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- COLLECTIVE HABITATION




Ideal

Reality

Introduction:

In one of Grimm'’s [airy tales, an apprentice to a joiner re-
ceived from his master a magic table as a reward for his
cheerfulness and industry. When instructed “Table, cover
thyself”” this magic table would at once be set with a fine table
cloth, plates, cutlery, sumptuous dishes accompanied by
wine. !

The magic table of this fairy tale represents an inspira-
tion which parallels the utopian ideals of certain 19th century
social and housing reformers, who attempted to provide
meal service to inhabitants of multiple housing, thus making
obsolete the need for food preparation in every household.

In the age of industrialization, when small scale handi-
crafts were gradually replaced by large scale industries, it was
not surprising that domestic activities should also come un-
der close scrutiny. The application of the two particular
forces, “centralization” and “mechanization”, that fostered
industrial development, was thought to offer the greatest
promise of utopian domestic life, first by easing, and there-
after by reducing the burden of housekeeping. Since these
two forces were complementary, one would have expected
equal emphasis to be placed upon both their applications, in
order to improve housekeeping. However, this was not the
case. In fact, there appears to have developed a divergence
between the predilection of the Europeans and the North
Americans in their respective emphasis on these two forces,
the former favouring centralization, and the latter mechani-
zation. This dichotomy is not surprising in the context of the
historical background that shaped their respective societies.
While Europeans, and even the socialists among them, ac-
cepted domestic service as a fulfilling profession (albeit re-
structured from a mistress-maid, to a manager-worker rela-
tionship), Americans saw in domestic service merely a
temporary job and a “spring-stone to something higher”.2

The emphasis upon centralization, in essence, led to the
establishment of collective habitations where resources for
household services were pooled in order to free tenants from
the necessity of doing repetitive domestic work, while a reli-

ance primarily on mechanization implied the development of

servantless households where mechanical appliances did
away with the most of the manual chores of housekeeping. Of
course, an equal emphasis upon both forces would have
promised the greatest revolution in domestic services, but
this was not to be. The European evolution of collective habi-
tation with centralized kitchen service as a pursuit of an
utopian ideal is the subject of this paper. Its counterpart, the
mechanization of household work processes which eventu-
ally led 1o the American servantless home, has been well de-
scribed by Siegfried Giedion® and Dolores Hayden

The Genesis of European Collective Habitation:

An carly concept for the provision of centralized kitchen
service to occupants of multiple dwellings was proposed dur-
ing the first decade of the 19th century by utopian Charles
Frangois Marie Fourier. He advocated the abolishment of in-

dividual food preparation mainly to emancipate women, but
also to avoid wasteful practice of simultaneous cooking in-
herent in private housekeeping. Fourier proposed central-
ized kitchens for those who were willing to join his utopian
communities and live in so-called “phalansteries”. Con-
ceived as a large palatial building complex, the “phalanstery™
was to consist of a number of individual apartments comple-
mented by a series of common rooms for conversation, read-
ing, and dining. “Dining rooms on the second floor were to
be served by raising the tables (decked with food) through
trap doors from the kitchens below” .3 But for those who pre-
ferred to eat in the privacy of their apartment, food delivery
service was promised to be available. Patiently, Fourier
waited for many vears for a philantropist to appear who
would be willing to underwrite the initial cost of this social
experiment, but no one ever came. He died disillusioned in
1837.

Five vears after Fourier’s death, an industrialist, Jean-
Baptiste André Godin, adapted some of Fourier's ideas for
his workers’ housing and established in 1859 a “familistére™
at Guise, France. Instead of installing individual kitchens in
every dwelling, a central kitchen with a common dining room
was built for the occupants of the familistére. But after a few
vears of service the centralized kitchen had 1o be abandoned
for lack of popular support.

Towards the end of the 19th century the concept of cen-
tralized household services was gaining ever wider accep-
tance, at least in theory, and manv social reformers extolled
its virtues. The social philosopher Prince Petre Alekseevich
Kropotkin, for example, advocated the adoption of central-
ized kitchen service for apartment dwellers. He bemoaned
the inefliciency of innumerable housewives concurrently
cooking meals for their families, and estimated that every day
in England and the USA alone “eight million women spend
their time to prepare this meal, that perhaps consists at  the
most of ten different dishes™.®

Similar sentments were also expressed by H.G. Wells,
who asserted that an “ordinary Utopian would no more think
ol a special private kitchen for his dinners that he would think
of a prnivate flour mill or dairy farm”.7 Wells visualized the
prosperous utopian living in ““residential clubs™ that offered
to its occupants not only furnished bedrooms, but also elabo-
rate suites of apartments, which could be furmished to suit in-
dividual taste. Among such luxuries as pleasant boudoirs,
private libraries, studies, and private garden plots, Wells al-
located mere “hitle cooking corners™ for these suites, be-
cause a central kitchen was to cater to the Utoplan

Catering Flats:

In fact, by the end of the 19th century a new residential
building type came into existence in London. the serviced
apartment building designed mainly for use by affluent peo-
ple. Called “catering fats™, these luxunous domestic build-
ings were developed 1o fulhll the demands ol a certam seg-

ment ol society, namely well-to-do single or elderly people
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who sought the “home-like” quality of a luxurious apartment
building combined with the services offered by a hotel 8

The evolution of this new building type was attributed to
the increasing difficulty in obtaining good servants, but
another reason was the demand for an agreeable form of
dwelling for affluent people who were willing to pay for the
conveniences they obtained.

Catering flats consisted of a number of self-contained
suites of various sizes, usually with a pantry but without kitch-
ens and servants’ rooms. Household services and meals in
the common dining room were paid for at a fixed charge
whereas the use of all other common rooms, namely the
drawing rooms, billiard rooms, etc. were included in the rent.
(Apartment hotels are the American counterparts of the Brit-
ish catering flats).

“Queen Anne’s Mansions™, designed by E.R. Robson,
“Marlborough Chambers”, by Reginald Morphew, and
“Camden House Chambers”, by Balfour and Turner, are but
three examples of catering flats in Greater London. The
apartment suites in the second example were considered at
the time to be “some of the best and most expensive suites in
London™®

Serving an affluent clientele with a high living standard,
catering flats were economically quite successful, but they
were beyond the reach of most city dwellers and remained
but a utopian dream to the majority of the people.

The "Kollektivhus™, a Danish prototype:

At the turn of the century, Otto Fick, an energetic Dane
with a lively imagination and a sincere commitment to the
betterment of living conditions formulated a new concept for
apartment living that was to complement imminent changes
in society. His efforts led eventually to the development of a
“Kollektivhus™ (collective house), in Copenhagen, a new
prototype of the multiple dwellings that was to be emulated
later not only in the Scandinavian countries, but in several
other European countries as well.

It is not clear whether Otto Fick knew about the catering
flats of London, or the apartment hotels of North America,
but there is an uncanny similarity between these and his
proposed “Kollektivhus™, since Fick too envisaged his build-
ing to be administered in such a way that all the housework
and food preparation would be carried out by service staff so
that tenants would not have to worry about house cleaning or
cooking after they came home from work.

Fick’s plan for an ideal housing development was real-
ized in 1903, when a “Kollektivhus™ was built in accordance
with his design principles. The plans for this apartment
building were prepared by the architects L.Chr. Kofoed, and
the building was located at the corner of Forchhammersvej
and Sankt Markus Plads in Copenhagen. The building site
was owned by the municipality which also raised sufficient
capital for the construction of this building, it had to be fi-
nanced as a co-operative.

Fick’s collective apartment house was composed of 26
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kitchenless but otherwise self-contained dwelling units rang-
ing in size from three to five rooms. Apartments were cen-
trally heated and had hot water supply, garbage disposals and
a central vacuum pipe outlet to which vacuum cleaners could
be attached.

Twenty-seven various common rooms for collective ser-
vices were installed to serve the inhabitants of the building,
including a central kitchen, laundry, drying room, ironing
room, and maids’ room. All dwelling units were served by
dumb-waiters for the delivery of meals from the central
kitchen. Fick argued that it was senseless to have 26 house-
wives cooking individually when it would be much easier and
more efficient to have meals prepared centrally for every
household. Other housekeeping services were also available
to tenants, such as house cleaning, window washing, shoe
polishing and even the mending of clothing, all upon request
at fixed charges.!?

Fick was concerned, however, that contact between
neighbours could become too “liberal” if collective services
were extended to include all family acuvites. For this reason,
neither a common dining room, nor a nursery for children
was planned for the building. Food was simply sent to each
apartment unit via the dumb-waiter and in order to preserve
the element of surprise, or the illusion of having home
cooked meals for which there had never been any choice,
there was no provision made for menu selection. If, however,
certain members of a family did not like a particular dish, the
central kitchen was notified and something else was sent up.

In 1907, a detailed account of Fick’s collective house ser-
vices was chronicled in a periodical'! and the amenities en-
joved by the tenants of this new establishment were de-
scribed in great detail. Accordingly, breakfast was delivere_d
as requested at a specific time and announced by an electric
bell in the apartment. At lunch or dinner, if guests were to be
entertained, notice had to be given only one hour before
meal time so that food could be delivered in more attractive
and festive dinnerware. Laundry service and special errands
were arranged by management upon request against a
charge that was reasonable because of the efficiencies inher-
ent in centrally organized housekeeping.

As a social reformer, Fick, was of course, primarily con-
cerned with the working class, and would have liked to h?vc
his collective house built for them. However, before the First
World War, very few workers were able to afford the lllx.ur"v
of any housekeeping services. Consequently, ;|Ill'mugh. origi-
nally designed for lower income groups, the i'k()”f.’kll\'lllllﬁ
attracted only middle income dwellers. To remedy this situa-
tion, Fick later attempted to create collective services on a
wider basis by establishing central kitchens, Jaundries and
other services for an entire city district, but these concepts
were 100 advanced for their times and were never imple-
mented.

The “Kollektivhus” was composed of pl('rinmilu_'l.lll)’
large dwelling units for large families, rather than similar
units for childless couples or single tenants. Thus, 26 large
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families with few wage earners had to bear the costs of all col-
lective services, whereas a large number of smaller
households with correspondingly more wage earners would
have made the individual burden less. In spite of this, the col-
lective house continued to function well during the First
World War, until food rationing was imposed and the central
kitchen service had to be suspended. After the war, when
things returned to normal, tenants once again requested
meal service from the central kitchen, which functioned satis-
factorily until 1942, when the building was sold, and when,
incidentally, food rationing was again enforced.

During the Second World War, the housing shortage in
Denmark became so acute that the new owner converted the
communal rooms into self-contained apartments and ofhces,
thereby ending all collective services of the first “Kollektiv-
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hus’.

The “Einkiiechenhaus” in Germany, Switzerland, and Aus-
tria:

In 1901, the German social democrat and women'’s acti-
vist Lily Braun published in Berlin a book entitled “Frauenar-
beit und Hauswirtschaft” (Women’s Work and Home Eco-
nomics) in which she proposed the formation of
housekeeping cooperatives as a means to accelerate the sup-
ply of homes for lower income groups suffering from an
acute housing shortage. She envisaged these cooperative so-
cieties providing apartment buildings of 50-60 kitchenless
dwelling units in landscaped garden settings with a central-
ized kitchen catering for their inhabitants.!2

Lily Braun sincerely believed that apart from the building
cost reductions derived from kitchenless apartments, these
housing cooperatives would also bring about (1) the end of
“dilettante” food preparation, (2) the improvement of child
rearing, (3) the emancipation of women, and (4) the phasing
out of “servants” or “maids” through their replacement by
“workers” hired by management of these cooperatives.

Apart from a few socialist colleagues, Braun’s housing
reform proposals were rejected by her comtemporaries and
the kitchenless apartment buildings ridiculed as comparable
to “rabbit warrens” where home life was limited to bedroom
activities only. But a few years later, news of Otto Fick’s col-
lective house in Copenhagen reached Germany and many
former antagonists of kitchenless apartment buildings
changed their attitude. After Rosika Schwimmer's account in
the periodical “Die Umschau™, in 1907,13 the virtues of this
new Danish dwelling form were freely discussed in the Berlin
press. Some hailed the collective house as the “urban apart-
ment house of the future”, while others still feared that this
dwelling type would spell the beginning of the end for the
sanctified status of marriage and the family. Undeterred,
however, a group of housing reformers formed a “one-
kitchen-house™ society in 1908 and published an informative
pamphlet extolling the virtues of collective habitation !
Plans and model photographs of projected collective apart-
ment buildings in Lichterfelde and Friedenau, both garden
suburbs of Berlin, were published and Hermann Muthesius

and Albert Gessner identified as their architects.

To forestall any negative reaction and to reassure poten-
tial clients, a promise was included in the cooperative's pros-
pectus asserting that by living in these new types of apart-
ment buildings, closeness and intimacy between family
members were not going to be endangered, but on the con-
trary, would be strengthened since centralized kitchen and
housekeeping services would free the mother from
housework and enable her to devote greater attention to the
healthy development of her children.

Four types of collective services were proposed for this
new prototype apartment building, namely (1) centralized
food service, (2) centralized housekeeping service, (3) child
care in a “House-Kindergarten”, and (4) recreational facili-
ties for free-time activities.

Five one-kitchen-houses were opened on April Ist, 1909.
The initial success was tremendous since all apartments were
rented before the completion date, but only one month later
the owners went bankrupt. Thus, the much publicized collec-
tive habitation movement which had promised extensive gas-
tronomic and housekeeping reform to apartment dwellers,
received a major setback. A new owner attempted to con-
tinue the operation by increasing the yield for services, but
eventually individual kitchens had to be retrofitted into every
apartment unit and centralized food service was discon-
unued.

Two noted architects, namely W.C. Behrendt and Henry
van der Velde, sought to rescue the collective habitation
movement. Since they were unable to raise enough funds,
both architects had to be satisfied with giving only moral sup-
port to the cause.

Of course, not all German architects shared the views of
Behrendt and van der Velde, especially such conservative ar-
chitects as Paul Schultze-Naumburg. The latter saw in collec-
tive service buildings the atrophy of soulful life and a mani-
festation of the oddity of an ignominious large city. Nor did 1t
help the cause of the advancement of collective habitation
that centralized kitchen services were viewed by Schulize-
Naumburg and others as leading to other collective organiza-
tions which were associated with communism. !5 But, with the
outbreak of World War I, four years later, most building ac-
tivities were stopped and further experimentation with new
house forms ceased in Germany unul 1919.

In neutral Switzerland, however, a collective habitation
project was started during the war years with the founding of
a cooperative society called “Wohnund Speisehausgenos-
senschaft” (dwelling-and-boarding cooperative society). The
initiator of this venture was Oskar Schwank.1®

By training as a building construction foreman, Schwank
worked for some vears in architects’ offices and thereafter de-
clared himself to be an architect. He was a handsome and
dapper man who gave the impression of a senous burgher,
but his appearance was misleading because he was anything
but conventional. Not only was he already divorced, but he
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was also a supporter of social reform, which was uncommon
among burghers at the time. Most likely Schwank read about
one-kitchen-house experiments in architectural journals and
may even have heard of the success of apartment hotels built
in North American cities before he formulated and “pat-
ented” his design for collective habitation.

With a conviction and persuasiveness approximating that
of a preacher, Schwank had liule difficulty in convincing
eleven building tradesmen and building material suppliers,
all burghers of Zurich, to form a cooperative society. It may
be of interest to note that none of the founding members of
this society had any intention of living in the projected one-
kitchen-apartment-house. Schwank prepared the necessary
plans for the project and a building permit was issued by the
municipal authorities in the summer of 1915. By January
1916 a mortgage for two-thirds of the anticipated building
cost was secured and the suburban building site on the cor-
ner of Ida and Gertrude Strassen of Zurich-Wiedikon ac-
quired. Construction commenced shortly thereafter and in
the spring of the following year the structure was in such a
stage of completion that it could receive its first tenants. Dur-
ing the construction period, however, Schwank made several
major errors and lost control of the development. In conse-
quence, he was forced to withdraw from both the job and the
cooperative.

During construction, several changes were made to
Schwank's original plans, one of which entailed the replace-
ment of the common dining room planned for the exclusive
use of the tenants by a public restaurant. Nevertheless, the
central kitchen service was retained to cater for the tenants
and the new restaurant alike.

Popularly known as the *“Amerikanerhaus”(American
house), this apartment building also offered to its residents
other collective services of which the central heating system
was the most admired.

It is undeniable that Schwank’s collective house, consist-
ing of 45 dwelling units, was well-liked, since many of its ini-
tial residents, at least until a few years ago, still lived in it. In
1976, some of these elderly persons were interviewed by a
Journalist, and their anecdotes of happiness clearly reflected
great satisfaction, in spite of the fact that changes have oc-
cured over the years.!7

Perhaps the most significant change to the “Amerikaner-
haus™ was the dissolution in 1946 of the cooperative society
that had built it and its replacement by a real estate company.

After 1916, Schwank never visited the building that he
conceived. He married a third time and divorced shortly
after. He gave up the practice of architecture, worked in a
shoe factory, and died in 1951 at the age of 76.

The idea of collective habitation also reached Vienna,
and plans for a “Einkiiechenhaus” were drawn up by the ar-
chitect Otto Hellwig,'® but its realization was postponed un-
til after the First World War and its aftermath of economic in-
stability. In 1922, a collective house comprising 25 dwelling
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units, each with 1 to 5 rooms, was built as a first phase devel-
opment of a large project. With an additional 246 apart-
ments, mostly one and two room dwellings, this project
called “Heimhof (Home Court), was completed four years
later. Although the dwellings were rather small, these apart-
ments nevertheless became very popular. Collective services
made house-keeping easy and common facilities such as din-
ing halls, bath houses, a Kindergarten, as well as social rooms
stocked with daily newspapers, were luxuries greatly ap-
preciated.

Each floor of all the apartment blocks was served by a
maid, who also served meals in one’s apartment if requested
to do so. Laundry services as well as other housekeeping ser-
vices were offered at cost, since this housing development
was run by the occupants themselves as a non-profit coopera-
tive. Each year members elected new executives whose re-
sponsibility was to efficiently manage the building.

After the German occupation of Austria in the thirties,
the cooperative administration of Heimhof ceased and its
central kitchen service, together with all other housekeeping
services, including social common rooms, were closed.

The “"Dom-Kommuna”, a Russian experiment:

As might be expected after the Revolution of 1917, the
notion of collective habitation was also embraced in Russia
after the First World War. In fact, for a few years between
1926 and 1930, close to thirty percent of newly erected dwell-
ing accomodations were “housing communes” or “dom-
kommunas”', which in their organization were very similar to
the “Kollektivhus™ concept.

In his book, Town and Revolution, Anatole Kopp attributes
the development of dom-kommunas to the creative forces of
the Russian revolutionary society. From the outset of the
Soviet rule, it was an accepted notion in Russia that life was to
change and that corresponding changes would have to follow
in the home. Social changes coupled with the great housing
shortage made it necessary (o look beyond the traditional
bourgeois apartment building for a new housing form that
would act as a “social condenser’” and would require a re-
duced volume of building construction per household so that
the needs of an increased number of families that were vic-
tims of the housing shortage could be satisfied.

According to Anatole Kopp, the responsible people
among the proletariat were “inspired by a legitimate desire
to free women from domestic slavery, which in the conditions
that existed in the U.S.S.R. of the twenties meant back-
breaking labour”.1® Additional considerations were, first,
“the need to release as many of the non-active population as
possible (again mainly women) to play their part in industri-
alization of the country”, and second, ““the e onomic impos-
sibility of giving each one individually the comfort and con-
veniences that it was rightly believed could be more casily
provided for groups™.20 El Lissitzky recounts, that “‘the
Soviet architect was given the task of establishing a new stan-
dard of housing by devising a new type of housing unit, not
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intended for single individuals in conflict with each other as
in the West, but for the masses”.2! Finally, in a desire to
transform the national way of life in a few brief years, housing
communes were to bridge the border separating a reasonable
idea from utopia.

As early as 1919, the management of a large Soviet State
industrial plant prepared specifications for the construction
of apartments of the “hotel” type. This project contained the
germ for an idea that later led to the development of the
dom-kommuna, or housing commune concept described in
1925 in the program of a housing design competition orga-
nized by the Moscow Soviet. Two years later, an inquiry was
instituted into the dom-kommuna concept followed by a se-
ries of “fraternal competitions” all of which led to the crea-
tion in1928 of a research and design group headed by the ar-
chitect, and editor of the architectural magazine S.4., Moses
Ginsburg. Other members of this group were M. Barshit, A.
Pasternak, G. Sum-Shchik and V. Vladimirov.

Only a few months after the formation of this research
group, five prototypes of dwellings, which became known as
“stroitkom units” were published by the group. Four out of
the five prototypes were conventional designs, but the fifth,
namely the F-type unit, represented a real innovation and a
genuine response to the needs of the day. This innovative de-
sign featured two superimposed compact one bedroom units
serviced by a single loaded corridor at mid-level between the
two units. Each dwelling was a through-unit enabling cross-
ventilation, and of course, exposure to two orientations; the
favourable exposure towards south featured living rooms
that were one-and-a-half stories high, thereby allowing deep
penetration of sunlight into the dwelling during the long win-
ter months.

In a slightly modified form, this F-type dwelling unit was
employed in the design of a collective apartment building on
Novinsky Boulevard in Moscow. Built between 1928 and
1929 for the People's Commissariat of Finance, and called
“Narkomfin”, this building contained several collective facili-
ties and common rooms, such as a canteen, central kitchen
and dining room, laundry, gymnasium, library, day nursery,
and a roof garden. Moses Ginsburg together with I. Milinis
and S. Prokhorov were the architects of the building, which in
many respects anticipates subsequent develpments by Le
Corbusier and others in the West.

After the completion of the Narkomfin building many
other collective houses were constructed in Russia. In the
northern part of the country, an indoor corridor gave access
to the various dwelling units, while in the South, an outdoor
gailery-type access corridor was used to link the entrances of
individual apartments with the stairways and the building's
collective facilities. Usually, collective services included a
central kitchen and dining room, day care nursery and kin-
dergarten, as well as recreation and club rooms. The number
of residents of a dom-kommuna ranged between 400 and 800
persons.

The architectural faculty of the Technical Arts Institute

(Vkhutein) was also called by the Building Department of the
Mossoviet “to work on a project that called for the planning
and design implementation of a human settlement” .22 One
of their solutions was a circular point block, consisting of a
number of wedge-shaped kitchenless dwelling units for sin-
gle persons; this residential tower was to be complemented
by an adjacent communal structure where collective facilities
were available.

The idealism of Russian housing reformers of the twen-
ties is summed by Lissitzky. He wrote: “The important thing
is that the housing block, which up to now has merely repre-
sented the algebraic sum of self-contained private apart-
ments, has now been tranformed into a synthetic complex for
total communal living”. And, only after “the functions of the
individual elements become better defined” will it be possi-
ble “to give more consideration to individual desires”.23

The dom-kommuna with its collective facilities was to re-
lease women from domestic labour for gainful employment
in the labour short industry and was to make her a responsi-
ble member of a socialist society. Moreover, through living
collectively with their every day housekeeping needs satisfied
by common services, all inhabitants of the dom-kommuna
would have every opportunity to improve and educate them-
selves in order to make a maximum contribution to society.
This new way of life was hoped to discourage self-
centeredness in the individual, and do away with materialism
as manifested by the bourgeoisie class in capitalistic societies,
whose members are perpetually engaged in an endless race
to acquire consumer goods.

Lenin himself suggested in his manuscript The Great
Initiative that, like true communism, the true emancipation of
women would only come about when the micro-economics of
the individual household was replaced by the macro-
economics of the socialist state.?4

The dom-kommuna building program did not live up to
these expectations. It had a short life span and by 1932 had
already been discontinued. The abandonment of Russia’s
collective habitation experiment is likely attrnibutable to four
conditions. First, the housing shortage in Russia during the
twenties and the early thirties was so acute that compact one
bedroom dwellings were often occupied by a large family, or
in extreme situations by more than one family. Second, the
acute housing shortage necessitated the postponment of the
construction of some collectuive facilities in order to free la-
bour and building materials for more essential industnal

constructions; the promise that the omitted “‘non-
residential’” services were to be installed at some future date,
when the housing shortage was alleviated, did not prevent
daily aggrevations and discontent. Third, Russians had no
previous experience in the management of collecuve apart-
ment houses, which often resulted in the large scale dissaus-
faction of their tenants. Fourth, it must be remembered that
the concept of collective habitation presupposes a considera-
ble degree of sophistication and affluence on the part of s
users, which was hardly the case at the time in Russia. In sum-
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mary, overcrowded living conditions, incomplete facilities
and poorly managed collective services, and perhaps most
significant of all, the difficult and rapid transition from an
agrarian and rural folk society to an industrialized urban so-
ciety, are not ideal conditions under which to test the validity
and success of a new housing concept.

After the “housing commune™ lost its original appeal
more traditional building types were adopted to meet the
housing shortage, which led to the construction of large resi-
dential block developments called “kvartaly™ .25

Conclusions:

For many decades, it seemed that the elusive ideal of col-
lective habitation with meal service was unrealizable until the
1930°s when another attempt was made in Sweden. Although
this attempt represented a continuation of Fick’s concept of
Kollektivhus living, it also drew insights from the German
Einkiiechenhaus, the Russian Dom-Kommuna, and the
North-American apartment hotel experience.

Two sociologists, Alva and Gunnar Myrdal, emerged as
the main protagonists of the Swedish collective habitation
movement. Also engaged in the women's emancipation
movement, Alva Myrdal saw in collective habitation the liber-
ation of women from housekeeping chores and the potential
for them to have opportunities in the work force equal to
those of men 26

Sven Markelius, an architect and town planner, was sym-
pathetic to Alva Myrdal’s ideals and together they set about
to translate them into buildable substance. Thus, in 1935, the
first Kollektivhus for family living was realized at 6 John
Ericssonsgatan, in the Centrum of Stockholm. It was a suc-
cessful building, but like its precedents, it too later ex-
perienced some problems maintaining its centralized kitchen
service.

Six years after the opening of Markelius’ collective
house, Olle Engkvist, a private builder, established a second
Kollectivhus called “Lundagaarden”™, then a third, “Marien-
berg” (1944), followed by “Nockeby” (1951), “Blackeberg”
(1952), and “Hasselby”(1955-56).27 All of these develop-
ments were very successful and established the viability of
collective habitation, known by this time as “familjehotell”
(family hotel). Subsequently, the collective house was re-
named “servicehus” (service house), and as such it still en-
Joys its present popularity in Sweden.

First established in Sweden, the concept of collective
habitation was reintroduced in Denmark after the Second
World War, and here 100 it succeeded in becoming an ac-
cepted alternative to traditional dwelling accomodation.
“"Hoje Soborg™ (1951), by P.E. Hoff and B. Windinge 28 and
“Carlsro” (1958), by Arne Jacobsen2? in collaboration with
two other architectural firms, are well known family collective
houses in Copenhagen, but several large provincial towns
also built them with equal success.

Thus, after a long elusive pursuit an approximation of
the “magic table” ideal of Grimm's fairy 1ale found realiza-
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tion in Scandinavian collective houses proving that these
buildings’ protagonists anticipated an emerging domestic
demand.
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