ARCHITECTURAL STUDIES

Vol. 5, No. 2, 2019

Roman Frankiv

THEORETICAL AND TERMINOLOGICAL BASES
FOR DEFINITION OF NEO-MODERNIST ARCHITECTURE IN LVIV

Associate Professor of the Department of Design and Basics of Architecture
Lviv Polytechnic National University
romanfrankiv@gmail.com
ORCID 0000-0003-1100-0930

Received: 05.09.2019/ Revised: 14.10.2019 / Accepted: 25.10.2019
© Frankiv R., 2019

Abstract. The article considers a problem of terminological determination of architectural
objects of neo-modernism on the example of Lviv architecture, social and cultural preconditions and
factors that influenced the formation of the neo-modern language at the turn of the XX-XXI
centuries.
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Introduction

The various phases of the modernization process, which continues from the eighteenth century, have also
become a source of architectural development, which has undergone several stages of modernization. After
conceptualization period at the turn of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, now it is possible to distinguish
two phases of the theoretically well-developed directions — “modernism” and “postmodernity”. However, after
modernization resources of both were exhausted, new design techniques, that received different terminological
definitions, began to gain popularity. Since in all cases it is a set of the same techniques, we can speak of the
problem of defining a single optimal term that can outline the architecture in current phase of modernization.

Architecture development associated with the processes of modernization has already passed several
fundamental phases, which in general, are confined to the concepts of “modernism” and “postmodern”. However, at
the end of the twentieth century, some objects, which could not be attributed to either (the first or the second
category) began to gain popularity. Consider the critique of the “high modernism” architectural design and
disadvantages of “postmodern”, buildings of this nature have their own concept of shape. Due to historical
circumstances of architecture in Lviv, all phases of modernization seemed to oscillate between extremes — modernism
in the form of Soviet typical or neo-constructivist design and postmodern demodernization. During the 2010-s, there
was a rapid transition to a new interpretation of avant-garde principles in design and arose a new architectural
language that needed its own study and determination.

Results and Discussion

Diversity and dynamism that became main characteristic of architecture on the turn of XX-XXI centuries,
greatly enriched the spatial environment of cities, but on the other hand — caused a reflection crisis about the
objects created during this period in terms of architectural theory. Spatial solutions and ideology of new projects
could not fully fit into either the well-developed theoretical framework of postmodernism or the previous
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system of modernism with which they had much in common. Early postmodern ideologues such as Robert
Venturi and Charles Jenks, in their descriptions of modernism, grounded on that fact that styles and ideologys
evolved linearly, changing one another. In this sense, postmodernism was seen as the end of modernism, and
transition to a certain universal state of synthesis and hybridization, within which the role of architecture as
“communication” changes its role as “function”. Since “communication” in a free society has a high degree of
freedom, postmodernism claimed itself a “final” status as a space of endless intellectual play, without the
necessary ideological and formal frameworks. At the same time, early theorists of postmodernism too attached it
to the rehabilitation of pre-modern images, which became the main pillars of the “communicative” mission of
architecture. On the other hand, the criticism and denial of modernism has become a necessary attribute of
postmodern discourse, taking on the form of ideological dogma, which contradicted the declared essence of
postmodernity as a de-ideologized creativity. It is worth noting, however, that within the self-awareness of the
early postmodernist, he contradicted modernism, not as an equivalent doctrine, but as a return to the
“communicative” role of architecture as a “language” eliminated previously by modernism. In this sense,
“silent” modernism was not forbidden, but simply disappears, being filled with “language” of the postmodern.
In this regard, continued existence of modernist architecture in the early postmodern period, was seen by the
latter as a kind of residual phenomenon, from which become its designation as “Late modernism”. The
concept of “Late modernism” was introduced by Charles Jenks — one of the leading theorists of the early
postmodern, who dedicated to it a separate book (Jencks, 1980). However, Jenks has already noted that “late
modernism” is not a simple inertial phenomenon, but one of the attempts to answer the problems of
modernism. In the 1970-s became known the projects of the so-called New York 5 Group (Hays, 1988), in
which the modernist form was used not only to provide the most rational function, but also as a means of
constructing a pathos. Unlike postmodern objects, in which sources of “language” and “communicativeness”
acted via historical architecture motifs, some members of the New York group began to use abstract
geometric forms as a means of “communicativeness”. In this sense, they returned to the origins of abstract
art, such as the work of the De Stijl group (Denker, 1982). As a result, abstractionist aesthetics were released
once again from attachment to function and became a self-contained artistic language, as it was at the
beginning of the age of abstract art, which makes the term “late modernism” no longer appropriate. Rather, it
is possible to speak of the revival of “pre-functionalist” modernism, linked to the original theory of avant-
garde “art for the sake of art” (Edwards, 2006).

During the 1980-90s, it became clear that the predictions of postmodern theorists about the gradual
disappearance of modernism were not come true. Modernist architectural language continued to exist, gradually
moving away from the features that were the subject of criticism in the late 1960s. In 2000, sociologist Sigmund
Bauman proposed the use of the term “liquid modernism” (Bauman, 2000). Bauman saw “liquid modernism” as
a chaotic continuation of modernism, characterized by a sense of insecurity, the variability of social roles and
positions. The situation of “liquid modernity” requires the person to take responsibility for his choice,
contribution to social life and development (Bauman, 2000). The leading categories are temporality instead of
permanence, variability instead of static. The predetermined being order, becomes the object of self “existential”
construction by the individuals (Phillips, 1994). Around the same time, also appears a concept of “reflexive
modernism”, which was proposed by Anthony Giddens, Ulrich Beck, and Scott Lesh (Beck, U., Giddens A.,
Lash S., 1994). In their understanding, the “reflexivity” of modernism comes when “high” modernism achieves
all its objectives, derived from such features as universal education, the welfare state, civil and universal
political rights. When completed, these progressive qualities become objects of mutation and rethinking
(Changi, 2012). The traditional nation-state, family, religiosity dissolve under the pressure of two forces —
individualization and globalization (Larry, 2007).

Another notional framework of modernist architecture, which continued to exist despite the criticism by
postmodernists, is the concept of “neo-modernism”. The neo-modernist ideology based on preservation of the
rationalistic priorities and abstract symbolism (Szyjkowska-Piotrowska, 2016), which, however, are combined
with irrationality, spontaneity and limited expressiveness. Unlike modernism, neo-modernism recognizes the value
of personality and individuality, without considering it merely as part of an abstract system. At the same time, neo-
modernism undermines postmodern perceptions of the relativity of all values and tends to systematize them on an
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appraisal principle. In this regard, although neo-modernism recognizes the informational singularity and the
inability to reach for person, or even a certain collectives all knowledge, he nevertheless tends to create such
content that takes the form as a “last word” (Correia, 2011).

In the context of modernization theory, the changes that are considered is about transition phase from
so-called Third Industrial Revolution (1947-1970) to the Fourth (1970 — probably 2020). The latter
characterized by informatization, by networking and a knowledge-based economy (Research Group for
China Modernization Strategies, 2006). In this sense, it is worth noting the mutual correspondence of the
modernization phases theory and the early postmodern theorists interpretations, who were contemporaries of
the transition of the industrial phase to the information phase. If during the period 1947-1970 there was a
process of automation of (already industrialized) production, one can understand the perception of abstract
aesthetics of “high modernism” as a value, and its depreciation in the early stages of the network
“communicative” society, which began to perceive architecture as not a “function” but as a “language”.
However, in this case, neo-modernism no longer acts as an inertial remnant of a phenomenon that belongs to
the past, but simply as an architectural expression of a more recent stage of modernization. In other words, it
can be said that the predictions of early postmodern theorists the end of modernism, in fact, was only its
transformation, and postmodern itself, a short period of “reaction”, or in general the most archaic form of
communicative architecture, the development of which continued to take place in modernism strata.

A separate aspect of modernist design terminology of the XX-XXI centuris boundary, is that they
consider issues existing in a broad socio — cultural context. Neo-modernism, in this case, is perceived as a
material expression of the broader phenomenon of changing relationships and political changing in society and
its orientation. Avant-garde in architecture, traditionally associated with liberal and socially-oriented public
inquiry (the most striking example of which can be the work of Robert van Hoff) (Vermeulen, 1986).
“Classical” architecture, on the contrary, has often become a way of materialization of totalitarian and
hierarchical systems. In this sense, however, it is difficult to relate the revival of hierarchy and traditionalism
whith the revival of traditionalist morphology in the postmodern era. The “Student revolution” of 1968, one of
the important links in the birth of postmodern, on the contrary, emphasized the inadmissibility of any violence,
advocated the full freedom of choice and respect for the individual (Croker, R., Dychtwald, K, 2007). Therefore,
the postmodern wave of traditionalist morphology should be linked rather to the shifting of modernism from the
“obligatory” category to the free choice category.

In Lviv's architecture, the sequence of “modernism” — “postmodern” — “neomodernism” had a pronounced
character due to the underlined sharpening of the features inherent in each of these tendencies. As the
consideration of the modern stratum goes beyond the thematic limits of this article, it is only necessary to note
that it presented mainly by extremely pragmatic examples of typical Soviet architecture and a number of
representative objects made by modernist manner individual projects in a, sometimes with neo- constructivism
elements. Soviet construction of the 1980s-90s was a kind of extreme rationalism, which became especially
vulnerable to growing postmodernists criticism (who in the Soviet and post-Soviet space were more latent than
open-minded). During the 1990s, in the wake of this criticism, a period of radical demodernization of
architecture begun. That is way such architecture where associated with the particular “seriousness” of the
postmodern stage in the history of Lviv (and generally post-Soviet) architecture - the lack of irony, game of
meanings, easies, theatricality (Mizrakhi M., 2010). Very often projects looked like a stylization of industrial
materials and construction under certain patterns of traditionalist culture of feudal historical periods. Not
literally reproducing the proportions and decorative techniques of pre-modern styles, the design solutions used
specific “demodernization” elements — towers, arches, sloping roofs, rust and more. This wave of
“demodernization” was a natural reaction to the pseudo-modernization experience of the socialist countries, in
which the development of industry and universal education was not accompanied by the expansion of the civil
and political rights of society. Thus, the attention and expectation of greater freedom, both in the Western and
post-socialist world, was re-focused on the past, but if in the first case it was only to unburden the framework of
modernism itself, then in the second — a full-fledged belief in the utopia of the past, as a more perfect and
effective system of social relationships. The low number of new construction in Lviv during the 1990s and
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2000s, however, did not allow this demodernization trend to develop in full extent. This time, single residential,
banking and sacral objects were created, some houses into historic aeries. A wave of neo-modern architecture
associated with the mass-construction revival of in Lviv during the 2010s. Objects that can be classified as neo-
modernistic are characterized by a return to the original principles of avant-garde art, without being bound by
the formula “form follows function”. Research of project practice specifics in Lviv suggests that the change in
the architectural paradigm was due to two major factors. Firstly, these are the requirements of an increasingly
competitive real estate market, in the context of which there was a need for the “legalization” of residential
buildings, which became appropriated with attractive names and spatial images. Secondly, the acquaintanceship
of local architects to the neo-modern architecture of Western Europe, which has already passed the postmodern
stage and developed the language of a new, more liberated modernism, played an important role.

There are two main types of neo-modern objects, that emerged in Lviv architecture during this period. The
first, is characterized by a clear rectangular geometry, in which the architectural image is formed by a series of
irregular compositional nuances. With their help is possible to avoid the predictability and monotony effect inherent
from “heroic modernism” and create a richer three-dimensional environment (Fig. 1). This type of neo-modern
architecture is also (to some extent), approximated to the constructivist design method, which was characterized by
the design of certain functional elements, to enhance the architectural image of the structure. Thus, the effect of
compliance with the principle of “shape follows function” is achieved, but the possibilities of shaping are greatly
expanded. In Ukrainian architecture of the Independence period, this way of design first became widespread in the
construction practice of Dnipropetrovsk in the 2000s. This kind of architectural solution, although they mostly lack
outstanding artistic qualities, and do not serve the accents that dominate the space, nevertheless, create a rich
background environment and depart significantly from the inertia of the typical and normative design of the Soviet
era, which was still preserved in Lviv architecture of the postmodern period.

Fig. 1. Apartament buildings on the UPA Heroes street
and Chornovil Avenue (design of “AVR Development”)



Theoretical and terminological bases for definition of neo-modernist architecture in Lviv 79

Fig. 2. Apartament buildings on Lypynskoho and Kulparkivska streets (design by Igor Gryzliuk)

Second type of Lviv neo-modern objects are dynamic compositions in which the purpose of creating a
charismatic image is somewhat outweighed a logic of purely functional morphology. It should be said, that here,
in greater extent, is seen attempts to interpret the architectural form as “language”, as postmodernists did in the
past, but unlike the latter, this “language” creates by means of avant-garde visual culture, without naturalistic
and classical order quotations. The architecture of such structures represent a spatial way of constructing pathos,
the main means of which are: large scale, contrasting color and plastic mass (Fig. 2).

Due to the rapid development of neo-modernism in Lviv architecture (which has no analogues in other
cities of the Western region of Ukraine), one should pay attention to the worldview aspects of this phenomenon.
It's been said before that the sequence of “modernism” — “postmodern” — “neo-modernism” is a chain of
constant modernization, which moves in the direction of constant liberation from various kinds of restrictions
from ideological to technological. At the stage of neo-modernism, we can note:

1) Tendency to be exempt from the influence of political and cultural institutions;

2) Critics of liberalism as a kind of new “compulsory” ideological system of views.

Although liberalism was imagined as an area of ultimate freedom, it also appeared to have limitations.
Argentine political researcher Carlos Escude describes the content of these borders. He writes that humanity
must resolve the dilemma - if all cultures are morally equal, then all human individuals do not have equal rights,
because some cultures, for example, give men more rights than women. If, on the other hand, men and women
are endowed with the same human rights, then all cultures are not morally equal, because cultures that recognize
that “all people are created equal” should be considered “higher", more developed than those who don't think so
(Escude C. 2006).

The era of neo-modernism, in this context, tends more clearly articulate its own self-sufficiency and
absoluteness, that's why it partly, return to the ideology of “heroic” modernism. For the specifics of Lviv
(as well as the post-Soviet context in general), an important sign was the partial abandonment of the utopia
of the past, and returning to a positive perception of the present and future. In this regard, postmodern
aesthetics, which has here a signs of demodernization, was largely marginalized and pushed off from the
mainstream. Neo-modern objects began to emerge, even in the historical environment, harmonization of
which with the surrounding context carried out through the techniques of abstract art and not historical
mimicry. Considering the specific socio-cultural phenomena that contributed to the development of neo-
modern discourse in Lviv, we can note the following processes. In the context of protest against traditional
cultural and political establishment, it is possible to note the important place that the city played in the
mass protest during the Euromaidan in 2013-14, the developed network of civil society organizations, the
absence of dominant influence of major oligarchic actors in the region and so on. Regarding to neo-modern
rethinking of liberalism, throughout the period 1990-2010, city was a symbiosis of liberal domestic culture
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(tolerant attitude to ethnic and linguistic minorities, heterogeneous cultural heritage, etc.) and traditionalist
models of collective behavior (mass religious processions, regional ethnographic customs, etc.). In this
sense, we can state that both trends manifested themselves in Lviv with particular intensity, why the surge
in neo-modern architecture does not seem casual here.

Conclusions

— Within the modernization process, were formed several terminological definitions of the period and
architecture on the turn of the XX-XXI centuries. In particular, “late modernism”, “current modernism”, “neo-
modernism”. Each of them based on their own understanding of design ideological principles development and
meaning of architectural form for society. Despite attempts to substantiate each of this definitions by a
significant number of cultural and scientific studies as well as practical arguments, not all of them equally
convey the content of the architectural phenomenon of a new interpretation of modernist morphology. The most
adequate definition can be considered a term “neo-modernism”.

— Neo-modernism in the broader context can be attributed to: a) a tendency to release itself from the influence
of political and cultural institutions, and b) moderate criticism of liberalism, as a kind of new “compulsory”
ideological system of views. In the Lviv context, in the first case, it is worth noting the important place that the city
played in the popular speeches during the Euromaidan in 2013-14, the developed network of civil society
organizations, the absence in the region of the dominant influence of major oligarchic actors, etc. In the second case,
throughout the period of 1990-2010, city was a symbiosis of liberal domestic culture (tolerance of ethnic and
linguistic minorities, heterogeneous cultural heritage, etc.) and traditionalist models of collective behavior (mass
religious processions, regional ethnography, etc).

— There are two main types of neo-modern objects, that emerged in Lviv architecture during this period.
The first of them is characterized by a clear rectangular geometry, in which the architectural image is formed by
a series of irregular compositional nuances. Second type of Lviv neo-modern objects are dynamic compositions
in which the purpose of creating a charismatic image is somewhat outweighed a logic of purely functional
morphology. It can be said that, that such kind of attempts have been made to interpret the architectural form as
“language”, as postmodernists did in the past, but unlike the latter, this “language” is created by means of avant-
garde visual culture, without naturalistic and classical order quotations. The architecture of such structures is a
peculiar spatial way of constructing pathos, the main means of which are: large scale, contrasting color and
plastic mass.
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DPpanxie Poman

TEOPETHUYHI I TEPMIHOJIOTI'TYHI OCHOBHU BU3HAYEHHA
HEOMO/JIEPHICTCHKOI APXITEKTYPH ¥ JIbBOBI

Anomauia. Pisni ¢asu npoyecy moodepuizayii, xomputi mpugae 6i0 XV cmonimma, cmaiu makosc Odceperom
apxXimeKmypHo20 po3eUmKy, wo Npouuios Kilbka cmaoil ocyuachenus. Ilicns nepiody konyenmyanizayii na mesci XIX—=XX
CMoaims ModcHa uditumu 06l ghazu meopemuuno 00ope po3pobieHux Hanpamku “‘mooepuizmy’ ma ‘“‘nocmmodepny”. Oonak
nicisa euuepnanta 0OUOBOMA HANPAMKAMU C8020 MOOEPHI3aYiliHO20 pecypcy, CMAaau HaOUpamu NONYIAPHOCMI NPOEKMHI NPULOMU,
AKI ompumanu pisHy mepminonoziuny demepminayito. OCKinbku y 8Cix UNaOKax i0emuscs npo HAOGIp OOHUX | MUX CAMUX NPULiomis,
MOJICHA 2080PUMU NPO ICHYBAHHIA NPOOIEMU OKPECTIEHHS EOUHO20 ONMUMATLHO20 MEPMIHT, AKUM MOXCHA OKpeciumu apximexmypy
Ha cyuacHiu ¢hazi modepHizayii. Bpaxyeaeuiu Kpumuky apximexmypHozo Gopmomeopenis nepiody “‘eucoxoeo mooepHizmy” ma
Hedoaiku “nocmmodepny’, 6ydieni maxoeo xapaxmepy Maiomb 80K GIACHY KOHYenyiro ¢opmomeopenus. B cury icmopuynux
obcmasun 6 apximexmypi JIbeoea éci pazu mooepHizayii manyu 6u2is0 KOAUBAHHA MINC KPAUHOCMAMU — MOOEPHI3MY Y 6UenAOi
PAOAHCHKO20 MUNOBO20 MA HEOKOHCIMPYKMUBICHICOKO20 NP0’ KMYBAHHA Md NOCMMOOepHOI demoldeprizayiero. Bnpodoeoc 2010-x
PpoKie mym 6i00yscsi cmpimKuil nepexio 00 HO60i immepnpemayii agaH2APOHUX NPUHYUNIE ¥ NPOEKMY8AHHI | PO36ULACL HOBA
apximexmypHa mosa, wjo nompedye c6020 6U8UeHHs. ma Keanipikayii.

Pozenanymo npobaemy mepminonociunozo SusHA4eHHs CYYACHUX 00  €KMi@ MOOepHICMCbKOI apximekmypHoi moeu Ha
npuxnadi Jlveosa. Buznauaemvcs coyianvHi ma KyiomypHi nepedymosu i pakmopu, wo enauHyau Ha ii ¢popmyeants. B yvomy
KOHMeKCMi  ap2yMeHmMo8aHO BUKOPUCMAHHA MEPMIHYy HeOMOOepHi3M, AK NOHAMMIA, WO Haubinbw Habaudceno 00 3micmy
PO32TAHYMUX apXiMeKmypHUX A8uwy. Buoineno 0ea ocHo6Hi munu HeoMoOdepHux 06’ €Kmig, Wo BUHUKAU Y TbBIBCHKIL apXimeKmypi @
yell nepioo. Ilepwuii 3 HUX XAPAKMePUIYEMbCA YIMKOIO NPAMOKYNHOIO 2eOMEmPpIcio, 6 AKill apximekmypHutl oopas gopmyemvcs
HU3KOW KOMNO3UYILHUX HIOAHCI8. [pyeutl mun bei8CbKUX HeOMOOepHUXx o0’ e€kmie — ye OUHAMIYHI KOMNo3uyii, 6 aAKux mema
CMBOPEHHSI XAPUMAMUYHO20 00paszy Oewjo nepesacac Jo2iky cymo QVHKyioHanvHoi mopghonoeii. Moocna ckazamu, wo
Nn00iOH020 pody cnpobu iHmepnpemyms apximexmypHy opmy ax “mo8y”, sk ye podunu NOCMMOOEPHICIMU 8 MUHYIOMY, ale Ha
BIOMIHY 810 0CMaHHLOL, Ys ““M06a” cMEoPIEMbCs 30 DONOMO2010 A8AH2APOHOL BI3YANbHOT KYIbMYpU, Oe3 HAMmYyparliCmuYHuUx ma
KAACUYHUX NPOno3uyiu. Apximexmypa maxux cnopyo — ye C8OEPIOHUL NPOCmMoposuil cnocib nobyoosu nagocy, oCHoOSHUMU
3acobamu K020 €. 8enuKi Macuimadu, KoHmpacmuuil Konip ma niacmuuna maca. byno eusnaueno, wjo neomooepuism y wupuomy
COYIOKYIbMYPHOMY CEHCI MOJNCHA GIOHecmu 00 ) MEeHOeHYIl 36IIbHeHHs 6I0 GNIUGY NOIMUYHUX MA KYIbMYPHUX THCMUmymie
(““icmebniwimenmy”) ma 6) nomipnoi Kpumuxu ai6epanizmy, sk c6020 pody HO60I “‘npumycogoi” ideono2iunol cucmemu no2as0i8.
YV nveiecokomy Kommekcmi, y nepuiomy 8unaoxy, 6apmo GiO3HAUUMU 6adciuse Micye, ke MICMO 6idicpasano y NONYIAPHUX
sucmynax nio uac €gpomatioany y 2013-14 poxax, pozsunymy mepestcy opeanizayiil 2pOMAOAHCLKO20 CYCRITbCMEd, 8I0CYMHICMb
y pecioni OOMIHYIOU020 BNAUBY Y GENIUKUX GUNAOKAX ONieapXiuHux OiAuie mowo. Y Opyeomy 6unaoky Micmo npomseom ycb0o2o
1990-2010 pp. micmo 6yno cumbiozom nibeparvhoi eimuusnanoi Kyromypu (moiepaHmuicmes 00 emHIYHUX MA MOGHUX MEHUIUH,
HEOOHOPIOHA KYIbMYPHA CNAOWUHA MOWO) Ma MPAOUYIOHATICMUYHUX MOOellell KOeKmuUgHoi nogedinku (macogi penieitini xoou,
pe2ionanbra emnozpagis mowo).

Knruogi cnosa: neomooeprizm, nisuiilt MOOEPHI3M, MeKyyull MOOepHizM, apximexkmypa Jlveosa.



