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ABSTRACT

“FORMATIONS, REFORMATIONS, DEFORMATIONS”
TRACING ARCHITECTURAL HISTORY OF THE COMMUNAL ROOM
IN THE WORKS OF SOVIET NONCONFORMIST ARTISTS:
1975-1991

Yildirim, Senem
Ph.D., Department of History of Architecture
Supervisor : Prof. Dr. Belgin Turan Ozkaya

Co-Supervisor : Prof. Dr. Carmen Popescu

March 2020, 457 pages

This thesis traces the evolution of communal room from a collective to private space
through practices of an underground art circle that emerged during the second half of the
1970s in Soviet Moscow, namely Soviet Nonconformist artists. The Soviet project of the
communal apartment was a revolutionary experiment of collective living. Initiated with
the ideal of designing "socialism in one building," it turned into an institution of social
control, the base for establishing status-quo and a micro-cosmos where Soviet communal
bodies were shaped between the 1920s and late 1950s. Following the transformation of
communal apartments into private rooms during Khrushchev's Thaw in the late 1950s,
these new private rooms were transformed into zones of freedom by newly flourishing
underground culture in major cities of the Soviet Union. Starting from the 1960s,
especially Moscow and Leningrad, witnessed private rooms to be appropriated as spaces
for the underground activities of various intellectual fields. This thesis aims to decode the
dynamics, aesthetics, and architecture of post-thaw Soviet communal rooms in between
privacy-collectivity, and officiality-unofficiality by tracing "Moscow Nonconformists"

through three generations that were formed, reformed, and deformed between the years
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1975-1991. In two parallel analysis, on networks and artworks of Nonconformist artists, it
is aimed to trace the architectural history of the communal room both in Moscow and
through artists exhibitions in the West as the context, the muse and the object of their
artistic genre, while documenting the room's intertwined journey with artists' biographies

and networks.

Keywords: Soviet Nonconformist art(ist), Soviet communal room, room exhibitions,

artists’ room, underground museum and installation art
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“OLUSUMLAR, DONUSUMLER, BOZUNUMLAR”
MOSKOVA NONKOFORMIST SANATCILARI VE ISLERI PESINDE KOMUN
ODA VE MIMARISININ IZINI SURMEK
1975-1991

Yildirim, Senem
Ph.D., Department of History of Architecture
Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Belgin Turan Ozkaya

Ortak Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Carmen Popescu

Mart 2020, 457 sayfa

Bu tez, 1970lerin ikinci yarisinda Sovyet Moskova’s1 yeralt1 kiiltiiriinde yeseren Sovyet
Nonkonfomist sanatcilarin pratikleri iizerinden komiin odanin kamusaldan mahreme
uzanan evrimini takip etmektedir. Sovyet komiin apartmanlar1 kolektif yasamin siandigi
bir devrim deneyiydi. “Tek c¢at1 altinda sosyalizm™i tasarlamak idealiyle baslatilan komiin
apartman, 1920-1950 yillar1 arasindaki siirecte, toplumsal kontroliin saglandigi, statiikonun
saglamlastirildigi ve Sovyet kolektif bedenlerin sekillendigi bir kuruma doniistii. 1950lerin
sonunda, Kruscev’in Cozlilme donemini takiben kamusal odanin mahremlestirilmesiyle,
yeni mahrem oda, baslica Sovyet kentlerinde yeni yeni yeseren entellektiiel yeralt kiiltiirii
tarafindan nefes alma alanlarina doniistiiriilmeye baslandi. 1960lardan baslayarak,
0zellikle Moskova ve Leningrad, yeni doniistiiriilen mahrem odalarin ¢esitli disiplinlerden
entellektiieller tarafindan yeralt1 aktivitelerinin siirdiiriildiigli mekanlar olarak yeniden
orgiitlenmesine taniklik etti. Bu tez, Coziilme-sonrasi komiin odada evrilen dinamikleri ve
komiin odanin estetik ve mimarisini, mahrem ve kolektivite, resmiyet ve gayri-resmiyet
ikileminde; yeraltinda kurumsallasan, ve 1975-1991 yillar arasinda ii¢ nesil boyunca

iligkileri, dinamikleri ve estetik kaygilar1 bi¢cimlenen, donlisen ve bozunan Moskova
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Nonkonformistleri lizerinden takip eder. Nonkonformistlerin iliski aglar1 ve sanat eserleini
iki paralel fakat birbirine bagl analizde irdelerken, bir taraftan komiin odanin sanatg1
pratikleri, biyografileri ve iliski aglaryla i¢ ige gecen yolculugunu belgelemek, diger
taraftan Nonkonformistlerin baglami, ilhami ve estetik iisluplarinin temel nesnesi olan
komiin odanin mimarlik tarihini, hem Moskova’da hem de sanatgilarin Bati’daki

sergilerindeki yeniden liretimlerinde takip etmek amaglanmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Sovyet Nonkonformist sanat(gilar)i, Sovyet komiin odasi, oda

sergileri, sanat¢inin odasi, yeralti miizesi ve enstalasyon sanati
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To those who seek ‘home’ elsewhere...
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

When Soviet Communist Party and USSR Council of Ministers issued the Decree No. 1871
in Pravda, the most circulated newspaper of the Union, on November 10, 1955, titled "On the
Elimination of Excesses in Design and Construction,” the era of Classicism that had been
associated with the Stalinist architecture ended. The decree was a follow-up by Khrushchev's
speech to the Soviet Builders' Conference in December 1954, where the Soviet leader stated
the immediate necessity of functionalist and typological architecture in the construction of
new housing. The decree was accompanied by a broad campaign advertising the private
house, an idea may be too mundane for the Western geographies, but a dream for Soviet
geography. By the time the decree was issued, the communal living had been the norm and a
part of everyday life for almost 40 years, since the Decree of the All-Russian Central
Executive Committee "On Land" was issued on November 8, 1917, abolishing the private
ownership of the land. Advertised as one-family apartments as opposed to crowded and
communal Kommunalka, on the outskirts of major cities, systematic and fast construction of
a new housing type began. This new building type was formed of prefabricated units, and it
came to be known as Khrushchevka. Khrushchevka did not only brought a slow but systematic
end to the communal living by alleviating the density of the existing Kommunalki;' it also
introduced a new terminology into Soviet domestic discourse on the concepts of what is
private, domestic and collective. Since the early years of the socialist regime, the concepts of
private and domestic had been deemed by the State to be bourgeois concepts and enemies of

socialism.

Private space as the center of domestic life, and the nucleus of the bourgeois family, had to

be demolished in order to achieve the collective being. Moreover, domestic space had to

! The plural form of the word “Kommunalka” had been used in Russian as “Kommunalki”, while the plural form
of “Khrushchevka” is” Khrushchevki”.



dissolve into a communal way of living. Communal apartments were dreamt of being the core
structure to form the communal being. Communal apartments had been regarded as the
manifestation of socialism in one building before Khrushchevka introduced the possibility of

maintaining socialism and collective ideology within the norms of private family units.

The private domestic unit was one of the many promises of Khrushchev towards a less strict
and more free Soviet Union. The changing domestic life from communal to private and the
relative freedom under Thaw provided the necessary ground for the emergence of an
extraordinary movement in the Soviet intellectual scene that had been referred to as
"underground” or "dissident." Emerged in the late 1960s, these underground intellectuals
formed groups of close-minded people who found an existence outside of the mainstream
official narrative in different disciplines of arts. Immediately after the privatization of the
room, the underground culture thrived in private rooms of the intellectuals firstly in the form

of gatherings followed by happenings.

This study's initial focus is a group of Moscow artists who had been referred to as "Moscow
Nonconformists" and had been active in Moscow between 1975-1991 and formed three
generations of artists networking in each and between generations. The concern for this study
is to trace the Nonconformist artistic practices through underground actors. What is significant
about that particular underground group is, firstly, their uses of the room as an alternative
exhibition space, then their continuous experimentation and search for alternative spaces for
exhibiting. Moreover, their unique aesthetic genre took the aesthetics of communal everyday
life, communal domestic spaces, and everyday object as its subject of inquiry. The nucleus of
these unique sets of practices has been the room itself, and this study traces the use of the
once-communal Soviet room both as an alternative space of exhibition and the subject of the
Nonconformist artwork. Nonconformist practice evolved into a form of context-dependent
art, not only using objects from everyday life, which were recycled to be used as artworks.
The Nonconformist genre also transformed the room itself into a work of art or used it as the

subject of the artworks.



The case presents a significant phenomenon embedding a unique architectural typology -
Soviet communal room- into a unique artistic movement -Moscow underground art-.
Therefore, it sets a unique example for tracing the architectural history of Soviet house/Soviet
architectural spaces through the works of these artists. Locating the interplay between art and
architecture has been a significantly challenging task for scholars from both disciplines.
However, the period concerning this study points out a vital intersection:

Firstly, regarding the room as the artist's space, the thesis looks at the examples where the new
private room as the artist's space was transformed into both a meeting point and space of
exhibition while maintaining its domestic character as the artist's living space, but non-

traditionally, a semi-public private one.

Secondly, regarding the room as a Soviet ideological construct, and a Nonconformist artwork:
The very architectural character of the Nonconformist's practice exhibited itself in its
sensitivity towards the architecture and visuality of the Soviet context and their re-
appropriation of the communal room as an artwork. Moreover, Nonconformist art presents a
unique case of context-dependency, not only through re-appropriating the official Soviet
visual terminology and tools into a style of mockery. What makes the Soviet Nonconformist
art peculiarly context-dependent is the ability of the artists evolving into archivers and
collectors of their own work as a consequence of being in existence outside of official
channels, and also their obsession of adopting the role of chroniclers and documenters of their
material/architectural surroundings. The room, therefore, for Nonconformist artists was not
only an artist's space but a social, cultural, and ideological phenomenon of the context they

were born. They worked in, exhibited in, made an artwork of, and documented the rooms.

These practices on context-dependency were born and baked in Moscow but relocated during
the systematic wave of immigration of Nonconformist artists to various cities in the West.
Furthermore, in the reenactments of Soviet room and Soviet visuality on art, architecture and
ideology through allusive artworks exhibited side by side with documents of Nonconformists
in Western exhibition spaces brings forth another level of discussion on decontextualization

of Soviet typology of domestic space and its representations in art.



The aim here is to trace the evolution of typologies and history of the architecture of Soviet
room while documenting its alternative uses/transformations by Moscow Nonconformist
artists circle. While following the networks of the artists, and networks of their rooms will
allow the study to determine how individual rooms transformed into meeting points and zones
of unofficiality; tracing their footsteps between geographies will provide insight on how the
communal rooms and communal domesticity were re-enacted as a part and representation,

and a de-contextualized version of Soviet architectural history.

1.1 The Structure of the Thesis

Although the formation of Nonconformist artistic terminology and network of actors began to
be formed immediately after the privatization of room/domestic space during the 1960s, these
study sets the date of formation for Moscow Nonconformist art circle as a collective and
established alternative institution having its internal fragments, networks and mentoring
systems between three generations beginning in 1975 and end with the fall of the Union in
1991. To find the intersection of architectural/spatial formations and reformations, which
caused shifts in Nonconformist practices, networks, and aesthetics, this study tags three
distinctive points, which can be referred to as milestones. These milestones were intersecting
both with the history of Soviet nonconformist artistic practice and, at the same time,

architectural/social shifts in the Soviet context.

The study is organized around these so-called milestones which form, reform, and deform the
Nonconformist practices, networks, and artworks. These milestones also intersect with
significant developments in the social, political, and architectural history of the Soviet Union.

Each milestone forms a different chapter in the general scheme/outline of the study.

The layout of the study is organized thematically rather than chronologically. Each chapter
revolves around and takes a significant set of incidents as a starting point of discussion. The
discussion, then, is extended for each chapter through flashbacks to the social, political,

artistic and architectural history of the Soviet context to give a broader panorama of the events,



developments, and formations leading to that set of incidents; meanwhile tracing the

spatial/artistic terminologies developed around that milestone.

The first chapter looks at the formation of the Nonconformist circle and art as an underground
institution, between 1975-1985. The period also coincides with the stagnation period of the
country, therefore, seemingly gave the artists to form and flourish their alternative practices in
rooms. The main concern of the first chapter is the emergence of apartment exhibitions, as
well as the emergence of using the communal domesticity, domestic space as an artwork.
Although unofficial culture emerged immediately following the privatization of the room and
in the semi-privacy of the Thaw, they were mostly in the form of room gatherings in
intellectual apartments. For the artists' circles, the first examples of using the room space as
an alternative place of producing and exhibiting art were mostly in the form of individual
apartment showings throughout the 1960s. These scattered activities inevitably formed some
nodes of interactions; therefore, specific "protagonist" artists' rooms became centers of
underground culture. However, the randomness of the interactions between artists was
transformed into an organized series of apartment exhibitions that marks a very significant
turn in the artists' perception of their living space and the broader context surrounding them.
The living space/ domestic space, as the artists discovered, presents the opportunity to be a
meeting place/ forum/space of exhibit and a space of production of both the ideas and the
artworks. In 1975, seven collective room exhibitions were planned to be held in seven different
artist rooms. These series of events allowed artists to experience not only to produce works
for curated exhibitions, but also to curate the exhibitions themselves. This curating experience
provided the artists the necessary tools to analyze the spatial characteristics of the communal
room as an exhibition space outside of its value of habitability, while they also experienced
the practice of collective exhibitions in those rooms. The room as an ideological and social
construct later became a subject of their aesthetic genre. Thus, it is not a coincidence that the

emergence of what is referred to as "socialist art" as a movement® clashes with the dates of

2 The term “socialist art” denotes to the aesthetic innuendo that was formed as a reaction to the norms and visuality
of Socialist Realism and is sometimes used by the Nonconformist artists to define the aesthetic genre of the circle.
Although the term is later replaced by “Moscow Conceptualism”, the definition of context-aware art may generally
be defined as “socialist art”. For more discussion on the subject, see Chapter 1.



artists using their rooms as the base to produce/document and collectively exhibit underground

art.

The first chapter, therefore, marks the first collective room exhibitions as the date of formation
of Nonconformist networks. Moreover, parallel to the practice of curating exhibits in a once-
communal room, it discusses the emergence of context-dependent artworks of
Nonconformists. Although the artists of the 1960s Moscow were heavily influenced by
practices of Russian avant-garde and was in search of preserving the 'language' of the founding
fathers of the avant-garde; the generations that are the subject of this study significantly differs
from their previous generation, the founders of unofficiality, in their concern to develop a

'context-dependent' terminology.

Throughout the chapter, the discussion jumps between different periods to correlate the
Nonconformist experimentations on the room to the history and typology of Soviet housing
by flash-backing to the history of communal living and the architectural history of communal
housing starting from the first experiments on collective housing in the 1920s until the
privatization of the room in 1955. Meanwhile, while discussing the formation of
Nonconformist context-dependent aesthetics, it flashbacks to the history of Soviet official

visuality to find references and correlations in between.

The second chapter concerns the reformations of the artists networks and artworks following
the advent of Perestroika. Perestroika® denotes a period of reformations and reconstructions in
Soviet cultural, social, and political policy towards a more transparent and internationally
engaged political stand, which has been regarded as the fall of Iron Curtain by scholars from
various disciplines. In May 1987, then-leader of USSR Mikhail Gorbachev introduced a new
policy that allowed for the creation of limited co-operative businesses within the Soviet Union,

marks the first signs of free-market in the USSR since the short-lived New Economic Policy

3 Oxford dictionary translates the word “perestroika” as “restructuring” and “reforming”. The title of this chapter
refer both to the period and to reformations in Nonconformist aesthetics and practices.



of Vladimir Lenin, instituted in 1922 after the Russian civil war.* Parallel to the new policy,

the restrictions on foreign trade also loosened, allowing international interactions to intensify.

Concerning unofficial artists, the advent of Perestroika usually had been declared by some of
the artists as the end of unofficial art and a stagnation period for Nonconformist art since their
position in the most simplified terms cannot be described as "unofficial" anymore. However,
instead of suggesting the Perestroika as the end of unofficial art, this study evaluates it as a
period of reformations in Nonconformist artistic practices, as Nonconformist artists' position
in Perestroika was somewhat in-between "official" and "unofficial" in terms of the spaces they

exhibit and the works they produce.

The first factor valid for setting a date when reformations began is the introduction of the
statute "On Amateur Associations" in 1986 allowing the establishment of interest clubs "based
on voluntary involvement, common creative interests and individual membership for the
satisfaction of spiritual needs and interests of people." Like many other circles of
underground, individual fragments within Nonconformists used this opportunity to register
their previously unofficial associations officially. However, exhibiting under the title and
within the spatial limitations of an attained social club is what exactly causes the reformation
of the characteristics of the unofficial practice to involve somewhere in-between official and

unofficial, and between room and museum.

The same year, a group of unofficial artists benefitted the relatively stretched rules and their

active enrollment to the Union of Artists® to find themselves a housing complex for squatting,

“Lenin characterized the NEP in 1922 as an economic system that would include "a free market and capitalism,
both subject to state control,", while socialized state enterprises would operate on "a profit basis".

Lenin, V.I. “The Role and Functions of the Trade Unions under the New Economic Policy”, LCW, 33, p. 184.
Firstly published in Pravda, 12, 17 January 1922.

3> Anon., Regulation on amateur association, interest club of 13.05.1986, in Kulturno-prosvetotel 'skaia rabota
[Cultural and educational work], No. 5 (1986), p. 26-28.

¢ The Union of Artists have been the main organization in official hierarchical scheme of practicing art in Soviet
Union to which one must enroll to be able to acquire a workshop or get to exhibit in official exhibition spaces and
State museums. For more information of the role of Union of Artists on the artistic practices of individuals in Soviet
Union, see Chapter 2.



which they later turned into a center for Nonconformist art. However, the deal they received
from the Housing Committee (ZhEK)’ was a permit to a semi-official squat in a housing block

that was planned to be destroyed in 2 years.

On these two incidents, this study sets the second milestone to 1986, where the temporality
of the squat, and semi-official status of artists will be analyzed concerning changing
exhibition spaces and practices. A year before Perestroika, and two years before the infamous
Sotheby's auction in Moscow where the "unofficial" art dive into the Western art market, the
unofficial networks, their spaces, and practices had already been reforming. However, the set
of incidents following the statute in 1986 was not the first time where the unofficial art was
getting close to being recognized as official. In Chapter 2, the study, through flashbacks, traces
the attempts of negotiations of Nonconformists with the State and the singular examples of
State-sanctioned exhibitions of early unofficial artists starting to pinpoint the difference that
came with the case of Perestroika.

The recognition of the Nonconformist art circle by the Western gaze happened long before
their recognition by the State authorities. It is even safe to say that practicing conceptual art in
the Soviet context became a mundane and ordinary activity only after Perestroika and right
before the fall of the Soviet Union. Meanwhile, Nonconformist art, which was produced and
exhibited in rooms, intrigued the Western collectors staring from the early 1970s. Although
many collectors of Nonconformist art believed, as will be discussed in Chapter 3, that the
accessibility to the Moscow Nonconformist artworks could only be possible after Sotheby's
auction, two main events attracted Western attention long before Sotheby's which forms the

milestones for this chapter.

The first was the "illegal" exhibition on a vacant lot in the Belyayevo forest in 1974, later to

be known as the "Bulldozer Exhibition" since the officials destroyed the hanging works on the

7 ZhEKs, or the regional housing committees in Soviet Union, were established as intermediary agents between
State and citizens on issues regarding housing and locating of individuals into houses. Since in the Soviet Union
private property was abolished, the State controlled and determine the housing condition/situation/location for each
citizen and ZhEKs were the regional operators and controllers regarding those issues. For more information, see
Chapter 2.



trees with bulldozers giving the lack of a permit for exhibiting as a reason. Immediately
following the Bulldozer incident, which echoed in Western press reaching beyond the
boundaries of Moscow and the Soviet Union, the tradition of "room visits" by the Western
aristocrats began. During the late 1970s, when the visas for foreign visitors were seemingly
restricted, the central portion of Western visitors was aristocrats, and following the Bulldozer
exhibitions certain aristocrats, later became leading collectors of Moscow Nonconformist Art,
visited artist rooms and smuggled works outside of the Union to be exhibited. The strict
controls on the borders required artists to produce artworks to be fitted in the suitcases of the
collectors, hence referred to as "suitcase art." The second set of incidents is the wave of
immigration of Nonconformist artists, which began in 1975 and slowly accumulated over the
years. Since to get the necessary permission to leave the Union was tricky enough, the Western
geography began to construct the idea of the unofficial art on the few and far between artworks

produced by these few artists who emigrated early.

Therefore, Chapter 3 follows the footsteps of smuggled artworks without their artists in the
West, on the one hand, and Nonconformist artists on the move and collectively participating
and organizing Nonconformist exhibitions in the Western geographies on the other. The aim
is to discuss the decontextualized artist and their decontextualized artworks through a
selection of artworks and documents they produced either on Soviet spatiality/architectural
elements or as reenactments of alternative/experimental exhibitions they once organized back
home. While discussing the role and re-definition of "collective" and collective exhibitions in
the conjuncture of the ideologically individualistic West and comparison to the ideal and
practice of collectivity in the Soviet Union, this chapter dwells on the concept of deformation,

in terms of artists, networks, practices, and architectural ensembles.

1.2 The Method of the Thesis

The scholarly research developed on the Moscow Nonconformist circle is very few in
numbers. Although a detailed analysis of the sub-groups and fragments within the
Nonconformist circle as well as singular events, performances, and exhibitions have been

developed in recent years, they lack the necessary architectural analysis to associate the



Nonconformist activities or products with the Soviet architectural context they were formed
in/concerned about. Moreover, there is a significant absence in the field interrelating either the
artworks produced with the spaces they were produced in and with their broader context, or
the spatial and architectural connotations in Moscow Nonconformist artworks. Therefore, this
study aims to offer an alternative methodology to render the Moscow Nonconformist networks
of actors to reveal their role/affect on forming networks of places. Methodologically, the main
input to find the interplay between actors active within and through each generation and

architectural spaces as Nonconformist playground is the individual biographies of the artists.

The biographies of artists are firstly used to generate a network of relationships spanning to
three generations of Nonconformist circle, forming an intertwined collective association.
Tracing three generations and 60 actors contributing to Nonconformist milieu, including the
artists, critics, historians, and collectors of Moscow Nonconformist art, however, required a

system of filtering on whom to focus.

While filtering individual artists of focus, this study uses a simple algorithm: the individual
relationships between the artists, the sub-groups, and collectives were put on a graph showing
the general network for each generation using a platform® that allows one to map and analyze
data-networks. This particular platform allows the transformation of single nodes of focus into
a complex web of relationships. Individual nodes, which in our case, the artists, are connected
to each other through links. These links are pre-defined in terms of relationship types between
nodes. In our case, the relation type examples include 'closed circle,' 'roommate,' 'members of
a certain sub-group,' 'mentor,' 'acquaintances,' etc. The node with the most link connected gets
more apparent, dominant, and more abundant in size. The larger nodes in the graph, or the
artists of focus, are used to form the discussion. For each generation of artists, a graph of
networks is constructed. Upon the artists who have the most connection, the study forms a
network of places. Therefore, the organization of each chapter firstly revolves around those

artists and the spaces of those artists.

8 The platform mentioned here is Graph Commons, a website operating online allowing users to produce complex
graphics for mapping, analyzing and publishing data-networks. The site is designed to transform individual data
into interactive maps.

See: graphcommons.com
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While the method for selection of actors is explained above, definitions of Nonconformist
spaces change in each chapter.

* the first chapter, formations of Nonconformist circle and practice, mainly focuses on
artist rooms;

* the second chapter, reformations in the circle and of Nonconformist practice, mainly
analyzes artist squat instead of single rooms, and semi-official artist clubs as exhibition spaces;
and

i the third chapter, deformation in the circle and of Nonconformist practice, concerns the

museum space in different cities in Western geography.

Therefore, the analysis requires a common denominator, which conceptually connects the
typologically, functionally, and spatially different places. That common denominator is
chosen to be artworks of the artists, and the spaces of concern mentioned above are
categorized as the spaces that are hosting the artworks -rooms, squats/artist clubs, museums-
. Therefore; each chapter is divided into two sections, the first is networks, and the second is
artworks; the former giving the necessary framework to filter the focus, and the latter will

form the connection to the spatial analogies and architectural history.

1.3 The Sources

1.3.1 Primary Sources

In terms of Nonconformist art history, artist networks, and artists' take on the architectural
history of Moscow, three types of literary output formed the primary sources of this study:
gosizdat - literature emanating from official Soviet publishing houses and thus having the
approval of the state censor; samizdat - unapproved material produced or reproduced
unofficially in the Soviet Union; and tamizdat - works also denied approval by the official
censor but published abroad (either with or without their author's consent) and then smuggled
back into the Soviet Union. The latter category includes the republication of pre-revolutionary

works unobtainable in Soviet libraries as well as the printing of manuscripts written by Russian
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€migrés or by Soviet authors denied an outlet in their homeland. While gosizdat, samizdat and
tamizdat are not separate phenomena isolated from one another, they are also a significant part
of Soviet culture during the period this study concerns and will help to achieve a broader
panorama to conduct a similar story from both official and unofficial perspectives on the
Nonconformist artistic discourse between 1975-1991. While Gosizdat materials are expected
to give the understanding of "unofficial" art from an "official" point of view, the samizdat
materials allow to have insight for the artistic milieu from within following artists
documenting themselves and their architectural/social context, and the tamizdat offers a
perspective from outside of the Soviet Union looking in worked as an intermediary between

artists and the Western art world.

During the period between 1975-1991, a group of artists from the Nonconformist circle
published two different samizdat series. The first one was titled as "MANI FOLDERS" which
were published between 1981-1986 and mainly in the form of compiled artist books containing
material on unofficial practice, new artworks produced by themselves, the exhibition and
meeting locations, as well as theoretical texts, documents regarding unofficial
exhibitions/happenings/meetings and also documents of Moscow city spaces, Moscow's
housing conditions, and artist apartments. Following MANI Folders, as a one-person initiative,
the artist Vadim Zakharov created a samizdat series titled "PASTOR"'’- circulated among
artists during the final year of the USSR. While all of these underground circulations were
occurring within the borders of the Soviet Union, an emigre Nonconformist artist from
Moscow, Igor Shelkovsky, started publishing the magazine A-YA, circulated between 1979-
1985 and smuggled the tamizdat in Moscow.'!

° The passages extracted and used from MANI Folders can be found in chapter 1.

10 The year PASTOR started circulating and its status in between a samizdat and an ordinary magazine forms an
invaluable discussion for Chapter 2.

' A-YA, while worked as the “advertisement board” for Moscow Nonconformist art scene targeting Western art
enthusiast and collectors, the tamizdat also significant in the sense that it publishes Western artworks side by side
with Nonconformist ones, while Shelkovsky visited ‘hip’ artists of the 1970s in New York interviewing with them
on their take Soviet unofficiality creates a significant case for the discussion of decontextualization for Chapter 3.
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The study, in respect to the changing situations/relationships of Nonconformist artists with the
official art world, relies on Gosizdat materials; most daily newspapers, as the leading news
outlets for the Soviet Union, are frequently used in the thesis including Pravda,'
Komsomolkaya Pravda,'® Literaturnaya Gazeta (Literary Newspaper),"* and Novyi Mir."
Besides the daily reads, the study benefitted from the materials published in art journals of the
State between 1970s-1991, including Isskustvo (Art)'® and Ogonyok. "’

Besides the sources published during the period 1975-1991, the study uses artist memoirs,
letters, logs, video, and sound recordings as primary sources. Among them is Ilya Kabakov's
memoirs written on 1960s and 1970s: "60-e - 70-e: Zapiski o neofitsialnoi zhizni v Moskbe"
(60s - 70s: Notes on underground life in Moscow) in which Kabakov as an
observant/participant of the activities of all three generations of Moscow Nonconformists

gives valuable insight to the formation of Nonconformist networks and early artworks;

12 Pravda (1918-1991): the official newspaper of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union. After the collapse of
the Soviet Union, numerous publications and Web sites continued under the Pravda name.

13 Komsomolskaya Pravda (1925- ): During the Soviet era, Komsomolskaya Pravda was an all-union newspaper of
the Soviet Union and an official organ of the Central Committee of the Komsomol. As the Soviet Union started to
collapse, the paper shifted from serving as a Komsomol mouthpiece to become a Russian nationwide daily tabloid
newspaper.

14 Literaturnaya Gazeta (1929-): the official organ of the Federation of Unions of Soviet Writers, it was a weekly
cultural and political newspaper published in Russia and the Soviet Union. It was published for two periods in the
19th century and was revived in 1929. In 1990, with the end of the Soviet Union, the newspaper became an
independent collective, and in 1997 formed itself into a publicly traded company.

15 Novy Mir (1925- ): monthly literary magazine published in Moscow. In the early 1960s, Novy Mir changed its
political stance, leaning to a dissident position. At the beginning of perestroika, the magazine practiced increasingly
bold criticism of the Soviet Government, including figures such as Mikhail Gorbachev.

16 Tsskustvo(1933- ): Founded in 1933, the magazine was the first periodical in the USSR in the visual arts and,
over the years of its existence, has gained great authority both among domestic and foreign experts and art lovers.
Even despite the strict ideological framework, articles published in the “Art” in the 30s and 70s, from an art history,
“noble” point of view, always aroused great interest and were a role model.

17 Ogonyok (1899- ): issued since 1899, Ogonyok was re-established in the Soviet Union in 1923 in Moscow. The
colour magazine reached the pinnacle of its popularity in the Perestroika years, when its editor-in-chief "was
guiding Ogonyok to a pro-American and pro-capitalist position”.

Kotz, D.M. & Weir, F. "Chapter 4: Glasnost and the intelligentsia", in Revolution from Above: The Demise of the
Soviet System. London: Routledge, 1997, p. 65.
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Nonconformist artist George Kiesewalter's two compilations of the memoirs of the artists
active in 1970s in "Eti strannyye semidesyatyye, ili Poterya nevinnosti" (Those Strange
Seventies or Loss of Innocence (Moscow: NLO, 2010)), and those active in 1980s in
"Perelomnyye vos' midesyatyye v neofitsial' nom iskusstve SSSR" (Tipping the Eighties in
the Unofficial Art of the USSR (Moscow: NLO, 2014)) as well as his compiled album on
Moscow Nonconformist activities spanning to almost 20 years in the album "Insayder"
(Insider (Moscow: NLO, 2016)); historian and a figure of Nonconformist circle Victor
Tupitsyn's compilation of dialogues with the artists "Krug obshcheniya" (The Milieu
(Moscow: NLO, 2013)); and art critic, also a figure of Nonconformist circle Joseph Backstein's
compilation of dialogues "Vnutri kartiny. Stat' i 1 dialogi o sovremennom iskusstve" (Inside

the picture. Articles and dialogues about contemporary art (New Literary Review: 2015)).

The primary source of research in terms of architectural history, and the history of housing in
general is the official printed media, namely the gosizdat. The obsession of the Soviet
government documenting every 'achievement' in the area of construction through the agency
of State makes the printed media an invaluable source and a significant archive. Throughout
the long history of the Soviet Union, there were hundreds of State-officiated printed media,
including newspapers, magazines, and journals published. However, architectural journals as
a genre had a special place showcasing the merits of the Soviet State. Especially Moscow, as
the Soviet capital had the most attention. Starting from the early 1920s, a series of architectural
journals started being published, three of which composes the primary source for re-visiting

the architectural history of the Union:

Sovremennaya Arkhitektura (Modern Architecture),'® to trace the earlier experimentation on

housing typologies and collective living; Arkhitektura SSSR (Architecture of the USSR),"

18 Sovremennaya Arkhitektura (Modern Architecture) (1926-1930): a journal published by the Constructivists in
OSA (Organization of Contemporary Architects). The first issues were edited by Moisei Ginzburg and the Vesnin
brothers. It provided an outlet for architectural theory and design for both Soviet and Western European architects,
pursuing a distinctly internationalist program of design. The journal shut down toward the beginning of 1931,
replaced by the All-Union journal Soviet Architecture, which gradually shifted in the direction of neoclassicism.

19" Arkhitektura SSSR (Architecture of the USSR) (1933-1991): an illustrated monthly magazine. It was a
publication of the Union of Architects of the USSR and also the State Committee for Civil Engineering and
Architecture. It covered the issues of urban development.
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SSSR na Stroike (USSR in Construction),”® and Sovetskaia arkhitektura (Soviet
Architecture),”’ especially when tracing the architecture of Stalinist Architecture and
architecture of the Thaw; and Arkhitektura i stroitel'stvo Moskvy (Architecture and
construction of Moscow),” the magazine specifically designed to archive and document the

ideas, ideals, and projects developed for the reconstruction of Moscow as the Soviet capital.

Additionally, to trace changing architectural terminologies for the house and the city, the thesis
also benefitted from State-sanctioned journals concerning the interior design and decorative
arts, for which the thesis uses to form a comparable study of Nonconformist re-appropriation
of the interiors with the socialist ideals of an interior. In this regard, the study often refers to
the journal Dekorativnoe iskusstvo SSSR (Decorative Art of the USSR),” especially for the
period following the privatization of communal room, and re-appropriation of the interior as

a private sphere as well as the interior decoration became an emerging concern.

For the exhibitions of Moscow Nonconformist circle held in the Western geographies, the
primary source was exhibition catalogs and exhibition holding in gallery and museum archives
keeping photographs, the preliminary drawings of the artists as well as curatorial planning

schemes. Also, this thesis uses post-exhibition critics and evaluations in various media,

20 SSSR na Stroike (USSR in Construction) (1930-1941): was a journal which became an artistic gem and counter-
current in the first year of socialist realism. With elements such as oversized pages and multi-page foldouts, each
issue exists as an elaborate artistic creation. As was written in the preface of the first issue, the self-proclaimed
purpose of the magazine was to "reflect in photography the whole scope and variety of the construction work now
going on the USSR”.

21 Sovetskaia arkhitektura (Soviet Architecture) (1931-1933): began publication when all architectural movements
were being merged into VANO, an association of architectural organizations that existed between 1930 and 1932.
As an interim publication that followed SA4 and preceded Arkhitektura SSSR, Sovetskaia arkhitektura covered
activity in the Soviet architectural community during the crucial transition period of 1931-33.

22 Arkhitektura i stroitel'stvo Moskvy (Architecture and construction of Moscow): a monthly scientific, practical,
cultural and educational magazine. It started publishing in 1952 to highlight issues of urban policy, describing
architecture and the urban environment, housing problems, various restoration and design projects in domestic and
foreign construction as an organ of the Moscow City Executive Committee.

23 Dekorativnoe iskusstvo SSSR (Decorative Art of the USSR) (1957-1971): the monthly journal of the Union of
Artists in the USSR. Publication began in Moscow in 1957 with the appearance of one unnumbered issue. Its
circulation was 20,700 in 1971. The journal deals with the current practice, theory, and history of monumental
decorative art, decorative applied art (art industry and popular art), ornamental art, and design, as well as with
questions of the synthesis of the arts.
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including leading art journals like Flash Art, Artforum, and Art Journal, to get an insight on

Western gaze towards Nonconformist art exhibiting in a new context.

The archival material plays a significant role for this study. The central portion of
Nonconformist artworks, samizdat, and tamizdat folders, artists' albums, photographs,
recordings, letters, logs, and texts are held in two different archives which were visited during
the research for the thesis. The first belonged to one of the leading collectors of Nonconformist
art, Norton Dodge, who donated his archive to Zimmerli Art Museum, a university-based
museum working under Rutgers University in New Brunswick, New Jersey, in 1991 which
has been kept under the name Norton and Nancy Dodge Collection. The second is a Moscow-
based museum, Garage Museum of Contemporary Art, which holds most of the artists'
personal archives as well as some of the official documents published regarding the unofficial

circle.

For official documents, including decrees and regulations Central State Archive of Moscow
Oblast' (TSGAMO) in Moscow; for printed media, official journals of art and architecture, as
well as daily newspapers Russian State Archive of Literature and Art (RGALI) and Tretyakov
Gallery Archives in Moscow, are visited. On early Soviet visuality and for the artworks and
designs of Soviet Constructivists Museum of Modern Art (MoMA) Archives in New York

was an invaluable contribution to the thesis.

Regarding Nonconformist exhibitions in the West, Museum of Modern Art (MoMA) Archives
is visited for the files regarding the exhibitions "Dislocations" (1991) and "10+10:
Contemporary Soviet and American Painters" (1988); Staatliche Museen zu Berlin and
Kunstbibliothek in Berlin are visited regarding the exhibition "Isskunstvo" (1989). In addition,
the exhibition catalogs of the exhibitions: "La nuova arte Sovietica" (NEW ART FROM
SOVIET UNION) at La Biennale di Venezia, Venice, Italy in 1977; Mosca - Terza Roma at
Sala 1, Rome in 1989; The Green Show at Exit Art, New York in 1990; "Between Spring and
Summer: Soviet Conceptual Art in the Era of Late Communism" at Institute of Contemporary
Art, Boston in 1991; and "MANI MUSEUM - 40 Moskauer Kuenstler. Karmelitenkloster" at
Frankfurt am Main, Germany in 1991.
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1.3.2 Secondary Sources

Secondary sources for the study include published material both in Russian and English. The
books, booklets, and articles of primary figures in the fields of Nonconformist Art and practice,

and history of Soviet visuality and architecture.

Regarding the Nonconformist art scene, the primary published sources include the books and
articles of Margarita and Victor Tupitsyn, two actors who have been a part of the Moscow
Nonconformist circle themselves. Among their publications, the thesis traces the experiments
of Nonconformist artists with museological practices in "Museological Unconscious" (MIT,
2006) and "Moskva- Niu York, Niu York-Moskva ("Moscow-New York, New York-
Moscow," WAM, 2006))." Moreover, the exhibition catalog "Sots Art" (The New Museum of
Contemporary Art, 1986), and the book "Apt Art: Moscow Vanguard in the '80s" (Washington
Project for the Arts, 1984) is significant to understand Tupitsyns' the curatorial experiences

regarding the Nonconformist exhibits held in the United States.

The input from one the collectors of Nonconformist art, and an active figure among the
Nonconformist artist during Perestroika, Leonid Talochkin editing two volumes on the history
of unofficial art in Moscow in "Drugoe iskusstvo": Moskva, 1956-76; k khronike
khudozhestvennoi zhizni. ("Other Art": Moscow 1956-76; The chronicles of the artists' life",
(Interbuk , 1991)); the art historians Ella Rosenfeld's book "From Gulag to Glasnost:
Nonconformist Art from the Soviet Union" (Thames and Hudson, 1995); and Ekaterina
Degot's book compiled with one of the nonconformist artists active during 1980s, Vadim
Zakharov, "Moskovskii Konzeptualism" ("Moscow Conceptualism," (WAM, 2005)) are
valuable to look at the general atmosphere of the last 50 years of the Union from the unofficial
eye. Additionally, the journalist Andrew Solomon's book on his journey to Moscow following
the Sotheby's auction in 1988 and his developing relationship with the last generation of
Nonconformist circle "The Irony Tower: Soviet Artists in a Time of Glasnost" (Knopf, 1991)

is a significant insight of the Western eye into Nonconformist scene.
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On the history of art and architecture of the Soviet Union, the sources used mainly consist of

prominent figures in their fields.

Regarding Soviet official art and its history, Christina Kiaer's book "Imagine No Possessions:
The Socialist Objects of Russian Constructivism" (MIT, 2005), Christina Lodder's book
"Russian Constructivism" (Yale: 1985), and John Bowlt's book "Russian Art of the Avant-
Garde: Theory and Criticism 1902-1934" (Thames & Hudson, 2017) give valuable analysis
on Constructivist movement and visuality in early years of Soviet Union; while on the history
of Stalinist art and architecture Igor Golomstock's "Totalitarian Art: In the Soviet Union, the
Third Reich, Fascist Italy and the People's Republic of China. New York" (Icon Editions,
1990), and Boris Groys' book "The Total Art of Stalinism: Avant-Garde, Aesthetic

Dictatorship, and Beyond" (Princeton, 1992) is used as primary sources.

On the history of architecture, the study refers to Selim Khan-Magomedvedov's book
"Pioneers of Soviet Architecture” (Rizzoli, 1987) and Matthew Cullerne Bown's book "Art of
the Soviets: Painting, Sculpture, and Architecture in a One-party State, 1917 -1992" (MUP,
1993) are used to give a general idea on Soviet projects and ideals on architecture on all scale.
For a more detailed analysis on Stalinist architecture Vladimir Paperny's book "Architecture
in the Age of Stalin: Culture Two" (CUP, 2002), Susan Reid's "Socialist Spaces: Sites of
Everyday Life in the Eastern Bloc" (Oxford, 2002) is more detailed on the architecture of the
Thaw. Especially on Soviet experimentation on collective living on domestic sphere and as a
general introduction to Soviet housing, William Brumfield's book "Russian Housing in the
Modern Age: Design and Social History (Cambridge, 1993); on experimentation on housing
during early Revolutionary years, Richard Stites' book "Revolutionary Dreams: Utopian
Vision and Experimental Life in the Russian Revolution" (Oxford, 1989); on the communal
living and communal apartments of Stalin period, Sheila Fitzpatrick's book "Everyday
Stalinism: Ordinary Life in Extraordinary Times-Soviet Russia in the 1930s" (Oxford, 1999),
and Stephen Kotkin's book "Magnetic Mountain: Stalinism as Civilization" (Berkeley, 1995)

1s used.
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CHAPTER 2

FORMATIONS

When Ilya Kabakov started working in the Moscow Publishing House ‘“Znanie”
(Knowledge)** in 1962, he met Ulo Sooster, another graduate of Surikov Institute, like
Kabakov. Through Sooster, Kabakov meets Emst Neizvestny and Lianozovo group, all
belonged to the generation of artists, according to Kabakov, who "invented unofficial art."*
During the 1960s, unofficial art existed in a relatively small circle under conditions of relative
secrecy. When unofficial artist circles were barely assembling around certain figures, the tiny
group came to be known as Lianozovo was getting together around the artist Oscar Rabin and
Alexander Glezer. Liazonovo was an antiestablishment built 'in spite of” official
establishment, unlike the Nonconformists between 1975-1991, who were practicing 'against'

the official establishment.

Meanwhile, another group was relying on the mentorship of the sculptor Ernst
Niezvestny, an official sculptor during the 1950s, whose dispute with the Soviet leader
during the semi-official Manege exhibition became legendary among the unofficial

circle of Moscow that costed Neizvestny his official title as an artist.*

24 «Znanie” (“Knowledge”): a publishing house in Moscow, in Soviet times - the publishing house of the All-Union
Society “Knowledge”. It was founded in 1951. The publishing house published various non-fiction books and
brochures that were approved by State Committee of the Council of Ministers of the USSR for Publishing, Printing
and Book Trade of the USSR, to be Gosizdat material in the 1980s.

25 Kabakov, 1. 60-¢ -70-¢: Zapiski o neofitsial'noi zhizni v Moskve. [‘60s - ‘70s -: Notes on unofficial life in
Moscow.] Wien: Gesellschaft zur Férderung slawistischer Studien, 1999, p.3

26 The dispute occurred during one of the high-profile events of the Khrushchev era, the visit by the Soviet leader
of the exhibition of avant-garde artists in the Moscow Manege on December 1, 1962. During his visit, Khrushchev
castigated the works as being anti-Socialist mostly belonged to the official artists that had been working on abstract
art during their “free time”. The event became a turning point for underground artists who would had no opportunity
to exhibit in official exhibition spaces following Khrushchev’s rebuke, therefore, the Manege exhibition was one
of the key events for Nonconformists to own their underground situation and their non-exhibition spaces. For more
information on Menage Exhibition, see Chapter 2.
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Figure 2.1. Yekaterina Furtseva, Ernst Neizvestny, Leonid Brezhnev, Aleksey Kosygin,
Nikita Khrushchev and others at the exhibition “30 Years of MOSKh” in Manege, Moscow,
1962.

Archive of Istoriya Rossii v fotografiyakh

Like Neizvestny, most of the artists were living "double lives", working in official institutions
like publishing houses drawing mainly illustration for children's books during the day. They
met in each others' apartments for talks and sharing ideas, exchanging coffee table books on
Western modernism and producing artworks outside of the official genre of Socialist Realism

during the night.

However, there are two reasons why the first unofficial artists are not used as a case study in
the thesis, although the culture they formed operating outside of the official framework laid a
solid foundation that made the flourishing of three generations of unofficial art possible

between 1975-1991. The generation of unofficial artists of the 1960s, according to Victor

After the event Neizvestny often commented on the dispute during meetings in his room as: “My first impression
of Khrushchev? In life, perhaps, I did not meet a person more uncultured, but at the same time I felt in him biological
power and psychobiological grip.”
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Tupitsyn, a historian spending two decades within the Nonconformist art circle and a scholar
of significant works on the issue, "...lived and worked in denial of their communal psyche."
Unlike their predecessors, artists active during the late 1970s and through the 1980s came to
terms with what (or who) they really were."”’ By 'what' and 'who' they are, Tupitsyn refers to

the subject of artworks produced, and spaces of those works are exhibited.

The generation 1960s differentiate from later generations of Nonconformists, firstly on their
take on the exhibition space. The first generation of post-War Nonconformists, unable for
various reasons to exhibit in official museums, showed their works in their apartments and
arrange apartment gatherings. These mostly individual showings were far from organized
exhibitions, partly because the first generation of artists were still dreaming of exhibiting in
'proper' museums. As Tupitsyn would put it, they did not come to terms with the fact that their
artistic genre was outside of official one. The other reason for artists to "organize wild
showings in private apartments" is the need to avoid "direct clashes with the authorities" as
Oscar Rabin states during an interview with Leonid Talochkin.?® The first of these showings
was in the unofficial artist Alexander Ginzburg and his mother Lyudmila Ilyinichna
Ginzburg's room on the second floor of a massive apartment on Bolshaya Pollyanna,11/14,
apt. 25 where previously 17 families lived. Oscar Rabin describes the room as: "They had
almost no furniture, but the walls were hung with paintings by Lianozovo artists. You could
come here without warning at any time of the day. Guests, poets, and dissident writers keen

on talking about politics and art, the hostess made coffee in the room.”*’

Meanwhile, Oscar Rabin was arranging showings in his apartment with the participation of
Lianozovo artist circles, the name of which comes from the industrial area at the outskirts of
Moscow, where the barracks of the former women's camp stationed by Lianozovo station

which became the center of unofficial Soviet culture from 1958 to 1964. One of the barracks

27 Tupitsyn, V. Museological Unconscious. MIT Press: Cambridge, 2009, p. 89.

28 Talochkin, L. & Palmin, 1. "Drugoe iskusstvo": Moskva, 1956-76; k khronike khudozhestvennoi zhizni. [“Other
Art”: Mocow 1956-76; The chronicles of the artists’ life.], Moscow: Interbuk, 1991, op. cit, p.116.

2 Tbid, p.126.
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lived the artist Oscar Rabin who hosted open weekends for viewing pictures and reading

poetry.

Figure 2.2. Oscar Rabin in his room at Lianozovo Savelovskaya railway, barrack No. 2, apt.
2, 1969
Garage Museum of Contemporary Art Archive, Igor Palmin Collection, Moscow

The nature of lack of organization, or lack of context-dependency, since the artworks were not
produced for apartments but for museum spaces is apparent in the atmosphere of the showings
and meetings occurred. The artist Francisco Infante describes evenings at the mezzanine of

Ernst Neizvestny as such:

I would recall the apartment of Ernst Neizvestny. It can be described like this:
Neizvestny works on the mezzanine -he talks and draws illustrations for Dante
while he makes it clear that he has little time and that he is forced (and can)
simultaneously do several things. Below, some people watch his sculptures. We
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sat on chairs, and he began to talk about his noisy and epic fight with
Khrushchev. I was amazed that he did not let anyone open his mouth. Full and
voluminous, his figure displacing the space, he spoke clearly and clearly, without
a shadow of a doubt.*

Taken from Infante's account, it is apparent that the artists who participated in meetings were
more of gazers, visitors of one-person shows rather than members of a circle or a community.

Meanwhile, starting in 1975, the networks of artists formed a coherent and collective network.

2.1 Formation of Networks: 1975-1986

...at least two remarkable and well-known paradigms of coverage of the facts
and events of that decade [the '70s]: a) the culture was strictly divided into
official and unofficial; and b) nonconformists in their opposition to the system
acted as a united front.'

The time frame this thesis concern coincides with the Soviet Union's "stagnation period." The
underground as a parasitic establishment flourished apart from "a grey Brezhnev world"
reigning outside but still parallel to its material ethics and communist aesthetics. The writer
Vladimir Sorokin once described the 1970s Moscow in an interview: "...[while] televisions
reported increased milk yield and the intrigues of American imperialism, Soviet relations
boiled in the institutions and Soviet borscht and saltworts were boiling on the plates. Inside
[in unofficial circle], it was completely different: ... [there was this] realization that you are

an inner emigrant in this vast, cruel country, a gray iceberg floating in an unknowingly

Nnfane, F. “Talk about the seventies with George Kiesewalter”, in Kiesewalter, G. (eds.) Eti strannyye
semidesyatyye, ili Poterya nevinnosti. [These Strange Seventies, Or The Loss Of Innocence.] Moscow: Novoye
literaturnoye obozreniye, 2015, p.49.

3! Tupitsyn, V. “Introduction”, in “Krug obshcheniya” [The Milieu], Moscow: NLO, 2013, p.34.
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unattainable communist future."? One of Moscow Nonconformist artists, Victor Skersis, who

was active during the 1980s, describes the 1970s Moscow as:

On Soviet holidays, half-dead leaders stood on the mausoleum and, hardly
moving their arms, greeted the huge phalluses of ballistic missiles creeping along
Red Square. Then a demonstration took place, shouting greetings to the "party,
the government, and personally Leonid Ilich" in the mouthpiece. It seemed that
Brezhnev would live forever. Everything was designed for eternity. On the files
of sentences stood: "keep forever.""

On the outside in the official world "socialism with a Soviet face" reared up, posters and
slogans like "Party - Immortality Of Our Business!" or more mundane "Glory to the Trade of
Soviet Union!" were posted on Kommunalki, Khrushchevki and was hanging from every
governmental building. On the inside, the cultural underground became a method of both

surviving and later internalizing in the draft of ideology and multi-faceted state control.

The underground artists of Moscow were shut in kitchens or the apartments of themselves and
the circle of close-minded people. They wrote or drew for themselves and their alternative
collective. As Sorokin observes, they "hid from communist radiation and paranoia by
photocopying forbidden books, Western plates Kami, albums of "ideologically harmful"

artists, bodies of beloved women, family, their texts."**

32 Sorokin, V. “Oh, the seventies!”, in Kiesewalter, G. (eds.) Eti strannyye semidesyatyye, ili Poterya nevinnosti.
[These Strange Seventies, Or The Loss Of Innocence.] Moscow: Novoye literaturnoye obozreniye, 2015, p.159.

33 Victor Skersis quoted in Tupitsyn, V. “Introduction”, in “Krug obshcheniya” [The Milieu], Moscow: NLO, 2013,
p-34.

34 Sorokin, V. “Oh, the seventies!”, in Kiesewalter, G. (eds.) Eti strannyye semidesyatyye, ili Poterya nevinnosti.
[These Strange Seventies, Or The Loss Of Innocence.] Moscow: Novoye literaturnoye obozreniye, 2015, p.159.
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Figure 2.3. Moscow, 1970s
“Central State Archive of the City of Moscow” (“TsGA Moskvi”)

The type of artists is the focus of inquiry belonged to the generation of "creative workers"*’ as

once the unofficial artists Lev Rubinstein mentioned, who always focused solely on the official
existence of their creative efforts. For these types of artists, non-printing or non-presentation
of at least part of their products was then perceived and is now qualified as a personal drama.
That fact alone self-determined the artists in the 1970s as "unofficial" or "second," culture.
Creative workers who had been active through the 1960s, and some who had been engaged in
the art scene of the 1970s, wished for official existence of their creative efforts. However, at
the turn of the 1980s Moscow, the unofficial art circle became an established 'institution' that
has its dynamics and networks. Methodologically, to find the interplay of actors active within
and through each generation with each other, individual biographies of artists are traced. In
this chapter, the study focuses on two generations of Nonconformist artists, and through their

networks, the formation of Nonconformist milieu.

35 Lev Rubinstein quoted in Tupitsyn, V. “Introduction”, in “Krug obshcheniya” [The Milieu], Moscow: NLO,
2013, p.95.
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The term generation here, therefore, both refers to a difference of age and the changes/shifts
of dominant actors between a specified period. Between the first and second generation, the
generational shifts tied to a wave of emigration. Emigration to West for Moscow
Nonconformist artists had always been an object of desire, since practicing in the West would
have presented them to exhibit at more mundane spaces like museums. Although the
immigration of artists of generation-one did not occur at once, the chronology shows a pattern
of a wave that happened between 1975-1979.% When artists from first-generation emigrated,
it caused a re-clustering of the remaining artists, also a new generation of artists to emerge and

start networking with the older generation.

Therefore, the first generation of Moscow Nonconformist artists includes the ones practicing
between 1975-1979. And the second generation includes artists practicing between 1980-1986

until the period of reformation.

2.1.1 Generation One: Children of the Room and a Half

Upon that inquiry, the scheme developed over those relationships reveals two facts regarding
the first generation of the unofficial circle which will be referred to in this story as the "children

of a room and a half”’:

1. Upon tracing backgrounds of the artists and their education within the Soviet system, the
graph firstly reveals that the earlier networks were formed around and from the art institutes
artists graduated from.

2. Secondly, these sub-groups built around institutes had all developed their own aesthetic
terminology and sub-genre. The works all in a way adopted a version of an artistic perspective

concerning Soviet innuendo during the 1970s. However, as a result of this sub-grouping two

36 The dates of first wave of emigration coincide with the second wave of immigration from Soviet Union between
1970-1979.

37 The term is derived from the poet Joseph Brodsky’s auto-biographical poem on his life in the communal
apartment, “A Room and A Half”. A characteristic of the Stalin era, the communal apartment here issued to
symbolize the period following the World War II, hence the artists which were active during 1970s is the generation
born following the war.
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parallel [underground] schools of thought emerged: Moscow Conceptualism and SotsArt, each
having its take on the Soviet paradigms and eventually, their own interpretations of Soviet

spatiality, and alternative spaces of exhibition.

Two layers of graphs is formed for the first generation of artists. In the first graph, the artists'
educational backgrounds are shown, and in the second graph, the sub-groups developed
within the first generation of Nonconformists are traced. It should be noted that the networks
between artists were not stable between the period 1975-1986 due to some artists immigrating
to the West. However, these accounts of leaving artists are singular and did not affect the

networking until it accumulated to a point in 1979 when major actors left Moscow.

@ EDUARD GOROKHOVSKY

@ OLEG VASILIEY

@ IG0R MAXAREVICH

@ WAN CHUKOV

@ VLADIMIR YANKILEVSKY

@ ALEKSANDR MELAMID
.

® FRANC
@ VITALY KOMAR

@ DMITHI PRIGOV ®LEON

Figure 2.4. Artists of first generation Nonconformists and Art Institutes
Figure by the author

27



2.1.1.1 Art Institutes of Moscow

In the 1970s, there were three major art institutes in Moscow, the Moscow State Academic
Art Institute, commonly known as MSAAI (V.I. Surikov Art Institute); Stroganov Art
Institute; and Moscow Studio School.

Soe

e

.‘. .

Figure 2.5. Locations of Art Institutes, Moscow 1970s
1966 General Map of Moscow, “Central State Archive of the City of Moscow” (“TsGA
Moskvi”)
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MSAAI (V.I. Surikov Art Institute) was established in 1832. After the October Revolution in
1917, it was renamed as The Moscow State Academic Art Institute, and together with
Stroganov School of Art, the first Free Workshops38 were created based on the former
Stroganov School at Rozhdestvenka, 11. The second Free Workshops were located at
Myasnitskaya, 21. In 1920, September 29, the workshops merged under VKhUTEMAS-
(Higher State Artistic and Technical Workshops).* After the disbanding of VKhuTEIN in
1930, the Institute was decided to have joint classes with Moscow Polygraphic Institute, which
tended towards Realism at the time. This ideological reconstruction of the Institute towards
Socialist Realism continued until the Great Patriotic War, until in 1943, then Dean S.T.
Gerasimov spoke about the tasks of MSAAI Graduates guiding them to Socialist Realism.*
Five years later, their efforts paid up, and in 1948, following the Decree of the Council of
Ministers No. 16237 of 15.10. MSAAI received its autonomy and permanently placed at
Myasnitskaya, 21 until the present day.

38 The creation of Free Workshops belongs to the second stage of the post-revolutionary reform of art education,
parallel to the unification of art institutes throughout the Union. The main reasons of the emergence of Free
Workshops is firstly to reform the programs to include a joint and common training, while the workshops were
planned to create en environment of collective productivity in arts as opposed to the idea of the individual’s absolute
creative freedom. The Free Workshops running under VKhUTEMAS were planned to be the main organ creating
artistic personnel for industry. According to the decision of the Council of People's Commissars, Vhutemas [and
Free Woorkshops] was “a special higher technical and industrial educational institution with the aim of preparing
highly skilled artists and masters for industry, as well as instructors and leaders for vocational education.”

Source: Encyclopedia of the Russian Avant-Garde

3% Vhutemas (Higher Artistic and Technical Workshops) was organized in Moscow as a result of the merger of the
State Agricultural Art Museum [ and II and was located in the buildings they previously occupied - on
Rozhdestvenka, 11 (now MARCHI) and Myasnitskaya, 21 (now the Russian Academy of Painting, Sculpture and
Architecture). Vhutemas began working in the fall of 1920 (the Decree of the Council of People's Commissars on
his education was published only on December 25). In 1927, VKhUTEMAS was renamed VKhuTEIN (The Higher
Art and Technical Institute), which was disbanded in 1930.

40 Excerpt from the talk of S.T. Gerasimov is as follows: “First: the wide gates of your personal journey of art are
now opening up to you ... Second: you need to constantly replenish the general culture, because an artist can only
exist in their culture...One of the basic principles that we have been pursuing, I convey to you as a wish, is to
distinguish genuine art from non-genuine. Only genuine art is valuable and for the sake of it, you must work with
clear and pure realists. Your art must have complete indispensable and completely exhaustive sincerity.”
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Figure 2.6. MSAAI (V.I. Surikov Art Institute), Class of 1974
V.1. Surikov Art Institute, Institutional Archive

Ilya Kabakov, who graduated from MSAAI in 1957, met with Vladimir Yankilevsky in the
late 1960s through Ulo Sooster, who was mentoring him at the time and was also a graduate
of V.I. Surikov Art Institute's sculpture division like Kabakov. Meanwhile Vladimir
Yankilevsy was a graduate of the Moscow Middle School for Art (MSKhSh), part of the
Surikov Institute, and had a close circle with Eduard Steinberg. Through Yankilevsky, he met
with Eduard Steinberg in the beginning of 1970s. At the same time Kabakov had developed
close ties with Erik Bulatov and Oleg Vasilyev, both studying at the painting division of
Surikov Institute and graduated in 1958. Erik Bulatov and Oleg Vasilyev were sharing the
same apartment at that time, where Kabakov and Sooster were frequent visitors. During early
1970s, Kabakov, Bulatov and Vasilyev was getting close to Eduard Gorokhovsky through

Victor Pivovarov. And the circle slowly came together, later to be known as "Sretensky
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Boulevard" because of the proximity of the location of their apartments,*' and included Ilya
Kabakov, Erik Bulatov, Oleg Vasilyev, Vladimir Yankilevsky, Eduard Steinberg, Eduard
Gorkohovsky, and Victor Pivovarov. In 1969, Ivan Chuikov came back from Vladivostok
where he had been working for 2 years after graduating from Surikov Institute, and firstly got
acquainted with Victor Pivovarov in early 1970s. Then through Pivovarov, he got close to the
circle of Kabakov-Bulatov-Vasilyev on one hand, and through Igor Shelkovsky, he developed
ties to a group of graduates of Moscow Studio School, who began to form a different circle
around Rimma and Valery Gerlovin. In parallel, Igor Makarevich who graduated from
MSKhSh in 1962 was acquainted with Franciso Infante whom he studies in a parallel class at
the Institute, and to Yankilevsky. Infante and Makarevich got to know the circle of Kabakov-
Bulatov-Vasilyev through Yankilevsky. Although Infante got closed to the Sretensky artists;
Makarevich through his wife Elena Elagina, got close to the circle of Rimma and Valery
Gerlovin. Remembering the 1970s, Makarevich states: "...we must remember that the MSAAI
in which I studied was also a place of liberal freethinking, while my family was the repository
of official ideology...So there, the first sprouts of our dissent were born. And this School was
finished by many members of the generals of our nonconformist community: Yankilevsky,
Kabakov, Bulatov, Vasiliev."** Throughout the 1970s, the dynamics changed within this
group, so-called "Sretensky Boulevard," and two orbits appeared with Kabakov in the center.
There appeared a narrower circle of fellow students in the Surikov school (Kabakov, Bulatov,
Vasiliev), and a wider circle of like-minded people, which included his teacher and neighbor
at the workshop Hulot Sooster, Vladimir Yankilevsky, Eduard Shteinberg, Victor Pivovarov,
and Eduard Gorokhovsky. Even though almost all artists of this group worked in publishing
houses (mainly in children's), and many were members of the Moscow Union of Artists, their

main work belonged to the underground.

41 See: 2.1.1.3 Apartment Networks

42 Makarevich, I. & Elagina, E. “Dialogue/Monologue: "About This”, in Kiesewalter, G. (ed.) Eti strannyye
semidesyatyye, ili Poterya nevinnosti. [These Strange Seventies, Or The Loss Of Innocence.] Moscow: Novoye
literaturnoye obozreniye, 2015, p.43.
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Figure 2.7. Oleg Vasiliev, Eric Bulatov, Illya Kabakov and Eduard Gorokhovsky in the
apartment of I. Kabakov. Moscow, 1979. Photo by Igor Makarevich
Garage Museum of Contemporary Art, [gor Makarevich Archive

Figure 2.8. Victor Pivovarov, and Ilya Kabakov, Gorkom Grafikov, Moscow 1978.
Photo by Eduard Steinberg
Garage Museum of Contemporary Art, Igor Palmin Archive
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Figure 2.9. Eduard Steinberg, Victor Pivovarov and Vladimir Yankilevsky in front of the
house of Steinberg on Pushkinskaya street. Moscow, 1978
Garage Museum of Contemporary Art, Igor Palmin Archive

‘ Mmmm.m...._

Figure 2.10. Ilya Kabakov and Ulo Sooster in their apartment studying the monograph of P.
Waldberg on Surrealism. Moscow 1970
Personal Archive of Ulo Sooster
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The Studio School (MKhAT) was opened at the Moscow Art Theater in 1943. The initiator of
its creation was Vladimir Ivanovich Nemirovich-Danchenko,** one of the founders of the
Moscow Art Theater. The educational program of the School followed the footsteps of
Stanislavsky. Among the leaders of the courses and teachers of the Studio School were well-
known actors and directors, art historians, leading theater specialists in the Soviet Union in the
field of stage movement, stage design, and production. In the depths of the Art Theater, the
Sovremennik Theater was born in 1956. The first performances of which the Theater were
rehearsed in the classrooms of the Studio School. Its creators - students and recent graduates
of the School - were inspired by their teachers who dreamed of returning to the original idea
of the Art Theater, which had been an avant-garde school of thought in performance arts. In
1954, the School was renamed as "Studio School for the Improvement of Qualifications at the
Moscow School of Printing," and started operating under the direction of Eli Belyutin.** In
1958, the School was linked to the Committee of Graphic Designers and studios for graphic
and stage design began to be organized in the School. In his speech at the opening of the first
Studio for Advanced Studies at the City Committee of Artists of Books, Graphics, and Posters,
Belyutin had criticized the “wingless realism" of official art. Instead, he called for a
breakthrough in arts. He formulated the objectives of his course as follows: "We will go
through the whole world history of human culture and art, and all the countries of our time.

We will analyze the most diverse methods, principles of visualization and expression, and the

4 Vladimir Ivanovich Nemirovich-Danchenko, (born December 23 1858, died April 25, 1943, Moscow, Russia,
U.S.S.R.): Russian playwright, novelist, producer, and cofounder of the famous Moscow Art Theatre. Both as
producer and as literary adviser, he was chiefly responsible for the reading and selection of new plays, and he
instructed Stanislavsky on matters of interpretation and staging as well. Nemirovich-Danchenko encouraged both
Anton Chekhov and Maxim Gorky to write for the theatre, and he is credited with the successful revival of
Chekhov’s Seagull.

44 Eli Mikhailovich Belyutin, an artist and teacher, is probably one of the most controversial figures of the "Thaw."
Together with his wife, art historian Nina Moleva, Belyutin wrote several monographs on the history of art
education in Soviet Union in the 1950s. Since 1954 he worked as a teacher at the Polygraphic Institute, but in 1958
he was fired and moved to Studio School. Belyutin is usually referred to as the founder of the first alternative to
the official method of education. The essence of his method was revolutionary at that time. Students painted on any
surface with almost all possible tools, including mops and nails. In publications of the early 1990s, Belyutin is
listed as "the patriarch of the largest underground school."

The artist was caught to the wrath of Secretary General Nikita Khrushchev, who visited the exhibition “30 Years
of MOSSX” in Manege in 1962, where the works of Belyutin's studio were presented, and was very dissatisfied
with what he saw. It is generally accepted in the literature that it was this scandal that became the catalyst for the
birth of critical, semi-underground Soviet Nonconformism. For a broader discussion on Manege Exhibition, see
Chapter 2.
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best; we will select for service. The keyword in this text is best, rather than necessary."45

Following Belyutin's footsteps, by 1959, Studio School became the first "free-spirited”, semi-
State-sanctioned educational institution in the history of Soviet art. In addition, the Studio
School found a home on Taganskaia Street. Among the teachers at the time, there was Ernst

Niezvestny who influenced the upcoming generation of Nonconformist artists.

Figure 2.11. The Studio School (MKhAT) during late 1950s
Arzamas Academy archive

Valery Gerlovin graduated as a stage designer from the School-Studio of the Moscow Art
Theater of Stanislavsky (MKhAT) in 1967 and soon after in 1970 married to and started

working with Rimma Gerlovina. They have been arranging reading sessions parallel to the

4 Boris Zhutovsky, student of the first studio quoted in “Kursy povysheniya kvalifikatsii pri Gorkome
khudozhnikov knigi, grafiki i plakata”, in Kiesewalter, G. (ed.) “A time of hope, a time of illusion. Problems of the
history of Soviet unofficial art. 1950-1960” [Vremya nadezhd, vremya illyuziy. Problemy istorii sovetskogo
neofitsial'nogo iskusstva. 1950-1960 gody], Moscow: Novoye literaturnoye obozreniye, 2018, p.15.
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meetings held at artist Aleksandr Yulikov's apartment. Aleksandr Yulikov who graduated from
Moscow Polygraphic Institute, where Aleksandr Melamid and Vitaly Komar teaches at,
acquainted with them. Through Komar and Melamid, Yulikov had access to foreign art
magazines, mostly issues of Artforum which Komar and Melamid got smuggled into Soviet
Union. Later on in 1974, Yulikov met with Gerlovins and shared the reading materials with
them. While feeding him with the Western art history, Komar and Melamid also introduced
Yulikov to the sculptor Leonid Sokov, another graduate of Stroganov Art Institute same year

as Komar and Melamid. Through Yulikov, Sokov became a part of Gerlovin circle.

Meanwhile Vladimir Yankilevsky, who graduated from MSAALI started tutoring at Studio
School and met with Gerlovins, whom with Yulikov, around the same time looking for an
English-speaking underground artist. Since the foreign magazines shared during meetings and
English, and there were not many artists who could speak at the time, so Yulikov invited Ivan
Chuikov to the meetings, as in the artist's word, "as a translator."*® Around the same time,
Gerlovins discovered another artist, Sergei Shablavin, who often visits Studio School, and as

they describe a "natural born conceptualist"*’
Y p

and invited him to the meetings. Shablavin
introduced his close friend, the artist Igor Shelkovsky to the circle. Finally, Elena Elagina who
graduated from MKhAT and started working with his tutor from the Institute, Emst
Neizvestny got acquainted with Valery Gerlovin. She then brings her husband, Igor
Makarevich to the group. With that last addition, the circle around Gerlovins had been formed.
Later in 1975, the group started organizing events in each other's apartments and referred to

themselves in Zhelkovsky's words, "Creative Circle of 7.8

46 Chuikov, 1. “Probably, we were also dissidents”, in Kiesewalter, G. (ed.) Eti strannyye semidesyatyye, ili Poterya
nevinnosti. [These Strange Seventies, Or The Loss Of Innocence.] Moscow: Novoye literaturnoye obozreniye,
2015, p.187.

47 Gerlovina, R. & Gerlovin, V. “Retrospective”, in Kiesewalter, G. (ed.) Eti strannyye semidesyatyye, ili Poterya
nevinnosti. [These Strange Seventies, Or The Loss Of Innocence.] Moscow: Novoye literaturnoye obozreniye,
2015, p.36.

48 Shelkovsky, L. “In Memory,” in Tupitsyn, V. “Introduction”, in “Krug obshcheniya” [The Milieu], Moscow:
NLO, 2013, p.126.
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Figure 2.12. Alexander Yulikov, Sergey Shablavin, Rimma Gerlovina, Valery Gerlovin,
Igor Shelkovsky, Ivan Chuikov, Leonid Sokov, April 1976. Photo by Igor Makarevich
Rimma and Valery Gerlovin Personal Archive

Figure 2.13. Igor Makarevich, Alik Sidorov, Valery Gerlovin, Elena Elagina, Rimma
Gerlovina in the apartment of Gerlovins, Moscow 1979
Rimma and Valery Gerlovin Personal Archive
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The Stroganov Art Institute was founded as The University of Art and Industry by Count S.G.
Stroganov in 1825 in Moscow. In 1892, the School moved to a building specially rebuilt for
its needs at Rozhdestvenka Street, 11, which now is used by the Moscow Architectural
Institute. The building at Rozhdestvenka Street, 11 has been a symbol of Russian
Neoclassicism and received two Grand Prix at the international exhibition in Paris in 1900.
After the October Revolution in 1918, The Stroganov Institute was transformed into the "First
Free State Art Workshops" under Vhutemas and continued to operate at the same building. In
1928, when Vhutemas was reorganized as the Higher Art and Technical Institute -
VKhUTEIN, The Stroganov Art Institute started running a joint program on Free Workshops
with MSAAL In 1945, the Institute was renamed as Moscow Higher School of Industrial Art,
and in 1957 it moved to a new building that is still occupied designed by architect V.
Zholtovsky and G.G. Lebedev along Volokolamskoye Highway, 9.

k%%

In the 1970s, "free swimming" began. We formed a small circle of those with whom
I studied at Stroganov. Maybe, our spirit migrated from Stroganov Institute, where
everyone [of us] skipped classes to chase the hobby of ours that is alternative art.

Aleksandr Kosolapov

Vitaly Komar and Aleksandr Melamine both graduated from Stroganov Art Institute in 1967
and immediately working together within a shared apartment in Leninsky Prospekt. Aleksandr
Kosolapov, who took a course together during their training in the Institute, started visiting
their apartment during the early 1970s. Kosolapov had been sharing the same apartment with
Boris Orlov and Leonid Sokov since their student years and introduced them to Komar and
Melamid. Later, Sokov got closer to Gerlovin circle, however, through Orlov, Dmitri Prigov
whom he met in House of Pioneers,* joined the circle. In 1974, Komar and Melamine decided

to write a manifesto that would signify the common aesthetic language of the circle, on so-

4 House of Pioneers was one of the meeting points of Nonconformist artists during 1970s. Occasionally, one-day
shows exhibiting Nonconformist works were held, of course illegally.

38



called "Sots Art" (short for Socialist art), and the artists in the circle came to be known as Sots-

Artists.

Figure 2.14. Aleksandr Melamid and Vitaly Komar in the common kitchen of their
apartment at Leninsky Prospekt, Moscow 1972
Materials from the exhibition “Fragments from Life”, 2015, Moscow Museum Archive,
Archive No: 1557

*k%

Although three distinctive sub-groups were practicing and meeting rather frequently, it should
be noted that all artists individually came across one another at some point. Kabakov invited
Gerlovins to his studio meetings. Meanwhile, Shelkovsky had been visiting Komar and
Melamid in their apartment. Kosolapov, Orlov, and Sokov had been living on the Rogova
Street, and later Orlov moved to Prigov's apartment near to Sretensky Boulevard in 1976 and
got acquainted with Kabakov, Bulatov, and Vasilyev. Meanwhile, the graduates of Surikov

Institute still had their ties during the 1970s, which was formed during school days.
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All these networks summed up above is put on a graph of networks.*® The graph mainly works
on a simple algorithm: individual nodes representing the artists are linked via 'types of
relationships' to other nodes. Each color in links represents a relationship type. For the first

generation, the relationship types include:

1. the sub-circles: “Sretensky Boulevard”, “Sots Art”, and “Creative Circle:7”

LIS LIS

2. individual relationships: “close circle”, “roommates”, “mentors” and “acquaintances”

The node with the most link connected gets more apparent, dominant, and larger in size. The
larger nodes in the graph, the artist of focus, are used to discuss in the next section regarding
networks of places. The graph reveals the artists who are more effective in their close circle
and the general scheme. Since the scale of effectiveness is measured here on the artist's role
for arranging and hosting meetings, their domestic space/apartments will be discussed as

centers of attention.

Regarding the first generation, the graph reveals that the sub-circles are formed around three

key figures: Kabakov, Gerlovins, and Komar-Melamid.

In addition, for Sretensky Boulevard, Bulatov-Vasilyev, and Yankilevsky's apartments were
centers of meeting. For "Creative Circle:7", after Sokov was invited to the circle, the sessions
started taken place between Sokov's, Gerlovins' and Chuikov's apartment, which became
centers of focus. In Sots Art circle, Komar and Melamid's apartment of Leninsky Prospect had
always been the main center of attraction. However, when Prigov and Orlov got an apartment
on Sretensky Boulevard, and Kosolapov emigrated for New York in 1975, while Komar and

Melamid emigrated in 1978, the center of focus shifted towards the apartment of Orlov-Prigov.

30 The platform mentioned here is Graph Commons, a website operating online allowing users to produce complex
graphics for mapping, analyzing and publishing data-networks. The site is designed to transform individual data
into interactive maps.

See: graphcommons.com
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Figure 2.15. Graph of Artists of first generation Nonconformists and their networks
Figure by the Author

The art Institutes in which Nonconformist artists were educated in and workshops they
attended were the first places and foundations of networks. However, these three art institutes
were especially the centers of relative free-thinking. MSAAI and Stroganov had been founded
on the idea of free workshops, and Studio School still depended on its vanguard roots,
especially after the involvement of Belyutin. This very tradition of "free workshops" was the
first of many cultures indigenous to Soviet history that had been adopted by Moscow
Nonconformist artists. The idea behind the State Free Art Workshops ("SVOMAS") was to
form a collective pedagogical system fueling the creativity of the artists by interacting students
of different institutes with each other. In 1918, first free workshops of the Soviet Union were
formed by students of Art Institutes of MSAAI and Stroganov. With the idea of reforms
merging institutions should develop as a network, they applied to VSNKH (the Supreme

Economic Council) and to Glavprofobr.”' With support of these organizations, and with

51" Glavprofobr (Chief Administration for Vocational Training), established in 1921 as part of the People’s
Commissariat for Education of the RSFSR (Narkompros) on the basis of the Chief Committee for Vocational-
Technical Trainin
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personal participation of Lunacharsky, a decree on the creation of VKHUTEMAS was carried
out through the Council of People's Commissars. The decree of the Council of People's
Commissars on the formation of VKHUTEMAS was signed by Lenin on November 29, 1920.
This decree marked the beginning of an education system offering a collective of art and
architecture students to learn and later to operate under an institutionalized and standardized
system. Although the aim was to encourage an interactive environment for sharing ideas,

following the Party Decree "On the Reconstruction of Literary and Artistic Organizations,"

n52

the free workshops transformed into "totalitarian factories"’” to create monotype creative

workers. The decree states the necessity of the unionization of Soviet arts into several
monolithic organizations under Party control, membership of which would be obligatory for

anyone pursuing a career in arts.
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Figure 2.16. The decree of the Council of People's Commissars on the formation of
VKHUTEMAS, November 29, 1920
Russian State Archive of Literature and Art (RGALI), f. 681 inv. 1

32 Lev Rubinstein, quoted in Tupitsyn, V. “Introduction”, in “Krug obshcheniya” [The Milieu], Moscow: NLO,
2013, p.98.
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We lived like in a monastery: fenced off from the outside world, as if we
are under siege, outside - a hostile environment. Inside the "monastery"
love and harmony reigned, there was no competition.

Ilya Kabakov

The implementation of this exact decree gave birth to the formation of the Nonconformist
network in Moscow. Fifty years after the first free workshops were formed, the graduates of
the same institutes who invented Free Workshops were re-visiting the idea of an interactive
circle and creating their own collective free workshops. However, ironically, their reasoning
for forming free workshops was not to feed creativity in the Soviet education system, but
because they cannot find a place in the institutionalized art world, and formal artistic structure.
By the 1960s and 1970s, in the light of Thaw, the art institutes were relatively open-minded,
and in the official creative organizations, all organized under MOSKh (Moscow Artists'
Union), a relatively closed circle of artists started believing in international co-operations.>
However, the Nonconformist art and the artworks mostly thought to be mocking with Soviet
heritage was still too extreme for the official scene. Therefore, the artists retrieved to their
rooms and started holding alternative meetings and alternative exhibitions between like-
minded people where their newly achieved private sphere seemed to be protecting them/their

artworks from official eyes.

Especially for the artists of the first generation of Nonconformists, the private sphere of a room
was newly achieved, rarely possessed, and highly appreciated opportunity to form their
networks, and practice their art. It was not a coincidence the Nonconformist art practices
flourished in artist apartments, following the privatization of rooms during Thaw after a 40-
year-long project of communal living when the artists gained the privacy of producing
alternative art. To be able to trace the room as an artist's space: domestic

space/workshop/gallery, it is necessary to determine the evolution of the Soviet House in time.

33 See the discussion on the formation of left MOSKh, in Chapter 2.
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2.1.1.2 The Soviet House: An Introduction to a Collective Domesticity & Public Privacy

The long history of the Soviet House began right after the October Revolution in a new regime

still battling with the effects of World War 1.

During the first years of the 20th century, one of the main problems of Tsarist Russia was
housing. The rapid expansion of apartment construction in Moscow during the first decade in
the 20th century serving the needs of the upper-middle class was far from the reach of the
majority of the population. Many projects were produced with a claim to architectural
distinction, yet these improvements in 'design' could not address the more significant problems
of housing availability. The 'extravagant' apartment construction, however, remained
untouched by social reform. In his article "Building for comfort and Profit: The New
Apartment House," William Craft Brumfield summarizes the situation as: "Unscrupulous
property owners gained more profit per square meter in overcrowded, substandard buildings
for transients and the lumpenproletariat that did the builders of apartments for the
prosperous."** Even large segments of the middle class were faced with prohibitive rents.>® At
the bottom of the scale was the working class. Many had no permanent residence at all,
particularly those living in the cities on a seasonal basis. Others were squeezed into subdivided
and overcrowded apartments. Matey Dikansky, in his article "Housing problem and social

experiments to solve it," describes the condition of worker apartments as:

The houses and apartments rented out to workers are distinguished for the most
part by a complete denial of all hygiene rules. Terribly crowded, dirty, often dark
and sometimes cold and damp indoors, which are the result of poor construction
and lack of repair and that take much money for heating - these are the features

34 Brumfield, W.C. “Building for comfort and Profit: The New Apartment House”, in Brumfied, W.C. & Ruble,
B.A. (eds.) Russian Housing in the Modern Age, Boston: Cambridge University Press, 1993, p.76.

35 Approximate rental figures as a proportion of income are summarized in Kirichenko E.I, “Prostranstvennaia
organizatsiia zhilykh kompleksov Moskvy i Peterburga v nachale XX veka” [Spatial organization of residential
complexes in Moscow and St. Petersburg at the beginning of the XX century], Arkhitekturnoye nasledstvo
(Architectural Heritage), 1972:19, p. 119-120.
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of most worker apartments as if they are deliberately designed to promote
degeneration and degradation.

sksksk

You'll agree that to have a separate apartment of your own is, after all,

a pretty bourgeois thing to do. People ought to live together, in a

collective family, and not lock themselves up in some private fortress.
Mikhail Zoshchenko

“A Summer Breather”

Domestic life is not a private matter!

Aleksandr Kuprin

This chaotic housing situation was the legacy the young Soviet state took over. On the second
day of the revolution, the new Soviet government abolished all private ownership of land. On
October 28, 1917, "Decree on Land" was published in the newspaper "lzvestia." The first
article of decree clearly states: "Landlord property rights are abolished immediately without
any compensation. On January 13, 1918, all-natural resources were declared to become a
property of the whole nation. Probably the most critical factor in the formation of the Soviet
housing projects was the role assumed by the state. The main element of the collectivization
of housing was the state acquiring rights over all building procedures, also taking complete
responsibility to provide housing for its citizens. The new housing policies took effect
following the adoption in August 1918 of the All-Russian Central Executive Committee and
Council of People's Commissars' decree "On the Abolition of the Right to Private Ownership
of Urban Property." The latest degree focused on the design and construction of new houses,
while included decisions on the exiting apartments. The Soviet State firstly believed that the

new buildings designed for the proletariat should be "worthy of their class and taste," but more

6 Dikanskiy, M.G., Kvartirnyy vopros i sotsial'nyye opyty yego resheniya [Housing problem and social
experiments to solve it], St. Petersburg city government, 1908, p.110.
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importantly, they should propagate a collective living. Secondly, on the condition of existing
bourgeois apartments, the decree proposes an organization that would later be known as

"uplotnenie" (condensing).

Following the decree, radical efforts to affect a total cultural revolution were premised on the
principle of environmental determinism -a late 19th-century design discourse given a Marxist
makeover-. To change how a person thought and behaved, one must change his or her material
surroundings. However, as Marx and Engels failed to prescribe a topology of an ideal
revolutionary habitat that would solve the housing question, an ideologically compatible

'proletarian' home did not exist; thus, a new topography had to be introduced.

Figure 2.18. The Decree “On Land”
Russian State Archive of Literature and Art (RGALI), 6/a (13707)
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Figure 2.19. The Decree: All-Russian Central Executive Committee and Council of People's
Commissars' decree “On the Abolition of the Right to Private Ownership of Urban
Property,” 1918
Central State Archive of the October Revolution and Socialist Construction (TSAGAORSS),
f. 130, op. 1 unit hr 30, p. 26-27.

The model to suit the ideology of the new order was proposed by Lenin as 'socialism in one
building,' followed by an invented new architectural terminology such as "block-commune,"

"dwelling-space," "socialist setting"’ that found their way into daily discourse. With the

57 Brumfield, W.C. “Introduction”, in Brumfied, W.C. & Ruble, B.A. (ed.) Russian Housing in the Modern Age,
Boston: Cambridge University Press, 1993, p.76.
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passing of the New Economic Policy (NEP) in 1921 and the flourishing of Soviet
constructivism in the early 1920s, the domestic spaces started being reconstructed into
collective spaces. A most revolutionary form of these socialist settings was the theory of social
condenser and its applications of house-communes ("dom-kommuna") in major cities to
impose "collectivities of cohabitation." With the dissolution of the nuclear family, the Soviet
architects of the 1920s designed buildings embedding private quarters for the sole purpose of
sleeping and carried the leisure activities as well as other amenities to common areas. The
kitchen became a collective canteen; the complexes are designed to have their kindergartens
and social clubs. In the editorial note of the magazine dedicated to the revolutionary

architecture of Soviet state, Sovremennaia Arkhitektura in 1927, it states:

Having eradicated the fetters of private property ownership, October has opened
up new perspectives for Soviet architecture: of grand planning works, of the
development of new types of architecture, of new architectural organisms, and
new complexes and ensembles in place of the narrowly individualistic
parameters dictated by pre-revolutionary clients.’®

In a 1927 competition for communal housing sponsored by the avant-garde architectural
journal SA (Sovremennaia Arkhitektura), architect Moisei Ginzburg noted that communal
programs not only permitted transition to a fully Socialist sensibility, they could also reduce
construction costs on a unit-by-unit basis. However, the Soviet government was well aware,
even with the reduced costs, the newly built house communes could only meet with a small

percentage of Moscow tenants' demands.*’

58 «“Editorial Note”, Sovremennaia Arkhitektura, 1927:6.

39 “Inadequate housing stock and rapid industrialization were deciding factors in the establishment of uplotnenie.
During the political turmoil in the aftermath of the October Revolution, former municipal infrastructure and
services disintegrated, no heat, light or water supplies were provided. Some of the buildings were affected during
violent manifestations and street fights, others were often vandalized, set on fire and rarely repaired. With no
supervision and maintenance, lack of resources and the general disintegration of the ownership system, housing
stock declined rapidly during 1914-1921.” Andrusz, G.A. Housing and Urban Development in the USSR, London:
Palgrave, 1984, p.16.
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Figure 2.20. The Proposal of Morisei Ginzburg on unit-by-unit house communes,
Sovremennaia Arkhitektura, 1927:6
Russian State Archive of Literature and Art (RGALI)

For that reason, parallel to constructing "socialism in one building", the Soviet state also had
to re-appropriate the existing buildings to fit "socialism in one building." The process called
"uplotnenie" started right after the October Revolution. In 1917, the journal "Enlightenment"

published an article by Lenin. On the housing issue, he wrote:

The proletarian state must forcibly infuse a family in need into the apartment of
a rich man. When our working police examined the rich apartments,* they found
out five rooms for only two men and two women, while the working-class lives
in the basement with up to 15 people in crowded rooms. You citizens, in those
five rooms, will embrace each other this winter and prepare two rooms to

60 “A rich apartment is considered to be ... any apartment in which the number of rooms equals or exceeds the
number of souls of the population permanently living in this apartment. The owners of rich apartments are obliged
immediately, under the threat of confiscation of all property, to submit in 2 copies ... an application for the release
of one of the two rich apartments for the needs of the poor population of the capital ...”

V.1 Lenin. “Addition to the draft decree on requisition of warm clothes for soldiers at the front and on requisition
of apartments of the rich to alleviate the needs of the poor”
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accommodate two families from the basement. While we build suitable
apartments for everyone, you will have to make room for all citizens.®'

Soviet Russia's "housing redistribution" (zhilishchnyperedel) policy took effect following this
article. On March 13, 1918, the Council of People's Commissars issued a decree on the
procedure for voluntary-condensation "Samo-uplotnenie" of residents of large city apartments.
The decree stated that the owners could register their relatives and friends in their rooms, in
order not to pay a considerable amount of money for their extra living spaces. As an addition
to the decree, later that year, a new directive was carried out to impose the consolidation on
all scale to the former bourgeois houses, which in the Soviet Union was known as uplotnenie
-can be translated as "condensation"-. Through this unique form of collective living, the idea

of urban communes was realized.®

At first, it seemed that the settlement of bourgeois apartments by workers as part of the
construction of a new life. Their joint development of one living space fully corresponded to
the idea of communal housing was propagated in Soviet printed media with the slogan
"Palaces to the Workers!". "Uplotnenie" both served the ideology of the State propagating the
collective living, the dissolution of the nuclear family. Although it was not ideal, the new
living quarters upgraded the living standards of the proletariat compared to their pre-
revolutionary conditions. The equality of the housing conditions for all citizens was the
primary concern in housing redistribution. The distribution method became a unique case of
quantifying equality: In the grand scheme of Soviet Housing panning, a person was treated as
a statistical unit and was entitled not to a private space or a room, but rather to some square
meters.® Katerina Gerasimova, in her article "Gilje v sovetskom gorode" (Housing in the

Soviet city), attributes the reason behind the determination of this norm on living area per

6! Lenin, V.I. “Will the Bolsheviks retain state power?” [Uderzhat li bol'sheviki gosudarstvennuyu vlast’?],
“Enlightenment,” OctOber, 14, 1917.

62 For more on this, see Lebina, N. Everyday Soviet Life: Norms and Anomalies. From Military Communism to
Stalinist Architecture. Moscow: New Literary Observer, 2015.

93 See: Boym, S. Common Places: Mythologies of Everyday Life in Russia. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University
Press, 1994, p.125.
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person to "the diversity of already existing living accommodations in big cities" which would
not be allowing any other normative equality.* The space norm was decided by sanitary and
hygiene experts, who focused on the biological necessities of the organism in a given space,
volume, etc.®” While for the sanitary institutions, the minimal space meant 'the bare minimum,’
in the ideological propaganda tools, it 'the norm' is narrated as an instrument through which

social equality could be quantified.

With a sanitary standard set at 18 square arshins (about 9 square meters) per person according
to the instruction issued by the State Committee for Public Health in 1923, the bourgeois
quarters started being redistributed as approximately one quarter per family. Living in the one-
bourgeois quarters was difficult for people of the working class who were used to a completely
different living volume to fall asleep in a room with five-meter ceilings. However,
anthropologist Ilya Utekhin, in his book "Ocherki kommunalnogo byta" ("Essays on
Communal Life") states: "Those proletarians who nevertheless moved to large central
apartments, as a rule, preferred the former rooms for servants: such a living space was more

familiar and did not bother the mind with stucco molding on the ceiling."*

Meanwhile,
previous owners of the apartments mostly chose the lesser of the evils and prescribed relatives
and friends to themselves during voluntary-condensation. Therefore, the first version of the

communal apartments appeared.

However, through the end of NEP (1921-1927), Moscow became the largest center for
industry in the Soviet Union. Furthermore, the flood of workers from urban areas necessitated
drastic changes in housing conditions and required even further structural re-organization of
former bourgeois quarters. While the newly built apartments have to be designed according to

the necessary condensation and new sanitary forms re-determining minimum living space,

64 Katerina, G. “Gilje v sovetskom gorode” [Housing in the Soviet city), Sotsiologicheskiy zhurnal, 1998:1, p.241.

%5 For example, the norm was associated with the amount of air necessary for a dweller to ‘feel normal’ after a
night’s sleep.

66 Utekhin, 1. “Introduction”, in “Ocherki kommunalnogo byta” [Essays on Communal Life], O.G.L/polit.ru, 2001,
pp.9.
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with the transformations following, the definitions of private and public regarding the

domestic space drastically shifted even compared to the house-communes.

The first Five-Year Plan took effect in 1928 and included comprehensive planning in social,
economic, and cultural fields. However, by 1928 housing policy had become a pressing
priority for the Soviet state. Because of the rapid industrialization propagated in the major
cities of the Union, a second flood of immigration from other cities and rural areas to Moscow
and Leningrad resulted in more than 3.5 million new inhabitants waiting to be located in
apartments.’’” This unprecedented influx of new inhabitants required the second wave of
apartment constructions and a re-organization of living spaces in the former bourgeois quarters

that went through 'uplotnenie'.

The policy and architectural design strategies drastically changed when Joseph Stalin came to
power in 1927. In 1928 a minimum living space of around 6.4 square meters was allocated per
person and 13 per family, and in 1931 it was reduced to 5.8 square meters per person. The new
sanitary norms required a further condensation in existing apartments, and a second
'uplotnenie' took effect. Apartments that had more square meters per individual than the

determined norm were considered 'extra’ or 'izlishki' and subjected to further condensation.

In former bourgeois apartments, the area of each room was up to 40 square meters. Before
1928, a family of four sharing a room was considered appropriate according to the previously
determined norm. However, after the new regulations, a very bizarre architectural
phenomenon emerged in interiors of these apartments. These large rooms carved up
"mathematically and bureaucratically as if it were not a living space, a real home once

n6

inhabited by real people, but some topological abstraction."® As a result, most of the rooms

in existing quarters in Moscow were re-organized most bizarrely: they were separated with

7 With increasing industrialization and migration of new workers, urban population in the Soviet Union had
reached 26.3 million in 1928 compared to 20.9 million in 1920.
Andrusz, G.A. Housing and Urban Development in the USSR, London: Palgrave, 1984, p.16.

8 Boym, S. Common Places: Mythologies of Everyday Life in Russia. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University
Press, 1994, p.132.
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partitions to meet the mathematical norms, creating long dark corridors, back entrances,
windowless rooms, and labyrinthine circulation schemes. The re-organization scheme often
required to insert communal kitchens and bathrooms into already over-partitioned floors since
the partitioned rooms could only be used as sleeping quarters. One communal kitchen and one
communal bathroom were generally installed on each floor of the apartments, usually at the
end of each end of the corridors, which would make them the most well-lit places in communal
apartments. The process of further condensation applied to most apartments until the early
1950s, for the Soviet Union needed two more decades until the housing problem is relatively
solved when Nikita Khrushchev government designed an alternative housing policy to

mitigate the overflow in apartments in major cities.

One significant example of the "uplotnenie" is Bolshaya Sadovaya, 10. Built during the last
years of the 19th century, and after the abolishment of land, the house was firstly condensed
during the early 1920s. Most of the apartments in big cities had to keep 'House Books'
(‘domovoy knigi')* saving and tracking the information of the tenants moved in or out. The
'House Book' for Bolshaya Sadovaya, 10 shows that on the Quarter No:5 -a former bourgeois
apartment approximately 45 square meters-, 14 people were registered in 1924, while the
number of tenants was 35 by 1940. In July 1925, after the first condensation, the rental
department of the Moscow Real Estate Directorate sent a directive to the housing management
board stating a directory of how the partitions (if needed) should be established to preserve the

interior organization:

. in order to preserve valuable modeling, arts, coloring, and decoration, the
department of Moscow Real Estate Directorate considers it possible to establish
[...] partitions in case one related family occupies the rooms. The location and
type of partitions can only be installed according to the instructions of the

Office.”®

% The reason for choosing this particular example is, the ‘House Book’, the floor plans and other documents were
well kept, mostly because the writer Mikhail Bulgakov resided in the apartment for 3 years. In 2010, Bulgakov
Museum in Moscow collected and archived data regarding the architecture of the apartment.

70 Central Historical Archive of Moscow (TSIAM). Fund 179 (inventories 62 and 63).
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However, in 1940, during the second uplotnenie, the further partitioning was strictly applied
following the 'square meter per person' norms, leaving tow rooms without lighting, and

without proper heating.

Figure 2.21. The “House Book” (domovoy knigi) of Bolshaya Sadovaya, 10, Quarter No:5
Bulgakov Museum Archive

Figure 2.22. The drawing for 1997 restoration project of Bolshaya Sadovaya, 10. Drawn by:
T. S. Borisova, B. E. Pasternak, V. I. Sheredege
Bulgakov Museum Archive

55



Figure 2.23. Photograph of Bolshaya Sadovaya, 10, 1920s
From the personal archive of B. E. Pasternak

CXEMA HOBOTFO FEHEPANLHOIO NNAHA MOCKESHM

Figure 2.24. Location of Bolshaya Sadovaya, 10, on General Plan of Moscow 1935
Figure by the author, on 1935 General Plan of Moscow, Central State Archive of the City of
Moscow” (“TsGA Moskvi”)
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Figure 2.25. The plans of Bolshaya Sadovaya, 10, Quarter No:5, before and after uplotnenie
(1905/1954)
Center for Historical and Urban Studies under the leadership of B. E. Pasternak. 1997,
Bulgakov Museum Archive
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In the early 30s, serious changes have taken place in the housing construction of the USSR.
The need for rapid resettlement required to accelerate the pace of construction. The State was

lending an enormous amount of loans to the committees working on the construction.

The dominant architectural style of Stalin's era is known as Stalin's Empire Style;’' the
ideology behind it was a return to the eternal values. For the following 25 years, after 1927,
the development of architecture in the Soviet Union took the direction of neoclassicism,
exploring the heritage of the Italian Renaissance, as well as Russian Classicism and the
Russian Empire Style. Although it inherited some variations of these mixed-matched of styles,
it was quite uniform. Grandeur, decorative and monumentalism elements characterized this

style of architecture.

The residential approach of Stalinist architecture, although singular examples firstly appeared
after 1932, is officialized after the talk by architects G.A. Simonov and A.G. Mordvinov
entitled "Architecture of a Residential Apartment Building" given at the First All-Union
Congress of Soviet Architects in 1937. In the course of their speech, two architects quoted the
First Secretary of the Moscow All-Union Party of Bolsheviks L. M. Kaganovich, who
proclaimed at the Plenum of the Central Committee of the Party in September of 1933:

...Some think that simplified, crude design is the style of proletarian architecture.
Excuse me, but no, the proletariat wants not only to 'have' buildings, not only to
live comfortably in them but to have beautiful buildings ... [our architectural
practice should] create palaces.”

Although Stalinist apartments reveal a "palace-like" appearance since the design of the facades

that overlooked streets and avenues were highly decorated to display their "solemnity and

71 See: Khan-Magomedvedov, S. O. Pioneers of Soviet Architecture: The Search for New Solutions in the 1920s
and 1930s. New York: Rizzoli, 1987.

72 From the protocol No. 72 of the meeting of the Bureau of the USSR (b) B. October 28, 1933.
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loftiness,"”

inside, they were parted to provide approximately 6 square meters of living space
per person. Unlike the decorated facades looking at the venues, the facades looking at inner
courtyards were imprecise and straightforward, and in between the rowed rooms on each
facade, there stuck the long, dark, and endless corridors. While the buildings staging a scene
of a theatre set to the visible public sphere, the rooms were almost like installations within an

extravagant shell of dark rooms, even darker corridors and sloppily used common areas.

Figure 2.26. Moscow. Residential building on Gorky Street. Architect: A. Burov. 1933-
1949, Fragment of the facade and plan
Papernyi, V. Architecture in the Age of Stalin: Culture Two. Boston: Cambridge University
Press, 2011.

By the 1940s, more than 60% of the housing stock in Moscow was 'nationalized buildings.'
The overcrowded apartments, both nationalized and Stalinist, were first renamed as "dwelling

comradeship" and "workers communes" and eventually started to be referred to as "communal

73 Varga-Harris, C. Stories of House and Home: Soviet Apartment Life During Khrushchev’s Thaw. Ithaca: Cornell
University Press, 2015, p.17.



apartments" or "Kommunalka." Even after the partitions were added and new Kommunalki
were built, the sanitary norms getting reduced repeatedly, which end up more tenants moving
in to already crowded rooms. The curtains and fabrics used as partitions were a common form
of achieving relative privacy. The communal apartment (kommunalka) became an essential
feature of everyday life in the Soviet Union. This type of housing, where several unrelated
individuals were instructed to live together sharing the same bathroom, kitchen, hallways, and

a telephone, has been the domestic habitat of several generations of Soviet citizens.

*k%

Everything physical is to be controlled by the State when the
latter is under construction.

“The House is a Soviet Fortress”’*

The formation of Komunalka was a result of economic realities, while the ideology of the
socialist State equally drives it. The destroyed sense of privacy made Kommunalka a
particularly important site for ideological intervention. During the first 40 years of the Union,
there emerged different levels of privacy and public in houses, and the openness of the private
sphere predominantly determined this particular re-configuration to the State and the
collective. A total transformation of private into collective came with new definitions that
replaced "private". Jeff Weintraub maintains that the new terminology should not be discussed
in terms of public-private dichotomy, but in terms of individual-collective. The configuration
of the once-private sphere of the Soviet house, according to Weintraub, can be defined as
neither private nor public but a new form that is "public-privacy."” Other historians like

Vladimir Shlapentokh, defined this new configuration of Soviet house as a "hybrid" space,

74 Anon. “Dom -sovetskaia krepost”, Krasnaia gazette, 4 December 1919, p.4.

75 Weintrub, J. “The Theory and Practice of Private/Public Distinction”, in Weintrub, J. and Kumar, K. (eds.),
Public and Private in Thought and Practice, Chicago: University of Chicago Pressp, 1997, p. 1-43.
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defined in the Russian as "social" (obshchestvennaia),’® that is both private and public. When
Walter Benjamin visited Moscow in 1928, he likened the 19th-century apartments, once
privately owned by the Russian bourgeoisie, had become common property and were now

over-populated by numerous families to a town in itself.

...days of the cozy interior were over [...] dwelling as seclusion and security had
had its days...Through the hallway [...upon entering to once cozy interior], one
steps into a little town.”’

In her book "Obyvatel i reformy: Kartiny povsednevnoy zhizni gorozhan v gody NEPa i
khrushchevskogo desyatiletiya" (Average People and the Reforms: Pictures of everyday life
of citizens during the NEP and the Khrushchev decade)," Natalya Lebina claims the state had
desired the lack of privacy:

Through specific living arrangements, the state sought to subvert family
structures. Lack of privacy was expected to transform private and personal
relationships into 'proletarian comradeship' that would strive in the topology of
collective living.”®

The control of the state in the macro-cosmos of communal apartments further solidified by

organizing housing committees, referred to as ZheK” to organize personal relationships, to

76 Shlapentokh, V. Public and Private Life of the Soviet People. changing Values in Post-Stalin Russia. Cambridge:
Oxford University Press, 1989, p.3-14.

77 Benjamin, W. “Moscow,” in One Way Street. London: Verso, 1979, p.187-188.

8 Lebina, N. “Obyvatel i reformy: Kartiny povsednevnoy zhizni gorozhan v gody NEPa i khrushchevskogo
desyatiletiya” [Average People and the Reforms: Pictures of everyday life of citizens during the NEP and the
Khrushchev decade], Moscow: Dmitrii Bulanin, 2003, p.45

79 According to the decree of 1925 "On Housing Cooperation", three types of cooperative associations are formed:
housing and rental cooperative partnerships (ZheK), workers' housing and construction cooperative partnerships
(RZHKT) and civil housing cooperative partnerships.
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track paperwork, as well as to contain conflicts while assuring 'the collective spirit' is preserved
within housing complexes. Housing complexes were usually formed of several communal
apartments in proximity with each other and registered under the same ZheK. ZheK usually
attained a manager® from each communal apartment, an ordinary individual to keep an eye
and report tenant behaviors to ZheK, having an active role of room re-distribution while
removing conflicts between tenants within an apartment building. Formation of Zhek and the
tenant-manager as an official representative, although it was convenient for managing the

over-crowded apartment, also was a mechanism of preserving the State control over tenants.

The spatial organization of the communal apartment contributed to the social control over and
normalization of behavior as in public space. In the early 1930s, a regulation encouraging
"discipline in everyday domestic life" (bytovaia distsiplina) published to regulate life behind
the door of the communal apartment® The regulations divide the spatial functions of
kommunalka into two types: places of common use that are public, and places of private use
that are called later called "social" (obshchestvennaia). The first type included communal
kitchen and corridor. The second type included: rooms. Although the document was a
directory to set separate rules for the public and private sphere within kommunalka, this study
discusses the function of private and public spheres within kommunalka cannot be that easily
differentiated. Regarding the "public places" of the kommunalka; it can be stated that the
places of social interaction in the communal apartment had the characteristics of both public

and private spaces.

80 The main job of the manager was the redistribution of living space inside the apartment. Mikhail Bulgakov
narrates in “Master and Margarita”: The news of Berlioz’s [the tenant] death spread through the building with
supernatural speed and from seven o'clock on Thursday morning Bosoi [the manager] started to get telephone calls.
After that people began calling in person with written pleas of their urgent need of vacant housing space. Within
the space of two hours Nikanor Ivanovich had collected thirty-two such statements. They contained entreaties,
threats, intrigue, denunciations, promises to redecorate the flat, remarks about overcrowding and the impossibility
of sharing a flat with bandits. Among them was a description, shattering in its literary power, of the theft of some
meat-balls from someone's jacket pocket in flat No. 31, two threats of suicide and one confession of secret

pregnancy.”

81 “Obiazatel’nye pravila ukhoda za zhilishchem i vnutrennego rasporiadka v kvartirakh” [Compulsory Housing
and House Rules], Zhilshchnaia kooperarsiia (Housing Cooperation), nos. 21-24 (1932), p. 44-47.
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The typical communal apartment had a long, narrow (up to 1 m. in width) and dark corridor.
The function of the "corridor" in a communal apartment was more than a core of the
circulation. The corridor sometimes worked as an attic filled with furniture and was often
shared by the tenants as an additional space of the room, mostly because almost six sq. meters
of living space was too inadequate for the tenants. The new function of the corridor as an
extension of the room blurs its definition as public space since the private sphere crossed the
space of the corridor. Communal corridor, while separating the room from the outer public

with a small partition, acted as both a public and semi-private sphere.

The same analysis is also viable for the communal kitchen. Communal kitchen, as once Ilya
Kabakov stated, was "the heart of kommunalka."® It contained a set of functions drastically
different from a traditional kitchen within a separate family apartment. "The fulcrum of the

communal housing ideology was the kitchen,"™

states Ilya Utekhin. The communal kitchen
was the central place of secular communication of citizens who inhabited the communal
apartment. The communal kitchen could be the site of the queue, the comrades' court, and
exclusively a public place where one encounters strangers. The kitchen was the primary setting
of kommunalka where everything public occurs in. A tenant of a Leningrad kommunalka
during the 1940s describes the social character of communal kitchen as: "Nowadays all the
socializing is mostly in the kitchen. We seldom go into each other's rooms. It is kind of
inappropriate to go into rooms."** On the one hand, the communal kitchen contained activities

associated with the private sphere, such as cooking and washing. On the other hand, it also

included activities of a public space such as daily encounters with strangers.

82 Kabakov, L. 60-¢ -70-e: Zapiski o neofitsial'noi zhizni v Moskve. [‘60s - ‘70s -: Notes on unofficial life in
Moscow.] Wien: Gesellschaft zur Férderung slawistischer Studien, 1999, p.82.

83 Utekhin, L. “Introduction”, in Ocherki kommunalnogo byta” [Essays on Communal Life], O.G.1./polit.ru, 2001,
p.18.

8 Gerasimova, K. “Public Privacy in Soviet Communal Apartment”, in Crowley, D. & Reid, S. (eds.) Socialist
Spaces: Sites of Everyday Life, London: Berg:2002, p.206.
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Figure 2.27. Communal corridor, Moscow 1930s
Ilya Utekhin, Anthropology of Kommunalka, Course No:15
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Figure 2.28. Communal kitchen, Moscow 1960s
Ilya Utekhin, Anthropology of Kommunalka, Course No:15

The most 'private' spaces in the communal apartment were the tenants' rooms, although they
were not the private property of them, and the system did not secure rents. The communal
room, like kitchen and corridor, took the role of a multi-purpose living unit in Komunalka.

However, the blurred function of communal room was more significant to analyze.

The communal room was a "social sphere" and a house in one unit, even when it was used for

one family or one individual. It usually included a bed for 'a sleeping room,' a desk for 'a study,’
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a dinner table for 'a dining room,' and sometimes a children's bed and toys for a 'children's
room.' The tenants invited their friends to socialize in the same room they sleep and study and
eat dinner. The conditions got even more bizarre during the heydays of communal living
during the 1940s. The latest sanitary norm determined as 5 square meters dictated housing
authorities to move in more tenants to already partitioned rooms since the loans for re-
reconstruction of partitions were almost impossible to pass through housing committees,
tenants came up with their solutions to achieve relative privacy. They sometimes hang
curtains, or pieces of fabric to determine the invisible boundaries for each person's own
"square meter." Sometimes the pieces of furniture moved and used as a border between two
tenants' 'private space.” Regardless, this relative privacy is continually disturbed with daily

encounters within the room.

The communal room had been one of the fascinating spatial configurations in the residential
history of the Soviet Union. The merging of the private activities like sleeping with leisure
activities in the same spatial configuration was not unprecedented both for the people of pre-
revolutionary Russia and in other geographies. It is a known fact that model housing "colonies"
had been built for workers in various German cities since 1863, or during the heydays of the
Industrial Revolution, workers' dormitories were a common way of finding a place in
London.*® However, the uniqueness of Soviet communal room, for this study, lies in the way
it spatially configured: With the bizarre solution of partitioning as result of 'uplotnenie', the
communal room's installation®” within both the ornamented and lavished shells of 19th-century
buildings, and almost more ornamented shells of Stalinist residential buildings create a curious

phenomena for architectural/historical analysis.

85 See: Lebina, N. “Communal, Communal, Communal World,” in Russian Studies in History, 38, 2000, p. 53-62.

86 See: Mumford, E. Designing the Modern City: Urbanism Since 1850, Yale: Yale University Press, 2018.

87 This unique practice of configuration of rooms within an apartment will be referred to as “installing” and
“installations” in this study. On the discussion for Nonconformists’ take on the communal room as the subject of
art, and as especially their installation; the ‘uplotnenie’ and the concept of room as an ‘installation will be revisited.
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After 18 years of petitioning various authorities with influence over housing
allocation and waiting patiently, it seemed that Seraphim Aleksandrovich
Kolosov and his family would finally be moving from their tiny "closet of a
room" into a spacious new apartment. Overjoyed, the Kolosovs began
planning their housewarming party, preparing a list of everyone at their
workplace and in government offices who had tirelessly intervened on their
behalf to secure them new housing. As the list grew, they fretted that they
would not have enough space to welcome all those who had extended to them
assistance or encouragement. Nevertheless, the invitations were finally sent.
However, no one came to the housewarming— not because of other
commitments, but because, in actuality, everything remained exactly as it had
been for years.

L. Aleksandrova, “

Nesostoiavsheesia novosel’e,” (“New Home: A Brilliant Failure”)®®

When Soviet Communist Party and USSR Council of Ministers issued the Decree No. 1871
in Pravda, the most circulated newspaper of the Union, on November 10, 1955, titled "On the
Elimination of Excesses in Design and Construction," the era of Classicism that had been
associated with the Stalinist architecture. The decree was a follow-up by Khrushchev's speech
to the Soviet Builders' Conference in December 1954, where the new Soviet leader Nikita
Khrushchev stated the immediate necessity of a functionalist and typological architecture in

the construction of new housing.

The decree was accompanied by a broad campaign advertising the private house. The private
house was an idea may be too mundane for the Western geographies, but a dream for Soviet
geography where the communal living had been the norm and a part of everyday life for almost
40 years, since the Decree of the All-Russian Central Executive Committee "On Land" was
issued in 1917, abolishing the private ownership of the land. Advertised as one-family

apartments as opposed to crowded and communal Kommunalka, systematic and fast

88 Aleksandrova, L. Nesostoiavsheesia novosel’e,” [New Home: A Brilliant Failure], Krokodil, 20 February 1957,
p-13.
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construction of a new housing type formed of prefabricated units started to surface in the
outskirts of major cities that came to be known as Khrushchevka. Khrushchevka did not only
brought a slow but systematic end to the communal living by alleviating the density of the
existing Kommunalki,* transferring tenants to newly built housing units, it also introduces a

new terminology on the concepts of what is private, domestic and collective.

Figure 2.29. Decree No. 1871 “On the Elimination of Excesses in Design and
Construction”, Pravda, November 10, 1955
New York Public Library, Pravda Digital Archive

89 The plural form of the word “Kommunalka” had been used in Russian as “Kommunalki”, while the plural form
of “Khrushchevka” is “Khrushchevki”.
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Figure 2.30. Anniversary Session of High Council of USSR Report, November 6, 1957
Russian State Historical Archive (RGIA), 4101-LL/T1: 4/2

Figure 2.31. Leningradskaya Pravda covering Anniversary Session of High Council of
USSR, November 7, 1957
New York Public Library, Pravda Digital Archive
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Figure 2.32. The decree ‘On the Development of Housing Construction in the USSR’

published in Izvestia on August,2, 1957
Russian State Archive of Literature and Art (RGALI)

In July 1957, Nikita Khrushchev, during his speech for the Anniversary Session of High
Council of USSR, insisted on the issue of housing and claimed to make residential construction
a priority, announcing a decree to solve the housing crisis and to provide each family a
"separate apartment" (otdel'naia kvartira). The decree entitled 'On the Development of
Housing Construction in the USSR’ set out in the Central Committee and Council of Ministers

and issued on 31 July 1957.%°

The decree was the starting point of the process referred to as "novostroika" (new construction)
marking the transition from communal to separate apartment and dominated the architectural
construction and design strategies of the late 1950s through the 1960s. While heralding new
privacy, the "novostroika" acted as a material, cultural, and architectural embodiment of the

period of de-Stalinization.

90 “Q razvitii zhilishchnogo stroitel’stva v SSSR’, Spravochnik partiinogo rabotnika, Moscow: Gosudarstvennoe
izdatel’stvo politicheskoi literatury, 1957, p. 294-309. For an edited version of the decree, see also Spravochnik
profsoyuznogo rabotnika, Moscow: Profizdat, 1959, p. 538-42.
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Following the decree, the first architectural competition of "novostroika" was organized in
November 1957. The competition was entitled "the All-Union competition for the best
indicative construction of residential areas, groups of residential buildings and individual
residential buildings," and in the program of the competition clearly states the aim is to design

"typologies for 3-4-5-story residential houses with private rooms a built-in bathroom in it".

This competition signaled the restructuring of the living space transitioning from communal
to the one-family dwelling. Following the exhibition, the first Khrushchevki started being
built. Unlike Kommunalki with shared bathrooms, kitchen, and rooms, the separate apartment
was to consist of one main room that served as a combined bedroom-study, kitchen, and

bathroom.

The process of symbolic privatization of domestic space accelerated in the 1960s. The
apartments of the mass construction of prefabricated blocks with apartments for separate
families were built at an accelerated pace.”’ In quantitative terms, the outcome of the 1957
decree was astonishing. According to Western assessments, more housing was built during the
1956—1960 Five-Year Plan than during the entire period from 1918 to 1946, yielding over 145
million square meters of living space.”® Caught up in the euphoria, a statistical handbook was
prepared claiming "if the area of the apartment houses built during the 1961-1965 Five-Year
Plan were to form a single line, one meter in width, its length would extend from Earth to the
moon, and there would still remain an excess of fourteen million square meters."”® Although
construction began to lag in 1961, by 1963, the total stock of urban housing increased by 77

percent.

°! Shlapentokh, V. Public and Private Life of the Soviet People. changing Values in Post-Stalin Russia, New York
and Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1989, p.153-164.

%2 This assessment of the 1956-1960 Five-Year Plan was made by Di Maio, 20-21. The statistics are culled from
Sosnovy, T. “The Soviet City (Planning, Housing, Public Utilities),” in Dimensions of Soviet Economic Power:
Studies Prepared for the Joint Economic Committee, Congress of the United States, Part V: The Share of the
Citizen, Washington: DC, 1962, p.330.

93 Broner, D.L. Zhilishchnyi vopros i statistika, Moscow, 1966, p.31.

71



y
JOCY AAPCTBEHHME KONMTET COBETA MHHHCTPOB CCCP " /’
110 AEIAN CTPOHTEALCTBA

TIPOEKT

HPOTPAMMA 0 YCIOBHHA
BEECOWINOTO KOHEYPCA Ha Jayumiee
HOKAZATEALHOE CTPOHTEIBCTRO
WITRX KBAPTAIOR,

CPYIN RIIRX L0MOB
M OTCABHEX SRITHX 1OMOB

MOCKBA 1057

Figure 2.33. The All-Union competition for the best indicative construction of residential
areas, groups of residential buildings and individual residential buildings
Russian State Archive of the Economy (RGAE), F. 339. Op. 3. D. 367

Figure 2.34. Construction of Khrushchevka
“Central State Archive of the City of Moscow” (“TsGA Moskvi”)
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Figure 2.35. Exhibition of achievements of Soviet science, technology and culture in New
York. Visitors study the layout of the latest panel house. 1959
Life Magazine archive

Paradoxically, the 1957 decree established the one-family apartment as one step forward
towards collectivism. The new living space was used for political ends, and the main emphasis
was on how the private room could support collective life. It was presented that individual
apartments would serve to socialism since the tenants having a qualified life at 'home' will be

more efficient on public services and productive in the workplace. A questionnaire published
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in Komsomolskaya Pravda in 1962 entitled "Your Ideas about the Young Family," quotes a

respondent on their take on the separate apartment as:

A separate, isolated room that opens onto a stairwell [referring to 19th-century
buildings transformed into Kommunalki] encourages an individualistic,
bourgeois attitude. However, soon it will be possible to walk out of an apartment
straight into a pleasant throughway with flowers and paths leading to the house
cafe, the library, the movie hall, children's playrooms. This new kind of housing
will affect the collective spirit.”*

*k%

There was also a philosophy in the kitchen. When we moved to our
cooperative apartment in Orekhovo-Borisovo, our house was the last one

before the Moscow ring road [...] So in Moscow, two more kitchens were
added.

Natalya Abalakova

Although 77% of housing shortage of two big cities had been compensated, by the second half
of the 1960s, many tenants were petitioning to move out of their Kommunalka rooms.
Although the density of the rooms was reduced after Khrushchevki, and once communal
rooms became private, sharing at most by one family each, many of the residents of Moscow

were still living in Kommunalki.

Most of the first generation of Moscow Nonconformists were born in communal rooms or
later found rooms in Kommunalki. The first meetings among them were held at communal
kitchens during the heydays of Khrushchevki constructions. The artists from the older
generation called these meetings as "Kitchen Salons," and during the first few years of the
1970s, many artists were still meeting at the kitchens in their apartments, since then the

kitchens were becoming quieter and less popular. Although meeting in the kitchens

94 Komsomolskaya Pravda, 3, No.8, August 1962, p.32.
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symbolically continued as a tradition of first unofficials, the meetings then moved to the artist

rooms.

2.1.1.3 Apartment Networks

Apartment meetings had been an integral part of the history of Moscow Nonconformist art
during the 1970s. The artists of the 1970s, unable to demonstrate their work in public spaces,
localized their lives in private areas - workshops and apartments: where they live, create art,
discuss their works and arrange showings. As a result of this practice, a network of apartments
was formed in Moscow, what Leonid Talochkin refers to as "places of pilgrimage" of

"5 which embodied the artists' desire for creative freedom and a

underground Soviet bohemia,
meeting with the audience. Nonconformist artists visiting some artists' apartments more
frequently than others created specific nodes of attraction. In these nodes, namely individual
artists' apartments, became a center of not only seeing "alternative artworks," but also for the
sake of discussing books, unpublished or not yet translated into Russian but somehow
smuggled into the country, current philosophical movements, modern concepts of art, or to
just to drink wine with a company of like-minded people. "The visitors of the apartment blocks
were from all backgrounds," recalls their active participant, now the art director of the State
Center for Contemporary Art Leonid Bazhanov, "artists, philologists, doctors, watchmen who
studied philosophy and understood it better than university teachers; but they were the

stronghold for Moscow Nonconformist artists."*®

95 Talochkin, L. & Palmin, 1. "Drugoe iskusstvo": Moskva, 1956-76; k khronike khudozhestvennoi zhizni. [“Other
Art”: Mocow 1956-76; The chronicles of the artists’ life.], Moscow: Interbuk, 1991, op. cit, p.116.

% Tbid, p.24.

% Bazhanov, L. “Seventies are a new artistic way of thinking”, in Kiesewalter, G. (ed.) Eti strannyye
semidesyatyye, ili Poterya nevinnosti. [These Strange Seventies, Or The Loss Of Innocence.] Moscow: Novoye
literaturnoye obozreniye, 2015, p.22.
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Figure 2.36. Graph showing nodes of frequent meetings among first generation of
Nonconformist artists
Figure by the Author

Regarding the graph formed on the networks of Nonconformist artists of the 1970s, it shows
that between the period 1975-1979, certain actors' apartments acted as nodes of interaction.
These artists had visitors in their apartments more frequently than others, given the fact that
their network was slightly broader than others. According to the names selected from the
graph, the following actors and their apartments are traced: Ilya Kabakov, Erik Bulatov &
Oleg Vasilyev sharing the same apartment, Vladimir Yankilevsky, Rimma & Valery Gerlovin
sharing the same apartment, Ivan Chuikov, Leonid Sokov, Aleksandr Melamid & Vitaly
Komar sharing the same apartment, and Boris Orlov & Dmitri Prigov sharing the same

apartment.
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Figure 2.37. Locations of Nonconformist artist apartments: 1975-1979
Figure by the author, on General Plan of Moscow, Central State Archive of the City of
Moscow” (“TsGA Moskvi”)

The graph indicates that: from the so-called "Sretensky Boulevard" group, Sretensky
Boulevard where attic/room/workshop of Ilya Kabakov was located, Chistoprudny Boulevard
where the room/workshop shared by Erik Bulatov and Oleg Vasilyev was located, and
Ulansky Lane where Vladimir Yankilevsky's room was located acted as centers for, firstly, for

the artists of the group.
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Figure 2.38. Ilya Kabakov on Sretensky Boulevard, 1980s
Garage Museum of Contemporary Art, Garage Archive Collection

Regarding the name of the group Ilya Kabakov states that the name Sretensky Boulevard was
built on an "association on a territorial basis" by art critics and other artists. The artists meeting
often within their studios, most acquainted in their school days, could only get closer after they
started living close to each other on Sretensky Boulevard. There was not a standard aesthetic
style between the artists; they were differently oriented regarding their artistic genre. Kabakov
adds:

The only thing that we could consider common is a very warm and friendly
relationship. Such friendly relationships [with acquiantances] prevailed
throughout [the Nonconformist] underground art world. Moreover, for
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preserving communication, sharing the same aesthetic taste was not necessary.
[...] In essence, we are more like neighbors in a communal apartment.’’

"It should be explained how the [Sretensky Boulevard] workshops were formed," says Igor
Makarevich, who came to the workshop of Kabakov in 1971 with a "guided tour."”® Igor
Makarevich associates Sretensky Boulevard with the artist town of 1920s in Verkhnyaya
Maslovka Street” in Moscow, where apartments were combined with workshops to form a
collective and interactive zone of creativity between artists. The Maslovka artist town was
solely designed and built as workshop-apartments. Although the artist town was short-lived,
the experiment started a tradition for members of the Union of Artists, according to
Makarevich "those who were overly loyal to the government," to request an additional
workshop space. The Union of Artists usually attained attics and basements of communal
buildings during Stalin era to their loyal artists. However, after Khrushchev initiated a mass
construction of separate apartments, many basements and attics were freed, and their
administration transferred to the non-residential fund to be used for all members of Union
Artists. "It was a golden time for us," states Makarevich as a member of the Union, "you could
find a place for the workshop and arrange a lease through the Moscow Union of Artists."'"
Therefore, the Nonconformist artists living around Sretensky Boulevard in 1970s, did not find
the places close to each other by coincidence. Most of the buildings on and around the
Boulevard, built between 1890-1905 and later subjected to uplotnenie, had the characteristics

of Tsarist residential architectural organization which had basements and attics. Regarding the

97 Kabakov, 1. 60-¢ -70-¢: Zapiski o neofitsial'noi zhizni v Moskve. [‘60s - <70s -: Notes on unofficial life in
Moscow.] Wien: Gesellschaft zur Férderung slawistischer Studien, 1999, p.21.

%8 Makarevich, I. & Elagina, E. “Dialogue/Monologue: "About This™, in Kiesewalter, G. (ed.) Eti strannyye
semidesyatyye, ili Poterya nevinnosti. [These Strange Seventies, Or The Loss Of Innocence.] Moscow: Novoye
literaturnoye obozreniye, 2015, p.44.

% The artist town of 1920s in Verkhnyaya Maslovka Street was the first of many artist squats in the history of
Soviet Union, one of which was later formed by third generation of Nonconformist artists in Furmany many Lane
in 1986. For a comparative discussion of Maslovka artist town and Furmany Lane artist squat, see Chapter 2.

100 Makarevich, I. & Elagina, E. “Dialogue/Monologue: "About This””, in Kiesewalter, G. (ed.) Eti strannyye
semidesyatyye, ili Poterya nevinnosti. [These Strange Seventies, Or The Loss Of Innocence.] Moscow: Novoye
literaturnoye obozreniye, 2015, p.46.
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buildings on Sretensky Boulevard, Kabakov states: "This random association on a territorial

nl01

basis arose thanks to the great architect David Kogan, who built us workshops in one area.

Figure 2.39. Ilya Kabakov on Sretensky Boulevard, 1980s
Garage Museum of Contemporary Art, Garage Archive Collection

"Through the stinking black staircase, on which fragments of communal scandals were heard,
you found yourself in a terrible attic where you had to go on some boards ..." recalls the artist
Igor Makarevich, "a feeling of anxiety swept over: where am 1? In the distance, a little light

began to flicker, then a door opened, and a fantastic world appeared in front of you."'"* From

101 K abakov, 1. 60-¢ -70-¢: Zapiski o neofitsial'noi zhizni v Moskve. [‘60s - “70s -: Notes on unofficial life in
Moscow.] Wien: Gesellschaft zur Férderung slawistischer Studien, 1999, p.22.

102 Makarevich, I. & Elagina, E. “Dialogue/Monologue: "About This””, in Kiesewalter, G. (ed.) Eti strannyye
semidesyatyye, ili Poterya nevinnosti. [These Strange Seventies, Or The Loss Of Innocence.] Moscow: Novoye
literaturnoye obozreniye, 2015, p.48.
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the beginning of the 1970s to the end of the 1980s, the workshop of Ilya Kabakov, located in
the attic of the former home of the Rossiya Insurance Company at 6/1 Sretensky Boulevard,
was one of the most important centers of Nonconformist art of Moscow. "...The climate of
the community was diverse, including artists, poets, jazzmen, writers, most of which I met by
accident,"'® Ilya Kabakov wrote about the atmosphere of his workshop/apartment. In the
workshop of Ilya Kabakov, exhibitions were not arranged as collective or curated exhibitions,
although the apartment was an active meeting space for more than 10 years, but it was an
important center of intellectual and artistic life. When he describes his "guided tour" to
Kabakov's studio, Makarevich remembers his visits to Kabakov's apartment with the guidance

of Gerlovins and all variety of intellectuals coming and going to the apartment.

It was often visited by Eugene Schiffers, a film and theater director, an
independent alternative theologian who, through the prism of theology, examines
art. Another guest of his workshop was the philosopher and art theorist Boris
Groys. Stormy discussions that happened between Schiffers and Groys during
seminars in Kabakov's workshop were devoted to contemporary art and settled
the gap between the old and the new, between the circles of the sixties and
seventies.'"

However, the main visitors to the workshop were Nonconformist artists. Ilya Kabakov, an
artist who witnessed the flourishing of underground art in the 1960s, personified a new
generation of artists. For the emerging Nonconformist artists of the 1970s, and later in the
1980s, Kabakov provided an independent space that would not be examined under a
microscope by government agencies. The philologist Victoria Mochalova, the artist's second
wife, states: "He managed to build this ivory tower - a workshop in which his inner world was
projected. Ilya did not even paint the walls - they were just covered with cement plaster.

Nothing more - you just needed what was needed to work. Moreover, for communication,

103 K abakov, 1. 60-¢ -70-¢: Zapiski o neofitsial'noi zhizni v Moskve. [‘60s - <70s -: Notes on unofficial life in
Moscow.] Wien: Gesellschaft zur Férderung slawistischer Studien, 1999, p.23.

104 Makarevich, 1. & Elagina, E. “Dialogue/Monologue: "About This™, in Kiesewalter, G. (ed.) Eti strannyye
semidesyatyye, ili Poterya nevinnosti. [These Strange Seventies, Or The Loss Of Innocence.] Moscow: Novoye
literaturnoye obozreniye, 2015, p.47.
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artists came to him as a guru."'®® Elena Elagina remembers his first visit to Kabakov's studio

at the age of 16 when she was working for Ernst Niezvestny:

...And with him [Niezvestny], I visited the workshop of Ilya Kabakov, to which
everyone came: Bulatov, Vasilyev, Gorokhovsky, Pivovarov, Yankilevsky,
Eduard Steinberg, Ivan Chuikov. It was a vital place. There were literary and
philosophical seminars. Regularly in the workshop of Ilya, there were shows of
his albums, spectators gathered. Each time it was an almost magical event.
Artists, writers, directors also came to Niezvestny, but Niezvestny himself
visited only Kabakov every week.'*®

The so-called exhibits in the studio of Kabakov were one-person shows. The performance
added to his showings of artworks, the arrangement of the workshop almost like a gallery, was

one of the first examples of using the living space as an underground exhibition.

Later the idea was used by artist Leonid Sokov when he arranged the first 'official' unofficial
exhibition in his apartment and curating an event bringing together the artworks of his close
circle of 7 artists. This type of practice later transformed into well organized, self-curated, and
self-documented series of exhibitions referred to as "AptArt" (short for Apartment Art) in the
early 1980s. Ilya Kabakov was one of the first among Nonconformist artists to realize the
potential of alternative uses of apartment space. He designed his artworks specifically to
shown/exhibited in the apartment space since he admitted his artworks have a small chance of

being exhibited in the official spaces of the gallery.

105 Interview with “Iskustvo” newspaper, August 17, 2018.

106 Elena Elagina, Interview with the Artist, Exhibition footage for the exhibition “MANI Museum”, 1991, Garage
Museum of Contemporary Art, Garage Exhibition Collection.
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Figure 2.40. Kabakov’s album showing, 1975
Garage Museum of Contemporary Art, Garage Archive Collection

Figure 2.41. Kabakov’s album showing, “Fly”, 1975
Garage Museum of Contemporary Art, Garage Archive Collection
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Figure 2.42. Meeting in Kabakov’s workshop: Rimma Gerlovina, Valery Gerlovin, Elena
Elagina, Ilya Kabakov, Igor Makarevich
Garage Museum of Contemporary Art, Igor Makarevich Archive

Figure 2.43. Kabakov in the attic of Sretensky, 6/1, 1970s
Garage Museum of Contemporary Art, Igor Makarevich Archive
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Leonid Sokov describes his visit to the workshop: "Having risen on the smelly staircase of the
back door of the house "Russia," the spectators found themselves in a spacious workshop in

the attic.":

The owner was at the stand, showing his new album "Flies," 'If you are careful,
you can see that people are flying,' the author's voice sounds in silence. Then he
slowly turned the back of the plaque, so that the audience had time to look at the
image. All are calculated - the timbre of the voice, the rhythm of the permutation
of sheets, the time of the album's display: not long and not short, so as not to tire
the viewer. The text and the image on the sheets in this atmosphere are the central
part of the theatrical production, and both the director and actor is Ilya Kabakov
himself. Of course, such evenings and works shown on them made a strong
impression and were remembered by all.'"’

The building where Kabakov's workshop is located is also essential, for it sets a significant
example of Russian architectural history. One of the first, and most innovative examples of
the Style Moderne'® approach to apartment construction in Moscow, the apartment on
Sretensky Boulevard, 6/1 was one of the two large apartment blocks built on Sretensky
Boulevard in 1899-1902 for the Rossiiaa Insurance Company, by N.M. Proskurin and referred
to as "Dom Rossiia." The eclectic facade combined elements from the Italian Renaissance with
Gothic pinnacles, which flourished on the dominant corner tower in imitation of the Kremlin
Spasskii Tower.'” Used as the residence for the middle-class management workers of Rossiia
Insurance Company during the Tsarist regime, and transformed into a Kommunalka during
the 1930s, Sretensky Boulevard, 6/1 end up hosting several workshops of artists during the
1970s.

29

107 Sokov, L. “Moscow, the seventies ...”, in Kiesewalter, G. (ed.) Eti strannyye semidesyatyye, ili Poterya
nevinnosti. [These Strange Seventies, Or The Loss Of Innocence.] Moscow: Novoye literaturnoye obozreniye,
2015, pp.149.

108 Also known as the “Russian NeoClassicism”.
See: Brumfield, W.C. & Ruble, B.A. (eds.), Russian Housing in the Modern Age: Design and Social History, Mass:
Cambridge University Press, 1993.

109 The Proskurin design is analyzed in detail in Vokhotivskaia, E. and Tarkhanov, A. “Dom ‘Rossiia’”,
Dekorativnoe iskusstvo, 1986, no.7: p.34-38.
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Figure 2.44. Dom Rossiia (Sretensky Boulevard, 6/1, Plan and Photograph, 1905

“Central State Archive of the City of Moscow” (“TsGA Moskvi”)
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The workshop of Kabakov, although one of the main ones, was not the only meeting point for
the artists living on Sretensky boulevard. Kabakov, Yankilevsky, Steinberg, and Gorkohovsky
most often visited the apartment on Chistoprudy Boulevard, where Erik Bulatov and Oleg
Vasilyev shared the same apartment. The building was located one street away from Sretensky
Boulevard and at a walking distance from the workshop of Kabakov and Yankilevsky. The
evenings at Bulatov-Vasilyev apartment were mostly conversations over wine states Kabakov.
Their background as fellow students at MSAAI had a substantial effect on the continuation of
this relationship. However, different their aesthetic styles are, the nature of the meetings were
in the forms of showings of new works. As the tradition of the 1970s, the exchange of rather
frequent visits to one another and the display of works continue to be the primary form of

communication and artistic representation.

Figure 2.45. Workshop of Erik Bulatov and Oleg Vasilyev: O. Shablavina, S. Shablavin, B.
Orlov and E. Bulatov. 1977
Garage Museum of Contemporary Art, Garage Archive Collection
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Figure 2.46. Oleg Vasilyev & Erik Bulatov in their workshop
Garage Museum of Contemporary Art, Garage Archive Collection

Figure 2.47. Workshop of Erik Bulatov and Oleg Vasilyev
Garage Museum of Contemporary Art, Garage Archive Collection
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Vladimir Yankilevsky's workshop on Ulansky Pereulok, was similarly one of "several hotbeds
that attracted like a magnet and where it was possible to warm up artists who were close to
each other, as in artist's words. The atmosphere of the meetings in Yankilevsky's apartment
was affected by two things: First is the semi-dark space of the apartment which was located
on the basement of a 19th-century building transformed into a communal house and once used
as a storage unit for Kommunalka; and second, the nature of the artist's works. Yankilevsky
was working on installations of five-to-six-meter "coffins," and in such abundance that the
workshop space itself looked like "it turned into an installation itself,"''* as artist Irina
Nakhova once described. That was the background of the artwork showings, discussions,
poem readings, and concerts arranged in the apartment, together with mostly foreign diplomats

as visitors who started to appear in the Moscow scene after 1975.

Figure 2.48. Vladimir Yankilevsky at his workshop
Garage Museum of Contemporary Art, Igor Palmin Collection

Parallel to the meetings in Kabakov's, Bulatov-Vasilyev's, and Yankilevsky's workshops,
another circle was arranging meetings. The group of seven artists was frequently meeting at
the workshop of Leonid Sokov, which was located on Bolshoy Sukharevsky Pereulok, 7 at

apartment 16; Rimma and Gerlovin's workshop on Bolshaya Cherkizovskaya Street near

110 Nakhova, 1. “Recycling”, in Kiesewalter, G. (ed.) Eti strannyye semidesyatyye, ili Poterya nevinnosti. [These
Strange Seventies, Or The Loss Of Innocence.] Moscow: Novoye literaturnoye obozreniye, 2015, p.106.
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Izmailovo Station; and Ivan Chuikov's workshop on Festivalnaya Street near Rechnoy Vokzal

metro station.

Rimma and Valery Gerlovina's workshop/apartment near the metro Izmaylovskaya acted
"something like an art and literary salon,""'" Ivan Chuikov states, where artists not only meet
or show their works but also organized reading sessions. Reading as a performance was the
focus of these meetings. Most of the time Gerlovins invited Dmitri Prigov, a graduate of
MSAALI but started his unofficial career as a writer and later produced unique artworks using
the deconstructed pages of his writings.''? Prigov also frequently visited Ivan Chuikov's
apartment located on a cooperative housing complex located on Festivalnaya Street near
Rechnoy Vokzal metro station. Although Chuikov mentions that, Prigov's apartment was the
central node of their circle because of its convenient location "for the city center for
Nonconformist artists was Sretensky Boulevard," Ilya Kabakov frequently visited his

workshop.

Figure 2.49. Valery Gerlovin, in the apartment of Gerlovins, Moscow 1976
Rimma and Valery Gerlovin personal archive

1 Chuikov, 1. “Probably, we were also dissidents”, in Kiesewalter, G. (ed.) Eti strannyye semidesyatyye, ili
Poterya nevinnosti. [These Strange Seventies, Or The Loss Of Innocence.] Moscow: Novoye literaturnoye
obozreniye, 2015, p.189.

112 Later, after emigrating to New York, Gerlovins organized an exhibition titled “Russian Samizdat Art”, re-
appropriating Nonconformist self-published works as artworks. The exhibition was influenced by the works of
Prigov.
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Figure 2.50. Dmitri Prigov, Ivan Chuikov and Ilya Kabakov at the apartment of Ivan
Chuikov, Moscow 1976
Garage Museum of Contemporary Art, Igor Palmin Collection

Figure 2.51. View from Ivan Chuikov’s apartment window, Photograph by Ivan Chuikov
Garage Museum of Contemporary Art, Igor Palmin Collection
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Figure 2.52. Chuikov’s apartment, on the right side his “Window” series
Garage Museum of Contemporary Art, Igor Palmin Collection

Although he considers himself to belong to a different close circle, geographically, Leonid
Sokov's apartment was located near Sretensky Boulevard, on the second floor of a 19th-
century building on Bolshoy Sukharevsky Pereulok, 7 at apartment 16. The corner apartment
was designed by D. Kogan and became the center of not only the center for those seven artists
but the whole Nonconformist circle following the exhibition until Sokov emigrated for New

York in 1976.
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Figure 2.53. Bolshoy Sukharevsky Pereulok, 7. 1960s
“Central State Archive of the City of Moscow” (“TsGA Moskvi”)

Before the organization of the exhibition in Sokov's apartment, the apartment resembled any
other Nonconformist artist apartments in Moscow: Prigov frequently visited and read poems,
while Lesha Grigoriev performed guitar sessions. Occasional displaying of artworks organized
and the close circle of Sokov frequently visited. However, during one of the reading sessions
with the attendance of Leonid Sokov, Ivan Chuikov, Sergei Shablavin, Aleksandr Yulikov and
Igor Shelkovsky in Gerlovins apartment; Sokov came up with the idea of organizing an
exhibition curated by and showing works of the artists from that circle. This exhibition shifted
understanding of the room and acted as a revolutionary performance among Nonconformist
milieu. Following the exhibition, a new awareness started spreading among Nonconformist

113

artists, one that would start re-considering room as a place for exhibit, ' and a space for

collective exhibiting too. He explains his definition of an unofficial exhibition as:

[When I say exhibition] ... I do not mean the not-so-washed, bearded, drunk
artist, circling his dirty basement with small canvases with surrealistic attempts
hung on walls, while he mumbles: 'Well, old man, this is the Louvre.""*

113 For a comparative discussion of Sokov’s apartment exhibit with later apartment exhibitions, see: “2.2.3.1 Artist
Rooms as Underground Museum”.

114 Sokov, L. “Moscow, the seventies ...”, in Kiesewalter, G. (ed.) Eti strannyye semidesyatyye, ili Poterya
nevinnosti. [These Strange Seventies, Or The Loss Of Innocence.] Moscow: Novoye literaturnoye obozreniye,
2015, pp.151.
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Figure 2.54. Rimma Gerlovina, Sergey Shablavin, Leonid Sokov, Valery Gerlovin and Ivan
Chuikov in the alley of apartment of Sokov, Moscow 1976
Rimma and Valery Gerlovin personal archive

Figure 2.55. Leonid Sokov in his apartment, Moscow 1976
Garage Museum of Contemporary Art, Garage Archive Collection

While both of the circles' central node was the Sretensky Boulevard and the workshops around

it, for the Sots-Artists circle, Komar and Melamid's apartment on Leninsky Prospect was the
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central node. Boris Orlov states, "in the middle of those revolutionary years in 1970s for
underground art, [in our circle] revolution has matured in two workshops: the first is the
workshop of Komar and Melamid with their students, where Sasha [Aleksandr] Kosolapov
also visited, and the second - our workshop in Rogova Street, where Prigov and I worked."'"?
In the 1970s, Komar and Melamine was teaching at Moscow Polygraphic Institute as members
of Union of Artists. Three of their students: Victor Skersis, Gennady Donskoy, and Mikhail
Roshal were frequent visitors of their workshops, where outside of the school, Komar and
Melamid were mentoring them on the "essentials of being an underground artist."''® Orlov and
Prigov often visited their workshop. Like the Gerlovin-Sokov-Chuikov circle, in Komar and
Melamid's apartment, the Western art magazines were read and discussed in reading sessions.
However, the most significant thing about their apartment is the showing of their works.

Komar and Melamid organized performances to enact their works.

Figure 2.56. Vitaly Komar & Aleksandr Melamid in their apartment, during their
performance for the work “Passport”
Garage Museum of Contemporary Art, Garage Archive Collection

115 Orlov, B. “On the desirousness of the alternative culture of the seventies”, in Tupitsyn, V. Krug obshcheniya
[The Milieu], Moscow: NLO, 2013, pp.66.

116 Skersis, V. “The Seventieth.”, in Kiesewalter, G. (ed.) Eti strannyye semidesyatyye, ili Poterya nevinnosti.
[These Strange Seventies, Or The Loss Of Innocence.] Moscow: Novoye literaturnoye obozreniye, 2015, pp.144.
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Figure 2.57. Vitaly Komar during a reading session, Moscow 1976
Garage Museum of Contemporary Art, Garage Archive Collection

Boris Orlov and Dmitri Prigov, friends from the age of sixteen, started working together in
1972 and moved to an apartment together on Rogova Street. The meetings in their apartment
started as literary readings, as Orlov states: "We both had a terrible interest in the philosophical
literature, and we continuously discussed the books we read with the people came over."'"”
These literary readings later turned into showings of their artworks from cut out Soviet
magazines and Prigov's writings, which Prigov firstly designed on a typewriter, then transform
them into what he calls "installations of texts."''® Although their circle was rather small, and

their visitors mostly include Sots-Artists, at the end of the 1970s, Prigov got closer to the circle

117 Boris Orlov quoted in Tupitsyn, V. Krug obshcheniya [The Milieu], Moscow: NLO, 2013, pp.110.

118 Dmitri Prigov quoted in Tupitsyn, V. Krug obshcheniya [The Milieu], Moscow: NLO, 2013, pp.111.
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of Kabakov on the one hand, and to Chuikov on the other hand, later made him a significant

member of 1980s Moscow conceptualist circle.

Figure 2.58. Dmitri Prigov at the apartment on Rogova Street, during a reading session
Vadim Zakharov personal archive

...over the years, a bunch of different showings happened in apartments.
Information spread instantly: one of the friends would call, gave the address.
You went there, and there was already a list of other apartment showings hung
on the wall. So, you would travel all over Moscow.'"’

As the number of apartment networks and showings increased, and Nonconformist artists
started circling all over Moscow, the circles of Nonconformist artists started touching,

intersecting, and even overlapping one another. Kabakov claims the reason for this merging

119 Kabakov, 1. 60-¢ -70-¢: Zapiski o neofitsial'noi zhizni v Moskve. [‘60s - 70s -: Notes on unofficial life in
Moscow.] Wien: Gesellschaft zur Forderung slawistischer Studien, 1999, p.234.
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was "the incredible desire to communicate against the background of the deathly silence

around, that of the Soviet stagnation."'’

Following the formation of the first generation of networks in 1975, a wave of emigration
began. Kosolapov left for New York in 1975, Igor Shelkovsky emigrated to Paris in 1976.
With Komar and Melamid leaving for New York and Gerlovins in 1980. When Komar and
Melamid left, the Sots art tradition left with them. Their students Skersis, Roshal, and Donskoy
got closer to Kabakov circle. After Gerlovins left, Ivan Chuikov and Leonid Sokov retreated
to their apartments and occasionally attended apartment showings in the 1980s. Igor
Makarevich and Elena Elagina got closer to the new generation of artists started showing up
in Nonconformist milieu. As a result, during the 1980s, after the massive wave of emigration,
remaining Nonconformists re-grouped and started forming a new network of relationships and

also a network of apartments.

Looking back at the first generation of Nonconformist artists, two points should be underlined:
Although artists whose apartments located around Sretensky Boulevard formed a zone of
unofficial art, in terms of their aesthetic terminology, as Kabakov mentioned before, there
were various versions and strategies regarding the subject of their artworks. Their association
was based on a shared zone of unofficial spaces rather than aesthetic terminology. As Victor

Tupitsyn states:

These people did not manifest any particular unanimity on the plane of aesthetic
values; their coherence as a group was based on their shared search for a new
sociocultural identity. In other words, they sought to create a new communal
body, but in a voluntary and non-coercive way.'?!

120 K abakov, 1. 60-¢ -70-¢: Zapiski o neofitsial'noi zhizni v Moskve. [‘60s - <70s -: Notes on unofficial life in
Moscow.] Wien: Gesellschaft zur Férderung slawistischer Studien, 1999, p.234.

121 Tupitsyn, V. The Museological Unconscious: Communal (Post)Modernism in Russia. Mass: The MIT Press,
2012, p.35.
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On the other hand, Sots Artists, although scattered on two apartments, in terms of aesthetic
concerns. They found their ground on what they called "Socialist Art," a form of Soviet pop
art in the form of an ironic re-expression of visual icons of Social Realism, therefore,
allegorically approaches to Soviet Totalitarian visuality using typical Soviet visual/ideological

representations and reproduced them into artworks of mocking.

While Komar, Melamid, and Kosolapov wrote a manifesto for sots Art in 1973, other circles
still did not have a homogenous concern for artistic production. For artists remained from other
circles, finding a common concern in art, could only be possible after 1980 when the remaining
artists and a new generation of Nonconformists started clustering around Kabakov. They found
their common language in "Soviet texture."'*’ Later will be referred to as "Moscow
Conceptualism," was firstly mentioned in the article of Boris Groys that he wrote for the
samizdat A-YA, an unofficial magazine dedicated to Moscow Nonconformist artworks and
edited by Shelkovsky after his emigration to Paris. In the article titled "Moscow Romantic
Conceptualism," Groys states that the developments in Moscow's artistic field can be
described in the framework of conceptualism, as in the narrower definition of the word it
encapsulates "a specific designated artistic movement limited to places, times and origins."'?*
Groys emphasized the role of the newly forming generation of Moscow artists as analysts,
documenters, and representers of '"real state" Soviet everyday life, which rarely was

represented in official media tools.

While Sots-Artists derived their aesthetic terminology from the icons and official aesthetic
trends of Soviet visual history, Moscow Conceptualism concerned with documenting and
representing the Soviet everyday life in their works, the main portion of which was dedicated

to the representations of "communal apartment."'**

122 Vladimir Yankilevsky quoted in Tupitsyn, V. Krug obshcheniya [The Milieu], Moscow: NLO, 2013, pp.54.

123 Boris Groys, “Moscow Romantic conceptualism”, A-YA, No:1, 1979, p.2-4.

124 For a broader discussion, see: 2.2.2.2 Communal Rooms as the Subject for Moscow Nonconformist Art
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2.1.2 Generation Two: Children of the Cold War
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Figure 2.59. Graph showing networks of second generation of Nonconformist artists: 1980-
1986
Figure by the Author
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What kept us together, like the whole unofficial world, is the
common fate of being outcasts.

George Kiesewalter

If the first generation of Nonconformist network was rooted in art institutes, the second

generation of the Nonconformist network was built on a mentor-apprentice dynamic between

100



the older and younger generation. The second-generation stated here involve artists active in

the Nonconformist scene until Perestroika when the term "unofficial” artist lost its meaning.

While the first generation of artists was forming, a young artist in Moscow, Nikita Alekseev
was accepted to Moscow Printing Institute in 1974. His parents were acquaintances with
Liazonovo artists of the 1960s; therefore, he was familiar with the unofficial art circle and
newly forming Nonconformist milieu. Although Moscow Printing Institute was one of the
leading institutions set up to raise future artists for Union of Artists, he soon started practicing,
in his words, "conceptualist” art that caused him to be expelled from the Institute. During his
last year in the Institute in 1976, however, he met a student, a young poet named Andrei
Sumnin, but goes with the name Andrei Monastrysky. Through Monastrysky, Alekseev met
poet Lev Rubinstein. In return, Alekseev introduces Monastrysky to a young painter, Irina

Nakhova who Alekseev met through his connections from Lianozovo artists.

Nakhova who was admitted to Moscow Polygraphic Institute in 1968, and her friends took her
to meet Victor Pivovarov to mentor her. While mentoring to Nakhova, Pivovarov also
acquainted with Monastrysky, and later took the couple to meet Kabakov. Nakhova, while
remembering the last years of the 1970s and her meeting with Kabakov, states: "I had perhaps
heard of the idea of unofficial art, but I had never met such a person before."'* Initially, they

were like students to the master when they around Kabakov.

Later in 1979, Kabakov and Monastrysky grew closer, as artist Sven Gundlakh states: "...by
the late seventies, Andrei Monastrysky was John the Baptist to Kabakov's Jesus."'?® This was
one of the first mentor-apprentice tie developed. Meanwhile, Monastrysky often visited
Gerlovins' apartment at the same time during 1978 and met Igor Makarevich and Elena Elagina

through Gerlovins. After Gerlovins emigrated, Makarevich and Elagina got closer to

125 Trina Nakhova quoted in Solomon, A. The Irony Tower: Soviet Artists in a Time of Glasnost, New York City:
Knopf, 1991, p.138.

126 Sven Gundlakh quoted in “Introduction,” in Kiesewalter, G. (ed.) Eti strannyye semidesyatyye, ili Poterya
nevinnosti. [These Strange Seventies, Or The Loss Of Innocence.] Moscow: Novoye literaturnoye obozreniye,
2015, pp.14.
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Monastrysky, Alekseev who they met through Monastrysky. Later in 1979, Lev Rubinstein
introduced Monastrysky and Alekseev a young photographer who lives close to his apartment,
George Kiesewalter. With the addition of Kiesewalter, the first circle of the second generation
began to evolve around the group, which later be named as "Collective Actions." The group
devised actions that took place sometimes with and sometimes without spectators, in the
countryside, in the city or private apartments. These actions were documented by the artists
themselves in photographs, in short, descriptive texts and recordings. This new form of
practice was among the first examples of Nonconformist artists being their own documenters,
in addition to, being their own curators in later apartment exhibitions. Artists of Collective
Actions frequently went to Kabakov for mentorship, with Alekseev and Monastrysky getting

closer to him.

Figure 2.60. Elena Elagina, Lev Rubinstein, Nikita Alekseev, Victor Skersis, Ilya Kabakov,
Andrei Monastyrsky, Maria Konstantinova in the workshop of Ilya Kabakov. Early 1980s
Lev Rubinstein personal archive.
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Figure 2.61. Collective Actions, Action in 1983, participants included: Andrei Monastyrsky,
Elena Elagina, Vadim Zakharov, Ivan Chuikov, Eduard Gorokhovsky, Eric Bulatov, Sergey
Mironenko, Nikita Alekseev, Ilya Kabakov, Vladimir Mironenko, Sven Gundlakh
Garage Museum of Contemporary Art, Garage Archive Collection

Figure 2.62. Lev Rubinstein, Irina Nakhova, Andrei Monastyrsky, Nikita Alekseev in the
apartment of Monastrysky & Nakhova
Garage Museum of Contemporary Art, Garage Archive Collection
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While Monastrysky, Alekseev, Nakhova, and Rubinstein frequently visited Kabakov's
workshop on Sretensky Boulevard, there they met the artists from the older generation,
including Bulatov, Chuikov, and Prigov who got closer to Kabakov after Komar and Melamid
left for New York. While Kabakov continued showing albums, Prigov organized reading
sessions and the discussion on art was the main topic of conversation, in early 1980 three
artists from Odessa came to Moscow. Sergei and Volodya Mironenko knew Sveng Gundlakh
since they were little, and all three then decided to practice alternative art, came to Moscow.
Gundlakh started studying at Moscow Polygraphic Institute, and Mironenko brothers started
studying in Studio School, where they have met Konstantin Zvezdochetov and introduced him
to Gundlakh. The group often meet at each others' apartments later met with Dmitri Prigov,

who introduced them to Kabakov and Monastrysky. Starting from the early 1980s, Kabakov

and Monastrysky started mentoring the group, which later called themselves "Mukhomors."

Figure 2.63. Mironenko brothers, Sven Gundlakh, Unknown artist, Konstantin
Zvezdochetov, Moscow, 1983
Garage Museum of Contemporary Art, George Kiesewalter archive

104



Figure 2.64. Dmitri Prigov and Sven Gundlakh in Prigov’s apartment, Moscow, 1984
Garage Museum of Contemporary Art, George Kiesewalter archive

While mentoring to Mukhomor circle, Monastrysky got closer to Anatoly Zhigalov and
Natalya Abalakova, a married couple, who had met Dmitri Prigov through Gerlovins before

their emigration and joined the growing circle.

It was about the same time when Zhigalov and Abalakova joined the circle, the growing
network of artists visited a showing in a young artist's studio: Victor Skersis. Victor Skersis,
together with Gennady Donskoy and Mikhail Roshal, was a student of Komar and Melamid
at Moscow Polygraphic Institute where they had been tutoring until their emigration. After
Komar and Melamid left, Skersis, Donskoy and Roshal formed their own circle with later
graduates of Polygraphic Institute Yuri Albert and Vadim Zakharov. During the showing,
Skersis curated and exhibited the works from himself, Donskoy, Roshal, Albert, and Zakharov
in his apartment. After the meeting of the small group of artists with the circle around
Kabakov, Donskoy and Roshal slowly faded from the circle; and Skersis, Albert, and

Zakharov joined the Kabakov circle.
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Figure 2.65. Vadim Zakharov and Victor Skersis, for Kiesewalter’s Album “Love Me, Love
My Umbrella” 1984
Garage Museum of Contemporary Art, George Kiesewalter archive

In time, Zakharov and Skersis grew close to each other and started sharing an apartment. Later,
Nikita Alekseev and George Kiesewalter went to these young artists with an idea of
chronicling the practices, artworks, and actors of the circle, which later gave way to the idea
of forming what they called MANI, or Moscow Archive of New Art. Later, other artists of the
circle got involved, and the group came together under a shared concern on documentation of
and producing artworks on what is around them. This curios role that artists took on themselves
allow them to document their works, their domestic spaces as well as Soviet everyday life of

the 1980s.

In late 1980 or early 1981, the three of us Nikita Alexeev, Lev Rubinstein, and
me [Monastrysky] were at our apartment on Malaya Gruzinskaya Street in
Moscow, sitting and talking about how good it would be to create a magazine on
unofficial art. It was during this conversation that the name for such a magazine
was first mentioned. I don't remember who, but one of us said the word archive
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of new art. On that day, we did not take it any further, other than coming up with
that name: the Moscow Archive of New Art (MANI).'?’

The artists later started referred by the name MANI, or "MANI Circle" by themselves,
although following the term of Boris Groys, in Western literature, they are usually referred to

as Moscow Conceptualists.

2.1.2.1 Room Networks

The relationship of Nonconformist exhibiting practices and spaces of exhibiting seem to have
a reversed situation when two generations of apartments and apartment networks are
compared. The first generation of Nonconformists benefitted from the fired-up atmosphere of
Thaw. They had to possibility to rent big enough workshops that they also used as a domestic
space, thanks to their connection to the Union of Artists, which allowed them to benefit from
the non-residential fund. However, the second generation of artists had to work/exhibit and
live in rooms that were mostly once communal rooms transformed into private rooms. This
fact reflects in most of the writings and memoirs of the artists. While the first generation of
artists refers to their domestic settings either "apartment” (in Russian, "kvartira"), or workshop
(in Russian, "masterkaya"); in the documents of the second generation, their domestic sphere

is referred to as "room" (in Russian, "komnata™).

This fact is reflected in two albums compiled by George Kiesewalter and Vadim Zakharov: the
first one he has compiled in 1983 titled "Around the Workshops" ("Po Masterskim"), and the
second one in 1986 titled "Rooms" (Komnati"). Kiesewalter started his archive on artist spaces
in 1982 by photographing the domestic spaces of artists from the "older generation" where also
they practiced their art. He explains that he intended to document "the curious phenomena of
working, showing, and living" in the same space, "because interesting material was going to

waste. It always seemed to me that you could only understand a [art]Jwork by hanging out with

127 Andrei Monastyrsky, Pervaia papka MANI, [First MANI Folder], 1981.
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the unofficial artist and seeing how they worked, the atmosphere in their home."'?* Although
Kiesewalter started documenting the domestic sphere of the first generation of Nonconformist
artists that had not emigrated yet, in time, he expanded his album to include the domestic
spheres of the second generation. The album clearly shows the shift in the spatial settings of
"homes" between two generations. While in the homes of first-generation artists, Kiesewalter
documented piles of works like someone expects from a workshop and barely any everyday
item; in the documents of second-generation homes, the artworks merged with artists' furniture:
a bed with an artwork hung on, a desk half of which covered with works, or works hung together
with kitchen appliances. One can see the sleeping area, working area, and exhibiting area all at

once.
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Figure 2.66. The cover of “Around the Workshop”
Garage Museum of Contemporary Art, George Kiesewalter archive

128 George Kiesewalter in the interview “Within a Close Circle”, for the exhibition “Insider” held at Garage
Museum of Contemporary art, 2015.
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Figure 2.67. Workshop of Igor Makarevich, page from “Around the Studios”
Garage Museum of Contemporary Art, George Kiesewalter archive

Figure 2.68. Workshop of Boris Orlov, page from “Around the Studios”
Garage Museum of Contemporary Art, George Kiesewalter archive
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Figure 2.69. Room of Nikita Alekseev, page from “Around the Studios”
Garage Museum of Contemporary Art, George Kiesewalter archive

Figure 2.70. Room of Andrei Monastrysky, page from “Around the Studios”
Garage Museum of Contemporary Art, George Kiesewalter archive
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Following "Around the Workshops," Kiesewalter and Zakharov put together another album
which was published in the last MANI folder in 1986, titled "Rooms." However, this time, it
was sole documentation of artist homes of second-generation Nonconformists. They wandered
around 8 'rooms,' photographed and wrote short commentaries on the album describing the

setting of the rooms together with the artists' latest artworks.

The shift in Kiesewalter and Zakharov's definition of the artist space from "workshop" to
"room" is significant for architectural analysis, for the rooms had been historically crucial for
Soviet history and especially in Soviet history and architecture. The second part of this chapter
will dwell on how the "room" was used as an artist space, the space of the unofficial exhibition,

and the subject of Nonconformist art.

Kosmara B.We onenso

Figure 2.71. The Cover of the Album “Rooms”, and Room of Vladimir Mironenko, page
from “Rooms”
Garage Museum of Contemporary Art, George Kiesewalter archive

Therefore, in the analysis of the second-generation networks of artist spaces, the term "room"
will be used. A graph, similarly generated for the first generation of artists, put together

showing the networks of artists of second-generation,; it states that as the artists were gradually
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forming a unified circle, the room networks became more dispersed since the actors of the

1980s were equally involved in communication with the each other.

However, unlike the first generation, the unification of the circle was slightly faster; therefore,
the apartment nodes were almost equally visited. Instead of singular actors of a small circle
whose apartments serving as a point of interaction, through the 1980s, the apartment meetings
were scattered equally among each actor. Therefore, the number of apartments that are more
frequently visited is more than those in the 1970s. Even though almost all the actors

participated in all events, the number of meeting points increasing proves:

The more unified the circle gets, the more communication developed between artists. That fact
resulted in scheduling more meetings, and when the number of meetings increased, there

emerged more systematic planning for those series of events.

Furthermore, since the number of actors actively participated in these events is higher than the
previous generation, there naturally emerged more nodes of interaction; therefore, the circle
started organizing events in many apartments. The randomness of events of the 1970s left its
space to a more "institutionalized" unofficial artist circle. During an interview, Viktor Skersis
gives an exact amount of time about the frequency of meetings when he states: "We met once

in every two weeks in Monastrysky's room."'?’

For the room networks of MANI circle, the apartments of Kabakov, Skersis & Zakharov,
Alekseev, Kiesewalter, Monastrysky & Nakhova, and Zhigalov & Abalakova will be

discussed, since they were the centers of interaction for the circle.

129 Victor Skersis quoted in Tupitsyn, V. (eds.), Vis-a-vision: Conversations with Russian Conceptual Artists,
1978-2013, London: Spector, 2018, p.88.
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Figure 2.72. Graph showing nodes of frequent meetings among second generation of
Nonconformist artists
Figure by the Author

Andrei Monastrysky and Irina Nakhova had a room on Malaya Gruzinskaya, 28, No.7. The
building had a distinct role for Moscow artists at the time since it was the base of Gorkom
Grafikov,** an exhibition space used for artists to organize events after 1975, with, of course,
the permission of The Union of Artists and the City Committee. The exhibition hall was
located in the basement of the building Monastrysky and Nakhova had an apartment in. The
building, which had been a central node for artists from all backgrounds, was also permitted
for an "alternative art exhibition" in 1975 after the first generation of Nonconformist artists
applied to City Committee. The exhibition was closed hours after opening, and the incident

marked a turn for Nonconformist circles as they "almost went official." Following the incident,

139 Gorkom Grafikov, or known as Moscow City Committee of Graphic Artists was an independent
trade union of artists, graphic artists, photographers. The Committee had an exhibition hall located on
Malaya Gruzinskaya Street, 28 (1975-1991).
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according to Victor Tupitsyn, the underground art owned/accepted their domestic space as
their "official place of the exhibition.""*! In the early 1980s, the Monastrysky-Nakhova room
usually hosted meetings of the Collective Actions group, and Monastrysky and Nakhova
usually arrange performances and mockery readings of daily newspapers including Pravda.
Later, when the project of Moscow Archive of New Art started in late 1981, Monastrysky held
sessions where he interviewed with the artists of the circle and recorded it. These recordings
later published in MANI Files, and forms a significant portion of documents giving insight to

Nonconformist milieu.
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Figure 2.73. Locations of Nonconformist artist rooms: 1980-1986
Figure by the Author, on General Plan of Moscow, Central State Archive of the City of
Moscow” (“TsGA Moskvi”)

131 Groys, B. “Introduction”, in History Becomes Form: Moscow Conceptualism, Mass: MIT Press, 2010, p.7.
For a broader discussion on Nonconformist circle’s attempts on exhibiting official galleries, see Chapter 2.
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Figure 2.74. Malaya Gruzinskaya, 28, 1975
Garage Museum of Contemporary Art, Garage Archive collection
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Figure 2.75. Andrei Monastrysky during a performance at Malaya Gruzinskaya, 28, No.7,
1975
Garage Museum of Contemporary Art, Garage Archive collection
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Nikita Alekseev lived on Vavilov Street, 48. Alekseev describes his room as: "I lived on the
second floor, in the entrance, there were two long corridors on both sides which the doors of
one-room apartments open. Retired grandmothers, housekeepers of former professors, and |
lived in this building. I lived by the large windows to which opened to the fire escape. When
the weather was fine, I took my guests to drink tea on it."'*? The humble one-room apartment
of Vasilyev hosted, in artist's words, "the first private gallery"'** called AptArt Ga