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Zherdiev V. The First Church of Russian Emigration
in Berlin: The Fate of the Masterpiece. This article
dwells upon the tragic history of the architecturally
unique Russian Community House with a church. It
was built by the design of an architect Nikolai Vasilyev
(1875-1958). The presentation of the material in the
article begins with the history of the Orthodox embassy
house churches in Berlin. Despite the long historical
and matrimonial ties between Russian and Prussian
Reigning Royal Houses, there was no separate capital
Orthodox church edifice in Berlin. The rector of the em-
bassy church A. Maltsev advocated the construction of
it, but the First World War interfered with the plans to
build a new Orthodox church in Berlin. However, the
increase of the Orthodox community after 1917 at the
expense of the emigrants made the construction of a
new church edifice even more essential. The design was
developed by N. Vasilyev. Considering the need to cre-
ate a multifunctional building, which should be located
among a dense urban development and blend in style
with the neighboring buildings, the architect embodied
his old designs for monastery structures in the Neo-
Russian style, carrying the idea of the “Temple-Castle”
(designs of the Metochions of Kalyazinsky Alexander
Nevsky Monastery and Feodorovsky Gorodetsky Mon-
astery in S. Petersburg). The building, which included
premises for various purposes, was crowned with a
churchinthe spirit of Novgorod ecclesiastical architec-
ture with an open gallery for processions. This unique
architectural monument suffered a sad fate — the build-
ing was sold for debts and bought by German Labor
Front (DAF). The former community house was a sub-
ject of a complete reconstruction in accordance with
the plans for the administrative development of the dis-
trict. However, a plot of land was allocated to the Rus-
sian community for the construction of a new church
edifice, which was consecrated in 1938, but that new
church was no longer asinteresting and unique froman
architectural point of view as the first temple. Thanks to
the analysis of archival materials it was found out that
the reconstruction was not completed and the former
community house survived initsoriginal form (only the
domes were dismantled) during the Second World War.
The building was converted to a hotel only in the late
1950s or early 1960s.

Keywords: architect Nikolai Vasilyev, Novgorod
ecclesiastical  architecture, Neo-Russian  style,
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Russian emigration in Germany.

Kepoee B. B. Ilepwa yepxea pociiicokoi emizpauii é
Bepnini: oons wedespa. Y CTaTTi pPoO3rnagacTbCs
icTopis  Oygini, YHikanbHOT  And  BiTUM3HAHOT
Ta 3apybid>KHOI NpaBOCNaBHOI  apXiTekTypu, -—
POCICbKOr0 06LUMHHOTO OYAMHKY 3 LIepKBOH, CTBO-
PeHOro 3a MPOEKTOM apxiTekTopa Mwukonu Bacu-
nboBuya Bacunbesa (1875-1958). Buknag maTepiany
B CTATTI NOYMHAETHCA 3 iCTOpPIT NPaBOCNaBHMX No-
COMbCbKUX LiepKoB y BepniHi. Hesgadkaroun Ha AasHi
iCTOPWYHI 1 MaTpPUMOHianbHi 38°513KM pocilicbkol Ta
MPYCCbKOT NpaBnsaunx guHacTii, y bepniHi He icHysano
OKPeMOi KaniTanbHOT 6yAiBni npaBocnaBHOl LiepK-
BM. 3a GyAiBHMLTBO HOBOI LIEPKBM paTyBaB HacTo-
ATeNb NOCONbCLKOI Lepken O. Masbles, ane lMepwa
CBITOBA BiilHa 3aBafguna nnaHam CTBOPEHHS HOBOIO
npasocnasHoro xpamy B bepniHi. OfHak 36inbLUeHHs
3a paxyHOK emirpaHTiB npaBocnasHOI rpomagu
micna 1917 p. we 6ifbll aKkTyaniyBalo NUTaHHs
6yniBHMLTBA HOBOT LiepKBU, NPOEKT AKOI 1 po3pobus
M. B. Bacunbes. 3 ornsfly Ha HeobXiHICTb CTBOPEH-
HA 6araTodyHKLioHanbHOT Byaisni, koTpa mana byTu
po3TalloBaHa cepef LWinbHoi 3abya0BM | CTUKaTHCA 3
cycigHimmn Gyaisnamun, apxiTeKTop yTinvne CBOI 4aBHi
3afyM MOHACTMUPCbKUX CMOPYL Y Heopociiicbkomy
CTWNi, WO HeCyTh ifeto «Xpamy-Ipagy» (K NpoeKT K
noggip’a  KanasumHcekoro — OnekcaHapo-HeBcbkoro
MoHacTups, nofgip’s deogopiscbkoro opoaeLbko-
ro moHacTwupsa B CaHkT-lMeTepbypsi). Bygisnto, Lo
BKNlOYana B cebe MNPUMILLEHHA PI3HOro MpuU3HayeH-
Hfl, BiHYasia LiepKBa B JyCi HOBIOPOACHKOT CaKpasbHOT
apxiTekTypu 3 06xigHot ranepeeto. Lito yHikanbHy
oyaiBnlo cniTkana cymHa [onsa: 6yAMHOK 3 LiepKBOKO
6yB NpodaHwnii 3a 6opru i npuadaxmii Himelbkum Tpy-
nosum ppoHTOM (DAF). Llepksa nignsrana jeMOHT a-
XKy, a peLuTKy ByAiBai — NOBHIA PeKOHCTPYKLIT 3rigHO
3 nnaHamn agMmiHicTpaTwBHOI 3abyfoBm paiioHy. [na
pociiicbkoi rpomagu 6yna BugineHa AinsgHka 3emai
Ha GYAiBHWLTBO HOBOTO Xpamy, sIKuii GyB OCBAYEHWIA
1938 p., ane B>Ke He CTaB TaKWil LjikaBuid i yHiKaibHNIA
3 apXiTeKTYPHOI TOYKM 30py, SIK NepLunii xpam. 3a-
BASKM aHanisy apxiBHux MaTepianis, 3gilicHeHOMY
aBTOpPOM A0Cnif>KeHHA B HimeyuuHi, 3’AcoBaHo, L0
PEKOHCTPYKLIA He 6yna npoBedeHa i KOMWLLHIKA 06-
WWHHWA BYAMHOK MPaKTWYHO B MepBiCHOMY BUrNAAi
(BeMoHTOBaHI NnLe Kynonu) nepe>kus [pyry caiTosy
BillHY. KonmLLHil xpam 6yB nepebyaoBaHWiA Ha roTeNb
TiNbKK B KiHLi 1950-x — Ha noyaTKy 1960-x pp.

Kniouosi cnosa: apxiTekTop Mukona Bacuibo-
BUY BacunbeB, HeOpPOCIACbKWIA CTWAb, HOBrOPOACH-
Ka LEpKOBHa apxiTeKTypa, NpaBoCiaBHWA Cobop
BockpeciHHa  XpucToBoro B bepniHi, pociiicbka
emirpauis B HimeuuuHi.

9

Introduction. Resurrection Orthodox church
and Russian communal house was a structure which
is unique not only for the German capital, but aso
for Russian ecclesiastical architecture. Unfortunate-
ly, the first church of Russian emigration this monu-
ment to the tragic events in Russian history and has
not attracted the attention of art historians, although
historical aspects of Russian emigration after the
Revolution of 1917 have been well studied. Some
information on the history of Russian house “am-
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bassadorial” churches and activity of St. Vladimyr
brotherhood is in A. Maltsev’s diaries and histori-
cal reviews [1]. The main source of information on
a brief history of Vasiliev’s Resurrection church and
the visual data is archival materials (Bundesarchiv,
Landesarchiv Berlin). Brief information about the
idea of construction of the Russian church can be
found in the monograph “Nikolai Vasiliev” [5] or in
N. Talberg’s memoirs. Vasiliev’s original designs of
“Temple-Castle” monasteries, which later inspired
the architect for design of the Russian Communal
House in Berlin, were presented in the architectural
journal “Zodchii” (The Architect) in the beginning of
1900s. But ageneral art analysis of the architectural
concept and the decoration of the first Resurrection
Orthodox church hasn’t been done. The author’s em-
pirical field and archival research in Germany was
aimed at answering these questions. A combination
of figurative-stylistic analysis and comparative anal-
ysis, aswell asiconological and iconographic meth-
ods were used to determine the source of influence
and the artistic level of the monument, and to ensure
completeness of the research.

Novelty. The scientific novelty of the results
obtained lies in the fact that for the first time:

» new factual and visual material on architecture
and decoration of the former Orthodox church
and communal house in Berlin was collected
and put into scientific circulation;

« a comprehensive analysis was fulfilled of the
architectural concept of the Russian church
with regard to the specific site of construction
in the urban environment;

* a comparative analysis was carried out of the
church in Berlin with the earlier prototypes of
Novgorod ecclesiastical architecture;

 the influence of architectural and decorative
features of the image of the “Temple-Castle”,
which the architect used to work on at the be-
ginning of the 20th century, was analyzed.
Historical context. The Resurrection of Christ

Orthodox Cathedral in the Wilmersdorf district
was not the first Russian church in Berlin. The first
“house” church was under a Russian envoy in Prus-
sia, appointed to the Berlin court, and was sent to
count A. Golovin in Berlin in 1718. It was housed
in various private buildings hired for the Russian
ambassadorial office. From 1741 to 1747 under the
Russian envoy Count P. Chernyshev there was the
“marching” church in the name of the Meeting of
the Lord [6, c. 53]. In 1763 the ambassador Prince
Dolgorukov requested that he be sent a church and
a priest known to him [6, c. 53]. Later, in 1773, the
church was listed as in the “envoy’s house” on Wil-
helmstrasse. The house church of St. Prince Vladimir
at the Russian Imperial Embassy on Unter den Lin-

den 7 existed since 1837. It was related to the time
when Emperor Nicholas I, married the daughter of
Prussian King Friedrich Wilhelm [11, acquired this
mansion from Duchess Sagan for his stops during
hisvisitsto Germany [9, c. 29]. According to the de-
scription by the Prior of the ambassadorial church,
A. Maltsev, the temple was “in the ground floor, be-
tween the first and second courtyards, the five win-
dows leaving to the 2nd backyard, with neither the
cross, nor bells outside, so that by externa signs it
is difficult to guess its existence in the wing, hav-
ing above it a hall and above them living quarters
for Messrs. Secretaries” [6, c. 54]. The church could
accommodate no more than 150 people. Six images
for the temple were executed by an artist Baranov,
who was returning to his homeland through Berlin
after his finished studying in Italy [1, c. 73]. The
iconostasis and choirs were made of polished oak
and decorated with openwork carvings. Thanks to
a photo made in the end of the 19th century it can
be noted that the skillful carving iconostasis con-
sisted of two tiers with a high central arch above the
Royd Gate! On the Gate there were two icons of
the Annunciation without the Evangelists. The sec-
tions with the deacon’s doors were at an angle to the
central part and adjoined to the far side sections, so
the central part of the iconostasiswas moved forward
[11, c. 89]. In the first tier there were six icons, in
the second tier there were six small icons in medal-
lions. The local icons of the iconostasis, which were
painted by a painter Malyshev on the golden back-
ground and were presented by monks of the Trini-
ty-Sergius Lavra. The great altarpiece of the Resur-
rection of Christ was painted by an artist Bogatskii.
The northern and southern choirs are crowned with
icons decorated with openwork carvings. From the
other icons, Maltsev mentioned “remarkable in the
fineness” the icon of the Resurrection of Christ and
the great feasts, as well as the icon of St. Nicholas
in an icon-case decorated with “artistic carvings and
mosaics from a multi-colored tree” and with a dark
bronze delicate candlestick (it is likely that the icon
of St. Nicholas was on one of the choirs) [6, c. 54].
On the southern choir there was a massive ark with
a gilt bronze shroud made by G. Pankratiev from
St. Petersburg [1, ¢. 74].

Post-Revolution Period and theidea of a con-
struction of a new church. However, the small am-
bassadorial church could not meet the needs of the
Orthodox community in Berlin and from 1895 the
St. Vladimir brotherhood, headed by A. Maltsev, be-
gan to raise funds for the construction of a cathedral.
But with the beginning of World War |, the staff of
the embassy and the priest left Berlin. The services
were resumed in the ambassadorial church again af-

1 Bildarchiv Foto Marburg. LBB Il, 12 393.
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ter the revolutionary events in Russia and Germany
and when the arrival of refugees from Russiabecame
possible. The new republican government of Germa-
ny did not recognize Soviet Russia and the building
of the Russian embassy fell under the authority of
the German Foreign Ministry. From mid-April 1921
church services were conducted jointly by the Arch-
bishop of Western Europe Eulogius and Archiman-
drite Tikhon (Liashchenko) (from 1924 — the Bishop
of Berlin and Germany), who had an apartment at
the embassy [8, c. 298]. After Eulogius’s departure
to Paris, the entire parish life centered around Archi-
mandrite Tikhon. However, the political situation had
changed rapidly and according to the Treaty of Ra-
pallo in 1922 diplomatic relations between Germany
and Soviet Russiawere restored. The embassy build-
ing had to be handed over to Soviet diplomats. With
the help of Russian youth living in Berlin, Tikhon
managed to remove from the ambassadorial church
valuable utensils, icons and commemorative plaques
and store them in aroom allocated for church servic-
€s in the Russian gymnasium on Nachodstrasse 10.
Rooms in the Russian gymnasium and other prem-
ises that the community had been forced to rent for
worship services could no longer meet its needs. Tik-
hon began to take steps to build a community house
with its own temple. A tiny lot was bought in adense
residential block next to Fehrbelliner Platz in Wilm-
ersdorf, alittle further from the center. Using the lot
as a security deposit, one of the construction firms
was contracted to build a Revenue house for the Rus-
sian community [8, c. 299].

Tikhon appealed with a proposal to create
a community house project to architect Nikolai
Vasilievich Vasiliev (1875-1958), who was a stu-
dent of the famous imperial architect L. N. Benois
and lived in emigration in the USA [5, c. 311]. And
thiswas not coincidence. The personality of this out-
standing architect needs a separate narrative. Nikolai
Vasiliev |eft a notable mark in St. Petersburg (cathe-
dral Mosgue (1908, together with A. I. von Gohen
and S. S. Krichinskii) stands out among the apart-
ment houses and public buildings created under his
project), Revel (Talinn), New York, etc. In Kharkov,
the imprint of the severe “northern” Art Nouveau is
carried by the building of the Merchant Bank with
the Astoria Hotel (1910-1913), designed by Vasiliev
in collaboration with A. . Rzhepishevskii. They aso
designed “Kulakovskii’s Manufaktura” in Kharkov,
in which one of the revised versions of the Merchant
Bank design with dominant verticals of narrow win-
dows was used. Vasiliev aso developed a competi-
tive design for a building of Kharkov Art College
(1912, not implemented). In addition, Vasiliev, al-
ready in exile, participated in competitions for de-
signs of a building of the State Industry (Gosprom)

in Kharkov [5, c. 302-303] and the Palace of Soviets
in Moscow [5, c. 352-355].

Vasiliev’s idea of the “Temple-Castle”. The
task that Vasiliev faced in the development of the
design of the building for the Russian community
in Berlin returned him to the projects of 1910s car-
rying the idea of the “Temple-Castle”, whose im-
ages the architect worked on at the beginning of
the 20th century: the Metochion of the Kalyazin-
sky Alexander Nevsky female convent of the Tver
diocese [3, Tabn. 60] and the temple design in honor
of the 300th anniversary of the Romanov dynasty
at the Metochion of Theodore Gorodetsky monas-
tery in St. Petersburg [3, Tabn. 34-36]. In the ear-
ly 20th century, with its rapid industrialization and
urbanization, when rows of multi-storey buildings
appeared on the site of cozy patriarchal one- and
two-storey picturesque buildings with their front
gardens, a temple began to lose its dominant place
in the landscape of the city. It became “sandwiched”
among massive buildings, especialy in the two
capitals of the empire with their industrial base and
growing population. Similarly, ahuman being begins
to suffocate in the grip of acity. Inthe art of the early
20th century an image of a monster city appeared:
a faceless and many-eyed mass, overwhelming all
living things. Especialy vividly and clearly not in
favor of a human being, this confrontation is shown
in the graphics of M. Dobuzhinskii (series “A City”,
“Urban Dreams”, etc.), in A. Benois’s illustrations to
A. Pushkin’s “The Bronze Horseman”. As an antith-
esis to a gloomy modern city, the warmth of a fair-
ytale “Castle” (“Grad” in Russian) with its humer-
ous picturesgue domes of churches is associatively
reflected to a viewer in the works of V. Vasnetsov,
|. Bilibin, N. Rerich and others. At the same time,
white stone walls of an ancient Castle become the
embodiment of a Temple — a stronghold, a symbol of
eternal values, their inviolability. There is no coin-
cidence in afact that in temples of the Neo-Russian
style, along with elements of tower-room architec-
ture, the features of fortification structures began
to appear: covered towers with machicolations, the
massiveness of smooth walls is emphasized by but-
tresses and narrow apertures of window-loopholes
(projects of St. Sergius of Radonezh church on Ku-
likovo Field (1914, architect A. V. Shchusev), Fedor-
ovskaya Mother of God cathedral in St. Petersburg
(1911-1914, architect S. S. Krichinskii)) [2, c. 208—
209]. A church becomes a kind of afortress, the last
bastion in counteracting the secularization and lack
of spirituality of a society. And just in the architec-
tural and artistic realization of the building of the
Orthodox community in the capita of the somewhat
unfriendly state, the image of the “Temple-Castle”
was more than appropriate.
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Concept. But nevertheless, in realizing not
only the architectural image, but also the design part,
N. Vasiliev had to take into account many nuances.
The building should be a complex of premises for
various purposes. It was planned to place there a
lower church for worship services while construction
works were being carried out on the upper floors, a
hall for meetings, a gymnasium, a library and apart-
ments for priests. In the upper part of the building
there was to be a church for 600 worshipers and a flat
roof would become a place for religious processions
[5, c. 314]. In addition, it was intended to accom-
modate apartments for rent and shopping areasin the
building, so that at the profit from the rent the com-
munity could keep the building. And the whole com-
plex should be on the small lot among the existing
residential buildings. Vasiliev carried out the project
remotely, the practice is common for architects, and,
besides, he could not leave the US until 1930 under
the terms of the naturalization procedure [5, c. 313].

The corner location of the building at the cross-
roads of Hohenzollerndamm 33 and Ruhrstrasse
made it possible to find the original architectural so-
[ution: the Russian house was not squeezed between
neighboring buildings, but it looks as if it “opens”
the perspective of the streets, lily-white walls were
the powerful light accent in the monotonous gray
block. Moreover, the central semi-circular facade in
the upper part was stylized in a spirit of sacral archi-
tecture of the Russian North, with an open gallery,
and the dynamic reduction of the diverse architec-
tural masses completed by the traditional five onion
domes, which made the building dominant in the de-
velopment of the district. The huge display windows
of commercial premises of the ground floor and
the gradually decreasing windows of the following
floors enhanced the sense of monumentality of the
structure. The facade became a kind of fortress, over
the walls of which domes of the church towered up.
The temple itself was built in the spirit of Novgorod
architecture: a slender “chetverik” with gable ends
under an eight-pitched roof with a centra light drum
completed with an arcade belt and a slender head
(asimilar model isin Novgorod churches of Twelve
Apostles on Propastiach (13th — 15th centuries),
Simeon the God-Receiver in Pokrovsky (Laying
Our Lady’s Holy Robe) Monastery (1467), John the
Theologian on Vitok (the end of the 14th century),
Dimitry Solunsky on Torzhok (circa 1462-1463),
etc. Lateral “blind” drums have a very indirect rela-
tionship to this architectural model and have a deco-
rative function. They are decorated at the base with
two, increasing to the top, keeled “kokoshniks”. The
apse was complicated by an additional semicircu-
lar volume completed with a keeled “zakomar” and
crowned with a decorative head. The facades were

laconic, without decor, with tall narrow three-parted
windows and the side parts of the apse are cut with
high singlewindows. The only additional decorations
arerelief Greek crosses on gambles of the facades of
the church and in the upper part of the central facade
of the main building. The architect actually managed
to place the full-fledged building of the church on
the roof of the communal house, perhaps for the first
time introducing a “symbiosis” of civil and sacral
structure.

The slender temple on the roof, which can
be regarded as an independent object, neverthe-
less harmonioudly joins the main building with two
half-arches that smoothly “flow” into the silhouette
of the sharp pediment of the gable roof of the eastern
facade of the church. At the same time, due to the
fact that the corner of the crossroads, on which the
communal house was located, is precisely oriented
to the east, the semicircular apse of the church re-
peated the semi-circular silhouette of the central fa-
cade of the entire building; and the increased height
of the wall of the main facade and the flat roof of
the building formed an open gallery near the eastern
part of the church. Also, each of the three facades
is indicated by additional slender domes. one dome
crowns the apse, defining the central axis of the main
facade and two side domes are installed on arched
buttresses, in whose arches the bells are mounted.
The side facades, adjoined to the neighboring resi-
dentia buildings, are harmonioudy linked to them
by the floors and repetitions of the exterior elements,
but contrasted by the complicated surface of the
walls with abundant multi-level brick decor — a kind
of reference to the “brick style” methods of the late
19th century.

Crisis and the lost of the church. This archi-
tecturally interesting and unique building suffered a
sad fate. The financial disaster, which shook Germa-
ny in 1929, made payments on loans impossible and
the building was auctioned. As the result, the new
owner (the same company that financed the construc-
tion) leased part of the premises of the third floor,
where the church was located, to the community. In
the second half of the thirties the district of Fehrbel-
liner Platz was actively built up with new adminis-
trative buildings. In 1935, the building of the Rus-
sian community was bought out by the German trade
union association German Labour Front — Deutsche
Arbeitsfront (DAF). The origina facade of a Rus-
sian house with a church was “wedged” between
new, almost identical structures that formed the ad-
ministrative ensemble of the intersection of Hohen-
zollerndamm, Ruhrstrale and Brienner Stralle. The
domes of the Russian church, raised above the Ho-
henzollerndamm, dominated the development of the
entire Fehrbelliner Platz area and were visible from
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afar. And most likely, they tried to get rid of such
dominance. Probably, from the point of view of the
designers, the building of the Russian communal
house did not in any way fit into the look of the re-
constructed area, athough the residentia buildings
next to the Russian house were not rebuilt.

However, based on political and propagandistic
considerations, the government planned to build a
small wooden Orthodox church not far from Fehr-
belliner Platz in place of the sequestered community
building, using funds of the DAF and the Imperia
Ministry of Church Affairs (Reichsministerium flr
die Kirchlichen Angelegenheiten). But the head of
the Ministry H. Kerrl, guided by the same propagan-
distic goals, insisted on the construction of a stone
church. The Ministry bought a lot of land near the
former Russian House, and allocated a part of the
estimated cost of the construction; a further part of
the cost was allocated by the German Foreign Of-
fice. The DAF was obliged to pay the largest amount.
Money was also donated by the Royal Houses of Yu-
goslavia and Bulgaria and by the German Evangeli-
cal Church. In total, the German departments pro-
vided almost 88 % of the funds for the construction
of the cathedral [10, c. 73]. On 31 August 1936 the
new cathedral was laid [10, c. 72]. The festivities be-
gan with a procession of the cross from the Russian
communal house to the construction site on anisland
bounded by the intersection of Hohenzollerndamm
with Konstanzer Str. and Berliner Str. The ceremony
of consecration of the foundation stone of the new
cathedral was conducted by Bishop Tikhon of Berlin
and Germany.

The project of the new temple was designed
by a Russian emigrant, an architect S. Shostovs-
kii; K. Shelberg directed the construction works
[7, c. 47]. In 1938 the cathedral was consecrated in
honor of the Resurrection of Christ. The iconostasis
(the gift of Metropolitan Dionysius of Warsaw) was
transferred from the former Russian church to the
new cathedral. The five-domed concrete building in
classical forms of the “Russ-Byzantine” model was
sustained in proportions of its prototypes. The mas-
sive structure is crowned by low domes, which intro-
duces some disproportionality. The laconic volume
is complemented by a small porch, the pediment of
which is decorated with the same laconic and even
somewhat coarse sgraffito with the Christogram and
two angels (sgraffito survived though 1945, but was
removed, then restored again). The building is rather
squat and, although it is on a separate plot bounded
by the roadway on all sides, is ho longer an accent,
but “dissolves” among buildings.

Post-War Period and conclusion. But the new
owners did not proceed to a thorough reconstruction
of the former Russian house. Probably, there were

till tenants in the building or the reconstruction de-
sign was under development, and then the Second
World War broke out and the Labor Front was no
longer up to the development of the new property.
The building survived the war with no radical dam-
ages. By the beginning of the 1950s only the domes
were dismantled. The archival photograph from
1950s clearly shows the remains of the steel struc-
tures of the vaults of the central dome and a com-
pletely intact central facade, but without any signs
of sacred symbolism. On the ground floor, there was
still a sign for the “Dom Klause” cafe. By 1956, the
remains of the gable ends of the facades of the for-
mer temple were eliminated and a four-slope tiled
roof was installed, in tune with the ends of neigh-
boring buildings. The apse has survived, and even in
such a “truncated” form, the building of the former
cathedral represented an interesting architectural ac-
cent, already bearing the features of Romanesque ar-
chitecture, fully harmonizing with the severity of the
surrounding buildings. But later, in the late or after
the 1950s the building was finally rebuilt, completely
eliminating the signs of its previous appearance, re-
vealing a completely faceless monotonous facade.
Despite the fact that the Wilmersdorf area was
badly damaged during the brutal devastation of Ber-
lin, many buildings near Fehrbelliner Platz were re-
stored after the war with little or no change. Who
knows, if not for the tragic coincidence, and had the
Russian communal house not been sold in the 1930s,
itislikely that it would have survived the bombings,
asweéll as other buildings of the district. And the gray
city would still be decorated with an unusual sacral
object, which could rightfully become the architec-
tural heritage of Berlin. Now there is a hotel in the
former communal building, and only a rounded fa-
cade recadlls the lost masterpiece of Nikolai Vasiliev.
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