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Abstract. The article considers the evolution of specific spaces of the Soviet and post-
Soviet cities of Siberia and the Russian Far East, defined as the «private housing sector».
Based on interviews and observations in the regional centres of Siberia and the Russian
Far East, the authors show that in the Soviet city, the «private housing sector» is a
locality where the architectural landscape, everyday practices, and the organization of
communities are weakly associated with urbanism. This exclusion was consolidated by
the system for placing urban infrastructure, which can be traced according to the data
of urban GIS. At the same time, the specifics of cities enlargement in the Soviet period
led to the close integration of such localities into the urban space. The evolution of the
«private housing sector» in the post-Soviet period did not lead to the inclusion of such
localities in the practices of urbanism. On the contrary, they develop predominantly along
with the inner suburb model, reproducing non-urban architecture and everyday practices.
Nevertheless, such localities continue to remain an integral part of the post-Soviet city,
determining the eclecticism of its physical and social space. This lets us suggest that the
organic inclusion of non-urban localities and communities in the urban space can serve as
one of the key reasons for highlighting the «Global East» model of the city.
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HUpkymckuii 2ocyoapcmeeHmblil yHusepcumen
Poccuiickaa @edepayus, Uprymck

AHHoOTamms. PaccMmoTpeHa »sBoNIoIMs CHENM(UYECKUX TPOCTPAHCTB COBETCKUX
Y TIOCTCOBETCKUX ropogoB Cubupu u JlansHero Boctoka, onpeenseMbix Kak «4aCTHBIN
cexkTop». Ha Marepuamax WHTEpBBIO M HAOMIOACHUII B PETHOHAIBHBIX CTOJMIAX
Cubupu n JlansHero BocToka mokas3aHo, 4To B COBETCKOM TOPOJIE «YACTHBIH CEKTOP»
MIPEACTABISUT COOOI JIOKATbHOCTH, B KOTOPBIX apXWUTEKTYPHBIM JaHAMA(T, MPaKTUKA
MMOBCETHEBHOCTU ¥ OpraHM3amus COOOIIECTB ObUIM CJIa00 CBS3aHBI C ypOAHU3MOM.
Takoe HCKITIOYEHUE 3aKPEILITIOCH CHCTEMOH pa3MeIeH s TOPOACKOI HHPPACTPYKTYPHL,
YTO IMPOCJICKUBACTCS MO JAHHBIM TOPOJCKHMX TeOHMH(OPMAIMOHHBIX cHcTeM. Bmecte
¢ TeM crienudurka pa3pacTaHusi TOPOJIOB B COBETCKHI TMEpPHOJ 00yCIOBINBAIA TECHYIO
MHTETPALNIO TAKUX JIOKAJIBHOCTEH B TOPOICKOE TPOCTPAHCTBO, XOTS BOJIOIHNS «9aCTHOTO
CEKTOPa» B MOCTCOBETCKUI IEPHOJT HE ITPHUBEIIA K BKIIOUCHHUIO UX B IPAKTUKHU ypOaHU3Ma.
HanpoTus, oHM pa3BUBAIOTCS MPEUMYIIECTBCHHO IO MOJEIN BHYTPEHHETO NMPUTOPOAa,
BOCTIPOM3BOASI HETOPOACKUE apXUTEKTYpPy M MPAKTUKH MOBCETHEBHOCTU. TeM He MeHee
TaKUe JIOKAJTbHOCTU MPOAOIKAIOT OCTaBaThCsl HEOTHEMIIEMOM YacThIO MOCTCOBETCKOTO
rOpoAa, ONPEEIIsisl SKISKTUIHOCTD €r0 (PU3UUECKOTO U COIMANBLHOTO IPOCTPAHCTBA. JTO
MO3BOJISICT MPEANOIOKUTh, YTO OPTaHMYHOE BKIIOYEHHE HETOPOJICKUX JIOKAIbHOCTEH
U COOONIECTB B TOPOACKOE IPOCTPAHCTBO MOXKET CIYXKHTh OJHUM H3 KIIFOUEBBIX
OCHOBAHUII /IS BBIACICHUS MOJIETIH TOPOAA «I100aIpHOro BocTokay.

KiaroueBpie cioBa:
n1o0anpHbIE BocToK.

MMOCTCOBETCKUI TOPOJ, «YacTHBIH CEKTOp», cyOypOaHu3Mm,

Crarbs n uccienoBanue nojaaepkansl rpantoMm POOU, mpoext 20-011-00282 «YacTHbrit
CEKTOp» PEerHOHAIBHBIX IIeHTpoB Cubupu n JlanpHero BocTtoka: cTpyKTypbl B IPaKTUKA
MTOBCETHEBHOCTH «HETOPOJICKUX)» COOOIIECTRY.

Haquaﬂ CIICHUAJIBHOCTL: COIMOJIOT .

Introduction

The so-called «private housing sector»
is considered to be an important legacy of
Soviet urbanization, defining the appearance
of many, if not most of the provincial cities
of Russia. It represents vast space of low-rise
and low-density single-family houses — a kind
of «parallel city» (Holston, 1989), an invisi-
ble twin of the official image of the city that
is similar to the massifs of slums formed in
the fast-growing cities of China and India
(Vakhshtain, 2014: 13). These vast urban areas

and their communities, in fact, are beyond the
focus of contemporary Russian urbanists and
are not included in the image of the Russian
city in the academic text and in the media.
There is almost no «private housing sector»
in the urban management, as the urban man-
agement tends to regard it, above all, to be a
space resource for the growth of the city in
the future. The municipal authorities see the
«private housing sector» to be only a problem
territory where there are almost no citizens
and their communities.
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Having formed mainly outside state sup-
port and direct regulation (the government
encouraged individual housing construction
only in the period of post-war reconstruction
(Kalyukin, Kohl, 2020: 1775), the private hous-
ing sector has formed vast spaces even in the
largest cities with the population of over one
million, where the share of single-family hous-
es is from 15 % to 45 % (Prelovskaja, 2017). In
Siberia, during the Soviet period the construc-
tion of single-family houses remained on a sig-
nificant scale until the second half of the 1960s
(Dolgoljuk, 2008), the private housing sector
occupies large territories that not only fill the
gaps between blocks of multi-storey buildings,
but also form whole areas with the specific
non-urban organization of space (Grigorichev,
2019). These spaces, defined by municipal of-
ficials and city planners as a «development
reserve», «development zones of built-up ar-
easy», along with their communities, as a rule,
turn out to be «invisible» to the authorities
(Bliakher, Ivanova, Kovalevski, 2021).

This view almost excludes not only the
understanding of the specific traits of life
and self-organization of local communities
within the «private housing sector» of a Rus-
sian provincial city, but also the raising of the
question of the «private housing sector» role
in the historical and further development of a
provincial Russian city. At the same time, the
«private housing sector» is a vivid example of
«non-urbany localities that are an organic part
of the Soviet (Dyatlov, 2021) and post-Soviet
cities (Grigorichev, 2019; Grigorichev, 2021a).
These vast spaces, which do not fit the image
of the «correct» urbanism, remain largely mar-
ginal in relation to the image of the city, repre-
sented both in the discourse of the authorities
and in the mass consciousness. (Timoshkin,
2020) This is probably why the marginal «non-
urban» localities of the Russian city, with the
rare exception (Karbainov, 2018), do not draw
interest among Russian researchers.

In our opinion, the study of marginalised
urban spaces and urban informality makes it
possible to go beyond the post-socialist dis-
course, linking it with the developed areas of
urbanization (Galuszka, 2021). In this article,
we attempt to demonstrate that the «private

housing sector» largely determined the nature
of the development of not only Soviet, but also
the post-Soviet city, which cannot be adequate-
ly defined through the prism of established
theories of urban development. Based on the
ideas of comparative urbanism (Ozgiir et. al.,
2020; Robison, 2011, 2013), we assume that the
close integration of «non-urbany localities into
the urban space not only on the periphery, but
also in the central regions can be defined as the
feature of the post-Soviet city, which character-
izes a permanent state rather than transitional
processes.

The article is based on studies of the «pri-
vate housing sector» in the regional centres of
Siberia and the Russian Far East (Irkutsk city,
Omsk city, Khabarovsk city, Krasnoyarsk city,
Birobidzhan city, and Tomsk city) conducted
in 2020-2021. The main empirical material
consists of a complex (43 units) of focused and
biographical interviews with residents of the
localities to be studied. Basically, the respon-
dents are the second and the third generation of
residents of such localities, as well as new set-
tlers in the «private housing sector» (7 people).
In addition, the materials of the observations
conducted by the Flanerie method (Benjamin,
1968) and data analysis of urban geographic in-
formation systems («2GIS») were used.

«Not a city yet»: the «private housing sector»
as an urban village

The «private housing sector» of a Russian
city, although it was genetically linked to the
pre-Soviet practices of shaping urban space,
is nevertheless a product of the Soviet period.
As Viktor Dyatlov emphasizes: «Before the
Soviet regime, there were manor-type hous-
es, areas of wooden slums existed (they even
could predominate in a number), but there was
no «private housing sector». The buildings be-
came the «private housing sector» in the sys-
tem of relations of the Soviet city» (Dyatlov,
2021: 20) Contrary to the ideas of the early XX
century about the enlargement of single-family
houses in Russian cities (Raevskij, 1918), by the
early 1930s the concept of an individual house
was maintained only as housing for privileged
groups («for top management») (Meerovich,
2014: 245) The bulk of the «private housing
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sector» was marginalized both by the notion
of the temporality of such resettlement and by
the ideas of labor-household communities as
the basis for planning a Soviet city (Meerovich,
2008: 31)

Rapid urbanisation in 1930-the 1950s re-
sulted in a powerful migration inflow of rural
migrants to cities. This exacerbated the prob-
lem of providing housing for people in cities
that had formed in the 1920s. Under these con-
ditions, providing new dwellers of the city with
housing was postponed for the future (Kotkin,
2002), on the one hand, due to the lack of re-
sources, and on the other hand, within the
framework of the implementation of the state
housing policy as an instrument of domination.
(Meerovich, 2008) However, even in this sit-
uation, the state did not consider the «private
housing sector» to be a full-fledged part of the
Soviet city. After short-term support of indi-
vidual housing construction in 1946-1950 to
overcome the consequences of World War 11,
the state again limited the possibilities for the
construction of individual houses (Kalyukin,
Kohl, 2020: 1775). In Siberian cities individ-
ual houses construction remained on a large
scale until the 1960s, but in the 1970s it began
to decline sharply (Dolgolyuk, 2008: 89). Nev-
ertheless, even by the end of the 1980s, about
20 % of housing was in personal ownership
in the cities of Soviet Russia (Kalyukin, Kohl,
2020: 1775), with the bulk of which consisted
of single-family houses.

The architectural landscape of the «pri-
vate housing sector» was formed mainly by
uncomfortable housing with a predominance
of buildings such as a village house, often
transferred from villages. The prevalence of
this type of dwelling not only determined the
non-urban visuality of the «private housing
sector», but also resulted in the complex of vil-
lage practices of everyday life associated with
dwellings and farmsteads (Grigorichev, 2021b).
The system of economic interactions based
on the elements of the gift economy (Mauss,
1970), is possible in the city only as a rudiment.
(Harvey, 2018) However, in the Soviet city
these practices were reproduced not only in
the first and second generations of residents of
the «private housing sector», but also in other

urban communities (Barsukova, 2003) As a re-
sult, the communities that emerged in the mod-
ernization logic of urbanization reproduced the
principles of self-organization and economic
forms that dominated in the pre-modern soci-
ety (Polaniy, 2002).

The limited access to urbanism was also
consolidated in the system of placing urban in-
frastructure, focused primarily on urban areas
with a high population density. This approach,
justified from the point of view of urban plan-
ning, led to the emergence of vast spaces with
minimal or even completely absent urban in-
frastructure in the cities. Since the layout of
urban infrastructure facilities was fixed in the
urban planning documents (general layout)
for a long period of time. This meant, in fact,
the institutionalisation of non-urban localities
within the city space. The layout of education-
al, cultural, healthcare and leisure facilities that
developed during the Soviet period is consider-
ably preserved in the regional centres of Sibe-
ria and the Russian Far East that we studied to
the present day.

A search in the city geographic informa-
tion system 2GIS according to data from Ir-
kutsk city, Khabarovsk city and Omsk city in
the categories «Pharmaciesy, «Schoolsy, «Pub-
lic Healthcare Centres» and «Kindergartensy
reveals that the density of elements of urban in-
frastructure in the areas of the «private housing
sector» is sharply limited in comparison with
the territories where multi-storey buildings
dominate. At the same time, in the localities of
single-family houses located in the city centre,
framed by multi-storey buildings, such infra-
structure elements are inclined to be placed on
the periphery of the «private housing sector»
and large streets. In the localities of the «pri-
vate housing sector», located on the urban pe-
riphery, such infrastructure objects cannot be
found at all.

This feature of the distribution of urban
infrastructure for cultural and leisure facilities
is especially noticeable. A search by the catego-
ries «Cinemay, «Cultural Centres» does not re-
veal a single object in the localities of the «pri-
vate housing sector» of Irkutsk, Khabarovsk,
and Omsk. Libraries are a certain exception,
but they are also located on the border of single-

-172 -



Konstantin V. Grigorichev and Yulia V. Elokhina. Not a City Yet, not a City Anymore: the Internal Suburbanization...

family houses areas and multi-storey buildings,
and in large spaces of the «private housing sec-
tory» they are completely absent. Thus, urban
infrastructure, which significantly influences
the possibility of an urbanistic way of life, is
beyond the living space (Lefebvre, 2015) of the
residents of the «private housing sector», and
access to it was possible only if it entered the
space of a «normaly city.

The distribution of urban facilities in
combination with the prevalent practices of
everyday life resulted in the paradoxical sit-
uation: while staying within the same city,
residents of the «private housing sector»
changed their lifestyle from rural to urban
and vice versa during the day. Such «partial»
or «temporary urbanismy» not only distanced
the residents of the «private housing sector»
from the city, but also consolidated the place
of non-urban localities into the urban space.
The controversial incorporation of non-urban
localities into the city was institutionalised by
the practice of switching between lifestyles
on a daily basis. The specific feature of the
concentric growth of the Soviet city, with the
construction corresponding to different ep-
ochs (Kalyukin, Kohl, 2020), led to the fact
that quite often the switch to an urban life-
style occurred on the way from the central
part of the city (from the place of residence in
the «private housing sector») to the outskirts
(to the place of work). And the swich back to
a non-urban lifestyle was associated with a re-
turn to central city areas.

As a result, the Soviet provincial city im-
manently included a complex of spaces that of-
ten occupied up to half of its territory, which
were associated with urbanism neither by the
architectural landscape nor by the way of life
of its residents. The Soviet features of the ur-
ban sprawl did not imply the displacement of
such localities to the periphery of the city, on
the contrary, it allowed their preservation in
the central parts of the city. The mixture of ur-
ban and non-urban spaces was typical for all
regional cities of Siberia and the Russian Far
East. This allows us to assume that the combi-
nation of urban and non-urban spaces and the
mixed way of life determined by it was a signif-
icant feature of the Soviet city.

Not a city anymore: private housing sector
as a space of internal suburbanisation

The «invisibility», «emptiness» (Filippov,
2009) of the vast spaces of the «private housing
sector» for the authorities and researchers de-
termine the invisibility of the modern process-
es to take place here. During the post-Soviet
decades, the localities of the «private housing
sector» were dynamically changing, moving
farther and farther away from the image of a
«village in a city», which was a mechanism and
a symbol of the process defined by V.L. Gla-
zychev as «slobodization of cities» (Glazychev,
1995). We can more or less confidently talk
about the general trend of this process associat-
ed with a departure from rural practices of or-
ganizing living space (Grigorichev, 2021a) and
local communities (Grigorichev, 2021b).

Such changes are captured well through
the visibility of the «private housing sector»,
reflecting a wide range of options for trans-
forming such «non-urban localities». Their
common features are the horizontal vector of
development and the preservation of commen-
suration to a person, however, the forms and
pace of transformations are considerably dif-
ferent. Along with the actively changing lo-
calities of the «private housing sector», where
typically rural and single-family houses give
way to comfortable houses, there can be found
places where the appearance and «the urban
village» style prevail. These are contrasted
with the compact, but well-visible areas of cot-
tage settlements found in Irkutsk, Omsk, and
Khabarovsk developing according to gated
communities (Hirt, 2012) model in the logic
of post-communist transformations (Gasior-
Niemiec, Glasze, Piitz, 2003).

Our studies in Irkutsk, Omsk, Khabarovsk,
Tomsk, and Birobidzhan in 2020-2021 made it
possible to identify both compact localities of
the transforming «private housing sector» and
multiple dispersed cases of modernization of
single-family houses. In the first case, as a rule,
we observed the formation of «cottage settle-
ments» that do not have a separate status, in
contrast to similar formations on the periphery
of the urban space or in the outer suburbs. De-
termining the exact number of such formations
within even one city is an almost impossible
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task due to both the scale of the «private hous-
ing sector» and the high dynamics of its trans-
formation. We specified at least five such local-
ities in Irkutsk, three in Omsk and Khabarovsk,
two in Tomsk, and one in Krasnoyarsk and Bi-
robidzhan.

They do not fully reproduce the gated
communities model described by Sonia Hirt
in relation to the post-socialist situation (Hirt,
2012). Unlike the «cottage communities» built
outside the city limits, the boundaries between
gated spaces and the surrounding space are
quite permeable. «Out of service» berries, gaps
in the fence, with pedestrian paths being laid
through it, and not rarely, only the intended
physical fence of the villages act not so much
as a physical and symbolic border, but as a
symbol of the permeability of this borderline.
Social distance constructed primarily from
the inside by the communities themselves, is
also heterogeneous and permeable, as far as
our field data can demonstrate. To a large ex-
tent, this is determined by the heterogeneity
of the communities of most of these localities,
in which, according to one of the respondents,
«each creature in pairs» (a man, interview, Ir-
kutsk, 2019). The unifying principle for such
communities is rather the desire not for social
homogeneity and isolation, but for a non-urban
lifestyle: «to live in a city, but not like in a city»
(a couple, Omsk, interview, 2021).

The strive for a non-urban lifestyle is espe-
cially noticeable in the few gated communities
that are closest to the classical models, emerg-
ing within the urban space as an alternative to
both the traditional «private housing sector»
and multi-storey buildings. Such settlements,
as a rule, appear in the most attractive recre-
ational areas of the city, but in close proximity
to the city infrastructure (a complex of cottages
in the «Green Island park» in Omsk, the «Ka-
zachya Gora» cottage village in Khabarovsk,
«Birgard village» in Birobidzhan, and others).
These settlements, on the one hand, remain a
form of status consumption formed back in the
1990s (Humphry, 2002), but on the other hand,
they turn out to be the most pronounced form
of manifestations of a non-urban lifestyle with-
in the city limits. Such a manifestation reveals
itself in the contrast not only of the architectur-

al landscape, but also of everyday practices: car
parking (own garage for two-three cars versus
packed parking lots near multi-storey build-
ings), recreation areas (the presence of own
bathhouse and barbeque area versus the need
to travel out of the city for residents of high-rise
buildings), etc.

In our opinion, it is the combination of
the manifestation of a non-urban lifestyle and
status consumption that is significant, since it
is fundamentally crucial for residents of such
localities to realize both within the city, while
maintaining the status of a city dweller. As a
result, such «non-urban» localities are inte-
grated into the image of the city and included
in the local discourse as a marker of local dif-
ferentiation and reformatting of urban space.
In their interviews, city dwellers define urban
areas through such localities and the modern
development of a city. Along with multi-storey
buildings, such localities shape the image of a
modern provincial Russian city.

A similar process of creating new non-
urban spaces in the city is related to the move-
ment from multi-storey buildings to single-
family houses outside the «cottage villages».
Such examples can be found in all regional cen-
tres we studied (Irkutsk, Omsk, Tomsk, Kras-
noyarsk, Khabarovsk, and Birobidzhan). We
specify two main options for such a strategy:
1) construction of a new or rebuilding of an old
house in the private housing sector or on «freex»
land; and 2) construction of a house on a dacha
area that is within the city limits. The first op-
tion is more widespread, and we have observed
it in all the cities to study. The second option is
more common in cities that experienced rapid
expansion after the initial Soviet industrializa-
tion, as a result of which development circles of
the city were formed, reflecting its growth in
the Stalinist, Khrushchev, and Brezhnev eras
(Kalyukin, Kohl, 2020) Thus, dachas emerged
in the Khrushchev era on the urban periphery
later found themselves inside the city in close
proximity to transport and other urban infra-
structure. After permission to register at the
place of residence in dachas (‘horticultural
non-profit partnership’) (Federal, 2017), such
localities along with the «private housing sec-
tor» become attractive for the implementation
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of a model of a non-urban lifestyle in the city.
In both variants of the strategy implementa-
tion, a lifestyle, that is close to suburbanism, is
shaped (Fava, 1956; Walks, 2013). This lifestyle
is based on easy access to urban infrastructure
and the status of a city dweller.

We assume that the spread of the strate-
gy of moving from a multi-storey building
to a single-family house is a reflection of the
process of forming new values that deter-
mine the specific features of the city. Earlier,
moving from a «private housing sector» to a
multi-storey building meant the completion of
urban migration (Grigorichev, 2021), the final
transformation of a native of a village into a
city dweller, and their acquisition of the right to
the city. Nowadays the movement from high-
rise neighborhoods to single-family houses is
becoming a tool for gaining the right to a non-
urban lifestyle, preserving the status of a city
resident and access to urbanism. It is crucial
that there is no manifestation of the non-urban
status of residents of such localities. On the
contrary, describing the differences between
such a way of life and emphasizing its value as
opposed to «living in an apartmenty, the dwell-
ers of the new «private housing sector» stress
their status as city dwellers.

As a result, expanding areas of the «inner
suburbs» are being formed in the vast non-
urban spaces of the Russian city, where sub-
urbanism is gradually becoming the dominant
way of life. The development of such spaces
follows the logic of the dualism of urban and
suburban lifestyles (Walks, 2013), but with the
exception of car dependence, which is caused
by the territorial position of the private housing
sector, often located in the central districts of
the city and, therefore, included in the public
transport routes. The formation of the inner
suburb as a variant of post-Soviet development
is also observed in other post-socialist coun-
tries, for example, in Poland (Spoérna, 2018).
However, in Poland, internal suburbanization
in the cities looks like the absorption of a «nor-
maly city (Sporna, Krzysztofik, 2020), while in
Russia it is more likely to be the preservation of
non-urban localities in a new capacity.

In other words, the modern transforma-
tions of the «private housing sector» are not

linked to its exclusion from the city by demol-
ishing single-family houses and building multi-
storeyed ones, as Soviet architects assumed.
On the contrary, the evolution of the «private
housing sector» turns out to be closely related
to the further integration of non-urban spaces
into the modern Russian city as its specific fea-
ture. If in the Soviet era the distinctive feature
of such localities was the rural character of
their architecture and everyday practices, now-
adays suburbanism is becoming an attribute of
their non-urban character.

Conclusions

The «private housing sector» that was
an integral part of the Soviet city, seems to
have determined its most important specific
feature — the organic inclusion of non-urban
localities into the urban space. Not corre-
sponding to the city either in terms of the ar-
chitectural landscape, or the way of life, or the
basis of the formation of local communities,
such localities shaped the specific characteris-
tics of the Soviet provincial city, which cannot
be imagined without vast spaces occupied by
the «private housing sector». In urban narra-
tives, these spaces are confidently opposed
to the «centre», which acts as the represent-
ed space of the City and its standards. In this
sense, the «private housing sector» found it-
self on a par with barracks areas, remote ur-
ban settlements, dacha areas, only nominally
included in the city limits; but in the minds of
residents, media, and the authorities, the lo-
calities of «private housing sector» are «not
a city yet», and a space where «real» city will
appear in the future.

These localities do not remain unchanged
and are being intensively transformed follow-
ing the changes in the economic system, urban
planning, and other revolutionary transforma-
tions of the post-Soviet transit. However, these
transformations are associated not with the dis-
solution of the «private housing sector» in the
«commony urban space, but, on contrary, with
the formation of new non-urban localities. The
way of life emerging in these localities turns
out to be much closer to suburbanism, and it
contrasts the areas of single-family houses with
the represented city («Centrey).
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In other words, one of the specific features
of a modern provincial Russian city is once
again the organic inclusion of non-urban local-
ities into the urbanized landscape. This com-
bination reproduces the spatial and temporal
hybridity of a post-Soviet (post-socialist) city,
which T. Tuvikune proposes to consider not as
a sign of transition (from the Soviet to some
other city), but as a permanent state (Tuvikune,
2016: 138). This viewpoint based on the exam-
ple of Tallinn (Ibid) allows us to propose a new
theoretical perspective in which the post-Soviet
city emerges from the shadow of the dominant
regional concepts (Euro-American and Asian
African ones).

In turn, this leads to the need for a new
conceptualization of the city which is not in-
cluded in the images of urbanization of the
global North and the global South, for example,
through the idea of the Global East (Miiller,
2020; Trubina, 2020). Being nonidentical to
«post-socialismy» (Miiller, 2021), this concept
allows, on the one hand, to highlight the spe-
cific features of the post-socialist city (above
all, its eclecticism arising from large-scale ex-
periments), and on the other hand, to overcome
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