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INTRODUCTION

While much attention has been given to the feminist scholarship and
theory produced in the 1970s, lesser known is its influence on the archi-
tectural debate and the resulting projects, involving women as planners,
architects, or users designed and built between the late 1970s and early
1990s. These projects, located in Italy, Austria, the U.K., Sweden, Germa-
ny, the U.S., and Canada, are all highly diverse but share a radical ques-
tioning and rethinking of the paradigms of Western domesticity. Through
the analysis of twelve case studies, the paper argues that the 1980s was
a remarkable decade in feminist history, as many of the political themes
that had been hotly debated in the 1970s, were addressed architecturally
through projects that sought to challenge conventional domestic designs.
The paper aims to foreground this lesser-known phenomenon with the
aim of acknowledging and learning from the daring architectural legacy
of this decade.

Prior to the 1980s, the feminist movement had developed in waves,
distinguished for their diverse focus and approaches. The first wave of
the women’s liberation movement, as argued by sociologist and activist
Maria Mies, started at the end of the eighteenth century, in the context of
the bourgeois revolution, which deliberately excluded women from being
granted the human rights at stake.! The primary focus of the struggle
of that time was to give women access to the public or political sphere.
Mies seems to include in this wave the struggle for equal legal rights of
the mid-nineteenth to early twentieth century with its notable suffrage
movement. A new feminist movement followed between the 1960s and
the 1980s, commonly referred to as the ‘second wave’. Mies has argued
that this period was the first in history that saw the struggle opened up
to the private sphere.? As women started sharing their experiences with
their own bodies, intimate relationships with men, sexuality, pregnancy,
child-rearing, and contraception, they challenged the notion of the pri-
vate sphere as one removed from politics.

Within this evolution of the struggle, the ethos and the understand-
ing of ‘feminism’ changed. Notably, the models of femininity and fam-
ily which resulted from the first wave were fundamentally questioned
by representatives of the second wave.’ For example, the second wave
critiqued the capitalist division between private housework and public
productive work, which was accepted by the first wave.* Mies presents
MariaRosa Dalla Costa as the first feminist, in 1972, to challenge the
notion that housework or — in Marxist terminology — ‘reproductive work’
is non-productive work.> Together, they argued that through reproductive
work, women are producing ‘labor power’, which is then sold as a com-
modity on the capitalist market as a ‘free’ worker.

As she stresses the necessity to demystify women’s reproductive labor
as ‘natural,” Mies clarifies that the capitalist definition of productive labor
by Marx automatically excluded the production of life by women, since
it was narrowed down to mean only the production of surplus value.®
Consequently, Marxist feminists place female productivity as the precon-
dition of male-waged productivity.” They understood the exploitation of
women’s unwaged labor by the waged and set patriarchy as the basis of
capitalism.® Mies calls ‘housewifization’ the process in which the ideal
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INTRODUCTION

domesticated privatized women are transformed into housewives and
made dependent on the income of the husband. ‘Housewifization’ became
the model of the gender division of labor under capitalism.’ For this rea-
son, Marxist feminists see women’s liberation as possible only through
revolution and more precisely, through the abolition of capitalism.

Beyond theoretical discourse, the Marxist feminist critique manifested
in other forms. One notably radical expression was the ‘Wages for House-
work’ campaign, proposed around 1974 by Dalla Costa and like-minded
activists in Europe and North America.!” This transatlantic innovative
campaign called for the remuneration of all women for their commodified
housework and care for the family.!! For Dalla Costa, the function of this
demand was essentially to link female oppression, subordination, and
isolation to female exploitation as their material foundation.'> A second
instance is found in the Italian collective Gruppo Femminista Immagine
(Feminist Group Image)."* Associated with the ‘Wages for Housework’
campaign and masterminded by artist Mili Gandini, Gruppo Femminista
Immagine focused on the image as a vehicle for their militantism. Art
historian Jacopo Galimberti cites the 1975 exhibition La Mamma e Uscita
(Mum Has Gone Out)' as an instance where Gandini played with subver-
siveness to highlight the creativity found in the refusal of housework."
It was the opinion of Marxist feminists such as Dalla Costa and Selma
James that the isolation of women in the house had robbed them of the
possibility of developing their creativity. !

Yet, the second wave feminists did not form a monolithic group, and
the social apparatus of reproduction was challenged by different facets in
varying degrees of radicalness. A conflict emerged between the Marxist
feminists and another facet known as Material feminists, who advocated
for a reformist approach as opposed to revolutionary one. As such, it
followed the footsteps of the proposals of the American Material Fem-
inists of the late nineteenth and early twentieth century, uncovered by
architect and researcher Dolores Hayden in her 1981 book The Grand
Domestic Revolution. Through architectural projects and with the help of
architects, the first Material feminists had acted on the idea that gender
division of labor was reinforced and reproduced by spatial design.!”

This paper focuses on the reformist approaches within the second
wave, expressed in the form of architectural projects developed starting
from the late 1970s and throughout the 1980s. In this period, feminist
ethos was met with a strong architectural response and women architects
and inhabitants addressed feminist concerns through a critique of do-
mestic space and dared to imagine alternative forms of domesticity. The
experience of the 1970s was certainly foundational for the phenomenon
foregrounded in this paper. In 1981, Matrix, one of the most recognized
feminist design groups of this period, acknowledged that “the existence
of a strong women’s movement is indispensable for the development of
feminist design.”'® The 1970s can thus be seen as a period of incubation
for the spatial experiments that later occurred in the 1980s. The fact that
the architectural phenomenon was slow to follow the critique of political
economy can be due to many geo-political reasons, but perhaps the major
reason being that architecture, as a capital-intensive service industry, is a
profession that resists being politicized.
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Photographes of a woman tracing female symbols and ‘salario’ (salary) in accumulated dust
and dirt exhibited at Mum Has Gone Out, 1975. From Milli Gandini’s archives.
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INTRODUCTION

The family and the house are fundamental themes in the feminist
discourse. As noted by political theorist and activist Silvia Federici,"
the family is the most important institution for the exploitation and dis-
simulation of the reproductive work of women.?® Through the family,
economic asymmetries, resulting from productivity and reproductivity
carrying different social values and differentiated by gender, have been
enforced and organized within the house.?! This paper explores how fem-
inist housing projects of the 1980s challenged the naturalized definition
of the family and the position of the woman within it, by questioning
the spatial condition of the house. The selected twelve domestic pro-
jects will serve as paradigmatic examples of a more vast and far-reach-
ing phenomenon. Against the backdrop of the theoretical framework of
Marxist feminism, the case studies will be discussed through the lens of
three main themes, that are both political and spatial, without claiming
to cover them exhaustively. The first chapter, “Labor and Leisure” will
examine the Constance Hamilton Co-op by Joan Simon, the Beguinage
Co-op by Philip Goldsmith, as well as the emancipatory apartments by
Christine Jachmann and those by Myra Warhaftig. The second chapter,
“Frame and Function”, considers the Grosvenor Terrace housing by the
Matrix Design Group and the apartment layouts by Gisela Podreka and
Else Prochazka for Frauen-Werk-Stadt along with the House of Meanings
by Susana Torre and the Congregate House by Jacqueline Leavitt and
Troy West. The third chapter, “Privacy and Property” will examine Casa
Giudice by Mariagrazia Sironi, Prastgardshagen by Stockholm Coordi-
nator architect, and Stacken by Lars Agren - both based on the work by
Swedish women’s group Bo i Gemenskap (BiG) - as well as HOMES revi-
talization by Dolores Hayden. Through a close-reading and comparative
analysis of these projects, the paper aims to uncover the different ways in
which architects challenged inherited domestic architectures in light of
the questions raised by radical feminist theory.

11
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LABOR AND LEISURE

LABOR AND LEISURE

Through gender division of labor, not only were women assigned to the
private sphere of the house, but within it, they were also relegated to the
kitchen as one of the main settings for their reproductive labor.?? The
specific function of this room is an example of the division of activities
within the house to better institutionalize domestic labor. Once individu-
al kitchens appeared in the 18" century, it was gradually set apart within
the dwellings as a distinct room to enforce and organize the economic
asymmetry within the family.?

In his groundbreaking essay First the Kitchen: Then the Fagade, Nich-
olas Bullock situates the ‘domestic science’ and ‘scientific housekeeping’
as innovations of the 1920s that were to secure the housewife’s position
at the center of the family. He shows how the economical, traditional
Wohnkiiche (living-kitchen) where family activities took place alongside
cooking, was condemned as inappropriate for the urban working class
as the Kochkiiche (cooking-kitchen) case strengthened after WWI1.2* Re-
duced to the minimum size arguing efficiency, the cooking kitchen was
supported by the agenda of the scientific management of the household
by now ‘professional housewives’. In the German and U.K. working class,
a clear separation between labor and leisure appeared with the cooking
kitchen, which moved cooking out of the living room. Similarly, Hayden
notes that the small ‘workplace’ assigned to women was also present in
the speculation model houses massively built in the post-war period in the
U.S.?* The dream house culture had at heart the Victorian programming
which had separated the kitchen, for servants, from the living room as
the space for leisure and hospitality. By the time the bourgeois notions
percolated down the class strata, the middle- and working classes had
almost formed one social body, and the servant role was shifted to the
women, the housewife.?® The living room could thus be read as opposed
to the kitchen; as a space of leisure and typically not subordinated to the
logic of labor.

When it comes to women’s emancipation, whether the kitchen should
be contained and demarcated as a space of ‘work’ (like the Kochkiiche),
or whether it should be integrated back into the other common areas of the
house (similarly to the Wohnkiiche) is a debated question. The following
projects illustrate the divergent perspectives on how reproductive work
should be spatialized within the home as they illustrate different, even
opposing approaches to this question: The Constance Hamilton Co-op
(1982, Toronto), the Beguinage Co-op (1985, Toronto), and the Emancipa-
tory Living Lot 3 and Lot 2 (1993, Berlin).

13
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Selected unit plans of Constance Hamilton Co-operative. Drawn by the author, adapted from
Gerda R. Wekerle and Sylvia Novac, “Developing Two Women’s Housing Cooperatives”, 232.
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LABOR AND LEISURE

Initiated by a community-based group of low to moderate-income
women?’” and built in 1982, the Hamilton Co-op was the very first hous-
ing built for women in Toronto, Canada. The townhouse of 30 stacked
units and an attached 6-bedroom transitional house were designed by
Joan Simon. Simon was chosen by the women on the selection committee
because she had experience in developing projects with the involvement
of future residents, and also had a unique focus on the design of kitchens
and their relationship to the total living space.?®

Of the six unit types of the building, the most relevant to the discus-
sion are the largest (A) and the smallest (B) units, since the number of
inhabitants influenced the disposition of the kitchen to the living room.
In traditional single-family duplexes, individual private rooms - such as
the bedrooms - are typically stacked above the more common spaces. On
the contrary in the three-bedroom duplex (A) of the Constance Hamilton
Co-op, the living room (iii) is located on the uppermost floor, while the
kitchen (i) and dining room (ii) are on the lower level. The kitchen is
contained, but well connected to the dining room. Since the latter also
acts as the main entrance of the unit, it challenges its formal aspect for
a more functional concern. The sharp disconnection of the living room
from the kitchen reflects the attitude of having a clear middle space, not
subordinated to the logic of labor. Even though this could be seen as a
way to make sure women would not always be reminded of the work,
Simon’s intent in separating these spaces was to enable all members of
this large household to find their place within the social spaces, and that
multiple uses could be performed simultaneously.”

This approach of separating labor and leisure is translated differently
in the one-bedroom apartment (B) on the upper floor. Here, one large
space acts as the living-dining room (iv) in which the kitchen (i) is also
included. Tucked in a corner, but not enclosed, the kitchen thus allows the
people working to be visible and the work to be socialized. Such dining
kitchens were not common practice, they were implemented to the de-
mand of the board.*® Despite different attitudes regarding the proximity
of labor and leisure within the units, the kitchen was brought forward
within the house and close to the entrance. Simon highlighted that her
decision to do so was met with resistance by almost all the men involved
in the financing of the project, whereas all women who looked at the plan
thought it was sensible. *!

15
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Selected plans of Beguinage Co-operative. Drawn by the author, adapted from Gerda R.
Wekerle and Sylvia Novac, “Developing Two Women’s Housing Cooperatives”, 233.
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LABOR AND LEISURE

The Toronto Women’s Housing Co-operative, known as the Beguinage
Co-operative, was built in 1985 by Philip Goldsmith as a turnkey pro-
ject®?, and its development process was informed by the first women’s
co-op.** It was projected as one solution to the serious housing problems
faced by sole-support women of all ages, with and without children. **
The 26-unit stacked townhouse co-op occupies two neighboring sites and
offers unit types from one to three bedrooms. Since the Beguinage was
planned to meet the needs of single women, the one-bedroom apartment
type is the most represented, with thirteen units. Similar to Constance
Hamilton, the small size of the unit appears to have led to a combination
of the eating room and the living room (iii). However, in this case, the
kitchen (i) was kept as a separate space, without being entirely discon-
nected thanks to the passe-plats,or serving opening. Keeping the kitchen
enclosed, in a small apartment like this one, represents the attempt to
spatially distinguish labor from leisure.

However, the kitchen is not relegated to an undesirable place or hid-
den at the back of the house, as was typical in the Victorian townhouse
typology, rather it occupies a central position in the apartment, placed as
the first visible and accessible space as one enters the apartment.* This
unusual spatial relation between the kitchen and the entrance is found in
most of the unit layouts of the co-operative.*®* However, the particularity
of this apartment lies in the small room added at the other extremity
of the kitchen (ii). Probably meant as a storage space or a pantry, this
room would offer the possibility to hide away anything in the kitchen
and by extension, the entrance. Consequently, the plan seems to negotiate
well the ambivalent question of the kitchen as either open and visible or
contained and hidden. Indeed, the pantry could be a possible answer to
the dilemma of having a workplace entirely visible from the rest of the
house since pending work can be easily put aside if felt necessary by the
houseworker.

17
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Selected unit plans of Emancipatory Living Lot 3. Drawn by the author, adapted from Sarah
Gretsch, Ines Sonder, and Giinter Schlusche, eds., “Myra Warhaftig. Architektin Und Bau-
forscherin”, 66.
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LABOR AND LEISURE

Christine Jachmann’s Emanzipatorisches Wohnen (Emancipatory
Housing) for the International Building Exhibition (IBA) 1984-87 in
Berlin is a gradient of attitudes and typological variations that almost
exclusively happened around the kitchen. Only completed in 1993 due
to multiple issues, the project was initially made possible in 1986 thanks
to the Feministische Organisation von Planerinnen und Architektinnen
(Feminist Organization of Women Planners and Architects or FOPA).?’
The group’s pressure on the IBA committee led to a NEU IBA block
for women’s emancipatory living to be designed by women architects.*
Christine Jachmann was one of the three women architects to be directly
commissioned.?* The 26 units of her project spread over four floors and
show typological variations around the kitchen and its relationship to
other spaces. Jachmann took the position of combining or separating the
different functions that she associated with the kitchen such as cooking,
eating, playing, working, and living throughout the building.*’ By playing
with the traditional strict division between labor and leisure, the architect
allows the tenants to decide on how the apartment is used, despite the
‘family lifestyle’ criteria for subsidized apartments.*

The analyzed unit plans focus on eight units, seven of which are
two-bedroom apartments with same-size bedrooms. The apartments are
complemented by three common Hausarbeitsraume (utility rooms) (viii)
potentially for laundry, storage, or baby carriages.*” In most of the units
(A, B, C, D, G), the kitchen (i) is contained but connected to the eating
room (ii) by a passe-plats, and the living room (iv) remains apart. The
eating room articulates the private rooms, as well as the room-sized log-
gia (vi), and thus spreads across the entire depth of the building. In the
second-floor units (E, F), the wall between the kitchen and the eating
space disappears and renders the resulting L-shaped space as an eat-in
kitchen (iii). The ambiguity of the plan and its drawn-in fixtures presents
either a kitchen counter that extends out of its former perimeter or its
continuation is a banquette. The three-room apartment (H) on the third
floor pushes the combination of the kitchen and living spaces to a fur-
ther degree by including the living room for the first time. Conveniently
placed on the last floor, this larger unit benefits from an internalized
loggia which acts as a light shaft and is big enough to put a dining table.
As the kitchen becomes a huge space, it can be used in multiple ways and
is fully integrated into the daily life of the inhabitants.

19
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Selected unit plans of Emancipatory Living Lot 2. Drawn by the author, adapted from Sarah
Gretsch, Ines Sonder, and Giinter Schlusche, eds., “Myra Warhaftig. Architektin Und Bau-
forscherin”, 56.
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LABOR AND LEISURE

Myra Warhaftig makes no physical separation between the space of
labor and those of leisure by integrating the kitchen into the main liv-
ing space of the dwelling. The architect’s contribution to the Frauen-
block (women’s block) of IBA was the realization of her 1978 doctoral
dissertation entitled Die Behinderung der Emanzipation der Frau durch
die Wohnung und die Méglichkeit zur Uberwindung (The hindrance of
women’s emancipation through the home and the possibility of overcom-
ing it).* In this important work, Warhaftig criticized the fact that the
required spatial separation of functions in domestic spaces resulted in
unilaterally assigning housework to women. In response to this, War-
haftig introduced the notion of Wohn-Raum-Kiiche — a combined living
and kitchen space. The project, completed in 1993 like Jachmann’s, is a
24-unit apartment block, spread over four floors around three staircases.
Despite the variety in the unit sizes, all apartments foster the same spa-
tial relationships, where the Wohn-Raum-Kiiche (i) is a centrally located,
large room, around which the bathroom, traditional living room (ii), in-
dividual rooms (iv), and balconies or loggias (iii) are articulated. This
combination and distribution of space eliminates the need for a hallway —
an indispensable economy in social housing which the author mastered.*
By combining these functions, the resulting space is thus big enough to
serve as a central meeting point for the household and take the function of
the living room.* Warhaftig not only brought labor and leisure closer, but
she also made the labor carried in the kitchen completely visible, since
the space also acts as the main entrance to the dwelling. Housework is
visible due to its proximity to the entrance, thus to the exterior, and due to
its uncontained nature, thus to the household. For Warhaftig the kitchen
should be a social space and housework should not be hidden, but visible
and carried out by all residents.*®

This attitude led Warhaftig to project her Wohn-Raum-Kiiche in con-
trast to the 1926 Frankfurt kitchen by modernist architect Margarette
Schiitte-Lihotzky, whose functional design offered only enough space for
one person, the housewife.*’” Debated as a feminist project, this time-sav-
ing kitchen has been argued to reinforce the ‘housewification’ of work-
ing-class women. In her essay “Blind Spot — Elisions in Early Accounts
of Women in Architecture History,” American historian and architect
Mary Pepchinski highlights the ambivalence of Ernst May’s claim on the
usefulness of this innovative kitchen, designed “by a woman, for women”
despite Schiitte-Lihotzky was wholly unfamiliar with housework.*® As
a single parent herself, Warhaftig did not compromise the other tasks
that needed to be performed simultaneously with cooking and still saw
efficiency as a central concern. The Wohn-Raum-Kiiche thus allows the
adult to pursue reproductive work without interrupting contact with the
children or guests. In Ingo Kratisch and Jutta Sartory’s short film on
Warhaftig’s career, the architect is filmed explaining the plan of her pro-
ject to her daughter, with whom she lived in one of the apartments.*’
Warhaftig mentioned that by designing a kitchen large enough to act as
living space, the separate living room required by the housing standards
could be used as an additional bedroom. This meant that for the price of a
two-bedroom apartment, one could get three bedrooms — her design clev-
erly manipulated building regulations to the advantage of single parents
who are often financially disadvantaged in the housing market.
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CONSTANCE HAMILTON CO-(SP
Simon Architects

Exterior perspective of the Constance-Hamilton Co-op by Simon Architects. From Gerda R.
Wekerle, Women's Housing Projects in Eight Canadian Citie, 15-16.

Photography of the Beguinage Co-op. From Gerda R. Wekerle and Sylvia Novac, “Develop-
ing Two Women’s Housing Cooperatives”, 227.



LABOR AND LEISURE

Axonometric view of Emancipatory Living Lot 3 — units A to H inside the courtyard. From
Sarah Gretsch, Ines Sonder, and Giinter Schlusche, eds., “Myra Warhaftig. Architektin Und
Bauforscherin”, 67.

Street view of Emancipatory Living Lot 2 — unit A and B in the foreground. Photo by the
author, 2023.
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Photo of Myra Warhaftig in her Wohn-Raum-Kiiche. From Sarah Gretsch, Ines Sonder, and
Giinter Schlusche, eds., “Myra Warhaftig. Architektin Und Bauforscherin”, 55.



LABOR AND LEISURE

Whether separated to provide a clear middle space not subordinated to
the logic of labor, or opened to socialize the housework, the kitchen and
its relationship to the social spaces of the house remain an open debate
for feminists. The tension between these opposing attitudes shows the
relative nature of what is considered ‘emancipatory’ when it comes to
reproductive work. The different positions of the four examined projects
not only confirm this tension but also represent the multitude of solu-
tions that can be found between the two opposites. The two approaches
in the Constance Hamilton Co-operative consider that the relationships
between people, and between rooms, unfold differently according to the
size of the household. The small unit (B) gathers the kitchen and the
social functions in one space, whereas the large unit (A) separates the
living room from the dining and kitchen to offer two distinct ones. The
contained but central kitchen of the Beguinage Co-operative is comple-
mented by a utility room, which allows some functions of the kitchen to
be shifted to a smaller, hidden place. The typological variations around
the kitchen in Jachmann’s IBA project represent the architect’s sensibil-
ity to the endless ways inhabitants’ lifestyles can unfold in and around
the space of reproductive labor. On the contrary, Warhaftig’s apartments
show a more radical stance by implementing a Wohn-Raum-Kiiche in all
24 units to socialize housework and render it visible.

One feature that is common to most plans is the central position
of the kitchen, often paired with the entrance of the units. However, the
centrality of the kitchen goes beyond its representation in the plan, it is
manifested in the space given to it within domestic life. The apartments
are thought of in a way that includes the kitchen, thus housework, as an
integral part of domestic life. The women involved, users and architects,
seem to have materialized their understanding of the house as a place
of labor. The house is no longer disguised as a small heaven, as it was
advertised in the post-war United States.
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Pamphlet for Matrix’s exhibition “Home Truths” - about women and the design of houses.
From Matrix Open Feminist Architecture Archive.
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FRAME AND FUNCTION

The domestic space and its spatial relations are inherently tied to the
nuclear family and the hierarchies within. Mies places the family against
the biological logic that has been applied to it. She asserts that the struc-
ture of the nuclear family institution is nothing but hierarchical and ine-
galitarian.’® Accordingly, in the new bourgeois family which appeared in
the period of the transition to capitalism, the man represented the State
and was charged to subjugate the subordinate classes: the wife and then
children.’! Through the 19' century, the notion had percolated down the
class strata, the modern family was generalized in all working class and
it relied on the full-time unpaid labor of the housewife.’? For the gender
division of labor to be exploited by capitalist productivity, the roles with-
in the family had to be accepted and the character of the rooms inside
the house had to be just as defined and uncontestable.’® Spaces in the
single-family house have been defined according to gender and age — the
master bedroom as opposed to the children’s room, that were divided
between boys and girls. The division within the nuclear family house was
also inscribed in a larger scale since modern cities were planned to seg-
regate different aspects of life, particularly working away from living.>*

In the 1980s, the image of the typical household frozen as a young
family did not fit the demographic of the time but the housing market
did not represent this reality.” The following four projects respond to the
strict program of nuclear family housing by introducing possibilities for
appropriation rather than prescription. In a way, through the implementa-
tion of flexibility in their plans, the projects seem to echo the premodern
house which showed fluidity and proximity between the different func-
tions, both productive and reproductive.*® The Grosvenor Terrace Hous-
ing (1991, London), two apartments from the Frauen-Werk-Stadt (1996,
Vienna) the House of Meanings (1970-2008), and the Congregate House
(1985, New Jersey).
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Typical plans of Grosvenor Terrace Housing. Drawn by the author from Matrix, Grovesnor
Terrace First and Second Floor Plans, 1987, 1:100, Matrix Open Feminist Architecture
Archives.
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FRAME AND FUNCTION

As a housing building exclusively for single women, Grosvenor Terrace
housing maximizes flexibility in a two-room plan. The project, located
in London, is a three-story apartment building of eighteen units grouped
around three staircases. It was built by Matrix Design Group®” in 1991,
as a commission by a housing association that provided accommodation
for single women coming out of institutional care. Architect and member
of Matrix Anne Thorne recalls that this was a groundbreaking concept
at the time.® This precise target group led Matrix to design one typology
of a two-room apartment with minor differences throughout the floors.
The unit has two main rooms of similar sizes, to allow residents to decide
how they want to occupy them.* Rather than aiming for a single space
including cooking, eating, and living functions like in the one-bedroom
apartment of Constance Hamilton co-op, Matrix opted to keep the uses
separated, resulting in a high number of rooms. The entrance is central to
the apartment and also acts as the main distributive space. The bathroom
faces the entrance door and on both sides are the two similar size rooms
(1). The kitchen (ii) is accessible through the room at the back of the
house, which is also equipped with a balcony.

Despite the conventional appearance of the floor plan and the fact
that each room seems to be assigned a specific use, Matrix was clear in
their intention to free the inhabitant from the normative apartment layout
since their lifestyle does not conform to it anyway.* Flexibility is found
in the possibilities of use. Even though the traditional way to occupy the
apartment would be to set a bedroom in the front room, where the storage
has been planned, and to have a living-eating room in the back connected
to the kitchen, it is also imaginable for someone to use the back room
for sleeping combined with day activities and to keep the front room for
work-related activity. Since the entrance is adjacent to it, a client could be
welcomed in complete separation from the reproductive labor areas, the
kitchen, and the bedroom. This is an interpretation based on the plan since
no post-occupancy studies seem to have been performed, and contacting
the Matrix members who participated in the project was unsuccessful.®
This project enabled Matrix to explore ways in which housing spaces
could be appropriated, particularly by people not taken into account by
normative housing layouts designed for a specific idea of the family.®

29



30

ROOM FOR WOMEN

(A)

Selected unit plan of Frauen-Werk-Stadt. Drawn by the author, adapted from Eva Kail,
“Frauen-Werk-Stadt,” Information booklet, 2001, 29-31.
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FRAME AND FUNCTION

In the case of Frauen-Werk-Stadt (Women-Work-City), a 350-unit so-
cial housing project in Vienna built in 1997, a very different notion of
flexibility can be observed. The housing competition for Frauen-Werk-
Stadt was initiated by Eva Kail, head of Vienna’s Frauenburo®, in 1993
and had roots in The New Everyday Life principle developed in the 1980s
by research groups in the Nordic Countries.®* Although the project as a
whole includes a variety of dwelling layouts as well as common facilities
including a kindergarten, this section will focus on two apartments de-
signed by architects Elsa Prochazka (B) and Gisela Podreka (A).% Podre-
ka’s flexible apartments are repeated on three levels of her five-floor lin-
ear building. Some are directly accessible from one of the five staircases,
as shown on the plan, and others from the exterior walkway that also
served as a balcony. In a discussion with the architect, she emphasized
that the most important aspect of her layout is the possibility of having
four rooms with the same spatial quality, that the inhabitants can use in
multiple ways in different periods of their family life.°® This includes
keeping only the two rooms around the kitchen to create a larger living
room. This attitude was novel for that time and was a response to the
programmed obsolescence of the traditional single-family house.” The
rooms are planned to occupy the four corners of the apartment, leaving
a room spaning the entire depth of the apartment for the eat-in kitchen
and social area, with a service block on each side for the entrance and the
bathroom. The hierarchy of rooms was reduced by balancing room sizes,
thereby improving their suitability for different forms of living together.®

The architect recalled the exchanges that she had with the future in-
habitants, where they could decide the layout and especially where she
could share with them how to use the peculiar apartment concept. Po-
dreka notes that, as this was her first solo project, she learned a lot from
Elsa Prochazka, the architect who designed the western part of the plot.
While going through the project’s booklet® published by the city of Vien-
na at the time, Podreka remarked that “She [Prochazka] had made these
drawings showing the flexibility of her plan and I learned from her to do
drawings like this about how to use my floor plan.””® Indeed, Prochazka
received recognition for the clarity of her concept, which shared the same
principle of a flexible number of private rooms.”" Although similar to Po-
dreka’s in its distribution, one major difference is that all the wet rooms
and common spaces are concentrated in the center of the apartment,
which means that when all four rooms are built, the common area loses
its view on both sides. In this case, the bay window kitchen (i) thus serves
as the only source of daylight and natural ventilation for the entire space.
Despite the differences, Frauen-Werk-Stadt shows two interpretations of
a plan that can evolve according to the changing family structure and
occupation of the inhabitants.
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FRAME AND FUNCTION

The House of Meanings, designed by Argentinian-American archi-
tect Susana Torre between 1970-72, is a project that explores the limits
of multifunctionality within domestic architecture. The project was not
site-specific, but theoretical: an elementary structure that had the abil-
ity to respond to change thanks to its modular design. The project was
developed as a written and sketched proposal addressing what Torre de-
scribes as “the unresolved tension between the ever-changing process of
dwelling and the finite condition of the architectural object that contains
that process.””” In exchanges with the architect, Torre clarified that for
this very reason, she preferred not to represent the project through plans.
Even though different versions of the project have been drawn, they re-
main only possible examples of the House of Meanings which applies the
principle of a ‘matrix of space’. In an article entitled “Space as Matrix”
published for the first time in 1981, in the feminist magazine Heresies,
Torre lays out the ideas behind the House of Meanings.” She presents
the two versions she had sketched in the 1970s for private clients — both
women.” These proposals, known as the ‘Puerto Rico’ and the ‘Santo
Domingo’ projects were not meant as strict single-family houses, but
were both planned to allow for extended visits by friends and family —
sometimes resulting in two households sharing the same house. In the ar-
ticle, Torre criticizes the blind reproduction of a fixed set of functions for
each room, and the relations that are implicit within them.” Her critique
stems from questioning the typology of the nuclear family home that had
often brought with it a gendered division of labor.

By designing multifunctional dwellings with large sliding doors
instead of walls, Torre also reacted to the hierarchy of uses and fixed
functions imposed by minimal housing standards through specific meas-
urements tied to standard furniture arrangement.”® Consequently, the
dimensions of the square grid inherent to the two house projects, where
modules are occupied by rooms could be three to four meters.”” However,
these dimensions would change according to the place and program. The
scalability of the principle can be seen in the Carboneras project, the only
built version of House of Meanings, in 2008, by Torre herself.”® There the
modules are not rooms, but entire dwellings. The ‘covered interior street’
(i) connecting the rooms in the Puerto Rico project becomes the space
connecting the different units in the Carboneras project.” This spatial re-
lationship between the modules illustrates Torre’s critique of the distinc-
tion between enclosed rooms for private activities and corridors strictly
for circulation.®® By making the corridor the same size as a room, this
spatial setup — originally designed to separate the household members
from their hired servants — is now large enough to bring people together.
Hence in the case of Torre’s designs, the notion of multifunctionality is
expanded, responding not only to the changing needs over a lifetime but
also over the course of one day.

33



34

ROOM FOR WOMEN

Plans of the Congregate House. Drawn by the author, adapted from Jacqueline Leavitt, “Two
Prototypical Designs for Single Parents”, 168-169.
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FRAME AND FUNCTION

The Congregate House was designed in 1982 by American architects
Jacqueline Leavitt and Troy West as a prototype house in Bergen County,
New Jersey. In exploring solutions to the lack of mobility faced both by
single parents and the elderly, the project developed into a multi-family
house adapted for both living and working.?! The case study was request-
ed by the League of Women Voters who became increasingly aware of
the developing housing problems faced by two primarily female groups:
single parents and the elderly.® Indeed, Leavitt highlights that the lives
of the majority of single parents were in stark contrast to those of nuclear
families, but shared a lack of mobility with elderly people.** The half
basement hosts an autonomous one-bedroom apartment (A) with a full
bath and kitchen — convenient for elderly people who wish to share their
child-raising experience with the single-parents, while also maintaining a
place of their own.* The ground floor is entirely shared by the residents
and includes an eat-in kitchen (i), a living room (ii), and work-related
spaces (iii) anticipated to be used for more than one activity.

The plan of the Congregate House is characterized by two pairs of
similar size rooms, and the non-orthogonal orientation of these main
rooms creates interstices in which the bathroom amenities (v) are con-
veniently placed. The angled geometry of the open plan also served to
enhance privacy since it creates little nooks.* The size of the rooms is
proportional to the size of the household. For example, the kitchen is
spacious enough for everyone to eat together or for meetings. Two of the
rooms are equipped with individual entrances (iii). They were thought of
as spaces where inhabitants could work from home and receive clients
during the day, and double up as individual or household recreation the
rest of the time. Allowing a closer relationship between residence and
workplace came from seeing mobility, defined as the degree of freedom
in moving between residence, workplace, public facilities, and commer-
cial settings as a point of departure in the design.®® The same logic of
the four main rooms appears on the second floor where they are used as
bedrooms (iv). They are designed large enough to be shared by children
or for a parent and a crib. Privacy was a key component in the design of
such multi-family houses and Leavitt stresses this as the only way the
common spaces can work.?” For instance, on the private floor, bathrooms
(v) have split facilities to maximize individual use.®® The uppermost floor
features sleeping lofts (vi) under the pitched roof, which enhances the
flexibility of the house in terms of sleeping arrangements. The case of
the Congregate House displays a notion of flexibility that is generated by
acknowledging and considering the needs of multiple households living
together and is made possible thanks to the size of the rooms and the
balance between shared and private spaces.
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Hand drawn back elevation of Grosvenor Terrace Housing. From Matrix Open Feminist
Architecture Archive.

Site view of Frauen-Werk-Stadt — unit B in the foreground and unit A in the background.
Photo by the author, 2023.
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Model photo of the House of Meaning — Santo Domingo. From Susana Torre’s archives.

Photo of the connecting space between the units of House of Meanings — Carboneras. From
Susana Torre’s archives.
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Section of the Congregate House. From Jacqueline Leavitt, “Two Prototypical Designs for
Single Parents”, 166.
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FRAME AND FUNCTION

The strict domestic program tailored to the nuclear family as an insti-
tution upholding gender division of labor was challenged by these four
projects. They show alternative takes on the functions given to the house
and therefore challenge its contained hierarchies. Rather than framing
behaviors within rooms, the apartments are all planned for flexibility
with the concern that all constellations of households can find their place.
Grosvenor Terrace Housing meets the needs of single women by offering
them two rooms of similar quality, that can be used according to their
wishes. The two apartment layouts of Frauen-Werk-Stadt propose a flexi-
ble frame that can respond to the evolution of family life and the various
forms it can take. Similarly, the House of Meanings proposes a modular
system composed of multifunctional square rooms that do not assume a
set of pre-established functions. The Congregate House, planned for sin-
gle-parent families to live together, maximizes the uses possible within
one house and brings working closer to living. Flexibility is thus either
integrated into the plan, with adaptable units or it is manifested in the
plan through the lack of specified functions.

As American researchers Karen A. Franck and Sherry Ahentzen put
forward in their co-edited book New Households New Housing, the image
of the “married couple with young children, with an employed husband
and a homemaker wife” did not match the late nineteen-eighties demo-
graphic realities.® The notion of family that these projects refer to thus
includes a much wider definition than the modern nuclear family as a
patriarchal institution. The Frauen-Werk-Stadt apartments intended for
family life were especially clear in their acknowledgment that family life
is not a constant fixed on two parents and children and that family life
cannot fit within a single strict frame. Others treated family life as out-
side the nuclear boundaries, including friends and family like the House
of Meanings, but also other people, or family units who however share
similar lifestyles and with whom a new balance in terms of housework
can be achieved.
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Drawing by Orly Warhaftig for her mom Myra Warhaftig, 1982. From Sarah Gretsch, Ines
Sonder, and Giinter Schlusche, eds., “Myra Warhaftig. Architektin Und Bauforscherin”, 43.
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PRIVACY AND PROPERTY

PRIVACY AND PROPERTY

Even if, historically, women have been taking care of reproductive labor,
it was only with the transition to capitalism, where the working class lost
its means of reproduction, that this labor became truly exploited.”® The
women’s reproductive work could be defined as non-productive by being
socially invisible. This was made possible by shutting up women in the
isolated nuclear family.”’ The architects and authors Maria Shéhérazade
Giudici and Pier Vittorio Aureli argued in their essay “Familiar Hor-
ror”: “Privacy exists as a condition of the household to safeguard it as an
integral economic property rooted in the inner sphere of the family.””?
Important in this regard, I believe, is the relation between the interior of
the house and what is exterior to it, both in terms of property and people.
The private home has a strict boundary and this boundary, Hayden ties to
the economic boundary of the women’s sphere.”

Material Feminists had identified the isolation of women as a major
issue of their role as housewives. They proposed to socialize housework
as a solution and advocated for “women’s control over women’s sphere, as
women’s control over reproduction.”®* Although with this claim Material
Feminists did not seem to challenge the private sphere as the women’s
sphere, their aim to socialize reproductive work can be seen as a direct at-
tack on the institution of the family since, as Federici noted, the family is
an instrument in the privatization of social relations.” Material Feminists
did not however challenge the notion of privacy itself. In socializing the
housework in their projects, they were careful to retain individual family
privacy. By overcoming what had to be performed in the privacy of a
home, the isolation suffered by women can be challenged. By rendering
reproductive work as visible work, its value can be reassessed. Although
they represent change on a small scale, the projects in the following sec-
tion are attempts at challenging the isolation women faced via the private
sphere of the house: Casa Giudice (1978, Varese), Prastgardshagen (1983,
Stockholm), Stacken (1981, Gotheborg) and the HOMES revitalization
(1981, U.S)).
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Plans of Casa Giudice — the first floor is a non-confirmed reconstruction. Drawn by the
author, adapted from Mariagrazia Sironi’s archives.
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PRIVACY AND PROPERTY

Casa Giudice is a detached single-family house designed by Italian
architect Mariagrazia Sironi, one of the members of the Gruppo Femmin-
ista Immagine. The project was built in 1977-78 in the periphery of Va-
rese, in Northern Italy. It is part of a series of single-family houses that
the architect designed in the late 1970s, on which the workshops and
research carried out by the Gruppo Femminista Immagine had a strong
influence.”® As Sironi has stated, the house opens and does not enclose
the inhabitants in a cage.’” The boundaries of private property are chal-
lenged by bringing the inside and the outside closer together.”® Indeed,
even though the house is partly underground due to its location on the
slope of a hilly area, the many French doors allow the interior spaces
to open up to the garden outside.” As such, the kitchen (ii) is directly
connected to the portico (iii), and the large common space (i) opens to
the garden in three directions. Connected to a small cloister including a
pantry (iv) and the toilet (v), the common area is characterized by two
fixed elements: the fireplace and integrated banquette in the deeper part
and the prominent circular staircase in the center.'” Since the staircase is
encased in glass on the second floor, Sironi advances that it brings out-
side whoever transitions between the private and the common sphere.'”" It
forces the household, especially the housewife, to go out. The boundaries
of the property are blurred metaphorically through increased visibility to
and from the exterior.

The second-floor plan is a non-confirmed reconstruction based on a
written description by the author, as well as an axonometric drawing. It is
where three small bedrooms (vi) are located. Via this plan, we understand
that it is because the pitched roof only covers half of the house from the
reduced size of the second floor, that Sironi could encase the staircase
in glass. This staircase is the main feature that distinguishes Casa Guid-
ice from a traditional detached single-family house which typically also
groups the bedrooms above the common spaces but connected with an
‘interior’ staircase. The fact that this is the only project examined in this
thesis that features an independent single-family house might be surpris-
ing considering Sironi’s proximity to the radical ‘Wages for Housework’
campaign via the collective. However, such a privately financed commis-
sion might have been the only way to put forward any type of feminist
proposal in the Italian context, considering that - unlike North America
and the Nordic countries - Italy had a complete lack of institutional gen-
der politics, welfare or care services.
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I

vii

ix

Common ground floor plan of Pristgdrdshagen. Drawn by the author, adapted from Alison
Woodward, “Communal Housing in Sweden”, 83.
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PRIVACY AND PROPERTY

Pristgardshagen, following the philosophy of ‘the little community
house’!? by the Swedish women’s group Bo i Gemenskap (Live in Com-
munity, BiG), challenges the limits of the individual dwelling and what
activities must be performed in the privacy of the household. Specifical-
ly designed as a communal housing based on self-help by the tenants,
Prastgardshagen was the first of its kind to be built in Stockholm in
1983.1% The project was initiated by the municipal housing company and
designed by the coordinator’s architects. As a prominent characteristic of
BiG’s model, several care and household functions are moved from the
little family to the ‘intermediary level” of the living community.'* This
community is constituted of 12 to 50 households that do not form a spe-
cific category, and where shared work with daily activities was coupled
with living.!®® Despite unsuccessful attempts to obtain the upper floor
plans from the company Familjebostdder, who owns the building, it is
known that the four-and-a-half levels above the common floor include 33
apartments ranging from one- to four bedrooms.'”® As a common feature
of tenant-managed projects, units are reduced in size by approximately
10% to provide common facilities. In the case of Pristgérdshagen, only
the dining space in the kitchen of each unit was eliminated, which was
later regretted by some residents.'” On each of the dwelling floors is a
common room that acts as an extension of the tenant’s living room. This
room can be seen as an intermediate space, shared among a group of
households, in comparison to the ground floor spaces, which are common
to all.

These common spaces are mostly related to reproductive work, such
as kindergarten (vii), laundry room (vi), and kitchen (iii). BiG argued
that the disadvantage of traditional housework was it being carried out in
isolation.'”® The collective kitchen and the tenant’s involvement resulting
in collective dinners is an image of the socialization of reproductive labor
and rendering housework visible. The eating room (ii), the largest space,
is situated between the large kitchen and the TV and coffee room (i).
On the other side of the plan, but connected via a central hallway, is the
municipality-run kindergarten. Adult supervision over spaces dedicated
to children seem to have been planned. For example, the playroom opens
onto the carpentry workshop and the laundry room. Moreover, several of
the common rooms are provided with glass walls, a fact that facilitates
general overview.'” The collectivization of square meters also offered
rooms for leisure and work-related activities, and additional functions to
the standard single-family house such as the sauna (viii), photography lab
(ix), and ceramic workshop (x). The organization of the communal house
testifies to an important reduction of housework and especially an equal
share of responsibilities for work at home.!"” As part of her research on the
co-housing movement in Stockholm, Helena Mattsson clarifies that BiG’s
model was a search for reorganizing the way of treating social services.'!
The members of BiG rethought social reproduction concerning the home,
they saw housework and care as a potential social resource rather than a
burden, as something to reject.!'? Prastgardshagen thus exists as an exam-
ple of collective housing, where the comfort and security of co-residence
are offered without sacrificing the privacy and independence created by
complete individual dwelling units. Nevertheless, the boundaries of those
private dwellings are stretched since the household spills out and social-
izes reproductive work with the ‘little community’.
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Common ground floor, residential floor, common fifth floor plans of Stacken. Drawn by the
author, adapted from Claes Caldenby, “Kollektivhus: The Swedish Model,” Housing for All,
no. 65 (2021): 96.
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PRIVACY AND PROPERTY

Stacken is an example of the potential of transforming a large structure
made of a single dwelling type into a collective form of living. Stacken
is a tenant management project in Bergsjon a suburb of the city of Goth-
enburg and is the first building made from BiG’s model. The renovation
project from 1980 was initiated by Lars Agren, the original architect of
the row of nine star-shaped houses in 1968. The project was a reaction
to the saturated housing market of the mid-1970s, which left many apart-
ments in the suburbs vacant.'

Parallels can be found with the model of a refurbished modernist
building that BiG presented for the 1980 exhibition Boplads 80 (Place
of residence)'* in Stockholm in which they demonstrate that with little
structural change the ground floor of a traditional residential building
could be turned into common places and services.''> Proportionally to its
eight stories, two floors of Stacken were converted to common spaces:
the ground and the fifth floor. The kitchen (xi) and the dining room (xii)
for the daily common meals prepared by the inhabitants were planned
in the middle of the tower so that no resident would be more than four
floors away from it.""® Among other housework activities, cooking was to
be performed by both men and women. Its shared responsibility among
the various households was intended to reduce the collective burden of
housework."” The fifth floor also includes the kindergarten (ix) and a
cluster of rooms for crafts, including sewing (xiv), weaving, and ceram-
ics. The common rooms on the ground floor are more oriented towards
leisure as they include a sauna (i), table tennis (viii), music (vii), pho-
tography lab (vi), and carpentry (v). However, the laundry room (ii) and a
space for baby carriages (iv) frame a youth room (iii) that bring together
housework and child-rearing.

Beyond the addition of shared services, the dwelling floorplans were
reconfigured by opening up and closing walls resulted in an increased
number of apartment layouts. Before the renovations, the tower block
had 35 identical two-bedroom apartments — a layout convenient for the
traditional young families.!"® After the renovation, the remaining six
floors dedicated to the private dwellings featured layouts with two to
seven bedrooms. While the initial desire was to design for a varied group
of residents, the people who eventually moved into Stacken were mostly
women and single-parent households, which may indicate that this kind
of project was an interesting solution for groups that faced the greatest
challenges in balancing household work, jobs, and childcare.'”
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HOMES. Drawn by the author, adapted from Dolores Hayden, “What Would a Non-Sexist

City Be Like? Speculations on Housing, Urban Design, and Human Work,” Signs 5, no. 3
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PRIVACY AND PROPERTY

HOMES revitalization is part of Dolores Hayden’s proposal for a
‘non-sexist city’ from 1980 with which she calls for a new paradigm
of the home that would support employed women rather than restrict
them.!?® Transcending traditional definitions of homes, neighborhoods,
cities, and workplaces, Hayden’s blueprint encompasses an architectural
design proposal and an economic program. The proposal is a hypothetical
40-unit street block that relies on the remodeling of thirteen single-family
houses, as an example of her ‘experimental centers’ which could be new
constructions or renovations. Nevertheless, the author sets at a higher
priority the remodeling of the existing suburb.'?' Forty households, rep-
resenting the social structure of the American population, would form a
group that Hayden calls HOMES (Homemakers Organization for a More
Egalitarian Society) where both women and men would take the task of
reorganizing both the home and work to make changes in the negotiations
between private life and public responsibilities.

As the author remarked, a program to achieve economic and envi-
ronmental justice for women requires, by definition, a solution that
overcomes the traditional division between the household and the market
economy, the private dwelling and the workplace.'?> Hayden’s proposal
consists of the conversion of a whole residential neighborhood block into
more efficient and sociable uses by incorporating collective spaces and
activities, as well as workplaces. Such remodeling would require a change
in zoning.'”® The collective services would exist in addition to private
dwelling units and private gardens: day-care center (ii), laundromat (viii),
kitchen providing lunch for day-care center take-out evening meals and
meals-on-wheels for elderly (vi), grocery depot (ix), a dial-a-ride garage
(iii), allotment (vii), a home-help office (iv).!** These collective activities
would generate 37 jobs in proximity to the homes.'”® Her proposal also
includes the remodeling of a large single-family house to a triplex with
a two-bedroom unit (C), a one-bedroom unit (A), and an efficiency unit
(B) — all of which have private enclosed gardens but two-fifths of the
original lot is given to the community. The proposal thus assumes private
ownership of the homes and private yards in conjunction with cooper-
ative ownership and use of the land.'”® To achieve a transformation of
housework, housing, and neighborhoods, HOMES is not intended as an
isolated experiment but as a service available to the neighborhood.
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Axonometric view of Casa Giudice, by Mariagrazia Sironi. From Mariagrazia Sironi’s ar-
chives.

Interior photograph of Casa Giudice. From Mariagrazia Sironi’s archives.



PRIVACY AND PROPERTY

Photo of the common dining room of Pristgardshagen. From Dick Urban Vestbro, “Collec-
tive Housing in Scandinavia — How Feminism Revised a Modernist Experiment,” Journal of
Architectural and Planning Research 14, no. 4 (1997): 339.

R
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Photo of Stacken’s common kitchen on the fifth floor. From Susanne Schmid, “A History of
Collective Living: Models of Shared Living,” in 4 History of Collective Living (Birkhduser,
2019), 180.
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Program diagram of Stacken. From Karin Palm Lindén, “Kollektivhusets Rumsliga Struktur
- Stod Eller Tvangstréja,” Nordisk Arkitekturforskning, 1989, 39.



PRIVACY AND PROPERTY

What unites the four projects examined is firstly the attempt to ‘stretch’
the boundaries of individual households. In doing so, they challenge and
explore in different ways the notion of privacy. Casa Giudice challenges
it metaphorically by exposing the interior of the house, and the nuclear
family, to the outside. Reduced in size, the private units in both Prést-
gardshagen and Stacken are complemented by common rooms for lei-
sure activities but especially to perform housework. Usually done in the
privacy or rather in the isolation of the home, housework thus becomes
visible and socialized which in return, reduces the burden on the individ-
ual households. Similarly, the HOMES revitalization proposes services
related to reproductive work which Hayden located in the common spaces
created in and around the former single-family houses. By remodeling
the interior of the single-family house to fit three independent units, the
author also plays with the boundaries of the different households within
the established boundary of the detached nuclear family house. The main
difference between the three proposals involving a community lies in
the strategy used for taking care of the housework now out of the pri-
vate sphere. Prastgardshagen and Stacken count on the involvement of
the residents and project housework as a resource rather than a burden,
whereas the HOMES proposal turns housework into services provided
by paid people. Indeed, HOMES revitalization not only illustrates how
housework can be extracted from the private sphere of the home, but
it also translates the unpaid labor that would be carried by housewives
into an equivalent number of paid jobs. Hayden thus renders reproductive
labor as productive.

None of these projects go against privacy per se. On the contrary,
the architects and planners were careful in keeping enough privacy so
that the combination of ‘individual’ and ‘common’ reaches a sustainable
balance. The Congregate House was also negotiating this balance but at
the scale of one house with private and common rooms rather than pri-
vate units and common spaces. In my opinion, by extracting some of
the reproductive work from the private units to have it shared by differ-
ent households, their boundaries are blurred and so is the notion of the
family. If the family exists as an institution to maintain the exploitation
of women’s unpaid work, and if the unpaid work is shifted outside the
nuclear family, then the gender division of labor is challenged and so is
the ‘housewife’ as a role.
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PRAGMATIC BUT RADICAL

In light of this analysis with theme-specific chapters, attempts at expand-
ing the paradigm of the house were projected respectively at the scale of
the room, the dwelling unit, and the community. “Labor and Leisure” ex-
amined how the housework deployed in the individual kitchen was taken
out of its seclusion either by combining this space with other functions or
by being given a central position within the house. Designing the kitchen
as such comes from seeing housework as integral to everyday life rather
than trying to hide it. “Frame and Function” demonstrated how contem-
plating rooms, and ultimately entire dwellings as multifunctional spaces
allows to better respond to the ever-changing needs of inhabitation. This
perspective challenges the framework in which hierarchical relations
are typically maintained and reproduced between inhabitants. “Privacy
and Property” analyzed how the boundaries of the private sphere were
blurred. The projects dealing with multiple households also illustrate the
benefit of having both community and privacy, with spaces designed for
both spheres, and with housework being shifted to the community level.

Beyond the focus of each chapter, the concepts they brought forward
also overlapped and tinted each other. This comes from the intricate in-
terdependence between the concepts of the Marxist Feminist theories.
As such, the notion of privacy within one unit is tackled when analyzing
the position of the kitchen to the other rooms and the entrance. Privacy is
also a concern for the cohabitation of unrelated people where multifunc-
tionality is incorporated in a dwelling. Yet, privacy is tackled especially
around the boundaries of a housing unit — one’s ‘property’. Most impor-
tantly, in their spatial reconsideration of the home, the projects all tackle
the definition of the family. Family is an overarching concept in both the
Marxist feminist theory and these feminist architectural projects. It is by
acknowledging the infinite constellations of people living together, as
well as the increased number of single-parent households that the archi-
tects could reassess the home. For example, the needs of single mothers
were at the forefront of the design concerns in multiple projects such as
the two Canadian women’s coop, Emancipatory Living Lot 2, Grosvenor
Terrace Housing, and the Congregate House. Post-occupancy studies also
highlighted that even if it was not intended, single mothers were overrep-
resented in the Swedish ‘little community houses’.!?” It was an attempt to
better represent the demographics of the time but also not to cap a limit
to what ‘family’ could become.

As Mies has remarked, the gender division of labor is not a problem
related to the family only, but rather a structural problem of a whole
society.!”® The Marxist feminist’s stance reflects a radical one, and its
feasibility is questionable, especially when considering the challenging
prospect of a revolution against capitalism in the foreseeable future. The
more ‘pragmatic’ projects examined in this paper gain significance, as
they address the ‘here and now’ by looking at everyday life issues. Never-
theless, it is important to acknowledge that these were inspired by radical
thinkers, even though the Marxist feminist critique is not easily deploy-
able or translatable to a design problem. Yet, if the Marxist feminists did
not address the spatial condition of the home, it is because they saw alter-
native design of the home as a palliative to women’s liberation at best.'*’
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PRAGMATIC BUT RADICAL

In this regard, in appreciating the relevance of the projects presented, it is
important to not forget the proper scale of the issue at stake.

These twelve housing projects were attempts to address specific
challenges of their time and can’t be seen as blueprints for feminist pro-
jects today. They also don’t claim to embody a ‘feminist architecture’.
Instead, they emerged amid a movement where women architects gained
consciousness about the built environment being shaped without women
in mind but also with the increase of women clients, and them defining
their own housing needs. Nevertheless, the established buying power of
feminists and more inclusive architectural education and practices could
potentially lead to a rise in consciousness.

Despite the seemingly pragmatic approach of this facet of second-wave
feminism, the analysis of the project’s plans demonstrated how radical
they actually are in their spatial relationships. This is evident when con-
sidering most of the large-scale housing built today, where, for instance,
pairing the entrance with the kitchen is almost unthinkable, and having
a ‘master bedroom’ is still common practice. Housing was and remains a
strict and standardized domain. Exploring why the echo of these projects
does not appear to have survived the nineties warrants further analysis.
There is potential to draw inspiration from the experiences of the 1980s
to address contemporary challenges in the built environment. Moreover,
considering that the issues tied to ‘housewifization’ and the misrep-
resentation of women’s needs and everyday life in domestic designs are
deeply rooted in the very structure of capitalist society, these pragmatic
projects could serve as an inspiration for architectural responses to the
other forms of violence perpetrated by this all-encompassing economic
force—violence that has persisted and shows no signs of abating.'*°
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