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Foreword

in }~:4‘/ the 1.5, Congress passed the Urban Re-
newal Act. As readers of this book will know, rh.L
lammark fegislation promised a decent, safe, and
sanitary dwelling for every American. Although
many of us do live in better housing now than
when the Act was passed, the number of Ameri-
cans who prcr'c e prot blems with housing
quality or cost ot both has changed very litt ie
Moreover a grave THEW problem hd,s ArisEn wiy
cent yvears: widespread homelessniess. This mczst
sericus form of h«uuszrg deprivation-—the nega-
tive side of urban revitglization—continues to
show steady growth.

Mot only has the number of households need-
g decent homes increased, but also the com-
position of these househelds has changed and
thelr incomes relative to housing costs have de-
ciined. As we will learn in this volume, single
parents with dependent children now rfepresmt
nearly 20 percent of all U.S. family households
Most of these single parents are women, and
most have low incomes. Anocther fast-growing
group is single mdividuais, who now constitute
nearly a quarter of those seeking housing. In fact
only one household in ten today consists of an
empl ved father, a homemaker mother, and chil-
dren. While no duzuo rraphic projections suggest

gﬂmwut changes, fhls rmunority remains the
f{,cx 15 of public and private housing efforts.

This timely book describes the growing nume-
ber of American households that do not it the
conventional family mold. Despite their number
—which now approsch half of all those secking
shelter——they are still commonly referred to as
nontraditional houscholds, This book elevates
them to the central ;Jld\(.f: they deserve in the
housing debate and bnngs together in 2 single
place the most successful experiments and
thoughtful proposals regarding dwellings appro-
priate to their varied needs.

At the same time this book is concerned with
new forms of dwelling for those households that,
while still of conventional structure, seek closer
social contact or increased amenity through shar-
ing and cooperation. 1t describes a continuum f,f
housing types, differentiated in terms of siz
cost, and r"cg*ee of sr:lk ~contait m"ez‘*mram,nw
from SRO units in reconditioned hotels in New
York to residential dus*cru in Scandinavia de-
signed to highten the burden on working parents.

Karen Franck and She: rry Ahrentzen have ad-
dressed their book to that disparate group we call
housers—the public officials, architects, plan-
ners, and developers who "zape the nation’s
heusing policies and production. Although this
group has been a powerful collective force tm
more than a generation, In recent years disse
sion over building tvpes (high-rises versus low-
rises), locational strategies {revitabizing the slums
versus integrating the suburbs), and fnancing
{subsidies to butldings versus subsidies o h()lhz‘,—
holdst has reduced i3 inHuence, permitting con-
servatives to dismantle the structure of public
support for housing. This book, by prmzd r-g
clesr framework for rethinking American hous
ing needs, will help reforge the consensus that
effective housing action requires. By challenging
housers’ traditional assumptions, it will shift the
agenda toward increased pluralisi and user con-
trol.

Housing as a responsibility of gove mment and
a specific concern of architects and planners is a
matter not much more than a centurv oldia fr
quently cited point of origin is the London
Countv Council’s decision to build its first low-
income flaty around 1890, Although there were
isolated, private experiments in the United States
m th‘ latter half of the rmeteer;t}* century, if

ock the Grest Depression of the 1930s to force
government housing actios hez«:‘ I

[

In that time of
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x  Foreword

national crisis, leading housers formulated a
now-familiar program: lowered densities, in-
creased light and air, and affordable apartments

r nuclear familes ampmunrv deprived of their
hirthright——a honse with 2 yard of its own. These
goals for individuals and dwellings were never se-
riously questioned: those as yet unmarried were
destined to marry and have childreny sinp'ie par-
enthood was surely 2 temporary condifion; and
apartments {or any other form of coilmcme liv-
ing were merely stepping stones on the way to
faniily houses.

We now see that this conce k,iru_m of the hous~

g task contains 3 number of dangerous myths.
E"ru:, ¢ accepts only one choice of marital status.
Except for the voung, failure to establish a con-
ventional family is seen as 2 form of deviance
justifying housing deprivatmn. But as we have
seen, half of all households today are “nontradi-
tinnal.” Most remain so for long periods; many
remain so for life.

Second, this conception assumes a perpetually
rising economic tide that will foat all ships into
the desired port: a private home. In “ac* ” e real
incomes of young couples with ¢f :1d1‘€ﬂ--~th€
backbone of the single-family house market—
have declined by nearly 3 quarter since 19680, Is it
ambition or lack of housing choices that accounts
for the fact that more than half of the women
with children today go te work? What more af-
fordable housing alternatives are there for them
or for the still less-affluent single parents and
voung people leaving school?

Ti md this conception is built on the belief

that ours is and muost remain a heartless world
and that housing privacy 15 the :a;:pfopriate re-
sponse. The purpose of housing, it is unplicitly
argued, 8 to generate protective islands, each
complete i regard to human complement and
equipment. In his first book Lewis Mumiord
dubbed this the "Myth of the Country House.”
Tracing its origing and impact to the Renaissance
villa surrounded by pleasure gardens and private
hunting grounds, Mumford saw clearly that the
proliferation of this myth diminished concern for
the public realm. He wrote:

it does not matter very much whether [it] is a
estate ont Long Island or a cobtage in Montclair
. the Couniry House today iries to make up

")v an abundance of physical goods for all that
has been lost through its divorce from the ender-
lving community; more than ever it atterapts o
be self-sutficient within the Bmits of suburbia,

As the common possessions of the community
dwindle, the private possessions of individuals
aye muitiplied; and 2t last, there remains no
other comumunity than s mulitude of anarchic
individuals, each of whom is doing his best to
ereate for lamself a2 Country House.

3

g0
€

This passage appears in The Story of Utopias.
It was Mumford’s point that the modern, private
anti-utopia of the country house, even if it were
feasible for an entire society and not just for its
richest members, is destructive of human poten-
tiasl. In proper utopian fashion he makes no
bones about his preference for active participa-
tion over passive enioyment, creation over con-

sumption, and a ﬁOd measure of ¢ bm*m*nifv
over the extremes of privacy we Americans have
learned to require.

In the Introduction Sherry Ahrentzen assures
us that this bock is not concerned with utopia,
but rather with the practical and economic ad-
vantages of new housing for new households.
Like good wtopians, however, the editors see
things whole—balancing the political, financial,
administrative, and architectural aspects of hous-
g, Like serious ulopians they celebrate those
who have perseversd to find solutions to prob-
iems others ignored or wished away. Like gen-
erous utopians they argue the primacy of partici-
pation, creativity, and community. Their book—
itself 2 collective effort——describes the kinds of
housing that can satisfy these needs. It deserves
close attention.

C. Richard Hatch
Schoeol of Architecture
New Jersey Institute of Technology
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Introduction

Sherry Ahrentzen

This book is for architects, planners, developers,
and others who are concerned with designing
and developing housing for nontraditional
hausebolds. The contributors to this book de-
seribe fhf“ physical design, development process,
social characteristics, and management ap-
machf: of aver 50 cases of contemporary and
historical housing in the United States, Canada,
an’ Furone, These buildings were designed spe-
cifically for those individuals and famulies whose
needs hiave not been well accommodated b by con-
ventional single-family houses and apartments,
Their housing needs are numerous and diverse:
affordability and security, accessible social and
support services, minimal housekeeping and
maintenance responsibilities, convenient child-
care <f=rvices, ample opporturity to be with other
residenits, and other housing amenities that en-
hancc daily life. This text provides information
on the needs of particular households and how
those needs have been addressed in specific hous-
ing cases.

While we use the word new in the title of this
book, the diverse househnld compositions of
todav continue demographic trends that began in
the past century and even eariier. Many of the
houschoid types deseribed bere are not new but
rather have been unrecognized in recent years or
are transformations of carlier types. Thus the
term new s used with the understanding that
wiiat is now seen as new may hav e existed previ-
ousty but now merits “renewed” attention d,zd
consideration from architects, planners, and de-
velopers, as well as from studeunts, faculty, and
residents themselves.

NEW HOUSEHOLDS

The image in the United States of the traditionsl
family~—a marnied couple with yvoung children,
with an employed husband and a homemaker
wife-—that characterized the 19%0s and 1960s
does not match today’s demographic realities.
Other t}pe’s account for nearly 79 percent of the
households created since 1980, whereas the ira-
ditional married-couple family accounts for oniy
21 penem {United States Bursau of Cenat
1985}, The fastest-growing houschold tvpe is th
smgif’ peIsen hvm a}:me: pcrv‘tz s living alu:‘
comprise 24 percent of all households. Sing
parent families account for 12 percent. Ax.;euua 3
§6.8 million households are still dominated by
the 50.3 million families maintained by married
couples, Yet even within the conjugal family,
}i?eswif' changcs have occurred. Qver &0 pevcent
of married women with dependent children are
in the paid labor force, compared to 18 percent
in 1930. Nearly 53 percent of married women
with children under 6 vears of age are emploved
{Oxiord Analvtica 1986). Only 10 percent of
households consist of an emploved father, a
homemaker mother, and children vounger than
18

In addition to these changes, the fnancial
prosperity of the 1950s and 1960s has dissipated
for many American households. Only one-quar-
ter of Arnericans age 15 and oider have g personal
income of 320,000 or more per year. Wh le one-
half earn tess than $10,000 a year {Russell 1987}
During the past decade the incoms msmif,utm
of American households has reflected less a nor-

%i



rnal, or ‘he?i shaped, distmibubion and more a
I\ ewed distribution with the peak at the low-in-
come end { Rose 1986},

NEW HOUSING

the traditional economic “middle class” begins
to shnnk and household cor nnositim‘ becomes
more diverse, housing providers must develop
new housing forms o accommodate  these
changes. The majorinv of housing built today
consists of two standard types: the single-family
house and the medivm-density, muitiunit build-
ing or housing complex. But at other times
.‘}nsh vy, societies provided a number of different
Thepes of housing to ac commodate their varied
;);\Lhtzo*zs For example, in medieval tirnes, al-
though many peasant houses were designed for
conjugal fami hw, some were designed &,r single
women and others for extended families with a
latge number of children and relatives. Since it
was common for fransient simngle men o roam
from fown to town, roofed shelters were provided
for these vagabonds as well as for expelled uni-
versity stxzdﬁmb, slderly men and women, and
servants not lodged in their masters” homes. Cas-
tles, palaces, large urban hotels, university dor-

AS

mitories, and monast&nﬁs were among those
residences  that provided communal living
models. Variety of population as well as housing

was certainly 2 '*hdm"fer of the medisval urban
fabric (Bart 1&1:—:*1'1&' and Contamin 1988).
mxt we do not have to go as far back as the
iddle Ages to witness a variety of housing types
bc ing provided for a diverse population. Devel-
oped during World War Il Vanport City in Ore-
gont, which Havden (1984} describes, had
affardable housing for single persons, single-par-
ent families, coniugal famities with children, and
nonfamily ho wseholds. Several day-care centers
were scattered throughout the development.
Even befere the war there were alternative hous-
ing types, as well as propoesals for more. Ford
{1936}, for instance, after an assessment of the
1930 Census of New Yaork City, proposed a com-
prf—‘i'lensivﬂ policy that would promote new hous-
ing types—such as speeial housing for working
mothers with voung children, residences for

‘ing officials, and houscholds who La\-

older women, and lodging houses with 2 mix of
social faciitties for the poor——and worz‘d tncreasse
he existing stock of housel <upm apartments for
single women and nonfamuly N,.C*ups
Nevertheless, the residential Iandsmpc we in-
habit today is iarf{'eiy the product of post-World
War 11 prosperity and values. In the 1950s the

o

“/l

single-family house was built and marketed in

cities, suburbs, and towns across the country.
While the single-famly house effectively answers
a number of needs for many Americans—sp ace,

sanitation, securnity, status, a nd priv a’y---«- wiay's
demograhhws and household economics call into
questmn the relevance of these cultural values,
and in particular the means of achieving ther,

for all households. There is a nmx; FECOgnITION
and acceptance of the pluralistic character of
American society. 'Te}ﬁvza on, the great portraver
of American normative, g d weslized, family

life, reveals an eclectic array of households: for
sevs: ral years fwo single- a’e.xt famiiies shared a
residence in “Kate & Am  four older wormen
share a home in “The Golden Girls™; a widoswer
and his two male friend: raise three children in
“Full House™ and “thirtysomething” has onlv
one traditional family featured among a number
of separated parents and sing gles.

This book prc\cm‘\ 2 number of exarnples ;3f
alternative forms of housing that were developed
to address the needs of those households whose
daily Hives are not suthciently accommodated by
conventional housing. It s true that ne market-
ing survey has vet revealed a high demand for
housing with features such as on-site day care or
shared dirung areas. However, such housing in-
novations are so rare in the United States that
people would be unable to express a positive
opinion of them since they have never seen or
experienced such housing. We want to present
these imnovations to designers, deve i 1, hous-
never
considered alternative forms of housing and o
thase who have thought of them in the Ab':.t‘raci‘
bt have not been aware that such housing now
exists.

We {t{ermi'xiy are not the first {0 expound and
promote this p ISpe ctive. A number of architec-
tural and so¢ 1 ritics have recently chalienged
the nbiquity uft he sngle-family house: Dolorss
Havyden {1984), for example, maintaing that today
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the detached suburban house is generally too ex-

penstve for many hoy =P},okh In addition, the

diverse character and needs of todar’s houscnc»id

popalation cannot be met by a single standard

‘urm that lacks flexibility and variety. She calis
ot redesigning the American drearm.

NEW HOQUSEHQOLDS, NEW HOUSING

Lctzom to provide more housing options are al-
ready heing taken by a number of architects and
icms} tors. And rmany I'esvdﬂr‘ﬁ are directing
their own efforts tow ard establish g new forms
of housing. Across the country, '?u Leowners are
building accessory apartments and echo houses,
manyv times tilegally, These small attached (ac-
cessary} and detached {eche) units typically are
accupied by relatives of the people who live in
the main, larger home. Bebween
the Census Bureau estnz ates that 2.5 million
conversions of single-family houses were made to
create accessory apartments {Hare [981). Shared
housing 15 another grassroots movement reflect-
ing a desire for new housing cp’xons Sharing a
home s no longer seen as suitable for only those
in unstable izvmg situations. Todayv thers are over
*%OG shared housing programs nationwide that
aich 1’1(‘*1‘11‘8E&i6d persons who wish to shars one
residence
The \Tew American House competition held in
1984 reflects the architecture conumnunity’s ac-
knowledgment of and concern for developing
new housing forms for new household tvpes. In
universities studio design projects have included
housing for single parents and for collective liv-
ing arrangements, In 1987 the American Institute
of Architects sponsored a student design compe-
fition for housing for the hbmeiess
St fztc, and federal legislation is start nsf to pave
the way for new tvpes of huus,.ng to be built
{t e""it’t 1988), Califormia’s proposed Family
Housing Demgonstration Program will offer in-
f;entn s to private developers to build multonit
rental or '*'Joiwrm»e haumo with job-traiming
and child-care services. }'35(:"! Kennedy [ has
introduced into the House of Aeprﬁss:ntatwes the
Community Housing Partn "‘"SI.IIE} Act, which
provides, in part, $500 million in grants to subsi-
dize the development of affordable rental hous-

1870 and 1980,

Introduction  xiii

ing :m(? ho*nefswnei'°hip, Another proposed
{c legisiation package W(‘uid provide $10
11 far building ah‘c rdable housing with

("13 -care and job-training services and for
strengthening existing public hovsing.

But the most encouraging signs of change are’
the subject of this text— ﬂ"i& numerous efforts in
the United States and elsewhere to build howsing |
to  acnommodate ma**’d:tumax households, |
This boc‘k foc 1528 on h@xsmg designed for
shared and collective living, for single-parent
famities, and for low- ncome si ngle ;*cop?e Ac-
cordingly the book is divided inte three sections:
the first on collective housing, the second on
housing for single-parent households, and the
third on single room cecupancy housing. Each
section beging with an overview of the types of
households and housing divrrsced in that sec-
tion:, includes descriptions of a few historical a
ontemporary cases of such housing, and pm~
vides a short summary of the content of the
chapters in that section.

Most of the cases describe d hiese chapters
have been built or are prese, under construc-
tit‘n The few oroposed bud s .‘ ilt projects were
wetheless c'lrzsigneu tc bc‘: built. Funding
sources for construction and operation are
diverse and include government agenciss, non-
profit organizations, IJI‘:‘/H‘C\. developers, inancial
institutions, private donors, and residents them-
selves, Often 2 complex mixture of private &i-
nancing and public subsidy made 2 project
p "%ib?e

There are several themes that recur through-
out t‘hc b(}c}k One is the mtegrahn fd iff itni:
types of households. Uﬁfspate the book’s division
into three sections, many of the contributors de-
seribe and  advocate houszm., that mtegz‘ates
different tvpes of households, including single-
parent families with single persons and couples,
the elderly with younger people, and individuals
with physical or mental handicaps or other vul-
nerabilities with more able-bodied residents.
Housing designed to meet the needs of pa*’u sular
kinds of uomf‘hoids while also accommodating
diversity, aflows for a leve] of exchange and sup-
pott between residents that isa b *r‘ﬁﬁt to all.

Another theme is the mtf*vmtzo; of housing
with other uses, one being social services. Oﬁ
site child care is strongly : dvmattd in housing

f‘b
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for single parents and in some collective howsing
communities. ‘Sr)accs for counseling, iob train-
ing, or other support services are provided in
sommie single-parent housing and in some single
OO OUCUPAncy housing. L,m,au“,, housing in
proximity to social services is another solution, as
is Iocating it close to public transit stations ¢ 5 hus
stops. In a few cases, living space i integrated
with work space; in other cases, workshops or
photography studios are incorporated inte the
housing. And the inte gawx of commercial
Spaces ocTurs in some sing gle room cccupancy

housing as well as in housing for single parents,
In many projects deserni Vec'i in hzs book, housing
is designed with a recognition of the interrela-
tionship of the many activities of daily life and

with a desire to see those mterconnec‘i{ms T
hanced by housing design,

Another common theme is the part
residents in the ,,mmnm design, and manage-
ment of their homes. This may mean managing
the entrv desk in a single room occupancy hotel
or fully participating in all aspects of housing
management and maintenance. Participation
also an mean that residents m't ate a housing
rroject and direct is dfzﬂgn and fnancing, or res-
u»nts may participate in the construchon. As
demonstrated In many chapters, residents are
empowered by their partichataom in the creation
and ongoing management of their homes,

A pa*?*c*x,aziv pervasive theme is the accom-
modation and balance of privacy and shanng,
The dizlectics between privacy and community,
or sharing, is a particularly salient topic for hous-
ing in general {e.g., Chermaveff and Alexander
1663, A‘fn‘an and Cauvain 1981). But for the
households and housing described here, sharing
is a much more central and prevalent concern
than in standard housing. And sharing takes
many forms. t shared relationship

y._.:.\-—q

The type of
FATIES f::«nsiderabl’v amnong tbe* housing develop-
ments dmcribed sharing can be simply co-pres-
ence: ocoupying the same TOOM OF $PACce without
anv spoxa }\ uif:a;*me,l‘ of the other’s pres-
ence. The necessity of this more passive form of
sharing among re dﬂnts must be recognized and
accepted by arc 1 tects amd housing sponsors. As
1 in the cases of shared housing,

1S Ei'equemi
simply know thai others are around and caa

‘mental aspect:

ictpation of

be found in times of emergency can enhance res-
idents’ feelis xgs of security.

Sharing also can display an affiliative nature.
Residents in Danish cohousing, for instance,
use the communal dinin;f room to sif and chat
with neighbors as wﬁ i as to hold occasional cele-
brations. And sharing also can have an instru-
* namtc wance and nurturance
of one’s home ﬂnd household can benefit from
sharing resources, activities‘ and space with
other residents. § ,zgh sharing can save money,
time, and effort for individual residents while en
hancing their quality of life. Onesite child care in
housing for single parents or a2 wood-wo v1("1";1
shap in a Danish w}*ausmv community contrib
utes io the ease and enjoyment of evervday life.

"hzev‘rg the delicate balance between pri-
vacy and sharing dernands that housing Sponsors
and architects understand the type of sharing
that is to occur and the reasons forit. A “shared”
space can take on different forms depending on
the type of sharing and the desired halance with
privacy. Many reszdents mav cook their own sep-
arate meals in a shared kitchen without coordi-
nating their efforts with one another, as ooours
among some single room occupancy residents; o
3 small group of residents may talk and samahzf,
as they work as a teamn, preparing a dinner in a
community kitchen for a large group of families,
as happens in the cohousing communbities in
Denmark. In both cases residents later seek pri-
vacy: eating in their own roowms, as in SRQ hous-
ing, or preparing tomorrow's breakfast in one's
private kitchen, as in Danish cohousing. Provid-
ing options for the appropriate level and fype of
sharing and balancing these with sufﬁcif‘ntoatm“ ;
for household privacy has been the task of the

many architects and spomsors of the houamg de-
seribed in this book.

Although we recognize and document the em-
pirical fact of demographic diversity and financial
da?tl’tSS among many households today, we real

ze that demographics and financial aeed alo
dcs not dictate housing design and practice.
Urban form ultimately rests on the visions, val-
ues, choices, and interests of powerful groups.
We hope to show those persons and organiza-
tions zesmnszbk for providing and building
housing that alternative tvpes of housing can,
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and do, exist in concert with more conventional
h«‘mvirg We also hope that the ¢ presented

hizre encourage individuals and farn‘ les to place
df:‘;’l'mﬂds on the building professions and fnan-
cial institutions to provide a more diverse and

fexible housing stock. With a greater variety of
housing ‘pﬁ()ﬂ‘«: available, residents will no

10”9,61 have to resign themselves to accepting a
single standard type of house but will be able to

choose and even create for themselves more swit-
able, and meaningful, places to hve.
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