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History of Soviet Architecture in the Kazakh SSR

The article is dedicated to the Soviet architectural style in the Kazakh SSR. Architecture became one of the
key areas in Soviet ideology, in which national elements in urban planning were designed and controlled by
the party to form an international Soviet society. A brief overview of Soviet architecture's history reveals that
it played a significant role in shaping the collective life of the Soviet people. Several stages and directions in
the development of Soviet architecture in Kazakhstan were highlighted: 1st stage from the early 1920s to the
early 1930s; 2nd stage from the mid-1930s to the mid-1950s; 3rd stage from the mid-1950s to the early
1990s. In turn, the party's urban planning decisions were divided into two directions: on the one hand, it was
the standardization of construction; on the other hand, it was the erection of monumental buildings, which in-
cluded elements of national culture. The brief history of architecture allows us to grasp the Soviet ideological
transformation through the material organization of space. The results of the article allow us to conclude that
the construction of buildings reflecting a unique national/ethnic style was aimed at «stabilizing» the emotion-
al/psychic state of the indigenous population, creating the illusion of preserving their cultural and national
identity despite the state policy of unification and construction of a new Soviet community.

Keywords: Soviet architecture, national architecture, urban development, culture, KazSSR, standard construc-
tion, national ornament, identity, buildings, architects.

Introduction

The Soviet national policy was considered within the framework of realizing the Party’s ideological
guidelines and the dominance of the class approach. According to Marxist materialism, the base determines
the superstructure, and the task of Soviet construction was to erect the material foundation, which in turn was
to form a new society. After the revolution, architecture became a key area in Soviet ideology. In the 1920s,
it was believed that carefully designed residential buildings could eliminate the conditions for individualistic
and petty-bourgeois lifestyles, and on this basis, a new type of person — the socialist man/socialist woman
would be formed. Former social groups such as the patriarchal family, the private firm, or the peasant farm
will pave a way to a new ideal, the labor collective [1; 39].

Soviet culture was created based on the all-union framework, and a Soviet international society was
formed, where national identity had to yield to Soviet identity. The collective life of Soviet people was not a
default state, but a construct of human activity. Architecture and collective life are subject to the idea that
people use architecture to create collective life. This process is indirect: people make it by doing other things.
We construct collective life by constructing our environment: a continuous and gradual process of building
dwellings, gathering places, casual stops, intentionally or not, as an expression of power or as an act of re-
sistance to power. If it is true to say that much of our environment is not constructed by architects, it is nev-
ertheless in architecture that we understand and theorize it. In this way, architecture shapes collective life.
Architecture is a constructed form of collective life; collective life is a social formation. [2]. The architectur-
al forms embodied the spirit of the new Soviet era: an active emotional and volitional worldview of collectiv-
ism, a sense of strong camaraderie [3; 12]. Soviet architecture in Kazakhstan was built strictly in coordina-
tion with Moscow.

The relevance of the research topic. In some countries of the former Soviet Union there are different
views on Soviet architectural objects — from the lust to destroy them as the embodiment of evil to aspira-
tion. Almost all Kazakhstani cities were built during the Soviet period. In this case, Soviet architecture is a
valuable source in some way, “reference point” for historians. Studying the history of architectural style
spans the period from the 1920s to the early 1990s, allowing us to grasp not only the specific features and
peculiarities of the Soviet construction but also the Soviet ideological transformation. By analyzing architec-
tural design in the Soviet Kazakhstan, we can dig into people’s everyday life and trace political, economic
and social policy of the state.
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History of Soviet Architecture in the Kazakh SSR

The purpose of the article is to examine the brief history of Soviet architecture in the Kazakh SSR.

We assume that the development of Soviet architecture in Kazakhstan can be divided into several stag-
es: 1st stage from the early 1920s to the early 1930s; 2nd stage from the mid-1930s to the mid-1950s; 3rd
stage from the mid-1950s to the early 1990s. In turn, the party's urban planning decisions can be divided into
two directions: on the one hand, it is the standardization of construction; on the other hand, it is the erection
of monumental buildings, the architectural style of which includes elements of national culture.

Materials and Methods

The methodological basis of this article builds on the scientific approaches indicated in Yu.
L. Kosenkova’s work [4]. The researcher highlights that for the first time, methodological problems in the
study of Soviet architecture were seriously raised during the round table discussion in 1991. The main issue
is what has changed today in the understanding of Soviet architecture and methods of studying it. After the
collapse of the Soviet Union, researchers gained the opportunity to take a different research position, look at
the phenomenon of Soviet architecture as if “from the outside”. However, we agree with Yu.L. Kosenkova
states that historians face a variety of problems today, such as accurate dating, and hence accurate chronolo-
gy, and identification of the actual relationship between events and phenomena. One of the biggest problems
is the periodization of the history of Soviet architecture, which is directly related to the accuracy of dating.
Many researchers talk about the blurring of chronological boundaries. Therefore, we accept
Yu.L. Kosenkova’s opinion that there is no single, established periodization. Everything depends on the
tasks set by the researcher and on the element of the general structure of the architectural and urban planning
process that the researcher takes as a basis [4].

Following the approaches of Yu.L. Kosenkova along with a set of general scientific methods (content
analysis, synthesis, induction, deduction, interpretation, and generalization), the following methods were
used: historical-comparative, historical-systemic, historical-typological, historical-chronological, and recon-
struction methods. Using the comparative-historical method, different periods of Soviet architecture in Ka-
zakhstan were compared. Comparison of buildings and dwellings allowed to trace the differences in their
forms, types, etc. The historical and chronological method allowed to identify periods, tracing changes in the
architecture of a particular period. Historical-typological method and reconstruction method allowed for sys-
tematizing and identifying the types of architectural solutions in Soviet Kazakhstan.

The history of Soviet architecture is traditionally divided into three periods: the “avant-garde” (1917—
1932), “socialist realism” or “Stalinism” (1932-1955) and late modernism (1955-1991). The clear bounda-
ries between these periods are defined by two political interventions in architecture [5]. The first intervention
was marked by the Decree of the Communist Party “On the Reconstruction of Literature and Artistic Organ-
izations” (23 April 1932) [6]. This document marked the beginning of control in the cultural policy of the
USSR. In architecture, this document became the normative basis for the transition from the avant-garde to
Stalinist Empire style. The second intervention consists of Decrees “On Elimination of Excesses in Design
and Construction” and the USSR Council of Ministers (4 November 1955) [7] and “On Development of
Housing Construction in the USSR” (31 July 1957) [8]. These decrees established the starting point for new
housing construction in the country. The construction of five-storey houses consisting of prefabricated struc-
tures went at a rapid pace and was put on the “conveyor belt”. The construction of houses of this design con-
tinued from 1959 to 1985. The study and its results are based on the published works of foreign and Kazakh-
stani researchers.

Results

Architecture in the Soviet Union was one of the tools of the Bolsheviks’ national policy. Architectural
solutions were used to form an international Soviet society and shape the “Soviet man”. In the introduction
to the article, we conditionally divided urban planning in the Kazakh SSR into stages and directions. The
first direction is the standardization of construction. Urban development projects were ruled strictly by Sovi-
et standards; in particular, all large structures were erected after receiving approval from Moscow. The de-
sign of buildings took into account elements of national culture and a standardized approach. Architecture
was politicized. Thus, the appearance of buildings invariably reflected socio-economic and political condi-
tions [9; 75].

The first stage of the development of architecture in Soviet Kazakhstan can be attributed to the 1920s-
1930s. The problem of introducing national culture into architectural solutions became relevant immediately
after the Bolsheviks gained power in 1917. Russian researchers M.M. Iskandarov and A.Yu. Mikhailov be-
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lieve that in the first period of the establishment of Soviet power there was no universally accepted approach
to the problem of national features. Proletarian Constructivism appeared in parallel with the existence of
“classicism” and stylization in the “national spirit” [10; 94].

In the 20s of the XX century, architects opposed stylizations slogan in the national style “architecture
proletarian in content, national in color”, later in the 30s this slogan was transformed into the following for-
mula: “architecture socialist in content and national in the form of the culture of the peoples of the USSR”.
Here, researchers note that the change from “proletarian” to “socialist” gives a broader definition, including
not only the culture of workers/proletarians, but also the culture of other social groups, in particular the cul-
ture of the peoples of the national peripheries [10; 95].

In 1926, an article by M. Ginzburg “National Architecture of the Peoples of the USSR was published
in the journal “Modern Architecture”. M. Ginzburg noted that “all prerequisites determining the modern face
of the national Soviet republics should be taken into account” [11; 76]. One of the first buildings constructed
in Alma-Ata was the Government House, built in 1929 by architects M. Gingzburg and F. Milinis. The build-
ing was constructed to take into account the urban landscape of Almaty, without deliberate archaization. In
addition, the new government attempted to demonstrate a “better future” for Soviet residents through a strat-
egy of building high-rise housing [12; 76]. Due to the economic situation, construction of the first apartment
buildings in major cities began throughout the Soviet Union, including Kazakhstan.

After the adoption of the Decree “On the Reconstruction of Literature and Artistic Organizations” (23
April 1932), in the early 30s of the twentieth century, the architectural style began to change towards Stalin-
ist Empire, also known as “Stalinist architecture”. Architects tried to find a balance between the national
characteristics and international standards. The construction of monumental buildings representing a synthe-
sis of classical Soviet and national styles began. The architectural creations of this period were characterized
by grandiosity. Ye.V. Kostova notes that the greatness and grandiosity of the common cause of labor and
struggle should lead to architectural monumentalism. The Soviet buildings symbolize the strength and power
of the Soviet power [3; 14]. One of the brightest examples of construction in the spirit of the era was the con-
struction of the Kazakh State Academic Opera and Ballet Theater named after Abai (1936-1941), designed
by architect N.A. Krugly. The architectural style was Stalinist Empire, including national ornament. The
construction of the grandiose, at that time, architectural ensemble of the Academy of Sciences of the Kazakh
SSR (1948-1957) by architect A.V. Shchusev symbolized the greatness of human thought and the magnitude
of the tasks facing science in Kazakhstan. The architecture used classical motifs combined with elements of
national ornamentation [13]. The construction of the Theater and the Academy reflects a symbiosis of Soviet
neoclassicism and elements of national ornament. The construction of residential buildings also underwent
significant changes. The transition from constructivism to the construction of residential houses in the Stalin-
ist style, featuring stucco, national patterns, arches, and other elements, occurred in major cities such as Al-
maty, Semipalatinsk, and Karaganda. “Stalinki” were characterized by high ceilings and large square foot-
age. The ideological basis of Soviet architecture until the mid-1950s was not revised. Throughout the Stalin-
ist period, two architectural and urban planning tendencies coexisted: “ensemble thinking” and monumental
development of the central squares and thoroughfares of cities, designed to reflect the greatness of the
achievements of the Soviet era [14; 9].

Kazakhstan researcher Ye.G. Malinovskaia notes that a new stage began for the architecture of Alma-
Ata in the mid-1930s of the 20th century. Specifically, construction began to be carried out not by Moscow
and Leningrad architects but by local design organizations. Municipal and Republican newspapers regularly
reported on the rapid pace of construction, the selfless labor of workers, and completed objects. The Unified
State Political Department (OGPU) supervised the construction of the largest projects. However, according
to Ye. Malinovskaya, each large construction project was “a small concentration camp hidden from the city
dwellers by a high fence”. Behind the cover of achievements was hidden the hard, forced labor of prisoners
in camps and special settlers. People lived, worked and died of disease and hunger. There were constant ar-
rests in the project organizations [15; 68-69]. The history of Stalin’s new buildings in Kazakhstan in the
1920s-1950s is a story of “extermination-labor camps”. All cities and settlements in large regions — Kara-
ganda, Dzhezkazgan, Balkhash, Ridder, Achisai, etc. stand on the bones of hundreds of thousands of prison-
ers who built them [15; 115-116].

The end of Stalinist architecture is dated 1954-1955, after the All-Union Creative Meeting on Construc-
tion in 1954, the Second All-Union Congress of Soviet Architects in November-December 1955 [16; 13].
The 3rd stage of Soviet architecture in the USSR and, in particular, in Kazakhstan began with the complete
rejection of the Stalinist architectural style and was the first indication of de-Stalinization and one of the first
in a series of reforms initiated by the new leader of the state [14; 9]. To provide housing for the population of
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the Union, the Party leadership decided to start mass standard construction in the second half of the twentieth
century. In Kazakhstan, buildings began to be erected according to individual and standard designs. In the
50s of the twentieth century, the CPSU Central Committee issued resolutions “On Elimination of Excesses in
Design and Construction” [7] and the Council of Ministers of the USSR “On the development of housing
construction in the USSR” [8], according to which the style and ideas about the modern dwelling of a Soviet
citizen were defined as development of Soviet architecture in Kazakhstan.

In 1961 The First Secretary of the Central Committee of the CPSU, N.S. Khrushchyov, at the XXII par-
ty Congress indicated that “the needs of the Soviet people in comfortable homes will be met.” Large-scale
construction of five-storey panel buildings has begun. New model neighborhoods have significantly changed
the appearance of Soviet cities [17]. According to the program of the Communist Party, in the first decade
the country would eliminate the housing shortage. Those families still living in overcrowded and poor hous-
ing would receive new apartments. After the second decade, every family, including newlywed families, will
have a comfortable apartment that meets the requirements of hygiene and cultural life [17]. Tselinograd city
was founded in 1961, which became the capital for the development of virgin and fallow lands [18]. This
city became an example of a new urban concept and standardization of buildings under N.S. Khrushchyov. A
new typology of residential buildings proposed as part of the virgin land development campaign, known as
the Khrushchyovka, became widespread throughout the USSR. In the beginning of the 1950s, this new ty-
pology was used to provide housing for about 60 million people throughout the USSR for two decades. Even
though these buildings were designed to have a limited lifespan, a significant portion of the population of the
former USSR still lives in homes built during that era. The Khrushchyovkas contributed to the formation of
socialist society and became an important part of the history of the USSR, as well as of collective memory
[19; 59]. Workers from Ukraine, the RSFSR, Belarus, etc. came to build the city. For example, Resolution
No. 241 of the Bureau of the Zakarpattya Regional Committee of the LCYL (LKSM) of Ukraine on sending
young workers for construction in the areas of development of virgin lands of the Kazakh SSR indicated the
necessity of selecting 100 best young people and sending them to the construction in the order of public con-
scription [20]. The construction of “Khrushchyovki,” in contrast to “Stalinki,” was cheap and uniform. The
mass construction of such panel microdistricts leveled national and cultural differences. The problem of typi-
cal construction was also the ignoring of natural peculiarities. Thus, despite their modest layouts, the con-
struction of Khrushchyov-era apartment buildings, which offered basic amenities, was perceived by Soviet
citizens as a step forward. Of course, the construction of mass-produced standard housing introduced uni-
form standards — identical layouts, the same furniture in all flats, household items, etc.

In the late 1970s and 1980s, the construction of more comfortable multi-story panel and brick houses
began. Continuing the practice of standard design, Soviet architects began to complicate the shapes of build-
ings, increase the number of floors, and develop new apartment designs. Panel construction technology was
replaced by frame and monolithic construction technology [12; 43]. The kitchen area increased from 6 m? to
8-12 m2. With the improvement of the economic component, storage spaces (cupboards, pantries) appeared
in apartments. The bedroom area also increased from 8-10-12 m? to 10-12-14 m?, and these changes led to an
increase in the area of common rooms from 16-18 m? to 18-24 m? [21; 205-206].

The political and economic situation in the country in the late 1980s and early 1990s slowed down the
pace of housing construction. In May 1990, the Republican Public Opinion Center of Kazakhstan conducted
a quick survey in four regions of the republic (Alma-Ata, East Kazakhstan, Guryev, and Karaganda). The
aim was to study public opinion on the activities of various socio-political structures and the socio-economic
development of society. Approximately 2,000 people took part in the survey [22; 15]. The study sampled the
most pressing issues affecting urban and rural populations. One of the issues raised in the express survey was
the “housing problem.” Based on the data obtained, the following conclusion can be drawn: the “housing
problem” ranked second in urban areas and fourth in rural areas, indicating an acute shortage of housing and,
accordingly, low construction rates. During this period, national ornament in the construction of residential
houses was practically absent, but in Almaty, Taraz, and Shymkent, one can see panel houses, the facades of
which are decorated with traditional national ornament. Most of the buildings in Soviet Kazakhstan were
constructed during the Soviet modernism period. Despite the standardization, the architectural structures
demonstrated the national style. The second direction is the construction of monumental buildings, the archi-
tectural style of which included elements of national culture. The solution to this issue was a return to tradi-
tional motifs, particularly national ornamentation. The buildings were characterized by massive forms with
futuristic elements and pronounced decoration. An example is the Palace of Marriage, built in 1971. In addi-
tion, Soviet architects tried to incorporate national features into the form of buildings. For example, the
Arasan bath and health complex [23]. Among the monuments of Soviet architecture, it is necessary to single
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out unique buildings — the Palace of the Republic (in the past Palace of Culture named after V.I. Lenin)
built in 1970 and the Kazakhstan Hotel, the construction of which dates back to 1975-1977 in Alma-Ata.
The construction of the Kazakhstan Hotel, a 25-story building in an earthquake-prone zone, was one of the
most ambitious projects of Soviet architects. The style of the Palace of the Republic included a synthesis of
features of Kazakh culture, which was expressed in the traditional tent theme [24]. In the 1980s, many cul-
tural and educational buildings were constructed in Kazakhstan. Among the major architectural structures
built in Kazakhstan during the late Soviet period, it is necessary to mention the Palace of Schoolchildren in
Almaty (1983). The building was constructed in a modernist style with an oriental influence. The 25-meter
dome and 40-meter observatory tower deserve special attention. The shape of the building resembles a snail,
which makes the building a carrier of meanings characteristic of Kazakh culture [25]. In the late 1980s and
early 1990s, construction of projects that had already begun was suspended due to a lack of funding. Let us
assume that the erection of such buildings, reflecting their unique national/ethnic style, was aimed at “stabi-
lizing” the emotional/psychic state of the indigenous population, creating the illusion of preserving their cul-
tural and national identity, despite the state policy of unification and construction of a new Soviet communi-

ty.
Discussion

The Soviet urban planning in Kazakhstan is still a little-studied issue and remains largely descriptive.
In our opinion, there are currently no academic institutions in Kazakhstan that specialize exclusively in the
history of Soviet architecture. Research in this area is mainly conducted at the Kazakh National Academy of
Architecture and Civil Engineering (KazGASA) in Almaty. Existing research on the history of Soviet archi-
tecture is interdisciplinary and is studied within the framework of architectural studies, urban planning, cul-
tural studies, and social history.

Discussions about the periodization of Soviet architecture continue to this day. Most researchers, in-
cluding A. Vronskaya, propose a classical periodization based on ideological, political, and party-state
changes. The proposed structure is divided into three stages: 1917-1932; 1932-1955; 1955-1990 [5].
Y.L. Kosenkova offers a slightly different periodization: 1920s-1930s; 1931-1937; early 1940s-mid-1950s,
1960s-1980s (the periodization was made by us, based on the researcher's works) [26-29]. We, in turn, share
A. Vronskaya’s logic of periodization, but we propose to start counting from 1920, since we believe that in
the early years of Soviet power there was no centralized policy in the field of architecture. From the early
1920s, Higher Artistic and Technical Workshops were established, competitive projects became more active,
associations appeared, etc. Thus, based on the proposed periodization, we identify three key stages: 1st stage
from the early 1920s to the early 1930s; 2nd stage from the mid-1930s to the mid-1950s; 3rd stage from the
mid-1950s to the early 1990s.

In the creation of national style in architecture, Russian researchers M.M. Iskandarov and
A.Y. Mikhailov distinguish two main approaches: traditionalist and innovative. The first approach included
the construction of buildings using the local traditional style of the past (Central Asia — the Timurid period,;
Middle Volga region — the Tatar Republic), etc. As a result, buildings in oriental style began to appear. The
innovative approach “new architecture” implied the synthesis of national style with progressive style (Gov-
ernment House in Alma-Ata; workers’ clubs in Baku) [5; 96]. C. Humphrey, in his work “Ideology in infra-
structure: architecture and Soviet imagination”, states that ideology does not just exist in linguistic form; it
also appears in material structures. The Soviet party-state believed architecture had a transformative effect
and promoted communal dwellings to mould a new socialist way of life [1]. We agree with C. Humphrey’s
conclusions that ideology manifested itself in the material environment. In particular, in our view, architec-
ture shaped ordinary people’s perceptions of power. Large monumental buildings constructed during the Sta-
linist period had a certain psychological impact and seemed to create an image of strength, eternity, and sta-
bility. Kazakh researcher N. Sarzhanov and American researcher T. Schurch identify problems associated
with the construction of high-rise buildings in the USSR, and in Kazakhstan in particular. Thus, in their opin-
ion, mass standardized housing led to a decline in the quality of residential buildings. The researchers offer
recommendations for the reconstruction of Soviet housing, which will improve the quality of life in the urban
environment, in particular, to maximize the preservation of architectural and artistic details of houses built
during that period [7; 42]. Indeed, mass construction in Kazakhstan has depersonalized cities, subjecting
them to centralized requirements imposed by the authorities. However, despite this, as noted by Kazakh re-
searchers, as G. Abdrassilova and Ye. Danibekova, the Soviet architecture in Kazakhstan met the contempo-
rary requirements of its time: all settlements were developed according to approved master plans, design and
construction were carried out by large state companies with powerful technical potential [4].
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The monograph “Repressed Architecture” — Stalin’s New Buildings, Creativity and Fates of Archi-
tects” by the Kazakh researcher Ye. Malinovskaya is of considerable interest. The peculiarity of the mono-
graph is that it is based not on the holdings of state archives, but on the memaories of the witnesses of that era.
The book presents materials about repressions in the field of architecture, analyzes the projects of model set-
tlements for “settling nomads”, developed by the party nomenclature of the State Planning Committee of the
KASSR in the late 1920s [15].

Conclusions

During the Soviet rule, architecture in Kazakhstan developed strictly within the framework of a central-
ized ideology. The study of Soviet architecture is an important branch of the humanities. The results of the
article allow us to conclude that Soviet architecture served as one of the key instruments influencing the for-
mation of cultural identity and ethnic integration in urban planning. Furthermore, by studying the history of
Soviet architecture, we can trace how the national characteristics of people were either emphasized or, con-
versely, erased within the framework of a unified Soviet ideology.

We highlighted the periods and trends of Soviet architecture in Kazakhstan. In the construction of mul-
ti-storey housing, each stage is characterized by its distinctive style. Thus, during the first period from the
early 1920s to the early 1930s, the constructivist style was widespread in Soviet architecture. The buildings
were simple in form, practical, and without unnecessary frills. The second stage, from the mid-1930s to the
mid-1950s, is characterized by the Stalinist Empire style in architecture. The erected buildings are distin-
guished by their monumentality, the use of decorative elements. This style of architecture symbolized the
greatness of the Soviet Union and the embodiment of the ideas of Soviet society. By erecting monumental
buildings, the party sought to demonstrate the greatness and power of Soviet power. However, at the same
time, during the construction of monumental buildings, the cultural characteristics of the Kazakh people
were taken into account. Particularly, one can see a combination of traditional Kazakh ornaments with ele-
ments of Soviet ideology.

After the exposure of the cult of personality and with the beginning of the “thaw” in the republic, large-
scale construction of massive residential complexes of the same type began. During the construction and
planning of residential buildings, standard projects were developed to provide all residents of the country
with adequate housing. It should be noted that the houses being built did not always match quality standards
and characteristics. The third stage, from the mid-1950s to the early 1990s, Soviet architects complicated the
shapes of buildings, increased the number of floors, and developed new apartment layouts.
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Kazak KCP-narpl KeHeCTIK apXUTEeKTypa TAapUXbI

Maxkana Kazak KCP-marbl KeHeCTIK coyneT CTHIIHIH TapuxbiHAa apHanmFaH. OJ Ke3eHIeri KeHECTIiK
HJICOJIOTHAIA CAYJIeT oHepi 0acThl OarbITTapbIH Oipi Oonmsl. KeHecTik coynerTeri YITTHIK dJIEeMEHTTEepAi
naptus kobanar, OakplUIal OTHIPIBL. APXHTEKTYPANIBIK MICMIIMICP MHTEPHAIMOHAIBIK KEHECTIK KOFaM/Ibl
KaJIBINTACTHIPy JKOHE «KEHeC aJaMblH» TopOHeney MakcaThlHIa MNaijanaHelIIsl. Makama aBTOpIiapbl
Ka3zakcTanmarsl KeHeCTiK coysieT eHepiHiH OipHeme ke3eHiH Oeuin kepcerenmi: 1 keseH — 1920 »KbuiabiH
OacerHan 1930 >xpuineiH OachiHa neiiiH; 2 ke3eH — 1930 xburaplH oprackiHaH 1950 KBULABIH OpTackiHA
neiiin; 3 kezeH — 1950 sxburaeiy oprackiHan 1990 sxpuiabiH 6ackiHa feiiin. COHbIMEH KaTap, MapTUSHBIH
KaJla KYpbUIBICBIHA KAaTBICTBI INENIiMaepi eKki OarbpITTa >KYpri3unmi: OipiHINICI, KYpBUIBIC >XYMBICTaphIH
CTaHIApPTTayMEH, CKiHIIICI — YITTBIK MOJCHHETTIH JJIEMEHTTePiH KaMTUTHIH MOHYMEHTAJIbl FHMaparTap
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callyMeH OailylaHbICTBl. APXUTEKTYpaHbIH KbICKAIA TAPHUXbl KEHICTIKTIH MaTepHalbIK YHBIMAACTBIPHUIYBI
apKBUIBI KEHECTIK HJCOJOTHMSUIBIK TpaHC(OPMAUMSIHBl TYCIHYyre MYMKIHIIK Oepexmi. ABTOpIapAbIH
NalbIMIAybIHIIA, YITTHIK HEMeCe ITHHKAIBIK CTHJIBII OCHHENeHTIH FUMapaTTapAbl caly — JKepTiTiKTi
XaJIBIKTBIH 3MOLMOHAI/BIK JKOHE IICHXOJIOTMSIIBIK TYPAKTHUIBIFBIH KaMTaMachl3 eTyre OarbITTanraH. by
cascaT TYpPFBIHApFa ©31epiHiH MOACHH JKOHE YITTHIK OOJIMBICHIH CaKTall KaJFaHAai ocep KaJABIPHIN, MIBIH
MOHIH/Ie, MEMJIEKETTIH OIpTyTac KEeHECTiK KaybIMIACTHIK KaJIbIITACTHIPY CasCaThbIH OypKeMemnei.

Kinm ce3dep: xeHecTik coyneT, Kana KypbUIBICH, momeHuer, Kasak KCP, Tunrik KypbUIbIC, YITTHIK OO-
OpHeK, KonTaHba, FUMaparTap, apXUTeKTopIap.

I''M. Baitroxuna, JI.M. JlaynerbaeBa

HcTtopus coBerckoii apxutektypbl B Kazaxckoit CCP

CraTbs NOCBSILEHA Ka3aXCKOMY apXUTeKTypHOMY cTuio B Kazaxckoit CCP. ApxurekTypa crana OJHUM U3
KJIIOYEBBIX HAIPABICHUM B COBETCKOM HAeonoruu. HanuoHalpHBIE 3IEMEHTBI B COBETCKOM apXHUTEKTYype
KOHCTPYHPOBAIHNCh 1 KOHTPOJIMPOBAINCH MApTHEH. APXUTEKTypHBIE PEIICHHS HCTIOIb30BATNCH Ui (hopMu-
POBaHUS MHTEPHALMOHAIEHOTO COBETCKOTO 00IIecTBa M (POPMUPOBAHUS KCOBETCKOTO YENIOBEKa». ABTOpaMH
ObLIM BBIZENEHBI HECKOIBKO 3TAallOB U HATPABIECHHWI B Pa3BUTHU COBETCKOH apxuTeKTypsl B Kaszaxcrane: 1
otan — ¢ Havana 1920-x rr. u no Havana 1930-rr.; 2 stan — c cepenunsl 1930-x rr. 1o cepeaunsl 1950-x
IT., 3 9tam — ¢ cepeauns! 1950-x rT. 10 Havana 1990-x rr. B cBoro odepens, rpagoCTpOUTEIbHBIE PEIICHUS
nmapTuy OBUTH pa3/ielieHbl Ha JIBa HAIPABICHHA: C OJHOHW CTOPOHBI, 3TO CTAHAAPTU3ALUs CTPOUTENLCTBA, C
JIPYTroi CTOPOHBI, 3TO BO3BEICHHE MOHYMEHTAIBHBIX 3[aHHUH, apXUTEKTYPHBIA CTHJIb KOTOPBIX BKIIOYAl B
ceOst 3JIeMEHTHI HAI[MOHAIBHOW KyIbTyphl. KpaTkas MCTOpHS apXHUTEKTyphl MO3BOJSIET HAM MOHSTH COBET-
CKYI0 HJCOJIOTHYECKYI0 TpaHC(HOpPMAIMIO dYepe3 MaTepHalbHYI0 OpPraHM3alMI0 IIPOCTPAHCTBA. ABTOPHI
JIAHHOM CTaTbU MPHUXOIAT K BBIBOAY, UTO CTPOUTENHCTBO 3JaHUN, OTPAXKAIOLIUX CBOM YHUKaJIbHBIN Haluo-
HaJIBHBII/STHUUECKUI CTHIIb, IPECIISIOBAJIO [Eb «CTa0MIN3aI[MN IMOINOHATIBHOTO/TICHXHIECKOTO COCTOSI-
HHSI KOPEHHOTO HACEJICHWs, CO3/1aBasi MINTIO3UIO COXPAaHEHHs CBOEH KyJIbTYpHOW M HallMOHAJIbHOW WMACHTHY-
HOCTHU, HECMOTPS Ha TOCYJapCTBEHHYIO MOJUTHKY YHH(HKANHA U KOHCTPYHPOBAaHHS HOBOH COBETCKOH 0OII-
HOCTH.

Kniouesvie ciosa: cOBeTCKasl apxXUTEKTypa, HAI[MOHAIbHAS apXUTEKTypa, TPaJOCTPOUTENBCTBO, KYJIbTYpa,
Ka3CCP, TimoBoe CTpOUTENLCTBO, HAIIMOHAIBHBIH OPHAMEHT, CAMOOBITHOCTD, 3/1aHHSI, APXUTCKTOPHI.
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