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Norway and Russia have been closely related through the ages, both geographi-
cally and historically, and have experienced similar problems relating to climate,
building maintenance and national wooden architecture. As a result, the parallel
study of architectural conservation and restoration theories and practices in both
neighbouring Northern states makes for a stimulating collective monograph.

Architectural Conservation and Restoration in Norway and Russia delves into the
main challenges of historic and contemporary architectural preservation prac-
tices in the two countries. The book consists of three main parts: the discovery
and preservation of historical architecture in the late nineteenth to early twen-
tieth century; contemporary approaches to former restorations and the conserva-
tion and maintenance of historical architecture; and, finally, current questions
concerning preservation of twentieth-century architectural heritage which, due
to different building technologies and artistic qualities, demand revised methods
and historical evaluation.

This is a valuable resource for academics, researchers and students in different
areas of architecture (medieval, nineteenth-century, wooden and contemporary
architecture) as well as in the fields of art, architectural history, cultural heritage
and Scandinavian and Russian studies.

Evgeny Khodakovsky is Head of the Department of Russian Art History at
St Petersburg State University, Russia.

Siri Skjold Lexau is Professor of Art History at the University of Bergen, Norway.
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,10 Neglected heritage

Khrushchev mass housing in
Leningrad

Ekaterina Staniukovich-Denisova and Daria
Liubimova

~The term “Khrushchev’s legacy” is predominantly associated with his policies
“and the cultural “Thaw”, the various aspects and significance of which continue
- to be studied today. With regard to the architectural legacy of that period, things
‘are far more complex. On the one hand, the considerable efforts made by spe-
 cialist historians and architects to achieve recognition of the value of works of
- Soviet avant-garde architecture from the 1920s and 1930s and the need to pre-
' serve them (e.g., Future Anterior: Journal of Historic Preservation, History, Theory,
“and Criticism, Vol. 5, No. 1, Special Issue on the Preservation of Soviet Heritage
~ [Summer 2008]) opened up the way for recognition of the next phase of Mod-
- ernist architecture — in the period between the second half of the 1950s and
- the 1980s (the exhibition “Soviet Modernism 1955-1991. Unknown Stories”
~at the Architekturzentrum in Vienna in 2013; the creation of an Institute of
~ Modernism in Moscow in 2015; and publication of a special reference guidebook
1 [Bronovitskaya et al. 2016]). On the other hand, instances of the scientific resto-
- ration of such buildings remain very rare (the Mel'nikov House in Moscow), and
- even internationally recognized edifices (Moisei Ginzburg’s Narkomfin Building
in Moscow, or Erich Mendelsohn’s electric substation in St Petersburg) are in a
- parlous state. Given this situation, does it make sense to raise the question of the
~ preservation of examples of ordinary housing development?

The “micro-districts” of housing constructed in the USSR on the initiative of
- Nikita Khrushchev (first secretary of the Communist Party’s Central Committee
in 1953-1964) in the second half of the 1950s and 1960s are at present on the
whole rejected by specialists and broad sections of the public (Meuser and Zadorin
2015) as architectural and artistic heritage. The criticism levelled at them includes
accusations of sweeping standardization of extremely simplified artistic approaches
and of the pursuit of cost reductions at the expense of the convenience of the living
space and the quality of the building work (when better-quality housing appeared,
people even coined the disparaging term khrushchoby patterned on the word trush-
choby, meaning “slums”). The construction of mass housing under Khrushchev in
both rural and urban areas remains a still incompletely comprehended period in
Soviet architecture and is most often examined as a phenomenon in cultural his-
tory (Gorlov 2015), although positive shifts in the study of it have become clearly
evident in recent years (Varga-Harris 2008; Grishin and Ovcharenko 2012; Kaza-
kova 2013; Appolonov 2013; Harris 2013; Meerovich 2016: 32).
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In housing construction in the USSR of the 1950s, several fundamental prob-

lems accumulated: urbanization, a severely insufficient housing stock due to the
destruction of the Second World War, the critical dilapidatic

n of temporary
housing for workers and a trend fo

r people to seek to live separately in single-
housing policy had
house‘communes, barracks-

artment houses with severa]
storeys, families of “ordinary people” were also allotted housing by the room. The

revolutionary idea of the commune and a collective way of life did not prove
successful. After the war a pressing need arose for the mass-scale relocation of
citizens out of barracks, hostels, communal flats and other housing “unsuitable for
the purpose” into very basic, but nonetheless individual, single-family units, and
it was this need that Khrushchev's Programme of mass construction was intended

to meet. It became one of the chief fields of the Thaw-era reforms that became
known as the “revolution in social and everyday life”,

an important result of
which was that Khrushchey rehabilitated such elementary human needs as hous-
ing, clothing and food. “The new approach expressed itself most fully in the push
for housing construction, for individual apartments. Even if that flat did not exist,
even if it only loomed indistinctly as a long-term Prospect ten years hence — the
very legitimacy of being able to aspire to a

s personal tastes, more than that, it
tastes, to be an I different from the
this was a physiologically minimal
s were physically unable to accom-

legitimized the very right to have individual
we” (Popov 1994: 47). On the other hand,
standard of housing, and the new apartment:
modate non-standard “family heirloom” furniture (no matter whether the family

had been noble or peasant) and could take only modern-day regular furniture and
fittings. The micro-districts of Khrushchey housi
incubator for the builders of the “bright fut

The priorities for architectural and constructional practice changed. Now

individual architects or teams of them (architectural studios) focussed not only
on designing unique one-off objects (Khan-Magomedoy 2013). There was active
development of designs for an apartment house of a new type to be reproduced
in large numbers. This was made possible by the authorities, and after them the
architects, acknowledging social problems and demands as something that should
shape contemporary architecture (Khan-Magomedov 1958: 47).

Besides social issues, artistic ones were also rais
deployment of concrete panel construction on a mass scale (1957-1960s), archi-
tects repeatedly held forth in a propagandist manner on the pages of the maga-
zine Arkhitektura SSSR (Architecture of the USSR), attempting to give a new

interpretation to aesthetic concepts, The basic tenet became an updated thesis
of functionalism, that

ed. In the early years of the

the beauty of architectural forms arises as a

quality determined by the utili-
tarian and functional aspect of th

e architectural construction,
(Minervin and Fedoroy 1958: 42)
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as a means of conveying constructional and functional logic were perceived as a
Positive aesthetic quality in both periods of Soviet Modernism (the “first” being
Constructivism, the “second” under Khrushchev), As early as 1972, however, in
Arkhitekeura SSSR, Andrei lkonnikov declared it necessary to emphasize the dif-

1972: 8). Mass construction was annihilating architecture as an art form. It was
becoming too monotonous and soulless, which in [urii Kurbatov's opinion was
the result of introducing methods of “primitive technologism” as the worst variety
of functionalism (Kurbatoy 2008: 111).

Total rejection of the mass housing projects of the Khrushchev era does not,
however, solve the problems of their comprehension. Moreover, minimalizing
their good points in every possible way is not conducive to the processes of reno-
vation. They did perform their historical mission, meeting the minimum require-
ments for family housing. According to Henry W. Morton’s data, between 1956
and 1970, 126.5 million Soviet citizens, over half the population of the country,
moved into new homes (Varga-Harris 2011: 164-165).

It was from the middle years of the century that Soviet architecture began to
return to “the highroad of the style-setting development of world architecture”
(Khan-Magomedov 2013: 130-140) — in other words, to post-war Modernism. In
residential architecture under Khrushchev a revolutionary tr:

ansition took place
to industrial standardized methods of construction. The prefabricated elements

were produced by integrated house-building factories with assembly and instal-
lation taking place directly on the building site. The keynote in the process was
economy - of both materials and time. As a consequence, the dimensions of
the flats were reduced, building materials and structures standardized. The whole
country became one huge building site, funded from the budget without eco-
nomic benefits in the short term, The factories simply could not allow themselves
to produce elements for individualized designs, which would have meant rejig-
ging the production lines,

The solution to that problem was standard design series intended for large-
scale housing developments. There were all-union, republican and city series
of apartment blocks. In Leningrad the main series ended up being 1-506, oD,
1-335, 1-464, 1LG-507, 1-528kp and GI-1, 2, 3 and 4, together with their [ater

modifications. The letters are indications of either the designing organization or
the manufacturer.

Standardized prefabricated construction in Leningrad

The shift to an industrialized method of construction in Leningrad coincided
with the drafi
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Figure 10.1 Assembly of a large-panel apartment house on Block 123 of Ivanovskaya
Ulitsa in the Neva District of St Petersburg. Photograph from the magazine
Arkhitektura SSSR, 1958, No. 1, p. 30.

sepatation walls and external walls leading to very poor noise insulation and grear
heat loss, and combined bathroom and toilet. However, the absence of internal
load-bearing walls makes it possible to change the layout of apartments during
renovation.

The OD series (produced by the Obukhovskii Domostroitel’'nyi Kombinat —
Obukhovo House-Building Factory) was designed by the Lenproeke Institute in
1959-1960. This design was analogous to the K-7 first mass series in Moscow. The
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need to demolish such buildings is not disputed nowadays as they have the same
serious shortcomings as the 1-335 series, further exacerbated by the absence of
balconies (Fig. 10.3).

The 1-464 series was a design produced in 1958 by the all-union state design
institute Giprostroiindustriia belonging to Gosstroi, the State Committee for
Construction. Its constructional distinction lay in the close spacing of the load-
bearing transverse walls (2.6 or 3.2 metres apart), the panels of the external and
internal walls being the size of one room and the floor/ceiling panels being sup-
ported at the edges.

The series most widely used in Leningrad were the GI and 1LG-570. The
GI series was designed in the Lenproekt institute in 1959, It had a frameless
constructional design with three longitudinal load-bearing walls. The external
walls differed from all other series in having two horizontal rows of elements for
each storey. The main constructional distinction of these five-storey buildings
was strong walls built of aerated concrete, which makes it possible to reconstruct
them and extend them upwards. It should be noted, though, that the materials
from which the GI series buildings were made have been found to contain a
considerable amount of ashestos, raising health concerns. A serious shortcoming
of the GI series is the lack of balconies. On the other hand, they conrain only
three- to five-room flats with windows on hoth sides of the building, which makes
it possible today to alter the layout and make them more comfortable.

The ILG- 570 series was also designed in the Lenproekt institute in 1959,
and again it has a frameless constructional design with three longitudinal load-
bearing walls. The external finish of the panels is modest and restrained — large
ceramic tiles or smaller ones (supplied on sheets). In all the flats the toilet and
bathroom are separate, which is an undoubted advantage. The location of the
1LG- 570 series buildings is advantageous, as they are found in the Moskovsky
district, where real estate prices are among the highest in Saint Petersburg.

The 1-528kp series is the best in terms of quality as it was built of brick. The
majority of the buildings have balconies, but the five-storey versions often have
bay windows with red insets. In this case the bay windows are a felicitous artistic
decision, producing a pleasing play of shapes on the surface of the facade.

Each series of buildings was allotted to particular house-building factories
that then produced them. As a result, the various series are distributed unevenly
across the city, being concentrated in groups in certain districts and neighbour-
hoods. This makes the implementation of renovation projects targeted at spe-
cific series easier. At the same time, the fact that these apartment houses cover
several adjacent city blocks at once complicates the process of renovation, if we
presume that it will be carried out a block at a time, covering a large residential
neighbourhood.

Ways of modernization and the problems of the Khrushchev
mass housing in St Petersburg

The problems associated with the present-day exploitation of the standard five-
storey apartment blocks belonging to the first mass series lie in the cramped space
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Figure 10.3 Apartment house of the OD series. 115, _Babushkina ulitsa, building 5.
: Constructed in 1964. Photograph by D. Liubimova, 2017.
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Within the housing stock of Saint Petersburg, flats belonging to the first mass
series make up about 8.9 million square metres, or roughly 10 per cent. The
approach to solving the problem of khrushchevki has changed twice. In the year
2000, the government of Saint Petersburg published a resolution that approved
a “Regional Programme for the Reconstruction of Apartment Houses of the First
Mass Series” (Government 2000). A number of buildings did undergo refurbish-
ment. Eight years later, however, in 2008, a new municipal law was adapted on
a targeted programme for “The Development of Built-Up Areas in Saint Peters-
burg” that envisaged the rehousing of the residents of the mass-series apartment
houses and their subsequent demolition (or, in only a few cases, partial recon-
struction). Reaction to these programmes found reflection both in professional
discussion (the international congress on “Modernization of Apartment Houses
of the First Mass Series and the Ustilities Infrastructure of Cities, Towns and Set-
tlements” held in Saint Petersburg on 23-26 May 2000) and in an upsurge of
publications on the subjects in the periodic press (Kurbatov 2000: 18-21).

Nevertheless, work carried out to refurbish mass-series apartment houses in
Saint Petersburg has not been extensive. Large-scale projects such as the com-
plete reconstruction of a building or renovation with extension upwards have
been sporadic and were experimental, pilot versions. In the main, refurbishment
is following the mini-modernization scenario (a general overhaul without rehous-
ing the residents or changing the layout of the flats). The main method of redeco-
rating the fagades has been to paint them in different colours, accentuating the
vertical features above the entrance doorways.

A more serious modernization project is the reconstruction of the building
with the addition of a mansard storey without rehousing the occupants. The pilot
version of such a renovation was carried out on a building of the 1LG-507 series
(on Torzhkovskaya Ulitsa) (Fig. 10.4) in 1999-2001.

This was the first experimental upward extension of a prefabricated five-storey
building in Russia. It was carried out by the firm LENZHILNIIPROEKT in col-
laboration with Scandinavian companies (including the “Foundation for Man-
sard Housing in Russia”). This isolated experience proved positive, but it has
never been repeated on other buildings.

Probably the most radical example of complete renovation was the apartment
house at 117, Ulitsa Babushkina (Fig. 10.5).

The work, carried out between 1994 and 1996, included rehousing the resi-
dents for the duration. The next stage was the construction around the building,
on a separate foundation of an additional frame at a distance from the walls of
the original building that supported the new structures (storeys). As a result, the
width of the apartment house increased by 2.5 metres, and four new floors were
added. The existing apartments were enlarged: the rooms up to 19 m?, the kitch-
ens to 10-12 m’, while bathroom and toilet were separated.

Similar renovation projects (the addition of a mansard storey or two to four extra
floors) have been carried out in Moscow until very recently in far greater num-
bers. Moreover, Moscow’s Department of Urban-Planning Policy issued method-
ological recommendations in 2013 on drawing up plans for the reconstruction of

a ulitsa, Saint

hkovskay i
. anlzi b\;]D. Liubimova, 2017.

: . 1-LG-507 series. 1
i 4 Apartment house of the 1-LG-5 ,
- Perlll;slwurg. Reconstructed in 1999-2001. Photograp



Figure 10.5 Apartment house of the OD serie
3 s, 117, Babushkina Ulitsa, building 1 -
vated between 1994 and 1996. Photograph by D. Liuhinmva,ule;II;l% i
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apartment houses of the early mass series with extension upwards or outwards. In
February 2017, however, President Putin in a conversation with Sergei Sobianin,
the mayor of Moscow, spoke of the advisability of demolishing Moscow’s khrush-
chevki instead of carrying out a general overhaul of them. That, in the president’s
opinion, is what Muscovites expect (the Today news programme, NTV channel,
21 February 2017).

It is precisely this last, radical method of modernizing the neighbourhoods of
mass prefabricated panel buildings (i.e. demolition) that is gradually beginning to

| be implemented in Saint Petersburg. The method employed in such cases is that

the chosen developer first constructs a new apartment house near the khrushchevki
dlated for demolition and then rehouses people from them into the new building.
The plot of land vacated after demolition becomes the property of the developer.

Today in Saint Petersburg we see very little interest in the modernization and
reconstruction of apartment houses belonging to the mass series of Khrushchev’s
time. The actual implementation most often takes the form of an ordinary gen-
eral overhaul, while radical reconstructions are no more than isolated instances.
Building companies in Saint Petersburg, in contrast to Moscow, are not suffering
from an acute shortage of plots for the expansion of the housing stock. At the pre-
sent time, huge estates are being constructed in remote districts on the outskirts.

Another serious obstacle is the economic expense. Unarguably any refurbish-
ment requires capital investment, and the state more often than not needs to
get private investors involved. However, while in the case of a reconstruction
it proves possible to cover the investors’ outlay through the sale of apartments
in the mansard storey or additional floors; in the case of mini-modernization or
maximum modernization it is the state that plays the chief role. A return on
those investments is possible only in the long term, through significant reduc-
tions in expenditure on the heating of the apartments thanks to the insulation
of the fagades.

Specialists have already begun to give commentaries in response to the Rus-
sian president’s recent pronouncement about the total demolition of Moscow’s
khrushchevki. In an interview with Afisha Daily (https://daily.afisha.ru/cities/4676-
eta—arhitektura-ekunomit—nashi-emncii-anna—hmnnvickayn-o-pynticmzhk‘.\h),
Anna Bronovitskaya, an architectural historian specializing in Modernism, talks
about the opportunities that those buildings can provide residents, if their small
apartments are occupied by a single person or a couple rather than a large family.
She pointed to ecological damage the city might also suffer from the demolition
of those buildings and infill construction, leading to greater pollution and the
destruction of green areas. Referring to the exemplary ninth block of Moscow’s
Cheremushki district, which has the status of a “valuable city-forming fragment”,
but where not a single residential building is protected from reconstruction,
Bronovitskaya postulates the aesthetic value of such architecture, which makes
it possible to speak of heritage and thus of a right to preservation and protec-
tion. What does she see their non-historical value as being for people today? In
the fact that “just as the outward appearance of this architecture economized on
human emotions, the space in a small apartment saves physical effort” providing
for comfortable living in a large city.
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