 1934 he planned to:
1. Take the closest part in the translation and commentary on Luca Pacioli’s
treatise “On Divine Proportion”, included in the Academy’s publishing plan for
1934, as soon as the original text of the treatise is received by the Workshop of
History and Theory of Architecture.
2. Prepare a selection of Vasari’s theoretical discourses on architecture and the
biographies of architects in order to compile the publication “Vasari on
Architecture and Architects”, which the Academy planned to publish in 1935-
36. The selection, of course, had to contain introductory texts and comments of
the compiler. The edition never saw the light of day.
3. Together with Zholtovsky, write a monograph “The Life and Work of Filippo
Brunelleschi” for the series of the Academy Publishing House “The Life and
Work of Great Architects”. The edition has also never been published.
4. Finally, again, together with Zholtovsky, start preparing the monograph
“Parthenon. The Experience of Monographic Research”. It was also planned for

1935-36 and was never released either.2*

It is easy to see from this plan that most of Gabrichevsky’s projects were never
implemented. In fact, of all the listed editions, only two volumes of Alberti and one volume of
Palladio, which contained only a translation of the treatise, saw the light. A volume with
commentaries and additional illustrations was also never released. Obviously, this is due to the
Gabrichevsky’s arrest in 1935 and the subsequent three-year exile. This was his second, and
not the last, arrest, and his close friend Zholtovsky contributed a lot to Gabrichevsky’s return
to Moscow to work at the Academy of Architecture. Since Gabrichevsky was the editor-in-
chief of the series, and his nhame appears on the cover of Palladio’s translation, most likely the
text of the first volume was ready for publication at the time of his arrest, however, as we can
see on the other books of this period, the name of the arrested person on the book cover was

usually ineligible for the Soviet authorities.

Thus, we have the text of Palladio’s translation from the GAKhN archive, where

Gabrichevsky worked, Gabrichevsky’s declared intention to work on the translation

244 <plan of Scientific Work of A. G. Gabrichevsky’.
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independently, as well as a published text that differs from the archive by editorial revisions.
However, it is also not possible to make an unambiguous conclusion that Gabrichevsky was
the real author of the translation. Nevertheless, considering the amount of work and other
circumstances, the 1936 edition could hardly have appeared without the preparatory work done
earlier, for example in the 1920s, which could have resulted in the translation from the GAKhN
archive, whoever its author was — Ryabushinskaya, Gabrichevsky, Zholtovsky, or it was a
group work of the participants of Lo Studio Italiano. It is also obvious that Zholtovsky played
a significant role in its publication. Even if the main work was not done by him, his name on
the cover could be a guarantee that | Quatro Libri would be published. Ryabushinskaya was a
representative of the merchant class hostile to Soviet power, Gabrichevsky was considered an
enemy of the people at the time of publication and was in exile. Both of them were not very
suitable persons for the role of authors of a respectable book published by the country’s leading
architectural school. In the literature on the history of the Stalinist era®*, it is often said that
the name of a repressed person was often blotted out by censorship from the imprint of
publications, so the imprint of books published in the 1930s - 1950s cannot be trusted. In the
Russian edition of Palladio in 1936 (and in the reprint of 1938 — see Figure 29 — Figure 32 for
the sample pages), Gabrichevsky is indicated as the editor of the series, and who knows,
perhaps in the current situation this was the maximum that could be done to indicate his

contribution to the work on the text.
Vitruvius. Ten Books of architecture

Vitruvius was probably the most popular architectural theoretician to be published in
Russian. This treatise was first translated in 1790-s by architect Vasily Bazhenov and humanist,
traveller and scientist Feodor Karzhavin.?*¢ But of course by 1930-s this text was more a
historical artifact, than a working instrument for an architect. The next time the Russian-
speaking architectural community returns to it almost 150 years later: in 1936, two new
translations appeared in the USSR simultaneously, one of which was published by the
Publishing House of the Academy of Architecture in the series “Classics of Theory and History
of Architecture” and the other — in Leningrad by the Institute of Material Culture of the All-
Soviet Academy of Sciences. It is interesting to dwell in more detail on the analysis of the

25 Clark.

24 Vitruvius M.P. 1 century. BC, Mark Vitruvius Pollion On Architecture (St. Petersburg: At the
Imperial Academy of Sciences, 1790) (In Russian: Butpysuii M. I1. 1 B. 10 H.3, Mapxa Bumpysus
Ionnuona O6 Apxumexmype (Cankr-IletepOypr: [Tpu Mmneparopckoii Axkanemun Hayk, 1790).).
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translations of Vitruvius, published in 1936, because their appearance is a vivid illustration of
how broad humanitarian knowledge is embedded in a rather narrow professional context of

architecture.

The Academy’s edition (translation was performed by linguist and translator Feodor
Petrovsky and edited by Gabrichevsky) saw light in 1936. It is a one-volume edition that
contains an editorial preface, a translation itself and illustrated notes taken from Choisy’s
edition (see Figure 25 — Figure 28). The preface is unsigned, but the most possible authors are
Zubov (who, as we shall see, knew Vitruvius’s text and the context of its existence throughout
the centuries very well), or Gabrichevsky, as an editor-in-chief. The preface says that this is
the first translation into Russian made from the original.?*” Kerzhavin’s translation, mentioned
at the beginning of the section (1790-1797), was made from the French translation of
Perrault?*® and is outdated not only in language, but also because the text and commentary of
Perrault himself are outdated. The described translation is based on the text of Krohn (1912)2%°,
and all deviations from it in favour of other readings had to be described and justified in a
textual commentary, which was supposed to be published in a separate volume. The second
volume, however, was never released. For verification, the editor and translator used various
translations published in the 19th and 20th centuries: German by Lorenzen®® and Reber?®!,
French by Choisy?%?, English by Morgan?3, The notes, which are not an independent study,
were made on the basis of Choisy’s commentary, since, according to the editors, of all
researchers, he is the most interesting for the architect and the most careful in his hypotheses,
and also reveals the question of proportions and their perception in ancient architecture most
deeply. Choisy’s choice of drawings is justified by the fact that they do not impose on the

reader this or that “artistic” reconstruction and are nothing more than auxiliary drawings.

247 \iruvius.
248 Claude Perrault, Les Dix Livres d’architecture de Vitruve (Paris: J.-B. Coignard, 1673).
249 Vitruvii, De Architectura Libri Decem, ed. by F Krohn (Lipsiae, 1912).

250 Carolus Lorenzen, Marci Vitruvii Pollionis de Architectura Libri Decern. Ex Fide Librorum
Scriptorum Recensuit Atque Emendavit. et in Germanicum Sermonem Vertit Carolus Lorenzen
(Leipzig, 1857), 1.

21 Franz Reber, Des Vitruvius Zehn Bucher Uber Architektur Ubersetzt Und Durch Anmerkungen Und
Risse Erleutert von Dr. Franz Reber (Stuttgart, 1865).

252 Auguste Choisy, Vitruve. Tome | — 1V, 1909.

253 Vitruvius, The Ten Books On Architecture, trans. by Morris Hicky Morgan (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1914).
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And in the same year, but independently form the Academy of Architecture, the
Institute of Material Culture of the Academy of Sciences (now Institute of Archaeology) based
in Leningrad also issued a translation of Vitruvius. Vitruvius belonged to both departments -
architecture and archeology - therefore the simultaneous release of two translations fits well
into the thematic logic of publishing planning in the USSR. I will further refer to this book as
a Leningrad edition. The translation was performed by a group of researchers from the Institute
under the guidance of Alexander Mishulin, a historian specializing in Ancient history with two
focuses of the main interest: Roman society (social history of Roman Empire) and ancient
Spain. He was not a specialist in architecture, so he was more interested in Vitruvius’s
connections with other ancient sources. The translation came out, as already mentioned, in
1936, and ten years later Mishulin published the article “Sources of Vitruvius’s Treatise On
Architecture”?®* and in 1947 — another article, in which he examines, in particular, Vitruvius’s
connection with earlier Greek sources on military mechanics?®® (in 1936 Leningrad edition of
Vitruvius Mishulin himself translated book 10 devoted to the military mechanisms). In the title
of the first article, he uses a different title of the treatise, which was accepted in the architectural

community.

Of course, the almost simultaneous appearance of two translations of one of the most
iconic texts in the profession could not pass by the attention of the architectural community.
Both texts were carefully analysed, and perhaps the best comparative review belongs not to an

architect, but to a person deeply immersed in context — Vasily Zubov.?°¢

In a review published in the journal Architecture of the USSR, Zubov analyzes both
translations in sufficient detail (however, more attention goes to the Leningrad text). He starts
with the fact that both translations were certainly expected and needed by the professional
community. The vagueness of many formulations, which allows for different interpretations,
undoubtedly provokes the appearance of different translations and interpretations of this text.

“Two independent translations of the text of Vitruvius, made with the utmost care, could only

254 Mishulin A. V., ‘Sources of Vitruvius® Treatise “On Architecture”*, Bulletin of Ancient History, 4
(1946), 76-91. (In Russian: Mumrynun A. B., ‘Ucrounuku Tpakrata Butpysust «O0 ApxuTtekrype»’,
Becmuux opesneit ucmopuu 4 (1946), 76—91.).

2% Mishulin A. V., “Vitruvius and Sources of the Book X of His Treatise’, Bulletin of Ancient History,
1, 1947, 60-77. (In Russian: A. B. Mumynun, ‘Butpysuii u Ucrounukn X Kuuru Ero Tpakrara’,
Becmnux [peenett emopuu, 1, 1947, 60-77.).

2% Zubov V.P., ‘Two New Translations of Vitruvius’, Architecture of the USSR, 11, 1937. (In Russian:
3yoos B. I1., ‘/Isa Hossix [lepeBona Butpysus’, Apxumexmypa CCCP, 11, 1937.).
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be beneficial — remember the difficulty and darkness of Vitruvius, the variety of interpretations
proposed and the controversy of many places in the text. There is still no edition of Vitruvius,
which in all respects could be called perfect; philological science, on the one hand, architecture
and building technology, on the other, have not yet agreed on Vitruvius completely: the
philologist will deny some of Choisy’s bold amendments, the architect will not always be

satisfied with Crohn’s readings.”%’

However, rather quickly Zubov comes to the conclusion that the translation of
Petrovsky published by the Academy of Architecture more or less corresponds to the high
expectations of architects and recognizes the Leningrad translation made by the Institute of
Material Culture as unsatisfactory, both from a philological and an architectural point of view.
The examples of errors cited by Zubov quickly enough convince the reader of the review of

the validity of this conclusion. Here are some quotes:

“The main drawback of this translation is that the translators have not made any attempt
to visualize what Vitruvius is talking about. The text contains many drawings from Morgan’s

edition?®, but the translators did not even want to look at these drawings.”?>°

“How did C[omrade]. Polyakov (translator of the books 1, 2, 6, 7 and 8 in the Leningrad
edition — EO) imagine the building in which columns were installed on the architrave

“perpendicular to the lower colonnade”?”260

27 | bid.
«JIBa caMOCTOSTENBHBIX TIEPEBO/IAa TEKCTa BUTPYBUS, CICTaHHBIE CO BCEH TIATEIHFHOCTHIO, MOTJIA OBI
MIPUHECTH TOJBKO TIOJh3y — BCIIOMHUM TPYIOHOCTh H TEMHOTY ButpyBus, pasHooOpasue

TIpeIJIaraBIIuXxcsl TOJKOBAHUNA W CIIOPHOCTh MHOTHX MeCT TeKcTa. [0 cuX mop Beas He CyIIeCcTBYeT
n3naHus ButpyBus, KOTOpoe BO BCeX OTHOIIEHHAX MOTIO OBl OBITh HAa3BAaHO WACATHHBIM;
¢unonoruueckas Hayka, C OAHOW CTOPOHBI, apXUTEKTypa U CTPOUTENIbHAS TEXHUKA — C APYTOii, e1e He
JOTOBOPHIIUCH O BUTPYBHUM OKOHUYATEIBHO: (UIIONOT OyAeT BO3pakaTh MPOTHB HEKOTOPBIX CMEIBIX
nonpaBok llyas3u, apxuTekTopa He Bcerja yAoBIeTBOPAT uTeHust Kponay.

28 This refers to Morgan’s English translation of 1912

29 «OCHOBHOI HEIOCTATOK JTOr0 MepeBoja 3aKIIUaeTCs B TOM, YTO MEPEBOMUMKH HE Cesaiu

HUKaKUX IMOIBITOK HATJIAAHO IMIPEACTABUTH ce6e, 0 4EM I'OBOpPUT BHTPYBHﬁ. B TexcT IIOMCIICHO MHOT'O
PUCYHKOB U3 U3aHUA MopraHa, HO JaXXC€ Ha 3TU PUCYHKHU NEPEBOAUNKHN HE IMOKEIIAIN B3TJIAHY Th».

20 «Kak mpencrasnsi cebe T. [T0ISKOB TOCTPOIKY, B KOTOPOH HAa apXUTPaBe “‘NEPIEHAUKYJIAPHO K
HUKHEW KOJIOHHA/Ie” yCTaHOBJIEHBI KOJIOHHBI?»
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“Is it possible that in a triangle, the two sides will be parallel to each other? According
to C[omrade]. Deratani’s (translator of the books 3, 4, 5 and 9 — EQ) translation, it appears that

it is possible, since the cornices of the pediment are parallel to the cornices of the building.”26!

And so on, and so forth. The selection of illustrations received a separate mention:
“When selecting illustrations, the editors apparently proceeded from purely “ornamental”
considerations: many vague places are not illustrated at all with drawings, the drawing on page
140 from Morgan’s edition does not correspond to Choisy’s reading, unconditionally accepted
in the text. Numerous photographs of Roman aqueducts are poorly executed and give the reader

almost nothing.”?262

In his review, Zubov is equally attentive to both the philological and technical aspects
of both translations. He notes that, in general, in the Leningrad edition, “philological” passages
related to ancient history and geography are translated more accurately, but as soon as it comes
to construction techniques or architecture, that is, the most important parts of the text for an

architect, errors immediately appear making this publication unusable.

Zubov estimates the translation by Fyodor Petrovsky, published by the Academy of
Architecture, rather highly, although he sees some flaws in it, which, however, do not reduce
its value for the architect. The idea of the original, according to Zubov, was conveyed clearly,
the translator managed to avoid both archaisms and excessive modernization. The text is aptly
illustrated with drawings from Choisy. The only request for this translation relates to the
question of the terminology used. History has accumulated quite a lot of experience in
translating Vitruvius, and it is well known that the same expression is used by Vitruvius not
always in the same sense. Therefore, Zubov notes, it is important for a thoughtful reader (as he

certainly is) to know in what meanings a particular word is used throughout the entire text.

Like any good review, Zubov’s article can be used by the reader as an additional
commentary to both Russian translations. He delicately points out mistakes, offers the most
successful translation solutions and interpretations, and is equally profound in both the literary

and technical aspects of the issue. In particular, numerous references to various translations of

261 «B03MOKHO JIH, UTO B TPEYTOJILHUKE JIBE CTOPOHBI Oy IyT MapasulebHbl Apyr apyry? ITo mepeBomy

T. JlepaTanu BBIXOAUT, YTO BO3MOXKHO, TAK KaK KapHU3bI (PPOHTOHA MapaIUICIbHBI KAPHU3aM 3/IaHUS.»

22 «OTaenbHOrO YIOMMHAHHUS YAOCTOMJICS Moabop wimocTparmii: “Ilpu moxbope MILTIOCTpaiuii

pPEeAaKIus MCXOJWIIA, MO-BUANMOMY, U3 YUCTO “OpHAMEHTAJbHBIX~ COOOpakKeHWH: MHOTHE TEeMHbBIE
MECTa BOBCE HE WUIIOCTPUPOBAHBI PUCYHKaMH, pUCYHOK Ha cTp. 140 u3 uzganuss Moprana He
cooTtBeTcTBYeT ureHuto lllyasu, 6e30roBopovHO MPUHATOMY B TeKcTe. MHOTOUHCIIeHHBIE (poTorpadun
PUMCKHUX BOJOMPOBOIOB UCIOJIHEHBI IJIOXO U YATATENIO OYTH HUYETO HE JAal0T.»
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Vitruvius into other languages show that he is very familiar with them, that he analysed the
difficulties faced by the translators (he often refers to the translations of Morgan and Prestel),
and can suggest solutions based on them. experience. In addition, references to Semper,
Watzinger, not to mention Choisy, demonstrate Zubov’s brilliant mastery of the architectural
and art history context in which Vitruvius’s text existed since the Renaissance. After reading
this review, the reader is left with the impression that Soviet architectural science would only
benefit if Zubov himself had undertaken the translation of Vitruvius. Zubov’s review presents
a very important idea concerning not only the publication of Vitruvius, but also the appearance
of the entire series “Classics of Theory of Architecture” in this particular historical period: the
presented books should become for the architect not only curious historical artifacts, but also a

working tool. Below I will try to assess the feasibility of this idea.
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Series “Classics of Theory of Architecture” in the context of Soviet

architectural education of the 1930s

The official goals of the Academy’s Publishing House, including large translation
project were published in a programmatic article by R. Galinsky in the main professional
journal “Architecture of the USSR” (No. 6, 1935).25 He writes that the publishing program,
which includes the texts of the classics of world architecture, is designed to “satisfy the demand
of our architectural personnel for printed materials on architecture” and “supply the Soviet
reader with editions of world classical literature” in order to “critically rework everything that
can enrich our architectural creativity.”?%* However, Galinsky’s statements are quite general
and are unlikely to help to explain what kind of demand “of our architectural personnel for
printed materials” the series “Classics of Theory of Architecture” will help to satisfy. It is even
more difficult to imagine an average “Soviet reader” attentively studying two volumes of

Alberti or Daniele Barbaro’s comments on Vitruvius.

Vasily Zubov, in his 1945 article “Architectural and Theoretical Heritage and the Tasks
of Its Studies”, gives a retrospective analysis of the goals that he and his other colleagues in
the publishing project set for themselves in the early 1930s. According to Zubov, the main
reason for the appearance of this project was “an urgent need to solve the most serious issues
of modern practice on the basis of a solid and comprehensive theory.”?%> Speaking of this,
Zubov refers to Daniel Barbaro: a person who has only experience, but does not know the
theory, can show the other what he is doing, but he is not able to give an account of why he is
doing this and not otherwise. The theory of architecture is born out of the need to answer the

question “why” or “for what”.

263 Galinsky, R., ‘Architecture and the Book’, Architecture of the USSR, 6, 1935, 65. (In Russian:
Tlagunckuii, P., ‘Apxurekrypa u Kanra’, Apxumexmypa CCCP, 6, 1935, 65).

264 ...y/IOBJIETBOPUTH CIIPOC HAIIMX APXUTEKTYPHBIX KaJPOB HA MEYATHYIO MPOIYKIIUIO MO BOPOCAM

APXUTCKTYPbD» U «CHa6Z[I/ITL COBCTCKOT'O UHUTATECIA U3TaHUAMNU MI/IpOBOfI KJIaCCHYECKOM JIATCPATYpPhbID»,
YTOOBI KKPUTHUYCCKU nepepa60TaTL BCEC, UTO MOXKECT 000raTUTh Hallle APXUTCKTYPHOC TBOPUYCCTBO»

265 Zubov V.P., ‘Architectural-Theoretical Heritage and the Objectives of Its Study’, in Architecture.
Collection of Articles on Creative Issues (State Architectural Publishing House, 1945), I. (In Russian:
B. I1. 3y6oB, ‘ApxurtekrypHo-Teopetndeckoe Hacneaue u 3agauu Ero U3ydenus’, in Apxumexmypa.
Coopnux Cmameti Ilo Teopueckum Bonpocam (I'ocymapCTBEHHOE apXUTEKTypHOE H3IATEILCTBO,
1945), 1.).

«...HaCToATCJIbHaA l'IOTpe6HOCTB PeUINTDh cepLeSHeﬁHme BOIIPOCHI COBpeMeHHOﬁ IMPAaKTUKH 3a OCHOBEC
HpO‘lHOﬁ nu BCGO6L€MHIOLHeﬁ TCOPpUN»
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Here is a passage that explains Zubov’s attitudes towards theory: “The theory of
architecture explores the logic of architecture and stands in the same attitude to architectural
creativity as the science of logic stands for human thinking. Just as logic not only does not
exclude the flexibility of individual thought and its infinite variety, but, on the contrary,
suggests it, like this a truly scientific theory of architecture is not likened to blinkers or chains
that impede the movement of individual creativity. Its provisions are not artificially invented
norms, but a generalization of objective data. Human practice, repeated billions of times, is
fixed in the human mind by the figures of logic. The practical activity of a person billions of
times had to lead a person’s consciousness to the repetition of various logical figures, so that
the figures could receive the meaning of the axioms. The theory of architecture, like logic, is
not a set of canons and rules that are not imposed on practice from the outside, reality, but
rather the result of knowledge of practice and the underlying laws. It is a fixation, the
quintessence of a thousand times repeated practice, it sums up what was upheld in the course

of world history. That outcome is inevitably abstract.”2%¢

Of course, Zubov quotes Lenin in this passage: he needs to link his work with the
ideological mainstream. However, Zubov admits that neither Vitruvius nor the Renaissance
authors have the purely “solid and comprehensive theory” in its pure form. He suggests looking
for it between the lines, analyzing the language, and especially the terminology used by the
authors of the treatises, to isolate the very logic that, according to Zubov, is the essence of

architectural theory.

But what are the origins of these persistent searches for a comprehensive theory? In one

of the previous paragraphs, | described an approach to teaching history and theory of

266 1hid.

«Teopust apXUTEKTYpbl HUCCIEIyeT JIOTUKY apXUTEKTypbl W CTOMT B TaKOM € OTHOIICHHH K
ApPXUTEKTYPHOMY TBOPUYECTBY, B KAKOM HayKa JIOTHKH CTOHMT K YeJIOBEYECKOMY MbIIIICHUIO. [1o100H0
TOMY, KaK JIOTUKa HE TOJBKO HE UCKIIOYaeT THOKOCTH MHJIMBHYaIbHOW MBICIH H €€ OECKOHEYHOTO
pa3HoOoOpasusi, a HaoOOpOT, MpeAnoiaraeT ee, MOAOOHO ATOMY NOMJIMHHO HaydHas TEOpHs
apXUTEKTYPhl HE YHNOHOONSETCS IIOpaM WM LEMsM, CKOBBIBAIOIINM JIBMKCHUE WHAWBHIYAIBHOTO
TBOpuecTBa. Ee monokeHus - He MCKYCCTBEHHO NpUAyMaHHBIE HOPMBI, a 000011eHne 0OBEeKTUBHBIX
naHHbIX. [IpakTHka dengoBeka, MHJUIHAPABl pa3 MOBTOPSACH, 3aKPEIUIAETCS B CO3HAHMWU YeJIOBEKa
¢urypamu jgoruku. [IpakTrueckas AeITEIbHOCTD YEIOBEKa MUJUTHAP/IBI Pa3 JOKHA ObLTa IPUBOIUTD
CO3HaHHE YeJIOBEKa K TOBTOPEHHUIO Pa3HBIX JIOTHYECKHX (UTYp, HaObl (HUTYpBl MOTIM IMOTYYHTh
MHEHHE aKCHOM. Teopusi apXUTEKTyphl, KaK M JIOTMKA, HE €CTh CBOJ KAHOHOB W IPAaBUJ, M3BHE
HaBSI3bIBAEMBIX ITPAKTHKE, JEHCTBUTEIEHOCTH, @ HA00OPOT, pe3yJIbTaT MO3HAHHS TPAKTHKH 1 JISKAIINX
B €¢ OCHOBE 3aKoHOMepHocTed. OHa — ¢ukcanmus, KBUHTICCEHIMS THICSYM pPa3 IOBTOPSBLICHCS
NPAaKTHKHA, OHA MOJBOAUT WTOI TOMY, YTO OTCTOSUIOCH B XOJ€ MHpPOBOIl HMCTOpUH. Takoil HTOT
HEU30€XKHO a0CTPaKTEH.
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architecture, typical of the time: these subjects were considered only as a set of successful
engineering and artistic techniques that an architect could use — studying the monuments of the
past in this approach was like a collecting a personal library. Zholtovsky described the same
approach in his speech at the 1st Congress of Soviet Architects: according to him, the student
got acquainted with the monuments of world architecture in drawing and design classes, so he
or she could evaluate the architectural decisions. This approach does not imply a search for the
general logic of the profession, which Zubov writes about. Therefore, it is interesting to

understand where the origins of his ideas lie.

In the first half of the 20th century, the idea of inequality between theory and practice
was established in the scientific community. Theory, abstract knowledge was considered more
important and significant than practical skills or erudition, knowledge of specific facts,
providing good work in almost any field of activity.?®’ The problem of bridging the gap
between theory and practice was relevant not only for scientists, but also for those who were
involved in teaching. The idea that theory should underlie any practice goes back to the idea of
the existence of various types of knowledge, which were described by Plato and Aristotle, and

in particular, a controversy between epistome and phronesis.

The episteme, as Plato describes it, is knowledge that provides a scientific
understanding of the world. It is propositional, that is, it consists of a set of assertions that can
be investigated, explained and transmitted to other people. These assertions are of general
nature, they apply to many different situations and problems, but not to a particular one.
Consequently, they are formulated in abstract terms. Of course, these propositions are claimed
to be true, preferably, their truth can be proved, or at least they can be considered as a part of
theory, where they are consistent with the other parts that are already proven. Because they are
true, they are also fixed, timeless, and objective. They are fully cognitive in nature; they are

purely intellectual insights, unaffected by emotions and desires.

The idea of phronesis as often compared with practical wisdom. This type of

knowledge, as described by Aristotle,?®® not concerned with scientific theories, but with the

267 Jos. P. A. M. Kessels and Fred A. J. Korthagen, ‘The Relationship Between Theory and Practice:
Back to the Classics’, Educational Researcher, 25.3 (1996), 17-22
<https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X025003017>.

28 Aristotle, ‘Nicomachean Ethics’, in Aristotle. Works., Trans. by N. V. Braginskaya, 4 vols (Moscow:
Mysl, 1984), IV. (In Russian: Apucrotens, ‘Hukomaxosa dtuka’, in Apucmomens. Couunenus., trans.
by H. B. bparunckas, 4 vols (Mocksa: Meicib, 1984), 1V.).
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understanding of specific concrete cases and complex or ambiguous situations. This does not
mean that practical wisdom is not related to any general rules. But “it must take into account
particular facts as well, since it is concerned with practical activities, which always deal with
particular things”.2%° In complex situations having only general, theoretical knowledge at one’s
disposal, is not enough. One would also need a knowledge of a different kind, not abstract and
theoretical, but it’s very opposite: knowledge of concrete particulars. This kind of knowledge
is essentially perceptual — “phronesis deals with the ultimate particular, and this is an object of

perception, rather than episteme”.27°

For architectural community, in particular for those who considered the history of
architecture as a library of the best artistic and engineering practices, the texts under
consideration — the works of Vitruvius, Alberti, Palladio, Vignola — were more a repository of
this specific knowledge, phronesis in Aristotelian sense. However, the 1945 Zubov’s article
makes the impression that he and his like-minded colleagues from the Academy, were trying
to derive episteme from phronesis, to get a “real” theory to make architecture equal among
other sciences. Perhaps the background of Zubov as a philosopher, linguist and historian
affected his writings. Itis also possible that the catastrophic decrease in diversity in architecture
as art and the search for a single method of socialist realism led him to such ideas. Zubov
thought a lot about Plato’s ideas, and one of the key parts of his dissertation was devoted to
Platonism by Alberti. As the historian of Soviet science Dmitry Bayuk writes, in the 1930s, the
influence of Plato on many significant thinkers of the Renaissance was unexpectedly

discovered, and due to this very surprise, it was often somewhat exaggerated.?*

In the review of Zubov’s dissertation on Alberti’s architectural theory, published
recently as a book, Gabrichevsky writes: “The author considers Alberti’s theoretical views not
abstractly, but against a background of general cultural and historical development, which
determined the evolution of aesthetic views, and strictly took into account the intimate,
inextricable link between science and art, which is a common characteristic feature in

understanding human artistic activity from Antiquity to the end of the Renaissance.”?"? It seems

269 |bid.

270 |bid.

211 Bayuk.

212 Zubov V. P., Alberti Architectural Theory.

«ABTOp paccMaTpHWBacT TEOPETHUYECKHE B3TVIAIBI ANBOSPTH HE OTBICYEHHO, a Ha (oHE 00IIero
KYJIETYPHO-HCTOPHYECKOTO PA3BUTHS, O0YCIOBHBIIETO SBOJIOIHIO ACTETHYECKUX BO33PEHHUIA, U CTPOTO
YYUTBIBAI TY HHTUMHYIO, HEPa3phIBHYIO CBSA3b MEX/Ty HAYKOUM U UCKYCCTBOM, KOTOpast SBIISETCS O0IIeH
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that Zubov does not so much care about giving the architect a set of professional tools, but
solves the research problem: to fit the architectural treatises of the Renaissance into the context
of the history of science. Zubov, as a historian and philosopher, was involved in discussions
about the differences between explanation and description in science, the differences between
positive and normative analysis. In his works on the history of the Renaissance, Zubov was
solving a general historical and scientific problem: he seeks to show that in the Renaissance,
science and art were in close interconnection with each other. This desire was most clearly
manifested in his work on Leonardo da Vinci, but the dissertation on Alberti and comments on
his translations, of course, also apply to this type of work. The philosopher A. Avdeenkov, who
studied Zubov’s work in the field of the history of science, writes that Zubov was faced with
the task of demonstrating in what sense Leonardo claimed that “architecture is a science” and
“painting is a science”, and in what relation they were with other areas knowledge such as math
or science.?”® Avdeenkov finds this connection in mathematics: according to him, in any art,
be it painting, sculpture or architecture, an integral stage is designing, creating an image of a
future work, which takes place using the exact sciences. Thus, art appropriates mathematical
tools, and thus is included in the field of science. Mitrovi¢ writes about the same thing, speaking
of Zubov’s work on the analysis of Alberti’s architectural theory?’*. Zubov approaches Alberti

as a philosopher and historian of science.

However, the intention itself is interesting — we can find it both in the texts of Zubov
himself and the researchers of his works — to find something in art (a general theory or
mathematical apparatus) that will bring it closer to the sphere of formal or natural sciences. It
seems that this reflection is a case of the hierarchy of sciences, which was established in the

19th century, in which formal disciplines (logic, mathematics) occupy a dominant position.

Above, | tried to show why the theory was so significant for Soviet architectural
thought. However, the question remains, what “modern architectural practice” required such a

thorough theoretical justification? Here we must turn to the concept of “socialist realism in

XapakTepHeHIel 4epToil B MIOHUMAaHUU XYJ0KECTBEHHOM IEATEIbHOCTH YEI0BEeKa OT AHTUYHOCTH 10
koHna Peneccanca.»

213 Avdeenkov A. N., V. P. Zubov and His Approach to the Analysis of the Culture of the Renaissance
¢, Bulletin of the Moscow University. Series 7. Philosophy, 4, 2014, 36-48. (In Russian: Asneenkos
A. H., ‘B. II. 3y60oB u Ero Ilogxon x Anamm3y Kynbryper Onoxu Bospoxnenws’, Becmuux
Mockoeckozo Ynusepcumema. Cepus 7. @unocogpus, 4, 2014, 36-48.).

214 Branko Mitrovi¢, Serene Greed of the Eye: Leon Battista Alberti and the Philosophical Foundations
of Renaissance Architectural Theory (Deutscher Kunstverlag Minchen, 2005), 1v.
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architecture” — in the recent years it became an object of attention of scholars both in Russia
and abroad. Since a fairly large number of works are devoted to social realism, I will not dwell
on the description of style and the debates around it — all these can be found in the works listed
below in this paragraph. The main questions of their studies are related to the essence of the
style. Some scholars and critics try to define the origins of the style through its relations to the
previous stylistic periods (the most important works in this area are Vladimir Paperny’s
“Culture two”?’®, Grigory Revzin’s “Neoclassicism in Russian architecture in the beginning of
XX century”?78, Boris Groys “Gezamtkunstwerk Stalin”?” and multiple studies by the Moscow
Institute of the History and Theory of Architecture and Urbanism), some look for the
neoclassicism’s social drivers (for example, Vadim Bass’s papers on the reinvention of classics
in early XX century Russia and other works?’®), some analyse the style in the international
context. Several work describing the institutionalization of Soviet architecture and changes in
the architectural profession, appeared in the recent years. Among them are Katerina Clark’s
“Moscow the Fourth Rome”?’®, Alexandra Selivanova’s “Postconstructivism: power and
architecture in 1930-s"28, Igor Kazus’s works on the architectural competitions?* and Moscow
architecture 282, Alessandro De Magistris papers on the social realism?® and Moscow metro2®*

and many others.

215 paperny.
275 Revzin.
217 Groys.

278 Bass V. G. “Russian Palladio”; Bass V. G., ‘Formal and Stylistic Aspects in the System of
Professional Values of the St. Petersburg Architectural Community of the Neoclassical Era: On the
Example of Projects for Reconstruction of the Nikolaev Station’, Proceedings of the St. Petersburg
State Institute of Culture, 176 (2007) (In Russian: B. T'. bacc, ‘®@opmanbHo-CTHINCTHYECKHE ACIIEKTHI
B Cucreme Ilpodeccuonansupix llennoctern  IletepOyprckoro — ApxurekrypHoro llexa
Heoxnaccuueckoit Onmoxu: Ha ITpumepe IIpoexTos Pexonctpykiinn Hukomaesckoro Bokzana’, Tpydet
Canxm-Ilemepbypecrozo I'ocyoapcmeennozo Uncmumyma Kyaemypot, 176 (2007)); Bass V. G., ‘The
Architect of the Beginning of the XX Century Between Profession and Society (in Defense of”
Academism <)’ Scientific Works, 10, 2009, 123-135. (In Russian: bacc B. T'., ‘Apxurtekrop Hauana
XX Beka Mexay IIpodeccueii u ObmectBom (B 3aumty” Akagemusma”)’, Hayunwvie Tpyosr, 10, 2009,
123-135.).

219 Clark.

280 Selivanova A. N. “Creative Searches in Theory and Practice of Soviet Architecture in the 1930s”.
281 Kazus.

282 Geydor and Kazus.

283 De Magistris, ¢(Soc) Realisms in Practice: Re-Reading the Soviet Experience in the 1930s’.

284 De Magistris, ‘Underground Explorations in Synthesis of the Arts: Deineka in Moscow’s Metro’.
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The roots of socialist realism in architecture lie in the “assimilation of the classical
heritage” — “in-depth study and critical use of cultural heritage based on the instructions of
Marx, Lenin and Stalin.” The difficulty with the definition of socialist realism in architecture
was that it was not possible to unambiguously interpret the slogans published by the Union of
Soviet Architects. When moving from slogans to real design, the architect had to follow some
real patterns, and these were the monuments of antiquity and the Renaissance. From the
numerous discussions around socialist realism, it became clear that, firstly, the modernism that
flourished in Soviet architecture of the 1920s is no longer acceptable, and secondly, persistent
calls to master the heritage of the past pushed the architect to work in classical forms. This is
where the very “needs of practice” that Zubov speaks of when describing the goals of the
translation program and, more specifically, of the series “Classics of Theory of Architecture”
emerge. That is why, in his reviews and other translation texts, he places so much emphasis on
technical issues and clarity of their presentation: an architect reading Vitruvius, Alberti or
Palladio should be able to integrate their experience into his practice, because the institutional
organization of Soviet architecture made a classic the only possible basis for creativity. |
specifically emphasize the institutional nature of these processes, because in literature, the turn
to the classics is most often explained by the personal tastes of the party elite. This is greatly
facilitated by stories in which Stalin personally approves architectural projects of significant
Moscow buildings, or Kaganovich (the member of the Central Committee of the Communist
Party, deeply involved to the rebuilding of Moscow) dictates to architects the shape of the
future theatre building. However, even if it was influenced by the personal artistic preferences
of the Soviet leadership, in the 1930s an institutional system of architecture management was
formed, which in every possible way stimulated certain aesthetic trends. Moreover, this system

was only part of a more complex mechanism for managing culture as a whole.

On April 23rd of 1932 the Communist Party’s Central Committee issued a decree “On
the rebuilding of the literary and artistic organization” which is considered to be a starting point
of the reform of all artistic processes in the Soviet Union. As a result, all independent artistic
groups were eliminated, and all their members were forced to become the members of the mass
unions with the united ideology and common method of the social realism. In architecture such
an organization was a Union of the Soviet Architects, established in July 1932. The processes

accompanying its appearance are well described in the works of Katerina Clark?® and

25 Clark.
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Alexandra Selivanova?®®, so here | will not dwell on them in detail. Almost all former members
of the leading avant-garde groups, as well as the art-historians and young architects, who
opposed avant-garde, became the members of the SSA, and now their main common task, given
by the Party, was to establish the method of socialist realism in architecture. Most of the
scholars define two major groups in the SSA. First was the “old school”, the architects who
were trained and became famous before 1917 and successfully worked in 1920s (lvan
Zholtovsky, Moisey Ginzburg, Vesnin brothers, Nikolay Ladovsky, lvan Fomin, llya Golosov,
Konstantin Melnikov, etc.). They represented different views on the architectural profession,
sometimes were in a hard opposition to each other (like Zholtovsky and Ladovsky), but all of
them by 1930 were regarded as the highly professional and demanded architects. On the other
hand, there were a group of younger professionals, trained in 1920s (mostly in VKhUTEMAS
and in the construction department of the Moscow Higher Technical School). Among them
were Karo Alabyan, Alexander Vlasov, Mikhail Kryukov, Arkady Mordvinov, etc., who 1929
established a group “The All-Russia Society of Proletarian Architects” (VOPRA). The head of
VOPRA became Ivan Macza, an art-historian from the Moscow State University, who came to
Soviet Russia from Hungary in 1923 and a person, who in 1934 became a head of the Workshop
on History and Theory of Architecture in the All-Union Academy of Architecture. VOPRA
aimed to present a brand new, “proletarian” view on architecture, which should “serve the
needs of working class and participate in the class war on the side of proletariat™?®’. It was
VOPRA ideas which formed the SSA ideology. Alexandra Selivanova, who studied the
institutions in 1930s Soviet architecture, shows the balance of powers between these two
groups: in almost every significant architectural institution the head could be an architect from
the first group, but his deputy then would be from the second?. For example, the head of SSA
was Viktor Vesnin, and his deputy was Karo Alabyan. The same principle was in the
Mossovet’s architectural studios: Mordvinov was the deputy for Ivan Fomin, Konstantin Djus
—for llya Golosov, Viktor Lebedev — for Konstantin Melnikov, etc. Selivanova states that these
deputies were mostly responsible for the contact with the Communist Party, especially with
Lazar Kaganovich. Their function, on the one hand was to keep the authorities informed about
what was going on the workshops, and, on the other hand, to translate the Party’s directives to

the architectural community.

288 Selivanova A. N. “Creative Searches in Theory and Practice of Soviet Architecture in the 1930s”.
287 Khan-Magomedov, S.O., Architecture of the Soviet Avant-garde: Social Problems.

288 Selivanova A. N. “Creative Searches in Theory and Practice of Soviet Architecture in the 1930s”.

183



Thus, one can see that the ideology, which affirmed the need to master the classical
heritage as the basis of socialist realism in architecture, was very quickly institutionalized. The
Union of Soviet Architects and the Academy of Architecture, which dictated educational
standards for all architectural schools in the country, were the conductors of this ideology.
Therefore, it seems to me incorrect to say that the turn to the classics was associated exclusively
with the personal tastes of the party elite, as Branco Mitrovi¢ states.?®® The very system of
relations between the authorities and the architect, the centralization of education, state as a
single customer of an architect — all these factors ultimately influenced the formation of the
style and supported the education-related activities. It is worth noting, however, that in a system
built in this way, it was quite easy to replace the aesthetic content: when in 1955 the Central
Committee of the CPSU issued a decree “On the elimination of excesses in design and
construction”?®, aimed at making construction cheaper and more functional, some artistic
solutions were replaced by others, and the architecture management system and the relationship

between the architect, the state and the society remained unchanged.

Thus, the publishing program of the Academy of Architecture and, in particular, the
series “Classics of Theory of Architecture” is a part of a process of the formation of socialist
realism in the architecture of the USSR in the 1930s. Conceived as a necessary element of the
educational process, the program became part of the institutionalization of the classics as the
basis of a new style. First, after the educational experiments of the 1920s, fundamental
education and familiarity with the heritage of the past gained value again. This shift in values
has enabled many humanists — historians, philosophers, linguists — educated before the
revolution to pursue their knowledge and scientific interests through formal educational and
research programs. In the story | am describing, such people are Vasily Zubov and Alexander
Gabrichevsky, without whom the series “Classics of Theory of Architecture” could not have
been born. It is important to note that this process was not limited to architecture. As the
historian of Soviet science D. Bayuk writes, in this short period of Russian history books were
translated and published not only on Renaissance architectural theory — at that time more

classical scientific texts were translated and published than ever before in Russian / Soviet /

28 Branco Mitrovié, ‘Studying Renaissance Architectural Theory in the Age of Stalinism’, | Tatti
Studies in the Italian Renaissance, 12 (2009), 233-263.

290 Khmelnitsky D., Stalin’s architecture. Psychology and Style (Directmedia, 2013) (In Russian:
Xwmenbuutikuii ., Apxumexmypa Cmanuna. Ilcuxonoeus u Cmunw (Directmedia, 2013).).
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Russian history. It was at this time when some texts of Plato and Aristotle were translated into
Russian, and no matter how enthusiastic the thinkers of that era were with a new victorious
ideology, the works of ancient philosophers attracted them also because they already had some

kind of obscure shadow on them.2%!

Secondly, the appearance of the series became part of the process of understanding the
role of theory in architecture. As | wrote above, one of the tasks of the scientific work that
accompanied the translations of the series was to demonstrate the inextricable link between
science and art that existed in the Renaissance, and also that the history of architecture is not
only a collection of successful technical and artistic techniques that an architect can combine

at your own discretion, but also the history of ideas associated with a specific era.

Finally, the technical issues outlined in the treatises also became the focus of translators.
We can see it perfectly clear in comparison of two translations of Vitruvius, where Zubov,
reviewing both 1936 editions, emphasizes that not only the historical context is important in
architectural texts, as it turned out in Mishulin’s translation, but also the technical one. An
architect working with a book should be able to understand the technical details, since

mastering the classical heritage becomes his direct responsibility.

Thus, using the example of the publishing program of the Academy of Architecture and
the series “Classics of Theory of Architecture” as part of it, one can trace the main institutional
processes not only in Soviet architecture, but also in the system of higher education and science
of the USSR.

291 Bayuk.
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Conclusion

Thus, in this work, | tried to describe how architectural education was organized in the
USSR in the 1930s, with a special emphasis on the place that the history of architecture
occupied in the training of professional personnel. At the same time, | tried to look at the subject
of my work not only from the standpoint of the history of architecture, but to add sociological,
political and educational contexts here. Professional training of architects is not only a part of
the world of architecture, but also enters into education as a social institution, and therefore is
subject to influences from both the professional community and society as a whole.

The 1930s are a very interesting and little described period in the history of architectural
education in the USSR. If the 1920s and VKHUTEMAS are described in sufficient detail, both
in Russia and abroad, then only individual works are devoted to the 1930s, which have not yet
formed an integral picture. My research is the first attempt to do this. This period is interesting
for the large-scale changes that took place both in the architectural profession and in education
in general. The elimination of artistic groups and trends in architecture, the creation of the
Union of Architects, the discussion of a single artistic style and method of work of the architect
— socialist realism — these processes are the refraction of the general trend towards
centralization and state control within a specific professional field. A little apart in this process
is the work of the design and planning workshops of the Moscow City Council, but here the
researchers (and I tend to agree with them) see some error in the system.

The same is true for the education system: higher schools are losing independence in
choosing how and what to teach students. Science and research are almost completely
transferred to the system of the Academy of Sciences, and teaching is concentrated in higher
educational institutions (vuzes), the main characteristics of which were universality (that is, in
an ideal situation, a graduate of an architectural school in Vladivostok should have known and
be able to exactly as much as his colleague from Moscow knows and is able); top-down
administration (that is, a rigid administrative hierarchy and the need to coordinate any
initiatives with the management) and one-man management — the sole responsibility of the
leader (that is, the leader was personally responsible to the party for everything that happens in
his university, that is, he was personally interested in ensuring that all processes strictly met
the requirements lowered from above).

The implementation of these principles in the Soviet system of training architects in the
1930s can be well traced on the example of Moscow educational institutions — the Moscow

Institute of Architecture and Civil Engineering and the All-Union Academy of Architecture. In
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the first case, the constant change of rectors, which took place in 1929-1934, is precisely the
implementation of the principle of personal responsibility: the memory of the freedom of the
VKHUTEMAS, the chaos from constant restructuring of the educational process, the general
tendency to experiments inherent in artistic professions - all this led to the fact that the
requirements of unified educational standards were not met, and the rector was responsible for
this, not only by his position, but in some cases by his life.

The Academy of Architecture in this sense is also a very striking example of these
processes. Despite the fact that it was created to set the standard for all architectural schools in
the country, as we have seen from the professional discussions in the work, the process did not
always line up as intended. As a result, the rector of the Academy, Mikhail Kryukov, would be
arrested, exiled to VVorkuta, where he died several years later.

Another important focus that I consider in my work is the views of the professional
community on how studies in architecture schools should be organized. The first thing that
catches your eye is the strength of the traditions enshrined in the Imperial Academy of Arts,
which, in turn, emanated from the Parisian Ecole Des Beaux-Arts. These traditions were strong,
first of all, due to the fact that most of those who were responsible for the formation of
architectural education in the 1930s themselves studied at the Academy, and their personal
experience and ideas could not but influence what they did. These traditions are the
organization of study in workshops and, ideally, close personal contact between the master and
the student (although we know that at the Academy of Arts this was not always the case, and,
for example, many students studied in the workshop of Leonty Benois, and individual relations
with were not available to everyone). The best idea of the ideal form of transfer of professional
experience was presented by Zholtovsky in his speech at the I All-Union Congress of
Architects: he described a model in which each student follows his own individual pace, where
the elders teach the younger, where during the studies there is an opportunity (and even the
need) to try in real work, where there are no course programs, curricula and the need to master
the program in the allotted amount of time. The model described by Zholtovsky, although it
was completely unattainable in reality, was supported by the professional community as a kind
of ideal. It is not surprising that these ideal ideas have lost the battle with the state machine,
which imposed the standardization and unification of the educational process, at least in
Moscow. In Leningrad, due to the closeness of the traditions of the pre-revolutionary Academy,
it seems that it was possible to preserve a great deal of freedom in the preparation of architects,
but even here it was necessary to fulfil the centralized requirements emanating from the

Moscow authorities.
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In addition to the general picture of architectural education, it was interesting to see
how individual disciplines are embedded in professional training. Since each subject has strong
teaching traditions, connections with the professional world, social and political contexts, it is
not possible to cover the entire range of courses, even key ones, within a single dissertation. I
chose teaching the history of architecture, because, on the one hand, there is some general idea
that this discipline is necessary for an architect and is one of the most important for him, and
on the other hand, there is a discussion about why and in what form it is needed. was conducted
in different schools throughout the 20th century. In the Union of Architects, there was no doubt
about its necessity — every student had to “master the classical heritage” in order to be
considered “the best architect in the world”, which a graduate of any Soviet architectural school
was bound to become. However, there was doubt as to what role this discipline could play in
professional development: to view it as a history of ideas, problems and solutions and
inevitably take into account the social contexts behind them, or as a repository, a repository of
techniques that an architect can choose and use. how are modern image libraries in design
programs? In the relevant section, I try to show that no clear choice was made. The programs
of courses in the history of architecture and art at the Academy of Architecture (closely related
to each other) are an attempt to combine the traditional chronological principle "“from Egypt to
the present™ and problematic seminars about heritage, about theories of the Renaissance, about
techniques and materials, etc., but share the time allotted for these seminars in the general
course was not so great. This combination seems to be an attempt to introduce problem analysis
into disciplines, combined with the need to improve the level of students’ specific historical
knowledge.

The launch of the book series “Classics of the Theory of Architecture”, published since
1934 wunder the editorship of Alexander Gabrichevsky, looks like an attempt at
problematization. It published translations of Vitruvius, Alberti, Palladio, Vignola, and this
series still remains the most complete and fresh collection of translations of the classics of the
architectural theory of the Renaissance in Russian. The emergence of this series seems to reflect
an attempt by people who did not originally belong to the architectural profession (historians,
philologists, philosophers) to introduce theory into professional use, so that the history of
architecture becomes more than just a collection of ideas that can be pulled out at will for use
in projects.

Thus, using the example of such a seemingly private aspect as the history and traditions
of teaching one discipline, | was able to reveal the complex system of professional and social

relations that determined architectural education in the USSR in the 1930s.
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Appendix

Figure 1. A “scheme of the preparation of the architectural staff” prepared by the Leningrad branch
of the Union of the Soviet Architects. RGALI F. 674. Inv. 2. File 40. P. 145.
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Some works of the applicants to the first enrolment to the All-Union Academy

of Architecture
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Figure 2. One of the weakest examples of the design of the Cheluskin monument. Source: “The Academy
of Architecture ”, issue 1-2, p. 70.

Figure 3. An example of the “tolerable” design of the Cheluskin monument. Source: “The Academy of
Architecture ”, issue 1-2, p. 68.
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Figure 4. Another example of the “tolerable” design of the Cheluskin monument; this one also

represents the idea of a too literal representation of an architectural form. Source: “The Academy of
Architecture ”, issue 1-2, p. 69.
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Figure 5. The example of the second task — a design of the concert hall. Source: “The Academy of
Architecture”, issue 1-2, p.74.
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Figure 6. The example of the second task — a design of the concert hall. Source: “The Academy of
Architecture”, issue 1-2, p.74.
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Some examples of the Soviet architecture of 1930s

Figure 7. “House on Mokhovaya street ”, Moscow. Ivan Zholtovsky, 1934. Khan-Magomedov
S. 0., Ivan Zholtovsky, p. 80.
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Figure 8. Race Society Mansion, 1903, architect lvan Zholtovsky. Skakovaya alley, Moscow.
Pastvu.com
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Figure 9. Race Society Mansion, 1903, architect Ivan Zholtovsky. Plans of the ground and first floors.
Khan-Magomedov S. O., Ivan Zholtovsky, p. 64.
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Figure 10. Taraosv’s Mansion, 1909, architect Ivan Zholtovsky. Spiridonovka street, Moscow.
Moscowwalks.ru.
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The most significant projects of 1930s

Figure 11. Palace of the Soviets. Design by Boris lofan, winner of the third stage of
competition, 1933. http://vma.muar.ru/ru/palace-of-the-soviets
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Figure 12. Palace of the Soviets. Design by Vladimir Schuko and Vladimir Gelfreykh.
http://vma.muar.ru/ru/palace-of-the-soviets
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Figure 13. Palace of the Soviets. Design by lvan Zholtovsky. http://vma.muar.ru/ru/palace-
of-the-soviets

Figure 14. People’s Commissariat of Industry. Design by Panteleimon Golosov. http://arch-
grafika.ru
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Figure 15. People’s Commissariat of Industry. Design by Vesnin brothers. http://arch-
grafika.ru

Figure 16. People’s Commissariat of Industry. Design by lvan Fomin. http://arch-grafika

ru
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Some examples of students’ projects on the class of architectural design

Figure 17. L. Komarova. Krasnaya Presnya monument, facade. Academy of Architecture,
1935, 5, p. 7.

Figure 18. R. Trotsky, Krasnaya Presnya monument, facade. Academy of Architecture, 1935,
5, p. 10.

Figure 19. Y. Cheverdyaev, Northern River Station (Rechnoy Vokzal), fagade. Academy of
Architecture, 1935, 5, p. 8.

Figure 20. A. Tarasenko, Northern River Station (Rechnoy Vokzal), facade. Academy of
Architecture, 1935, 5, p. 11.
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“Classics of Theory of Architecture”
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Figure 21. Leon Battista Alberti. On the Art of Figure 22. Leon Battista Alberti. On the Art of
Building in Ten Books (Russian translation). Building in Ten Books (Russian translation).
Volume 1. Cover. 1935. Volume 1. Title page. 1935.

Figure 23. Leon Battista Alberti. On the Art of Figure 24. Leon Battista Alberti. On the Art of
Building in Ten Books (Russian translation). Building in Ten Books (Russian translation).

Volume 1. Illustration from Book Eight (p. 292). Volume 1. lllustration from Book Eight (p.
1935. 284). 1935,
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Figure 25. Vitruv_ius, 1936, published by All-Union Figure 26. Vitruvius, 1936, published by All-
Academy of Architecture, front page 1. Union Academy of Architecture, front page 2.
Figure 27. Vitruvius, 1936, published by All-Union Figure 28. Vitruvius, 1936, published by All-
Academy of Architecture, page 261. Notes to Book Four ~ Union Academy of Architecture, page 270. Notes
with Choisy ’s illustrations. to Book Five with Choisy ’s illustrations.
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Figure 29. Andrea Palladio. The Four Books on
Architecture, 1938 edition, published by All-

Union Academy of Architecture. Title page.

Figure 30. Andrea Palladio. The Four Books on
Architecture, 1938 edition, published by All-

Union Academy of Architecture. Page 60.

Figure 31. Andrea Palladio. The Four Books on Figure 32. Andrea Palladio. The Four Books on
Architecture, 1938 edition, published by All-

Architecture, 1938 edition, published by All-

Union Academy of Architecture. Page 44.

Union Academy of Architecture. Page 124.
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