
106

Issue 1-2

A&U

2026

The Juliánov Housing  
Estate in Brno

Its Art and Landscape Architecture  
 

Anna Magni, Martina Mrázová 

doi 10.31577/archandurb.2026.60.1-2.7

Juliánov Square with the small paddling pool  
and part of the large water surface

Source: Brno City Archives, Sig. 45,  
XIX e 125, neg. B 2289, 27 Sept 1967,  

photo by S. Pařenica

https://doi.org/10.31577/archandurb.2026.60.1-2.7


Scientific Study

107

A&U

Volume 60

The study deals with public space in the Juliánov housing estate in Brno, 
built in the 1960s, examining it as an exceptionally coherent environment 
where architecture, landscape and visual art – including a rare ensemble of 
functional sculptures – were conceived as an integrated whole. Based on 
archival research, fieldwork and comparative analysis, it interprets Juliánov 
as a Gesamtkunstwerk and an important reference for the assessment and 
preservation of post-war housing ensembles.

Introduction
The Juliánov housing estate in Brno represents an early 
example of postwar residential development in which 
architecture, landscape architecture, and public visual 
art were deliberately integrated into a unified whole. 
The circumstances of the late 1950s and early 1960s, 
when the estate was conceived, still allowed for an indi-
vidual authorial approach and experimental work with 
space, landscape, and artistic elements – in contrast to 
later housing estates, which were increasingly constrained 
by economic pressures and construction typification.

Despite relatively extensive research on Czechoslovak 
housing estates in the 1950s and 1960s, Juliánov remains 
insufficiently assessed in terms of the complex synthesis 
of disciplines that constitutes one of its most distinctive 
features. The existing literature has focused primarily on 
urban and architectural aspects, while the layer of land-
scape and public art has been examined only marginally, 
without attention to their mutual interconnections. The 
aim of this study is therefore to interpret Juliánov as an 
authorially unified environment, shaped by the interplay 
of three components: the urban structure, the landscape 
concept, and the ensemble of visual and functional sculp-
tures. The study proceeds from the assumption that their 
integration represents the principal value of the estate 
and explains its distinctiveness within the context of the 
Czechoslovak postwar development.

Three theses guide the analysis: Juliánov may be un-
derstood as a Gesamtkunstwerk, based on the synthesis of 
disciplines; landscape architecture plays a decisive role 
in forming the identity and spatial legibility of the place; 
and visual art functions as an active formative element of 
public space rather than as a decorative addition.

The study examines how these components jointly 
shaped the residential environment and situates Juliánov 
within the broader framework of its contemporary build-
ing production to identify both its representative features 
and its specific exceptional qualities.

Methodology
The study is based on an interdisciplinary approach 
combining historical, urban, landscape architectural, 
and visual-analytical methods. The core of the research 
consists of archival sources (project documentation, his-
torical photographs, records of the committee for archi-
tect–artist collaboration), which allowed reconstruction of 
the original authorial intent and the development of the 
estate’s design. The archival materials were complement-
ed by fieldwork focused on spatial structure, vegetative 
composition, and the current condition of architectural 
and artistic elements.

The research also included semi-structured interviews 
with the project’s authors, which provided insights that 
expanded the archival material, clarified the roles and 
working relationships of contributors from different 
disciplines, and shed light on the procedures and moti-
vations of the time. The findings were confronted with 
both period and contemporary literature on the residential 
environments of housing estates and the integration of 
art and landscape in postwar construction.

To identify the specific characteristics of Juliánov, 
a comparative approach was used, referencing selected 
Czechoslovak and international housing estates of the 
1950s and 1960s. This methodological framework ena-
bles the urban, landscape and artistic components to be 
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read not only separately, but above all in their mutual 
interrelations, which are essential for interpreting the 
estate as an authorially unified whole.

The Urban and Landscape Framework of 
the Housing Estate: Spatial Context

The site designated for the newly planned complex was 
outside the existing development, situated on the western 
edge of the city of Brno. It was defined by two prominent 
hills: nearby Bílá hora and the more distant Stránská 
skála. Both hills clearly stand out from their surround-
ings, and their distinct geological characteristics with 
limestone bedrock make them dominant features of the 
landscape. The highly fertile soils of the locality were 
used for agriculture until the construction of the housing 
estate began. The long narrow land parcels, oriented 
east–west, belonged to what then consisted of a small 
street-organized village, Juliánov (Julienfeld), incorpo-
rated into the entity of Greater Brno in 1919. In the 1950s, 
the name Juliánov was temporarily removed from official 
maps; the new name, Hybeš Quarter, referred to the local 
workers’ movement of the 1890s. With population growth 
at the turn of the 19th and 20th centuries, with development 
of row housing with front gardens spreading toward the 
area from the west and north, a cemetery1 was established 
here (still on agricultural land). Its elongated shape fol-
lowed the orientation of the fields, occupying roughly 
the width of three of them, visually distinguished from 
the surrounding open space thanks to its mature trees. 
After the mid-20th century, the cemetery found itself in 
the middle of the planned housing estate.

The area of the future estate was bounded on the north 
by Bělohorská Street and on the south by the edge of the 
former sandpit. Historical sand extraction had created 
a steep terrain break with an undulating edge, descending 
sharply toward the road and railway connection between 
Brno and Olomouc (today Ostravská Street).

Spatial Organization
Under the leadership of Pavel Krchňák (1924–1979), and in 
collaboration with a team of Stavoprojekt architects and 
the landscape architect Ivar Otruba (1933–2022),2 an urban 
and building scheme took shape in Juliánov in organic 
connection with the landscape concept. Both emerged 
simultaneously, grew out of the site’s context, and drew on 
the conclusions of the International Movement for Modern 
Architecture and the Athens Charter. The composition 
of greenery was also consistent with the period’s general 
principles for organizing residential areas3 and included 
three basic types of green spaces: residential, designated, 
and public. Designated greenery spatially and functionally 
complements the civic amenities – two nursery schools 
and a primary school. Residential greenery surrounds 
the apartment buildings or their groups, primarily serves 
their inhabitants, and is intended to ensure operational 
and calmness functions. It transitions smoothly into public 
greenery, with its recreational and social functions.

The segregation of transport modes is another guid-
ing principle of the spatial organization of the complex. 
Movement of private cars, and originally also public trans-
port, is concentrated along the longitudinal backbone 
road – Krásného Street – and is largely excluded from the 
interior spaces. However, the segregation is not entirely 
rigorous here, and pedestrian movement (apart from the 
viewing terrace) occurs at the same level as vehicular 
movement. By contrast, other Czechoslovak housing 
estates of the same period offer more radical solutions: 
in Karlova Ves in Bratislava (1964–1968), pedestrians use 
elevated walkways and terraces, while in Lesná in Brno 
(1962–1970), the entire green core of the estate is reserved 
exclusively for pedestrians.

Pedestrian paths in Juliánov follow multiple align-
ments: they run along roads, lead alongside buildings, 
or form functional connections cutting across open spac-
es. Unintended compositions emerge – characteristic of 
modernist housing estates – and grow more complex over 
time as newly paved shortcuts are added. Even in the two 
more clearly spatially defined, semi-enclosed blocks, it 
proved impossible to anticipate all necessary pedestrian 
routes in advance. Twenty years after construction, a team 
of researchers and designers4 examined these spaces 
and identified many worn paths and degraded surfaces, 
or conversely, unused areas. Based on their proposals, 
a comprehensive reorganization of the spaces was im-
plemented in the 1980s, with new pedestrian routing and 
a unified composition based on a diagonal motif.

In Juliánov, we also observe a fundamental conse-
quence of the interwar criticism of perimeter-block de-
velopment: the absence of traditional urban spaces such 
as streets, squares, or parks. Although socialist housing 
estates reject the urbanism of the traditional city and de-
velop modernist principles of open building schemes, they 
do not entirely manage to evade traditional terminology. 
Various typological units of greenery are compared e.g. to 
residential gardens or described as parks;5 in Juliánov, the 
estate’s author refers to streets, promenades, the Juliánov 
Square, or individual gardens,6 even though these are not 
present in their characteristic forms. The spaces described 
lack clear spatial definition; they are not delimited by the 
volumes of buildings that otherwise divide space into 
private and public. Unbounded open space exists here 
together with a siting scheme that is entirely open in one 
part of the complex and semi-enclosed in another. Housing 
estates from the same period show various adaptations of 
modernist schemes: from Prague’s Pankrác (constructed 
1962–1967), which resembles a traditional urban structure 
with a commercial promenade, to the completely open 
arrangement of Brno’s Lesná, where minimal obstacles 
are placed in the way of the free green space, representing 
a fully implemented concept of living in greenery.

Landscape Concept
Alongside the period’s dominant principles for organiz-
ing housing-estate space, the defining creative approach 
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in Juliánov was a heightened sensitivity to the site – its 
topography, natural conditions and the contrasting land-
scape types that framed the locality. The authors were 
highly aware of the locality’s characteristics, attentive 
to the features representing contrasting landscape types 
and deliberately thematizing them. Krchňák7 used a ro-
mantic tone when describing the site, writing about its 
position on “the boundary of two charming landscapes, 
(...) the rolling plains of southern Moravia, which stretch 
like a vast sea all the way to the terrace,” and “the last 
outcrop of Vysočina,” represented by the two hills to the 
north. Period photographs of the site before construc-
tion – still without the visual obstacles of vegetation and 
buildings – attest to how strongly the landscape could af-
fect its observer.8 The authors translated the relationship 
to the site into a clearly readable thematic line present 
both in the urban design and in landscape detail: the two 
landscape types symbolically meet at the centre of the 
housing estate, represented by the sculpture “Spring” 
and, opposite it, the large water surface of the paddling 
pool. While highlighting the most significant spaces of 
the housing estate using artworks and water features was 
a common practice, the generous area of the water surface 
in Juliánov provides the square and the wider estate with 
values that reach far beyond contemporary practice. It 
enriches the public space with a new function – an openly 
accessible bathing pool with facilities for summer use, yet 
can be transformed into an ice rink in winter. In addition 
to the central sculpture, the landscape of the Bohemian–
Moravian Highlands is evoked by the abundant planting 
of groups of black pines, though the theme or natural 
conditions of the site are not reflected in more detailed 
species selections.9 

A similar principle was employed by architect Krchňák, 
landscape architect Otruba, and sculptor Marek at the 
Řečkovice estate in Brno. In the different context of north-
ern Brno, they stylized the foothill landscape connected 
with the housing estate by a line, metaphorically oriented 
toward it through its terrain slope. They expressed their 
authorial approach through both living and inanimate ma-
terials: compact groups of trees (pines, rowans, larches, 
birches) shrub undergrowth and deliberate placement of 
large granite boulders to individualize the environment. 
In both complexes, the authors succeeded in expressing 
unique spatial relationships through architecture and 
landscape – an achievement remarkable given the context 
of extensive typification and prefabrication in housing 
construction.

The gentle slope of the Juliánov housing estate, with 
a vertical difference of approximately 30 meters along 
its length, enables views into both open and urbanized 
landscapes. The authors worked with visual axes using 
landscape tools known in garden art at least since the Re-
naissance. Four small viewing points are oriented toward 
the landscape and the wide urban panorama, with the un-
expectedly prominent silhouette of the Cathedral of St. 
Peter and Paul. The resting areas have irregular outlines, 

each framed by a low concrete or stone wall with a bro-
ken-line form, and the orientation of the benches deter-
mines the viewing direction. At the edge of the housing 
estate, the somewhat dramatic terrain itself predetermined 
the treatment of its boundaries: the slopes of the ravine 
are planted with shrubs and trees forming a dense vege-
tative belt composed primarily of native species. Belts of 
shrubbery are repeated in places where the estate borders 
a street or older development. In the new type of dispersed 
housing‑estate structure represented by Juliánov, isolation 
greenery becomes a tool for delimitation and enclosure 
and for protection against negative external influences – 
a typical feature of the 1960s and later developments.10

As for the Juliánov cemetery, the authors integrated 
its presence into the building plan and architectural and 
landscape detail with extraordinary respect. In the ini-
tial design phase, they were confronted with the physi-
cal traces of the abolished burial ground – remnants of 
gravestones, mature trees, and the perimeter wall. They 
decided to leave the space unbuilt and to situate with-
in it the main centre of the housing estate, the Juliánov 
Square, accentuated by a ten‑storey residential building 
with an attached civic‑amenity wing. Preservation of 
the trees provided an already functional vegetative mass 
in the open, clearly readable space. The importance of 
the new centre was underscored by the placement of the 
most symbolically significant elements – the sculpture 
Spring and the paddling-pool complex – framed by the 
original trees. Despite the removal of the original white 
cemetery wall,11 its presence is recalled by a new wall 
made of white lime bricks. Shaped as a perforated screen 
on the ground plan of a wide arc, it defines the southern 
boundary of the bathing pool and integrates auxiliary 
functions: benches and niches for changing cabins are 
set into the individual modules.

Yet if in the 1960s the collaboration between architect 
and landscape architect succeeded in implementing a fully 
individualized approach to the site and its history, such an 
achievement became almost impossible later. Beyond its 
political and ideological influence, the socialist regime 
exerted increasing pressure toward economic efficiency 
and typification in construction. In this context, Pavel 
Krchňák, as chief designer in the 1970s, oversaw the con-
struction of the Bohunice housing estate in Brno, where 
he was forced to work with a very high building density.12 
In consequence, the large-scale residential buildings were 
arranged into formally complex siting schemes that failed 
to respect the historical village development and affected 
it in a destructive way. Housing estates that engulfed older 
development without regard, erasing the site’s memory and 
creating a stark contrast between the small scale of the old 
and the massive new structures, became characteristic of 
the 1970s and, in most cases, also the 1980s.

Use of Woody Plants
Thanks to their volume and longevity, woody plants play 
a significant role in the spatial concept of the housing 



One of a set of perspective drawings
Source: Brno City Museum, Inv. no. 200088

Zdeněk Macháček, climbing structures, 1965
Source: estate of Zdeněk Macháček
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estate. Ivar Otruba created loose, irregular compositions, 
most often grouping woody plants into larger single-spe-
cies clusters. Pines and maples appear repeatedly, while 
more diverse combinations of native species of trees and 
shrubs occur in peripheral groups. Otruba’s design for 
Juliánov represents a transitional phase within his housing 
estate projects.13 His earlier design for the Paradise hous-
ing estate in Karviná (1960) was based on species diversity 
and on “horticultural composing” of individual woody 
plants. In Juliánov, Otruba simplified these schemes, and 
in Řečkovice (1969) introduced new methods – using, for 
the first time in his work, planting catalogues for so-called 
bed-type shrub plantings,14 meaning coherent, compact 
groups. The increasing concentration and densification of 
plantings became established in the second half of the 20th 
century as a new method of typification and rationaliza-
tion intended to reduce costs and accelerate the processes 
of designing, establishing, and maintaining vegetated 
areas. Comparison may be drawn to the prefabrication 
and typification processes in construction, although it 
entered the field of horticulture with a delay of several 
decades. One of the main drivers of this development was 
the construction of socialist housing estates. Although 
various drawbacks of this method became apparent later,15 
the simplification in Řečkovice contributed to the efficient 
planting of extensive open surfaces and simultaneously 
achieve a striking aesthetic effect.

With its predominance of mature trees, the present 
form of vegetation in Juliánov creates an adequate volu-
metric counterbalance to the large-scale buildings, and 
the entire housing estate is given a harmonious scale. An 
interesting tension is revealed by the surviving sets of 
draft visualizations of Juliánov.16 Emphasizing architec-
ture, spatial clarity, and material detail, they nonetheless 
render the trees more as picturesque accents without spa-
tial-forming effect. The difference between the realized 
outcome and the interim visualizations demonstrates the 
emancipation of landscape architecture in Otruba’s inter-
pretation and the equal role of the discipline in shaping 
the spatial composition of the residential complex.

Landscape Detail
The characteristics of the open green space between the 
buildings are shaped by several creative approaches, 
among which we might stress a pronounced oscillation 
between differing scales and the use of contrast. The 
smallest scale is that of the plants themselves: flowers in 
circular concrete planters enliven the building entrances; 
shrub beds bordered by low walls rhythmically accom-
pany paths along slab blocks; a circular planting bed set 
in pebble paving brightens the enclosed space between 
the high-rise building and the shopping centre. These el-
ements stand out against the backdrop of expansive lawns 
and groups of trees, framed by distant views and the sky 
reflected in the water surface of the paddling pool. Detail 
is most concentrated in the symbolic and social centre of 
the housing estate, the Juliánov Square, expressed most 

freely in the treatment of terrain and the forms of small 
architecture. In the gentle slope, abstractly shaped broken 
lines of low retaining walls are embedded; these recur in 
the form of the paddling pool and adjoining terraces, in 
the arc of recessed perforated walls with changing cab-
ins, and somewhat further away in the boundaries of the 
viewing terraces. Similar variations of form are charac-
teristic of Otruba’s work; he employed them extensively, 
for instance, in the Botanical Garden and Arboretum of 
the (then) University of Agriculture.17 In other parts of the 
housing estate, particularly in the semi-enclosed blocks, 
the articulation of space between the buildings is more 
subordinate to functional relationships and is designed 
in a more utilitarian manner.

Despite these details, a clear unity of space is evident 
throughout the housing estate. It was achieved through 
several landscape strategies: the repetition of identical 
elements (single-species tree groups, most often pines and 
maples; viewing rest areas; estate edges), the distribution 
of varied elements with a connective function and con-
ceptual affinity (the ensemble of artworks and functional 
sculptures), and the compositional arrangement itself. 
The space contains no barriers; it flows uninterruptedly 
and permeates the entire estate.

Art as Part of the Urban–Landscape Concept
 “Living Environment”

Unlike later housing estates, where the pressure for econ-
omisation and construction standardisation had already 
taken full effect,18 Juliánov represents a thoughtfully de-
signed and authorially coherent project whose value lies 
not only in its urban structure and landscape concept but 
also in its extensive ensemble of artworks, reflecting the 
contemporary effort to “humanise” standardised panel 
construction.19

In the context of the dismantling of the traditional 
urban fabric and the acceleration of mass housing con-
struction,20 discussions on the “living environment” 
emphasised the need for new spatial elements fulfill-
ing aesthetic, social and educational functions.21 Archi-
tects were encouraged to conceive housing estates not 
only as technical solutions to the housing shortage but 
as comprehensive urban environments, supported not 
only by civic-amenity buildings and greenery but also 
by children’s playgrounds, water features, and works of 
art. A crucial impetus for transforming the use of visual 
art in public space was the success of the Czechoslovak 
exhibition at the EXPO 58 World’s Fair in Brussels, which 
popularised the emphasis on the synthesis of architecture 
and art.22 The idea of organically interconnecting disci-
plines began to permeate everyday practice as well, and 
in 1965 it was formalised by a government resolution that 
obligated the allocation of a certain percentage of the 
total budget of each major construction project to “artistic 
decoration”.23 This specific form of state patronage was 
at the time regarded as a path toward integrating art into 
everyday life and rehabilitating public space.24
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In Juliánov, this ambition materialised most clearly 
in the central part of the estate, where architect Pav-
el Krchňák sought to “humanise [the space] as much 
as possible”25 by combining civic amenities, greenery 
and works of art into a single spatial composition. 
Contemporary reviewers praised it as an urban com-
position based on the rejection of block development 
by means of an analogy to a village: “normal life in 
a normal urban district (…) as if it were taking place on 
a large village green with a pond in the middle.” They 
highlighted the carefully conceived ground floors of 
the buildings, the greenery, and the small-scale struc-
tures,26 which together demonstrated close cooperation 
between disciplines.

This interdisciplinary approach is echoed not only 
in the original concept but also in later reflections: Ivar 
Otruba returned to the theme of habitability in his land-
scape-architectural motto: “‘Housing estate’ is as ugly 
a word as ‘homeless shelter’; the estate should be the 
people’s home. For life, for love, for death. This new 
form of housing and living needs to be given a unity 
of space, originality, landscape character. The calm 
of an enclosed garden, the bustle of a promenade, the 
freedom of a meadow or the colonnade of a deep forest. 
People should live within a true landscape, if a new-
ly created one. Avoid the schematic and the routine. 
Create what is needed: a human environment.”27 From 
today’s perspective, many signs of residents “appropri-
ating” the estate – flowerbeds by entrances, bird feeders 
or a piece of garden furniture tied to a tree – indicate 
how more intimate spaces by the buildings have come 
to feel semi-private, even though they remain part of 
a continuous green environment.

Visual Identity and the Role of Art
The construction of Juliánov was accompanied by the 
creation of both individual sculptures and a rare, coherent 
ensemble of functional sculptures. The initiative to inte-
grate artistic elements into the estate stemmed directly 
from Krchňák, who approached selected artists to com-
plete key spatial nodes and articulate the less-defined 
open areas between the building blocks.28 His concept 
understood the estate as an “organism” whose identity 
and atmosphere arise or are strengthened through visual 
elements29 – an approach aligned with early forms of 
environmental thinking, in which art is perceived not as 
isolated decoration but as part of a wider spatial system. 

Krchňák invited renowned Brno artists – Jiří Marek, 
František Šenk, Zdeněk Macháček, Tamara Divíšková, 
and the creative duo Ervín Sauerstein and Karel Řezníček 
– to participate in the project. Their works were linked 
through a shared iconographic and spatial programme 
drawing on the specific location of Juliánov on the bound-
ary between two landscape types, as already noted in the 
landscape conception. This duality was translated into 
both the landscape design and the formal and thematic 
conception of the sculptures.30

Jiří Marek – Spring [Vysočina I]
The dominant feature of the central space of the housing 
estate, with its square and paddling pool, is the figural 
sculpture Spring [Vysočina I, 1967], created by the Brno 
sculptor Jiří Marek.31 The sculpture, a limestone shell, is 
positioned in one of the shallow basins. Conceived as an 
allegory of the Bohemian–Moravian Highlands “hovering 
above the small ponds of its region”,32 the horizontally 
spreading abstracted female figure evokes the organic 
continuity of the landscape and complements the water 
surface symbolising the lowlands of southern Moravia.

Marek belonged to a generation of sculptors who 
combined monumentality with a lyrical relationship to 
the landscape. His 1960s work is marked by reduction, 
stylisation and an emphasis on the spiritual experience 
of the landscape. In Juliánov, he developed the motif of 
the female body as a landscape principle: the fluid and 
concave forms echo the local morphology and articulate 
the tension between the massive northern hills and the 
more open southern landscape. The sculpture anticipates 
the recurring landscape iconography in his later works33 
and represents his first distinctly “landscape-based” ges-
ture in a residential environment.

Contemporary criticism described Spring as “the most 
compelling representation of the unity of man and nature 
in the socialist living environment.”34 Its symbolism of 
regeneration – frequent in public art after 1960 – acquired 
in Juliánov a specific contextual role: the sculpture em-
phasised the urban axis, mirrored the landscape forms, 
and unified the architecture with the surrounding green-
ery.35 Positioned between the paddling pool and the civ-
ic-amenity building, it functions as both a compositional 
landmark and a social focal point.

František Šenk – Family
Installed near the Primary School on Krásného Street, 
Šenk’s Family formed the second major sculptural accent 
of the estate.36 The abstract vertical composition of ham-
mered copper – metaphorically referring to growth as well 
as the dynamics of relationships within a family – con-
nected the idea of construction with the humanist notion 
of the family as the fundamental unit of society. Its formal 
vocabulary resonated with Šenk’s broader transition from 
stylised figuration to a neoconstructivist expression after 
EXPO 58.37 From an architectural perspective, the sculp-
ture, as a vertical accent, counterbalances the horizontal 
stratification of the terrain and functions, in a certain 
sense, as a counterpart to the nearby rows of trees. 

Functional Sculptures – Zdeněk Macháček, Tamara 
Divíšková, Ervín Sauerstein, and Karel Řezníček

Thanks to the 1965 government resolution, works of art 
appeared relatively frequently in Czechoslovak hous-
ing-estate construction. In the Juliánov estate, however, 
this policy enabled the creation of a coherent ensemble 
of so-called functional sculptures and play elements – an 
ensemble whose extent, quality, and state of preservation 
are without parallel in the domestic context.38



Zdeněk Macháček, climbing structures, 1965
Source: estate of Zdeněk Macháček



Zdeněk Macháček working on one of his climbing structures, 1965
Source: estate of Zdeněk Macháček



Jiří Marek, Spring, 1967
Photo: Martina Mrázová, 2014

František Šenk, Family, 1965–1966, photo: Vilém Reichmann
Source: BUDÍK, Miloš, HRUBÝ, Karel Otto and REICHMANN, 

Vilém. 1968. Brno. Brno: Blok, p. 172



Zdeněk Macháček, climbing structures, 1965
Source: estate of Zdeněk Macháček

Zdeněk Macháček, climbing structures, 1965
Source: estate of Zdeněk Macháček
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The concept of functional sculptures drew on Scan-
dinavian models as well as a series of debates about 
children’s leisure discussed in Czechoslovak periodicals 
from the mid-1950s onward.39 A key reference was the 
Danish-Swedish sculptor Egon Møller Nielsen, whose 
abstract play sculpture Tufsen (1949)40 demonstrated 
how sculptural forms could respond to children’s desire 
“to climb on large rocks, hide in a cave, or slide down 
a cliff”.41 Despite the strong professional interest42 in these 
ideas attracted in the 1960s, they were realised in Czech-
oslovakia only sporadically. The first attempts appeared 
at the experimental Invalidovna estate in Prague;43 later 
examples – such as the decorative playground walls at 
Lesná in Brno44 – remained isolated and never developed 
into a coherent ensemble of play sculptures created by 
a single author. The design-oriented approach did not 
endure: in the subsequent decades, standardised play-
ground equipment increasingly replaced original func-
tional sculptures, while artistic “decoration” in housing 
estates shifted toward solitary works and various deco-
rative elements.

Krchňák’s intention to create playground elements in 
the form of artistic objects stemmed from his familiarity 
with discussions about children’s leisure and the formative 
role of the urban environment.45 His unrealised plan for 
a so-called Robinson playground illustrates his ambition 
to integrate play, creativity and spatial experience within 
the estate’s open areas.46

The first realised work was a ceramic play sculpture 
by Tamara Divíšková (1965),47 reflecting her established 
practice of creating abstract zoomorphic forms for pre-
school gardens.48 Although the Juliánov piece is no longer 
preserved, its presence marks the beginning of the es-
tate’s distinctive focus on artistic play elements.

The main part of the ensemble, however, was pro-
duced by Zdeněk Macháček along with the creative duo 
of sculptor Ervín Sauerstein and architect Karel Řezníček. 
In 1965, the Regional Art Commission approved ten of 
Macháček’s proposals and several geometric elements by 
Sauerstein and Řezníček.49 Installed between residential 
blocks and within the playground, these reinforced-con-
crete sculptures combined the role of an aesthetic, so-
cialising, and urban-forming element: they structured 
open areas, acted as visual landmarks, and supported 
children’s physical and imaginative play.

Macháček’s50 organic forms were rooted in his Worlds 
of Silence series (1962–1963), characterised by a pro-
nounced tendency toward dematerialisation and styli-
sation that emerged in his work in the early 1960s.51 He 
drew inspiration from marine flora and fauna – a world 
close to him as an avid diver and enthusiast of zoology 
and anthropology. The perforated spiral structures, re-
sembling the abandoned shells of extinct sea creatures, 
proved ideally suited to climbing and hiding52 while si-
multaneously enriching the spatial rhythm of the estate. 
Although the commission recommended reducing the size 
of the sculptures placed between housing blocks (they are 

approx. 1–3 metres high) to avoid dominance in intimate 
spaces,53 the ones installed in the playground remained 
fully usable for play.

In contrast, the works produced by the duo Řezníček–
Sauerstein54 – simple elements made from prefabricated 
concrete and metal components used in building construc-
tion – can hardly be described as “sculptures.” Despite 
criticism of their craftsmanship,55 they contributed to 
the articulation of semi-public spaces and reflected the 
period’s search for new forms of children’s equipment 
beyond standardised playground sets.

Taken together, the functional sculptures at Juliánov 
demonstrate an unusually integrated approach in which 
artistic, spatial and social considerations formed a co-
herent whole. The abstract forms adopted by the authors 
could, in line with Egon Møller Nielsen’s ideas, stimulate 
children’s imagination and encourage interaction. The 
sculptures were not intended for passive contemplation but 
for active use – they enter into a direct relationship with the 
estate’s inhabitants, shape their experience, support social 
interaction, and contribute to the identity of the place.

Transformation and Present State
After 1989, the Juliánov housing estate underwent a se-
ries of transformations that altered several aspects of its 
original spatial and visual character. The regeneration of 
apartment buildings carried out in 1992 – including roof-
top extensions and new loggias – changed the silhouette 
of the ensemble and introduced visual disorder. In turn, 
the prefabricated playground equipment added to some of 
the interblock spaces reflected the technical possibilities 
and aesthetic preferences of the early post-revolution era.

The reconstruction of the paddling-pool area between 
2005 and 2008 resulted in the enclosure of what had orig-
inally been freely accessible water; today it functions as 
a paid swimming facility and introduces a new physical 
and visual barrier into the open space of Juliánov Square. 
Another transformation occurred in 2019, when a new 
grid of small-crowned trees and residential-style street 
furniture was installed adjacent to the preserved cemetery 
trees, and the sculpture “Spring” was set inside newly de-
signed circular forms. Several ceramic elements and play 
sculptures disappeared over timethrough the reconstruc-
tion of school grounds or the degradation of materials.

The vegetation has now reached full maturity and, 
in some areas, even obscured the former visual connec-
tions. Nevertheless, the main spatial relationships remain 
discernible, particularly due to the preservation of the 
original urban axes and the fundamental structure of the 
vegetation. These surviving layers continue to mediate 
the scale and character of the estate and form an essential 
basis for interpreting its present condition.

Conclusion:  
Juliánov as a Synthetic Work/ Gesamtkunstwerk

Juliánov represents an exceptionally coherent postwar 
housing ensemble in the Czechoslovak context, where 
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architecture, landscape architecture, and visual art to-
gether create an interconnected whole. The urban struc-
ture, terrain modelling, vegetation, and artworks were 
designed in parallel, enabling the creation of an environ-
ment with a strong identity capable of structuring public 
space across multiple scales. While many of its features 
are representative of early 1960s housing estates, such 
as the open building scheme and typified construction, 
Juliánov is exceptional in the consistency with which ar-
chitecture, landscape and art were conceived and realised 
as a single authorial composition.

A significant role in this process was played by the 
coordinated approach of the chief architect Krchňák and 
the landscape architect Otruba, whose collaboration es-
tablished a shared spatial language linking the individual 
disciplines.

This synthesis is most clearly expressed in the central 
space of the estate, where vegetation, terrain modelling, the 
water surface, and the sculptures merge into a unified com-
position with both aesthetic and social functions. A compa-
rable interconnection of disciplines is evident throughout 
the housing estate, where the landscape detail and small 
architectural elements share formal principles and con-
tribute to the legibility of the wider environment. Within 
the context of the 1960s, Juliánov stands out as a project 

that maintained an individual authorial approach, despite 
the rise of typification and increasing economic pressures.

The present form of the estate reflects a series of lat-
er transformations that have influenced its visual and 
functional relationships; nevertheless, the fundamental 
compositional layers – the urban axes, the treatment of 
the terrain, the character of the vegetation, and the key 
artistic elements – remain readable. These surviving com-
ponents now serve as crucial criteria for assessing new 
interventions and highlight a certain fragility of the gen-
eral environment. This fragility raises questions essential 
for the future development of Juliánov: how to balance 
the value of sightlines with that of mature vegetation, 
how to ensure the long-term preservation of artworks in 
public space, and how the estate can respond to future 
social and environmental changes.

In this sense, Juliánov can be understood as a genuine 
Gesamtkunstwerk – a work whose quality lies not in indi-
vidual disciplinary outputs but in their interconnection 
and their ability to jointly produce a space with lasting 
spatial and cultural integrity. This synthesis, still per-
ceptible despite later transformations, makes the estate 
a significant reference point for contemporary interpre-
tations of postwar urbanism and for reflections on the 
future care of residential ensembles from this period.
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