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Abstract. The purpose of this article is to highlight the history and features of the residential districts
«Novyi Pobut», «Chervonyi Promyslovets», and «Budynok Spetsialistiv» in the context of the creation of
the metropolitan center of Kharkiv in the 1920s and 1930s, as well as to identify the concepts implemented
in these districts. Methods. In order to achieve this goal, the study applies the method of systematization of
literary, documentary and digital sources and uses a systematic logical and genetic approach. Results. The
article explores the history and peculiarities of the residential area behind the Derzhprom (State Industry
Building) in Kharkiv on the example of three residential complexes: «Chervonyi Promyslovets», «Budynok
Spetsialistiv» and «Novyi Pobut», built in the 1920s and 1930s not far from the new administrative center
of the city. This article is a continuation of the authors’ previous research, and its scientific novelty lies in
revealing the reflection of progressive architectural and urban planning trends of the early 20th century in
the architecture of residential complexes: concepts of garden city, house commune and residential combine.
The urban planning of Kharkiv's administrative center, where residential quarters are separated from the
administrative and business district by a wide green boulevard, implements the concept of a garden city. In
turn, the «Chervonyi Promyslovets» and «House of Specialists» embody the idea of a residential combine,
while the «Novyi Pobut» partially realizes the concept of a house commune.

The relevance of this article is determined by the need to preserve architectural heritage as an essential
component of the modern European strategy, which is a key factor in understanding the value of historical
landscapes and architectural monuments. Documenting Kharkiv's architectural and urban heritage,
particularly from the period of its active development, is crucial for the preservation and further study
of unique monuments, as these buildings not only reflect the city's history but also showcase progressive
architectural concepts of the 20th century.

Conclusions. The capital period of Kharkiv was one of the most fruitful, turning the city into a center
of early modernist complexes. In the 1920s and 1930s, a new administrative center emerged in the city
with residential districts that embodied variations of the «house-commune» and «garden city» concepts.
The «Novyi Pobut», «Chervonyi Promyslovets», and «Budynok Spetsialistiv» complexes demonstrate the
evolution of the concept of a «residential combine» — serviced residential buildings.

The article examines the history of three residential blocks, including «Novyi Pobut», which embodies
the concept of a «house-commune», and «Chervonyi Promyslovets» and «Budynok Spetsialistiv», which
represent the concept of a «residential combine». Throughout its existence, the «Novyi Pobut» residential
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complex has undergone the greatest spatial changes over time, while the other two have remained without
significant changes in structure and appearance. The results of the study will contribute to the preservation of
the unique residential blocks of the central part of Kharkiv, their integration into the strategies of monument
protection and increase their value.

Key words: Kharkiv, modernism, residential area behind the Derzhprom, garden-city, residential combine,
house-commune, compositional and functional peculiarities.
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Anomauia. Memorw oJanoi cmammi € euceimienHs icmopii ma o0cobaueocmel JHCUMAOBUX KEAPMANIG
«Hosuii nobym», «Yepeonuii npomucioseuv» i «byounok cneyiasicmie» y Kowmexcmi cmeopenHs cmoiuy-
Hozo yeumpy Xapxoea y 1920—1930-x pp., a makooic 8uséieHHs peanrizo8anux y yux pauoHax KOoHuenyii.
Memoodu docaioncenns. s docsenenHs nocmaeaeHoi memu y 00CAI0NCeHHI 30CMOCO8AHO Memood cucme-
mamu3ayii aimepamyprux, OOKYMeHMAaAbHUX U Yyugposux 0xcepes ma 6UKOPUCMAHO CUCIEMHUU 102iKO0-
eenemuunull nioxio. Pesyavmamu. Y cmammi docaioxceno icmopito ma ocodaugocmi Jcumao8020 patioHy 3a
Hepacnpomom y Xapkoei na npukaadi mpvox scumaogux Komnaekcie: «Hepeonuii npomucaoseywv», «bydu-
HOK cneyiasicmie» ma «Hoeuui nodym», 3eedenux ¢ 1920—1930-x poxax nenoodanix 6i0 H08020 aOMiHi-
cmpamuenozo yeumpy micma. Cmamms € npodosiceHHAM nonepeonix docaiodcenv aemopie, a ii Haykosa
HOBU3HA NOASRAE Y BUABACHHI 8I000PANCCHHS NPOCPECUBHUX APXIMEKMYPHUX Ma MicmoOY0ieHUX meHOeH il
nouamky XX cmoaimmsa 6 apximexmypi Jcumao8ux KOMNAEKCI8: KOHUenyiu micma-cady, 6yOuHKy-KOMYHU
ma Jucumnogoeo kombinamy. Micmoobydiene naanysanus aominicmpamuenozo yenmpy Xapkoea, de ycum-
A08i Keapmanu 8idokpemaeHi 6i0 aOMiHicmMpamueHo-0in060i 30HU WUPOKUM 3eAeHUM OYA1b8apoM, pednizye
Konuenyito micma-cady. Ceocto uepeoro, «Hepeonuil npomucnaogeyv» i «bydunok cneyiaricmie» eminioromo
idero acumaoeoeo komoinamy, a «Hoeuii nobym» uacmkoeo peanrizye KoHuenuyiro 0yOUHKY-KOMYHU.
AxmyanvHicmb cmammi 00ymoeaeHa HeoOXIOHICmI0 30epedceHHs apXimeKmypHoi cnaowjuHu K 8adcaugoi
cKAa0080i cyuacHoi eeponelicbkoi cmpamezii, wo € KA408uM Gaxmopom 04 po3yMiHHA YIHHOCMI icmoput-
HUX aandwagpmis i apximexmypuux nam 'smok. Jokymenmyeanns apximexmypHoi ma micmo0yodienoi cnad-
wunu Xapkoea, 0cobaueo nepiody 1020 aKkmueHo20 po3eUmKy, € Ha036UUAUHO 8ANCAUBUM 045 30epediceHHs]
VHIKAAbHUX NAM'IMOK mMa iXHb020 n00aabuio2o eue4eHHs, adyce yi o0 'cekmu 8idodpaicaroms He MinbKu
icmopiro micma, ane i npoepecueni apximexmyphi konyenyii XX cmoaimmsa. Bucnoexu. Cmoauunuii nepiod
Xapkoea cmae 00HUM i3 HAUNAIOHIWMUX, NEPeMBOPUSUIY MICMO HA 0cepedoK DAHHbOMOOEPHICMCbKUX KOMH-
aexcig. Y 1920—1930-x poxax y micmi euHuKx HO8UU AOMIHICMPAMUBHUL UEHMD 3 JCUMAOBUMU PALUOHAMU,
Wo 6mint6atu eapianmu KOHuenyiu «0yOuHKy-KoMyHu» ma <micma-cady». Komnaexcu «Hoguili nobym»,
«Yepeonuit npomucaoseyb» i «byouHox cneuiasicmie» 0eMOHCMPYOMb €BONOUIHD KOHUCHUII «JCUMA0B020
KoMOinamy» — dcumaogux 0yOuHKi6 3 00cayeo8ysaHusam. Y cmammi 00caiodceHo iCmopilo mpbox JHCUMA0-
eux keapmanie, 3okpema «Hoeuii nobym», axuii eminioe Konuenyito «Oyounky-komynu», ma «Yepeonuil
npomucaogeuv» [ «byounox cneyianicmie», w0 penpe3zeHmMyHmMb KOHUENUIIO <«ICUMA08020 KOMOIHAmMY».
Ynpodosouc ecvoeo icnysanns, wcumaosuii komniexc «Hoeuii nobym» 3a3naé Haiubinbuux npocmoposux
3MIH Y uaci, modi ax inwi 0ea 3aiuwiusucs 6e3 3HauHux nepedydos y cmpykmypi ma euensnodi. Pezyivma-
mu 00cAi0NCeHHs CnpUAMUMYmMb 30epediCceHHI0 YHIKAAbHUX JICUMA0BUX KBAPMANIE UeHMPAAbHOI 4acmUHU
Xapkoea, inmeepayii ix do cmpameeiil nam ’aimKooXopoHHOI QisAbHOCMI ma Ni08UUeHHIO IXHbOI YiHHOCMI.
Karouosi caosa: Xapkie, modephizm, acumaosuii paiion 3a lepyicnpomom, micmo-cad, icumaosuii Komoi-
Ham, 0YOUHOK-KOMYHA, KOMNO3UUIHI ma YHKYIOHAAbHI 0cobaAugoCHI.

Problematisation. The relevance of this work architectural, cultural, and historical context of the
is caused by the need to preserve and revita- region. The tendency of densification of historical
lize modernist public and residential buildings buildings with objects of contemporary architecture
and complexes in eastern Ukraine, and especially that emerged in the 21st century is also observed in
in the Kharkiv region, as an integral part of the the spatial environment of the behind Derzhprom
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(State Industry Building) ensemble. These days,
we can witness with our own eyes the destruction
of the historical morphology of residential blocks
and the stylistic homogeneity of buildings. In addi-
tion, today, during the full-scale war waged by
Russia against Ukraine, architectural monuments
are under threat of destruction from bombing, and
one of the most pressing issues is the preservation
of documentary evidence and descriptions of the
cultural heritage of Ukraine, and Kharkiv in par-
ticular. Undoubtedly, the administrative center of
Kharkiv the capital period and the residential area
behind it are objects of cultural and historical value
that are subject to documentation and analysis.

An interesting fact is that the area behind the
State Industry Building, despite the unified urban
planning plan, became a kind of "testing ground" on
which different theories, narratives and, as a con-
sequence, typologies were practiced. Undoubtedly,
this fact is worthy of a separate study, since it was
undeservedly forgotten and was not shown in the
studies devoted to this period of the blossoming of
constructivism in the Kharkiv the capital.

Analysis of recent research and publications.
The archival documents of the Kharkiv State
Architectural Archive [1] and other archives of
Ukraine [2] became one of the most signifi-
cant sources for studying and documenting the
architecture of early modernism in Kharkiv. The
important source of information was the works of
O. Bouryak [3], O. Remizova [4], O. Shvydenko
[5], S. Smolenska [6], L. Kachemtseva [7] and oth-
ers. The issues on the historic environment of the
city are described in works of L. Prybiega [8] and
many other prominent scholars. For the purpose of
writing this paper, the publications of scientists cov-
ering the specifics of professional work during the
architectural avant-garde [9—11], graphic materials
and facts presented in literary and historical sources
published in the 1930s [12—17] are significant. The
work draws on the proposals and materials of dis-
cussions on the development of a new way of life
in the Ukrainian SSR, which were covered in the
publications of H. Heorhiievskyi [12], O. Polotskyi
[14; 15], A. Hinzburh [16] and others, and also
includes sources on the construction of a new
administrative and residential district in Kharkiv in
the 1920s and 1930s [17], archival photos [18], and
photo databases [19].

The purpose of the publication is to highlight
the history of the creation, formation, and specif-
ics of the residential blocks of Novyi Pobut (New
Life), Chervonyi Promyslovets (Red Industrialist),
and Budynok Spetsialistiv (House of Specialists)
in the context of the creation of the administrative

metropolitan center of Kharkiv in 1920—1930s and
to identify the concepts that were implemented in
these districts and the administrative and residential
center of Kharkiv. To work out the set goal, a sys-
tematic logical-genetic approach was used.

This approach allowed for a comprehen-
sive study of the residential area behind the State
Industry Building, tracing its development from an
administrative center to housing and service systems
for workers. It also examined the impact of early
20th-century social and urbanistic concepts, as well
as Soviet narratives, on the formation of various
residential typologies. Additionally, it identified key
components that exemplified early Soviet archi-
tectural theories. The research involved a historio-
graphic study of literary and documentary sources,
along with the systematic organization of informa-
tion to summarize findings.

Main material. In the 1920s and 1930s, Kharkiv
became an experimental site for the development
of the new capital in general and for the construc-
tion of a number of well-known early modernist
complexes. Among them, one of the most strik-
ing was the new republican administrative centre
with its large Dzerzhinskyi Square (now Svobody
Square) and the unique residential blocks adjacent
to it. A competition for the planning of the admin-
istrative centre of Kharkiv was held in 1923—1924
and the proposal of V. K. Trotsenko was accepted
for implementation, with the design of a large
square stretching from east to west, ending in a
circular shape, and a system of radial circular
streets in the area between Klochkivskyi Spusk,
the slopes of Shatylivskyi Ravine, and the future
Novyi Avenue (today: Nauky Ave.). The layout
of the new district was based on the radial-ring
principle of E. Howard's garden city [11]. The
street system emphasized the compositional signif-
icance of the circular part of the square and the
spatial relationship between the Building of State
Industry and the surrounding area. A wide green
boulevard separated the residential areas from the
new business centre. A large strip of botanical gar-
dens, a zoo, and a park closed the slopes of the
district to the west. The project implemented the
idea of a circular square adjacent to the city park
along Veterynna str. (now Svobody str.), with radial
development of administrative buildings and resi-
dential blocks organised around its perimeter. The
main thoroughfares divided the new residential
area into separate blocks that stretched northwest
from Svobody Square and formed radial sectors.
Three main buildings formed the perimeter of the
circular square: The State Industry Building (archi-
tects S. Serafimov, S. Kravets, M. Felger, engineer
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P. Rottert), the House of Projects (architects
S. Serafimov, M. Zandberg-Serafimova) and the
House of Cooperation (architects O. Dmitriev,
O. Muntz), which were to concentrate all the
republican ministries and institutions that had pre-
viously been scattered throughout the city.

The need for housing to accommodate employ-
ees of numerous institutions led to residential areas
being located within both historical and new admini-
strative centers. The residential complexes were stra-
tegically placed within a fifteen-minute walk from
workplaces, aligning with the concept of proxim-
ity. The complex behind the State Industry Building
extended the new administrative and business center
of Svobody Square, completing the ensemble's
composition. These residential complexes were con-
structed between 1926 and 1937 [5; 9].

The project for the administrative center and the
development of residential blocks in the northwest
hill area planned 14 residential blocks bordered
by the green belt of the University, Botanical and
Zoological Gardens, and former university lands.
These blocks followed a new design principle,
with buildings on the periphery and the remaining
space dedicated to green areas, swimming pools,
and green streets. Unlike traditional blocks, this
open design allowed for ample sunlight and air,
creating "lung-gardens." Centralized services uni-
fied various block designs, a concept still visible
in the Chervonyi Promyslovets and Chervonyi
Khimik (Red Chemist) buildings [19].

Blocks of residential buildings and complexes
with a communal sector were built up with sec-
tional residential buildings of 3 to 7 storeys high,
which included all types of services. A network of
service enterprises was created in the area: a cin-
ema club, two children's centres, three secondary
schools, and a factory kitchen. The buildings were
equipped with lifts, centralised heating and elec-
tricity. One of the first buildings on the territory to
be constructed by the State Industry Committee
was the block of houses with consumer services,
the Chervonyi Brodylnyk (Red Fermenter) and
Chervonyi Kondyter (Red Confectioner — Kofok),
and the GPU (State Political Administration)
Workers' House (all built in 1928). In the early
1930s, there were the Profrobitnyk (Trade worker)
(1930), Lypnevyi Plenum (July Plenum), Chervonyi
Partisan (Red Partisan), Chervonyi Promyslovets,
Chervonyi  Tabachnyk (Red  Tobacconist),
Chervonyi Khimik (1931), the Five-Year Plan in
Three Years, the first buildings of Novyi Pobut
(1932), and Budynok Spetsialistiv (1934—36),
Shveynyk (Sewer), Voenved (Military leaders)
(1937) etc.

In the following years, before the outbreak of
the Second World War, several dozen residential
buildings and complexes were built, among which
the Chervonyi Promyslovets (1929-1931, architect
S. Kravets) should be highlighted, which occu-
pies almost the entire huge block along the arc of
Nezalezhnosti Ave. between the radial streets of
J. Zoifer (First Radial or A. Barbusse) and L. Kurbas
(Second Radial), and the Budynok Spetsialistiv
(1934—1936, architect L. Lemysh), which covers
the block between Nauky Avenue, Nezalezhnosti
Avenue, L. Kurbas str., and B. Chychybabin str.
(Second Ring Road or VIII Congress of Soviets
of the USSR). They represented residential com-
plexes with additional social and domestic func-
tions.

In the relatively short period of Kharkiv's capi-
tal, significant changes in spatial planning schemes
and approaches to the design of the urban liv-
ing environment have been recorded, which are
reflected in the residential complexes of these
years, primarily those built by the State Industry
Building. In order to maximise the ventilation of
the block, the block of the Chervonyi Promyslovets
complex has an atrium space and is representative
of perimeter development, as is the development of
the residential buildings and neighbourhoods clos-
est to it: Chervonyi Tabachnyk, Chervonyi Drukar,
Shveynyk (Sewer) etc. The Budynok Spetsialistiv
residential complex is already showing the first signs
of free planning: the plate houses have been pushed
into the middle of the block, and two squares cover
the block only from the side of Nauky Ave. and
L. Kurbas St.

Instead of a block with a peripheral arrange-
ment of residential buildings and a market building
in the centre, a block with through ventilation of
courtyards was built, consisting of five residential
buildings-plates of the Novyi Pobut complex stand-
ing in parallel — an example of experimental row
housing.

Considering the issue of the functional content
of residential complexes broadly, at the level of
concepts, in the context of housing construction
that unfolded in Kharkiv, it should be noted that
from the mid-1920s to the first half of the 1930s,
four successive stages can be distinguished in hous-
ing construction: "garden city", "house-commune",
"residential combine" and "socialist city", and
three of them can be traced in the area behind the
Derzhprom. Here we can see the planning prin-
ciple of a garden city with a clear separation of
residential areas by radial streets and ring boule-
vards. The “Red Industrialist” and the “House of
Specialists” exemplified the transitional concept of
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the "residential combine" — a step from communal
houses toward socialist cities. These complexes,
designed as house-quarters, integrated exten-
sive service functions within a single residential
area or building [9]. The idea of the house-com-
mune did not take root in Kharkiv, but a partial
embodiment of this concept can be seen in the
example of residential complexes of the late 1920s,
which were supposed to be a transitional stage to
the future communist socialisation of everyday life.
The debate "New Life — New Man" which took
place at Depo-October in Kharkiv in May 1930,
was a landmark event. Socialist culture envisaged
the destruction of self-interest, collective cooper-
ation based on the community, and the predomi-
nance of collective interests over personal, family,
and household interests. This was to be achieved
through two branches: the liberation of women
from housework and the creation of an extensive
system of pre-school, school and vocational edu-
cation, leisure and self-education systems. Such a
radical restructuring of everyday life and leisure
became the basis for the creation of a new type of
housing, catering facilities, and consumer services
[16, 17].

The answer was the complex of buildings "Novyi
Pobut" (1930—1932, architect M. Pokornyi), in the
block bounded by the modern Danilevskoho str.
(XTV Congress of Soviets of the USSR), Kultury
str. (Barachnyi Lane, which bordered Shatylivskyi
Yar to the north), and Nauky Avenue (Novyi
Avenue or Lenin Avenue). The site had a trapezoi-
dal shape with a curved base on the slopes of the
Shatylivskyi ravine. In its northwestern part, there
was a tram traction substation building (probably
circa 1928) and a two-storey kindergarten building.
The majority of the block to the north and east
was occupied by the residential complex "Za Novyi
Pobut" (For New Life), while the buildings of the
district kitchen factory and a secondary school
were planned to be located in the south.

The original residential complex comprised
several parallel buildings, representing a new
approach to block development in the Kharkiv
city center (reconstruction scheme, 1932). Five
residential buildings were aligned in rows par-
allel to Nauky Avenue. The spacing between
Buildings 1, 2, and 3 (to count from Nauky
Av.), and between Buildings 4 and 5, equals two
facade heights, approximately 30 meters. The gap
between Buildings 3 and 4 is doubled, allow-
ing for a spacious courtyard park. Buildings 1
and 2 form a six-story, twelve-section structure,
158 meters long, fronting Nauky Avenue. The
building features three wide staircase and lift

blocks in the third, sixth, and eleventh sections,
while the remaining sections have narrow stair-
cases serving up to the fifth floor. The building
is divided into two asymmetrical parts, with glass
stairwells acting as dividing elements. The roof
overhangs extend significantly beyond the walls,
and horizontal divisions are subtly marked by
facade rods at the first and top floors. The build-
ing’s ends feature corner balconies from the third
to sixth floors. The courtyard-facing fagade lacks
horizontal divisions, with rows of square windows
interrupted by narrow, paired ones.

Buildings 3 and 4, each 122 meters long,
have nine sections, with two equipped with lifts.
Their facade design mirrors that of Building 1.
Building 5, a twelve-section structure, is five sto-
ries tall and lacks lifts. From the first to the fifth
floors, two— and three-bedroom apartments were
designed with toilets but no bathrooms or kitch-
ens. The sixth floor had a corridor layout with
rooms for communal living, meetings, study,
dining, and clubs. The communal kitchen and
dining room were located in a nearby four-story
building. Additional facilities included communal
bathhouses, dormitories for singles, a boiler room,
laundry, bicycle and motorcycle garage, children's
shelter, and nursery.

Over time, the Novyi Pobut block has under-
gone the greatest changes. The sixth building of the
Novyi Pobut, added later, closes the space of the
block from the north, in the gap between the 3rd
and 4th buildings. It was placed perpendicular to
the five main buildings of the block in order to cor-
rect the flaws in the original layout.

In 1938, a transverse building (Building 6,
designed by architect L. G. Lyubarsky) was added
between Buildings 3 and 4 in the Novyi Pobut
block, closing off the wide green space of the cen-
tral courtyard. This building was introduced to
eliminate inconvenient through passages created
by the original row layout. Building 6 is a mul-
ti-apartment structure consisting of four sections:
the two lateral sections have entrances facing the
courtyard, while the two central sections face out-
ward. Unlike the austere early modernist facades,
Building 6 features richer architectural details,
including loggias and bay windows.

A pedestrian alley separates the southern
section of the Novyi Pobut block, where a fac-
tory kitchen and evening school were originally
planned. However, due to a shift in priorities
around 1933-1934, these were replaced by a flight
school, built according to the standard design for
narrow plots (School Project 1937, series 108A/B).
Several such schools were constructed in Kharkiv,
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including one at 99 Klochkivska Street. The flight
school building, also housing the Novyi Pobut
home kitchen, has four floors and was initially
L-shaped. A western wing was added postwar,
and the building was later converted for judi-
cial use. The facades facing Nauky Avenue and
Chychybabin Street are designed in Stalinist neo-
classical style with Art Deco elements. The first
three floors are plastered with faux French rustic
stone. The main entrance on Nauky Avenue fea-
tures a four-columned portico.

The school at 11 Chychybabin Street (now
Secondary School No. 131) was built in 1936
following the Ukrainian SSR's standard design
No. 103 for a secondary school for 880 stu-
dents (architect E. Kodnir). The monumental
14,532-square-meter building has a central three-
story section flanked by two four-story towers,
with a two-story rear extension. The towers house
the lobby, canteen, administration, laboratories,
and a library, while classrooms with recreational
spaces occupy the central part. Similar schools
were built in cities like Horlivka, Kyiv, Mariupol,
and Odesa, with the design often adapted to incor-
porate classical architectural forms.

The early 1930s residential complexes,
Chervonyi Promyslovets and Budynok Spetsialistiv,
exemplified the residentional combine concept.
These developments incorporated extensive ser-
vice functions within a single residential complex
or building, reflecting the evolving urban planning
ideals of the period. These complexes envisaged
fully communalised catering, full coverage of chil-
dren by nurseries and kindergartens, full coverage
of residents by food distributors, and premises for
cars, bicycles, and motorcycles. The functional
content of the Chervonyi Promyslovets complex
was certainly not purely residential and had addi-
tional functions. The first floors of the buildings
along the perimeter of the complex, located on
Nezalezhnosti Avenue and L. Kurbas str., had ele-
ments of consumer services: a kindergarten, shops
and other public facilities were located on the first
and second floors. It is known that the ground
floor even accommodated school No. 105, which
was later moved to Danilevskoho str. in a separate
building. In the Budynok Spetsialistiv, the majority
of the ground floor premises facing Nezalezhnosti
Av., Nauky Av. and B. Chychybabin St. were given
over to retail and service functions.

The Chervonyi Promyslovets residential com-
plex at 5 Nezalezhnosti Avenue was built between
1929 and 1931 for employees of the State Industry
House. Constructed by Ukrpaybud under a
contract with the Ukrainian State Joint Stock

Company Chervonyi Promyslovets, the project
was initially proposed by architects S. Kravets
and A. Linetsky. Ultimately, S. Kravets's design,
with some modifications, was selected. Kravets,
who also co-designed the State Industry Building,
designed the Chervonyi Promyslovets complex,
which occupies nearly an entire block in the res-
idential area behind the State Industry Building.

The complex is situated in the first row
of residential blocks, identified as Block 2 in
the 1930 master plan, directly across from the
State Industry Building [18]. It spans a large
block along Nezalezhnosti Avenue, bordered by
Y. Zoifer and L. Kurbas streets, and consists of
two buildings separated by entrances to a vast
courtyard park. One building faces Nezalezhnosti
Avenue, Y. Zoifer, and L. Kurbas streets, while
the other faces L. Kurbas and Borys Chychybabin
streets. The complex varies in height: the corner
sections are 7 stories, while the sections facing
Nezalezhnosti Avenue and B. Chychybabin Street
are 5 stories. The 7-story sections have elevators,
and although lift shafts were also included in the
S-story sections, they were primarily intended for
storage use.

Due to the slope from Nezalezhnosti Avenue
to Chychybabin and Zoifer streets, the semi-base-
ment level at the building's corners becomes a
full ground floor, giving the structure the appear-
ance of an 8-story building. The first building,
facing Nezalezhnosti Avenue, has a symmetrical
"U" shape. The facade features a dynamic rhythm
of recessed and extended sections, culminating
in 7-story towers at the corners and continuing
with 6— and 7-story sections along L. Kurbas and
Yu. Chychybabin streets. This rhythmic alterna-
tion creates a plastic and expressive silhouette,
echoing the compositional language of the State
Industry Building, particularly in its recessed cen-
tral section. The ground and semi-basement floors
along Nezalezhnosti Avenue are slightly recessed,
with risalits imitating columns, evoking the State
Industry Building and one of Le Corbusier's five
principles: a building on columns. This effect is
enhanced by larger ground-floor windows com-
pared to those on the upper floors, although other
modernist principles such as linear glazing, a uni-
versal plan, and a rooftop garden were not imple-
mented. Originally, however, a horizontal roof
was intended for this complex [1]. The second
building in the complex features a long, five-story
facade facing B. Chychybabin Street and a short,
seven-story facade facing L. Kurbas Street. Unlike
the first building, where rhythmic plasticity is
present on both outer and courtyard facades,



APXITEKTYPA

this building’s rhythmic design is primarily on
the courtyard-facing facade. The B. Chychybabin
Street facade is smooth, with vertical glazed open-
ings only in the stairwells, which were designed as
through-passages, creating a rhythmic effect simi-
lar to the State Industry Building.

The ground floors along Nezalezhnosti Avenue
and L. Kurbas Street housed various public amen-
ities, including a kindergarten, shops, and other
services. After the war, the ground floor even
hosted a school temporarily. The semi-basement
of the first building, fully above ground, was ini-
tially used as a temporary kindergarten until the
second building was completed. Additional facili-
ties included a housing office, a temporary dining
room, and a dormitory. The basement housed a
central boiler room and storage spaces [1]. The
residential component of Chervonyi Promyslovets
consisted of 292 apartments, ranging from three to
five rooms each, with kitchens and one bathroom.
Room sizes varied from 15 to 20 square meters.
During construction in 1930, some of the orig-
inally public spaces in the second building were
converted into residential areas.

The Budynok Spetsialistiv complex was located
in the first strip of residential blocks and, according
to the 1930 master plan of the entire residential
area. It was constructed between 1934 and 1936
and originally intended for the staff of the House
of Projects. However, the concept evolved, and
the building became home to a professional elite,
including scientists, doctors, lawyers, artists, and
physicists. The first building was completed in
May 1934, with the final three finished by 1936.

Occupying a large block between Nauky
Avenue, L. Kurbas Street, Nezalezhnosti Avenue,
and B. Chychybabin Street, the complex fea-
tures two C-shaped buildings that span Nauky
Avenue and L. Kurbas Street. Between these are
two parallel, seven-story linear buildings, while
the C-shaped buildings are five stories high, with
rounded corners and only four floors along the
avenues, creating a distinct architectural rhythm.
These corners housed sculptors' studios, with large
windows and high ceilings. The building along
L. Kurbas Street has an additional floor due to
the sloping terrain. The design promotes natural
ventilation and sunlight exposure for all apart-
ments due to the block’s 15-20-degree rotation
from the north [9]. The residential complex has
26 entrances: three for the plate buildings and ten
for each of the "C" buildings. Each entrance was
equipped with an elevator, staffed by an opera-
tor. Stairwells, naturally lit, typically served two
apartments with through ventilation, bathrooms,

toilets, and insulation. The complex comprises
291 apartments, each with four to five rooms;
the five-room units included a maid's room. The
ground floors along Nezalezhnosti Avenue housed
shops and services, including a library with a read-
ing room, a music school, a club for events, and
various stores and services such as a savings bank,
a polyclinic branch, and a kindergarten. The com-
plex also offered amenities like laundry and dry
cleaning facilities [20].

Over time, significant changes in spatial plan-
ning and functionality were introduced, particu-
larly in the postwar period, shifting from perime-
ter development to free planning in the 1960s and
1970s. However, these changes affected the archi-
tectural integrity of the complex, especially the
Novyi Pobut, where modifications in 1939 altered
facade elements, and postwar developments fur-
ther changed the block's layout. A severe fire in
1987 led to the collapse of one building, replaced
by the Sloboda Manor complex.

In recent decades, self-initiated modifications,
such as glazed balconies and attached storefronts,
have further altered the facade aesthetics. Despite
these changes, the Chervonyi Promyslovets and
Budynok Spetsialistiv complexes have retained
their original residential and service functions,
although the facades have been significantly
altered.

Conclusions. The capital period in Kharkiv's
architectural history was among its most fruit-
ful, turning the city into an experimental hub for
world-famous early modernist complexes. From
the mid-1920s to the 1930s, a new metropolitan
center emerged, featuring administrative buildings
and a distinctive residential area that embodied
cutting-edge concepts such as the "house-com-
mune," "residential combine," and "garden city."
The New Governmental Center, anchored by the
State Industry Building, was designed to house
numerous republican institutions. This concentra-
tion of institutions required nearby housing for
employees, strategically located within walking
distance of both historical and new administra-
tive centers. The residential areas were separated
from high-speed roads by green belts, reflect-
ing the garden city ideal. The residential blocks
behind the State Industry Building, developed in
the late 1920s, included extensive social services,
nearly all of which were implemented. The Novyi
Pobut, Chervonyi Promyslovets, and Budynok
Spetsialistiv complexes became remarkable exam-
ples of serviced residential buildings.

The article explores the history and unique
features of these three residential blocks,
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demonstrating their role in realizing key urban
concepts. The Novyi Pobut complex partially
embodies the "house-commune" concept, with
residential buildings featuring apartments with-
out full kitchens, complemented by a factory
kitchen and service sector both within and beyond
the block. Chervonyi Promyslovets and Budynok
Spetsialistiv represent the broader "residential
combine" concept, offering fully-equipped apart-
ments alongside a wide range of social and house-
hold services within the complex itself.

The Novyi Pobut complex has experienced
the most significant changes over its existence,
impacting its spatial and functional structure. In
contrast, the other two complexes have not seen
substantial alterations in their compositional, spa-
tial, or functional aspects. Over the past three dec-
ades, the most noticeable changes have occurred
in the plasticity of the facades across all three

complexes, as the original appearance of historic
buildings is still not widely recognized as a value
in Ukrainian society.

The results of the study can be used to develop
programmes for the preservation and restora-
tion of residential blocks designed behind the
Derzhprom in Kharkiv, which are unique exam-
ples of architectural and urban planning concepts
of the early twentieth century. In particular, the
identification of a progressive idea consisting of
a spatial framework within the idea of a ‘garden
city’ and its filling with experimental objects from
‘house-communes’ to ‘residential combines’. This
will not only enhance the value of these individ-
ual buildings as cultural heritage sites but also
contribute to a holistic perception of the spatial
and temporal context of the entire district behind
Derzhprom. It will facilitate their integration into
modern heritage conservation strategies.
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