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Bratislava patřila po celou éru státního socialismu mezi nejrych-
leji rostoucí československá města. Po válce a nuceném vysídlení 
německého obyvatelstva ji obývalo jen o málo více než 100 000 
lidí, o pouhé čtyři desítky let později, na sklonku státního so-
cialismu, se jednalo již o téměř půlmilionovou metropoli. Tento 
vývoj akceleroval na přelomu šedesátých a sedmdesátých let, 
kdy se stala hlavním městem Slovenské socialistické republiky 
a vedle funkce hospodářského centra rychle se urbanizujícího 
Slovenska přijala i novou politickou, kulturní a symbolickou 
roli. Již od padesátých let znamenal příliv lidí z celého Slovenska 
pro budovatele a správce města nejednoduchou výzvu. Učinit 
z města regionálního významu, zasazeného mezi Dunaj a úbočí 
Malých Karpat, navíc nedaleko hranic s Rakouskem a Maďar-
skem, rozvíjející se metropoli si žádalo intenzivní spolupráci 
politiků a vysoce postavených úředníků s kvalifikovanými, 
zkušenými i inovativními experty v oboru městského plánování, 
dopravního inženýrství a architektury. Tato poptávka urbánním 
expertům postupně otevřela dveře nejen ke značné odborné 
autoritě a k posilování pozice vlastních svazů či institucí, ale 
zároveň i k důležitým pozicím ve správě města včetně nejvyšších 
politických funkcí. 

Předkládaná studie nesleduje primárně podobu a chrono-
logii výstavby (to je již s úspěchem popsáno jinde), ale zaměřu-
je se na její intelektuální kořeny, myšlenkové kontinuity, na 
organizaci budování města a na vliv či moc jednotlivých skupin 
aktérů v době, kdy se rozhodovalo o rámcových podmínkách 
a charakteru výstavby města v posledních dvou dekádách státně 
socialistického Československa (a tak do velké míry i o jeho 
současné podobě). Studii je možné číst i jako snahu přezkou-
mat, nakolik je v éře šedesátých a zčásti i sedmdesátých let 

smysluplné předpokládat dichotomii mezi politiky (reprezentují-
cími v systému státního socialismu oficiální ideologii) a experty 
v jejich službách. Nebyli to právě experti – technokraté, kdo 
v éře poválečné modernity třímal v rukou skutečnou moc nad 
organizací prostoru, estetikou budov či podobou bydlení, tedy 
nad záležitostmi zásadně strukturujícími, ba určujícími každo-
dennost městského člověka? 

Dvě dekády od poloviny padesátých do poloviny sedmde-
sátých let jsou poměrně neklidným časem s mnoha politickými 
mezníky, ale i časem značné společenské mobility a zásadní 
proměny infrastruktury. Pokud jde o roli expertů v procesu 
budování města, je tak možné vedle kontinuit sledovat rovněž 
podstatné proměny. Především jsou to rozdíly ve strategiích, ro-
lích a mocenských nástrojích mezi dvěma generacemi urbánních 
expertů – lidí narozených (jako Vladimír Karfík či Emil Belluš) 
kolem roku 1900 a architektů či projektantů, kteří přišli na svět 
zhruba o čtvrt století později (jako byli Milan Hladký, Štefan 
Svetko nebo Dušan Kedro). Zatímco příslušníci první zmiňované 
generace přesvědčovali o svých postojích především prostřed-
nictvím svých vysokoškolských ústavů a odborných časopisů, 
jejich mladší souputníci vstoupili v šedesátých letech naplno do 
bratislavské politiky (včetně funkce předsedy MNV, kterou více 
než pět let zastával hlavní architekt města), a do velké míry tak 
vymazali hranici oddělující expertní milieu a politickou moc. 

Zmíněné kontinuity i diskontinuity konečně nemusejí vy-
povídat jen o poměru sil a (jistě v lecčems specifické) konstelaci 
ve slovenské metropoli. Ve svých nejvýraznějších rysech mohou 
být a zřejmě i jsou vypouklým zrcadlem změny v povaze vládnu-
tí v socialistickém Československu jako takovém.

Urban Experts in the Building  
of Post-Stalinist Bratislava 
Urbánní experti a budování Bratislavy  
v éře poststalinismu
Matěj Spurný

In August 1964, the newly elected chairman of the Bratislava Municipal National Committee (Měst-
ský národní výbor – MNV), Ing. Milan Hladký, sent a three-page letter to the president of the Slovak 
National Council (Slovenská národná rada – SNR), Michal Chudík. He thanked Chudík for his con-
gratulations on the election and outlined prospective cooperation between the city and the SNR.1 
At first sight, a purely routine matter. Nevertheless, Hladký also included a proposal of twenty-two 
pages on the further development of the city, describing, among other things, the future bridging of 
the Danube River from Rybné Square and the necessary development of the city on the right bank 
of the Danube – that is, in the place where Petržalka, the largest housing estate in Czechoslovakia, 
was built a decade later.2 Not only these large-scale plans, but also the election of Hladký to the post 
of the most influential man of the second-largest and fast developing town in Czechoslovakia, can 
be viewed as significant. 

Hladký, who was only thirty-nine years old at that time, did not have the classic career of 
a party apparatchik or a professional functionary climbing the ladder of party posts or bureau-
cratic positions. In the 1950s, he had worked as a pedagogue at the Slovak Technical University 
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(Slovenská technická univerzita) and as an architect and urban planner. His star began to rise 
together with the demand for the fast development of Slovak towns, in particular Košice and 
Bratislava, in the spirit of architectural modernity. He participated in the urban planning con-
cepts of these two towns, and in 1962, at the age of thirty-seven, he became the chief architect of 
Bratislava. A year later, in this capacity, he participated in the meeting of the Central Committee 
of the Communist Party of Slovakia (Komunistická strana Slovenska – KSS), and in 1964, became 
not only the chairman of the Bratislava MNV, but also a deputy of the National Assembly of the 
Czechoslovak Socialistic Republic (Národní shromáždění ČSSR). He remained in both posts until the 
late 1960s, when he also became a minister in the newly established Slovak government for a short 
time – before having to leave all these posts in 1970 on account of his critical views on the invasion 
of Czechoslovakia by the Warsaw Pact armies in August 1968. During the second half of the 1960s, 
Hladký thus concentrated considerable political power in his hands. He could also rely on his 
position as a respected urban planner and architect, as well as on a vast network of contacts with 
other prominent figures in these fields, in Slovakia, in the Czech Lands, and also outside the borders 
of Czechoslovakia. While we may view the synergy of political power and expert knowledge in this 
concentrated form as specific, I will try to show in this study that it was a structural manifestation 
of the period of “technocratic socialism” rather than a coincidence.3 A fast developing and mod-
ernizing city presented a challenge which in the long-term perspective made it impossible to leave 
a crucial share of power in the hands of the political-bureaucratic apparatus and use urban experts 
merely as servants implementing political decisions dictated by ideology or force of circumstances. 
Nevertheless, this trend can already be observed in Bratislava (and elsewhere) several years before 
the urban planner and architect Hladký was elected to the highest political post in the city. 

Who Manages the Growth: On the Organization of the City’s Development
Bratislava entered the post-war period as a city marked by the war and the expulsion of the Ger-
man-speaking population. The population fell below 150,000,4 and there were only around 30,000 
flats in the city, mostly without their own sanitary facilities.5 In two decades, between 1945 and 
1965, the population increased to 262,000.6 In the subsequent years, especially on account of the 
construction of industrial enterprises, the influx of new residents into the city reached an annual 
growth of nearly 10,000 people. In the post-war years, the housing shortage could not be remedied, 
and in the 1950s, despite the increasing mass construction, the problem was in fact exacerbated by 
the rapidly increasing influx of people into the city.7

In the national context, the mid-1950s can be seen as a first turning point in the approach 
to construction as well as a beginning of the emancipation of urban experts. This period saw the 
rejection and gradual fading of the short period of socialist realism in architecture, the return of 
modernism and a preference for standardized prefabricated panel construction. In Bratislava, this 
milestone is also reinforced by the preparation of the new Master Plan in 1954 – 1956 under the 
baton of the key local architects of the following two decades – Milan Hladký, Dušan Kedro and 
Milan Beňuška. 

At that time, the pressing need for effective housing construction and the resulting specific 
requirements for the development of the city infrastructure also started to confront the complex, 
unclear and in some cases even chaotic organizational structure in the area of planning and con-
struction of the big Czechoslovak towns, including Bratislava. Although high-level decision-making 
powers, like all political life, were centralized (in the hands of the leadership of the Ministry of Con-
struction, State Planning Commission (Státní plánovací komise) and since 1952 also a fifteen-mem-
ber Government Committee for Construction of the Office of the Prime Minister (Vládní výbor pro 
výstavbu při Úřadu předsednictva vlády), and all this under the supervision of the relevant Party 
bodies), on the level of towns, individual departments of national committees competed with the 
state enterprises (Agroprojekt, Hydroprojekt, Centroprojekt, etc.) in the role of investors. Semi-au-
tonomous expert organizations such as the Research and Typification Institute (Studijní a typ-
izační ústav) and (since 1954) the Research Institute for Construction and Architecture (Výzkumný 
ústav výstavby a architektury – VÚVA) also entered the design and planning process. In simple 
terms, we can talk about a competition of political-bureaucratic power, economic interests and 
expert knowledge, even though these individual levels cannot be considered identical with the 
individual state bodies, organizations or enterprises, as in all these areas, on all these levels and in 
all these structures they were rather intertwined.8 
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In the second half of the 1950s, in reaction to this unclear situation, we can observe primarily 
a centralization and improvement of the efficiency of construction management, which was a pre-
requisite for the construction of larger housing estates with hundreds to thousands of flats in the 
following decade. In the history of Czechoslovak architecture, the year 1956 is usually related to the 
end of socialist realism9 and a return to functionalism (or rather the beginning of the construction 
of prefabricated panel buildings).10 However, from the perspective of the organization of construc-
tion, it was a turning point mainly because, at the behest of the Ministry of Construction (based on 
an analysis of a commission established to that end), an institution of general investors was estab-
lished on the level of regions or big towns. As in other big towns, the existing tangle of state-owned 
enterprises, which could finance the construction of individual buildings as well as larger projects 
from their budgets, represented a problem both from the perspective of the planning of the city 
development and from the perspective of cost-effectiveness. In 1956, for example, there were about 
200 investment projects planned in Bratislava, with 92 sectoral investors involved in them. In this 
respect, the leadership of the Central (Municipal) National Committee complained about the impos-
sibility of coordinating and controlling the particular projects, as well as about the amateurism that 
naturally resulted from this situation (each enterprise had to use its own experts, which it either 
did not have or which were “needlessly scattered and underused”11). In October of the same year, as 
a result of national reorganization, the Town Investor for Housing and Civic Construction (Městský 
investor bytové a občanské výstavby)12 could be established directly within the Bratislava national 
committee. From then on, under the leadership of its director, Ing. Janec, it coordinated, at least, the 
entire area of the construction of residential buildings and housing estates. In practice, this meant 
mainly the strengthening of the role of the Central National Committee as such, in particular its 
department for construction, which directed everything from urban planning to the economic and 
technical assessment of the buildings. After 1957, this influential department was led by the former 
rector of the University of Economic Sciences in Bratislava (Vysoká škola hospodárskych vied), 
Prof. Štefan Rehák.13 

As in the area of investment and construction, substantial fragmentation can also be ob-
served with regard to spatial and urban planning in the 1950s. Yet, relatively soon, external expert 
associations and organizations were gaining ground against the bureaucratic apparatus of the 
national committee. On the basis of the available resources, it seems that in the 1950s (for example 
in the discussion of the Master Plan [Směrný územní plán] in 1956) the key role was played by the 
State Design Institute for Construction of Towns and Villages (Štátny projektový ústav pre výstav-
bu miest a dedín) in Bratislava, mainly through its IX. Atelier. This context is also important for 
understanding the rise of the epistemic community of urban experts, who thought about the city 
in the spirit of modernist principles.14 Some years later, in the 1960s, these experts would estab-
lish the Chief Architect’s Office (Útvar hlavného architekta), contribute to its emancipation and in 
a significant way help to formulate the policy of development of Bratislava until the early 1970s. 
As a matter of fact, the key figures of Atelier XI of the State Design Institute for Construction of 
Towns and Villages were Milan Hladký and Dušan Kedro, (not only) the future chief architects of 
Bratislava in the 1960s and 1970s. But the influence of architects was also extended along different 
lines. Housing construction may serve as an example. At first glance, this area was centralized in 
the second half of the 1950s, and consequently also led to the reinforcement of the position of the 
Central National Committee in Bratislava, and hence of the power of bureaucracy. However, a closer 
look at the individual actors reveals that many posts in the bureaucratic apparatus were held by 
people with a background in engineering, often academics and (in earlier and later years) promi-
nent practising architects, such as Kamil Gross. 

The next chapter of this story begins on the threshold of the 1960s. At that time, it became 
apparent that (after less than five years) the Master Plan of the mid-1950s would require fundamen-
tal changes, more generous planning as well as more synergy between the MNV,15 construction 
enterprises and mainly progressive architects and urban planners, who until then often worked as 
individuals in different enterprises or institutions that were in competition or cooperated only on 
an ad hoc basis. The founding of the Chief Architect’s Office of the City of Bratislava in 1962 was an 
important step towards creating an expert community of architects and urban planners and grad-
ually extending expert influence. In the subsequent years, this aim was facilitated by two factors – 
firstly, by the demand for expert knowledge in connection with the increasing complexity of urban 
planning and individual housing estates projects, and secondly, by the specific situation created 
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when Milan Hladký, the author of the key Master Plan of 1956 and Bratislava’s first chief architect, 
also became the chairman of the Bratislava MNV.16

The dominant position of the leadership of the Chief Architect’s Office in the planning of the 
construction of Bratislava in the second half of the 1960s is evidenced in the way a number of key 
projects and agendas were being discussed – from the process of approval of the Master Plan of the 
City in 1967, to the discussion of the Concept Proposal of the Bratislava City Development (Návrh 
koncepce rozvoje města Bratislavy) up to 1980 and the organization of an international competition 
for the construction of Petržalka as the largest housing estate in Czechoslovakia. In the first case, 
Bratislava’s authorities complained about insufficient coordination by the State Planning Com-
mission (and its lower level bodies). Eventually, the coordination of the tasks under government 
resolution 208/1966 (i.e. the preparation of the new Master Plan of Bratislava) was entrusted directly 
to the deputy chief architect of the city.17 Shortly after (on 3 May 1967), this post was filled by Dušan 
Kedro, who until then had worked in the Slovak Commission for Technology (Slovenská komise 
pro techniku).18 During the time when chief architect Hladký also held the post of the chairman of 
the Bratislava MNV, it was the deputy chief architect who served as de facto director of the Chief 
Architect’s Office. Even before Kedro’s arrival, under the leadership of deputy chief architect Štefan 
Svetko, the staff of the Chief Architect’s Office prepared a preliminary concept of Bratislava’s devel-
opment up to 1980. This plan contains virtually all the key elements that were gradually put into 
practice in the 1970s – mainly the construction of the Petržalka, Dúbravka, Lamač and Karlova Ves 
housing estates, which also entailed major changes in the transport infrastructure of the town, 
including the need to invest the vast sum of CZK 300 million to build a new bridge across the 
Danube River.19 Moreover, in 1965 – 1968, the Chief Architect’s Office prepared a general plan of the 
transport network and underground utilities, an urban development analysis of the city centre and 
a general plan of housing construction. As stated in the report on the activity of the Chief Archi-
tect’s Office, commissioned by the Bratislava MNV, the office “has a decisive role in the process of 
urban planning, makes decisions on the investment in the space with regards to the overall concept 
of urban planning of the city…”. Urban planning decisions issued by the office serve “on the one 
hand, as the basis for further preparation of projects and their realization, and on the other, in fact 
as determining acts for further activities in the area of investment and building regulation…”20 For-
mally, the Chief Architect’s Office was directed and controlled by the Council of the Bratislava MNV, 
headed by its chairman (mayor in the 1960s). As already mentioned, almost since the founding of 
the Chief Architect’s Office until the end of the 1960s, this post was held by Milan Hladký, who was 
also the chief architect of the city. Therefore, it was architect and mayor Hladký who, through the 
MNV Council, controlled the office that he led and represented from the outset. 

On the threshold of normalization, in a time of renewed power ambitions of the high-level 
bureaucracy and party bodies, with gradually replaced cadres, the dominant position of one group 
(and a generational cohort) of architects started to be seen as a burden. We can thus observe the 
first (initially only partial) indications of a gradual curtailment of the dominant power of experts 
and their associations or institutions. This consisted not so much in the forced retirement of the 
reform communist Hladký from the post of chairman of the Bratislava MNV (other influential 
experts maintained their positions, as will be shown in the second part of this study), but instead 
in less conspicuous institutional changes. As early as 1970, the officials and the political structures 
to which they were subordinated began to gradually take back part of their powers, which they had 
lost with the establishment of the Chief Architect’s Office in 1962, or more precisely, in the years 
that immediately followed. At the end of 1969, changes were initiated to that end at the MNV. They 
were aimed at extending the powers of the Office for Spatial Planning and Architecture (Útvar 
územního plánování a architektury), which was to direct and supervise, according to the new rules, 
“the activity of the Chief Architect’s Office with respect to the needs of the entire society”.21 Apart 
from assigning particular tasks, this entailed approval of projects and proposals of the Chief Archi-
tect’s Office (or the possibility of intervening in them on the basis of the requirements of political 
bodies or other national committee departments), as well as remuneration (or non-remuneration) 
of the Chief Architect’s Office staff. Moreover, the number of employees in the Chief Architect’s Of-
fice decreased significantly, with some of them being reassigned to the Office for Spatial Planning 
and Architecture and becoming employees and direct subordinates of the supreme political body 
in the city. As became apparent in the 1970s, the emphasis on “the needs of the entire society” 
most often meant the need to build economically and, in view of the necessity to reduce the cost 
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of housing estates per flat, flexibly change the urban planners’ and architects’ original plans and 
intentions. 

The synergy between the expert institutions and individual influential urban experts, and 
their power over the future plans of city development, thus reached its peak in Bratislava in 1966 – 
1970, in other words at a time when key issues for the future (and hence also the current) shape of 
the city were being decided – in particular the construction of the Petržalka housing estate and the 
bridge across the Danube River, and the related demolition of the historical built-up area. These 
violent interventions in the historical character of the city were not the result of bureaucratic or 
political arbitrariness, but of a situation under which considerable power over the development of 
the city was placed in the hands of architects, urban planners and other urban experts. 

Knowledge and Power: Continuities of Urban Expertise 
The high demand for housing, the need of the socialist state to meet this demand and fulfil one of 
its key promises, as well as the centralization of the construction management described above, 
enabled rapid development of Bratislava in the second half of the 1960s and in the 1970s. However, 
these aspects alone do not explain the dominant influence of urban experts, especially urban plan-
ners and architects, and of the institutions and associations dominated by them, on the location 
and character of the new construction. In order to understand this important layer of Bratisla-
va’s reality mainly in the 1960s, two phenomena related to the local urban planners and architects 
need to be examined and clarified. These were, on the one hand, long continuities, often with roots 
in the pre-war period, and on the other, the dense network of contacts of this expert community. 
Still, it is not easy to determine which was the cause and which the effect. The position of the 
members of both professions had been strong in the environment of Bratislava since the birth of 
the First Czechoslovak Republic, but the demand for this type of expert knowledge in connection 
with the pressure for extensive housing construction after the mid-1950s led to its further reinforce-
ment and qualitative transformation. For its further development, Bratislava increasingly needed 
competent and comprehensively thinking experts at that time. But at the same time, thanks to 
various surprising twists and turns of the Czechoslovak history of the previous decades, these ex-
perts were available there. Through the influence of these people on the development of the city, we 
can view the construction of Bratislava in the post-Stalinist era not only in the context of modern 
thinking about the urban environment, which had already taken root in Czechoslovakia in the in-
ter-war period, but also in the context of the wartime social and housing policy in the Protectorate 
of Bohemia and Moravia and in the Slovak state. 

Among those who significantly influenced the character of building Bratislava in the first two 
decades of state socialism, the architects Vladimír Karfík (1901 – 1996) and Emil Belluš (1899 – 1979), 
urban planner Emanuel Hruška (1906 – 1989) and designer and long-term Bratislava official Kamil 
Gross (1899 – 1971) are the most representative of these continuities. The life paths of especially the 
first three architects are well known to the Slovak expert public. But with respect to the phenome-
na examined in this study, it is important to mention at least some of the connections that tie them 
together as a generational group that shaped architectural discourse and practice in Slovakia in the 
post-war decades. 

A lifelong advocate of modernist architecture, Karfík started his career as a draughtsman for 
Le Corbusier, cooperated closely with F. L. Wright and established himself as a designer for Tomáš 
and Jan A. Baťa. He lived and worked in Bratislava from the end of World War II until the 1970s. 
Shortly after his arrival in Bratislava, he met his classmate from the Prague Technical University, 
Emil Belluš, an architect also inspired by functionalism, but more open to historicism in architec-
ture.22 Belluš had already participated in debates on Bratislava’s regulation plan in the 1930s, but it 
was in the post-war decades that Bratislava became his home and main place of work. Gočár’s and 
Engel’s pupil Hruška had the same kind of ambivalent attitude towards architectural modernism as 
Belluš. As an urban planner, he held important positions within the Planning Commission for the 
Capital City of Prague and its Environs (Plánovací komise pro hlavní město Prahu a okolí), which 
worked in accordance with the aims of the occupation authorities after the proclamation of the Pro-
tectorate of Bohemia and Moravia.23 Hruška, whose position in Prague was considerably damaged 
due to his activities during the war, also moved to Bratislava in the second half of the 1940s. 

Karfík and Belluš joined forces in founding the Faculty of Architecture and Civil Engineering 
at the Technical University of Bratislava in 1950. At the same faculty, Hruška founded (and until 
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1962 also headed) the Institute of Urban Construction. As early as the first half of the 1950s, and 
despite the dominance of socialist realism, Karfík and his fellow architects managed to create an 
institutional base at the Bratislava Technical University for educating architects in the spirit of 
modernism. In the mid-1950s, when Belluš became the chairman of the Union of Slovak Architects 
(Svaz slovenských architektů), Karfík the dean of the Faculty of Architecture24 and Hruška the dean 
of the Faculty of Construction at the Slovak Technical University, the atmosphere in the expert 
community had already changed completely. Socialist realism was stigmatized by Khrushchev as 
a dead end; functionalism, on the other hand, was rehabilitated, and the demand for mass housing 
construction throughout the entire Eastern Bloc required reinforcement of the standardization and 
industrialization of architecture. This put wind in the sails of other architects and designers of their 
generation who were linked to inter-war modernist projects. One of the most prominent of these 
was Kamil Gross (1899 – 1971), who had worked at the regulation department of the city adminis-
tration continuously from the beginning of the 1930s until 1953. Gross was, among other things, the 
designer of the famous Tehelne Pole Stadium, co-author of the Danube Trade Fair (1940) exhibi-
tion-halls and of the Na Palisádach school building, as well as author of the first post-war Master 
Plan of Bratislava. Along with Gross, Emanuel Hruška was one of the most active contributors to 
this periodical in the first half of the 1960s.25

Therefore, all these architects, who had already made a significant contribution to modernist 
construction during the “First Republic” and World War II, in the mid-1950s, together with sever-
al other colleagues and in the conditions of the largest Slovak city, created fertile ground for the 
emergence of a strong epistemic community of urban experts. This community then gradually 
established itself in the highest political structures in Bratislava, and, in terms of the planning of 
the city’s development, concentrated in itself not only expert knowledge, but also a considerable 
share of executive power. 

The mentioned group of urban experts (architects, urban planners, designers and city officials 
controlling the planning and regulation of Bratislava), who were all born around 1900 and whose 
most prominent faces were Karfík, Hruška, Belluš and Gross, embodies a continuity between such 
seemingly different periods as inter-war Czechoslovakia, the wartime dictatorship, the post-war 
regime of the National Front, Stalinism and post-Stalinism. But the generation of architects born 
around 1925 represents an even more powerful expert group that influenced the development and 
shape of the city in the 1960s and 1970s. Like their colleagues, teachers and mentors who were 
a generation older, they were also influenced only marginally by socialist realism. However, by 
contrast, the career of this younger generation of modernists was linked almost from the outset to 
the state-socialist organization, and, in terms of the character of buildings and boroughs designed 
by them, to pre-fabricated panel construction.

However, most importantly, unlike their teachers and sources of inspiration, who influenced 
the shape of construction as academics, officials or as participants in competitions on particular 
buildings and projects, the architects around Milan Hladký (1925 – 2013) created a kind of inde-
pendent power centre. As described in detail in the previous part of this study, its nucleus was the 
Chief Architect’s Office in Bratislava, which was founded in 1962. Its employees also held important 
bureaucratic and political posts in the city, including (in the person of Hladký) the post of chair-
man of the MNV (or mayor as this post was temporarily called) in 1964 – 1970. As early as 1956, 
Dušan Kedro (1925 – 2012) worked, under Hladký’s direction, on the Master Plan of Bratislava. In 
the late 1950s and early 1960s, he was the main designer of the new construction of the Ružinov 
district (carried out in 1960 – 1969). Following Hladký’s appointment as chairman of MNV, Kedro 
worked as space planning expert in the Slovak Commission for Investment Construction (Sloven-
ská komise pro investiční výstavbu). After 1967, he was a deputy of the chief architect, and during 
the first normalization decade (i.e. when the Petržalka housing estate was constructed) he was 
the city’s chief architect. Kedro worked in the Chief Architect’s Office until the early 1990s. In the 
first years of Hladký’s sharp career ascent, the post of deputy chief architect was held by another 
prominent Slovak architect of the same generation, Štefan Svetko (1926 – 2009). Svetko is known 
as the designer of the first compact housing estate in Bratislava, known as Februárky (1962 – 1967), 
and as the co-author of the distinctive modernist Slovak Radio building. He also played a signifi-
cant role in the preparation of the Master Plan of Bratislava of 1967, which set the framework for 
the development of the city in the next two decades. Among Svetko’s important collaborators (not 
only on the mentioned Slovak Radio building) was, for example, Štefan Ďurkovič (1929 – 2009). 
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The same generational cohort and interest group included the first graduate of architecture at the 
Belluš-founded Faculty of Architecture and Construction Engineering of the Slovak Technical Uni-
versity, Milan Beňuška (1925 – 1998), the designer of the bridgehead of the Slovak National Uprising 
(SNP) Bridge at Rybné Square. 

All these architects, as individual creators, are well known to the Slovak architectural com-
munity, and the scope of this study does not allow to deal with their projects and buildings in 
Bratislava in detail; a number of them are described elsewhere.26 Predominant features of the shared 
discourse about the desirable character of contemporary architecture and urban development of 
Bratislava can be followed especially in the pages of the journal Projekt, after it had transformed 
from an information sheet for the staff of the State Design Institutes for the Construction of Towns 
and Villages into a critical periodical of the Slovak Architects’ Union, mostly thanks to Kamil Gross. 
In the late 1950s and early 1960s, the expert discourse on the broader urban development issues 
of Bratislava was to a great extent determined by the urban planners and architects of the older 
generation, led by Hruška and Gross.27 However, this situation gradually changed. The first contri-
butions of their pupils and followers to the debate on the broader issues of Bratislava can be seen 
since 1958.28 After the previously mentioned founding of the Chief Architect’s Office and with regard 
to the discussion on the new Master Plan in the first half of the 1960s during Hladký’s leadership 

WESTERN DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT 
OF BRATISLAVA SCALE OF 
PLANNING AND THE IDEA OF ‘NON-
PLAN’ IN EARLY POST-WAR BRITAIN 
SLOVAK ACADEMY OF SCIENCES 
(IN THE FOREGROUND) AND 
HOSPITAL COMPLEX KRAMÁRE (IN 
THE BACKGROUND) 

ZÁPADNÉ ROZVOJOVÉ ÚZEMIE 
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A NEMOCNIČNÉHO KOMPLEXU 
KRAMÁRE (V POZADÍ) 

Source Zdroj: Municipal Museum 
of Bratislava



40 VEDECKÁ ŠTÚDIA  SCIENTIFIC STUDY

of MNV, the dominance of this generational cohort, associated with high modernism, emphasis on 
transport infrastructure with the capacity to absorb large-scale individual transport, and pre-fabri-
cated panel construction, also became evident in these conceptual issues. 

The urban planning visions of these younger generation architects, under the leadership of 
Hladký and Kedro, were, apart from the gradually developing plan of the Petržalka housing estate,29 
linked mainly to the technical solution of transport, in the form of a motorway between the his-
torical centre and the castle complex and the bridge across the Danube River, virtually destroying 
Rybné Square. This met with opposition from artistic and art historical circles, or more precisely 
from the heritage preservation circles, but also from the generation older Emil Belluš.30 Belluš also 
rejected the construction of the Petržalka housing estate in the shape of a loose belt, extending far 
south of the Danube River, and proposed instead its construction by the river in a concentrated 
form.31 However, in the second half of the 1960s, when the decisions were taken on these issues, 
“the academician Belluš” could no longer impose his opinion on the practising architects, who were 
also in power positions, such as Hladký or Kedro. 

In other ways, however, we can view the planning of the Petržalka housing estate as a symbol-
ic culmination of the activity and influence of both powerful generations of Bratislava’s architects 
and urban planners. In particular, the international urban planning competition for the project 
of the Bratislava-Petržalka district, the largest future housing estate in Central Europe, illustrates 
not only the synergy of the entire epistemic community of the urban planning experts working in 
Slovakia, but also the international interconnectivity and power position of architects and urban 
planners in the construction of a modern European city. Milan Hladký, the MNV chairman and 
chief architect of the city, was naturally the animating spirit of the entire project. The committee 
of the international competition included his deputy at Chief Architect’s Office, Štefan Svetko, and 
the generation older urban planner, Emanuel Hruška (at that time chairman of the urban planning 
section of the Union of Slovak Architects). Dušan Kedro, who, as the chief architect of the city 
(since 1969), later took over the entire agenda of the construction of the Petržalka housing estate, 
was the substitute member on the committee. As early as 1965, Hruška’s (and Belluš’s) contempo-
rary Kamil Gross wrote in the pages of Projekt about the future construction in Petržalka.32 Already 
at that time, he vigorously rejected the criticism of bridging the Danube River from Rybné Square.33 
Not even the need to demolish part of the built-up area of the existing rural and small-town 
Petržalka, with its population of 15,000 people, met with greater opposition. From the perspective 
of Kamil Gross (and probably most of the other Bratislava architects of both generations mentioned 
in this article), the flats in this area were “of low standard, poor layout and lacked even modestly 
satisfactory sanitation” and the houses were “in many cases decrepit not only in character, but 
also in structural and technical terms”.34 Kamil Gross later became the secretary of the interna-
tional competition, recording its progress in detail.35 He also commented on it in Projekt in 1968,36 
and a year later in the newly established periodical Architektúra & Urbanizmus (Architecture and 
Urban Planning).37 Emanuel Hruška also expressed his agreement with the planned construction of 
Petržalka in the pages of the same journal.38 

At first glance, the intervention of the Warsaw Pact armies in Czechoslovakia and the sub-
sequent political process known as “normalization” was a heavy blow for the established and 
powerful expert community of Bratislava’s architects and urban planners, who had filled important 
political and bureaucratic posts within the MNV structure in the 1960s. As a person associated 
with reform communism, Milan Hladký, the long-time chief architect and mayor of the city, had to 
gradually leave all his posts. Consequently, the entire expert network lost its direct influence over 
political decision-making. In the previous text, I have also pointed to the institutional changes, in 
particular to the weakening of the Chief Architect’s Office position vis-à-vis the MNV. Moreover, the 
influence of older architects began to wane as they left their posts due to retirement, withdrawal 
from the Bratislava environment (as was the case of Emanuel Hruška39) or advanced age (Kamil 
Gross died in 1971, Emil Belluš in 1979). 

Yet apart from the unquestionable discontinuities, it seems that even at the outset of nor-
malization, definite continuities with the previous period prevailed (and influenced the reality of 
construction or redevelopment), whether on the levels of ideology (there was still technocratic con-
sensus, based, among other things, on the authority of experts, of those with knowledge), institu-
tions, or individual personalities. After all, even Bratislava’s face of reform communism and critique 
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of the occupation of Czechoslovakia by the Warsaw Pact armies, Milan Hladký, after being forced to 
leave his political posts and the post of the chief architect, continued to work in the field as head of 
the atelier in the Urban Planning Institute for District Planning in Bratislava [Urbanistický institut 
pro rajónové plánování]. His long-time collaborator and in the last few years his deputy at the Chief 
Architect’s Office, Dušan Kedro, moved still higher up the career ladder after becoming the chief 
architect of the city. Kedro held this post until 1979, i.e. during the entire key period of the mass 
prefabricated panel construction on both banks of the Danube. Hladký’s other two colleagues, the 
prominent architects of the reform era, Štefan Svetko and Štefan Ďurkovič, contributed significant-
ly to the long-term plans of the urban development of the city in the 1970s and 1980s40 (Svetko was 
head of the atelier of the Bratislava branch of the State Design and Typification Institute [Štátny 
projektový a typizačný ústav] from 1972 and remained in this position until his retirement in 1993).

Conclusion
In his first speech as president, Václav Havel picked out an aerial view of the “metropolis of 
Petržalka” as being, from his perspective, a convincing illustration of the thoughtlessness of the 
communist leaders of Czechoslovakia and of the dismal state “we have reached”. Apart from having 
a certain explanatory potential for the subsequent disintegration of Czechoslovakia, the criticism of 
the fruit of the work of several generations of prominent Slovak modernists also reveals the domi-
nant conception of the communist governance after the Velvet Revolution. According to this view, 
the modern city and its problematic state was a product of arrogant rulers. 

Today, after more than thirty years since 1989, at least in the expert circles this simplistic view 
of state socialism has lost much of its former plausibility. We are more aware of the comprehensive 
nature of modern governance and suspect that the state of society and the environment at the end 
of the 1980s was a result of many factors. However, this does not mean that we have really aban-
doned long-adopted dichotomies in our thinking about the pre-November era. Thus, in relation to 
the issue addressed in this study, we assume on the one hand the presence of political power (repre-
sented by politicians guarding the dominant ideology) and on the other, experts serving the power 
through their knowledge and skills. 

By analysing the building of the Slovak metropolis during the two decades from the beginning 
of post-Stalinism until the first years of normalization, I have offered an opportunity to revise these 
concepts and to understand better the role of experts and expert knowledge in the state-socialist 
governance. In this respect, there are at least two fascinating moments. Firstly, the continuity of 
the expert milieu and knowledge that can be observed through the epistemic community of urban 
experts in the course of the 20th century. And then there is the extent of the influence, or even the 
power, that this milieu and its individual protagonists concentrated in their hands in the 1960s. 
As it turned out, any construction of a dichotomy between politics and experts fails to reflect the 
historical reality here. Besides, if we talk about the power of architects in the era of culminating “or-
ganized modernity”41 in the 1960s and early 1970s, it is not only about a retrospective analysis writ-
ten by a historian. Reflections of this kind also appeared in the Slovak expert debate. For example, 
in 1970 Štefan Svetko wrote about the power of architect as “the power without armies” in Projekt: 
“Architecture gained an unprecedented dimension and social, aesthetic and technical importance 
and responsibility. Here you have a site of a hundred or a thousand hectares, and you build a city in 
which you have to create the sense of contentment or fulfilled life for thousands of your contem-
poraries and determine the conditions for generations. As a sick person turns to the doctor, in this 
case society turns to the architect, placing in his hands immense values, such as raw material, for 
him to multiply and transform through creative integration into social and aesthetic values.”42

However, the later reflections of state socialism, especially those of the 1990s, tended to 
present an image of the helplessness of trained and knowledgeable experts vis-à-vis the political 
power. Why? Since the late 1970s, modernist projects, including those in Bratislava, faced criticism 
both from the experts and general public and after 1989, this criticism understandably became 
radicalized (and also politicized). Havel’s previously mentioned presidential speech is a typical 
example. There were many references to the greyness of normalization, the anonymity as well as 
the thoughtlessness towards the living environment and historical heritage. The decay was mainly 
blamed on the “timelessness of normalization”, during which even the high-quality plans of the 
1960s could be supposedly realized, under the political, ideological and economic pressure, only in 
curtailed form, if at all. Naturally, these were also the arguments of many of the original authors 



42 VEDECKÁ ŠTÚDIA  SCIENTIFIC STUDY

of urban development plans, projects and buildings – that is, architects or urban planners who felt 
the need to defend themselves under the pressure of the changes in aesthetic perception and in 
the atmosphere of a society searching for a new identity through distancing itself from the failed 
socialist organization. 

While there is no doubt that the criticism of the thoughtlessness towards the human living 
environment in the late normalization was justified, it did not (and still does not) take into account 
the fundamental change of paradigm that the thinking about cities, urban planning and architec-
ture underwent in the 1970s and 1980s. Much (maybe most) of what the modernists considered 
progressive, functional and even beautiful in the 1960s, and which they were still helping to build 
in the early 1970s, seemed at least anachronistic even to themselves a decade later, just as it did to 
their younger colleagues and gradually also to a wider public. This change of perspective (figu-
ratively speaking from Le Corbusier to Kevin Lynch) also occurred in the environment of state 
socialism, and with surprising speed and vehemence.43 Given this dramatic change of perspective 
of the human living environment, we can by no means talk about “timelessness” when it comes to 
the 1970s and 1980s. Due to this fundamental change, many of the products of the then-progres-
sive expert beliefs (and the expert community, which thanks to its power could transform these 
beliefs into reality) seemed in hindsight to be dead-end streets. And naturally, it was the easiest to 
interpret these dead-end streets as the result of the thoughtlessness or ideological blindness of the 
communist rulers. 

As it turns out, even stories with inglorious endings offer some hope in their plot lines. It is 
time that we acknowledge the actors of that period – even if the post-November era could not, and 
even if they themselves came to doubt it in the atmosphere following the collapse of state social-
ism – for their genuine faith that they were building a world that would be a better place to live in. 
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