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THE LEGACY OF THE 
AVANT-GARDE AND 
CONTEMPORARY 
PERSPECTIVES
ALESSANDRA MUNTONI PROFESSOR OF CONTEMPORARY ARCHITECTURAL 
HISTORY / SAPIENZA UNIVERSITY OF ROME, DIRECTOR OF THE MAGAZINE 
“METAMORFOSI. QUADERNI DI ARCHITETTURA”

Rome-Moscow-Kiev: an ancient story that weaves together legends, tales of epic 
battles, high culture and popular traditions, empires and revolutions, merchant 
trails and the migrations of entire peoples, cities and monuments, houses and 
extraordinary natural landscapes. Bringing them together under the banner of the 
contemporary with the European project RKM_Save Urban Heritage has meant a 
break with the usual westward-looking international initiatives, almost a change 
of direction, a precursor of exciting new perspectives and the opening of new 
horizons. Two issues present themselves immediately: one historiographical and 
other regarding critical and design issues.
The first question concerns the meaning of Constructivism and its relationship with 
other avant-garde movements, particularly Cubism and Futurism. The Russian 
painters were among the first to grasp the importance of the central European 
figurative movements, founding the Cubo-Futurism of what Camilla Gray defined 
the Great Russian Experiment, which brought together artists like Mikhail Larionov, 
Natalia Goncharova, Aleksandra Ekster, Vladimir Tatlin, Alexander Rodchenko, 
El Lissitzky, and above all Kasimir Malevich, without whom Constructivism is 
inconceivable. At the same time, Constructivism was immediately perceived as 
a fundamental breakthrough by European architecture. De Stijl immediately 
opened a direct dialogue with Malevich's Suprematism, but the early works of 
Giuseppe Terragni were also careful to incorporate the new technical jargon and 
abstractionism as a departure point for Italian Rationalist Architecture.
However, while in Russia there was the paradox of an avant-garde - 
Constructivism - which found itself operating for the first time in harmony with a 

power which was also revolutionary, Rationalist Architecture in Italy would face 
an uphill cultural battle to establish and disseminate its ideas under the Fascist 
regime. Both Constructivism and Rationalist Architecture would be defeated, but 
for different reasons. It is useful to briefly summarise these two stories, despite 
their complexity.
The socialist revolution, in fact, stole from the Soviet avant-garde its own 
weapons, those of being the pars destruens of the system. Chosen by the new 
revolutionary power to transform reality, it could thus no longer be 'against', 
the very position for which the avant-garde was born. It had to become pars 
construens, to build the 'new world', hence the challenge was that of translating 
the slogans of the socialist revolution into a technical and ideological platform 
which could be used to accomplish this. One must be 'for', and the word 
CONSTRUCT was chosen precisely as a metaphor of artistic, poetic and 
architectural action. It was, however, still in the research phase for the moment, 
hence the difficulties which emerged when the socialist state began asking for 
concrete products that Constructivism was not yet able to actually supply on a 
large scale.
On the other hand, having decided to work for the socialist revolution, the 
Constructivist avant-garde perceived the USSR as the setting for a realised utopia. 
From this decision, from the desire to begin again to grapple with the immense 
problems posed at this historical juncture - building a 'new world' with labour and 
the proletariat's power at its centre - came an overvaluation of art, and especially 
of architecture and town planning, which, however, led them to throw themselves 
with an almost heroic enthusiasm into the invention of new design tools. Tatlin's 
Monument to the Third International summarises the code of the new architecture, 
that inextricably linked a dynamic image with technology: Viktor Shklovsky would 
say that it was a 'monument made of iron, glass and revolution.' The projects 
of Nikolai Ladowski and Iacov Chernikhov's school developed a new expressive 
language based on the complex interweaving and interlocking of volumes in 
precarious equilibrium. 
Meanwhile, the buildings of Konstantin Melnikov, Ilya Golosov and the Vesnin 
brothers developed images and figures suited to the city of 'three social 
condensers': the factory, the communal home and the workers' club. 
The new 'deurbanist models' of Moisei Ginzburg designed cities laid across the 
landscape. Milyutin and Leonidov planned the linear city. Stroikom's search 
for new habitation cells, the Dom Kommuna of Mikhail Barsch and Vladimir 
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Vladimirov, the Narkomfin of Ginzburg and Ignaty Milinis and Shukhov's television 
tower are contributions of undisputed typological and technical value, and remain 
at the centre of contemporary architecture's interests. Yet they are largely 
experimental and sometimes reckless projects, often misunderstood by the very 
clients that commissioned them.
In the meantime, however, important 'close encounters' and meetings between 
Constructivism and the European Modern Movement occurred. First of all, 
between Walter Gropius's Bauhaus and Vladimir A. Favorskij's VKhUTEMAS, 
both prestigious schools which opened between 1919 and 1920 and both involved 
in industrial processes or working as laboratories of that new architecture 
which called the avant-garde to the positions of command. The results would 
be sensational, but the two schools were not to survive the early Thirties, 
swept away respectively by Nazism and Stalinism. Then there was the 1925 
Universal Exhibition of Decorative Arts in Paris. On this occasion Konstantin 
Melnikov realised the USSR Pavilion, explaining to the West how a new, original 
architecture - dynamic yet extremely simple, with its roots in the European 
avant-garde and therefore comprehensible and assimilable - had been born. Le 
Corbusier, instead, built the Esprit Nouveau Pavilion, presenting a living cell for 
the 'City for three million people', comparable with the devices of Constructivist 
urban space. Le Corbusier and the 'May Brigade' also made trips to the USSR 
(1928-30) to realise the Tsentrosoyuz Building and lay out the new Standard City, 
developed according to purist and rationalist concepts. These were initiatives 
where architecture, urban planning and the modelling of the territory put work, 
technology and organisation at the centre of their designs.
The most emblematic occasion, however, was the 1934 competition for the 
design of the Palace of the Soviets. Gropius and Le Corbusier, who expressed 
themselves in an openly constructivist language, were invited, as were Perret, 
Hans Poelzig and Erich Mendelsohn, who presented formidable projects which, 
instead, developed their own poetic. For the Soviets, Melnikov, now seeking 
the monumental and symbolic dimension of socialism, produced a giant gear 
supported diagonally by immense telamons, while Ginzburg participated with a 
rationalist project of great effectiveness and simplicity. 
The winner, as we know, was Boris Iofan, with a colossal Lenin standing on a 
stepped circular tower and pointing the way to the masses of workers around 
the world. Thus was the defeat of the Russian avant-garde put on sculptural and 
conspicuous display.

The Soviet avant-garde departed from history thanks to an external defeat, due 
to the decisions of Stalin's 1929 Five Year Plan and the closure of the VChUTEIN/
VKhUTEMAS in 1930. But on the other hand, no longer able to be 'for', it had lost 
the ability to be 'against', and therefore could not effectively challenge these 
regressive choices. Its defeat thus also arose from an internal crisis, from not 
having been able to identify quickly enough the correct targets for its action, 
which had become entangled in an excess of ideology and in polemical groups 
like VOPRA and ASNOVA. It is an unfinished question that retains, however, 
a formidable heritage of ideas, conferring upon Constructivism a lasting 
inspirational force.
In the Italy of the Twenties and Thirties, Rational Architecture took a symmetrical 
but different route. Proposed in the late Twenties by the Gruppo 7, a team of young 
architects mostly from Northern Italy, among whom were Giuseppe Terragni, 
Luigi Figini, Gino Pollini and Adalberto Libera, the new Italian architecture began 
to take root soon after the 1931 MIAR exhibition in Rome, initially supported 
by Mussolini. The themes of Gruppo 7 displayed different objectives, primarily 
the supplanting of such historical avant-gardes as Futurism, which were seen 
as having an out-dated romantic attitude, to undertake instead more practical 
experimentation with reinforced concrete construction and residential building 
types. The need to spread the word of modernity as 'zeitgeist' was also mitigated 
by the need to retain an identity based on the plastic values of Italian architecture. 
There was also a desire to matter and an intention to enter into the institutional 
world, slowed by their refusal to enter into overly close relationships with 
academics for fear of appearing to compromise themselves. Even international 
aspirations and opportunities were offset by the group's Italian vocation, which 
soon broke down, however, as a result of mutual incomprehension. 
Their cultural work is, however, of a rare effectiveness and resourcefulness - 
enough to convince many voices to join together in a collective study of modernity.
Giuseppe Pagano, Gio Ponti, Franco Albini, Ignazio Gardella, Giuseppe Vaccaro, 
Luigi Cosenza and Cesare Cattaneo designed innovative, high-quality buildings in 
Alessandria, Milan, Cesenatico, Cernobbio and Pozzuoli. The Santa Maria Novella 
railway station in Florence by the group headed by Giovanni Michelucci (1933-35), 
the Casa del Fascio in Como by Giuseppe Terragni (1936) and Pier Luigi Nervi's 
hangars in Orvieto and Orbetello (1935-38) remain emblematic works in the 
history of modern architecture. Compared to the more radical and theorematic 
approach of the northern architects like Pagano or Terragni, Roman architecture 
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demonstrated a more fluid ability to deal with curvilinear and absorbing spaces 
with open floor plans and non-elementary geometrical figures, legacy of a Roman 
approach to space and a constructiveness not simplistically anchored to a trilithon 
- not even one made of concrete - but attentive to in the legacy of the classical 
and Baroque. The Casa delle Armi of Luigi Moretti (1936), the Piazza Bologna 
Post office building by Mario Ridolfi and Mario Fagiolo (1935) and Adalberto 
Libera and Mario De Renzi's Post Office building in Via Marmorata (1933-35) put 
vaulted figures, lively curvilinear surfaces and peremptory and visionary shapes 
into original form which, however, maintained the adamantine clarity of abstract 
geometry. Modernity and history met effectively.
New and innovative ideas were also highlighted in town planning, in the 
extensive programme of new towns built by the regime. Sabaudia, with its freely 
arranged layout over the magnificent landscapes of Circeo and the Selva di 
Terracina, shows the mastery acquired of the new tools of urban and territorial 
planning. The reclamation plan for the Paludi Pontine, based on the concept of 
'disurbanamento', may rightly be regarded as a response to Soviet 'disurbanism'. 
The master planning scheme for the city of Rome, by contrast, was anchored in 
a traditional view of the radial-concentric city that the Modern Movement had 
endeavoured to overcome.
With the construction of the EUR, the inherent contradictions began to burst forth. 
After 1936, Mussolini wanted an architecture representative of the imperialist 
and totalitarian phase of the regime, and only Marcello Piacentini was ready to 
respond to the request. A battle was then played out between rationalists and 
academics in which Piacentini easily prevailed, having already constructed a 
strategy and a network of alliances to directly or indirectly dominate all aspects 
of architectural production: the professions, the trade unions, the journals, 
the universities and design competitions. The proposals of Terragni, Albini and 
Gardella for the EUR were discarded in favour of monumentality, and buildings 
began to be raised which were intended to celebrate fascist primacy in the world 
with an exhibition entitled 'the Olympics of Civilisation.' The Second World War 
interrupted these plans, leaving all sides defeated: both the rationalists who had 
wanted to give modern voice to the regime and the academics who had wanted to 
celebrate its ephemeral triumphs. Italy and Fascism would also be defeated by 
the war, as would the better part of Italian culture which, after the war, would be 
obliged to make a clean break with that experience and to abandon the project of 
modernity, at least until the Sixties.

It would be many years before this heritage could return to the fore. Favourable 
circumstances would develop with the 'second avant-garde' of the Sixties, and 
it is Italian scholars above all who must be thanked for lifting the veil covering 
a historical chapter which had been almost forgotten. Numerous studies of 
Constructivism began to be published in Italy from the early Sixties onward, 
including fundamental essays by Vittorio De Feo, Vieri Quilici, Paolo Ceccarelli, 
Guido Canella, Manfredo Tafuri and Marco De Michelis. Besides these, the essay 
Ville et Révolution. Architecture et urbanisme sovietiques des années vingt (1967) 
by Anatol Kopp was quickly translated. For the first time, the original materials 
of Constructivism - drawings, models and plans - arrived at Rome's Palazzo 
delle Esposizioni for the 1982 exhibition 'Architecture in Soviet Countries 1917-
1933' curated by Vieri Quilici. Ivan Leonidov's original architectural sketches and 
paintings were exhibited in New York and Naples in the 1988 exhibition 'The City 
of the Sun' curated by Alessandra Latour and Nicoletta Misler. Original texts and 
monographs regarding the principal figures of Constructivism were translated 
and published in Europe and the USA. Magazines in Italy and other European 
countries such as 'VH 101' and 'Metamorphosis' dedicated monographic editions 
to the question, also examining Russia's increased interest in its avant-garde 
tradition during the late Eighties. Simultaneously, Italian Rationalist Architecture 
also began to be studied, beginning with Giulia Veronesi's article 'Difficoltà 
politiche dell’architettura in Italia' (Political Difficulties in Architecture in Italy, 1953), 
and from the Sixties onwards, Cesare De Seta, Giorgio Ciucci, Peter Eisenman, 
Thomas Etlin, Riccardo Mariani, Tom Schumacher, Bruno Zevi and many others 
- thanks in part to the work of DOCOMOMO - published monographs on all the 
protagonists of the architecture of the period between the two World Wars, 
exploring its complex issues.
At this point, the second question presents itself: is an updating of that legacy 
possible, and what relationship might it have with the studies of contemporary 
architecture?
It should be noted that, from the Sixties on, architects both of the COBRA 
figurative avant-garde, like Constant Nieuwenhuys, and of English and Italian 
architecture, such as James Stirling, James Gowan and Vittorio De Feo, had 
been taking up themes related to Constructivism in their work and projects. 
In the Eighties and Nineties, however, these allusions became even more 
consolidated, utilising many of the ideas initiated by the movement. On the other 
hand, European and Italian Rationalism too began again to be considered an 
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'open repository.' We are now witnessing, however, the inauguration of a period 
which goes further still, because today we must also take globalisation into 
account. The new communication systems of the electronic age - the interrelation 
between distant cultural situations in a time of crisis for the great ideologies 
and systems of reference - necessitate radical changes of direction. High Tech, 
Deconstructivism and Minimalism experimented with new materials and the 
breakdown of simplified compositional systems and the figure. Their processes 
derive from largely shared trends exactly because they admit differentiated 
yet comparable declinations in far-removed geographical areas. The issue of 
sustainable development to preserve the ecosystem also affects us all. It is as if a 
new 'common language' were being developed, one however admitting multiple 
variants, in a comprehensive search commensurate with the new metropolitan 
realities whose concentrations reach tens of millions of inhabitants. Once could 
argue that many embryonic frameworks are to be found in the avant-garde of 
the early Twentieth century, and particularly in Constructivism, which should be 
considered useful premises for the current challenges facing architecture. 'The 
third Avant-garde', as Gabriele De Giorgi has called it, is developing its many 
possible variants.
Moscow, Kiev and Rome, recovering their precious architectures of the Twenties 
and Sixties and realising and hosting still others developed by architects from 
other parts of the world, are part of these perspectives. Blending history and 
modernity, the RKM project is therefore ambitious but also extraordinarily 
realistic, and part of a growing trend - albeit one with its own criticisms and 
difficulties. The challenge for these studies is that of knowing how to deal with 
those emerging realities developing so rapidly in Asia, India, South America and 
Africa.

01. THE MANAGEMENT 
OF CULTURAL 
HERITAGE IN THE 
HISTORICAL CITY 
MARIO DEFACQZ HEAD OF CULTURAL DEPARTMENT ROMA CAPITALE

A lack of awareness of artistic and symbolic values of heritage often leads 
to neglect of the territory and its consequent deterioration, something 
which happens in Italy as in Russia and Ukraine. When we understand its 
importance, however, the safeguarding and promotion of heritage can be 
set in motion, with real and tangible benefits for the city. For this reason, 
the RKM_Save Urban Heritage project has set itself the goal of paying close 
attention to the historical and architectural value of the Russian constructivist 
avant-garde by raising awareness among institutions, businesses and 
local people and outlining guidelines for its safeguarding. One of the most 
important, productive and creative avant-garde movements of the first half 
of the twentieth century, developed in various cities around the Soviet Union, 
Constructivism, as well as being of an undeniable importance for aesthetic 
innovation, had immense social impact, not only causing vast changes in 
the paradigm of architectural rules and standards but also producing a 
spectrum of building types which involved a rethinking of social organization. 
Using architecture as a medium, avant-garde architecture contributed to 
the cultural revolution that would later be identified as "the reconstruction 
of everyday life". The RKM_Save the Urban Heritage project aims to create 
a replicable model for the preservation, development and promotion of 
architectural heritage in the cities of Kiev and Moscow, laying the groundwork 
for the development of public-private partnerships and creating, through 
the involvement of institutions and stakeholders, opportunities not only for 
cultural and economic development but also for cultural and social growth. 
The enormous advantage of projects like this undoubtedly consists in the many 
positive knock-on effects they have upon the overall socio-economic system and 
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their ability to export know-how and replicable models of excellence to countries 
which are currently undergoing a period of rapid growth, but do not yet have the 
strength and abilities to face their new needs alone. 
New and enhanced opportunities await those territories able to connect more 
efficiently with global partnerships and projects and be more competitive, and 
cities and territories are seen as attractors and amplifiers of economic systems. 
We must spread awareness that territory and cultural heritage can become a 
driving force for widespread economic development, provided we know how not 
only to preserve, but also to enhance and promote it.
Redevelopment projects for old sites must transform their use for the future 
while remaining coherent with and respecting their past, taking their original 
function into consideration but with functional new activities and uses for the 
current context as their goal.
In this sense, the Municipality of Rome and Italy in general, certainly more than 
other countries, can draw upon its experience. Rome is a city which is always 
contemporary to itself and where styles and eras are part of an ongoing, city-wide 
dialogue and ongoing polyphony: having no choice but to dialogue with the ancient, 
Rome makes this dialogue its trademark.
The importance of ancient roots and the splendour of ages past, however, mean 
nothing could if each remains confined within its own borders.  The greatness 
of Rome is created by the happy admixture, the mutually respectful intelligent 
interweaving of old and new.
Italian cultural heritage is also a source of invaluable wealth  
and resources, especially human resources: town centres, works of art and 
architecture and archaeological sites are not only a link with a past which 
has defined and characterized Italian identity, but are also the core for that 
potential economic growth whose need is so strongly felt in this socio-
historical moment.
Rome can truly be considered a city which uses cultural dynamics and 
enhancement of its cultural artistic heritage as driver for growth and 
development. In recent years, the City of Rome has implemented a series of 
large-scale high-profile urban redevelopment initiatives, through a series of 
operational tools dedicated to the promotion and preservation of its urban 
architectural heritage.
For this reason, The City of Rome and the Cultural Department were delighted 
to have the opportunity to helm of the project, demonstrating their expertise and 

exporting techniques, replication of best practices in conservation and promotion 
of heritage.
The promotion of cultural projects always contributes to the search 
for resources for the implementation and improvement of services for 
citizens.  Cultural policies must therefore respond to the social and economic 
transformations of the third millennium and highlight the fundamental role of 
culture in the global economy.
The business management of cultural heritage, both in the broader sense and 
specifically as linked to the regional and urban realities of a country, provides 
opportunities for activating this potential for social and economic growth, but for 
this to be possible, awareness of the intrinsic value of cultural heritage by both 
institutions and the population becomes fundamental.
The buildings of the avant-garde of the Twenties and Thirties in Moscow and 
Kiev must first be recognized as cultural heritage deserving of conservation. The 
principal objective of RKM_Save Urban Heritage was that of reinforcing local 
pride and awareness of the area's potential for transformation into an effective 
resource and an economic driver.
The achievement of that goal would certainly lead to the requalification and 
growth of the local reality, with consequently increased attractiveness for 
investment and the transformation of the areas in question into a socio-
economic system focused upon tourism and local development, with positive 
knock-on effects upon the economy of the entire country. RKM does not aim 
solely at the preservation of the architectural heritage of the avant-garde, 
however, just as Rome has no wish to be merely a showcase of past glories. 
The key word today is development. The use and reuse of buildings or portions 
of cities are always part of a transformation which will allow new uses 
and conceptions of the territory without changing its essential nature and 
respecting its historic and symbolic value, but with aims and objectives based 
in the contemporary context which satisfy present-day needs and demands. 
The ambition of RKM's partners, however, is not simply that of achieving the 
main goals of the project itself: to be truly successful, RKM must become a 
replicable model, a sort of 'introductory' or first phase of a structured process 
of strategic planning to be handed down as a legacy to the cities of Moscow 
and Kiev and act as an example for other similar realities.
The partnership between the local administrations of the cities involved in the 
project was established with the aim of exchanging good practices and know-
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how and creating opportunities for experts, technicians, stakeholders and local 
associations to engage in dialogue on key issues related to the development of the 
city of today. The City of Rome has thus become a promoter of the partnership, 
secure in the conviction that the exchange and sharing of experiences at an 
international level can be a driving force in concrete, targeted initiatives for the 
protection, restoration, promotion and development of the territory .
The City of Rome administration hopes that this initial cooperation project will act 
as a model for long-term future collaborations between the three administrations 
involved.

02. AWARENESS-
RAISING POLICIES IN 
CULTURAL HERITAGE 
PRESERVATION 
SERGIY TSELOVALNIK DEPARTMENT OF URBAN DEVELOPMENT AND 
ARCHITECTURE / HEAD OF PLANNING AND ARCHITECTURE
YANA MILOVANOVA DEPARTMENT OF URBAN DEVELOPMENT AND 
ARCHITECTURE / DEPARTMENT REGULATION OF BUILDING THE CENTRAL 
REGIONS OF THE CITY

Kiev is one of the oldest cities in Eastern Europe, and today is a modern capital which 
has succeeded in combining its vocation as Ukraine's scientific, educational and cultural 
centre with a high-profile commercial and business sector, particularly in the field of 
technology. The city's history has embellished it with important monuments which 
are universally recognized as symbols of the city, such as the famous historical 
architectural complexes of St. Sophia Cathedral and Kyiv Pechersk Lavra, both 
recognized by UNESCO as World Heritage Sites. The challenge for the city today 
is that of promoting and developing not only its recognised historical heritage but 
also that of the Constructivist avant-garde of the '20s and '30s, ideologically linked 
to a historical period with which the city of Kiev and the entire Ukraine are only 
now making their peace. Recognizing their own history and the essential elements 
which characterize it is of fundamental importance for modern cities wishing to 
turn their heritage into an asset by recognizing its historical value and identity. In 
fact, a tendency to initiate healthy economic processes through the promotion and 
development of their historical and cultural heritage is a characteristic of modern 
cities. For the Municipality of Kiev, taking part in the RKM_Save Urban Heritage 
project meant accepting this challenge and taking it to heart, focusing on the idea of 
the development and promotion of its architectural heritage; not only that already 
granted historical recognition and amply protected by conservation initiatives, but 
also that, like constructivist architecture, which still today remains unrecognised as 
architectural heritage deserving of special protection. If, on the one hand, there is 
growing emphasis upon the importance of this architectural movement in the
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 the history of international architectural development, on the other, except in 
a few isolated cases local governments have never shown a strong desire to 
take the action necessary for its promotion. The RKM project highlighted this 
reality, inviting municipalities from Kiev and Moscow to focus specifically upon 
this cultural heritage which still awaits adequate promotion and development. 
Over the two years of the project, local administration in Kiev thus attempted 
to organise a series of initiatives aimed at developing an effective policy to 
raise awareness of Constructivism, involving various actors and technical 
bodies. The initiatives carried out during the project therefore saw the 
participation not only of the academic world, which always takes an interest 
in the issue, but also of many young people and individuals who were able 
to freely enjoy the activities organized by RKM, such as lectures and guided 
tours. RKM_Save Urban Heritage was the first European project sponsored 
and developed by the city of Kiev dealing with the question of modern 
architectural heritage as part of a partnership which also involved the cities 
of Rome and Moscow, and through which a fruitful exchange of experiences 
and best practices was made possible. Close cooperation between the 
representatives of the administration and the faculty of architecture of KNUCA 
university led to the development of a joint effort which came to fruition 
in the technical workshops for the development of the pilot project, with a 
redevelopment proposal for the area around Santa Sophia, produced together 
with the technical staff of the monumental complex, and of four avant-garde 
architecture tourism routes created for use with the RKM_web application. 
This application is one of the most important results of the RKM project for 
Kiev - a practical tool which will allow our administration to properly promote 
avant-garde heritage with the help of new technologies. The modernization of 
the city and the circulation of new technological tools is an important target 
for our city, and many of the RKM initiatives addressed this question. The 
development of tourism has become a central issue for the economic and 
social growth of the contemporary city, and the creation of a web application 
which allows the enjoyment of the architectural heritage of avant-garde 
through access to relevant historical and technical information is an important 
landmark in this process. The Municipality of Kiev therefore hopes that the 
partnership launched by the RKM_Save Urban Heritage project is only the 
beginning of a lasting cooperation which will lead our three cities to develop 
new projects and initiatives aimed at promoting their own culture and history.

03. RESULTS 
ACHIEVED IN 2011 
AND THE MAIN 
TASKS FOR 2012
ALEXANDER KIBOVSKY HEAD OF MOSCOW CITY CULTURAL HERITAGE 
DEPARTMENT / MOSCOW’S DEPARTMENT OF CULTURAL HERITAGE

The territory of Moscow is currently home to 4,945 objects of cultural heritage 
under state protection –  2,459 objects of federal value and 2,486 objects of 
regional value. Moscow, along with St. Petersburg, is the absolute leader in 
Russia in terms of quantity of monuments,and Moscow's cultural heritage 
includes 2,784 buildings,  467 constructions, 132 monuments, 102 objects of 
landscape heritage, 153 archaeological objects and 1,307 objects of a historical 
and military nature.
There are a further 1,807 monuments located in the territory of the city, some of 
which have been waiting more than 20 years for a decision to be made regarding 
awarding them state protection, as well as 886 so-called "declared" objects – 
ancient buildings for which claims regarding possible architectural value have 
been received from Muscovites and which require official historical and cultural 
inspection.
The Mosgornaslediye, the Moscow city department of cultural heritage, was 
created in compliance with the government of Moscow resolution of October 
26,  2010, No. 981-PP on the basis of the former Committee on cultural heritage of 
the city of Moscow, the Moskomnasledie.
This reorganization was carried out due to the needs of municipal government 
in this sphere. It was necessary to reorganise all the work of the department as 
regarded both planning and the improvement and functioning of the system.
The provision for the new Department was approved by a resolution of the 
government of Moscow of April 26, 2011 - No. 154-subitem. This situation 
required an entirely new act, as was necessary to eliminate various contradictions 
in the acts defining the work of former Committee under federal legislation.
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At the same time, necessary work was carried out on streamlining planned 
Department activity in 2011. It should be noted that the work of the former 
Committee was based on an annual departmental plan based on internal 
documents and absolutely inaccessible to Muscovites both at its formation and 
after approval. Under this planning organization – without clear aims, priorities 
or indicators and without the possibility of advance planning or coordination with 
other city programs – the Committee plans were of a limited character. 
In the absence of any other criteria, he same budget, changing only in accordance 
with annual inflation, was allocated to the Committee for the achievement of 
concrete results. 
By the time of Department's creation a departmental plan for 2011 supported by a 
corresponding budget draft was already in existence. With an operative order, the 
department updated this plan within earlier approved budgetary appropriations.
The Mosgornasledy's plans for establishing order in the historical city centre were 
newly defined for 2011, in close coordination with the general activities of the 
Government of Moscow.
As there was no previous uniform city program in the sphere of state protection, 
conservation, use and promotion of cultural heritage artefacts, the 2011 
priorities of the new Department were considered and approved on March 2, 
2011, at a meeting of the Commission on administrative reform in the city of 
Moscow.
On the basis of the Commission's decision the Department drew up a plan of 
action for 2011 approved by the resolution of the government of Moscow from 
April 29, 2011 of No. of 168-subitem. For the first time, the annual city plan in a 
sphere closely observed by Muscovites, was approved by the official document of 
the Government of Moscow and became available to citizens.
The main task of the Department in 2011 was creation of mechanisms to 
overcome the serious systematic problems in the field of the preservation of 
historical and cultural monuments which had built up in the city over two decades. 
The numerous cases which had caused such a strong reaction from the public 
were a direct consequence of a lack of detailed, uniform city policy on the issue. 
As a result of the presence of federal and Moscow legislation, one of the strictest 
in Europe, under one pretext or another the capital annually lost a significant 
amount of historical artefacts and the historical city centre had been targeted by 
ambitious construction projects. In protected areas and even near the Kremlin, 
entire neighbourhoods of new buildings had been constructed, a depressing new 

architecture without links to the surrounding historical environment, negatively 
impacting on it and giving a negative impression of Muscovites.
This situation made it necessary to approve the city program for the overall 
improvement of the situation. In this regard, at the initiative of the Department, a 
special sub-programme for "State protection, preservation, use and promotion of 
cultural heritage artefacts", a 5-year strategy for the development of the city in the 
specified sphere, was included during development of the "The culture of Moscow 
of 2012-2016" State program of the city of Moscow.
This is the first time that a similar program, with concrete budgetary planning, 
has been carried out in Moscow, and, despite the difficulties accompanying it and 
the short time available for drawing up new plans for an innovative three-year 
budget, it was therefore necessary to accept real, vital and careful decisions.
The Drawing up of the new program was carried out openly by the Department, 
and the project was presented on the Department website and opened to public 
discussion. At completion, proposals from Muscovites were considered.
As part of the "Culture of Moscow of 2012-2016" State programme, the sub-
programme was approved by a resolution of the government of Moscow of 
September 20, 2011, No. of 431-subitem. This decision was of great importance: 
for the first time, declarative priorities, the purposes and problems of city policy in 
the sphere of protection of historical and cultural monuments and the main target 
indicators and indicators were officially defined, and an annual budget sufficient 
for the achievement of real results was approved.
The total budget for the sub-programme is 17.7 billion roubles – a considerable 
figure compared to the corresponding federal sum: 2012 funding is over twice that 
of 2011 and will remain high over the coming years, sometimes being more than 
three times greater than that of 2011.
It is important to note that the sub-programme of the Department is also a 
component of the "General arrangement of the historical centre" sub-programme 
3 of the State "Town-planning policy" program of the city of Moscow for 2012-
2016, approved by a resolution of the government of October 3, 2011, No. of 
460-subitem, and its work will therefore be coordinated for the first time with that 
of the Moscow town-planning policy and city building agency.
One of the Department's priorities in 2011 was providing city monuments 
with the necessary registration and security documentation. On one hand, 
the legislation deals with the presence of areas containing cultural heritage 
artefacts approved in accordance with established procedure, their subjects 
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of protection, land use and town-planning regulations in areas bordering with 
conservation areas, a reliable legal framework protecting monuments from 
criminal encroachments and the exclusion of free treatments of standards. On 
the other hand, these documents create total transparency both for citizens and 
for investors regarding the permitted use of monuments and the development 
of urban areas.
In 2011 the Department undertook a survey of areas bordering with areas 
containing heritage artefacts – buildings, structures and constructions. In 2010, 
the lack of this information was one of the key points for the approval of the 
Moscow Master plan, and also became one of the obstacles for the acceptance of 
new Rules on land use and building.
With the resolution of the government of Moscow of March 16, 2011, No. 66-PP, 
this large-scale work was fully completed, and the 1,473 sites of all monuments 
– buildings, structures and constructions - were approved. The result was 
unprecedented for Russia, and no other region has obtained anything like the 
same results.
In 2012, work will be carried out on updating the borders of monumental areas 
of landscape architecture within the "Development of the industry of rest and 
tourism for 2012-2016" State program of the city of Moscow.
At the same time, with the definition of monument, the Department organised 
work in a new way on the definition of their subjects of protection – artefacts 
which are subject to obligatory preservation and are thus considered historically 
valuable.
Previously, conservation sites were approved by expert groups whose decisions 
were of an unofficial character and had no real value. On the one hand, this 
prevented organising the protection of monument, and on the other, the decision 
was usually announced post factum, making it unclear as to when it could be 
contested.
Protection is today a key issue, and is defined according to questions of safety, 
the admissibility of modernisation, adaptation and monument operation. The lack 
of approved subjects of protection prevents the Russian Ministry of culture from 
providing a uniform state register of cultural heritage monuments of the people 
of the Russian Federation. In turn without it, it is impossible to carry out their 
certification.
In this regard, the Department organized work on all protection orders by 
administrative acts with corresponding legal status differently. In 2011, protection 

orders for 1,456 objects were approved. In 2012 protection orders for all 
monuments which are city property will be approved.
No less important for the protection of monuments is the preservation of their 
historical environment, and for this reason 509 cultural heritage conservation 
areas were approved in 1997 in the territory of the historical centre of Moscow. 
Today, they occupy more than 87 thousand hectares and cover 40 % of the 
territory of the city, including 80 % of the TsAO.
However, having established protection zones, measures for development of key 
documents – zoning and town-planning regulations in areas adjoining historical 
quarters - were not carried out, there being no city programme for them. As a 
result, for more than 15 years regulations were developed only at the request of 
private investors and, naturally, in their commercial interests. The sad results of 
this approach are clear today in the central area of the city.
Practically all the territory within the Garden Ring borders with security areas 
where legislation prohibits construction in general, it being allowed only 
in exceptional cases of regeneration or for the restoration of lost historical 
environment.
Nevertheless, in the last 20 years 849 new buildings have been constructed with 
the borders of the Garden Ring. If we add to this the further 280 buildings which 
have been approved but which have not yet been realised, it is evident that the 
intensity of construction in the historical centre over this period is comparable to 
construction under the entire period of Soviet power.
Halting this process and submitting it to a legislative framework was possible 
only after having returned all work on development of regulations to the direct 
control of the city. On March 25, 2011 the commission on executing administrative 
reform in the city of Moscow approved the Plan schedule of town-planning 
regulations development for all 862 quarters of the historical centre. From now 
on, regulations will be developed only on behalf of and in the interests of the city, a 
step which is unprecedented for Russia.
When developing regulations from a starting point for the determination of 
parameters of admissible development in historical quarters, the interests of 
the conservation of cultural heritage objects in their environment are defined, 
and in this regard the implementation of the Plan schedule was assigned to the 
Department. In order to rapdily solve this serious problem, about 100 experts 
working with the Department and many other professionals in the city were 
mobilised.
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The principles of the Department's work in this matter were defined by the 
resolution of the government of Moscow of May 25, 2011, No. of 229-subitem.
In the Order of preparation established by them, questions and issues of town-
planning programmes for land with conservation orders in the historical centre 
were accurately defined.
In accordance with the Plan schedule, in 2011 the Department developed methods 
and regulations for all the quarters within the ringroad, and the results speak for 
themselves. In the territory of 128 quarters, 55 sites for which new construction 
had been planned were revealed. Despite some of the quarters bordering upon 
the territory of monuments (for example, the territory of the Temple of Vasily 
Blazhennogo in the 16th quarter), it was revealed that building work was planned 
in half of the quarters of the centre of the capital.
The scheme of regulations prepared by the Department was discussed in detail 
on February 2, 2012, by the Working group of the Town-planning and territory 
commission of the city of Moscow, and studies of each site were ordered. 
Negotiations with investors are now underway, and where possible construction 
has been stopped or minimise, but the process is problematic, there being for 
each site agreements and advance payments to the former city management, 
backed up by legal documents under which investors were issued property 
rights and considerable sums were spent. In 2012 the Department will prepare 
guidelines and regulations for the 281 quarters between the Ringroad and the 
Garden Ring. The work is already underway, and initial results show that even 
more intense negotiation with investors will be necessary. While work on security 
zones was underway, building regulation areas within the second ringroad 
surrounding the city centre were also addressed. Here construction is possible, 
but the height of buildings should be accurately and strictly limited in order that 
new buildings do not alter the Muscovite architectural landscape. In accordance 
with the decision of the Commission carrying out administrative reform in the city 
of Moscow of March 2, 2011, the Moscow City Architecture Committee prepared 
the draft of the high-rise restriction plan in areas bordering with regulated zones, 
defining the maximum admissible height in each area. It is planned to submit this 
proposal to the Government of Moscow in the 2nd quarter of 2012.
Intensive building in the historical city centre over the last 15 years was 
accompanied by a corresponding "clearing". The existing city Commission 
was responsible for considering the issue of the preservation of buildings in 
historically developed districts of Moscow, and 3,295 decisions on the demolition 

of various buildings were accepted over the period. It is clear that the dynamics of 
such decisions depended directly on increasing construction and the dependence 
of the work of the Commission on the ambitions of investors was one criticism 
made by the public, which called the Commission "intolerable", and the fact that 
the Commission's meetings took place in private delegitimised its decisions.
In 2011, on the instructions of the Mayor of Moscow, the resolution of the 
government of Moscow of October 4, 2011 No. 475-PP created, with the participation 
of representatives of the public, the new Commission of the Government of Moscow 
for the study of issues of implementation of town-planning in noteworthy places and 
areas of protection of objects of cultural heritage.
The new Commission was granted increased powers and all decisions 
related to the town-planning development of the historical centre are 
under its remit. All meetings of the Commission and its working group 
take place openly, and are broadcast live on the Internet, giving everyone 
the opportunity to watch the debate. In this situation it is administratively 
impossible to affect the acceptance of decisions.
The active work of the commission actively allowed all those issues which, for 
various reasons, including some of a subjective nature, had remained unsolved 
for years to be examined.
The interaction of the Commission with an expert community allowed the correct 
decision on territory development in Kadasha to be taken, a memorable decision 
for Muscovites, who in the summer of 2010 firmly opposed the construction in this 
low-rise part of Moscow of the grandiose "Five capitals" housing and office estate. 
The necessary decisions are new being made together with the new owner. 
At meetings of the working group and the Commission the correct project for 
methods of town-planning regulations in this territory, providing regeneration of 
the lost historical environment, were approved. Soon the project will be submitted 
for approval to the Government of Moscow which will allow an end to be put to one 
of the most painful stories of recent years.
In 2012, on the instructions of the Mayor of Moscow, it is planned to expand the 
commission's competences and also to increase the number of representatives of 
the public it contains. The corresponding draft of the resolution of the government 
of Moscow has been prepared and will soon be submitted for approval.
Furthermore, considering the considerable scale of the forthcoming 
Commission of work, on March 1, 2012 the Department signed a partnership 
agreement with the non-profit "Historical and cultural advisory council". The 
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partnership unites a range of authoritative experts and state experts certified 
by the Ministry of culture. This agreement will permit qualified opinions on 
all thorny issues arising in the city, a professional opinion being especially 
important in emotionally-charged situations.
The current work was conducted with the organization of the Department. 
In 2011, under the control of the Department, works were carried out on 172 
monuments, including completion of works on the buildings of the Bolshoi 
theatre, the Moscow conservatory, the Theatre of nations and the Planetarium 
was widely reported in the mass media. The opening the Museum of V.A. 
Tropinin and the Moscow artists of his time after extensive restoration was a 
particularly expensive undertaking for the Department.
In 2011, restoration work on 11 monuments at the expense of extra-budgetary 
funds, included such complex and visible city objects as A.N. Goncharov's estate 
on Yauzskaya Street and Tretyakov's Trading house with the premises of the 
"Lyons credit" bank on Kuznetsk to the bridge was concluded. The restoration 
work, funded by investors, was much appreciated by experts.
With a view to the expansion of the practice of attracting extra-budgetary funds 
for restoration for historical and cultural monuments, on the instructions of the 
Mayor of Moscow, given at a meeting with the public and investors on November 
24, 2011, the property Department together with Mosgornasledy announced the 
unprecedented decision to lower rent for those who have restored neglected 
monuments to a symbolical payment of one Ruble per square meter.
This decision, approved by resolution of the government of Moscow on January 24, 
2012 by No. 12-PP, immediately caused great interest among investors and many 
application were received for participation in similar projects. The department 
prepared the relevant papers for the first buildings, and the Department of 
property is currently concluding preparation of documentation which will shortly 
allow the realization of a new order.
It should be noted once again that this decision of the Government of Moscow 
is unprecedented in domestic practice. At a federal level, under the Law of 
November 6, 2011 No. 301-FZ norms providing privileges for investors who 
restore monuments at their own expense are suspended until January 1, 2015.
In 2011 essential changes were made in the city restoration program. 
The decision about an increase of over 100% since 2012 of the budgetary 
financing of restoration works was made which allowed decisions to be 
made regarding large-scale restoration on well-known Moscow monuments 

which have been neglected in recent years – the "Ostankino"estate, the 
Triumphal arch and the Proviantsky shops.
It is remarkable that the initial decision to refuse the former ambitious plan to 
"complete" the complex, covering its yard with a dome and building multi-storey 
underground space was made for a masterpiece of the architect Stasov, the 
Proviantsky shops. 

It should also be noted that in 2012, V.L. Pushkin's unique wooden house on Old 
Basmannaya will be restored and works will begin on the restoration of Andrey 
Tarkovsky's house in Shchipkovsky Lane. The public had been waiting for this 
decision for 15 years, and on April 4, 2012 80 years after the birth of the talented 
director, the anniversary of the "A.A. Tarkovsky House" cultural centre under the 
direction of his sister, M.A. Tarkovskaya, was held.
In connection with the significant increase in restoration work and also with a 
view to improving their efficiency, consolidation and optimization, by order of the 
Government of Moscow of April 29, 2011, No. 336-RP, the public state institution 
of Mosrestavratsy, subordinated to the Department, was created. GKU united 
the functions of the state department on all the monuments charged to the 
Department.
This decision allowed considerable improvement of the situation in the sphere 
of urban restoration. In particular, the program of works on Moscow's temples, 
ruined in 2010, was completely realized in 2011. Ivan Bogoslova's updated steel 
temple on Novaya Square and Nikolay Chudotvortsa in Hamovnikakh dominates 
this beautiful area of the city.
The increase in restoration work in Moscow means special attention must be 
paid to the selection and training of personnel. Unfortunately, it is no secret that 
as a result of the situation of the 1990s the restoration school lost a considerable 
part of its young specialists. As a result, the average age of the main architects 
involved in the projects today is 52.
With a view to increasing interest in restoration and encouraging excellence 
within the Department, the first professional "Moscow restoration"city 
competition was held. The best works of recent years were awarded prizes and 
diplomas were presented by the Mayor of Moscow to the 41 winners.
On July 15, 2011 changes, according to which the issuing of construction licenses 
and permission to commission memorial buildings was transferred from the 
bodies for the supervision of construction to bodies of protection of monuments, 
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were made to the Town-planning code of the Russian Federation. As federal law 
did not provide a transition period, this innovation took the majority of regions 
unawares.
In this situation, on the instructions of the Mayor of Moscow, the Department 
operatively adjusted its interactions with Mosgosstroynadzor and the rapid 
registration of necessary documents was provided for, which made it possible to 
avoid many of the difficulties faced in other regions.
In 2011 the Department carried out for the first time a complete inventory of all 
monumental sculpture objects, establishing that the territory of Moscow contains 
668 monuments. 132 monuments are cultural heritage objects and 21 more are 
rediscovered monuments.
The results of the inventory were established by the resolution of the government 
of Moscow of November 15, 2011, No. 533-PP, which for the first time precisely 
determined who was responsible for the contents, repair and restoration of each 
of the city's monuments.
In 2011, an inventory of monuments of a historical necropolis of Moscow was also 
completed. For the inventory 1,580 memorial gravestones, of which 607 military, 
were surveyed. In 2012 in an inventory organised parallel with that of monumental 
sculpture by the Department together with the Department of the consumer 
market and services, an order was defined on the contents and restoration 
of such objects, and guidelines for the sensitive issue of podzakhoroneniye of 
relatives in graves of notable ancestors will be prepared.
Today, contrary to the legislation on funerals in Moscow, the ban on such 
podzakhoroneniye annually creates many personal tragedies, and in 2012 this 
question will be definitively settled with a view to ensuring the rights of citizens 
and simultaneous observance of the interests of the preservation of monuments.
In 2011 the Department carried out repair and restoration work on a 
number of monuments and historical graves. Attention was given to 
military monuments in connection with the 70th anniversary of a battle 
in Moscow. All eight monuments, being cultural heritage artefacts, 
were restored, and damage caused by vandals to the sculptural group 
"Rebels of Moscow", and to a bust of the Hero of the Soviet Union, the 
honourable citizen of Moscow V.I. Popkova, were repaired. Numerous 
communications about the restoration of the bust of this legendary 
fighter pilot who brought down 41 German planes had been received from 
veterans on the eve of his 100th anniversary.

In 2012 ,the 200-year anniversary of the victory of Russia in the Patriotic war of 
1812 will be solemnly celebrated. As part of the preparation for this anniversary 
the Department has restored relative monuments as well as 57 monuments on 
the graves of participants in the war. The restored monument to the hero of the 
Patriotic war prince P.I. Bagration on Kutuzovsky Avenue was consecrated on 
November 23, 2011.
Working together with experts, the Department has also organized work on 
identifying the graves of participants in the Patriotic war of 1812 which were not 
included in the original inventory. 39 of these were identified, and in 2012 all of 
them will also be renovated.
Moscow is a city with a centuries-old history: in 2011 alone, archaeological works 
on 39 objects, during which 1,875 artefacts were found, were carried out under 
the supervision of the Department in its territory.
With a view to unifying the process of archaeological work and establishing 
exact terms and guidelines for the actions of participants, the Department has 
prepared a temporary provision for archaeological field works in the territory of 
the city of Moscow.
This was adopted by a Department order for the period of 2011. The application 
of the temporary situation was considered and approved at the 10th All-Russia 
congress of bodies of protection of monuments in Irkutsk and at the 19th All-
Russia archaeological congress in Staraya Russa.
As per the Plan of work, the Government of Moscow finished by hearing the 
opinions of experts for the drafting of the resolution of the government of Moscow 
"About the Order of carrying out archaeological field works in the territory of the 
city of Moscow", which will be approved in May, 2012.
Essentially, the Department revised the city program of promoting cultural 
heritage artefacts, listening to the opinions of experts and the wishes of 
Muscovites, and the "An exit to the city" project – a cycle of free author's 
excursions with visit of monuments - was initiated. The project immediately 
gained wide popularity, and in two months of 2011, was visited by more than 
20,000 people.
Considering the considerable interest of Muscovites, it was decided to expand the 
project in 2012 and to make it more convenient for citizens. The updated version 
of the project, with application available by internet, started on February 10, 
2012, and 5,200 people had already visited by the 1st of March. In total, 120,000 
Muscovites have so far visited in 2012.
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At the same time, the publishing program of the Department was revised. In 
December, 2011 the updated "Moscow Heritage" magazine, aimed at an ever-
widening range of increasingly modern and democratic readers, was published. 
At the same time, the Department also conducts basic research with this current 
format – a series of monographs about the life and works of outstanding Moscow 
architects was published.
All editions, both those of the former Committee and those of the Department are 
available today to all on the internet.
In the international work of Department, the emphasis has shifted from carrying 
out expensive foreign exhibitions to inviting foreign colleagues to Moscow for 
the purpose of exchanging experience and showing Muscovites the best of 
European experience. Together with the Institute of media, architecture and the 
designers of "Shooter", the Department organized a cycle of round tables and 
discussions called "Keepers: the future of historical heritage". The speakers 
were not only Russian experts, but a number of the authoritative foreign 
colleagues, specifically invited to Moscow by the Department. The discussions, 
which are regularly taking place in the White chambers on Prechistenka, are 
enjoying wide popularity.
The resonance of these events, not only in Russia but also abroad, was felt at 
the main European DENKMAL restoration exhibition which for the first time was 
held in Russia upon invitation of the Department from September 29 to October 1, 
2011 in the Central "Manezh" showroom. 43 Russian and 15 European companies 
took part in the exhibition, which was carried out without the budgetary financing 
and on a commercial basis. Nevertheless, according to an arrangement with 
sponsors, entrance was free. Over three days the exhibition was visited by more 
than 6,000 people, as well as five foreign delegations. The Russian Federation is 
the official partner for the 2012 DENKMAL exhibition organization in Leipzig. As 
per an order of the Government of the Russian Federation, the Department will 
prepare a Moscow stand for the Russian exposition organised by the Russian 
Ministry of culture in November, 2012.
As a whole, 2011 was a productive year for the Department: the government 
of Moscow accepted its entire package of decisions, resolving not only specific 
current problems, but also providing a good basis for Mosgornasledy's efforts in 
2012, and the Department's principal activities for 2012 are defined on the basis of 
the work carried out in 2011. Many of Mosgornasledy's stated aims are still to be 
achieved and work on these is already underway.

Of course, problems remain: after 20 years of extensive development of the 
historical centre, it is difficult to stop the mechanism all at once. Thorny 
issues which almost always have their origins in insufficiently thought-
out past decisions periodically emerge. Upon seeing that the situation 
has changed and that legally satisfying commercial interests by means of 
financial resources or through "the telephone right" in the new open system 
of decision-making in the city will not be effective, some investors will seek 
openings in the legislation or simply go on the offensive.
The creation of protective legal mechanisms against such "businessmen", 
the strengthening of efficiency and the quality of inspection and protection 
work and improved cooperation with law enforcement agencies regarding 
protection of monuments are therefore the unconditional priorities of the 
Department for 2012.
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04. DATA SAPIENZA 
UNIVERSITY OF ROME: 
AN INTERNATIONAL 
VOCATION
LUCIO CARBONARA* PROFESSOR OF URBAN PLANNING / SAPIENZA 
UNIVERSITY OF ROME EX DIRECTOR OF THE DEPARTMENT OF TERRITORIAL 
AND URBAN PLANNING
ELIO TRUSIANI* RESEARCHER / SAPIENZA UNIVERSITY OF ROME, PH.D IN 
URBAN PLANNING

The Sapienza University of Rome's participation in the RKM_Save Urban 
Heritage project began with the former Department of Urban and Regional 
Planning (DPTU), now merged with the former ITACA Department in the 
Department of Design, Technology and Architecture, Land and Environment 
(DATA). This brief clarification is essential because it was with the former DPTU 
that the European Project experiences and, above all, cooperation with the 
Russian academic structures within the Moskonstruct project began. RKM, 
being essentially a continuation and furthering of that project, has helped to 
strengthen existing institutional relationships and, by expanding partnerships 
with new Russian and Ukrainian institutions, has provided opportunities for 
further collaborations with new partners.
The protection and preservation of cultural heritage has always been one of 
the main fields of interest of the department as well as of the lecturers and 
external experts involved in the research group, and the opportunity to debate 
these themes with other academic and administrative realities was the initial 
motivation and research issue which prompted active participation in the 
international partnership.

The role carried out by the group of lecturers of the DATA/ Sapienza University 
was split between various activities: overall coordination of the research 
team, consisting of researchers and lecturers from within DATA and external 
consultants who have worked in the field, scientific support for the project in 

the form of general supervision of some of the design phases, intensive training 
activity with students from various degree programs in the architecture faculties, 
research and implementation of additional financial and human resources and 
technical-administrative work and project management.
The education and training aspect was particularly important for Sapienza 
University, and may briefly be summarized in the following activities: a) 
organization of a landscape and urban planning workshop, aimed at selecting 
Italian students for study trips to Kiev and Moscow; b) participation of students 
from the degree course in Landscape Architecture in international design 
workshops in Moscow and Kiev; c) implementation of project resources, thanks 
to four scholarships awarded by the International Sector of the 9th Department 
of Sapienza University for overseas degree theses: the theses were carried out 
on pilot areas of the RKM_Save Urban Heritage project, thus contributing to the 
range of project proposals as well as creating as far as possible opportunities 
for synergy between local actors, professionals, universities and students for 
the purpose of shared experience; c) involvement of students of the Landscape 
Architecture degree course in study of the theme of redevelopment of residential 
courtyards and relative proposals for redesign and re-functionalisation of open 
spaces, working upon the basis of Ukrainian colleagues' input during surveys.
To conclude, we would like to point out how, even in projects not specifically 
related to the academic world and thus perhaps sometimes distant from 
basic objective and scientific research criteria, RKM was an interesting 
opportunity for cultural exchange between various actors and institutions 
as well as an opportunity for strengthening the international vocation of the 
Sapienza  University.

*Lucio Carbonara was scientific head first of the DPTU and subsequently for 
DATA from the beginning of the project until 30.11.2011; Elio Trusiani, technical 
coordinator, became scientific head of the project from the 01.12.2011 until its end.
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05. KIEV NATIONAL 
UNIVERSITY OF 
CONSTRUCTION AND 
ARCHITECTURE AND 
THE INTERNATIONAL 
PROJECTS 
OLEKSANDER KASHCHENKO KYIV NATIONAL UNIVERSITY OF 
CONSTRUCTION AND ARCHITECTURE (KNUCA) / DEAN OF THE FACULTY OF 
ARCHITECTURE

The Architectural Faculty at the KNUCA – Kiev National University of 
Construction and Architecture is supported by activities in the field of 
cultural exchange, the study and research of architectural monuments, and 
their reconstruction and restoration. The Faculty’s participation in the RKM 
international project is an important step in the development of programmes 
of modern architectural education, the bearer of important theoretical and 
practical material, and an education of future architects in professional ethics.
For the successful realisation of the objectives of the RKM project, the 
KNUCA boasts an important historical foundation, a developed structure, 
a skilled staff of teachers and vast public and international relations. 
Founded in 1930, the Architectural Faculty offers courses in Architecture 
and Art, with specialisations in Architecture of Building and Structures, 
Urban Planning, Design of the Architectural Environment, and Fine Art 
and Decorative Applied Arts. These specialties include such specialisation 
programmes as Basic Theory and History of Architecture, Architecture of 
Dwelling, Civil and Industrial Building Design, Regional Planning, Urban 
Planning, Landscape Design, Business Administration in Architecture, 
Interior Design, and Reconstruction and Restoration of Architectural 
Objects. Approximately 1,500 students study at the Architectural Faculty, 

including foreign students. Faculty staff is comprised of 140 qualified 
professors and assistants, with more than 30 departments involved 
in student education, eight of which are specialised architectural 
departments. This structure makes the KNUCA Architectural Faculty the 
methodological centre of architectural education in Ukraine.
The programme of architectural education is based on a stable fundamental 
portion and a dynamic component that provides information about new 
objects, technologies and methods. Connected with this programme is 
the in-depth study of architectural inheritances, including the period of 
the avant-garde from the 1920’s & 30’s, an organic tool for understanding 
the historical, scientific, aesthetic, artistic and utilitarian value of the 
architecture of this period. This study also assists with the development 
of architectural theory and history, the history of art, cultural studies, 
history of culture, the foundations of architectural planning, fine art, spatial 
composition, building techniques and other contiguous disciplines.
As part of the project students were offered courses in ‘Architecture’ and 
‘Graphics and Applied Decorative Art’, University Administration: Rector 
of the KNUCA A. Tugay and Vice-Rectors and Department Heads (M.M. 
Kushnirenko, V.Z. Tkalenko, L.M. Kovalsky, O.S. Slepzov, V.O. Timokhin, 
V.V. Tobich, T.F. Panchenko) and faculty department staff: ‘Town Planning’, 
‘Architectural Design of Civil Buildings and Constructions’, ‘Theory of 
architecture’, ‘Foundations of Architecture and Architectural Design’, 
‘Information Technologies in Architecture’, ‘Design of the Architectural 
Environment’, ‘Landscape Design’, ‘Graphics and Painting’ and ‘Philosophy’.
This cultural project stimulated the interest of students and teachers in 
studying the architectural monuments of the 1920s & 30s, explored by 
applying the ideas of Constructivism to student projects. The study of these 
monuments promoted the simultaneous examination of other directions 
from this historical period. The programme was further informed by an 
extended understanding of the spatial design of architecture. Project 
activities included the realisation of various tasks: lectures, specialised 
courses, architectural design (course, diploma), the competitive planning 
(conceptual), advanced studies (master degrees) and the work of post-
graduate and doctorate researchers invited to present lectures.
The resulting interest to continue research in this field involved master 
students, post-graduate students and faculty staff. Various lecture themes 
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were further proof of the profound interest in this topic. This led to a general 
interest among students in the study of specialised and professional 
literature on this topic. 
A list of avant-garde buildings was also made part of summer study courses. 
The specialisation programme in ‘Reconstruction and Restoration of 
Architectural Objects’ was extended with a special section focused on the 
study of the architectural avant-garde of 1920s & 30s.
For faculty staff, the method of examining the problem, organising 
educational seminars and workshops, the richness of this subject assists 
with an in-depth study of the approach adopted by the Constructivists to 
design problems within the context of the avant-gardes of the early twentieth 
century, and its further evolution through architecture. 
This topic was of interest not only to architectural students and faculty staff, 
but also to those in contiguous fields - philosophers, designers, engineers 
and journalists.
Questions of Constructivism are actualised within the programme in 
Architectural Theory and Design. The discipline of History of Architecture 
and Art was enriched by an analysis of local architecture of cognitive and 
educational importance to students.
In connection with the activation of work on the topic of Constructivism, for 
a better understanding of the processes of continuous development typical 
of architectural creation, the succession of architectural heritage and the 
development of subsequent periods and styles, an examination was also 
made of former KNUCA staff active during this period: P.G. Yurchenko, O.M. 
Verbickiy, D.M. Dyachenko, V.G. Zabolotniy, A.V. Dobrovolskiy, Y.Yu. Karakis, 
V.G. Krichevskiy, YA. A. Shteyberg and V.M. Rikov.

The RKM Workshops held at the KNUCA (RKM_SAVE URBAN HERITAGE | 
WORKSHOP N°2 –28.2.2011 ‘PPP – Public Private Partnerships for Urban 
Requalification and Real Estate Valorisation. Guidelines and Case Studies 
for Safeguarding Public Heritage”; the Kiev Student Workshop 21-25 March 
2011 ‘The Zhovten Cinema Theatre and its Surroundings’; RKM_SAVE 
URBAN HERITAGE | WORKSHOP N°5 –28 November-2 December 2011 
‘An Operative Approach to Territorial Marketing, Sustainable Tourism and 
Cultural Activities for the Promotion of Avant-garde Architectural and Urban 
Heritage’ had a significant influence on the audience of students. Seminars 

were later initiated by students in ‘Maintaining the Historic-Cultural Heritage 
of Avant-garde Architecture from the 1920s & 30s in Russia (Moscow) and 
Ukraine (Kiev)’. Students and staff from the KNUCA and MGAKHiS also 
participated in lectures and study tours: 17-25 May 2011 in Kiev, 25-29 May 
2011 in Moscow, in addition to participating in the Workshop N°3 – Focus 
on Kiev 19.05.2011 “Strategies of Good Governance for the Conservation of 
Avant-Garde Architectural and Urban Heritage: Guidelines and Case Studies” 
held at the Architectural Union (KONSAU) and Architectural Club.
The intent of these programmes was an increase in students’ awareness of 
this period in history, and an understanding of the importance of heritage 
preservation as a cornerstone of professional ethics for future architects. 
Students actively participated in public discussions of plans for the 
development of the city of Kiev, perspectives of architectural restoration, 
fostering the growth of active civil and creative positions. 
The work was widely appreciated by the university administration,  
above all for the elevated professional and methodological approach to the 
project. The RKM project thus allowed the Architectural Faculty to obtain 
specific material about architectural monuments and enrich  
its educational offerings. 
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06. THE MOSCOW 
STATE ACADEMY 
OF THE MUNICIPAL 
ECONOMY AND 
CONSTRUCTION 
VADIM N. SEMENOV PROFESSOR / MOSCOW STATE ACADEMY OF THE 
MUNICIPAL ECONOMY AND CONSTRUCTION / MGAKHiS

The Moscow State Academy of the Municipal Economy and Construction 
(MGAKHiS) is the largest higher educational institution in Russia providing 
preparation and on the job re-training of experts for municipal and building 
departments. Some fifteen thousand students receive higher education 
in specialised programmes through internal, internal - correspondence 
(evening), correspondence and accelerated forms of education. For the first 
time in Russia, the Academy has prepared and trained engineers for the 
housing and municipal complex, combining day-time study with hands-
on work experience. Post-graduate programmes offer training for some 
90 students. The Academy boasts a highly skilled faculty: 593 teachers, 
including 76 professors, doctors of sciences, 392 senior lecturers and science 
candidates. Regular teachers include 3 academics and 2 correspondent 
members of the Russian Academy of Architecture and Building Sciences, 
6 honoured workers of science and technique of the Russian Federation, 
honoured workers of arts of the Russian Federation, 6 members of the 
Housing and Municipal Academy and 16 members of other Russian public 
academies. Branches of the Academy are located in the cities of Dmitrov, 
Egoryevsk, Mozhaisk, Serpukhov and Lyubertsy, with representations in 
eleven Russian cities. The MGAKHiS is an associate partner of RKM_Save 
Urban Heritage and has participated, with its students, in the international 
student workshops held in Kiev and Moscow. Joining the international student 
workshops for MGAKHiS was an important opportunity to share academic 
experiences, an enrichment for all the teachers and the students involved.

07. THE SHUKHOV 
TOWER FOUNDATION
VLADIMIR SHUKHOV PRESIDENT OF THE SHUKHOV TOWER FOUNDATION

The Shukhov Tower Foundation was founded in honour of the great engineer, 
inventor and scientist Vladimir Grigorievich Shukhov.
The Foundation’s ideology and values, its goals, tasks and programme 
correspond with the ideology and diverse activities of Vladimir Grigorievich 
Shukhov and with the issues of the science, culture and art of our time. 
In this sense, in addition to dealing with the protection and promotion of 
Vladimir Grigorievich Shukhov’s heritage, the Foundation’s work regards the 
development of science, culture and art through the promotion of scientific 
and engineering achievements and the realization of social initiatives.
The preservation and promotion of V.G. Shukhov’s heritage, projects for the 
preservation of Shukhov’s works in the regions of Russia and CIS, cultural 
and social initiatives in small towns around Russia and the creation of the 
Shukhov center in Moscow may be considered among the Foundation’s 
principal current tasks. 
For this reason, the Shukhov Tower Foundation was delighted to take part 
in the European RKM_Save Urban Heritage project, as the aims of both the 
Foundation and the RKM project focus upon the protection, promotion and 
development of the architectural avant-garde of the ‘20s and ‘30s, which 
includes the works of Vladimir Grigorievich Shukhov.
In the framework of the RKM project, the Shukhov Tower Foundation 
provided the promotion and organization of mass communications (PR, GR, 
internet) for all the initiatives held in Moscow. As part of this promotion 
work, the Shukhov Tower Foundation exploited the power of social networks 
to rapidly communicate news and events to a wider audience more effectively 
than traditional means of communication had until recently permitted.
The Project’s initiatives were publicised through Facebook and LiveJournal, 
thus involving a large number of participants in awareness-raising  
and communication activities organized by RKM such as lectures and guided 
tours. 
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In this way, more than 2,000 people were given the opportunity to participate 
in free events which drew public attention to the issue of the protection of 
avant-garde architecture in the city of Moscow.
The successful use of these means of communication and promotion is also 
highlighted by the number of visitors who accessed the project’s web pages: 
more than 35,000.
Examination of the type of audience which attended the RKM free public events 
showed that there was a high percentage of young people present at the various 
initiatives, demonstrating how issues related to cultural heritage, if adequately 
promoted through modern channels, can attract and stimulate the interest 
of the younger generation with regard to issues related to their historical and 
cultural heritage. As further proof of growing interest in the themes dealt with 
by RKM, the project’s initiatives were the subject of 18 TV broadcasts, more than 
30 articles in newspapers and magazines, and more than 70 articles in internet-
bases publications (not counting blogs and social networks).
These numbers demonstrate a growing interest in the protection, 
development and use of cultural and architectural heritage, demonstrating 
the need for and value of this type of support initiative. The Shukhov Tower 
Foundation firmly believes that international projects like RKM are capable 
of providing new insights and stimulating new types of action, and in this 
sense the support of the European Union support is essential.
The activities undertaken by the Shukhov Tower Foundation as part of 
RKM included that of coordinating relations with local authorities, and 
various local bodies showed growing interest in the issue of preserving the 
monuments of the architecture of the avant-garde of the ‘20 and ‘30s located 
in Moscow during the meetings held between members of the Foundation 
and representatives of the Moscow Government. The adoption in January 
2011 of a Resolution by the Russian Government allocating about 135 million 
Rubles for its restoration is one result of these meetings. At the moment the 
project of restoring the Shukhov Tower is being finalized, and preparations 
for carrying out the works are underway.
Another important result of the project was the international exchange of 
students from the three universities involved in the RKM project. 

The Shukhov Tower Foundation assisted the RKM partners with organising 
and realising international residencies, participated actively in the selection 

of the study area for the international workshop and assisted the three 
universities in all the operational phases of the workshop. The study area 
selected was Gorky Park, currently the subject of a general redevelopment 
plan. Upon the completion of the educational activities, the Shukhov Tower 
Foundation submitted the results of the workshop to the attention of the 
Park directorship charged with the park redevelopment project.
In April 2011, the “Shukhov Tower” Foundation members and partners 
brought the ideas for restoring the avant-garde plan of architect Konstantin 
Melnikov for the layout of the Central Park for culture and leisure named 
after A.M. Gorky (1929) which had been developed during the RKM_Save 
Urban Heritage project workshop to the attention of Park directorship 
and the relevant Moscow officials to be used in the project of the Park 
reconstruction which is scheduled to be completed by the end of 2012.
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08. DOCOMOMO 
INTERNATIONAL 
EXPERIENCES 
AND POLICIES ON 
THE PROTECTION, 
VALORISATION 
AND PROMOTION 
OF MODERN 
ARCHITECTURAL 
HERITAGE. MOMO 
HERITAGE, ITS 
PRESERVATION AND 
ITS REUSE
ANA TOSTÕES CHAIR DOCOMOMO INTERNATIONAL IVAN BLASI / SECRETARY 
DOCOMOMO INTERNATIONAL

Some buildings are renowned for their unusual architecture or for their 
social involvement. Most of the buildings of the Modern Movement, even if 
they were not built for eternity, remain in use or standing as a legacy and 
history for future generations.

In fact, the buildings of the Modern Movement were built with experimental 
techniques, non durable details, standard products that no longer exist today 
and according to a quality of construction and requirements of comfort, 
in the majority of the cases deemed inadequate by today’s standards. 
The Modern Movement worked with large numbers, large-scale, social 
production, industrial building methods and a significant separation of 
functions that requires a different view of authenticity and original materials 
and, above all, requires a different approach towards the transformation of 
these buildings. Is it possible to speak about real architecture when physical 
conditions make restoration synonymous with the construction of a replica?
The Zonnestraal, the Van Nelle Factory, the Barcelona Pavilion and the 
Tugendhat House are case studies of buildings that have outlasted their 
original function as a Sanatorium, a Factory, a Pavilion or a House.
Can a building built   for a particular use actually acquire a new use and a 
new life? Does this make justice to the architectural significance of its initial 
creation?
Hubert-Jan Henket, a Dutch architect and co-founder of Docomomo 
highlighted a difference between the “icon” and the reality of everyday life 
in the publication The Icon and the Ordinary1. There is only enough courage to 
accurately restore the important monuments of the Modern Movement, and 
therefore with a large budget. The vast majority of twentieth century works 
face a different challenge of redesign through the application of freedom and 
creativity in its transformation.
It can be functionally and economically attractive to adapt a ‘tailored’ 
building to new circumstances so that it can experience a new period of 
use, and that the emotional, cultural or historical aspects of the building 
outweigh its functional or economic utility. 
We can decide to preserve a building in its original state for future 
generations, but in the works of the Modern Movement this may seem 
paradoxical. The celebration of the new obviating the old can involve not 
being interested in something new when it becomes old, so the restoration 
would shorten the freedom of future generations.
The Tugendhat House in Brno, built by Ludwig Mies van der Rohe between 
1928 and 1930, has been recently restored and reopened to the public. Local 
authorities organised a competition in 2009, granting the restoration project 
to a team of young architects. 
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Local issues and discussions of the proposal for the project intervention 
redirected toward creating THICOM, an organisation that first met in Brno 
in April 20102. THICOM, the ‘International Expert Advisory Council for the 
technical supervision regarding the implementation of the restoration of the 
Tugendhat House in Brno in accordance with the principles of preservation of 
a monument’, provided recommendations on the technical supervision in the 
planning and implementation of the restoration of the Tugendhat House and 
reported on the works in a continuous and objective manner. 
THICOM members were professionals from multiple disciplines and 
countries, with many Docomomo members such as Iveta Cerná, 
Wessel de Jonge, Alex Dill, Daniela Hammer-Tugendhat, Ivo Hammer, 
Arthur Rüegg, Ruggero Tropeano and Ana Tostões, Chair of Docomomo 
International. 

There were two basic points to address the recommendations on the 
restoration of the building:

structure;

With the creation of this working group, the Tugendhat House restoration 
offers a case study of elevated architectural quality that can now be visited.
Docomomo was created in the Netherlands in the late 1980s as a small 
circle of European architects, architectural historians and preservationists 
sharing a belief that the conservation of Modern architecture presented an 
urgent challenge - a challenge that required the fostering of swift interaction 
and collaboration across boundaries.
The creation of Docomomo International also coincided with the first efforts 
of UNESCO to broaden the inscription of twentieth century buildings and 
sites on the World Heritage List. 
In terms of concepts, the initiative of the World Heritage Centre was 
important to fostering a first reflection on the criteria of selecting twentieth 
century sites and buildings. The Docomomo network also expanded from 
twelve chapters attending the first Conference in Eindhoven in September 
1990, to fifty-seven attending the 11th Conference in Mexico City in 2010, with 
around 2,500 members worldwide.

The international Secretariat was initially based in the Netherlands. It 
was relocated to Paris, at the Cité de l’Architecture et du Patrimoine in 
2002 for an eight-year mandate. In 2010 it moved to the Mies van der Rohe 
Foundation in Barcelona, for a six-year mandate. 
The Secretariat deals with the spreading of the information and the 
organisation of the circulation of projects among a wide public; it coordinates 
and federates the actions of all member countries; it organises seminars 
and conferences and it is in charge of the publication of the twice-yearly 
DO.CO.MO.MO. Journal. Docomomo also operates via committees of 
specialists. The International Specialist Committee on Registers (ISC/
Register) is in charge of supervising the listing of Modern buildings and 
sites, and collecting fiches and inventories drawn up by Docomomo chapters.
The constitution of a National Register remains the duty of each chapter and 
while its goal is mostly strategic and educational, it can help to assure or to 
reinforce the protection of Modern buildings. The register is a tool, a weapon 
for any national heritage campaign. The National Register remains an open 
list and is complemented by the International Register, which is composed by 
a standardised fiche. This has been designed to accommodate a wider range 
of subjects and to facilitate the transfer of data to a digital database. 
Like the National Register it has a strategic task, at the international level: 
to identify the monuments of Modernity, underlining their social importance 
and cultural contribution. 
In addition to the Registers Committee, Docomomo also created an 
International Specialist Committee on Technology, which has published 
a series of dossiers including Renovation of Curtain-Walls, Conservation 
of Exposed Concrete, Stone in Modern Buildings: Cladding Principles, Glass, 
Wood, Colors and Pigments, Technology of Sensations (Acoustic, Colour, Light), 
Restoring Post-war Heritage and Climate and Building Physics in the Modern 
Movement. The Technology Committee organises a seminar every two years. 
The members of the technology committee also participate in rehabilitation 
projects as consultants. In Vyborg, Russia Docomomo Finland, in a joint project 
with the Getty Conservation Centre, worked on the restoration of Alvar Aalto’s 
library, built in 1933-35, including the undulating ceiling of the auditorium, the 
circular oculi on the flat roof and the original colours of the library. 
The mission of the ISC on Urbanism and Landscape is to promote the 
research, documentation and protection of Modern ensembles and 
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environments, as opposed to individual ‘set piece’ monuments. In practice, 
its current work focuses almost exclusively on research and documentation. 
The Specialist Committee on Education and Theory organised the first 
Docomomo International student workshop in Ataköy, Istanbul in 2006, 
during the 9th International Docomomo conference; this was followed by 
the second Docomomo workshop, focused on the Lijnbaan in Rotterdam, in 
2008 (at the 10th International Docomomo conference). The third workshop 
took place in Mexico in August 2010 during the 11th Docomomo conference. 
The fourth workshop will take place in Espoo, Finland, in August 2012, at 
the 12th Docomomo conference. Docomomo is also engaged in different 
safeguarding campaigns that are mainly led for buildings listed in the 
International Register. We are going through a crucial moment in the history 
of preservation and especially the Preservation and Reuse of Modern 
Heritage. Most architectural debates are concerned with aspects dealing 
with young monuments, a fact that creates an important dynamism, the 
appearance of tensions, mobilisations and a stronger intellectual implication 
in transformation and performance attitudes. 
There is a need for total collaboration among specialists and institutions to 
achieve better results, keeping in mind the limits of our human scale.
Docomomo meets every two years during its international conferences. This 
year’s Conference in Espoo, Finland is entitled ‘The Survival of Modern. From 
Coffee Cup to Plan’, a motto that describes this holistic point of view and its 
implications.
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09. MODERN 
ARCHITECTURAL 
HERITAGE IN 
CONTEMPORARY 
ROME 
SILVIA LIBIANCHI ROMA CAPITALE / SOCIOLOGIST

The artistic and architectural patrimony of Rome is an invaluable source of 
wealth for the city.
Roman archaeological sites, Renaissance palaces and rationalist 
architecture of the early twentieth century are not simply th legacy of a past 
which has defined and characterized Italian identity but are also a crucial 
point for that potential economic growth whose need is so strongly felt today.
The “cultural heritage” linked to the country’s local and urban realities is, 
above all, the physical location of everyday cultural life, and it is for this 
reason that it can drive economic growth and social development.
The concept of “asset recovery” therefore needs rethinking, and 
architectural, historical and monumental sites need to be viewed as places 
inhabited by civil society and not as mere containers or, worse yet, as the 
remnants of a glorious past to be celebrated and conserved.
Avoiding the concept of museumification and the subsequent fossilisation of 
cultural heritage, Rome presents itself as a setting for contemporary culture 
precisely because culture evolves within it through a constant dialogue 
between the various historical traces and the memory that each of these is 
able to impose upon the urban context.
In fact, every city’s configuration is a function of its history since its very 
beginnings: the reasons that govern its development depend upon the 
continual political, social and environmental changes which have impacted 
profoundly upon the architecture of the city.

Safeguarding buildings and monuments of earlier eras as living testimony 
to the culture of the day is a challenge which many European cities are 
now facing, and one which is still more challenging for Rome, given its 
unique layering of the styles of different eras and their natural mingling and 
coexistence within the contemporary world.
The glorious capital of the Roman Empire, of Renaissance splendour, of the 
uprisings of the Risorgimento and of avant-garde experimentation must now 
meet the needs of today’s civil society, the new political and economic conditions 
of contemporary Rome and the need to safeguard the “inherited city”.
Particularly as regards redefining its territorial profile.
While conservation and development strategies for classical architecture 
and art in general are easier to initiate, finding the appropriate tools for the 
wealth of heritage from the last century seems less straightforward.
This is because monuments, archaeological sites and works of art from 
ancient times are universally recognized as cultural heritage deserving of 
safeguarding, while there are difficulties inherent in attributing the same value 
to historical and artistic monuments and buildings of a more recent past.
If Moscow and Kiev are today facing the problem of raising the awareness 
of the public and of institutions about issues such as the historic value 
of rationalist architecture and the possibility of the regeneration of 
constructivist buildings, in recent years Rome too has had to engage with the 
development of the Modernist architecture of the last century.
On occasion, commenting upon the need for the conservation of architecture 
built in recent years can actually be embarrassing, because of the difficulty in 
finding arguments which are objectively shareable without the risk of being 
accused of promoting the values and principles linked to these buildings.
Furthermore, when the discussion is enlarged to encompass modern 
architecture, the traditional categories of values used to justify the protection 
of architectural heritage of the remotest past are called into question, and an 
alternative reading of the historical city, its borders in time and space and its 
relationship with the future presents itself.

The Palazzo della Civiltà Italiana, the Palace of Italian Civilizations, is a symbol 
of rationalist architecture which was created in 1938 to host the Universal 
Exposition of 1942, but events prevented the completion of the building, which 
has never been used since - work on it is nearing completion only today.
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Thanks to an innovative initiative of the Ministry of Economic Development 
and the Valore Italia Foundation, the building will now house a permanent 
exhibition of Italian products and design, reclaiming the original meaning 
and role for which it was created.
Not a museum, nor a showcase, but an archive operating in the service of 
the production of ‘Made in Italy’ goods which focuses attention more upon 
Italian talent and the creative process than upon the objects themselves.
The long and difficult process of the building’s restoration has left the initial 
design substantially unchanged, but far from being an exaltation of the past, 
the result will be a mixture of old and new, making use of the incredible new 
technologies available for exhibition, depiction and interaction with visitors.
Another obstacle which Rome must face regarding changes it has 
undergone in the recent past is the shift from the concentration of space 
and urban compactness to an extended, fragmented and polycentric 
urban morphology, which has led to the development of anonymous run-
down suburbs and neighbourhoods which are qualitatively lacking in 
terms of services and housing.
Needing to cope with rapid, radical socio-economic and political changes, 
Rome’s planning policies over the last century took a quantitative approach 
at the expense of a more sensible and vital qualitative approach.
The suburbs are an “invention of the modern city” which followed the 
demolition of the now useless city walls. The new neighbourhoods built 
between the two world wars to cope with the city’s development, the so-
called Roman borgate, built to provide accommodation for those displaced 
from the central areas being demolished, were to be part of a polycentric 
logic which was in fact antithetical to the very concept of the suburb. 
However, they would actually go on to become a breeding ground for the 
establishment of dilapidated marginal suburbs, along with the creation 
of the new “spontaneous settlements” built in the outskirts of the city 
following World War II.
Reconciling the needs of these urban spaces of Modernity with the fabric of 
today’s city is currently critical for the capital.
Corviale, Garbatella and Eur are all subject to restoration and development 
initiatives for global and actual integration through strategies aimed at 
satisfying their inhabitants’ needs: from mobility to new social, educational 
and cultural policies.

Thanks to the renewed awareness of the historical value of the Modern, the 
protection of the civic architectural and urban heritage is taken into account 
during the drafting of a city planning scheme, when the planning rules which 
will guide the development of the city are defined.
With 2008’s new general city planning scheme, Rome provided itself with 
a fundamental tool for the regulation of urban development, with the 
aim of the redevelopment and regeneration of the territory according to 
principles of environmental sustainability in accordance with criteria of cost, 
effectiveness, advertising and reduced bureaucracy.
Greater attention to issues of recovery, urban regeneration and sustainable 
development of the city, the preservation and enhancement of the works of 
the recent past and an awareness of urban history not aimed at the outlining 
of valid rules and principles for today’s urban planning, but rather at 
maintaining their symbolic and aesthetic values, re-contextualising their use 
in response to the current needs of the community.
The quality of a city’s services, its transport, accessibility, connections, 
even the topography of the land, affect the quality of life of those who live in 
or visit it.
Rome has a long and well-known history of urban quality which has seen its 
reputation wane, however, in recent years.
Today, through a rethinking of urban policy and its strategies, Rome intends 
to regain the quality of the city and take action in all areas.
From mobility to the sharing of public spaces, Rome now aims to define a 
strategy for improving economic and social systems based on the concept of 
advanced development, which has as its strength the ability to add value to 
the system.
The principal efforts will therefore be directed towards restoring 
characteristics of quality throughout the territory: adequate and affordable 
housing, capillary services, parks and gardens and infrastructure.
For this reason, following that of 2008, Rome launched its new 2010-2020 
strategic development plan, which defines the priorities for the sustainable 
development of the city and within them indicates the projects on which 
maximum attention should be focused, identifies the tools and resources for 
achieving the objectives and avails itself of a new tool: the Protocol of urban 
quality of the city of Rome, to define and evaluate the quality of complex 
urban projects.
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An agreement between public and private sectors for the administration 
in response to citizens’ growing demand for services, to the need to meet 
international requirements on environmental issues, energy conservation, 
sustainable building and innovation - in essence, the need for improvement 
and adaptation to the highest standards of quality of life.
The design of new uses of cultural heritage inevitably implies substantial 
changes over the entire fabric of the city’s area: therefore, for a more 
rational use of resources it is necessary to study the overall direction of 
society in order to imagine the scenarios in which these changes might 
take place and what social, economic and cultural influences might 
determine them.

10.THE IMPORTANCE 
OF RECOVERY TO 
URBAN CULTURE 
MASSIMO LOCCI ARCHITECT/ ARCHITECTURAL CRITIC

The meaning of an initiative such as RKM_Save Urban Heritage, focused 
on the valorisation and protection of Russian Constructivist and avant-
garde architecture in Kiev and Moscow, requires no comment. From the 
moment of the initial appeal, the motives behind the need to restore 
and protect this fragile heritage from the risk of attack by the forces of 
speculation were logical and practical: they aimed to raise the Russian 
authorities’ awareness of the value of existing heritage and create 
public awareness of the need to conserve this heritage and to support 
the training of specialists in the restoration of Modern Heritage, a field 
in which Italian research possesses undeniable skills. The strategies 
proposed by RKM are valid from both a cultural point of view, as 
promotion and protection from short-sighted construction policies, and 
from one of operative rationality and economic sustainability.
I feel it would be timely to reiterate here some of the values of the Soviet 
avant-garde, which are not simply those of the language of utopias, of 
interest only to architects and intellectuals, but also those of practical 
solutions which profoundly marked the history of twentieth century 
architecture and are still today a reference point for contemporary studies.
No period of Russian art history, in fact, has been as fruitful as the one 
which followed the October Revolution, and no other European movement 
of the early twentieth century was as interdisciplinary, participatory 
and formative as the Russian avant-garde, whose training school, the 
VCHUTEMAS, anticipated the Bauhaus. Its influence upon the architecture 
of the times is notable precisely for this exchange of experience 
between Le Corbusier, Walter Gropius, Mart Stam, Hannes Maier and 
the emergence of Wassily Kandinsky, Naum Gabo, Nikolaus Pesvner, El 
Lissitzky, and Berthold Lubetkin.
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The need to represent the ideas of the Revolution and the new structures 
of power provided an opportunity for very different artistic experiences 
from those of tradition. Poets, artists and architects combined visionary 
approaches with attention to the needs of daily life and the study of 
technological languages and new ways of communicating, giving substance 
and form to revolutionary enthusiasm.
In understanding the richness and relevance of this experience, it is 
interesting to reread the Basic Principles of Constructivism presented in 
the Realistic Manifesto written in 1920 by Gabo and Pevsner, in which five 
concepts destined to exert a powerful influence upon Russian architecture 
and indirectly upon all the avant-gardes of the twentieth century were laid 
out. The first three points are the most effective.

1. […] We assert that space can only be modelled from within outward in its 
depth, not from whout inward through its volume. […]

 A statement that comes close to the ideas of contemporaneous German 
Expressionism (November Gruppe, E. Mendelsohn, H. Scharoun) but, 
above all, anticipates all subsequent research into informal space 
(from A. Bloc to R. Pietilä). It introduces the concept of deformation of 
the surface and space that would develop fully in modern times with 
Deconstructivism, morphing, and virtual space (G. Lynn, Nox, M. Novak). 
Working with thickness anticipates contemporary porosity (S. Holl) and 
facade palimpsests, which are based on architectural stratification.

2. We reject the closed mass as an exclusive element for the buildingn up 
of three-dimensional and architectonic bodies in space. […] we set the 
demand that plastic bodies shall be constructed stereometrically.

 Though this second definition might appear to be a contradiction, it 
actually refers to the construction of space in three dimensions and thus 
as a dynamic mode in space-time (from Einstein through Mendelsohn to 
P. Eisenman). Paradoxically this also leads to a new way of understanding 
architecture and the city which, unfolding in ahistorical time has 
concurrent references has with the past and the future of architecture 
(compare the visions of E. Carr and B. Zevi). The spatial concatenation 
creates architectures of itineraries and passages, from which derives 
the typically contemporary architecture within the architecture (Ungers/
Gehry/Eisenman). It also prefigures the theme of conflict as an expressive 

value, anticipated by Malevich and today taken up by Koolhaas and 
Tschumi.

3. We reject decorative colour as a painterly element in three-dimensional 
construction. We demand that the concrete material shall be employed as 
a painterly element. take the place of painterly decorations (...) We want 
to make possible the use of kinetic rhythms.

It is the same tendency towards minimalist essentiality and brutalist 
expressivity that characterizes the Modern Movement. Rejecting the 
epidermal pattern, it promotes the communicative value of the work and 
the full integration of artistic languages, as would be made explicit in the 
kinetic and light sculptures of N. Schoffer, but also in the Pop-like urban-
scale graphics of R. Venturi. Other upshots of Constructivism can be found 
in the highly experimental orientation that fuelled the Neo-avant-gardes 
of the ‘60s, the Radical experience and the ecological utopias (Archigram, 
Superstudio, Archizoom, Soleri).
It would be banal to highlight that, as in all the world, a redevelopment 
process transforms a neglected urban environment into a pleasant place, 
and therefore, represents a resource for the cultural tourism upon which 
cities such as Kiev and Moscow are increasingly relying. In the Soviet capital 
the few publicised building complexes of the early twentieth century, like the 
Red October chocolate factory or the old Arbat district, are among the city’s 
most popular destinations for residents and tourists.
Each European city incorporates the historical traces and memories 
of various periods, but only a few, however, make them interesting and 
characteristic in the eyes of the world: for Rome, in addition to the 
classical period, there is of course the Baroque, for Paris there are Baron 
Haussmann’s work and Art Nouveau, while in New York there is Art Deco 
and modern architecture. In Moscow and Kiev there is a unique heritage, 
the result of a highly experimental avant-garde movement, capable of 
representing a valuable added resource and source of pride.
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11. THE 
ARCHITECTURAL 
HERITAGE OF THE 
TWENTIES AND 
THIRTIES IN KIEV 
ELENA MOKROUSOVA HISTORIAN, SENIOR SPECIALIST OF THE SCIENTIFIC 
AND METHODOLOGICAL CENTRE FOR THE RECOVERY, PROTECTION AND 
USE OF HISTORICAL MONUMENTS, CULTURE AND PROTECTED AREAS IN 
THE CULTURAL HERITAGE DEPARTMENT OF THE ADMINISTRATION OF THE 
CITY OF KIEV (KMDA)

The brief period of urban development in the Kiev of the Twenties and Thirties 
is split into two different architectural periods. The architecture of the "new" 
developed within the scenario of the dispute between two stylistic tendencies: 
the search for structures of new sizes and shapes, and the interpretation of 
the heritage of the past. The 1920s, a complicated period in economic terms, 
were characterized by architectural innovation. The main element considered 
in construction was its practical purpose, and modern architecture envisioned 
a harmonious combination of functionality and technology, and the creative 
research of the architects of the Soviet Union was associated with what was 
taking place worldwide. In the Soviet Union, this new direction in architecture 
was called Constructivism (the term appeared between 1920 and 1922), while 
avant-garde architecture in Europe was instead known as Functionalism and 
Bauhaus. The ideas behind this movement took shape in the avant-garde painting 
of the early twentieth century and in 1917 were taken up by the post-revolutionary 
generation of artists, leading to a new approach to architecture combined with 
the revolutionary ideas which had brought about the destruction of the old world. 
One of the movement's leaders, Alexei Gan, described the Soviet system as "the 
practical implementation of the constructivist school," whose goal was that of 
ensuring that architecture represented the new Communist society. 
An ambitious statement, or one dictated by an ingenuous vision of the future.

In Ukraine, constructivist theories were promoted by the 'Ukraine Society of 
Modern Architects' based in Kharkov and led by the architects Yakov Shteynberg, 
Ignaty Milinis and L. Lopovok. In 1928, offices of the 'Ukraine Society of Modern 
Architects' were established in several Ukrainian cities; Kiev, Odessa and 
Donetsk. The Kiev office was led by architects Mikhail Grechyna, Josiv Karakis, 
Mykolay Kholostenko and Petro Yurchenko.
In addition to its ideological principles, constructivism had a purely economic 
and financial basis - the application of new technology and its industrial 
materials, including iron and concrete. At that historical moment, practical 
opportunities for the realisation of new buildings were limited, and this led 
to the adoption of principles of cost-effectiveness such as simplicity and 
functionality, accompanied by a lack of decoration. 
The principles of the avant-garde were well suited to these needs and the 
avant-garde style was particularly amenable to industrial construction, which 
is why Soviet Constructivism was dubbed "the child of industrial culture." 
Not surprisingly, in Kiev the style was used for industrial developments and 
cultural and entertainment facilities. In residential architecture, the new 
guideline was for a sober aesthetic, expressing itself through the proportions 
of the principal sections and the relaxed rhythm of windows running along the 
surfaces of walls which were almost devoid of decoration but which featured 
vertical sections underlining the height of the stairwells through openings or 
windows as well as protruding modules.
Constructivism eventually led its followers to a simplified and socially oriented 
style. In the Mid-Thirties, this purely practical approach was criticised by sections 
of the Soviet government, and in those years the leaders of the state tried to 
create their own "style". Their preferences were based upon the aesthetic ideas of 
antiquity and the ancient grandeur of Rome, in a subconscious attempt to impose 
the ideology of the new empire: the Soviet Union. The pomp of architecture, 
sculpture and painting promoted (and was propaganda for) the strength, ideas 
and culture of the state. Although ideological factors lay at the base of this 
change in tastes, Constructivism's greatest problem was its refusal to adapt its 
architectural style and aesthetics to the new style, whose elements of splendour 
and pomp were becoming the hallmark of the fledgling Soviet Union. 

The return to classical forms responded to the new ideological positions 
of the state, an architectural movement which, before the war, was called 
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"Soviet Classicism." In parallel with Soviet Classicism there developed 
what may be termed 'postkonstructivizm', characterized by the grafting of 
decorative elements onto constructivist forms, and we can therefore say that 
the architecture of the '30s was part of the Art Deco style. Many of the finest 
structures in the city of Kiev dating back to the Mid-Thirties are characterized 
by a combination of the architectural forms of constructivism and the 
decorative elements of earlier styles.
How did these processes develop in Kiev? Besides having to deal with the ongoing 
expansion of the city and its administrative reorganization due to its becoming a 
capital, it was also necessary to pose the problem of the development of a general 
plan for the reconstruction of Kiev. The master plan was developed in 1932-34 
at the 'Hiprohrad' Institute directed by Professor P.P. Khaustov. The aim of the 
general plan was to launch a radical change in urban structure and demolish 
the city's religious complexes. Kiev was to become a symbol of the strength of 
Soviet power and must rid itself of the remains of "bourgeois nationalism" and all 
architecture which could be attributed "to the ideology of the hostile class." The 
main requirement was the creation of housing, beginning from the central areas 
of the city before moving outwards towards the suburbs.
The so-called first five-year period (1926-30) was dominated by industrial 
construction. In 1937, 30 new factories were built in Kiev. Industrial complexes 
played an important role and dominated the urban landscape, especially where 
large scale construction was absent (see for example the film studio in Prospect 
Peremogy, 44). An important role was also played by social spaces such as 
workers' clubs (The 'Bolscevic' factory in Prospect Peremogy, 38) and cinemas 
("Zhovten" in Podil). Although priority was given to industrial development, 
construction of housing continued apace, as dictated by the great demand for 
new homes. Due to the city's historical development in the Thirties, residential 
building took two forms: public initiatives to create new residential areas around 
the sparsely-populated industrial areas and initiatives in the central areas of the 
city aimed at replacing old buildings or building on empty land. In general, Kiev 
was constructed following the pattern of single building blocks, and the so-called 
"homes for professionals" which were built throughout the Soviet Union in 1932 
became widespread.
In the years following 1934, accommodation was built for government workers of 
the republic and the sector of industry-related housing which would take the form 
of cooperatives began to develop. Professional affiliation and ownership of the 

new dwellings by state agencies was so common that even their modern names 
preserve the name of the building's commissioner.
Taking the street as a line of demarcation between public land and land for 
building, residential buildings actively exploit corner areas (Str Grushevskogo, 
28; Luteranska, 21; Velyka Zhytomyrska 17). Volume was typically developed 
through depth, and at an angle with respect to the axis of the street (strophe 
Artema, 44). Sometimes, however, buildings were set back from the street 
(str Costyolna, 15). The building in Str. Saksaganskogo, 65 which follows the 
curvature of the road is an original design. The large apartment blocks, like 
the seven-storey building for Narkomgosp USSR employees at the corner of 
Str. Pirogova and B. Khmelnitskogo 2/37, the 'Rolit' writers house at Str. B. 
Khmelnitskogo 68/2 and the residential building for the artists of the opera 
and ballet at the corner of Str. Pushkina and Str. B. Khmelnitskogo, looked out 
on several streets.
The buildings were made of brick with concrete or wooden beams, and from a 
technical point of view, materials and height differ little from that common in 
housing at the beginning of the twentieth century. From 1930, facades begin to 
be coated with cement plaster (grey), thus conferring a powerful, monumental 
appearance which reflected the image of the day. Cement plaster, one of the 
new construction materials, was expensive, however, so brick and tile cladding 
was preferred. Characteristic features of the architecture of the time were the 
large-scale use of glazing, spacious balconies with brick parapets, glass surfaces, 
and large columns and pediments. Sometimes relief panels were set on the 
facades (Prospect Peremogy, 30, str. Pirogova, 2), with Soviet symbols (official 
badges, stars, garlands, ears of corn, horns of plenty, etc.) as the most common 
decorative elements.
The functional areas of the premises were meant to embody the idea of 
collectivism, and the architects therefore tried to apply the elements of collective 
daily life: shared use of rooms, dining rooms, cooperative offices, the so-called 
'red corners', etc., but these attempts were not widespread, nor were they 
particularly successful. Even "new Soviet man" was not ready to give up his 
privacy and comfort and, if possible, he preferred architecture designed to a 
human scale.
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12. THE PROTECTION 
OF AVANT-GARDE 
HERITAGE IN KIEV 
ELENA MOKROUSOVA HISTORIAN AND SENIOR SPECIALIST WITH THE 
SCIENTIFIC AND METHODOLOGICAL CENTRE FOR THE RECOVERY, 
PROTECTION AND USE OF HISTORICAL MONUMENTS, CULTURE AND 
PROTECTED AREAS IN THE CULTURAL HERITAGE DEPARTMENT OF THE 
ADMINISTRATION OF THE CITY OF KIEV (KMDA)

Kiev is one of Europe's oldest and most beautiful cities: situated on the 
picturesque banks of the Dnipro, it encompasses highly diverse landscapes 
and architecture. The surface area of the modern city is 820.5 km2, 370 km2 
of which is occupied by buildings. The 90 km2 area of the old town accounts 
for 11% of the territory. The centre is a small and precious part of the city, 
containing about 12,000 buildings, roughly 2,500 of which are listed with the 
status of cultural heritage. More than 4,000 sites are registered in Kiev, but 
this figure includes a large number of tombs, monuments, landscape art, 
archaeological heritage sites and more.
Under the 2001 Ukrainian "Protection of Cultural Heritage" law, the cultural 
heritage of Ukraine and Kiev was divided into monuments of national (437 
monuments) and of local importance (2,273 monuments).
Some buildings which had been awaiting inclusion in the official list of Ukrainian 
monuments recently joined this group (1,421 monuments), each of which 
requiring the preparation of the identification documents (description, cataloguing 
of objects, etc.) mandatory for registration.
The few buildings dating from the period 1920-1930 still standing in the central 
streets of Kiev are often set unassumingly among the dense urban fabric of the 
nineteenth and twentieth century. Despite not respecting the original plan of the 
area, they are integrated in scale and volume with those of the pre-revolutionary 
period, though generally being without decoration and of simple form. It can thus 
be seen how these Soviet edifices sit comfortably among the most expressive and 
richly decorated classical heritage of the modern age. This is true also for those 
larger buildings whose walls are rendered in concrete.

Among Kiev's architectural monuments there are churches, government offices 
and schools, but the majority are residential architecture. The larger part of 
Architectural sites in Kiev date back to the 19th and 20th centuries. There is little 
heritage of the Soviet period. 
At present, of a total of 2,500 monuments in Kiev only about 120 buildings 
dating from the 1920s and '30s have been registered as architectural and 
urban design monuments - less than 5%. If we consider only those buildings 
constructed in the late '20s and early '30s, and thus not showing signs of a 
return to classicism, there are no more than thirty. This limited number of 
examples of the avant-garde is due to the fact that in 1934 the majority of 
building work was realised in Kharkov, at the time the capital of Ukraine. Only 
isolated building work was carried out in Kiev, and therefore no areas were 
designed according to the new complex urban planning style. 
In 1934, building work which applied the new artistic and ideological principles 
intensified in Kiev, but fortunately the large-scale projects of wholesale 
redevelopment of important sites, including the demolition of historic buildings, 
were not implemented (all that was created was a square in front of the 
government building in the area of the monastery of St. Michael). Even the 
construction of new suburbs in the Constructivist style which might have become 
interesting examples of a new way of building of the socialist city were not 
realised, with the exception of the Zvirynzya district.
There are problems in Ukraine today regarding the conservation of cultural 
heritage in general, and in particular that of the Soviet era before World 
War II, which has its own unique characteristics. In the last 15-20 years, the 
architecture of this period has attracted the attention of researchers and those 
involved in the protection of monuments, while until the late eighties only the 
most valuable buildings were considered architectural monuments, those 
which are now among the most characteristic and representative structures 
of Kiev, such as the Central Railway Station, the film studios, the Dynamo Kyiv 
restaurant and stadium, the 'Bolscevic' and 'Harchovyk' palaces of culture, the 
First Soviet Doctors' Housing Cooperative, and so on. 
But the residents of the modern city do not consider the other buildings or 
common houses dating from the '20s and '30s to be objects of historical interest. 
They call them 'boxes', lacking in any architectural value, and the same 
attitude is common among officials at various administrative levels. Moreover, 
contemporary society's not-entirely-successful attempt to deny Soviet ideology 
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has spread to the artistic and architectural heritage dating back to the totalitarian 
era. In our society's hierarchy of values, avant-garde objects are in last place, 
after those of religious architecture, historic buildings, houses of private clients in 
the centre and even monuments to prominent personalities.
The disparaging attitude of Kiev's citizens can, however, be understood and 
forgiven, and their mentality might perhaps be changed through educational 
initiatives to promote the social and architectural values of the avant-garde of the 
former Soviet Union. 
The world of professionals in Kiev, however, displays an almost total lack of 
understanding of the uniqueness of this heritage.
Today, it is fashionable to add mansards or attics to three- or six-storey buildings 
and, despite the legal regulations governing the protection of monuments, the 
authorities allow this, or the work is simply carried out without authorisation. 
In pre-revolutionary buildings built in the historicist style, a modern attic or 
mansard could be constructed and hidden in the slopes of the roof or simply by 
reproducing the architectural style of the lower levels without radically altering 
the building's appearance. 
Though mansards were not typical to nineteenth and twentieth Kiev, they are 
generally not ideologically alien to the historic and modern architecture of the 
city. however, it is impossible to build another floor on the roof of a Constructivist 
building without having an extremely negative impact on the its appearance, 
particularly if the roof was originally designed to accommodate a solarium, 
common open spaces, etc. 
It is also hard to accept the creation of extensions, in the case of a building with 
blocks of different volumes on different levels. In this case, eventual extensions 
may completely destroy the sense of the original composition, as can be seen 
in the building of the architect Josif Karakis in Vulytsa Institutska, 15/5 or in the 
"Dynamo Kyiv" restaurant, whose tower seems totally unnecessary.
In the simple architecture of the ordinary buildings of 1920's and early 30's, the 
architects used different modes of artistic expression, including colouring the 
facades with bands which emphasised the horizontal division of the building, a 
unique feature which has now been lost in all of these buildings, with the resulting 
loss of one of the particularities of avant-garde architecture.

Even the replacement of the original window frames (such as in Vulytsa Velyka 
Zhytomyrska, 17) with modern steel frames greatly impoverishes the façades, 

once character by the simplicity of a general appearance in which every detail 
played a specific role, making the slightest change much more noticeable 
than if it had been on a richly decorated and stuccoed facade. Most of the 
buildings from the '20s and '30s were built as residential structures and are 
still used for the same purpose today, but they do not have one single owner 
and thus no one individual occupant of the various apartments is interested 
in restoring the building to its original form. What is more, local municipal 
authorities do not have adequate funding for the repairs required to conserve 
the authenticity of these structures.
Where state or municipal funds have been made available for the restoration 
of monuments, these are often religious or administrative buildings of national 
importance, but the architecture of the 1920s and 1930s has not yet been granted 
such high status. Even if the apartment owners invest in the repair and conversion 
of property, this is often not professional restoration but reconstruction work 
which leads to irreversible changes in the appearance, something which 
occurred, for example, in the case of one of the most interesting monuments of 
the era: the ZUM (Universal Stores of the Capital) in Khreschatyk, 38.
Pre-war industrial buildings, clubs, cinemas, stadiums and nursery schools have 
today lost or are losing their original functions, and their adaptation to new needs 
has resulted in significant changes. A particular threat exists for industrial zones: 
the large areas around factories are a tasty titbit for new construction companies 
- the area of the film studio on Prospect Peremogy, 44, for example, has shrunk 
over recent decades, and the giant cinema pavilion is now squashed between the 
modern multi-storey buildings which overlook the studios.
A remarkable example of the neglect of cultural heritage is the case of 
the Lukyanovka bakery (Vulytsa Dehtyarivs'ka. 19). In 2007, although 
the structure had almost totally retained its original appearance and its 
equipment was still in good condition, with two ovens still working perfectly, 
it was closed due to low profitability, and hurriedly and arbitrarily excluded 
from the list of monuments of historical heritage in order to make way for its 
demolition and new construction on the site.
To date, there is seemingly only one positive example of the conservation of Avant-
garde heritage: the restoration of the Zhovten cinema carried out in the Soviet 
era between 1989 and 1991 by the architect Eduard Goncharenko. The classical 
decorations that appeared in the second half of the Thirties were removed, and 
the building's original appearance was partially brought to light. 
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Today the original volumes of this building, constructed between 1929 and 1930, 
are considered an authentic example of avant-garde architecture.
An important step in the development of the study and protection of Soviet 
architecture was the work of classification which eliminated the problem of 
the depersonalised names of the individual buildings: whereas before they had 
simply been called "dwellings", it was now possible to give them specific names, 
according to the wide range of bodies by which such buildings were constructed 
between 1920 and 1930, such as the cooperatives of the various professional 
groups, national commissariats or large industrial companies.

13. A “ROADMAP” FOR 
THE VALORISATION OF 
THE ARCHITECTURAL 
HERITAGE FROM 1920S 
& 30S 
ALEXANDER P. KUDRYAVTSEV PRESIDENT AND PROFESSOR, MARKHI – 
MOSCOW ARCHITECTURAL INSTITUTE 

Even the new Russia treats its native architectural Vanguard of 1920 & 30s 
with distrust. Or with indifference, which is the same thing. It is interesting 
that even during the era of the industrialisation of construction and design 
typical of the period from the 1960s to the 1980s, the evident merits of 
the Vanguard, identifiable in the search for an optimal solution to mass 
housing, the first scientific researches and attempts to inculcate new 
building materials and technologies, did not lead to either the restoration 
or rehabilitation of this historical cultural layer in public opinion. The 
ideological inertia of the “heroic period of the Soviet architecture”, to 
quote J. Candilis, was so strong that the genetic connection between the 
native architecture of 1920s & 30s with the modernism of 1960s to 1980s 
was overlooked. Of course, this connection was clearly understood in 
professional circles, yet they preferred to seek inspiration in contemporary 
Western patterns, as foreign colleagues continued their pilgrimages to visit 
the works of the ‘Constructivists’ and ‘Rationalists’, causing much perplexity 
in official circles in Russia. The ‘Perestroika’ of the late-1980s, happily, 
proved fruitful to the conservation of the architectural monuments of the 
1920 & 30s as a number of masterpieces from this period were placed under 
the care of statutes at the regional level. The threat of demolition was gone, 
but the neglect of these somehow ‘second hand’ objects remained. Moreover, 
Russian authorities demonstrated an attitude of hostility toward the 
architecture and aesthetics of this heritage. This was also true of the leaders 

37



of our cities, first and foremost Moscow, with its brilliant constellation 
of architectural patterns from this era. Before our eyes the aging, the 
destruction, and the distortion continued, set against the backdrop of a 
global renaissance of interest and recognition of the architectural Vanguard. 
How could the situation be changed? We considered that in a country where 
the opinion of the leading figures determines the fate of an entire culture, 
it could be important to demonstrate to national officials the elevated 
international opinion of Soviet Russia’s avant-garde architectural heritage. 
This resulted in the creation of the international scientific conference 
Heritage at Risk. The Conservation of Twentieth Century Architecture and 
World Heritage, held in Moscow in April 2006. Initiated by the Moscow 
Architectural Institute (MARKHI), the sphere of its participants gradually 
extended, as did the scale of the conference. With the generous financial 
support of the Capital Group Company it grew into such an event that 
the Moscow Government could not ignore it. I remember that on the eve 
of the conference, the Mayor of Moscow, Mr Yury Luzhkov, held a rather 
limited meeting to examine the situation of the Rusakov Workers’ Club, the 
Narkomfin building and the Melnikov House (this was my first encounter 
with Mr S. Gordeyev – the famous patron of the Vanguard). The conference 
was at tended by leading figures from ICOMOS and DO.CO.MO.MO., who 
were received by the Mayor of Moscow. This was an unprecedented act 
of recognition of the significance of the topic by local authorities and, 
as a result, there was also an unprecedented proposal by the Mayor to 
sign an agreement of collaboration between ICOMOS and the Moscow 
Government. Thereby, ICOMOS was invited to work as an expert in the field 
of historical heritage preservation. Within the framework of the conference 
the strategic aim of raising the statute of the Vanguard masterpieces was 
elaborated: a total of six twentieth century objects were selected, considered 
by international society as worthy of being nominated for a place on the 
UNESCO World Heritage List. The implementation of this procedure required 
the transfer of responsibility for these masterpieces from the regional to 
the federal level. Then, after the presentation of Moscow as a subject of the 
Russian Federation, the national commission of UNESCO, with the support of 
ICOMOS, could nominate these objects as candidates for the ‘Highest League 
of World Heritage’. Of course, this process had to be accompanied by the 
restoration and general improvement of the maintenance of these buildings. 

Not such a bad ‘roadmap’, is it? Six years passed and nothing happened. 
But despite the evident reluctance of the regional boards of historical and 
cultural heritage preservation to change their attitude towards the Moscow 
architectural Vanguard, we shall continue to move in the taken direction. 
A positive idea was provided by our Italian colleagues at the Sapienza 
University of Rome. We were to convince not only authorities, but all layers 
of society of the values of avant-garde heritage. Frankly speaking, this idea 
could be born in a mature civil society, where the feeling of responsibility 
for the quality of the historical environment is natural. That is why the 
joint project between the MARKHI and the Sapienza, named Moskonstruct, 
worked to involve representatives of municipal authorities, citizens, students, 
architects, designers, and artists. Even the modest (ordinary) buildings of the 
1920s & 30s were evaluated as objects of high art, as specific elements of 
the urban environment, as a part of the “small motherland”, which nurtured 
pride and local patriotism. The success of this project resulted in the birth 
of a new Russian-Ukrainian-Italian project, proposed by the City of Rome 
and entitled RKM_Save Urban Heritage (Rome, Kiev and Moscow). RKM has 
worked to broaden and consolidate the ranks of the defendants and scholars 
of this historical period in architecture, helping to implement innovative 
methods for the presentation and valorisation of the objects from this era, 
exploiting the experiences developed in these three countries. Of course, 
the discovery and registration of the printing plant designed by El Lissitzky 
as a historical monument represents one of the project’s outstanding 
achievements. This Moscow building is most likely the sole project ever built 
by this important Russian architect. And, of course, the battle for its salvation 
began immediately. Over the course of several years, the systematic and 
insistent efforts within the framework of these Muscovite-Roman, and 
Muscovite-Roman-Ukrainian projects, to punch a hole in the wall of neglect 
towards the worldwide significance of this heritage from the 1920s & 30s, 
and appeal to the broadest layers of society using contemporary means of 
communication, supported by the European Commission, are worthy of the 
sincere gratitude of our professional circles, and all of those for whom our 
history and culture are precious.
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14. THE LEGACY OF 
THE AVANT-GARDE 
IN MOSCOW: AN 
UNDERCAPITALISED 
ASSET
MARINA KHRUSTALEVA BOARD MEMBER OF MAPS (MOSCOW 
ARCHITECTURE PRESERVATION SOCIETY) AND COORDINATOR OF THE 
PUBLIC MOVEMENT ‘ARCHNADZOR (ARCHITECTURAL WATCHDOG)’

International intellectual practice, as well as legislation, recognizes the 
value of heritage — the tangible evidence of continuity of civilisation. The 
basic definition of heritage in the ‘Convention for the Protection of the 
Architectural Heritage of Europe,’ a document adopted by the Council of 
Europe in Granada in 1985, did not employ the term ‘richness’ by chance. 
‘Architectural heritage constitutes an irreplaceable expression of the 
richness and diversity of Europe’s cultural heritage, bears inestimable 
witness to our past and is a common heritage of all Europeans.’ Forward-
looking cities leverage this wealth so as to demonstrate the quality of life of 
its citizens and lure visitors. More ‘myopic’ cities, which do not value their 
past, trade in this perpetual wealth for fleeting profit.
Over the past decades, Moscow has lost a significant part of its own 
architectural wealth. This sad process has been studied in detail in analytic 
reports by MAPS and SAVE Europe’s Heritage ‘Moscow Heritage at Crisis 
Point’ (2007, 2009). Distortion of the architectural face of Moscow negatively 
affects both self-identity of Muscovites as well as Moscow’s tourist appeal. 
Let’s consider the stratum of Moscow’s heritage, which, during the previous 
mayor’s reign was removed from the city’s sphere of attention – in terms of 
its restoration, new functions, and inclusion in the ‘Moscow brand.’
Soviet avant-garde architecture, recognised the world over as a source of 
artistic inspiration for architects and designers throughout the 20th century, 

was twice ‘repressed’ on native soil. The first time – at the beginning of 
the 1930s when the vital, multi-layered, complex architectural life of the 
previous decade was declared unfit for the burgeoning Soviet system, while 
new buildings, still smelling of fresh paint – and nowadays recognised as 
masterpieces – were deemed insufficiently decorative, and totally alien 
to the Russian soil. Architects were encouraged to study the classics and 
the national roots. The buildings of the 1920s, the transparent, sun-lit 
structures, comprised of clean lines and planes, were hastily clad in a 
tapestry of classic columns and decoration.
The second rejection of avant-garde architecture came about during the 
collapse of the Soviet Union. Everything Soviet – without regard to period 
or age – was swept aside as something negative and having outlived it’s 
time; communal housing and factory canteens were associated not with 
dreams of a bright future but with poverty, communal day-to-day life, the 
smell of cheap soup, and cracks in window frames. Moscow’s Mayor Yuri 
Luzhkov, who termed monuments of constructivism ‘flat-snouted’, was a 
typical representative of this generation. It became commonplace to demean 
these buildings as morally obsolete, built hastily and on-the-cheap, and to 
talk about the technical impossibility of restoration, basically implying the 
buildings were no longer needed.
In fact, avant-garde’s surviving buildings functioned fairly well. Until recently, 
garages still housed buses, large-scale baking facilities continued conveyor-
line baking of bread, clubs continued to put on shows, and many the factory-
canteens were converted into restaurants. Only the extreme manifestations 
of the Soviet experiment – the communal houses, called upon to foster 
the development of the ‘new man’ – were rejected or ignored. All-in-all, 
however, throughout Moscow, the condition of 1920s and 30s architecture 
was alarming: even those sites which had been granted regional historical 
preservation status for the most part had not any restoration work done on 
them. In April 2006, an unprecedented event took place in Moscow – the 
international conference ‘Heritage at Risk: the Conservation of 20th Century 
Architecture and Global Heritage’. 
Experts from leading world heritage preservation organisations prepared a 
Declaration, emphasizing the ‘the outstanding contribution of the Russian 
Avant-garde Movement in the history of architecture worldwide and the 
urgency of preserving this heritage for the benefit of current and future 
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generations.’ They advised Russian authorities to prepare proposals for 
the inclusion of seven masterpieces into the UNESCO World Heritage List: 
Moisei Ginzburg’s Narkomfin (Finance Ministry) communal apartment 
building, Konstantin Melnikov’s Rusakov and Kauchuk Clubs, as well as his 
own house; Ivan Nikolaev’s Textile Institute Dormitory (‘dom-kommuna’), 
Vladimir Shukhov’s Radio tower and Alexei Dushkin’s Mayakovskaya Metro 
station. The Mayor of Moscow met with conference delegates, and promised 
to pay more attention to the preservation of avant-garde monuments, and to 
some degree kept his word.
Over the last few years, there have been several important events in Moscow 
drawing attention to the avant-garde heritage. In April 2008, MAPS (Moscow 
Architectural Preservation Society) organised a press conference entitled 
‘Avant-garde – a Renaissance?’ in the Shchusev State Museum of Architecture. 
MAPS members were pleased to state that the epoch of stagnation has given 
way to one of fermentation: there was not a single monument that has not 
been affected by this process. Several international projects have drawn a 
wide response – ‘Moskonstruct’ (2007-2009), and ‘RKM_Save Urban Heritage’ 
(2010-2012), organised with European Union grant assistance by the Moscow 
Architecture Institute and the Moscow State Academy of Urban Infrastructure 
and Construction together with Rome’s La Sapienza University. 
This is the first example of such a large-scale project bringing together 
academic research, design, artistic intervention, public events, creation of a 
databases of sites, and publication of books and multi-media guides. 
The end of 2010 saw the festival devoted to one of the most prominent 
educational organisations of the Russian Avant–garde – VCHUTEMAS, under 
the title ‘VCHUTEMAS Space’. It included a scientific conference, a series of 
exhibits, presentations of books, lectures, master classes, as well as special 
programs.
In 2011 the Russian branch of DOCOMOMO – an international organisation 
devoted to the study and preservation of the heritage of Modernism – revived 
its activity. In January 2012, a scientific conference took place dedicated to 
the memory of Selim Khan-Magomedov, a major researcher of Soviet avant-
garde architecture who passed away in May, 2011.
Several buildings were restored, with varying degrees of authenticity 
and professionalism. Among them: the Planetarium (architects Mikhail 
Barsch and Mikhail Sinyavsky), the Frunze Club on the Berezhkovskaya 

Embankment, and the Bakhmetevsky bus garage on Obraztsova Street 
(the latter two – works of the architect Melnikov). In the last few years, 
the ‘Garage’ Centre of Contemporary Culture in the Bakhmetevsky has 
enjoyed great success, although the story of its rebirth has not been a 
simple one. During the winter of 2001-2002, the garage roof with its metal 
trusses, designed by the engineer Vladimir Shukhov, was almost completely 
dismantled in violation of its protected status. 
This vandalism was stopped only after a public outcry. Within several years, 
however, the restoration project was finally brought to fruition – the roof took 
its rightful place, while inside were situated an exhibition hall, a lecture hall, 
a bookstore, a cafe, and children’s workshops. The patron of the revitalised 
garage was Daria Zhukova – the wife of Roman Abramovich, one of Russia’s 
richest men. The first exhibitions, including the retrospective of the work of 
Ilya and Emilia Kabakov, made the Garage an exceptionally popular place in 
a very short period of time – it is not by chance that this locale was chosen 
as the main stage for the Moscow Biennale of Contemporary Art. Today, the 
Centre for Contemporary Culture has been moved to the Gorky Park, where 
the ‘Hexagon’ Pavilion, originally built for the 1923 All-Russian Agriculture 
Exhibit, will be renovated to house the exhibits. 
Restoration work has begun in the Rusakov and Kauchuk Clubs, designed 
by Konstantin Melnikov as part of a larger city-wide restoration project. The 
reconstruction of Ivan Nikolaev’s Textile Institute Dormitory has started – 
here, while the original wall material has been almost entirely replaced, the 
external appearance of the building is in fact being recreated in accordance 
with the original design. At the behest of Moscow’s General Plan Institute, an 
extensive study of workers’ settlements was conducted, and a large portion 
of which were then put forward for being registered for state protection. 
Unfortunately, this status has not yet been confirmed for many of the 
settlements. Furthermore, the significant size and central location of these 
blocks has made them especially vulnerable in a megalopolis caught up in a 
construction boom. 

In 2006-2007, the first private projects invigorating avant-garde monuments 
sprung up. 
Thanks to the active work of experts, public organisations and the media, 
several avant-garde landmarks have arisen out of unsightly ruins to become 
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fashionable. Businessman and politician Sergei Gordeev, for example, 
announced plans to create a world-class museum in Melnikov’s house, while 
Alexander Senatorov, the former head of the MIAN Corporation, put forth 
an initiative to convert Moisei Ginzburg’s Narkomfin apartment building into 
an exclusive boutique hotel. Unfortunately, as time has shown, such private 
initiatives have little chance of success without the support of the city and 
the state. Both buildings continue to gradually fall apart as the authorities 
stand passively by. 
One half of Melnikov’s house has been donated by Gordeev to the 
Shchusev Museum of Architecture but conflicts between remaining 
owners make the situation far from being clear. The Narkomfin project 
stalled due to MIAN’s bankruptcy as a result of the financial crisis. In 
March, 2009, a fire broke out in the communal section of the building, 
which remains on the city’s books, and the building has had to struggle 
through three winters with holes in the roof. 
Initiatives of public organisations are in dire need of support. The Shukhov 
Tower Foundation has for years now been calling upon Moscow authorities 
and investors to expedite the restoration of the famous radio tower on 
Shabolovka Street, and create a cultural centre next to it. For now, full-
fledged scientific studies of its construction are being carried out only by 
representatives of European universities. 
This year the tower turned 90 years old, and its technical condition leaves 
cause for concern. At a press conference timed to coincide with the tower’s 
anniversary, Shukhov’s great-grandson raised concern about the lack of 
transparency in bidding for the design and restoration of the radio tower, 
and called upon like-minded people to work to ensure high-quality expert 
evaluation and scientific restoration. 
There are some sites whose fates are in grave danger. A few years ago 
experts discovered the only built work by the famous Russian avant-garde 
artist and architect El Lissitzky, and provided proof of his authorship. In 
2009, this remarkable building – the print shop for the ‘Ogonyok’ print media 
conglomerate – was damaged by a fire and today is under the threat of 
demolition because of development projects by the ‘Inteco’ company and the 
Federal Security Service, the KGB’s successor. 
This building has been abandoned for more than 10 years and its status as a 
cultural heritage site to this day has not been confirmed by city authorities. 

Instead of being abandoned, it could become a cultural facility, for example, 
an Exhibition Centre for the Russian avant-garde, a structure that to this day 
does not exist in Moscow.
The second most important discovery of recent years is the burial place of 
Kazimir Malevich, not far from Moscow in the village of Nemchinovka. He 
was buried in a place of his own choosing – in a field under a spreading oak 
tree, with a wooden tombstone based on a sketch by one of his pupils. The 
grave was ravaged during the war, the oak tree has not survived and the field 
was ploughed and cultivated for many decades. 
The exact burial site was found thanks to interviews with local residents and 
use of geo-radar. Despite all the efforts by volunteers, Malevich’s grave has 
ended up inside a construction site – an elite residential area being built by 
the ‘Rond’ company. The future Malevich memorial is surrounded by open 
pits, which have already been dug out for the foundations of new homes.
Today, the Soviet past is becoming fashionable. But what attracts people now 
has more to do with the ‘rich’ style of the Stalin or Brezhnev times, rather 
than the revolutionary aesthetics of the avant-garde. 
The ‘promotion’ of avant-garde architecture requires education and 
advocacy efforts on all levels. This work is already underway. At the end of 
2010, thanks to the cooperation of the public movement Archnadzor and 
the SKOLKOVO Moscow School of Management, an initiative group was 
established to create a Centre of the Russian avant-garde. After a year of 
intensive work, this group has succeeded in:

Russian avant-garde to world culture;

of Russian avant-garde art on the works of the international stars of 
contemporary architecture;

Malevich’s burial site in Nemchinovka is awarded the status of a protected 
landmark site;

Moscow – An Undercapitalised Resource’, presented at a meeting with 
the Deputy Mayor for Economic Development Andrei Sharonov’s Expert 
Club as well as at the Moscow Urban Forum.
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 We are confident that the capitalisation of symbolic Russian avant-garde 
assets will enable Moscow to stand out among the world’s cities. It will 
give Muscovites another reason to be proud of their city, and attract 
tourists interested in this amazing layer of our heritage. 

www.maps-moscow.com
www.archnadzor.ru
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15. RKM PROJECT: 
OBJECTIVES AND 
EXPECTED RESULTS
SILVIA LIBIANCHI / ROMA CAPITALE/SOCIOLOGIST
ROSANNA PALERMO / SOCIOLOGIST  

The Soviet avant-garde made one of the most important contributions to the 
International Modern Movement. During the 1920s, the capital of the Soviet 
Union became an important centre in the development of a new architecture, 
developing new ideas and erecting a significant number of public buildings 
and housing for the new society ushered in by the October Revolution. 
In the 1920s and early 1930s avant-garde architecture spread across 
Russia and Ukraine: numerous buildings were erected in Moscow and 
Kiev, together with other important centres such as Kharkov. Many are 
internationally recognised as outstanding icons of the ideas developed 
by the Constructivist movement. Nevertheless, these landmarks of the 
early twentieth century were left to deteriorate and in some cases even 
demolished. 
Since the 1990s, Russian and Ukrainian state funding for the conservation 
of national heritage has been cut back, and the operational monitoring 
of its condition has been weakened, meanwhile, the gap between the 
requirements of investors and property owners on one side, and the 
scientific principles of restoration on the other, has widened. Construction 
corporations, architects, investors, developers, and authorities at various 
levels are laying siege to city centres with “development projects.” The 
consequence is that Moscow and Kiev are gradually losing their distinctive 
character and cultural specificities. 
Faced with this set of problems, the various partners of the RKM_Save 
Urban Heritage project offered their contributions to the topic of preserving, 
rehabilitating and valorising the urban and cultural heritage represented by 
avant-garde architecture of the 1920s and 30s in Kiev and Moscow. 
Over the course of two years the lead applicant, the Municipality of 
Rome (now Roma Capitale), travelled to Kiev and Moscow to share local 

and international best practices and its direct experience in heritage 
management. 
The city of Rome and its experts highlighted the cultural significance and the 
potential for economic and social growth linked to the preservation of architectural 
heritage, in this case that of the Soviet avant-garde from the 1920s and 30s. The 
structure of the project thus focused on developing a series of activities to involve 
not only technical experts but also members of local government and civil society, 
stakeholders and the younger generations, through an awareness campaign that 
could bear both short and long term results. The actions suggested by RKM, the 
overlap between education and research, the promotion of the existing and the 
sharing of best practices, were structured to achieve a series of specific objectives 
that may be concisely expressed as:

development advantages related to the conservation and valorisation 
of urban heritage, informing and sensitising local residents, local and 
national governing bodies and public opinion to the importance of 
the preservation, recovery, valorisation and promotion of the valuable 
architectural heritage possessed by the cities of Moscow and Kiev;

exploiting urban heritage to stimulate tourism and economic growth;

to promote public-private partnerships in processes of urban heritage 
conservation and valorisation, to valorise the particular qualities and 
potential of this architectural heritage and to attract the opportunities 
offered by the international market, within the framework of a shared 
scenario for the future of the city as a tool for stimulating tourism, 
territorial marketing and local socio-economic growth and development. 

Within this strategic plan, the activities fostered by RKM were finalised 
in a series of concrete actions that led to the creation of a cooperation 
network between the cities of Rome, Moscow and Kiev, and their respective 
educational institutions, favouring the circulation of ideas, the exchange 
of information and the sharing of different experiences related to urban 
and architectural heritage conservation, spatial management and cultural 
policies in order to develop a shared strategy that will produce short and 
long term benefit.
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With its lengthy experience in the protection and utilisation of cultural and 
artistic heritage, the City of Rome provided important know-how in the 
application of best practices, and their possible application in Kiev and 
Moscow, in particular in relation to the conservation and valorisation of 
modern architectural heritage. 
This was achieved through the RKM_Workshops, developed for public 
administrators, citizens and the younger generation and designed to 
promote widespread awareness of the advantages and effects that may 
be derived from the conservation of urban and architectural heritage at 
the local and international level. Stakeholders involved in the practical 
application of possible plans for the recovery, restoration and re-use of areas 
containing examples of avant-garde heritage were offered access to new 
strategies and the potential benefits to be had from preserving the existing 
urban fabric and reusing works of avant-garde architecture. Practical 
examples were provided in their form successful experiments and best 
practices, public private partnerships and cost-benefit analyses. 
The two RKM_Pilot Projects developed by the three educational partners 
(Sapienza University of Rome, Moscow State Academy of Municipal Economy 
and Construction, Kyiv National University of Construction and Architecture) 
for target areas in the two beneficiary cities and structured around the 
conservation and valorisation of urban and architectural heritage, were 
designed to augment the skills possessed by local government bodies 
responsible for the design, development and implementation of sustainable 
urban policies and projects. 
The potentials offered by modern heritage conservation can become a reality 
only after avant-garde and constructivist architecture is properly recognised 
as national cultural heritage by State organisms. Only when governments 
declare this heritage a common good to be protected, recovered, valorised 
and promoted will it be possible to implement concrete actions. 
This is why all of the activities promoted by RKM were focused, first and 
foremost, on the process of recognising this heritage as an element of 
national identity, of cultural and historical value at the local and international 
levels, and the expression of an architectural movement of fundamental 
importance to the history of the avant-garde around the globe. 
RKM’s more technical activities, the two RKM_Pilot Projects or the 
RKM_Workshops for local operators, experts and stakeholders, were 

thus accompanied by a series of activities aimed at highlighting the role 
and importance of the Soviet avant-garde architectural movement to the 
urban fabric of the two beneficiary cities, and their subsequent recognition, 
protection and valorisation. This was implemented largely though actions 
of communication and awareness raising, including the RKM_Lectures and 
the RKM_Guided Tours, all offered free of charge to the public in the two 
beneficiary cities. At a more scientific level, RKM has worked to consolidate 
all available information, both known and recently discovered (images, texts, 
historical documents), to develop a comprehensive map of avant-garde 
and constructivist heritage in the cities of Kiev and Moscow. This material, 
initially used to structure the RKM_Database, also supports the tourist 
itineraries offered by the RKM_Application. 
The RKM_Application, one of the principal results obtained by the RKM 
project, and perhaps one of the first ‘apps’ to be developed as part of a 
project funded by the European Union, is a web application offered free of 
charge to those wishing to visit architectural heritage in the cities of Kiev 
and Moscow. This digital ‘Grand Tour’ uses examples of avant-garde and 
constructivist heritage found in both cities to structure a series of itineraries 
(4 in Kiev and 9 in Moscow), offering tourists and local citizens alike the 
possibility to discover the famous and lesser-known works of the Soviet 
avant-garde, supported by audio guides in English, Russian and Ukrainian, 
images, video and texts offering historical background information. 
The project results are briefly summed up below. For more information about 
each result, please refer to the dedicated chapters elsewhere in this publication. 

members of civil society aces to international best practices, tools and 
methods for working towards sustainable development, public private 
partnerships and territorial marketing and tourism, with a particular 
focus on historical resources.

October 2010), Kiev (March 2011) and Moscow (April 2011). The Rome 
workshop was used to formulate design proposals for pilot areas 
featuring examples of constructivist architecture in Kiev and one in 
Moscow: the area in Kiev around the Zhovten Cinema and Moscow’s Gorky 
Park. These activities produced an agreement for study grants available 
to students from the three participating schools.
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RKM_Application is an as interactive system for visiting avant-
garde and constructivist heritage in Kiev and Moscow. 9 thematic tours 
in Moscow and 4 in Kiev permit users to explore avant-garde heritage 
or build their own tours, searching the RKM_Database. Audio-visual 
sequences provide information about buildings, architects and other 
related historical facts, accompanied by historical images of the 
buildings, original drafts and plans, details, interiors and portrait of the 
architect and other related historical figures and topics ;

RKM_Lectures were presented to the local public free of charge 
to increase local awareness of the importance of cultural heritage 
from the 1920s and 30s. Speakers included Jean-Louis Cohen, Anna 
Bronovitskaya, Sergey Nikitin, Natalya Dushkina and Clementine Cecil.

RKM_Guided Tours were offered free of charge to the local public in 
the two beneficiary cities. Thematic tours offered attendees an insight 
into the development of avant-garde and constructivist heritage, and its 
links to the development of the post-revolutionary city.

RKM_Database is an online catalogue of avant-garde buildings with 
their drawings, maps, photographs, text, bibliographic references and 
audio and video clips. 

RKM_Pilot Projects for urban rehabilitation examined the redesign 
of open spaces and residential fabric and the requalification of an area 
including various masterpieces of avant-garde heritage: the UNESCO 
World Heritage site of the Santa Sofia Reserve in Kiev and Moscow’s 
Shabolovskaya district, home to the world famous Radio Tower deigned 
by Vladimir Shukhov (1920-22).

RKM_Signage Project is an integrated proposal of way finding 
signage designed to accompany the RKM_Itineraries visiting the most 
important (and lesser known) examples of avant-garde and constructivist 
architecture. 

RKM_International Petition works to raise awareness the 
international level. 1,000 posters and some 10,000 postcards were printed 
and mailed to international cultural institutions with the text of the 
international online petition (see the project website).

16. THE RKM_
DATABASE
16.1 CATALOGUING AVANT-
GARDE AND CONSTRUCTIVIST 
HERITAGE TO STIMULATE ITS 
CONSERVATION 
MARIA SPINA ARCHITECT / COPYREADER OF ARCHITECTURAL 
MAGAZINES

The principal objective of this phase of the project was to realise a data 
collection prototype for a database of Russian avant-garde architecture in 
Moscow and Kiev. This goal, achieved through the completion of a form based 
upon a prototype developed on Dublin Core, allowed the simplified cataloguing 
of documents that were produced in a wide range of technical formats (text, 
images, movies, sounds, 3D). In fact, the RKM_Database groups documents, 
information and digital materials to be allocated to free on-line sharing, taking 
into account two key factors: the flexibility of the search and the different 
methods of grouping, depending on the various viewing criteria. 
These principles are mandatory for meeting the needs of users, both for 
identifying a building through proper documentation and for creating an 
indispensable tool for their protection. Passage through this stage was crucial 
because the cataloguing of cultural heritage - which in Italy is governed by 
the Code of Cultural and Landscape Heritage (Legislative Decree 42/2004) - 
identifies and defines common methodologies for the collection, exchange, 
access and processing of data even up to the European level. 
This methodological and technological innovation affects not only methods of 
cataloguing but also provides a renewed vision of the role of the various institutions 
working for the protection, promotion and awareness of artistic and cultural 
heritage, fostering fruitful collaboration, primarily in terms of agreed-upon 
programs and cataloguing standards, also with European partners. The goal of 
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urban heritage cataloguing is to provide a content standard for describing and 
retrieving information about architectures and their images. The standards adopted 
for the RKM catalogue file for each building derive from those provided by the 
ISBD, the International Standard Bibliographic Description and its variants: (CM) - 
Cartographic Materials (NBM)-Non Books Materials, (ER) - Electronic Resources. 
Adaptation work on these standards also took into account the information 
contained in the Italian REICAT Cataloguing Rules and the international provisions 
of the Dublin Core Metadata Terms. And if on one hand, therefore, the standards 
prepared by the RKM project – in the Guidelines for inserting data, which delineates 
the principles of urban heritage cataloguing and includes the sections on levels of 
description, related works, database design and relationships, and authorities and 
controlled vocabularies - allowed the exchange of information between various 
bodies who, in Moscow and Kiev, worked in the field of cataloguing, on the other, 
they represent only part of the work as they had no effect upon the choice of 
headings, subjects, the development of trails or upon the choice of organisation, 
etc.. as they appear in the database. The application of the standards, however, did 
not imply making decisions other than that of supplying the maximum amount of 
descriptive elements of the building in order to allow its unambiguous identification. 
In particular, the purpose of the description was that of giving the public the most 
complete possible identification of Russian avant-garde architecture, translating 
visual information on the building - the image content - into verbal language. 
Originally, at least in Italy, the catalogue file of a building classified as being 
cultural heritage was in a paper form, to which was attached additional material 
useful for unambiguously documenting and identifying the object. Among these 
attached documents, there were generally one or more photographs.  At that time, 
photographic documentation was governed by specific guidelines that identified 
both what to photograph and how the photograph should be realised (how to portray 
the object, photo size, eventual details to show, etc.). Without exception, the object of 
cataloguing was what was shown in the photograph and not the photograph itself. 
But generally, a photograph of a piece of architecture is in turn a creative act. During 
the cataloguing phase it is itself an integral part of the information contributing to 
the identification of the building, and is in turn catalogued with precise rules that 
supply information about the author, format, etc. From this point of view, the RKM 
catalogue file also attempts to show the size of digital images in order to avoid files 
that are too large (with images particularly large for transfer to the database) or too 
small (which affects the possibility of clearly recognising the subject).
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16.2 ARCHITECTURE AND 
DOCUMENTARY SOURCES, 
TOOLS FOR THE ANALYSIS AND 
STUDY OF AVANT-GARDE AND 
CONSTRUCTIVIST HERITAGE IN 
KIEV AND MOSCOW 
GABRIELLA RESTAINO ARCHITECT / PH.D IN CULTURE AND TERRITORY

Kiev and Moscow – in the wake of the transformations made to these two 
cities, sharply contrasting with their urban history – are perhaps the most 
emblematic examples of those processes that, between the 1920s  
and the ‘40s, initiated the metamorphosis of the Russian city and thus its 
news society during the construction of the Soviet Union.  
A tangle of urban and rural elements which Benjamin, in an article of the 
Twenties, masterfully summarized thus: “In the streets of Moscow there 
is a curious state of affairs: the Russian village is playing hide and seek in 
them.” (W. Benjamin, Immagini di città, Einaudi, Torino, 1971, p. 45).
For a contemporary ‘reading’ and comparative understanding of the major 
architectural and urban traces still remaining inside these two cities, a Core 
data index complex, a “Dublin Core card”, was created, capable of including 
all types of information and sources, both new and previously generated, 
useful for the scientific description of every architectural object and its 
immediate urban surroundings, a “whole” recognized as being part of that 
city-system which was created in the years of the avant-garde, and for this 
reason deserving of protection.
The recognition and geo-referenced mapping of these architectural and 
urban elements are without doubt vital for identifying the ‘sensitive’ 
parts of the two cities where restoration, requalification, protection and 
preservation works for their promotion and “revitalisation”, even in a 
contemporary manner, are to be recommended. For this reason, a Survey 
Form, the “Card of data collection” designed according to the Dublin Core 
metadata set, was made as a form to be completed in the field. A scientific 
research of documentary material preserved in historical archives, 

libraries with cartographic materials collections of public bodies or local 
private entities, particularly those regarding the identification and selection 
of cartographic and photographic documentation of the original plans of 
avant-garde architecture, which are not always traceable and not always, 
unfortunately, available to the public (maps still often being covered by the 
Official Secrets act) should also be considered of equal importance.
To this end, a database dedicated to avant-garde architecture was 
conceived, designed and implemented a multimedia digital archive, 
shared on the web, able to host all types of documentary materials in 
digital format and capable of cross-referencing them by their various 
architectures, urban environments, and types of materials and relative 
content; archival documents are often no longer in their original order, 
which has been compromised over time, but are in the form of ‘loose’ 
materials of various types for which it may be impossible to establish 
precise links and connections with the buildings in question. For this 
reason, the cataloguing of digitized material according to internationally 
accepted standards which have been widely tested and adopted by 
the principal libraries and state archives of Europe and other Western 
countries is of fundamental importance. The drawing up of the Guidelines 
for cataloguing, “Guidelines for inserting data”, based on REICAT and ISBD 
and its (CM) - (NBM) - (RC) variants, is a valid tool for the international 
sharing of the various types of sources. To date, even in Italy, the 
reference standards for the various documentary materials - particularly 
cartographic materials - currently in use are different, but the ISBD 
has in any case paved the way for the digital treatment of cataloguing 
data, capable of creating over time an international web-based database 
of all available information relating to the various types of materials 
(cartographic, photographic, bibliographic, textual, audio, audio-video) 
conserved by the various bodies in the form of individual pieces, parts of 
historical, artistic and literary texts, atlases or collections, etc.
Furthermore, since much documentation has over the years often been 
kept in the form of both various funds and collections and catalogued 
according to greatly varying norms, depending on the bodies which possess 
them, both in Italy and abroad, the progressive and hoped-for adoption of 
international descriptive reference standards in online cataloguing, even in 
diversely-structured databases, will in future allow cross-referenced online 
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research for the retrieval of homogeneous data dispersed within the various 
international catalogues. 
This standard can in fact be used for any ‘means’ of cataloguing, thus both 
for databases constructed with traditional software and not shared on the 
web and on software already accessible through the internet, although 
these last often make the mistake, even today, of inadequate search 
engines and inconsistent visualisation of images linked to the catalogue 
file, showing, unfortunately, only a short caption which usually does 
not describe in detail the contents and importance of the digital object 
available on the web. For this reason, the Dublin Core metadata set has 
been establishing itself on the Internet for some years now. It is a set of 
tools originally intended for the descriptions generated by authors of web 
resources, created by the Dublin Core Metadata Initiative, an international 
organization dedicated to the promotion and development of metadata 
standards for describing various types of documents. The main features 
of the DCMI are: independence - the organization is not controlled by 
commercial or other interests; international scope and participation - it 
encourages the participation of organizations around the world, respecting 
linguistic and cultural differences; and neutrality - it is open and aims to 
build consensus among participating organizations (www.dublincore.org/
about). For the cataloguing of avant-garde buildings in Kiev and Moscow, 
the Dublin Core metadata set was adopted as the basis of a multimedia 
support file created for the database dedicated to them. This system, 
originally composed of fifteen standardized descriptive semantic elements 
(www.libraries.psu.edu/tas/jca/dublin/dcreport.html), was configured 
in order to unambiguously identify the architectural object according to 
its principal characteristics, such as the original designer/s, year/s of 
construction, address, subject, typological and historical description of the 
building and the surrounding urban area, on-line aerial mapping (Google 
Maps), links to images in digital format, and international reference 
bibliography. The architectural object’s principal file is linked to secondary 
files, designed to accommodate all types of related materials (graphic, 
cartographic, photographic, bibliographich textual, audio, video).

THE SURVEY CARD TYPE
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DUBLIN CORE DATA CARD:
FIRST DOCTORS’ HOUSE
(THE SOVIET DOCTOR HOUSING COOPERATIVE, FIRST RESIDENCE), KIEV
1928-30
PAVLO (PAVEL) ALYOSHIN

DUBLIN CORE DATA CARD:
RUSAKOV COMMUNAL WORKERS’ CLUB, MOSCOW
1927-29
KONSTANTIN MELNIKOV
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17. STUDENT 
INTERNATIONAL 
WORKSHOP 

17.1 THE WORKSHOP AS A 
DIDACTIC TOOL: YOUNG IDEAS 
FOR AVANT-GARDE HERITAGE 
ELIO TRUSIANI RESEARCHER / SAPIENZA UNIVERSITY OF ROME, PH.D IN 
URBAN PLANNING

The teaching and training work of this design workshop was split into three 
main parts, two (Kiev and Moscow) of an international nature and one 
(Rome) of a national character, involving students from the participating 
universities who brought their various professional backgrounds in 
architecture and landscape. It was the students’ varied skills that provided 
the basis for debate and discussion within each group, both in terms of the 
methodological approach to the subject matter in question and in terms of 
design choices. 
The wealth of ideas which emerged from this dialogue and... yes, this clash, 
found in the resulting solution proposals an interesting synthesis and 
notable overall expressive ability and communicative power, despite... almost 
always departing from fairly distant positions. 
In this sense, the experience should surely be counted as a positive aspect of 
the project, from which the workshop, in its role as an instrument of design, 
is clearly reinforced as a highly important didactic opportunity for future 
architects and landscape designers.
The work carried out allowed the students primarily to approach the study of 
the avant-garde and further their knowledge through study tours and initiate 
a process of awareness-raising about the role played by the avant-garde in 

the history of the twentieth century. At the same time fieldwork provided 
an opportunity for the students to involve themselves in the relationship 
between architecture and urban planning from the perspective of the three 
areas of protection, promotion and transformation. 
The activities carried out were the following:

‘RKM_Save HeritageLab_2010’ Urban and Landscape Planning 
Competition/Workshop (Faculty of Architecture, Sapienza University 
of Rome, Atelier students of Piazza Borghese, Rome, 27 September/1 
October, 2010);
The Zhovten movie-theatre and its surroundings’ International Student 
Workshop in Architectural and Landscape Design (Faculty of Architecture, 
KNUCA - Kyiv National University of Construction and Architecture, Kiev, 
21-25 March 2011);
‘20th Century Russian Avant-Garde: Moscow’s Central Gorky Amusement 
Park and its Surroundings’ International Student Workshop (Faculty of 
Urban Construction and Economy, MGAKHiS - Moscow State Academy of 
Municipal Economy and Construction, Rusakov Workers’ Club, Moscow, 
18-22 April, 2011).

The international workshops were mainly held over four or five days and 
involved professors, researchers, post-graduates and graduate students 
who carried out distance tutoring, acting like film directors intent on 
weaving together the threads of the outline of a work which included 
not only ‘design’ but also and more importantly aimed at understanding, 
far from methodological approaches and thus... rich with a charm and 
potential not always obvious to students; the encounter between teachers 
and learners took place in part here, and the productiveness of the 
workshop provided an opportunity to compare methods and teaching 
tools. It was a moment of shared reflection and discussion which, with 
regard to the experience acquired in recent years by the faculty of the 
Sapienza University, is worth highlighting: the putting into action of the 
two keywords of flexibility and integration... and the construction around 
these of a common project in which the differences of the various schools 
become assets for the project and the consolidated individual approaches... 
should - because it is not always the case - open themselves up to critical 
dialogue with the multiple disciplinary contributions of the partners.As 
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hinted earlier, above and beyond the design results obtained, which were 
in some ways influenced by both the short duration of the project work and 
by language difficulties, the skill in synthesis acquired and demonstrated 
by the students, as well as the relative experience in exhibiting should 
also be noted as a further merit of the event; the presentation of the 
project work provided... an ability to describe one’s project, its explicit and 
implicit meaning, not simply through the skilful use of a range of graphic 
representation and communication tools, but above all knowing how to 
describe the structural elements, characters and intangible character, the 
richness of the project sites, proposing stimulating and innovative project 
ideas with remarkable critical capacity, using the margin of freedom that 
the academic experience allows.

17.1.1 THE REDEVELOPMENT OF THE OPEN 
SPACES OF ROME’S HISTORIC BORGATE: 
TRULLO AND TUFELLO, A TRANSFER OF 
METHODOLOGIES TO KIEV AND MOSCOW
GABRIELLA RESTAINO ARCHITECT / PH.D IN CULTURE AND TERRITORY

For the RKM_Save Urban HeritageLab_2010 Workshop, held in Rome 
and focused on the proposed urban and landscape redevelopment of the 
borgate, Tufello and Trullo, 22 students* were selected from the Sapienza’s 
Landscape Architecture degree course. The two winning teams, with the 
taglines Community Space: Take Your Time and Rievoka/Kievoca, as well as 
the Assialità/Modularità/Nucleo/Riconnessione group which received a special 
mention, were offered the opportunity of a study trip to Kiev or Moscow 
where, together with Russian and Ukrainian colleagues, they addressed 
the issues of urban and landscape redevelopment/promotion in two areas 
characterised by avant-garde architecture.
Trullo and Tufello** are neighbourhoods of Rome that emerged in the wake 
of the demolition work carried out in the Thirties, and were intended to 
accommodate those expelled from demolished central areas of the city; they 
currently represent what is still today recognisable as a trace of that past, 

a social, cultural and architectural ‘set’ that characterised the ‘marginal’ 
Rome created by the Fascist regime’s town planning policies. 
Partial ‘backdrops’ for two of the finest examples of Italian cinema -The 
Hawks and the Sparrows (Uccellacci e Uccellini, 1966) by Pier Paolo Pasolini 
for the Trullo, and The Bicycle Thieves (Ladri di biciclette, 1948) by Vittorio 
De Sica for Tufello - the two historic borgate  lend themselves to complex, 
multifaceted design experiments, involving, today as at in the past and with 
multiform and multidirectional initiatives, the various realities which define 
their contemporary image.
The Trullo, which owes its name to the pre-existing Roman tomb of Trullo dei 
Massimi, is practically a small ‘island’ between ‘rivers’ bounded to the East 
by the Fosso di Papa Leone drained (now Viale Isacco Newton), to the south 
by the great Tiber, to the west by the Fosso della Magliana and to the north by 
the Via Portuense. Construction began in the area in 1939 with the rationalist 
forms of the Borgata Costanzo Ciano, followed after the war by intensive and 
unauthorised construction. The area contains the two parish churches of San 
Raffaele and the church of the Martiri Portuensi, and the cultural heritage of 
the area also includes the Torre Righetti and the Parrocchietta cemetery.
Part of the territory is now included in the Valle dei Casali. 
The urban ‘form’ of the fabric of the borgata, solidly and inflexibly ‘designed’ 
by a ‘rationalist hand’, stands out almost like an ‘interrupted dialogue’ 
with the area of the city surrounding it, being more closely linked to the 
morphology of the landscape. A long central axis, from which narrow 
secondary roads branch off at right-angles, shapes the urban structure, 
which is mostly composed of buildings of only a few floors with courtyards 
and open spaces often characterized by well cared-for gardens and/or 
places of ‘human interaction’.
The name Tufello, instead, derives from the geological characteristics of the 
area, which is rich in volcanic rocks (Tufo). Over the centuries the name would 
be given both to the Quarto del Tufello, an estate of the Agro Romano (Roman 
countryside), and to the more recent borgata. The first buildings, realised in 
the Thirties and Forties, belong in fact to this historic borgata: low buildings 
surrounded by greenery, which immediately displayed architectural similarities 
with those built in the Twenties in the adjacent ‘garden city’ of Montesacro. After 
the Second World War, more and more intensive building activity encouraged 
a process of transformation of the area at the expense of green land and 
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courtyards, a phenomenon which became more pronounced during the Fifties 
and Sixties: diminishing open spaces and higher and higher buildings with 
small areas reserved for ‘green space’. The area’s physical and social centre is 
the marketplace in Piazza degli Euganei, which opens to the south to Via delle 
Isole Curzolane, an axis connecting the neighbourhoods of Vigne Nuove and Val 
Melaina, and to the north connects with Via di Monte Massico. 
The area is in some way ‘separated’ from the neighbouring areas both by 
a notable increase in altitude characterized by large green areas, partially 
unused and in a state of considerable neglect, and by the main roads (Viale 
Kant and the Grande Raccordo Anulare).
The recognisable parts of the original borgate  of Trullo and Tufello are 
chiefly characterized by low-cost popular residential housing of appreciable 
architectural quality, as well as by well-located open spaces and green areas 
between buildings, while public green space is located in the multiple free 
areas, particularly those ‘on the border’.
“Their connotations as historic borgate as well as their interesting and particular 
relationship between built and non-built space have been the leitmotiv of the 
submitted proposals. Terms such as urban connection, community, spatiality, 
sociability, centrality, rigidity of structure, variety of building types, potential of 
open space, recovery and redevelopment formed the background perspective 
into which the students’ suggestions were inserted. 
The proposed projects included shared allotments, green belts to characterise 
the original urban layout and housing, roof gardens, earthworks, secret 
gardens and green solutions capable of enhancing the original site plans 
and/or reinterpret and develop them in line with the new demands of the city 
through a careful social and urban rereading of the homogeneity and at the 
same time the difference of open space in these areas.
 Together with the development of the project proposal for the areas of 
Rome, the students produced a video and/or a commercial dedicated to 
the cities of Moscow and Kiev, using the materials sent by their Russian 
and Ukrainian colleagues”. (Elio Trusiani, press release: ‘RKM_Save Urban 
HeritageLab_2010’, Rome, November 19, 2010).
The Community space: take your time group proposed, both for the Tufello 
area of Rome and for the Moscow area built in the southern loop of the 
Moskva River along the ‘trails’ of the architecture of Konstantin Melnikov, 
“coordinated environmental and landscape redevelopment projects of the 

undeveloped marginal and interstitial areas [...]. The aim of the project is 
an invitation to utilise these areas through the diverse modes of traversing 
inhabiting and sharing them. Take your time in community spaces”. 
Initiatives realised through “the preservation and recomposition of a 
network, a system of connections and ecological corridors (parks, square, 
avenues and courts), the maintenance, conservation and redevelopment of 
existing green areas, the redevelopment of neglected areas and the creation 
of a new landscape and new spaces for use as part of a general development 
in both natural and cultural terms”. 
Furthermore, “the redevelopment initiatives foresee the involvement of local 
stakeholders in the design of open spaces for goals of physical as well as 
social development”.
Rievoca/Kievoca, ‘Who evokes Rome re-evokes Kiev’, uses a pun to create 
a link between the project for Rome and the commercial for Kiev, “which 
aims to promote tourism, highlighting key points of the project linked 
to the case of Trullo in Rome, aiming for an advertising campaign using 
postcards, leaflets and flyers as an immediate means of communication with 
both tourists and the inhabitants of the city”: for this purpose a video was 
realized which presents “the idea of ‘evoking’ diversity, urban landscapes 
and architecture, with the aim of promoting the city of Kiev.” Taking Trullo in 
Rome as a starting point but maintaining a connection with Kiev, the work 
seeks an approach applicable to both cities. 
The stated objectives were: “redeveloping residential areas which are 
no longer outlying, enhancing the open spaces typical of these places, 
encouraging people to participate in local life, strengthening the area’s 
identity and creating poles of attraction”. 
The project for the Trullo was based both on strengthening the central axis 
through urban and landscape planning work within ‘parallel thematic borders’ 
and on natural-landscaping requalification with the creation of ‘urban gardens’ 
in the southeast part of the borders and ‘aromatic gardens’ in the western 
strip, maintaining the existing areas for drying clothes and dividing the others 
between gardens and areas equipped for recreation and play.
Assialità/Modularità/Nucleo/Riconnessione (Axiality/Modularity/Core/
Reconnection), “these are the keywords of a project which aims to repair 
the dialogue between the historic borgata Trullo and the surrounding 
neighbourhoods, but also between those internal areas which, despite a 

53



rationalist design aiming to divide them into courtyards and common open 
spaces on a human scale, are now unused and lack their intended original 
value of sharing and communication”. 
The project aims to redevelop the area through the redevelopment and 
revitalization of the central longitudinal axial system, which would become 
a means of reconnecting the internal and external areas, lying between 
two important poles of attraction: the square outside the church and the 
large park. Between these, several “multi-purpose community spaces such 
as refreshment outlets, bike-sharing stations, play areas for children and 
meeting places for senior citizens with dedicated activities” are planned. 
Transversely, moreover, ‘areas of varying sizes’, are planned, “from common 
areas for broad, general use, to more specific and contained areas like 
the school yard or playground for children, down to the more intimate 
dimensions of internal courtyards, where sharing takes place between 
smaller, almost familiar groups of people. These three dimensions constitute 
the core of the entire project”.
The intercultural approach adopted for the two successive planning 
initiatives in Kiev and Moscow - in assisting and following the work of Italian 
as well as Ukrainian and Russian students - focused on the management of 
similarities and differences between the various ‘design cultures’, seen as 
essential elements for a mutual understanding of different methods of study, 
analysis and design: an extraordinary opportunity for growth, experienced 
through constructive teamwork.

*Students: Irene Amici, Francesca Cecconi, Andrea De Benedetto, Francesca 
Romano - Stefania Annicchiarico, Veronica Bonanni, Sabina Gala, Giovanni Gallo 
- Licia Borghi, Matteo Fogaroli, Luca Genovese, Daniela Giovinale - Gabriela Fojt, 
Maddalena Franzosi, Michela Tolli - Brian Malig Collado, Maura Tempestini, Sara 
Tessari, Francesca Troiano - Marco Gaudioso, Umberto Parisi, Angela Seccia.

**Elio Trusiani, Roma/Mosca vicende urbanistiche a confronto. Roma 1909-1939. 
Rome/Moscow a comparison of urban planning and development. Rome 1909-
1939, Sapienza Università di Roma - DIPTU, Roma 2009, pp. 24-25.
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BORGATA TUFELLO: COMMUNITY SPACE: TAKE YOUR TIME - WINNER PROJECT
PROJECT BY IRENE AMICI, FRANCESCA CECCONI, ANDREA DE BENEDETTO, 
FRANCESCA ROMANO)
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BORGATA TRULLO: RIEVOKA/KIEVOCA - WINNER PROJECT
PROJECT BY BRIAN MALIG COLLADO, MAURA TEMPESTINI, SARA TESSARI, FRANCESCA TROIANO
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BORGATA TRULLO: KEYWORDS AND MASTERPLAN
MENTIONED PROJECT
PROJECT BY GABRIELA FOJT, MADDALENA FRANZOSI, MICHELA TOLLI
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17.1.2 RKM STUDENT WORKSHOP ‘THE 
ZHOVTEN CINEMA THEATRE AND ITS 
SURROUNDINGS’ 21-25 MARCH 2011, KIEV 
TETYANA KASHCHENKO KIEV NATIONAL UNIVERSITY OF CONSTRUCTION 
AND ARCHITECTURE (KNUCA) / PH.D. / DOCENT

This architectural design workshop focused on developing proposals for 
the restoration of an example of Constructivist architecture in Kiev. Using 
a selection of contemporary instruments of architectural, landscape and 
environmental design to works towards the general improvement of the 
neighbourhood, highlighting the expressive nature of the architectural 
object, its aesthetics, composition, stylistic elements and architectural-
ideological image. 
The selected site is located in the historical area of the city of Kiev known 
as Podil, delimited by the ulitsa Kostyantinivska, Mezhigirska, Yaroslavl and 
Schekavizka (Krasnaya Presnya square). The area of expansion assumed 
for the projects was defined by the Nijniy Val and ulitsa Vvedenska. The 
work began with an analysis of the territory to ensure the organic inclusion 
of design decisions within the architectural context, taking into account 
the urban, architectural and historical-cultural features of Podil. The area 
is home to historic examples of religious and civil architecture (Church 
of Mikoli Pritiski, Frolovskiy Monastery, Church of Mikoli Naberejnogo, 
Illinskaya Church, Kontract House, the Kiev Mohilyanskaya Academy, 
Balabukha House and others), as well as notable examples of architectural 
avant-garde structures from the 1920s & 30s, including the Club Pishevik (N. 
Shekhonin), the Power Station (Parusnikov, Golz, Burov) and other examples 
of modern architecture. The urban surroundings are comprised primarily 
of residential and public buildings from the late nineteenth/early twentieth 
century, the early twentieth century and the 1970s-90s. The area is calm, 
well connected and pedestrian friendly. 
The area is also home to the Zhovten Theat re (arch. N. Trozkiy, eng. Rikov), 
from 1931. The site features a park, with open lawns, places for rest, small 
architectural structures, children’s play areas, sculptures and a copy of the 
monument The Cobble is a Weapon of the Proletariat by the artist I. Shadar. 
The Krasnaya Presnya square is also home to a pool and a monument. 

ORGANISATION OF STUDENT WORK 
The workshop was preceded by an introductory seminar focused on defining 
the reasons for studying avant-garde heritage from the 1920s & 30s and its 
importance to the development of the urban environment and the organic 
inclusion of works from this period in the contemporary environment. The 
seminar also outlined the margins, conditions and terms of the workshop 
and evaluation criteria. The seminar continued with a bus excursion to visit 
the site and examine the examples of avant-garde heritage, and study the 
features of the area and its planning. 
Students were then divided into a total of 5 multidisciplinary and 
international groups of six students each (20 students from the KNUCA, 
5 students from Moscow (MGAKHiS, MARkHI) and 6 students from the 
Sapienza University of Rome. The final projects were presented in the library 
of the Architectural Faulty at the KNUCA in the presence of the participating 
groups, the members of the workshop jury and students and teachers from 
the faculty and university administration. 

THE JURY
The Workshop Jury consisted of the evaluation of the project submissions on 
the basis of the students’ reports and their presentations and detailed study 
of graphic materials. 
The jury, chaired by S.V. Ejov, was comprised of the professors L.G. 
Vasilenko; Yu. O. Kharaborskaya ; A.V. Kuzmina , T.O. Kaschenko , T.O. 
Ladan , G.N. Ushakov, V.N. Semenov, D. Krupina, E. Trusiani, G. Restaino, 
P. Pellegrino and S. B. D’Astoli. Projects were evaluated based on 
criteria of innovative concept, the use of constructivist influences, the 
functionality of the overall scenario, composition, graphic layout and 
presentation. 
The Jury selected the submission developed by group n. 2, comprised 
of: M. Bentia, Ju. Markelova, M. Gredunova, Gerasimenko (Kiev), B. 
Malig Collado (Rome) and N. Gushyna (Moscow). The project was 
selected for its in-depth attention to urban planning, socio-cultural 
and architectural historical analysis, the integrity of the architectural-
landscape concept, landscape detailing, the modern actualisation of 
avant-garde heritage from the 1920s & 30s within the contemporary 
urban environment. 
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The urban analysis carefully considered the vaster tertiary of Podil, enabling 
an analysis of the functional areas of the territory, the pattern of streets, and 
transport and pedestrian flows. The submission was appraised for its study 
of access to the area, and the presence of main and secondary routes. The 
historical features of the urban structure were considered in the design of 
neighbourhood buildings, and the influences of modern modifications, in 
particular the construction of a subway beneath the project area.
At the vaster scale the project analysed the significance of natural elements 
– the Dnipro River and the steep sloping areas of the site. The project also 
examined systems of planting and landscaping. Finally, the analysis allowed 
for an evaluation of the current situation and problems in need of resolution. 
The historical-cultural analyses undertaken in the project demonstrated the 
meaningfulness of cultural heritage in this part of the city, its connections 
to different periods in history. The project was structured atop an underlying 
necessity to improve the organisation of the urban environment in the area of 
the Zhovten movie theatre. 
At the urban level, the proposal offers easy approaches to the area, in 
particular bicycle and pedestrian access, favouring ecological transportation. 
Areas were differentiated according to active and passive forms of activity. 
The selected area provides for the development of a park that unites various 
parts of the city. Landscaping allows for a transition from the steep slope 
behind the site to vaster area of Podil and down towards the Dnipro River. 
The study of the history and development of the Zhovten movie theatre 
offered the possibility to develop and interesting proposal for revealing the 
modifications made over the years, without modifying the modern state of 
the building. The project suggested using 3D projections to ‘reconstruct’ the 
original appearance of the façades, as a means of attracting tourists and 
informing the inhabitants of the city of Kyiv of the cultural importance of 
urban and architectural history. 
Another interesting suggestion was related to a re-reading of the monument 
entitled A Cobble is a Weapon of the Proletariat by I. Shadar. The proposal 
called for the use of the brick screen behind the monument to project 
images of historical revolutionary events. 

The strength of the project lies in its ability to link sites and structures from 
different periods in history, offering a rich path of discovery to tourists of all 

genres. The architectural and landscaping project is organised around the 
element of avant-garde heritage, creating an attractive urban recreational 
environment, and employing modern technologies to offer our contemporary 
society an understanding of its history and the development of the city. 

AWARDS 
All participants in the RKM_Workshop were issued official certificates 
and the winning group was offered the possibility to attend the successive 
workshop in Moscow. 
The project submissions were presented as part of an exhibition during 
RKM_Workshop n. 5 (28 November – 2 December 2011) and during the 
conference organised by the KNUCA and entitled ‘Modern Architectural 
Education, Prognostic is in architecture: Architecture of the Future’, 10-11 
November 2011.

* Students: Marta Bentya, Vik Gerasymenko, Mariya Gredunova, Nataliya 
Gushina, , Brian Malig Collado, Yulya Markelova, Maddalena Franzosi, 
Sara Tessari, Maura Tempestini, Francesca Troiano, Michela Tolli, Victoria 
Dolya, Ol’ya Robion , Pavel Synhaivsky , Olga Mychaniv , Kirill Udakov, Maria 
Aranchii , Dmytro Dydchenko , Vitalii Nechai , Anastasiia Stryzhevska , Maxim 
Kulpin, Elena Chichuk, Olga Pavlyk, Juliya Selivanova, Sergey Lutsenko, 
Andrii Sadliak, Daria Patlay, Angelika Sachevchych, Olga Khomenko
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17.1.3 INTERNATIONAL STUDENT 
WORKSHOP - KIEV 21-25 MARCH 2011
SILVIA B. D’ASTOLI ARCHITECT / PH.D IN TERRITORIAL AND URBAN 
PLANNING  
PIERA PELLEGRINO / ARCHITECT / PH.D IN TERRITORIAL AND URBAN 
PLANNING

The “The Zhovten Cinema Theatre and its Surroundings” workshop, held 
in Kiev from the 21 to the 25 March 2011, brought together students of the 
Master in Landscape Architecture at the Sapienza University of Rome, the 
Kiev National University of Construction and Architecture (KNUCA) and the 
Faculty of Architecture at the Moscow State Academy of Municipal Economy 
and Construction (MGAKHiS).
The purpose of the workshop was to encourage the students of the three 
different faculties to work as parts of interdisciplinary teams investigating 
the redevelopment of a small area in the Podil quarter near the Zhovten 
Cinema Theatre, one of the architectural examples of Ukrainian avant-garde 
and constructivist heritage. In this way, understanding the importance of 
interdisciplinarity in both the study and design stages became the main goal 
and keyword of the entire workshop. Through the skills of examination and 
critical interpretation of phenomena related to the spaces where we live, 
the motive for redesigning the area of study was that of making a public 
space more usable and ‘liveable’ from the point of view of its inhabitants, 
responding to their needs and expectations of collective and relational 
spaces more suited to today’s requirements, even from the standpoint of 
quality and use. Students were split into five groups, each with between 
five and six members and containing one or more Italian and one or 
more Russian in a group of predominantly Ukrainian students in order to 
stimulate and encourage better integration and greater cultural exchange. 
The close cooperation between these students from different backgrounds, 
working closely together for five consecutive days provided opportunities 
for reflection from various points of view. The first meeting of the diverse 
‘cultures’ was above all a collision, and the initial shyness and diffidence 
were reflected in the outcome of the first day, which highlighted the 
difficulties encountered in coordinating various disciplinary approaches. The 
first difficulty was that of overcoming the impasse resulting from the diverse 

methodological approaches used in the study and design phases. 
The Italian students, accustomed to dealing with the large scale, considered 
the subject of study as part of its urban context, analysing the components of 
the urban landscape in their various facets, while the Russian and Ukrainian 
students, accustomed to a more compositional approach, concentrated 
immediately upon the architectural design, working at a smaller scale 
and transferring artistic allusions to the Constructivist period into their 
architectural design proposals. This difficulty was overcome by defining and 
at the same time integrating the roles and skills of the individual students 
within each group, converting these interdisciplinary differences into a 
resource for achieving the final result. The students, initially speaking a 
‘different language’, moved closer to each other’s respective disciplines, 
discussing methods, concepts and content together and laying the 
foundations for a single language aimed at identifying design choices.
 The project was the result of several interacting phases: a ‘concept’ phase, 
a ‘design’ phase and a ‘communication’ phase (see the Working Steps 
diagram), whose final result saw the group devote one last effort to devoting 
their work to a presentation that highlighted their synthetic communicative 
skills in a narrative sequence which, through a brief, targeted analysis 
of environmental components and those of mobility and functions, led 
to the identification of the concept and the consequent definition of a 
redevelopment proposal for the area. 

DIAGRAM 1 - “WORKING STEPS”

61



62



KYIV NATIONAL UNIVERSITY OF 
CONSTRUCTION AND ARCHITECTURE 
(KNUCA)
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THE ZHOVTEN MOVIE-THEATRE AND ITS SURROUNDINGS - WINNER PROJECT 
PROJECT BY MARTA BENTYA, VIK GERASYMENKO, MARIYA GREDUNOVA, NATALIYA GUSHINA, BRIAN MALIG COLLADO, YULYA MARKELOVA
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THE ZHOVTEN MOVIE-THEATRE AND ITS SURROUNDINGS - MENTIONED PROJECT
PROJECT BY MARIA ARANCHII, DMYTRO DYDCHENKO, VITALII NECHAI, ANASTASIIA STRYZHEVSKA, MAURA TEMPESTINI, SARA TESSARI
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17.1.4 MASTER’S DEGREE: 
ARCHITECTURAL THEORY AND PRACTICE 
TETYANA KASHCHENKO KYIV NATIONAL UNIVERSITY OF CONSTRUCTION 
AND ARCHITECTURE (KNUCA) / PH.D. / DOCENT

The main features of modern architectural activity determine the character 
of preparation of professional architects with the high level of competence 
capable of dealing with complex systemic scientific–creative issues. 
Modern architectural education can be compared to a multidimensional 
space containing the socio-economic terms of society, its humanitarian 
values and the traditions of national community and its perspectives 
and trends. Critical analysis of the initial processes of modern higher 
architectural education testifies to the presence of educational maintenance, 
locality and the breaking up of the issues which are studied, weak evidence 
of obtained scientific results, and insufficient involvement of the educational 
programs in social processes. 
The progressive purpose of university education is that of forming the 
overall creative personality of the architect. This process will be realized on 
principles of solidity, conceptuality, flexibility and democracy through the 
basic functions of university, scientific, socio-educational education:

  an up-to-date educational foreseeing richness of content and flexibility of 
syllabus (general individual combination);

  scientific - meaning conceptuality, solidity, subjectiveness, effectiveness, 
prognostics; 

  socio-educational - socially oriented, encouraging perception of the general 
points of human values, forming a scientifically directed world view.

The development of innovative professional master’s degree programmes 
is necessary for the preparation of today’s architects. Master’s degree 
programs are the final part of professional educational programs of 
architectural higher education and are of an open character and based upon 
the disciplines of professional education programmes of bachelor degrees in 
architecture, being the continuation of the programs of preparation of Ph.D. 
degrees and doctorates of sciences. In the KNUBA architectural faculty, 
the preparation of master’s degrees is carried out by seven specialized 
departments of architecture and art. 

The master’s degree program includes training in industrial architecture 
research: architectural theory, town-planning theory, landscape 
architecture, building and structure planning theory, restoration and 
reconstruction of architectural objects, etc. The master’s degree 
dissertations cover a wide range of subjects, the greater part of them 
being occupied by works devoted to the historical study of the evolution of 
architectural styles and their influence on the formation and development 
of the modern architectural environment.
Last year, master’s student Maria Syngaievska of the Town planning 
department wrote a master’s degree thesis titled “Actualization of 
constructivist ideas in the architecture and planning of the business 
district of Kiev” under Prof L.G. Vasilenko, Ph.D. In this work, the distinct 
architectural style is examined in a historical context, and, on the basis of 
the collected material, the author makes a classification and comparative 
analysis of the historical experience of building planning and discovers areas 
of logical constructivist transference in modern architecture. 
One of the conceptual positions of the work is an exposure of the semantic 
signs artistically inherent to this style, its attributes and constants 
(unchanging conformities in the process of the evolution of architecture) - 
the composition and utilitarian qualities of the architectural object.
The Master’s diploma was granted an “I” degree in a review competition of 
diploma projects of architectural and artistic specialties of graduate students 
of higher educational establishments of Ukraine in the Pridniprovska 
academy of construction and architecture in Dnipropetrovsk.
Maria Syngaievska is continuing her scientific research at the Town planning 
department with a Ph. D. study on the topic of “Influence of innovative 
principles of architecture of the 20th Century on the modern architecture of 
Ukraine”, carried with consultation by Prof. Ph.D. Vasilenko L.G. 
The results of the research were presented at the 72nd KNUBA Practical 
Science conference ( March, 22-25 2011) - Maria Syngaievska, L.G. Vasilenko, 
“Embodiment of constructivist ideas in architectural–planning decisions of 
multifunctional centres in Kiev” and at the 73rd KNUBA Practical Science 
conference (April, 3-6 2012) - Maria Syngaievska “Historical steps in 
administration buildings development in Ukraine”. 
In the same year, a master’s degrees diploma thesis on the topic “Styling 
features of architecture of Ukraine: sources, modern state and perspective 
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of development (on the example of civil buildings)” developed by master 
student Ievgenii Zasutskyi with consultation from Arch. Doc. Prof. L.M. 
Kovalsky, was presented at the architectural faculty of the Department of 
architectural theory.
The work realises a synthetic study of the evolution of styles in the 
architecture of Ukraine on systematic and prognostic principles. Questions 
of origin, development, blending, crossflow, transformations of styles and 
evolution of styles are examined, taking into account external influences of 
architectural trends in foreign countries as well as the influence of Ukrainian 
architecture on that of nearby countries. The central theme is that of the 
evolution of architectural styles in Ukraine. Close attention is paid to the 
characteristics of Ukrainan styles – Ukrainian barokko, modern style, the 
architecture of the avant-guard of the beginning of the 20th Century. The 
work is marked by its breadth of scope of factual material and basis of 
generalised research study.
Ievgenii Zasutskyi’s master’s diploma received an “I” degree in a review 
competition of the diploma projects of architectural and artistic specialties 
of graduate students of higher educational establishments of Ukraine in the 
Pridniprovska academy of construction and architecture in Dnipropetrovsk in 2011.
Ievgenii Zasutskyi continued to develop this scientific research in the 
architectural faculty of the Department of architectural theory with the 
thesis “Styling features of the architecture of Ukraine”, with consultation 
from Arch. Doc. Prof. L.M. Kovalsky.
During his studies, Ievgenii Zasutskyi took part in the KNUBA Practical 
Science conference on modern architectural education. “Prognostics in 
architecture: Architecture of the future” (10-11 11 2011) and with L.M. 
Kovalskiy announced a report on the theme of “Stylish features of the 
architecture of Ukraine - sources, modern situation and prospects of 
development”.
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MARIA SYNGAIEVSKA 
АCTUALIZATION OF IDEAS OF CONSTRUCTIVISM IN ARCHITECTURE AND PLANNING OF THE BUSINESS CENTER IN KIEV
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IEVGENII ZASUTSKYI
STYLING FEATURES OF ARCHITECTURE OF UKRAINE: SOURCES, MODERN 
STATE AND PERSPECTIVE OF DEVELOPMENT (ON THE EXAMPLE OF CIVIL 
BUILDINGS)
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17.1.5 INTERNATIONAL STUDENT 
WORKSHOP ON ARCHITECTURAL-
LANDSCAPE DESIGN EMPLOYING THE 
RECONSTRUCTION AND RECREATION 
OF EXAMPLES OF THE AVANT-GARDE 
HERITAGE OF ARCHITECT K.S. MELNIKOV
20TH CENTURY RUSSIAN AVANT-GARDE: 
MOSCOW’S CENTRAL GORKY AMUSEMENT 
PARK AND ITS SURROUNDINGS
VADIM N. SEMENOV PROFESSOR / MOSCOW STATE ACADEMY OF THE 
MUNICIPAL ECONOMY AND CONSTRUCTION / MGAKHiS

INTRODUCTION TO THE OBJECT OF 
RESEARCH
Retrospective show of the historical and architectural development of the 
Central Park of Culture and Rest (hereinafter the Park). 
Prior to 1922 - a city dump (from the Crimean Shaft to Golitscin’s 
Ponds). 
1923 – opening of the First All-Russia Agricultural Exhibition (VSHV) (arch. 
Zholtovsky). One of the constructions included the Makhorka Pavilion 
(arch. Konstantin Melnikov, later removed) and the Шестигранник (arch. 
Zholtovsky, partially remaining). 
1928 – opening of the Park (from the Crimean Shaft to the Kaluga  
Gate, including the Neskuchny – ‘Not Boring’ – Garden and 
Kommunalnikov’s Park). The main architect of the design was K. Melnikov, 
with the artist Ginzburg. 
1932 - Melnikov was discharged from working on the development  
of the Park and his central fountain was not realised.  
The architect Vlasov was appointed lead architect for the design of the Park. 
While his intention was to modify the Park’s planning structure,  
this was not possible. 
1933-2011 - constant reconstruction of the Park’s initial planning 
structures. 

2002 - the territory of the Park and the project for the reconstruction of 
Melnikov’s Red Pavilion (Paris, 1925) along Pervaya Frunzenskaya ulitsa are 
included in arch. Platonov’s ‘pedestrian route’. 
2003 - the territory of the Park (from the Crimean Shaft up to the Neskuchny 
Garden) is placed on Moscow’s list of monuments. The authors of the design 
of the Park are listed as Zholtovsky, Melnikov and Vlasov.
Prior to 2002, the association of Melnikov’s name as the first main architect 
of the Park’s design was unknown to the general public and architectural 
community. His drawings and layouts of the Park from the period 1928-30 
were considered lost. A limited number of texts, photographic documentation 
of materials and memoires were also maintained by Melnikov.

THE CONCEPT AND RESEARCH TASKS
The study of the existing conditions and possible addition to Gorky Park of a 
landscape, cultural-educational centre and memorial dedicated to ‘Architect 
K.S. Melnikov - The Builder of Moscow’.
The following tasks were assigned:

A. Inside the Territory of Gorky Park:
1. Restoration of the original (1929) plan of the Park’s landscaping 

(Melnikov, 1928-30)
2. Reconstruction of the fountain designed by Melnikov (1929).
3. Reconstruction of the lost Makhorka pavilion (Melnikov, 1923), 

constructed for the VSHV exhibition.
4. Restoration of the Hexahedron pavilion (Zholtovsky, 1923): the partially 

remaining monument realised for the VSHV.

B. On the Lands Adjacent to the Park (or inside the Park):
1. Reconstruction of the lost architectural monument of the USSR 

Pavilion (Melnikov, Paris, 1925).
2. Reconstruction of the lost architectural monument of the 

‘Torgsektor’ sales kiosks (Melnikov, Paris, 1925).
3. Erection of a monument dedicated to ‘Architect K.S. Melnikov - The 

Builder of Moscow’ (approved by the Moscow Municipal Duma in 2002).
4. Erection of a monument to the Russian avant-garde of the 1920’s  

& 30’s.
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INITIAL MATERIALS AND THE FORM OF THE 
REPORTING
Available materials concerning the object of the research (drawings, text and 
photographs) were dispatched beforehand to the student work groups.  
An accompanying programme provided natural acquaintance with the Park 
and the adjoining territory. Guidelines for architectural and landscape 
design, the volume and structures of the projects and procedures for their 
protection were also provided.

RESULTS OF THE STUDENT WORKSHOP 
April 18, following the opening of the international student seminar 
at the MGAKHiS, participants visited the Shukhov Radio Tower and 
surveyed the territory of Gorky Park. The workshop was witness to the 
participation of three professors and nine students from the MGAKHiS 
(Moscow), four professors and four students from the Sapienza 
University (Rome), and two professors and four students from the 
KNUCA (Kiev).
 The students were divided into four mixed groups of students from Rome, 
Kiev and Moscow. On 19 April students visited the Melnikov House and began 
working on the project inside the Rusakov Workers’ Club. On 20-21 April 
work continued in the MGAKHiS hostel. The projects were presented on 22 
April, once again inside the Rusakov Workers’ Club. 
The workshop jury awarded first place to the project by the students I. 
Amici, M. Bentia, M. Kulpin, and A. Popov. A special mention was awarded 
to one group of student, and participation certificates were issued to all 
group members. All projects were submitted on three A1 format boards and 
accompanied by a slide–show presentation.

PRESENTATION OF THE WINNING PROJECT 
Gorky Park can be considered the most beautiful ensemble of landscape 
art that has represented the extent of the Soviet period. This large area 
(about 100 hectares), with its long wide avenues, majestic buildings, 
cannot be found anywhere else in Moscow. Gorky Park is the 
preferred recreational space for residents and guests of Moscow. Its 
modern layout is based on the layout developed by the great Soviet avant-
garde architect, Konstantin Melnikov in 1929. The primary composition 

of the plan is based a rhombus set along the main axis of the Park; 
the centre of the square was to have been occupied by a fountain, a 
one-kilometre long avenue connecting the Krymskiy val and 
Neskuchniy Garden and gently curving lines of walkways. The Park has 
been reorganised over the years by other architects, without respecting 
the original plan. Particular changes include:

the Park, spoiling the appearance of the Park, in many case unrelated to 
recreational activities;

(drainage, soil subsidence and illumination system).

The aim of our plan is to modify this situation and to create an all-
weather, multipurpose complex, capable of making Gorky Park a point of 
attraction for residents and visitors of Moscow. Our concept is thus based on 
the following principles:

1. A return to the original structure, defined by a new functional value, with 
Melnikov’s arch-shaped layout converted into a network of water features 
that permeate the Park.

2. The restoration and preservation of historical examples of cultural 
heritage, including the realisation of the Melnikov’s fountain and 
improvements to its construction; the reconstruction of the lost 
‘Torgsektor’ kiosks, provided with a new function; the construction of a 
monument to the Soviet avant-garde (based on the monument conceived 
of by Melnikov comprised of the intersection of two cones, symbolising 
on the one hand resistance and, on the other, the eternal desire for the 
infinite); the reconstruction of the hexagon pavilion deigned by Zholtovsky, 
to host a library, exhibition and other information spaces, usable also 
during the winter months; the reconstruction of ‘Mahorka’ pavilion as 
new exhibition space; the recreation, on the opposite bank of the river, of 
the USSR Pavilion.

3. Connection with the nature of Constructivism (required for a 
favourable perception of the architectural ensemble).
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4. Multi-level, multi-functional accessibility to the Park for all groups 
of people (for more efficient uses of the territory and the creation of 
attractive urban spaces: a large open space for various activities, the 
organisation of additional parking spaces, bicycle rental).

*Students: Irene Amici, Andrea De Benedetto, Francesca Romano, Francesca 
Cecconi, Yulia Markelova, Kirill Udakov, Dima Terehov, Victor Gerasymenko, 
Natalia Gushina, Anna Torova, E. Chugunova, M. Gredunova, S. Milesmin, 
V. Vorobyev, Marta Bentia, Maxim Kulpin, Dmitry Masleha, Alexandre Popov.

17.1.6 INTERNATIONAL STUDENT 
WORKSHOP - MOSCOW, 18-22 APRIL, 2011
ALESSIA CERQUA ARCHITECT / PH.D IN URBAN PLANNING
CARLO NUTI ARCHITECT/URBAN PLANNER / SENIOR RESEARCHER / 
SAPIENZA UNIVERSITY OF ROME

The “20th Century Russian avant-garde: Moscow’s central Gorky Amusement 
Park and its Surroundings” workshop, held in Moscow from the 18th to 
the 22nd of April, 2011, saw the meeting of students from the Sapienza 
University of Rome’s Master Landscape Architecture degree course,  
the Kiev National University of Construction and Architecture (KNUCA)  
and the Architecture Faculty of the Moscow State Academy of Municipal 
Economy and Construction (MGAKHiS), as had happened a month  
before in Kiev.
The purpose of the workshop was to test the various approaches  
of the students and encourage them to propose suitable, innovative solutions 
regarding the topic of the recovery and rehabilitation of Gorky Park,  
designed by Melnikov in 1928 along the Moskva River. At the time, the 
park presented numerous large-scale changes in the spirit of its layout, 
appearance and uses from those of the original project,.
The first day, the components of the three groups of Italian, Russian  
and Ukrainian students and teachers made an extensive survey  
of the Constructivist areas of the park, and the next day met for 
the formation of study groups and the illustration of the historical 

characteristics of the site and the work of Konstantin Melnikov.  
The four groups of students were each made up of by one Italian student, 
one Ukrainian student and two Russian students.  
The first work session of the workshop and the final roundtable with the 
award ceremony were held in the Rusakov Club (1927-1929),  
also designed by Melnikov: the originality of the building was to be found 
in the organization of the main hall and other internal spaces in a flexible 
system of distinct environments which could be combined (as required) into 
one single large volume. Over the course of the workshop,  
the various approaches of the teachers and students of different countries 
and disciplines (town planning, information technology, architecture, 
botany, landscape) were put to the test, which on occasion generated 
debate - sometimes heated - which enriched the students’ work.  
The individual groups carried out an analysis and interpretation  
of the spaces, functions and prospective scenarios, both in the current 
situation and in the original project. The aim of the design proposals  
was that of restoring the spirit of Melnikov’s design through its ‘re-reading’ 
and the use of the new tools available. Not modernization, then,  
but the introduction of new signs of stratification remaining in the spirit 
of the Constructivist avant-garde. The first day, as mentioned above, 
the groups worked from the Rusakov Club. The theatre was undergoing 
renovation and therefore everything took place between the charm  
of an articulated, complex and significant structure and a lack  
of adequate facilities. 
They later moved to a facility for students and teachers with rooms  
and equipment suited to design work. What emerged were differences  
in methodological approaches: in both the analytical and the design stages, 
the Italian students worked with the unitary overall scenario of the entire 
park and its perceptual and functional integration in the relevant urban 
context in mind, while the Russian and Ukrainian students tended  
to focus more upon the design of individual elements and single 
architectural and botanical elements. The contributions of the individual 
teachers and the skills of the students allowed the issue of this diversity of 
operational vision to be overcome, and, like all diversity,  
if proposed opportunely, it led to the enrichment of the experience. 
The students organised themselves and played their role well in an 
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international scenario, identifying highly valuable working methods  
and planning languages for content and graphical representation.  
The four project summaries proposed interesting suggestions  
for the revitalization of the park, offering innovative technical solutions 
and recovering its original, clearly constructivist structure, making it 
once again legible. The high quality of the individual projects made it very 
difficult to select the winners.

RUSAKOV COMMUNAL WORKERS’ CLUB
MOSCOW
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MOSCOW’S CENTRAL GORKY AMUSEMENT PARK AND ITS SURROUNDINGS - WINNER PROJECT
PROJECT BY IRENE AMICI, MARTA BENTIA, MAXIM KULPIN, DMITRY MASLEHA, 
ALEXANDRE POPOV
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17.1.7 MASTER’S  DEGREE: MGAKHIS
VADIM N. SEMENOV PROFESSOR / MOSCOW STATE ACADEMY OF THE 
MUNICIPAL ECONOMY AND CONSTRUCTION / MGAKHiS

THESIS OF STUDENT A.N. TOROVA
“CONSERVATION OF MOSCOW HERITAGE 
OF THE ‘20S AND ‘30S WITH ENGINEERING 
WORK IN THE AREA DELINEATED BY 
THE SERPUKHOV SHAFT AND SHUKHOV, 
SHABOLOSVSKY AND HAVSKY STREETS (THE 
2_RKM AREA)”

The area in question is part of the RKM_Save Urban Heritage tourist 
itinerary, containing an architectural monument of the 1920s (the Havsko-
Shabolovsky housing estate, accepted as being the work of N. N. Travin, 
B. N. Blochin, etc.) and the adjacent territory, delineated by the Serpukhov 
shaft and Shukhov, Shabolosvsky and Havsky streets . The surrounding area 
contains artifacts built in the 1920s and ‘30s, including the Communal House 
(arch. Volfenzon, S. Ayzikovich, E.Volkov), “the 1st Zamoskvorechye” houses 
and the radio tower on Shabolovka ( V.G.Shukhov).
The aim of the work was the study of the inhabited areas constructed in 
Moscow in the ‘20s and ‘30s of the last century, the development of the 
reconstruction of the superstructure of a house on Lesteva street and the 
creation of underground parking beneath Shabolovka street.
The work drew on materials from the technical inventory of the Moscow 
Bureau archives and domestic and foreign publications (109 sources), 
including a dissertation by Kowalewski (2002). Factual data was 
examined, measurements taken and the artifacts were analysed and 
photographed.
The study of these materials allowed many of the changes made to the 
territory and artefacts located within it in recent years to be remedied. 
The density of the population living in the territory in question has 
considerably increased: the areas between houses are now filled with cars 
and garages, and the buildings are neglected and have become outdated, no 
longer corresponding to the modern norms of comfortable accommodation.
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PAG.76/77 DEVELOPMENT OF THE 
HAVSKO-SHABOLOVSKY HOUSING ESTATE 
AND ADJACENT TERRITORY
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THESIS OF STUDENT N.A. GUSHCHINA
“CONSERVATION OF MOSCOW HERITAGE OF 
THE ‘20S AND ‘30S WITH RECONSTRUCTION 
AND ENGINEERING WORK WITHIN THE 
TERRITORY OF THE M. GORKIY TSPKIO PARK 
(ARCH. K.S. MELNIKOV) WITH PROJECT 
FOR THE REALIZATION OF THE CENTRAL 
FOUNTAIN (1928) (THE 1_RKM AREA)”

The subject of this study is an architectural monument of the 1920s – the Gorky 
Central Park of Culture and Leisure, or TsPKIO (arch. K.S.Melnikov, 1928-30), 
which is now, together with the surrounding territory, part of the RKM_Save 
Urban Heritage tourist itinerary. Due to neglect, the cultural importance of this 
example of avant-garde landscape architecture has been forgotten.
The reconstruction and restoration of the designer’s plan required a detailed 
understanding of the layers of historical changes which had taken place in 
the park.
The purpose of the work was the study and restoration of the original design 
of the structure and the principal architectural and visual elements of 
landscape architecture monuments built in the TsPKIO in 1928 (arch. K.S. 
Melnikov), including:

actually realized, which Melnikov described as “People walking under 
sparkling streams of water”;

reconstruction of “Shestigrannik’s” (arch. I.V. Zholtovsky), constructed 
for the VSHV exhibition of 1923 and later moved to the modern TsPKIO 
area, and other historical and cultural heritage artifacts in the park and 
surrounding area.

For the work, modern research materials regarding the historical artefacts (36 
sources) were used, factual data was examined, measurements were taken 
and the objects in the TsPKIO territory were analysed and photographed.

For the first time, the borders of the TsPKIO territory  (1928-30), which 
stretched from the Crimean shaft to the Kaluga (including also the 
Neskuchniy garden, and, since  1931, the territory of Vorobyovy Gory), were 
established. In 1930 the zoning and planning of the territory, as well as the 
layout plan for TsPKIO architectural objects designed by K.S. Melnikova, 
were revealed. 
The comparative analysis of the planning proposals for the VSHV territory 
by arch. I.V.  Zholtovsky in 1923, and for the TsPKIO by arch. K.S. Melnikov 
in 1928, and arch. A.V. Vlasov in 1933-35 allowed alterations to the layout of 
the park territory and architecture which had been made in recent years to 
be remedied. All available evidence shows that the borders of the TsPKIO 
landscape architecture monument should be expanded to the Kaluga 
outpost, and that Melnikov was the sole designer of the monument created 
in 1928-30 and over the following years.
The reconstruction project of the central fountain on the main avenue was 
executed in accordance with Melnikov’s surviving sketch. Reconstruction of 
the top and bottom orchestra seats of the main avenue were also carried 
out: these were connected by a wide stairway instead of the existing 
balustrade, which had divided them. The half-kilometre wide avenue, whose 
scenery was designed by Melnikov in 1928, was thereby restored without 
being dismembered.
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THE TERRITORIAL ANALYSIS OF 1_RKM AREA ACCORDING TO EXISTING 
TOWN-PLANNING DOCUMENTATION
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3D ARCHITECTURAL PLANNING PROPOSALS FOR FOUNTAIN
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18. THE TECHNICAL 
WORKSHOPS 
NICOLA PARAVATI RAETHIA REAL ESTATE

INTRODUCTION 
Sustainable urban renewal means not simply the renovation or rebuilding 
of portions or elements of the city, but also the promotion of the city’s 
economic development through its history and cultural roots, allowing 
tourists to discover new artistic and cultural attractions and local inhabitants 
to interpret the morphology of their neighbourhoods, developing a sense of 
identity and belonging based on awareness of their own history. Promoting 
urban regeneration culture to administrators and investors, will help the 
cities of Moscow and Kiev to exploit their modern heritage, making them 
aware of the relevance of the urban and architectural experiments of the 
early 20th century as anticipations of the modern trends in architecture and 
contemporary art.
Local administrations’ ambitions regarding urban and conservation 
policies, the speculative and unscrupulous approach of many investors 
and local people’s lack of awareness of the history of avant-garde 
architecture immediately emerged as obstacles to the success of the 
project. For this reason, awareness-raising, sharing and promotion were 
the three building blocks upon which it was decided to construct the 
technical workshops, an integral part of the project’s fieldwork of the 
project and opportunity for meeting and debate with the local actors, 
students, residents, investors and administrators. Interpreting the 
buildings created by the constructivist architectural movement not simply 
as functional objects but as the synthesis of a wholly unique artistic 
moment, emphasizing the cultural and urban planning momentum 
of the architects of the day, and restoring that dignity abandoned by a 
political vision more interested in achieving macro-economic results 
than in pursuing conservation, protection, regeneration and valorisation: 
these were the initial reflections which led to the identification of the city 
workshop’s general objectives:

1  raising awareness among local politicians, entrepreneurs and users of 
sustainable economic approaches to urban development through the 
tools of development and  regeneration to restore to buildings their 
architectural, historical and cultural heritage value, their dignity and their 
rightful place in the context of the urban fabric, proposing and identifying 
innovative directions, methods and approaches;

2. proposing tools, policies and approaches to local economic development 
through urban regeneration which could be applied to the cities of 
Kiev and Moscow, and in particular to the architectural complexes in 
question;

3. determining how best to communicate the real value of the architectural 
complexes in question to citizens, tourists and the media, supporting and 
developing awareness through active outreach initiatives in the field and 
local marketing work targeting investment and the development of the 
local tourism offer.

Awareness of new methodologies, the sharing of approaches and 
international best practices, the identification of strategies for sustainable 
urban marketing and the construction of tourism and study itineraries 
aimed at the promotion and dissemination of knowledge about the 
objectives identified during the study phases of the project were the 
priorities upon which the programs of the individual technical workshops 
were constructed.
A total of eight events were held (4 in Moscow and 4 in Kiev).

The technical workshops were realised with the aim of:

development and urban regeneration projects;

discussion;

initiatives for the architectures in question;

realization of possible initiatives from each workshop.
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The topics identified as useful for the aims of the project were the following:
1. Methodologies and approaches for sustainable local economic 

development;
2. PPP: Public Private Partnerships in local redevelopment and regeneration 

projects;
3. Territorial marketing in support of redevelopment and regeneration 

projects: communicate and promote the story of an area;
4. Marketing of tourism for the promotion of the city: make the area and the 

urban fabric attractive.

The workshops, tailored to the nature of the two cities, dealt with 
international best practices and concluded with a consultation and the 
discussion of opportunities and eventual methods of application of these 
practices in the urban realities of Moscow and Kiev.
Local partners contributed in turn to the identification of policy makers, 
entrepreneurs, associations and community and citizen representatives 
who were directly or indirectly involved in the planning and development of 
the territory. This allowed us to analyse the problems and limitations of the 
proposed approaches from various points of view: socially, legislatively and 
in terms of investors’ expectations.
The involvement of the media was secured through the work of local 
partners to disseminate the project’s aims and involve the public.
While the first two workshops were held at the beginning and in parallel with 
the stages of study and research regarding the other aspects of the project, 
the workshops devoted to marketing the area and local tourism ended the 
programme by offering concrete output in support of the permanence of the 
project’s results, even after the funding period.
Furthermore, though the first two technical workshops were two days long, 
with one day dedicated to presentation and the second to planning and 
discussion, the last two were held over an entire week. This decision was 
piloted by the realisation that in order to provide profitable and pragmatic 
output, direct contact between the partners was necessary to improve 
synergies and interaction.

The execution foresaw the completion of four different phases, as illustrated below:

The direction thus undertaken implied:

for exchange and sharing;

development hypotheses;

pilot project (one in Kiev and one in Moscow) developed as a result of 
cooperation between teachers and students of Rome, Kiev and Moscow 
universities and the technicians involved in the creation of the city tours; 

at the enhancement and promotion of the architectural avant-garde 
heritage through tourist routes. 

WORK SCHEDULE, ACTORS  
AND TARGET
As regards the first two technical workshops, scouting and PR work 

identified and involved those directly responsible for noted European projects 
of urban regeneration.
Each international project was presented, taking into account:
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In addition, the local partners (for Kiev and Moscow) participated in the 
preparatory phase by identifying one or two sample projects for each 
workshop in their territory, in order to present its characteristics, the 
approaches taken and the methods of development.
The discussion phase scheduled in for the second day of the workshop 
gathered the project representatives and local experts identified by the 
partners together for a round table.
In total, about 1,000 people participated in the various technical workshops. 
The categories represented were the following:

and architectural and environmental conservation;

promotion of architectural heritage;

OUTPUT, CRITICALITY  
AND SPECIFICITY
The work conducted in the technical workshop allowed the identification 
and development of themes useful in developing approaches, identifying 
obstacles and proposing solutions to support new concepts of sustainable 
urban development for the protection and regeneration of the avant-garde 
heritage and launch initiatives to raise awareness among the various 
groups and categories of persons directly involved (citizens, administrators, 
stakeholders, associations, entrepreneurs, international community).
Following the conclusion of the technical workshop, it became clear that 
the city of Moscow and the stakeholders had developed a more mature 
awareness of the issue of safeguarding and promoting of cultural heritage. 
There are several associations in Moscow which have for years been 
working on this issue, studying it and actively fighting for it to be recognised, 

particularly by the political class. The state of the art in Kiev is different. 
Because of cultural legacies and reticence linked primarily to the conflictual 
situation in which Ukrainian culture finds itself in relation to that of Russia, 
buildings of the Soviet period are perceived as representing a dark period 
of national history. Citizens, politicians and social groups have chosen the 
path of Ukrainian nationalism, and protection is granted almost exclusively 
to monuments, buildings and historical sites belonging to the history of the 
Ukrainian nation. Despite these premises, in Kiev there was a good response 
both from the local administration and the scientific and intellectual 
community, who have been responsive to the arguments of RKM and 
participated in the workshops as well as in the other project activities such 
as the pilot project, developed on the area of Santa Sophia, the guided tours 
and the definition of itineraries for RKM_web application.
Students and young people in general have been the most sensitised 
and attentive group, particularly as regards the sharing of international 
experiences. Even though knowledge of the historical, technical and artistic 
value of Soviet architecture in Kiev seems to be shared only by academics, 
RKM tried to spread the issues of heritage valorisation to a wider audience. 84



MOSCOW TECHNICAL WORKSHOP: THEMES, CURRENT SITUATION, 
CAUSE OF PROBLEMS, ACTION

GUIDELINES 1 (MOSCOW) DIALOGUE BETWEEN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE

THEME CURRENT SITUATION CAUSE OF PROBLEM ACTION
Public-private dialogue in processes of 
urban regeneration and promotion of 
the territory.

While dialogue between public and 
private on the themes of sustainable 
urban development in Italy and Europe 
is possible and is an effective tool for 
planning, dialogue between public 
and private in Moscow and Russia 
is impossible, or at least extremely 
difficult.

The problem is cultural and 
communicational: public and private 
speak different languages, the public 
is too devoted to bureaucracy and 
the private too devoted to immediate 
economic return and efficiency, 
without considering the social and 
ethical effects of its business.

In the design of initiatives for urban 
development, the common good 
is almost never analysed. These 
initiatives are not seen as tools 
capable of restoring a public utility to 
the collective, but rather the public 
uses its veto to leave things as they 
are. Conservation is understood 
as a static concept, and a culture 
of promotion and adaptation of 
buildings under the constraints to 
uses and functions more suited to 
metamorphosis, able to respond to 
the requirements of the city’s new 
markets, modern and more useful 
to the new needs of the citizens is 
lacking. 

GUIDELINES 2 (MOSCOW) COMMUNICATION AND NEW MODELS

THEME CURRENT SITUATION CAUSE OF PROBLEM ACTION

Communication in support of the 
RKM project to raise awareness of the 
processes among actors and initiate a 
new cultural approach to the theme of 
urban regeneration.

There are successful examples in 
Moscow and in Russia but these are 
not publicised and the inhabitants and 
public administration are unaware 
of them. Even in the international 
context, Moscow and Russia remain 
isolated as regards best practice 
and the sharing of best practice, and 
debate on policies and approaches for 
urban regeneration and the promotion 
of cultural and historical heritage.

Not enough attention is paid to 
problems of communication. The 
reasons for this can be traced back 
to the lack of opportunities for 
discussion of these issues and the 
absence of a network approach on 
the part of administrations both on 
a local and international scale. The 
citizens are not included either in the 
process of participation or in that of 
a communicative approach, and this 
distances them from the issue and 
reduces their position from that of 
transformation actors to mere extras.

A communication campaign is 
required aimed at the target of 
regeneration and of urban and 
building promotion: politicians and 
administrators, businesspeople and 
constructors, citizens, professional 
associations and students. The 
RKM_Save Urban Heritage project can 
contribute towards:
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GUIDELINES 3 (MOSCOW) IDENTITY AND MODERN ARCHITECTURE

THEME CURRENT SITUATION CAUSE OF PROBLEM ACTION

The Constructivist avant-garde as 
element of identity and national 
interest, urban regeneration and 
tourist attraction.

Constructivism and the buildings 
belonging to the movement are not 
commonly recognised as elements 
of a national identity towards which 
mechanisms for the conservation 
and promotion should be initiated. 
Their poor conditions or lack of 
maintenance have contributed to the 
consolidation of this idea.

The buildings of the period are often 
forgotten, their historical value 
deriving almost exclusively from 
the memories of those who inhabit 
them. There is no awareness of their 
architectural value. They are almost 
always in isolated urban contexts, 
incapable of offering new functions 
and new services.

Communication and information 
initiatives are necessary, aimed at 
building an enlarged perception which 
recognises in Constructivism and its 
architectural avant-garde part of the 
city’s cultural heritage Constructivist 
sites should be promoted from a new 
perspective, even through the support 
of the international community.

 

GUIDELINES 4 (MOSCOW) CONSERVATION, PROMOTION AND REGENERATION

THEME CURRENT SITUATION CAUSE OF PROBLEM ACTION

Conservation viewed from a position of 
promotion and regeneration.

The concept of conservation prevails 
over that of regeneration and 
promotion. This approach is limited 
to a policy of protection through 
the tool of the veto, and thematic 
considerations such as change of 
function or compensation or other 
innovative urban design tools are not 
taken into consideration.

The concept of conservation is 
never associated with the concept 
of development and promotion. The 
ideas voiced by the Russian lecturers 
and public at the city workshop 
demonstrated a clear separation 
between the two terms. Conservation 
is not associated with a concept of 
economic structural development. 
This vision does not allow the 
conserved building to be viewed as a 
potentially useful economic asset for 
the community and the market. Taking 
what has happened in various parts 
of Europe as an example, approaches 
to regeneration should be based upon 
a mixture of public usefulness and 
profit, understood also as an increase 
of the initial economic value.

Initiate action aimed at the study 
and identification of the value of the 
building or complex belonging to 
the Constructivist avant-garde. In 
any existing building inventory, and 
a new one is to be realised by the 
RKM project, the data collected is 
limited to a purely technical vision 
of the individual building, and does 
not investigate its economic value 
nor that of possible promotion and 
development through the study of 
new functions and services which the 
buildings themselves could offer.
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GUIDELINES 5 (MOSCOW) COORDINATION AND MANAGEMENT OF INITIATIVES

THEME CURRENT SITUATION ORIGIN OF PROBLEM ACTION

Dealing with the problem of the 
development and regeneration of 
individual buildings from a systematic 
point of view.

The buildings in question are currently 
represented as single objects. 
Protests, conservation initiatives 
and attempts at regeneration are 
linked to the individual building and 
are increasingly badly-coordinated 
and motivated by direct interests, 
principally those of the historic 
inhabitants of the surrounding areas.

The issue has never been approached 
systematically. Conservation and 
regeneration are always seen as the 
problem of small local communities 
and therefore easily resolvable 
through political micro-equilibriums

Promote a systematic approach for 
conservation and regeneration. This 
approach would facilitate:
- recognition of Constructivist 
architectural heritage en masse as 
cultural heritage and national identity
- initiating the search for investors in 
a systematic manner which would be 
therefore more appetising in terms of 
values and scale, 
- realise a green book which collects 
the objects of study, their current 
state, work carried out on each of the 
buildings, and their potential
- define guidelines and suggestions 
in support of the work of local 
administrators

KIEV TECHNICAL WORKSHOP: THEMES, CURRENT SITUATION, CAUSE 
OF PROBLEMS, ACTION

GUIDELINES 1 (KIEV) NORMATIVE CONTEXT AND NEW MODELS FOR LOCAL DEVELOPMENT

THEME CURRENT SITUATION ORIGIN OF PROBLEM ACTION

Selection of conservation and 
regeneration initiatives, identification 
of approaches and coordination of 
work.

There is clear uncertainty in the 
normative framework as regards 
conservation, regeneration and 
promotion of historical heritage. In 
particular, the council administration 
of Kiev still does not recognise 
the buildings deriving from Soviet 
architecture as heritage to be 
protected.

In local policy there is no concept of 
historical landscape, and this leads to 
inadequacies in initiatives and policies 
of protection and conservation. There 
is no legislative base which delimits 
possibilities for initiatives or gives 
and idea of what can or cannot be 
done to historical buildings. Expert 
restorers are almost never involved 
in regeneration and recovery work on 
historical buildings.

Urban regeneration, conservation 
and protection initiatives are needed. 
The institution of a single control 
room for all the local territory for the 
coordination of conservation initiatives 
and the choice of the best initiatives 
to launch. The control room should 
be able to choose the most suitable 
type of initiative and encourage debate 
between the various professionals 
involved. It should also present itself 
to citizens with a single voice and 
recognisable identity.
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GUIDELINES 2 (KIEV) SOVIET ARCHITECTURE AND THE CITY

THEME CURRENT SITUATION CAUSE OF PROBLEM ACTION

Construction of a collective 
consciousness of themes of respect 
for the territory, sustainable urban 
development and the historical value 
of buildings.

The concept of the historical building 
has no value if referred to the modern 
history of Ukraine. There is no 
interest in Soviet architecture. The 
architectural avant-garde of the ‘20s 
and ‘30s has been forgotten by the 
population and the politicians. Books 
on Constructivism lie covered in dust 
on the highest shelves of libraries. The 
mass media, which in other European 
countries play a fundamental role 
in proposing issues for debate and 
exposing unethical and damaging 
behaviour for the territory, are 
indifferent to the issue.

Conditions of scarce awareness on the 
part of the citizens of local historical 
buildings and their reason for being 
present on the urban territory. There 
is a complete lack of communication 
and information on valuable individual 
buildings with the consequent risk of a 
loss of identity and roots.   

Kiev is not Kharkov, the Ukrainian 
city with the highest concentration of 
buildings belonging to the avant-garde 
architecture of the last century. The 
capital of the Ukraine nation is home 
to television channels, the press and 
the mass media in general, as well 
as the political centre of the country. 
Communication initiatives could 
provide an opportunity to maximise 
their impact and stimulate imitation 
in other cities too. These initiatives 
should be planned and constructed 
around concepts of collective 
awareness and the direct involvement 
of the citizens, to develop an idea of a 
modern Kiev which looks to the future 
and promotes its history, including 
that of the recent past.

GUIDELINES 3 (Kiev) SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT OF THE TERRITORY

THEME CURRENT SITUATION CAUSE OF PROBLEM ACTION

Diffusion of a culture of responsibility 
and sustainability among 
administrators and businesspeople.

Kiev constructors of Kiev expect much 
higher profits than their colleagues 
in the rest of Europe. There is a 
problem of the structuring of works, 
and initiatives in the territory are often 
disproportionate. The administrators 
do not consider this to be a problem. 
There is no real constructive dialogue 
between those managing political 
decision-making power and the 
world of business. The administration 
does not seem interested in new 
urban planning tools, such as Project 
Financing, for the development of the 
territory.

Kiev businesspeople are often lacking 
the tools necessary for recognising 
the values of a historical building, 
and corruption means there are few 
obstacles in the way of the realisation 
of objectives. The political class 
is trapped in this, system which is 
firmly rooted in the local mentality. 
There are no resources in the council 
budget for promotion, protection and 
regeneration initiatives.

Action to fight this status quo 
is needed. The help of those 
conscientious politicians who ,during 
the RKM_Save Urban Heritage 
workshop, allowed the use of the 
council archives for the identification 
of buildings and areas of the city at 
risk should be solicited. It is necessary 
to support these approaches and 
encourage them among the citizens. 
A more aware and ethical approach to 
local building development investment 
should be promoted. The Shukov 
foundation of Moscow is a fantastic 
example, which could be exported 
to Kiev. It is vital to train old and new 
administrators in the use of new and 
virtuous tools for urban design and 
development.
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GUIDELINES 4 (KIEV) TOURISM FLOWS AND NEW OPPORTUNITIES

THEME CURRENT SITUATION CAUSE OF PROBLEM ACTION

Implementing the tourism offer in 
the city. The historical patrimony 
of the modern age as an element 
of attraction for tourism and 
differentiation of flows.

Except for some single initiatives 
carried out by private individuals, 
there are no alternative tourism 
itineraries in the city. Organised 
tours are limited to those historical 
buildings and religious complexes 
most important for the origins of the 
Ukrainian nation. There is no vision 
for developing alternative itineraries 
and differentiating incoming tourism. 
There is no signage system for 
modern architectural works and 
it is difficult to find them, obtain 
information on their architects and 
original function in the urban territory.

There is a lack of widespread 
awareness of the city’s potential for 
attraction, as well as for alternative 
itineraries. Administrators and 
inhabitants do not promote the city’s 
modern history as they consider it 
a painful period linked to the Soviet 
occupation.There is seemingly no 
coordination of activities dedicated to 
the attraction and development of the 
tourism attraction. This situation has 
left alternative proposals to traditional 
tours entirely in the hands of private 
business.

It is necessary to develop a campaign 
of information aimed at restoring 
dignity to modern Kiev. Reread 
its history, even the most painful 
and darkest parts, to present it to 
its visitors under a new light. The 
administration should support 
private business initiatives linked to 
the development of an alternative 
to the business tourism which 
currently represents the majority of 
local tourism. Promoting modern 
architecture through initiatives linked 
to the internet, the identification 
of new alternative itineraries, the 
realisation of information signage for 
each building considered valuable. 
This solution would allow not only the 
offer of a service to tourists but would 
also have a positive effect upon local 
inhabitants as regards both awareness 
of the potential attraction and the 
historical promotion of their city.

GUIDELINES 5 (KIEV) YOUNG PEOPLE FOR A CHANGE OF MENTALITY

THEME CURRENT SITUATION CAUSE OF PROBLEM ACTION

Young people and the city; tomorrow’s 
professionals, inhabitants, and 
administrators.

The Kiev city workshops were held at 
the architecture faculty of the State 
University. This choice permitted the 
discussion to be brought directly into 
contact with the students. A youthful 
audience showed strong interest in 
themes regarding the conservation, 
regeneration and protection of 
their city’s architectural heritage. 
While public administrators and 
professionals are resigned towards 
any status quo in power in the city, 
the young people showed a powerful 
sensibility and renewed sense of 
belonging.

The University represents a resource 
and motor to restore energy and 
vitality to the city in many of the 
projects of urban regeneration and 
development of the territory. In Kiev, 
the young seem to be completely 
excluded from any decision or initiative 
on these themes, and the university 
itself is considered for its academic 
value rather than as a centre of vitality.

This natural attitude that the young 
people of Kiev showed regarding 
the themes of the RKM_Save Urban 
Heritage project must be promoted. 
The public administration should 
attempt to coordinate and involve 
the energies of the young and the 
university and act upon their love 
of their city and their creativity. 
Initiating competitions which involve 
young architects more, events and 
exhibitions at historical and valuable 
architectural internodes so as to bring 
these spaces to life and supply them 
with new functions.
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OUTPUT: PILOT PROJECT AND 
INTERNET APPLICATION
While on the one hand it was interesting to give life to dynamics of 
intercultural and inter-sectorial debate and discussion, on the other, the 
need to create output which took as a starting point the points identified 
and aimed at the creation of effective operational instruments at the 
service of the various actors involved emerged. The outputs have the aim of 
contributing in an innovative manner to the promotion of individual buildings, 
entire portions of the city and tourist itineraries, and were developed 
with the objective of promoting new and sustainable approaches to urban 
development and promotion of the architectural heritage of Kiev and 
Moscow.
Thanks to joint work with local partners, the technical workshops produced 
two principal outputs within the overall project based upon the two cities:

OUTPUT 1: Pilot Project
OUTPUT 2: Internet Application

OUTPUT 1: PILOT PROJECT *
Thanks to the collaboration of technicians, teachers and students from the 
Architecture faculty of Sapienza University of Rome, the Architecture faculty 
of Kiev State University and that of Moscow, two projects, one for Kiev and 
one for Moscow, were created with different approaches to the enhancement 
and urban and architectural redevelopment of areas of the city containing 
buildings belonging to the Constructivist period.
The pilot projects were developed with a dual aim:
- to offer to local administrations ideas and suggestions for urban 
regeneration which take innovative and sustainable approaches;
- to support a substantive exchange of experiences between the various 
actors involved in the project.

THE AREA INVOLVED IN THE MOSCOW PILOT PROJECT 

 

 THE AREA INVOLVED IN THE KIEV PILOT PROJECT
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 The pilot projects yielded very positive results in terms of cooperation 
between different cities regarding issues of urban and architectural 
regeneration, with the aim of continued sharing and an ongoing 
intercultural approach, and were developed upon the framework of the 
urban approach utilised by the Rome urban master plan, which today 
represents one of the most interesting examples of urban planning in 
Europe, especially as regards the methodology used to identify, protect 
and develop areas of the city containing buildings and urban spaces of high 
historical and cultural value.
The integration between the pilot project, Guided Tour (for a detailed 
description of the Guided Tour, please see the related section of this volume) 
and cataloguing of objects of architectural heritage, led to the initial tourist 
Itineraries, constituting the base for the development of RKM_Application.

OUTPUT 2: RKM_APPLICATION*
The RKM Application, which upon completion will be available for 
download or consulted on the websites of the project itself, was designed 
and developed in order to provide local authorities, partners and local 
associations with a tool for the development of alternative tourist 
itineraries accessible to all tourists without limits of geography or time, 
and following recent trends and opportunities in interactive communication 
in mobile media, thanks to the data obtained during the development of 
the pilot projects, the cataloguing and identification of properties and the 
identification of itineraries for the Guided Tours.
Through three phases (Visit, Exploration and Research) the application 
allows the user to access pre-planned tours, create new ones, find the 
nearest properties thanks to GPS, listen to an audioguide throughout the 
tour or on a single property and obtain historical information on the architect 
and anecdotes about the city and the historical period.

* please see the relative section of this volume for a detailed description
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19. TOWARDS 
A COMMON 
METHODOLOGY 
FOR RECOVERY 
OF AVANT-GARDE 
ARCHITECTURE:  
THE CASE OF KIEV 
AND MOSCOW 

19.1 RKM_SAVE URBAN 
HERITAGE: AN OPPORTUNITY TO 
EXCHANGE KNOW-HOW 
ELIO TRUSIANI RESEARCHER / SAPIENZA UNIVERSITY OF ROME / PH.D IN 
URBAN PLANNING

In 2008 the Municipality of Rome approved its new Master Plan: this 
milestone in the history of Roman urban planning is the result of a 
conceptual and methodological reflection of considerable importance. 
The methodological approach, with particular reference to its historical 
conditions and actions for its protection, upgrading and enhancement 
became the key elements of the exchange of expertise between the cities of 
Rome, Kiev and Moscow as part of the project RKM_Pilot Projects. 
The most important part of the new plan is to be found in its focus on 

overcoming the old concept of a ‘historic’ centre, linked to the most ancient 
part of the city, substituted by the concept of the ‘historical city’. This key 
element of new plan for Rome generated one of its most popular slogans: 
from the historic centre to the historic city.
This transition resulted in the passage from a closed concept to a focus 
on the enormous development potential settlement of a heritage that 
only with this plan is considered in its complexity: assume that the value 
differences characterize the different parts of the city, know how to describe, 
preserve and at the same time suggesting new and strategic/programmatic 
relationship between the parties both within and between the historic 
city and this city of more recent formation, most likely to consolidate and 
transform. This overcomes the manner of unitary treatment for entire areas 
and read through its tissues, the current needs of trying to give change, or 
return, after the historic city on the difficult task to adjust the value, to direct 
redevelopment strategies, build the conditions of the project, giving it a leading 
role in the scenario of the project actions provided.
In the Plan of Rome, conservation and transformation are conducted in 
two ways: first according to a regulatory approach and second, instead, of 
programmatic way. The first is restricted to homogeneous urban fabric, 
while the second is directed to urban areas strategic for the activation 
dynamics also transformative. The story takes place in the historic city fabric 
and open spaces, unlike what has been done previously with the traditional 
zoning turns to indicate the area ‘A’ of the old town, this shows very different 
modes of aggregation and morphological conformation, architectural and 
construction of buildings and open spaces, returning briefly historical 
periods and different cultures of training. The areas of strategic planning, 
however, represent the backbone of the plan and summarize the results of 
the research design of instrumentation capable of bringing to a framework 
of consistent urban facts belonging to different categories and analytical 
standards, but linked by relational links structuring in reference to the 
‘dual system’ of values   and functions. Next to the policy of protection and 
preservation, the plan of Rome identifies a strongly innovative with regard 
to urban regeneration in terms of change and transformation, recognizing 
the system of differences, the value of history and the history of the city, the 
resource value primary for a sustainable urban design, natural and physical 
environment. Therefore the protection and preservation, are no longer 
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meant only as a constraint/trigger, but as a stimulus for new input to the 
processes of urban consolidation and adjustment of the city according to 
that on-going process that moves from the centre to the existing city right 
up to the historical territory. A programming process and a cultural path, 
where the recognition of heritage values   is taken as a starting point for the 
design of cities, historical and contemporary cultural and historical heritage 
is intended, in addition to its own values, as an opportunity, as a ‘quality and 
economic flywheel’ for the project of the contemporary city.
The attempt to define the Roman experience within the framework of the 
RKM_Pilot Project responds on the one hand to one of the project objectives 
and, on the other, to an academic curiosity/desire, shared with our foreign 
colleagues, to proceed with a shared consideration of methodologies and 
instruments as potential future themes of common reasrch, above all as part 
of programmes intended specifically for academic structures. 

19.2 DEFINITION OF AN AMBIT 
OF STRATEGIC PLANNING: THE 
EXAMPLE OF ROME 
SILVIA BRUNELLA D’ASTOLI ARCHITECT / PH.D IN TERRITORIAL AND URBAN 
PLANNING

The experiences and reflections in place by the last fifty years of recovery 
policies have strengthened the idea that the dense and layered memory of 
the ‘old town’ can no longer be confined within the physical perimeter of the 
border city of ancient implant (in the case Rome’s Aurelian Walls), although 
it continues to play a strong symbolic role for the identification of historical 
space. So, it is enhanced, the idea that we need cross this boundary and 
extend attention and recognition as a historic city to a wider territory.
In this sense, the new Master Plan of Rome, approved in 2008, marks a 
decisive turning point of the concept of ‘historic center’ to the definition 
of ‘historic city’, identifying actions for the protection and enhancement of 
cultural heritage that extends to the entire municipality and every historical 
period to Modern and Contemporary too. Thus the story becomes the key 
component for the recovery and the project, not only of the parts considered 
‘historic’ even in the collective imagination, but also the new suburbs: the 

Colosseum but also the Palace of Civilization and Labor at the EUR district, 
Piazza San Pietro and also the Garden City of Montesacro district, Piazza del 
Popolo but also the Art Nouveau buildings of Ostia district. The protection of 
the ancient Roman, Renaissance and Baroque architecture was then added 
also that the city’s nineteenth and twentieth century’s.
The transition from ‘historic center’ to ‘historic city’ not only helps to remove 
the classical approach of functional zoning, but allows the historical memory 
to ‘enter’ within the entire urban area, allowing to take a fresh look at a 
resources of the most peculiar of Rome, which is precisely the spread of 
the values   of history, and expanding the meaning of the term ‘history’ by 
incorporating in it all even values   of modern and contemporary art and the 
places that have a recognized symbolic value for the city. We are facing 
a major methodological leap that wants to give an answer to the ancient 
debate between conservation and transformation.
One of the categories of intervention through which the Master Plan can 
implement this important expansion and enrichment of the concept of 
‘history’, takes place through the Ambits of Strategic Planning which are five 
territorial situations that are considered particularly important for the urban 
redevelopment of the whole organism and are defined primarily by natural, 
historical and traced lines interrelated between them, with morphological 
and functional importance of structuring the settlement, urban and regional 
scale, the ambits are: the Tevere River, the Archaeological Park of Fori–Appia 
Antica, the Ancient Walls, the axis Flaminio-Fori-Eur, the Railway Belt. 
These areas cover some ‘signs’ (natural or anthropic, completely or partially 
preserved) that have marked the development and transformation of the 
city and provide the basis for the identification of strategic resources and 
opportunities to be exploited to promote. The works of the Ambits of Strategic 
Planning attached to the Master Plan are works of address for the timing of 
interventions, these ambits contribute to the preliminary identification of 
scenarios against which to set up specific programs. 
These are five important areas of the city enveloped in a vision of some 
of the physical continuity of its history and excellent signs that can play a 
strategic role in enhancing future. As defined by the Master Plan’s NTA- 
Norme Tecniche di Attuazione (Chapter 6, art.64.): ‘Ambits of Strategic Planning 
include parts of the city which the Plan places a strategic role in order to 
achieve the following objectives:
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a) discover and enhance the traces of the urban settlements and the various 
principles that structure the city and the territory of the municipality; 

b) strengthen the characterizing functional identities, with particular 
reference to the major cultural functions, conference and exhibition, 
tourism and leisure; 

c) contribute to the development and strengthening, according to the 
principles of sustainable mobility, a network of paths, with particular 
reference to the railways system, the parking system, the interchanges 
and intermodality, the pedestrian and cycling and the practicability river.’

The Ambits of Strategic Planning are ‘Zones for the Recovery of Existing 
Buildings’, under the Law No. 457/1978-art. 27 and the goals they have 
identified are primarily pursued through: the Three-year Program of Municipal 
Public Works or the Urban Projects and Integrated Programs.

19.3 TYPES AND TERRITORIAL 
CONTEXTS OF THE TWO STUDY 
AREAS: APPLICATION OF THE 
PROPOSED METHODOLOGY IN 
AREA AROUND THE COMPLEX 
OF ST. SOPHIA IN KIEV AND 
SERPHUKOVSKAYA-USACHEVKA 
AREA IN MOSCOW 
SILVIA BRUNELLA D’ASTOLI ARCHITECT / PH.D IN TERRITORIAL AND URBAN 
PLANNING

The methodology adopted for the construction of both pilot projects in 
Kiev and in Moscow has as an example the applied experience in Rome 
the case of Ambits of Strategic Planning: starting with needs that are of 
(micro) planning, with the intention of arriving at composition of the biggest 
operations in urban economic contributions, financial, business and the 
necessary and fundamental support of the local government, in order to 
trigger interventions to promote and enhance the area. Moreover, in the case 

of Kiev, the pilot project is part and implements studies to be addressed of 
St. Sofia Complex about ‘The Principles of Organizing Urban Redevelopment 
Projects in the Buffer Zone of the St. Sophia Cathedral and Related Monastic 
Buildings in Kiev’, while, in the case of Moscow, the pilot project implements 
some important studies about a cultural centre and a museum in the 
Shukhov Tower Foundation area and study about historical remembrance of 
the project of Melnikov Pavillion and re-design of the area, studies leaded by 
prof. Semenov, University MGAKHiS of Moscow. The phases of the proposed 
methodology was also the result of the needs of the partners involved in the 
RKM project which emerged during the meetings. 
The three phases were:
 1. a descriptive phase, the reading of the structural characteristics of the 

study area, the dynamics that are present. This is a cognitive phase that 
identifies the permanence of environmental signs, anthropic signs, the 
cultural signs.

 2. a phase of interpretive/evaluative identifying vocations of different 
systems, recognizing the strategic importance of character and 
potentialities of places.

 3. a phase characterized by the recognition of so-called Ambits of Strategic 
Planning and construction of project scenarios within which to define 
guidelines and proactive interventions.

The methodology is built according to a procedure step by step through the 
identification of resources and potential in the area and through the list of 
objectives and specific aims. Fundamental binomials of the methodology of 
Ambits of Strategic Planning are: Strategy-Structure, Goals-Actions. 
So it is important to define the objectives and to prefigure since its setting 
a ‘strategic path’ flexible, capable of continuous and developed that could 
be considered a ‘model’ exportable and also applicable in other parts of the 
city. The ‘strategic path’ implies the need to fix some structural invariants, 
consisting primarily of the general infrastructure and the components of the 
natural and historical heritage. Inside these invariant elements are placed 
so-called ‘flexible’, which can be related to the variable ‘time’, i.e. the time 
actual construction projects. The methodology, which derives from that of 
the Ambits of Strategic Planning, addresses the reconfiguration of parts of 
the city, is done on the relationship between different parts of the city who 
are or have been, ideally separated in time, to reconnect within a urban 
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areas only. As a link, rearrangement of these fragments of the city. So the 
task of recognizing these networks more or less obvious, blatant, to identify 
the places from which these relationships can be developed also for the 
presence of some basic components such as a square, a street, a pedestrian 
crossing, or other items that can seem obvious. To carry out this function, 
you must start with an idea from the requirements that that area should have 
to work well, a generalized model, in practice a ‘theory’ re-applicable and 
then combine it to the specific situation of the territory.
Regarding the example of Rome’s Ambits of Strategic Planning they are the 
general part of the scheme of arrangement of the objectives of rehabilitation 
and recovery, while the implementation part, the operational one is entrusted 
to the family of Urban Projects: in the (case) Urban Project Flaminio where 
for some urban areas it is in the planning stage, while others pre-feasibility. 
How to penetrate these different phases of planning? What emerges is that 
there is a thread that puts together, through the feasibility, all the different 
pieces: the strategies, the search for innovative methods with respect to 
some particular topics, the feasibility in terms of sustainability, design, 
process management, etc. 
The tool of Ambits of Strategic Planning is presented as a ‘scheme of 
arrangement’ that shows the ‘resources’ and ‘objectives’ and ‘strategies’, 
going to build a framework of coherence with respect to which, in the later 
stages, it will move to the drafting and development of real projects, urban 
redevelopment and enhancement.
One of the most critical aspects of this project proposal is to address 
the problem of reaching integration with the various offices of the public 
administration on the topic of Ambits of Strategic Planning as examples of 
recovery of historical and architectural constructivism. These two pilot 
projects, in fact, aim to make a ‘flywheel’ for subsequent restoration of the 
historical present in the city of Kiev and in the city of Moscow.

AREA AROUND ST. SOFIA COMPLEX IN KIEV
The pilot project for the area around the complex of St. Sophia in Kiev, 
seeks to identify ‘circuits’ with not only tourist purposes, within an area with 
significant characteristics from the point of view of the historical identity 
of places and how within the study area are present some of the most 
representative places of Kiev, just as the complex of St. Sophia, but also the 

Andriivs’kyi Descent, just to name a few. But this area also contains within 
itself some of the best expressions of the avant-garde of the 20s-30s, which 
are fully included in the historical and cultural heritage of the city.
The study area around the complex of St. Sofia has special characteristics 
compared to other areas of Kiev. This is a consolidated urban system, in 
which there are real historical, cultural value and identity of witnesses 
and areas that have the ability and capacity to implement interventions to 
enhance urban. The plan identifies this area of Kiev ‘High City’, the original 
historic part of the entire settlement and just thinking to prepare a Ambits 
of Strategic Planning for this area also means, perhaps for the first time, put 
more concretely asked what it means to not only constructivist legacy for the 
city of Kiev, but also internationally.
The case of the area of St. Sophia was chosen after a series of meetings with 
other partners in the European project RKM_Save Urban Heritage, this area 
as a strategic area, as already mentioned, in terms of pre-existing historical 
and cultural; as a complex area in its landscape value of the completeness 
of the recognizable and recognized principles of settlement areas not yet 
regained their identity. This is a broader urban context, not just systems of 
mobility or the redefinition of some open spaces and areas of development 
that constitute the margin, but, above all, for what is destined to become 
a view to an integrated view. The area of St. Sophia is a real challenge 
for the construction of such a vision and represents more than a plan of 
recovery and rehabilitation. Describe the characteristics of this pilot project 
means telling the whole scope and objectives of the context, which can be 
summarized in morpho-typological issues of settlements, in rethinking the 
path system and the context, linked to issues of public space aimed at the 
reinterpretation of the fabric historical and margins are not that green, but it 
means also and above all think of examples of moments where participatory 
social involvement, which may arise from this experience.
The study area around the complex of St. Sofia is located in a strategic area 
because ‘hinge’ between the city and the historical consolidated city that 
crowns. Were thus set some very specific objectives and their strategic 
locations. The invariants have identified some elements of connection and 
distribution infrastructure of mobility, some elements of the environmental 
system as the river Dniper and green areas with low wooded escarpments, 
the landmarks of the past history of Kiev such as the St. Sophia Complex and 
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the St. Michael Complex, the Andriivs’kyi Descent, the church of St. Andrew, 
the constructivist architecture including the House of doctors (for further 
details, please refer to Panels). So you have an area rich in pre-existence 
of considerable value, some of which are the most ignored and highlights 
some peculiarities in the area just as the constructivist architecture, or the 
typical inner courtyards, the many green areas and a series of elements rich 
of unexpressed potential such as pedestrian bridge over the Dniper, an old 
disused railway line, a series of abandoned buildings and a touristic dock, 
which seem to be a unicum ready to be boarded and launched the system 
with rest of the city .The first phase of work has allowed the identification 
of elements of continuity of the scope of Sophia: the axes of the complex 
history that just leads to the complex of St. Sophia to the St. Michael and 
the Andriivs’kyi Descent, almost forming an ideal ‘triangle’ of links not 
only physical but also the memory has been identified then a system of 
pedestrian paths and flow of local roads to be upgraded, especially in the 
vicinity of constructivist architecture as if to emphasize, from the earliest 
stages of analysis, strategic nature of these places. Then the large areas 
of the district as the area of the St. Michael and the axis Andrevskiy and 
its historic Church of St. Andrew, the system will enhance the green 
wooded areas and green urban design.From the point of view of strategies 
for building the Ambit of Strategic Planning another key-area, outside the 
perimeter of the study area, but necessary for the construction of a single 
vision of operations, is the neighborhood of Podil that stands out presence 
of numerous recreational facilities for leisure (existing and potential), but 
has an aura of uncontaminated typical which makes it particularly attractive 
and stimulating. The general scopes of Ambit of Strategic Planning contain 
an argument especially interesting about the system of tourist routes to the 
discovery and development of constructivist architecture, in fact, in only one 
area of Santa Sofia many buildings are present, a high concentration of them 
belonging to the movement of the avant-garde. 
The key to a better connection between the different areas and among the 
identified areas and the rest of the city, has been identified in some boards 
that could allow access to the underground, thus creating a ‘corridor’ of 
particularly preferred routes about the pedestrian traffic. The pilot project 
established for the area around the complex of St. Sofia is composed of two 
panels, drawn to scale 1:5000. The first panel, Resources and Potentialities 

Analysis, is an analysis aimed at identifying resources and potentialities of 
the study area and its surroundings through the definition of the elements 
structuring the wide open spaces of identity characteristics on an urban 
scale, are also identified, due to their intrinsic characteristics and resource 
potential, including areas and archaeological complexes of special interest, 
including the constructivist-era buildings, which is also given an opinion 
about their state of maintenance, good, mediocre or worst. 
Then, a number of strategic functions are identified for the area and its 
surroundings and, finally, represented the mobility system of primary linking 
and of secondary distribution and underground stations. 
The second panel of the Ambit of Strategic Planning of the study area, called 
Ambit of Strategic Programming area around St. Sofia Complex, identifies those 
elements that are structuring the same area, indicating the perimeter of 
the so-called ‘High City’ and the perimeter of the ‘Complex of St. Sophia’; 
buildings of historical-testimonial value, of architectural value, buildings of 
avant-garde are indicated. 
Then a Framework of Objectives and Design Scheme is defined that identifies 
two polarities, defined as important cores from the point of view but 
also from the important functions of the identity and value as a potential 
attraction. Also in this context to highlight the attractive potential, even 
for tourism, the area has been defined two types of routes, primary and 
secondary, which connect to other architectures of avant-garde to other 
‘elements-resource’ that are present in the area and its surroundings. 
Strategic actions are then defined such as retraining and redefinition of the 
margins, the upgrading of pedestrian areas particularly relevant to the pilot 
project, the redevelopment of some strategic points such as the pedestrian 
bridge, some fronts and more. They also identified viewpoints and existing 
nodes to be exploited but also those who need a design consideration, 
because falling into a strategic overview of the entire area. Also shown that 
green areas should be integrated into existing major global vision of the 
strategic plan and a central role for the arts, entertainment, culture.
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AMBIT OF STRATEGIC PROGRAMMING AREA AROUND ST. SOFIA COMPLEX
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MASTERPLAN URBAN OPEN SPACE BY FABIO FUSCO
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SERPHUKOVSKAYA-USACHEVKA AREA IN 
MOSCOW
As well as for Kiev, the pilot project for the area Serphukovskaya-Usachevka, 
around the Shukhov Tower Foundation, seeks to identify ‘circuits’ with not 
only tourist purposes, within an area with significant characteristics from 
the point of view of the historical identity of places and how within the study 
area are present some of the most representative places of Moscow, just as 
the Novodevichiy Monastery and the Donskoy Monastery, but also the Gorky 
Park, just to name a few. But this area also contains within itself some of the 
best expressions of the avant-garde of the 20s-30s, which are fully included 
in the historical and cultural heritage of the city.
This area was chosen after a series of meetings with other partners in the 
RKM_Save Urban Heritage project and it presents special characteristics: 
this is a consolidated urban system, in which there are real historical and 
cultural values and areas that have the capacity to implement interventions 
to urban enhance, also in this area there are several universities as well as 
dormitories.
This is a strategic area rich in pre-existence of considerable value, some 
of which are the most ignored and highlights some peculiarities in the 
area just as the constructivist architecture, a complex area in its landscape 
value of the completeness of the recognizable and recognized principles of 
settlement areas not yet regained their identity, above all the avant-garde 
settlements like ‘Khavsko-Shabolovsky’ Residential Complex (1927-1930), 
one of the example of avant-garde architectural heritage that can be a 
powerful agent for stimulating not only social and cultural growth, but also 
the economic development of communities.
The general analysis of recovery and rehabilitation involved an urban context, 
describe the characteristics of this pilot project means telling the whole 
scope and objectives of the context, which can be summarized in morpho-
typological issues of settlements, in rethinking the path system and the 
context, linked to issues of public space aimed at the reinterpretation of 
the fabric historical, but it means also and above all think of examples of 
moments where participatory social involvement, which may arise from this 
experience. 
The invariants have identified some elements of connection and distribution 
infrastructure of mobility, some elements of the environmental system as 

the river Moskva and parks and green areas, the landmarks of the past 
history of Moscow such as the Novodevichiy Monastery and the Donskoy 
Monastery and the important landmark of the Shukov Radio Tower (1919-
1922), the constructivist architecture including the Communal hostel- Dom 
Nikolaev and (for further details, please refer to Panels).
As said for the pilot project in Kiev, the general scopes of Ambit of Strategic 
Planning contain an argument especially interesting about the system 
of tourist routes to the discovery and development of constructivist 
architectures, in fact, in this area a high concentration of residential 
settlements and single buildings are present. 
The key to a better connection between the different areas and the different 
functions has been to identify some specific walks creating a sort of 
‘corridor’, a ‘network’ of particularly preferred routes about the pedestrian 
traffic, touching the structuring elements identified in this area. 
The pilot project established for Serphukovskaya-Usachevka area is 
composed of two panels, drawn to scale 1:5000.
The first panel, Resources and Potentialities Analysis, is an analysis 
aimed at identifying resources and potentialities of the study area and its 
surroundings through the definition of the elements structuring the wide 
open spaces of identity characteristics on an urban scale, are also identified, 
due to their intrinsic characteristics and resource potential, including areas 
and historical complexes of special interest, including the constructivist-
era buildings, routes with historical characteristics and also, empty or 
abandoned buildings.
Then, a number of strategic functions are identified for the area and its 
surroundings, as the university complex, cultural poles and poles for 
leisure and sports, pedestrian bridges and two important strategic area of 
influence: the area around Shukov Tower and the area around the project of 
Melnikov Pavillion; the mobility system of primary linking and of secondary 
distribution, underground stations and the railway line are also represented.
The second panel of the Ambit of Strategic Planning of the study area, called 
Ambit of Strategic Programming identifies those elements that are structuring 
the area; buildings of historical-testimonial value, of architectural value, 
buildings and complex of Russian Avant-garde are indicated. 
Then a Framework of Objectives and Design Scheme is defined that identifies 
two polarities, defined as core areas from the point of view but also from 
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the important functions of the identity and value as a potential attraction. 
Also in this context to highlight the attractive potential, even for tourism, 
the area has been defined two types of routes, primary and secondary, 
which connect to other architectures of Avant-garde to other ‘elements-
resource’ that are present in this area. Strategic actions are then defined 
such as recovery and requalification of empty buildings, the requalification 
of pedestrian area and of strategic elements particularly relevant to the 
pilot project, as the existing parks and green areas or the identify of a 
centrality for leisure and recreation. 
They also identified viewpoints and existing nodes to be exploited but also 
those who need a design consideration, because falling into a strategic 
overview of the entire area. 
In conclusion, as well as for Roman cases, even for the pilot projects in 
the city of Kiev and Moscow «about the necessary conditions of milieu and 
the widespread practice and virtuous (...) these are complex conditions of 
character and human (anthropological and cultural and professional) and 
economic and financial. (...) Call attention to the need for control rooms to 
enable and achieve the forecasts, (...) a technical control room, which must 
rely on new forms of coordination structures of the Administration» (G. 
Nigro, 2006). 
This also means that more than strategic value, the special feature of this 
methodology is also in close work between different professionals, both 
public and private, in order to develop content and objectives so that the 
‘urban quality’ to become the new benchmark for the ‘market’. 
In fact, it means urban renewal, not only as mere window-dressing or 
slum clearance, but as a necessary tool for development, as it increases 
the urban quality, it recovers brownfield areas, follows the transformation, 
allows the city to have of those structures with the infrastructure 
(physical and technological) needed to restart the local economy with the 
perspective of a more effective positioning in the international market (R. 
Morassut, 2005).
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19.4 THE RKM_PILOT PROJECTS: 
AN EXPERIMENT BETWEEN 
DIDACTICS AND RESEARCH
ELIO TRUSIANI RESEARCHER / SAPIENZA UNIVERSITY OF ROME, P.HD IN 
URBAN PLANNING

Over its course, the RKM_Pilot Project for Moscow provided the 
opportunity - albeit with a different timeframe and modality with respect 
to the other initiatives - to test and implement the transfer of Italian 
know-how through the academic experience of the development of 
several thesis degrees. 
Chiara Amati, Michele Alessandrini and Ermelinda Cosenza*, winners of a 
scholarship from the International Sector of the 9th Division of the Sapienza 
University of Rome to design their theses abroad, were inserted into the 
RKM_Save Urban Heritage project and drew up three design proposals 
for the Shabolovskaya area of Moscow; these proposals, with the relative 
advantages and limitations of academic experience, complete the range of 
proposed design options for the chosen area.
They are three diverse projects that spring from each student’s individual 
academic experience but which, taken together, integrate perfectly into a 
single urban renewal project. They address the three scales of planning from 
an analytical and planning viewpoint: urban, landscape and architectural 
design. Their theses, despite connotations and themes linked to specific 
issues, adopt a shared analytical-planning methodological approach which 
leads in specific directions of study, underlining the bibliographic research 
work into avant-garde and other architecture carried out in the field within 
the limited time available. Chiara Amati developed the theme of the area’s 
urban renewal; a redevelopment project based primarily on the following 
keywords: protection/recovery, connection and integration. 
This urban renewal is to be achieved by defining a clear methodological 
approach in which stages of study, critical evaluation and design lead 
to the identification of strategies and prioritised initiatives for the 
individual areas identified: initiatives which respond promptly to issues 
of protection, recovery, planning and transformation revealed in the 
diagnostic phase. 

It is in this work that the attempt to transfer Italian know-how to the field 
of urban renewal, especially in procedural and planning terms, is most 
clearly visible, and it is here that the thesis proposal seeks to express the 
roman experience of the so-called ‘strategic planning areas’ and ‘complex 
plans’ applied to the study area through strategies and objectives targeted 
at local realities, without losing sight of the organisational, but obviously not 
legislative, nature of the roman experience.
Ermelinda Cosenza addressed the landscape design of Gorky Park by 
exploring the park’s historical memory: a material and immaterial memory 
which, inevitably, drove the survey and planning phase. 
The recognition of “parts of the park” with their various values and diverse 
physical-landscape structures, together with the examination of multiple 
interrelationships with the surrounding city, characterize the design choices 
in accordance with clearly defined principles.
They are initiatives for internal/external connection with the city, 
the redefinition of a centrality/pivot between the two formally and 
morphologically diverse souls of the park; a historical one, arising from 
Melnikov’s geometric designs and a predominantly naturalistic one. 
The project works on the keywords of safeguarding, development and 
transformation and introduces some concepts of the European Landscape 
Convention into the realities of Moscow, thus opening the discussion 
towards wider disciplinary fields in which to include landscape design 
initiatives.
Michele Alessandrini dealt with the re-design of the Mechanics Pavilion of 
the architect Ivan Zholtovsky, currently in a state of ‘structural ruin’. 
Though not neglecting the safeguarding and recovery of the existing 
structure, the project aims to build permanent and temporary museum 
spaces: in fact, the project focuses almost exclusively on the reorganization 
of exhibition spaces, attempting to establish an on-going dialogue between 
the Pavilion and Gorky Park, within which it stands. 
This implied rethinking an architectural and functional centrality of the park, 
located at the end of one of the historical axes of Konstantin Melnikov’s 
design and at the same time bordering on one of the park’s principal areas 
of transformation/redesign. The internal/external link between the building 
and its related areas as well as the relationship with the park itself and 
with reciprocal usability seem also in this case to refer to the keywords of 
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urban-scale intervention (connection, integration), declined to the scale of 
the architectural project.
Finally, a brief nod to another didactic experience closely linked to the 
planning proposals of the pilot projects which saw the involvement of 
Annalisa De Caro, Barbara Freducci and Fabio Fusco** ; the students studied 
and put forward a proposal for the recovery/redesign of the open spaces of a 
sample block in Kiev. Naturally, the block chosen is also part of the pilot area 
for the protection and promotion of Constructivist architecture, and the work 
is therefore an integration of study and of research, even more so than of 
design, with the final whole of the work. 
Why? Why the interior space of the courtyards? The reason is simple and 
twofold: first of all, we wanted to closely link the interior/exterior of the open 
spaces, understood as public/private/semi-private, as a planning opportunity 
for the redefinition of the open spaces of the pilot area as well as a resource 
for the development of those open spaces closely linked to the planned 
tourist routes. Secondly we wanted to establish an ideal link with the work 
of preparation and selection of Italian candidates carried out in the roman 
workshop where the central theme was that of the redevelopment of the 
open spaces of two housing estates of the Fascist era, the borgate of Trullo 
and Tufello in Rome. 
Beyond the specific value of the proposals, the academic experience gave 
the learners and teachers the opportunity to work with new tools and 
methods of teaching and study, albeit on similar themes such as that of 
the redevelopment of the city and of landscape and of architectural design. 
The positive results this, gave the integration with a European programme 
and the excellent marks awarded to the theses by the exam commission in 
January 2011 validate the direction taken by those teachers who, with the 
signing of international agreements for cultural exchange, demonstrated 
their firm belief in the value added by this type of initiative both during the 
training and in the final phase.

*The thesis titles are the following:
Chiara Amati (Territorial, City and Environmental Planning degree course). 
Degree thesis: “Recovery plan for the Serphukovskaya-Usachevka area in 
Moscow: development of historical heritage of the Avant-garde.”
Thesis Director Prof. Elio Trusiani, Assistant Supervisor Prof. Fedor Kudryatsev

Ermelinda Cosenza (Landscape Architecture degree course). 
Degree thesis: “Landscape recovery plan: a proposal for Gorky Park”
Thesis Director Prof. Elio Trusiani, Assistant Supervisor Prof. Fedor Kudryatsev

Michele Alessandrini (Architecture and Urban and Architectural Design degree 
course).
Degree thesis: “Museum of the Avant-garde: Reuse of the Pavilion of Mechanics in 
Gorky Park in Moscow” 
Thesis Director Prof. Elio Trusiani, Assistant Supervisor Prof. Fedor Kudryatsev 
and Prof. Giovanna Donini

**The students of the degree course in Landscape Architecture involved in 
the study of the residential courtyards of Kiev were Annalisa De Caro, Barbara 
Freducci and Fabio Fusco.
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CHIARA AMATI
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CHIARA AMATI
PROVEDE STRUCTURE SCHEME
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CHIARA AMATI
CURRENT STRUCTURE SCHEME
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CHIARA AMATI
PATH
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CHIARA AMATI
STRUCTURE PLAN
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CHIARA AMATI
LOCATION OF PUBLIC WORKS AND PRIVATE WORS
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ERMELINDA COSENZA
RELATIONSHIP CITY/PARK
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ERMELINDA COSENZA
STRUCTURAL MASTERPLAN
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ERMELINDA COSENZA
MASTERPLAN
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MICHELE ALESSANDRINI
PROJECT OF MUSEUM OF THE AVANT-GARDE
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MICHELE ALESSANDRINI
PROJECT OF MUSEUM OF THE AVANT-GARDE
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20. SIGNAGE FOR 
CONSTRUCTIVIST 
ARCHITECTURE  
LUCA MILAN ARCHITECT

A city is a blend of physical elements such as roads, buildings and 
monuments and intangible items like the behaviours, traditions, culture, 
and tastes of the people who live in it, all of which determine what we call 
the “identity of a place” - the perception we have of a determined spatial 
environment.
This perceptual value is crucial for those who, for whatever reason, find 
themselves interacting with a particular place, both continuously (those who 
were born there and live there) or transiently (those who visit for business 
or tourism or live there temporarily), since it determines the choice and 
reasons to return or to stay there.
One of the main characteristics which defines this “identity of a place” 
is obviously its artistic and architectural heritage, and it is likewise clear 
that the maintenance, protection and promotion of this heritage, which 
constitutes the greater part of a city’s economic value on the global market, 
is the duty of every intelligent administration. We know, however, that 
cities require constant attention, periodic maintenance and, inevitably, 
regeneration initiatives, and that this continuous process of development 
incurs elevated running costs which are often beyond the means of public 
administrations. These operating limits are thus sometimes transformed 
into urban planning strategies which allow too much opportunity for 
unscrupulous speculation.
In this scenario, however, the development and promotion of the “identity 
of a place” effected by thoughtful and timely territorial marketing can be a 
powerful tool for economic growth in support of public administration.
The promotion and development of artistic and architectural heritage carried 
out through the creation of a system of territorial brands helps to highlight 
the values of diversity and uniqueness which are indispensable in attracting 

the attention of the international market, developing tourism and attracting 
investment and resources from domestic and foreign markets. 
This process of sustainable development takes place not only through 
an awareness of the real value of one’s own cultural heritage (including 
that which is more recent and less established) but also through the 
definition of a project for the promotion of the city’s potential for tourism 
and commerce.
This promotion project inevitably requires the definition of a communication 
strategy at an urban level which allows for straightforward and immediate 
access to the architectural heritage. For those who live in it and those who 
visit it, the city must be permeable, welcoming and easily accessible, and 
its communication systems must be immediate and easy to identify and 
understand.
For this reason, the RKM project urban signage system was created through 
the definition of a recognizable, easily replicable and clearly characterised 
system. The project envisages the establishment of tour itineraries related 
to Constructivist architecture in Moscow and Kiev: the preplanned routes, 
which are available as maps, are reproduced in various media, both physical 
(flyers, posters in principal transit points such as subways, bus stops, public 
offices) and digital (smartphone applications, websites, blogs, etc.). 
All the graphic materials have been designed using the same aesthetic 
framework, in order to allow the user to memorise aspects such as the 
project logo, its colours and so on. The general maps show the route in its 
entirety and the locations to visit, and along the chosen route the user will 
finds information panels at the points indicated on the map which identify the 
building and describe its main features.
The guiding principle of the project is that of progressively revealing 
information along the chosen route. The general map contains only 
general information, with the information panels containing more detailed 
information on individual buildings. The information panels were designed 
according to the guidelines which defined the shape and appearance of 
the building in question and are linked visually to the project’s general 
communication model: the RKM project logo, which is translated into 
threedimensional forms, assuming various functions such as bench, flower 
box and signpost. This is to allow the user to easily recognize the totem from 
a distance. 
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Each of the information panels on the totem gives the designer’s biography, 
a plan of the building, a description of its principal architectural features 
and an enlargement of the general map showing the distance in meters 
and in time to the the next stop on the route. Each also has a QR code for 
immediate reading of the information via smartphone.
The totems are positioned next to the building in question, and where space 
permits are accompanied by seating. Ultimately, the system guides the 
visitor step by step, developing their awareness of place and promoting the 
creation of mental maps to provide spatial understanding and orientation. 
The consistency of design of the signage and the use of recognisable colours 
and graphics reduces the risk of information overload and simplifies the 
assimilation of the form and association with other similar elements. 
Particular attention has been paid to questions of perception, the choice of 
font used and the inclusion of information in Braille for the visually impaired.
The RKM project signage aims to be not only a useful information 
support but also a key element of a sophisticated and complex system of 
communication and promotion of the architectural heritage of the cities of 
Moscow and Kiev.120
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21. COMMUNICATION 
AND AWARENESS-
RAISING ACTIONS 
MASSIMILIANO BUSTI COMMUNICATION EXPERT
ROSANNA PALERMO SOCIOLOGIST

RKM_GRAPHICS: AS A TOOL OF 
COMMUNICATION
For the Soviet avant-garde of the 1920s and 30s, publishing, advertising 
and graphic design were indissolubly linked within a single language 
of expression, a language that remains immediately recognisable 
almost one hundred years later. The work of Alexei Gan, Gustav Klutsis, 
El Lissitzky, Alexander Rodchenko and Varvara Stepanova, each with 
his or her own personal style, presents a common methodology: the 
decomposition of typography, the use of rigorous geometric forms and 
the abundance of photographic images. 
The layout of the page was structured according to compositional schemes 
based on symmetry/a-symmetry or the insertion of various figures in 
geometric frames, in order to graphically reinforce the meaning of particular 
elements of text. 
These artists pursued a specific solution that reflected the substance, the 
logic of the information contained in an article or a book. 
The use of graphic design as a means of direct or immediate communication, 
‘immersed’ the reader in the message. 
 RKM_Save Urban Heritage was inspired by these principles, working 
to ensure that the communication of the project and its activities was 
transformed into an important element, capable of transmitting the meaning 
and message behind the project, employing synthetic, distinctive and 
characteristic elements. 
The visual dimension of the outputs produced for RKM (postcards, flyers, 
leaflets, website, etc.) work with a concentration of information directly 
connected with the very intention of the project: the work of the avant-garde 

and constructivists presents and promotes itself, as the central elements of 
the graphic material produced by RKM.

THE RKM_LOGO
Beginning with the study of the project logo, RKM was directly inspired by 
the early studies developed by Constructivist thinking into the concept of the 
module and volume, seeking to recover the essentiality of the graphic sign 
the visually characterised the majority of artistic production linked to this 
avant-garde current.
The characteristic spatial compositions of Rodchenko, structured based 
on criteria of architectural design and scientific images, are constituted of 
horizontally interlocking surfaces in an overlap of rectilinear and curving 
lines, pervaded by a sort of interior dynamism. 
The research of El Lissitzky, whose Prouns gave rise to syntheses of form 
and matter in which artistic research was subordinated to a concrete 
application in the field of architecture, maintaining the particular 
characteristics of originality and visual impact in an ideal union between 
artistic activity and productive life. 
The RKM_logo incorporates these same instances and projects them into 
a field of immediate and direct communication, through the linearity of 
geometric form and the contrast between line and colour, reconnecting with 
the guiding principles of Constructivism, avoiding a slavish repetition ‘in the 
style of’. 
The extreme simplicity of the cube, represented in an orthogonal 
projection that accentuates the irregularity of its dimensions, allows it to 
be decomposed and reassembled, case-by-case, into an infinite series of 
possible combinations, without however losing its recognisability and its 
direct relation with the idea of the project, representing its extreme graphic 
synthesis. 
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POSTCARDS AND FLYERS
Throughout the 1920s of the cultural revolution, the propagandistic and social 
function of the press was very important. 
The covers of books and magazines, while maintaining objectives of 
advertising, revealed not only the content of a literary work, but analogous 
to the manifesto, performed an act of propaganda in favour of the same 
ideas contained in the texts. Underlying this process was a work of 
‘productivist’ research, focused on experimentation and the development of 
professional and technical skills, such that artists were often called upon to 
elaborate complex creative processes, forging a close relationship between 
photographic images, typography and artistic signs. 
Beginning with these presuppositions, RKM wished to apply the 
same techniques to the creation of the project’s promotional 
material, using coloured surfaces and volumetric characters with 
diverse configurations to accentuate the semantic and structural 
function of the image, with an immediate impact and instantaneously 
comprehensive. 
The series of postcards created to promote the RKM_Lectures  
is based on the direct relationship between the emblematic works  
of Constructivist architecture (for example the Narkomfin building,  
the Rusakov Workers’ Club, the Shukhov Radio Tower or the Power 
Station on the Dnipro River in Kiev) and the project logo, with the 
intention of attracting attention to the theme of safeguarding  
and valorising this architectural heritage, which becomes a tool of self-
promotion.

RKM_AWARENESS RAISING 
ACTIVITIES
Beginning with the understanding that cultural heritage can play an 
important and central role in the growth and development of society, the 
European project RKM_Save Urban Heritage implemented a series of 
strategies focused on the effective realisation of activities of protection, 
promotion and valorisation of architectural heritage from the 1920s and 30s 
in Kiev and Moscow. 

The challenge was that of contributing to the development of a critical 
consciousness of the themes involved, to present to the attention of 
the political world the urgency and importance of these problems, also 
seeking the active involvement of social movements and local operators. 
Thanks to the experience matured during years of work in Russia and 
Ukraine, initially with Moskonstruct (a bilateral cooperation programme 
between Rome and Moscow, financed by the European Union) and now with 
RKM_Save Urban Heritage, the meetings between the members of the RKM_
Steering Committee revealed the fundamental importance of working from 
the bottom-up, through actions of awareness raising focused on involving 
civil society. 
The collection of local associations and spontaneous movements represents 
the only force capable of developing a critical mass in opposition to economic 
interests that often win out over those of society, what is more assisted 
by the non-transparency of relations between the world of politics and 
entrepreneurial activities, whether in Ukraine, Russia or Italy. 
In the attempt to apply the maximum levels of participation to the project 
activities, RKM structured a series of actions designed to stimulate the direct 
involvement of the local population and international community, young 
people, students and local administrations.
The RKM_Guided Tours and RKM_Lectures represented the principal actions 
in the cities of Kiev and Moscow. These activities we accompanied by the 
diffusion of an international petition designed to raise awareness about the 
need to protect avant-garde heritage from the 1920s and 30s. 

RKM_LECTURES
To increase local awareness of the importance of cultural and urban heritage 
from the 1920s and 30s, a series of lectures was organised to discuss this 
issue. The organisation of the Moscow cycle of conferences was entrusted to 
Sergey Nikitin of Moskultprog, one of the more active associations in Moscow 
dealing with the issue of heritage safeguarding. 
As the year 2011 marks the hundredth anniversary of the birth of the 
Russian avant-garde architect Konstantin Melnikov, one of its leading 
representatives, the Moscow cycle of conferences was baptised with the 
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name “Melnikov Bar”, in homage to this great master. The first lecture 
was held on 30 November 2010 at the Italian Cultural Institute in Moscow, 
where Anna Bronovitskaya (MARKHI, Project Russia) presented the history 
and potential future of the Dom Narkomfin, one the most representative 
buildings of the Russian avant-garde and Constructivist movement. 
The second lecture was held in Moscow at the Garage Gallery Centre 
for Contemporary Culture on 8 December 2010. The historian Sergey 
Nikitin presented an overview of the work of Konstantin Melnikov, offering 
hypotheses for their future reuse, transformation into a museum and the 
creation of a specific tourist itinerary. 
Another eight lectures were given by Vladimir Paperny, Natalya Dushkina, 
Vyacheslav Glazychev, Igor Kazus and Elena Gonzalez. 
A particularly important event was the organisation at the former Garage 
Centre for Contemporary Art of the lecture by Jean-Louis Cohen, author of 
The Lost Vanguard, one of the most well-known and respected texts on the 
theme of Constructivist Architecture. 
In Kiev the first of the RKM_Lectures was organised at the Faculty of 
Architecture of the Kyiv National University of Construction and Architecture 
(KNUCA). The event featured presentations by four different speakers 
from the University, who discussed the most important (and lesser known) 
examples of avant-garde heritage in Kiev, as well as hypotheses for their 
reuse and their importance to contemporary architectural education. 
Two lectures has been organized by RKM project during the CANactions 
2011 Architectural Festival and DASFest, in May 2011. “Constructivism in 
Kharkov at the shadow of the new Ukrainian culture: Identification of the 
limits and opportunities of the avant-garde architecture heritage in the city 
of Kharkov” by Prof. Alexander Bouryak professor head of architectural 
fundamentals Kharkov State Technical University of Engineering and 
Architecture and co-chair of the organising Committee for the creation 
of the Ukrainian centre of DO.CO.MO.MO. International, was an attempt 
to underline the importance of the avant-garde architectural heritage 
in Kharkov, the former Ukrainian capital city. Clementine Cecil of MAPS 
(Moscow Architecture Preservation Society) presented the lecture 
“An awkward legacy, the challenges facing Moscow’s constructivist 
architecture”, making specific examples about the possible regeneration 
process of the constructivist architectural heritage in the city of Moscow. 

These two conferences represented the first public presentation in Kiev 
of the international problems related to the conservation of avant-garde 
heritage. These events thus represent the beginnings of a policy of interest 
in international best practices in the promotion and safeguarding of 
modern architectural-cultural heritage. 

RKM_GUIDED TOURS 
An important tool of awareness-raising amongst the local population was 
represented by the RKM_Guided Tours. Organised by architects and urban 
anthropologists for RKM, the tours examined social and architectural 
realties in the two target cities, highlighting the historical and cultural value 
of avant-garde heritage. Open to local citizens and students, many of whom 
are wholly unaware of their city’s rich heritage, the tours were based on an 
approach to research that looks at the relationships between urban space 
and examples of avant-garde architecture in the cities of Kiev and Moscow, 
in order to reveal the potential of these often-abandoned spaces, whose very 
existence is now at risk.
In Moscow, working with a local expert in Avant-grade and constructivist 
heritage, Nikolai Vassiliev, RKM offered eight guided tours to visit eight 
different parts of the city. Each thematic tour is structured in a different 
neighbourhood (“From Sukharevka to Miusskaya Square”, “From 
Belorusski Station to the Bakhmetevsky Bus Garage”, “Dangauerovka”, 
“Student Campus and Science Institutes”, “Around the Automotive 
Factory Club”), offering attendees an insight into the development 
of avant-garde and constructivist heritage (“Constructivism and 
Rationalism”, “From the Avant-garde towards Art Deco”), and the 
development of the city (“Red Radius”). 
In Kiev, the tours were conducted by a docent from the Kyiv National 
University of Construction and Architecture, Tatian Ladan, and focused on 
an examination of the city’s lesser-known works from the 1920s and 30s 
(“Constructivist Architecture in the Centre of Kyiv”, “The Cour D’Honneur in 
the Construction of the Centre of Kyiv During the 1930s”), and their influence 
on patterns of urban development (“Architectural Heritage of the 1920s and 
30s Inside the Protected Area of Santa Sofia in Kyiv”).
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RKM_INTERNATIONAL PETITION
The campaign to promote and raise awareness about the safeguard of 
avant-garde heritage, used postcards (pre-addressed and to be sent to the 
mayors of Kiev and Moscow) featuring images of works of Constructivist 
Architecture in the cities of Kiev and Moscow, distributed in public and 
cultural institutions. The postcards featured the text of an international 
petition, which can be signed by visiting the project website (http://www.
saveurbanheritage.eu). This was accompanied by the printing of two posters, 
one promoting the RKM project, the other containing the text of the petition; 
both were sent to important public and private museums and cultural 
institutions to ensure the capillary diffusion of the themes of the project. 

NARKOMFIN | MOSCOW

WWW.SAVEURBANHERITAGE.EU

www.saveurbanheritage.eu
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GUIDED TOURS 
МАРШРУТ 
ЭКСКУРСИИ 
MOSCOW МОСКВA 
16.10.2011 
STUDENT CAMPUS 
AND SCIENCE 
INSTITUTES
СТУДЕНЧЕСКИЕ 
ГОРОДКИ И 
НАУЧНЫЕ 
ИНСТИТУТЫ

TOUR STARTS: THE TOUR BEGINS ON 16 OCTOBER 2011 AT 3:00 PM AT THE 
“AVIAMOTORNAYA” METRO STATION (DOWNSTAIRS) ЭКСКУРСИЯ НАЧИНАЕТСЯ 
16 ОКТЯБРЯ В 15.00 ОТ СТАНЦИЯ МЕТРО «АВИМОТОРНАЯ» (ВНИЗУ)
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 1. FIRE-STATION #19 ПОЖАРНАЯ ЧАСТЬ № 19   1927-1929 
 ARCHITECT A. KUROVSKY  АРХИТЕКТОР А. КУРОВСКИЙ
 ENTUZIASTOV HIGHWAY, 11 ШОССЕ ЭНТУЗИАСТОВ, 11

2. INSTITUTE OF COMMUNICATIONS HOSTEL   ОБЩЕЖИТИЯ ИНСТИТУТА 
СВЯЗИ   LATE 20’S КОНЕЦ 1920-Х ГОДОВ 

 ARCHITECT UNKNOWN  АРХИТЕКТОР НЕИЗВЕСТЕН
 AVIAMOTORNAYA STREET, 8, P. 1  АВИАМОТОРНАЯ УЛИЦА, 8 С. 1

3. INSTITUTE OF COMMUNICATIONS  ИНСТИТУТ СВЯЗИ  1931 
 ARCHITECT A. SOLOMONOV  АРХИТЕКТОР А. СОЛОМОНОВ
 AVIAMOTORNAYA STREET, 8A  АВИАМОТОРНАЯ УЛИЦА, 8А

4. “ANNEGOFSKAYA ROSCHA” STUDENT CAMPUS СТУДЕНЧЕСКИЙ 
ГОРОДОК «АННЕГОФСКАЯ РОЩА»  1929-1931  

 ARCHITECTS P. BLOKHIN, B. GLADKOV, A. ZALTZMAN  АРХИТЕКТОРЫ П. 
БЛОХИН, Б. ГЛАДКОВ, А.ЗАЛЬЦМАН

 ENERGETICHESKAYA STREET, 14, 10 ЭНЕРГЕТИЧЕСКАЯ УЛИЦА, 14, 10

5. STUDENT RESIDENCES   СТУДЕНЧЕСКИЕ ОБЩЕЖИТИЯ   1929-1931 
ARCHITECT UNKNOWN  АРХИТЕКТОР НЕИЗВЕСТЕН

 ENERGETICHESKAYA STREET, 8, 6  ЭНЕРГЕТИЧЕСКАЯ УЛИЦА, 8, 6

6. ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE BUILDING OF THE ALL-RUSSIAN 
INSTITUTE OF ENERGY АДМИНИСТРАТИВНО-КОНТОРСКИЙ КОРПУС 
ВСЕРОССИЙСКОГО ЭНЕРГЕТИЧЕСКОГО ИНСТИТУТА  1929-1931 

 ARCHITECTS L. MEYLMAN, V. MOVCHAN, G. MOVCHAN  АРХИТЕКТОРЫ Л. 
МЕЙЛЬМАН, В. МОВЧАН И Г. МОВЧАН

 KRASNOKAZARMENNAYA STREET, 13  КРАСНОКАЗАРМЕННАЯ УЛИЦА, 13
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THE TOUR BEGINS ON 16 OCTOBER 2011 AT 3:00 PM AT THE “AVIAMOTORNAYA” METRO STATION (DOWNSTAIRS)  
/  ЭКСКУРСИЯ НАЧИНАЕТСЯ 16 ОКТЯБРЯ В 15.00 ОТ СТАНЦИЯ МЕТРО «АВИМОТОРНАЯ» (ВНИЗУ) 

1. FIRE-STATION #19  /  ПОЖАРНАЯ ЧАСТЬ № 19  /  1927-1929   /   ARCHITECT A. KUROVSKY  /  АРХИТЕКТОР 
А. КУРОВСКИЙ

 ENTUZIASTOV HIGHWAY, 11  /  ШОССЕ ЭНТУЗИАСТОВ, 11
2. INSTITUTE OF COMMUNICATIONS HOSTEL  /  ОБЩЕЖИТИЯ ИНСТИТУТА СВЯЗИ  /  LATE 20’S  /  КОНЕЦ 

1920-Х ГОДОВ  /  ARCHITECT UNKNOWN  /  АРХИТЕКТОР НЕИЗВЕСТЕН
 AVIAMOTORNAYA STREET, 8, P. 1  /  АВИАМОТОРНАЯ УЛИЦА, 8 С. 1
3. INSTITUTE OF COMMUNICATIONS  /  ИНСТИТУТ СВЯЗИ  /  1931  /  ARCHITECT A. SOLOMONOV  /  

АРХИТЕКТОР А. СОЛОМОНОВ
 AVIAMOTORNAYA STREET, 8A  /  АВИАМОТОРНАЯ УЛИЦА, 8А
4. “ANNEGOFSKAYA ROSCHA” STUDENT CAMPUS  /  СТУДЕНЧЕСКИЙ ГОРОДОК «АННЕГОФСКАЯ РОЩА»  

1929-1931   /  ARCHITECTS P. BLOKHIN, B. GLADKOV, A. ZALTZMAN  /  АРХИТЕКТОРЫ П. БЛОХИН, Б. 
ГЛАДКОВ, А.ЗАЛЬЦМАН

 ENERGETICHESKAYA STREET, 14, 10  /  ЭНЕРГЕТИЧЕСКАЯ УЛИЦА, 14, 10
5. STUDENT RESIDENCES  /  СТУДЕНЧЕСКИЕ ОБЩЕЖИТИЯ  /  1929-1931  /  ARCHITECT UNKNOWN  /  

АРХИТЕКТОР НЕИЗВЕСТЕН
 ENERGETICHESKAYA STREET, 8, 6  /  ЭНЕРГЕТИЧЕСКАЯ УЛИЦА, 8, 6

6. ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE BUILDING OF THE ALL-RUSSIAN INSTITUTE OF ENERGY   /  
АДМИНИСТРАТИВНО-КОНТОРСКИЙ КОРПУС ВСЕРОССИЙСКОГО ЭНЕРГЕТИЧЕСКОГО ИНСТИТУТА  /  
1929-1931  /  ARCHITECTS L. MEYLMAN, V. MOVCHAN, G. MOVCHAN  /  АРХИТЕКТОРЫ Л. МЕЙЛЬМАН, В. 
МОВЧАН И Г. МОВЧАН

 KRASNOKAZARMENNAYA STREET, 13  /  КРАСНОКАЗАРМЕННАЯ УЛИЦА, 13
7. D”B HOUSING FOR TEACHERS AND GRADUATE STUDENTS  /  ЖИЛЫЕ ДОМА ПРЕПОДАВАТЕЛЕЙ И 

АСПИРАНТОВ D”B  /  1928   /  ARCHITECTS V. MOVCHAN, G. MOVCHAN  /  АРХИТЕКТОРЫ В,
  МОВЧАН И Г. МОВЧАН
 KRASNOKAZARMENNAYA STREET, 12  /  КРАСНОКАЗАРМЕННАЯУЛИЦА, 12
8. “KOSOS TSAGI” AIRCRAFT EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN DIVISION SECTOR  /  КОНСТРУКТОРСКИЙ ОТДЕЛ 

СЕКТОРА ОПЫТНОГО САМОЛЕТОСТРОЕНИЯ КОСОС ЦАГИ  /  1932-1935   /  ARCHITECTS A. KUZNETSOV, V. 
VESNIN AND OTHERS  /  АРХИТЕКТОРЫ А. КУЗНЕЦОВ, В. ВЕСНИН И ДРУГИЕ  

 RADIO STREET, 24  /  УЛ. РАДИО, 24
9. TSAGI CENTRAL AERO-HYDRODYNAMICS INSTITUTE  /  ЦЕНТРАЛЬНЫЙ АЭРОГИДРОДИНАМИЧЕСКИЙ 

ИНСТИТУТ ЦАГИ  /  1927-1930   /  ENGINEERS A. KUZNETSOV, B. GLADKOV, H. KARLSEN, S. KOZHIN, V. 
MOVCHAN, G. MOVCHAN, I. NIKOLAEV, A. FISENKO  /  ИНЖЕНЕРЫ А. КУЗНЕЦОВ Б. ГЛАДКОВ, Г. КАРЛСЕН, 
С. КОЖИН, В. МОВЧАН, Г. МОВЧАН, И. НИКОЛАЕВ, А. ФИСЕНКО  

 RADIO STREET, 17  /  УЛ. РАДИО, 17
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9. TSAGI CENTRAL AERO-HYDRODYNAMICS INSTITUTE ЦЕНТРАЛЬНЫЙ 
АЭРОГИДРОДИНАМИЧЕСКИЙ ИНСТИТУТ ЦАГИ  1927-1930 

 ENGINEERS A. KUZNETSOV, B. GLADKOV, H. KARLSEN, S. KOZHIN, V. MOVCHAN, 
G. MOVCHAN, I. NIKOLAEV, A. FISENKO  ИНЖЕНЕРЫ А. КУЗНЕЦОВ Б. ГЛАДКОВ, 
Г. КАРЛСЕН, С. КОЖИН, В. МОВЧАН, Г. МОВЧАН, И. НИКОЛАЕВ, А. ФИСЕНКО 
RADIO STREET, 17  УЛ. РАДИО, 17

7. D”B HOUSING FOR TEACHERS AND GRADUATE STUDENTS  ЖИЛЫЕ 
ДОМА ПРЕПОДАВАТЕЛЕЙ И АСПИРАНТОВ D”B  1928 

 ARCHITECTS V. MOVCHAN, G. MOVCHAN  АРХИТЕКТОРЫ В. МОВЧАН И Г. МОВЧАН
 KRASNOKAZARMENNAYA STREET, 12  КРАСНОКАЗАРМЕННАЯУЛИЦА, 12

8. “KOSOS TSAGI” AIRCRAFT EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN DIVISION 
SECTOR  КОНСТРУКТОРСКИЙ ОТДЕЛ СЕКТОРА ОПЫТНОГО 
САМОЛЕТОСТРОЕНИЯ КОСОС ЦАГИ  1932-1935 

 ARCHITECTS A. KUZNETSOV, V. VESNIN AND OTHERS  АРХИТЕКТОРЫ А. 
КУЗНЕЦОВ, В. ВЕСНИН И ДРУГИЕ  RADIO STREET, 24  УЛ. РАДИО, 24
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DNIEPER HYDROELECTRIC STATION
ZAPORIŽŽJA, ZAPORIZ’KA OBLAST, UKRAINE

www.saveurbanheritage.eu

KYIV КИЕВ 20.05.2011 2:30 P.M.
ARCHITECTURAL CLUB
UL- BORISA GRINCHENKO, 7 - KYIV
АРХИТЕКТУРНЫЙ КЛУБ
УЛ. БОРИСА ГРИНЧЕНКО, 7 - КИЕВ

2:30 P.M.
ALEKSANDR BOURYAK, PROF. HEAD OF ARCHITECTURAL FUNDAMENTALS CHAIR - KHARKOV STATE 
TECHNICAL UNIVERSITY OF CIVIL ENGINEERING AND ARCHITECTURE – AND CO-CHAIR OF THE ORGANIZING 
COMMITTEE FOR CREATION OF THE UKRAINIAN CENTER OF DOCOMOMO “CONSTRUCTIVISM IN KHARKOV IN 
THE SHADOW OF “NEW UKRAINIAN” CULTURE”/ АЛЕКСАНДР БУРЯК, ПРОФЕССОР ХАРЬКОВСКОГО 
ГОСУДАРСТВЕННОГО ТЕХНИЧЕСКОГО УНИВЕРСИТЕТА СТРОИТЕЛЬСТВА И АРХИТЕКТУРЫ И СОПРЕДСЕДАТЕЛЬ 
ОРГКОМИТЕТА ПО СОЗДАНИЮ УКРАИНСКОГО ЦЕНТРА DOCOMOMO “ХАРЬКОВСКИЙ КОНСТРУКТИВИЗМ В 
ТЕНИ КУЛЬТУРЫ “НОВЫХ УКРАИНЦЕВ”

4:30 P.M.
CLEMENTINE CECIL, MAPS (MOSCOW ARCHITECTURE PRESERVATION SOCIETY), “AN AWKWARD 
LEGACY: THE CHALLENGES FACING MOSCOW’S CONSTRUCTIVIST ARCHITECTURE” 
/  КЛЕМЕНТИНА СЕСИЛ, МАПС (МОСКОВСКОЕ ОБЩЕСТВО ОХРАНЫ АРХИТЕКТУРНОГО НАСЛЕДИЯ) 
«НЕУДОБНОЕ” НАСЛЕДСТВО: ПРЕДСТОЯЩИЕ ЗАДАЧИ ДЛЯ КОНСТРУКТИВИЗМА ГОРОДА 
МОСКВЫ»

ASSOCIATE PARTNERS                       WITH THE SUPPORT OF
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WWW.SAVEURBANHERITAGE.EU

18 APRIL 18 АПРЕЛЯ 8:00 PM
YURI VOLCHOK (MARKHI) ЮРИЙ ВОЛЧОК 
(МАРХИ) ARCHITECT AND ARTIST IN THE 
AVANGUARD CITY АРХИТЕКТОР-ХУДОЖНИК В 
АВАНГАРДНОМ ГОРОДЕ

18 MAY 18 МАЯ 8:00 PM
SERGEY NIKITIN (MOSKULTPROG/VELONOTTE) 
СЕРГЕЙ НИКИТИН NARRATIVE AND
AVANGUARD: MONUMENTALISMS IN THE 
RUSSIAN CONSTRUCTIVISM 1923-1930 
НАРРАТИВ И АВАНГАРД. К ПРОБЛЕМЕ 
МОНУМЕНТАЛЬНОСТИ В РУССКОМ 
КОНСТРУКТИВИЗМЕ

ART AKADEMIA 
BERSENEVSKAYA NABEREZHNAYA, 6  MOSCOW
АРТ АКАДЕМИЯ
БЕРСЕНЕВСКАЯ НАБЕРЕЖНАЯ, 6  МОСКВА

ASSOCIATE PARTNERS                                          WITH THE SUPPORT OF         ORGANIZED FOR RKM BY



MOSCOW AND KIEV NEED HELP
RKM_SAVE URBAN HERITAGE
RKM_SAVE URBAN HERITAGE, A PROJECT 
FUNDED BY THE EUROPEAN COMMISSION 
AND FOCUSED ON SAFEGUARDING 
CONSTRUCTIVIST AND AVANT-GARDE 
HERITAGE IN THE CITIES OF MOSCOW AND 
KIEV, IS PROMOTING AN INTERNATIONAL 
PETITION TO RAISE AWARENESS ABOUT 
THE IMPORTANCE OF ARCHITECTURAL 
HERITAGE, IN PARTICULAR THE WORK OF 
THE 20TH CENTURY AVANT-GARDE AND 
CONSTRUCTIVIST ARCHITECTS OF THE 
FORMER SOVIET UNION. 
THIS HERITAGE IS OF VITAL IMPORTANCE 
AND MUST BE PRESERVED FOR FUTURE 
GENERATIONS.

    PLEASE VISIT
    WWW.SAVEURBANHERITAGE.EU 
    TO SIGN THE PETITION

 WITH THE  SUPPORT OFASSOCIATE PARTNERS

WWW.SAVEURBANHERITAGE.EU
PLEASE VISIT THE WEBSITE TO SIGN THE PETITION

 WITH THE  SUPPORT OFASSOCIATE PARTNERS
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22. RKM APPLICATION: 
NEW TECHNOLOGIES 
FOR HERITAGE 
PRESERVATION AND 
VALORISATION 
MASSIMILIANO BUSTI COMMUNICATION EXPERT
ROSANNA PALERMO SOCIOLOGIST

The theme of the protection and promotion of the avant-garde architectural 
heritage of Moscow and Kiev, understood as a growth factor for the financial 
and social fabric of these two eastern European capitals, is at the centre 
of the work carried out by the RKM_Save Urban Heritage project. Today, 
this type of territorial development - based essentially upon the concept of 
cultural value - is no longer realised simply through the provision of physical 
infrastructure but primarily through all communication and knowledge 
related to concepts of social infrastructure, upon which the intellectual capital 
which fuels urban competitiveness is based.
The use of web infrastructures to provide services related to business 
growth, use of leisure time, improvement of public services and the speeding 
up of communications, introduces the idea of a connected city as a model 
for sustainable development, on both a social and cultural level. It is in 
this context that the idea of the “smart city” may be applied to modern 
metropolises, to underline the growing importance of communication 
technologies in a process which interdependently links the protection, 
development and promotion of local resources with financial, social and 
institutional issues in order to meet the needs of current generations without 
compromising the abilities of future generations to meet their own.
It can thus be seen how the link between new technologies, promotion and 
development of heritage and the promotion of tourism are increasingly 
important in the modern city. 

The RKM_Save Urban Heritage project embraces this idea through the 
development of an internet application based around the avant-garde 
heritage of the cities of Kiev and Moscow, produced by the work of the 
project partners and external experts. Basing itself upon the belief that 
sustainable development is incompatible with the neglect of heritage 
and of natural resources, the project aims to create a technical tool able 
to adequately respond to the modern city’s demands for modernity and 
sustainability. The idea was that of using technology and the potential of 
the internet to create a tool for discovering the avant-garde architectural 
heritage of Moscow and Kiev in the form of a free application which can be 
used on both smartphones and on tablets and is easily manageable even by a 
user without special skills.
The word “application” is now an established reality for territorial marketing 
experts. The requirements of this specific field are constantly changing and 
those responsible for designing and creating “products” must satisfy all 
types of needs, focusing as much as possible upon their target. Even offers 
related to cultural tourism must therefore contend with this new frontier, 
where there are ever more attempts to create an ongoing renewal of models 
capable of involving multiple actors simultaneously: users, sponsors and 
tourism, trade and transport businesses.
RKM’s idea was that of creating a tool capable of functioning on several 
levels, on the one hand applying a strategy aimed at the promotion of 
architectural heritage through a collection of photos, texts, and audiovisual 
materials organised in narrative form, and on the other highlighting the 
potential of this heritage within its urban surroundings. 
Constructivist architecture thus becomes the cornerstone for the 
development of diverse itineraries within the city giving an original and 
transversal vision of the territory and promoting neighbourhoods and areas 
absent from traditional tourist itineraries.
The application therefore becomes a kind of “open” container, constantly 
evolving and aiming to highlight every significant thing in the immediate 
vicinity of the architecture included in each tour, both in terms of logistics 
(e.g. public transport) and culture (galleries, museums). 
The development of this type of software has undergone profound changes in 
recent years. Single-platform applications with extended life cycles are now 
only a memory: development today takes place in distributed environments, 

136



heterogeneous and less static technological contexts with continually 
evolving requirements and release needs. 
This has resulted in new ways of developing applications, and thus today 
we often speak of an iterative and incremental process and an object-
oriented approach to analysis and design or case-based development. One 
common thread running through new development paradigms is the search 
for sound application architecture: in practice, it is no longer enough to 
produce software solutions which meet the requirements: the application 
architecture must also be robust.Possible scenarios to be addressed include 
rapidly changing requirements, the need for applications to evolve from 
an initial core, the distribution of the processing load over more than one 
platform and the integration of externally acquired components. To address 
these issues, the application must be well-structured (in other words, have 
sound architecture), in such a way as to accommodate the changes which 
typically occur both in terms of requirements and of technology, with as 
small an impact as possible upon what has already been realised.
It was only possible to develop this work, which was closely linked to a 
sophisticated and thorough survey of the area, through the involvement 
of local associations, engineers and universities, thus creating a dynamic 
network able to continually update itself via an ongoing exchange of 
information. In this sense, the application can be considered the result of 
various visions of the same perspective, a study and a shared narrative of the 
city completed by coordinating the various stakeholders’ viewpoints. 
From this complex scenario emerges an idea of the city as a complex and 
sophisticated whole whose cultural aspects seem to play an increasingly 
fundamental role in, among other things, economic development. 
In fact, the idea of a “culture industry” is increasingly the focus of 
attention of local governments, who see the value of their heritage as 
one of the main factors of growth.In this sense, the RKM_application 
thus becomes essential for focusing attention on sites of historical and 
cultural significance which have not yet received adequate recognition 
either as heritage to be safeguarded or as source of potential social 
and economic growth. A replicable model aimed at all those seeking to 
highlight the potential of modern architectural heritage, expandable or 
modifiable as needed, and updated according to the infinite variables of 
changing urban spaces  The RKM_application is therefore a tool available 

to all local actors (government, associations, foundations) working for 
the optimization of heritage and who, once the project is finished, will 
be able to further enrich it with new itineraries, architectural sites and 
information on architecture which is already included. In this way the 
application responds fully to concepts of sustainability, understood as 
the lasting effects of the project after its conclusion. The application 
will therefore allow the further development of the network which was 
created for its the development, providing new opportunities for exchange 
and debate. The RKM_Application has been designed with a smart, 
intuitive and user-friendly graphic interface supporting an interactive 
system for visiting Avant-garde and Constructivist heritage sites in Kiev 
and Moscow. The system allows three different navigation modes: Visit, 
Explore and Search. The visit mode provides a series of preset tour 
guides based on the 
RKM_Itineraries; each themed tour guides users through the discovery 
of avant-garde heritage assisted by a range of multimedia information 
regarding architecture, architects, urban history and relative critical debate. 
Each tour begins with an introduction to the tour’s topic, the start and end 
point, duration and means of transport (walking, public transport, bike, and 
car) and provides a simplified map for following the route. Each location is 
associated with an audiovisual sequence providing information about the 
architectural object, and links to related topics. Descriptions are available 
as both audio and written text, accompanied by historical images of the 
buildings, original drafts and plans, details, interiors and portraits of the 
architect and other related historical figures and topics. 
Particular attention has been paid to the thematic section, in an attempt 
not only to provide technical information about the architecture, but also 
to position these creations in a theoretical debate and in a historical 
context as the product of radical visions of social transformation. 
Descriptions are integrated with contextual information about the areas 
of the city being traversed, widening the architectural perspective 
from a planning and historical point of view. In explore mode, users 
can construct their own tours, or wander about the city, selecting the 
information associated with sites visited on the online map or assisted by 
a gps device. In search mode, the user may search the RKM_Database by 
name, author or category. 
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23. EUROPEAN 
CULTURAL HERITAGE 
LEGISLATION: 
AN EAST-WEST 
COMPARISON
JACOPO GALLO CURCIO LAWYER / CONTRACT PROFESSOR WITH THE 
SAPIENZA UNIVERSITY OF ROME

INTRODUCTION
Nothing is more closely linked to a people’s core identity than its history. 
The “visible” representation of a people’s history, its collective memory, is 
necessarily its cultural heritage, and it is for this reason that all peoples tend 
autonomously to legally regulate their own cultural heritage, considering 
primarily its protection, which is, for the most part, managed by the highest-
ranking body of the national organizational apparatus.
In order to comparatively assess legislation in Russia and Ukraine with 
that in Europe, this work will firstly examine the few existing Community 
norms and secondly will evaluate the cases of several individual countries 
belonging to the EU. Finally, we will examine both Ukrainian and Russian 
legislation in detail.

THE SITUATION OF CULTURAL 
HERITAGE LEGISLATION IN 
EUROPE
In view of the above, it is easy to understood how the subject of cultural 
heritage has never found a uniform discipline across Europe. Loss of 
sovereignty in such a delicate area and one of such importance for the 
identity of each individual state has always been carefully avoided.

In reality, the first timid attempts at a Community cultural policy  
date back to the eighties, when the Member States began to perceive  
the lack of any reference in legislation to culture, other than as a limitation 
to the operation of the rules on free movement of goods.
Later, an EU regulation (3911/92) regarding the export of cultural heritage 
and a directive (93/7/EEC) regarding the return of cultural objects unlawfully 
transferred from the territory of a Member State introduced a modicum of 
common legislation.
However, it was only with the Maastricht Treaty, which set the 
“conservation and preservation of heritage of European significance” 
among the objectives of the European Community, that culture became 
of primary public interest. Cultural policies no longer constituted a 
simple correction to the implementation of other Community policies 
and culture became instead “of highest-ranking community interest.” 
However, the EU’s function still remains primarily one of coordination, 
additional and and possibly supplementary to the function of the 
individual nation.
It can therefore be stated that community cultural policies  
focus mainly on the promotion of trade and cooperation and the 
dissemination and development of culture with respect to the cultural 
expression of each nation. The legal instruments used, therefore,  
are not prescriptive but are of a discretionary or, at most, advisory nature.

SOME INDIVIDUAL NATIONAL 
LEGISLATIONS
Given the obvious difficulties of a Community reductio ad unitatem,  
it is necessary to analyse, at least briefly, some of the key national 
legislative disciplines regarding cultural heritage. In general,  
these range from frameworks which are specifically regulated and 
therefore protectionist and centralized (as in Italy and France) to liberal 
and decentralized systems (as in the UK and Germany). 
 Limitations of space preclude an examination of each individual model, 
so we will therefore analyse the most representative examples of the 
opposing types of regulation.
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THE REGULATED MODEL (E.G. ITALY)
It should be stated at the outset that our framework is one of the most 
significant in the European landscape, not only for its high regulatory level, 
but also for the exceptional historical and artistic heritage which it covers.
The notion of cultural heritage has changed over time. 
The difficulties inherent in identifying a broad definition of cultural heritage 
derive from the assessment of the heterogeneity of the relevant cultural 
heritage, an issue which occurs in many frameworks.
Our legal tradition includes two definitions: the older, so-called “normative” 
one (Law of June 1st, 1939, n. In 1089 did not legally define cultural heritage) 
identified a series of “things” subject to the discipline of protection, while 
the “open” one, according to which all artefacts which are the expression 
of a given value are cultural heritage (Legislative Decree n. 112 of 1998, 
acknowledging the proposal of the Franceschini Commission, according 
to which cultural heritage is that which “is a testimony having the value of 
civilization”). 
The current Cultural Heritage Code seems to allow a definition which is 
more closely linked to the second conception. 
In fact, via a detailed administrative procedure (and the possibility to broaden 
the range of things definable as cultural heritage through acts of law) 
cultural heritage means those things which have been recognized in this 
way. 
Once qualified as cultural heritage, those things change legal status and are 
subject to the more restrictive rules of the Code.
The Code also regulates cultural and landscape heritage, both their 
protection and their promotion and development, marking the final transition 
from mere conservation to public use, promotion and development, as well 
as covering more broadly economic aspects. As regards the division of 
powers, the state legislature retains sole responsibility for protection while 
legislative power is split between state and regions as regards management, 
promotion and development.

THE DEREGULATED MODEL 
(E.G. THE UNITED KINGDOM)
As well as protectionist regulation like that in Italy and France, the liberal 
Anglo-Saxon or German model is also deserving of attention, and in fact, the 
British model has distinct characteristics with respect to other continental 
models.
Firstly, it should be noted that there is no notion of cultural heritage similar 
to that adopted in most other European frameworks. Protection measures 
are provided solely with reference to cultural heritage: archaeological sites 
and architectural heritage. These are accorded protection in reference to 
their inclusion in relevant lists. Grading is carried out in accordance with 
pre-determined criteria relating to the state of the property, its value, links to 
other valuable monuments or sites, age, cultural importance, opportunities 
for explanatory material, possible duration and fragility.
Another peculiarity is the fact that policies for the protection of sites of 
historical and archaeological significance are closely linked with town 
planning work (something which is happening more and more frequently 
in Italy, with the protection of cultural heritage being considered of primary 
importance over town planning).
Furthermore, an exact identification of types of intervention work, and 
therefore, a distinction of functions relating to cultural heritage, is lacking, 
as is a general system of norms for regulating the sector. This is probably 
consistent with the adoption of a non-interventionist model.
 There is instead a system of “widespread protection” where a number of 
institutions at all levels deal with cultural heritage.
In essence, we can say that in the United Kingdom (as in Germany), central 
bodies play a small role, limited to a form of overseeing the work of local 
governments (differently, therefore, to the Italian and French system).
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COMPARISON WITH RUSSIA AND 
UKRAINE
It should be pointed out that the reading of the norms of these two important 
countries was carried out in view of a comparison mainly with Italian norms.

THE RUSSIAN MODEL
The Russian Constitution of 1993 contains several articles touching upon the 
subject of cultural heritage.
First of all, Article. 44 “Each person has an obligation to take care of the 
conservation and preservation of historical and cultural heritage and to look 
after the monuments of history and culture”. This rule is notable because it 
introduces a concept unknown to us, which is that all citizens are called upon 
to personally look after historical heritage. 
This concept is clearly repeated in other legislative acts and above all in the 
federal law on heritage of 2002 and is therefore an established concept. 
Our Constitution, instead, sees the Republic, and not individual citizens, as 
the organizational apparatus. This may seem superfluous, but is certainly 
worthy of note.
In the remainder of the constitutional text, the articles regarding legislative 
powers clarify that the Federation must deal with “the determination of 
the principles of federal policy and federal programs regarding the state, 
economic, ecological, social, cultural and national development of the 
Russian Federation “(Art. 71), while the Russian Federation and subjects of 
the Russian Federation share joint responsibility for the” the profitable use 
of nature; the protection of the surrounding environment and the assurance 
of ecological safety; natural territories with special protection; the protection 
of historical and cultural monuments” (Art. 72). Article. 76 also clarifies that 
“...for questions which fall under the competence of the Russian Federation, 
federal constitutional laws and federal laws are adopted which have direct 
effect upon the whole territory of the Russian Federation. 
For matters of joint competence of the Russian Federation and subjects 
of the Russian Federation, federal laws and laws are enacted and other 
normative legal acts of the subjects of the Russian Federation adopted in 
accordance with them. Federal laws cannot be inconsistent with Federal 

Constitutional Laws”. Outside the limits of the jurisdiction of the Russian 
Federation and joint jurisdiction of the Russian Federation and subjects of 
the Russian Federation, the other local authorities carry out their own legal 
regulation, including the approval of laws and other normative legal acts. 
This returns us (mutatis mutandis as regards the territorial dimensions of 
the two states) to Article 117 of the Italian Constitution and, therefore, to the 
relationship between the State and the Regions.
However, a clear distinction is visible between protection and promotion and 
development. In Russia, only the aspect of protection appears explicitly.
Entering into the specifics of federal law on cultural heritage, it should be 
noted that, unlike ours, it does not include landscape heritage, covering 
instead only “monuments of history and culture”, which are then divided into 
subcategories. It does however include the surrounding area, which allows 
an effective protection of the individual monument (something which does 
not happen in Italy, if not from the more general perspective of landscape).
Through a federal procedure (Articles 16-19) beginning with a request which 
can apparently be made by any individual to the competent federal authorities, 
it allows a survey to ascertain the historical or cultural monumentality of the 
artefact and thus eventually allows its inclusion in the register. 
The consequences are similar to those of our system, and from that moment 
on the artefact is subject to a special legal regime of protection. In Russia, 
anyone (even a private person) may own a piece of cultural heritage. 
The norms governing how an object of historical value should be considered 
are more detailed, however (Articles 28-32), whereas in Italy the definition of 
the cultural nature of an artefact is entrusted to the technical sciences.
As already stated, the law deals with the protection, preservation and 
conservation of heritage. Among these norms is one which draws attention to 
the diversity of perspectives regarding the concept of restoration, at least as 
we know it in Italy: Article. 47 speaks of the reconstruction of the lost object 
in cases defined as ‘exceptional’.The legislation continues with the discipline 
of ownership, which changes once the property has been entered in the 
register and become part of cultural heritage. 

It should be underlined how this discipline is practiced even in the areas 
(to what extent is not directly stated) surrounding the individual artefact. 
Finally, the law on cultural heritage of the City of Moscow (being a city with 
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its own autonomous status) is deserving of note. Obviously, the legislation 
is necessarily based upon federal legislation, but it specifies that a further 
local, as well as national, identification of cultural heritage is possible, via 
the same mechanisms described above. It also specifies that in the city of 
Moscow artefacts can be considered cultural and historical if at least fifty 
years have passed since their creation. 
Finally, mention is made of the possibility of profiting from the use of 
cultural heritage, classed as a right in favour of the owner or possessor. 
Fundamentally, though essentially lacking a feature similar to our promotion 
and development, it goes further and speaks openly of financial exploitation.

THE UKRAINIAN MODEL
 As regards cultural heritage, the Ukrainian Constitution is not as rich as that 
of Russia: Article 11 states that “the State promotes the consolidation and 
development of the Ukrainian nation, its historical consciousness, traditions 
and culture, as well as the development of the ethnic, cultural, linguistic and 
religious identity of all its indigenous peoples and national minorities.”
Ukrainian legislation on cultural heritage dates back to 2000. The text is 
minimal, but contains some peculiarities which are worth mentioning.
Firstly, the notion of cultural heritage includes both cultural heritage, in 
the sense of heritage which is archaeological, architectural, or otherwise 
deriving from the work of man, and landscape heritage. In this, it seems to 
resemble the current Italian legislation. 
On the other hand, though, the legislation is limited to the protection of 
cultural heritage does not foresee its promotion and development, resembling 
in this the Russian legislation.
In this case too, as to some extent in all the legislations, there is express 
reference to laws on town planning, underlining their close ties with 
the question. It must also be noted that, as in the Russian legislation, 
a special category is identified, namely so-called attractions, specific 
architectural artefacts which condition the discipline of the surrounding 
areas, immediately and globally subjecting them too to legislation on 
cultural heritage, which overrides the general norms (on property). Here 
too, ownership of cultural heritage may be private. We can say, then, that 
the mechanism of protection is substantially similar to those already seen 

on other occasions: the state deals with the protection of cultural heritage 
through its inclusion in a special register of those artefacts which have 
been judged as being of cultural interest after the relevant administrative 
procedure, not defined by law.

CONCLUSIONS
As summarised above, we can in conclusion state that, despite some 
differences in regulation, the substance of the Russian and Ukrainian 
cultural heritage legislation is closest to the regulated model.
The most macroscopic difference seems to be the legal description of the 
procedure which decides whether to insert or remove a cultural object in the 
relevant registry. In Italy and in France the process is carefully regulated at 
the legislative and national level, while in Russia and Ukraine this does not 
seem to be the case. This, in reality, leaves a greater margin of discretionary 
decision to the administrative authorities, eventually possibly undermining 
the strength of those principles set out at the highest regulatory level.142
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