
LIB~::v 1 [ 1~/~lil~~~~~~~~~~~!l~~~~~~r 
ONLY . 

Contemporary Housing Alternatives 
For Changing Lifestyles and 
Non-Traditional Households 

MASTER'S REPORT • COLLEGE OF ARClllTEC'IURE • TUCSON, ARIZONA 

MARCIA E. MORRIS • DECEMBER 17,1990 



1'-V-'\ I Q\OV 

Mi.o( 
1qt1 o 
ACKNO~DGEMENTS 

This master's report is intended to serve as a general overview of 

alternative housing currently available. Many social and economic 

conditions are changing within the United States, however 

architectural solutions are lagging behind. This report will 

hopefully encourage other students and/or professionals to 

investigate innovative solutions for this social dilemma. 

I would like to express my gratitude to my commitee members, 

Abigail Van Slyck, Doug Macneil and Fred Matter, whose 

contributions and guidance helped bring this report together. I 

would especially like to thank Fred Matter for his patience and 

encouragement to pursue this topic. Special thanks to my family 

and friends who supported my goals of higher education. 

- ·. ·, 



ABSTRACT 

I. INTRODUCTION 1-3 

II. COOPERATIVES OF THE PAST 4-9 

III. HISTORY OF THE AMERICAN DREAM 10-15 

IV. CURRENT HOUSEHOLD TRENDS 16.21 

v. ALTERNATIVE HOUSING 22.49 

VI. DESIGN ANALYSIS 50-62 

VII. CONCLUSION 63-65 

VIII. FIGURES 66· 67 

IX. REFERENCES 68.70 



ABSTRACT 

The goal of this report is to demonstrate how society and housing 

institutions have not adjusted to recent economic and social 

changes affecting household compositions and their housing 

needs. Cultural myths perpetuate the use of an outdated "ideal 

housing model" that every American should aspire to owning. 

Zoning and planning laws must be transformed into promoting a 

more communally centered environment, rather than the 

existing privatized, isolated model. "What the suburb retains 

today is largely its original weaknesses: snobbery, segregation, 

status seeking, political irresponsible" (Mumford, 1961 :502). 

CHAPTER TWO, "Cooperatives of the Past" describes the 

existence of cooperative housing in the past century of American 

history. It will focus on the constraints and negative 

stigmatization placed on this housing type by society to control who 

lived together as well as who would be your future neighbor. The 

primary purpose underlying this need to control neighborhoods 

was to preserve the American "ideal family." 

CHAPTER THREE, "History of the American Dream" will focus 

on underlying themes and history behind the cultural designation 

of single-family dwellings as the American "ideal home." This 

analysis and description will serve as a base of comparison to 

examples of contemporary alternative housing. 

CHAPTER FOUR, "Current Household Trends" illustrate the 

current demographic changes within household composition, 

suggesting a need to reevaluate the meaning of home and what 

constitutes a family. The creation of diverse households, reveals 

a greater need for incorporating support services within a 

community in order to compensate for the changing family 

structure. The benefits of communally sharing certain amenities 

or shared living options demonstrate that collective and/or 

cooperative living arrangements are viable alternatives to the 

housing crisis and isolation of family life. 

CHAPTER FIVE, "Alternative Housing" is an analysis and 

description of contemporary alternative housing solutions that 

would be appropriate for these new diverse households. The 

analysis categorizes these housing types based on the building 

type and on social determinants effecting household choice. 

Physical and social characteristics are described and analyzed 

in order to demonstrate the benefits that are offered in these 

housing examples. 

CHAPTER SIX, "Design Analysis" will compare the 

contemporary housing types to the single-family ideal in order to 

point out any similarities or differences. This will help in the 

process of understanding the social reality, which currently has 

not responded to the housing dilemma of providing suitable 

housing for alternative households. The mythology of the 

"American dream" is embedded into the cultural belief and value 

system of the American people. There is a significant lag between 
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the architectural response to social changes effecting household 

composition. The current housing stock does not reflect the trends 

effecting family structure and demographic changes occuring in 

the United States. 

THE FINAL CHAPrER will focus on what changes are needed 

in order to transform this "ideal" into reality. Cultural as well as 

governmental attitudes towards these new emerging households 

are primary factors restricting the development of these housing 

types. Every individual should have the opportunity to choose 

housing that is suitable to their needs. These alternative domestic 

groups should not have to experience segregation or be negatively 

stigmatized by society if their choice of housing is not the "ideal 

American dream home." Grassroots programs are currently 

trying to create innovative alternatives for these new households. 

The design profession must begin to recognize these efforts and 

help to implement them into housing designs for the future. 



I. INTRODUCTION 

Throughout history, the meaning and symbolism of home has 

been transformed into different architectural solutions that have 

responded to household composition and society's definition of 

what constitutes a family. Economic and social conditions within 

a culture have also influenced the social definition of family life 

and optimal living conditions. Gradually domestic services were 

removed from the public sphere and placed into private, 

independent households, due to economic prosperity and changing 

social conditions. Current demographic shifts demonstrate 

changes effecting household compositions and reflect the need to 

establish an architectural response to these changes. 

Privatization of the home and family life has been a common 

trend effecting architectural residential solutions in the United 

States. According to Dolores Hayden (1984), the shift from model 

town planning to the designing of the ideal American home was a 

turning point, which has led to the current housing crisis. Town 

settlements in the seventeenth and eighteenth century, established 

a balance between the social and private spheres of a community. 

Some immigrants set up model collective communities in their 

new homeland, as seen in Puritan and Quaker settlements. 

Landownership allowed these groups to obtain greater autonomy. 

These communities collectively worked together, placing their 

private dwellings side by side, however, fields were individually 

farmed. The first presence of open space preserved within a 

community was created by the New England covenant 

communities. These spaces were called town commons or village 

greens, which served as a public meeting space and served 

originally as a place for cattle grazing (Hayden,1984). The 

importance of maintaining public spaces reflected the values 

given to the morality and health of incorporating nature into town 

planning. 

Cooperative and shared housing have been a part of the history of 

housing in the United States. Many cooperative experiments 

started during the 1800s. "The grand domestic revolution" 

represented a feminist movement that focused on reevaluating the 

traditional household roles of women. This movement 

influenced the appearance of experimental cooperatives 

(Hayden,1981 ). The primary goal of this housing type was to 

reincorporate public, domestic functions within the private 

dwelling. Communal kitchens, dining and other amenities were 

shared by several households. 

Cooperative apartments and boarding houses became popular 

choices of affordable housing for many Americans. This type of 

housing was negatively stigmatized based on the middle-class 

belief that shared living arrangements promoted promiscuity and 

crowding (Hayden, 1981). During the 1920s, these housing types 

were replaced by new, affordable single-family detached homes 

located in the suburbs. This movement from the inner-cities was 

primarily due to the economic prosperity of many working and 



middle-class families. 

The pattern of privatizing the home continued and 

homeownership became an aspiration for many Americans. 

"After 1920, especially in America (somewhat later in Europe) 

physical comfort in the home was no longer a privilege of a part of 

society, it was accessible to all" (Rybczynski, 1986:220). Servants 

were removed from family life as the new household transformed 

into the contemporary nuclear family, consisting of a working 

father, domesticated housewife and their children. The nuclear 

family became the "traditional ideal American household." The 

home was placed in the suburbs on a detached lot next to other 

single-family detached homes. Technological advances and 

economic prosperity enabled the home to become a self-sufficient 

and autonomous household. Servants were replaced with 

affordable labor-saving appliances and a full time housewife. 

Spaces within the American dream home became more 

specialized and private. The emergence of separate bedrooms for 

each family member, isolated kitchen, and separated family 

room/den from living rooms, had symbolized a greater need to 

physically separate household functions and activities . The 

family likewise dispersed throughout the home. "Social behavior, 

which is a function of habits and customs, is more durable. The 

male practice of withdrawing to a special room to smoke, for 

example, began in the mid-nineteenth century and continued well 

into the twentieth" (Rybczynski,1986:217). Front porches began to 

·serve as the public, social interaction sphere of the home. 

However, today more families choose to entertain within their 

private dwelling rather than in a more open, public space. 

Planning of these residential communities reflects society's 

definition of private family life. Located in the suburbs, a 

symbolic detachment from urban life; these dwellings were 

isolated and physically separated from other families through the 

establishment of large yards and standard setbacks from the 

street . This reinforced the desire to maintain a private family 

life. Mixed-use developments are rare in the United States, 

unlike communities of the past that combined residential/ 

commercial functions, providing household services 

communally within a public sphere. The suburb serves as a 

symbolic place of retreat from the hectic working life and poor 

living conditions found in the city. It also served as a retreat back 

to nature, a fundamental theme found in the American belief of 

establishing a healthy living environment. 

The transformation of home has come full circle as society moves 

towards the twenty-first century. In the 1990s diversity within 

household composition is becoming an apparent characteristic of 

the American population. It is time to reevaluate the meaning of 

home in order to respond to the changing economic and social 

conditions currently affecting society. Family composition has 

changed from the traditional American ideal household model 

created in the 1940s. The nuclear family represents about one

quarter of total households in the United States. Non-traditional 

households, defined as those households which are not in the form 
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of a nuclear family, have been increasing in the past decade. 

These include single-parent families, unrelated adults sharing a 

home, and couples without children. The American home has 

become so autonomous and isolated from the rest of society that 

there has been a rising need to bring support services within the 

range of the private family life. Many elderly and single-parents 

as well as young couples would benefit from a greater opportunity 

to interact socially with others, rather than continuing the trend of 

greater isolation and privatization of daily life. 

The alternative housing examples illustrated in this report, 

demonstrate the current housing solutions available to non

traditional households. However, many restrictions are faced by 

these alternative domestic groups. The role of financial 

institutions and the government have played an integral role in 

the emergence of the single-family detached home as the "ideal 

American home." However, the symbolic attachment of this 

"ideal home and family life" was also encouraged by the public. 

Kenneth Jackson (1985) states that "the single-family house 

responded to the psychic value of privacy or castlehood", a 

common characteristic associated with the American dream. 

Americans continue to aspire to owning the American dream 

home, however, due to economic and social changes this dream is 

unattainable. Demographic changes are requiring a new 

solution to the housing crisis. These trends represent the growing 

diversity of households, which require new solutions to the current 

housing crisis. Shared living arrangements and collective 

housing are viable solutions that collectively pool resources, in 

order to socially support households rather than continuing the 

trend of creating independent, isolated private households. 
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ll. COOPERATIVES OF THE PAST 

Cooperative living has been a part of American's social past. 

When cooperatives are mentioned, usually the image of hippie 

communes comes to mind. However, cooperatives have taken on 

many forms and fulfill many purposes in life. Whether they suit 

economical and practical needs or serve deeper religious or 

political ideals, they have been a part of American communities. 

Many cooperatives have been formed as an alternative to the 

traditional family model, dating back to the 1800s. 

Shared housing and cooperative housing have played an integral 

role in the history of housing. The feminist revolution in the 

1800s, "the grand domestic revolution," concerned with women's 

roles within the isolated traditional household, had an influence 

on the appearance of experimental cooperatives. These protests 

were manifested between the Civil War and the Great Depression. 

The Victorian home devoted a majority of its space to the privacy 

within the home . According to Hayden (1981), this privatization 

of the home was done "at the expense of public space." These 

feminists "demanded a complete transformation of the economic 

basis of housework and of the spatial design and material culture 

of American society" (Hayden, 1981:144). They believed that 

housekeeping was a skill of great social and economic value and 

that they should be compensated accordingly. This feminist 

movement served as a catalyst towards reevaluating the single-

family household model, implementing a socialist conception of 

housing. 

In 1868, Melusina Fay Peirce, a housewife, was a major influence 

in the cooperative housekeeping movement. She proposed to unite 

housewives "through new approaches to urban design" (Hayden, 

1981 :68). This required payment for housework. The term 

"cooperative housekeeping" was introduced by Peirce as part of 

her campaign against traditional housemaking and traditional 

housing. Peirce's definition of cooperative housekeeping 

consisted of "groups of twelve to fifty women who would organize 

cooperative associations to perform all of their domestic work 

collectively and charge their husbands for their services" 

(Hayden,1981 :68). Implications of rethinking urban design were 

expressed. Her plans included kitchenless houses that would 

house families, four to a block. These families then grouped 

together to form cooperative housekeeping districts. Many people 

opposed her experimental plans, causing her campaign to last 

only three years (Hayden, 1985). 

Other material feminists continued experimental planning of 

cooperative housekeeping services and collective living 

arrangements. Before the Civil War, single-family detached 

housing was considered the ideal housing for middle-class and 

upper-class families. However, after the war, the economy was in 

a slump. Land costs were increasingly high as a result. Many 

experimental apartment projects were started, creating affordable 

housing and maximizing utilization of land. Apartments 
4 



FIG. 2.1. Photo and Plans of the"Family Hotel," designed by 
Hudson Holly. 

reflected a "romanticized image" of multiple-family dwellings, 

which were distinguished from workers tenements. By creating 

rows of attached homes with private entries, this building form 

differed from the horizontally stacked workers tenements which 

shared entry ways and corridors (Hayden, 1981). 

Henry Hudson Holly designed a "family hotel," located in 

Hartford, Connecticut, in 1874 (Fig. 2-1). The exterior appearance 

resembled attached row houses, providing private entrances as 

well as one collective main entry. Also included was a 

cooperative kitchen, dining room, laundry and barber shop, 

located in the basement (Hayden,1981). However, most middle

class people still viewed cooperative housing and boarding houses 

negatively, believing they encouraged promiscuity and crowding 

(Hayden, 1981 :73). Charles Fourier continued arguing in favor of 

Peirce's ideals and beliefs about changing traditional thinking 

about urban planning. He "identified the apartment blocks of 

Paris as an intermediate form of housing between the isolated 

dwelling and the phalanstery (a cooperative community 

organized on the plan of Fourier)" (Hayden, 1981: 73). 

John Pickering Putnam, a Boston architect, believed that 

apartment houses were the solution to clearing the slums while 

simultaneously preserving the natural landscape (Hayden, 1981). 

He incorporated flexible living plans in which some apartments 

were kitchenless. Communal kitchens and dining facilities, a 

laundry and a cafe were provided for those who did not 

individually have private amenities (Fig. 2-2). His plans for 
5 



apartment houses attempted to influence social reform. Putnam 

believed that his design schemes "offered the possibility for a 

greatly enlarged and delightful social intercourse ... as near an 

approach to the ideal of human h&bitation as yet devised" 

(Hayden, 1981:192). It is interesting to note that many people who 

were not artisans, bohemians or radicals during this time were 

moving to the city and living in apartments, despite social 

criticism (Hayden, 1981). 
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FIG. 2-2 Plan of John Pickering Putnam's Apartment house. 

In the late 1800s, boarding houses became a popular choice of 

affordable housing. Originally designed for single-family 

households, this housing type was later subdivided into private 

boarding rooms to house young men and women in American 

cities (Wright, 1981 ). As a choice of affordable rent, boarding 

houses were classified and segregated based on class and 

economic status. Palace Hotels were created for wealthy tenants, 

providing various luxury amenities, including a private bath. 

Middle-priced hotels housed the middle-class and professionals. 

These residents were also provided with private baths, however, 

these spaces were not as luxurious. The inexpensive rooming 

houses were aimed at housing skilled laborers and the bath ratio 

increased: one to four or six. The bottom of the social class ladder 

were casual laborers and migrant workers who lived in cheap 

lodging houses. Their bath ratio was the highest of all boarding 

houses: one to twelve (Groth, 1986). The lower a person's class 

status, the more these individuals were required to share 

traditionally designated private spaces. 

Boarding houses were subdivided into bedrooms and provided a 

horne-like atmosphere that was emphasized through shared 

meals, located in a large family-style dining area. Meals were 

provided by landladies and served daily to residents based on a 

strict schedule. Separate areas, such as parlors, were rented out to 

entertain guests. At the turn of the century, boarding houses were 

replaced by rooming houses. Many home owners moved into 

newer residential areas and converted these older homes into 

rental units. They tended to lease to elderly women, who became 

managers of the property. In order to increase their economic 

return, these landladies discontinued providing meals and 

rented out the dining areas as well as the parlors (Groth, 1986). 

Meals had to be taken elsewhere and social interaction was 

removed from the dwelling and transferred to the streets, in which 
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services would be provided by private proprietors. Most rooms 

were too large and expensive for individuals to rent and too small 

for two people to share the space. Building codes restricted 

placement of partition walls and conversions of larger rooms to 

smaller, affordable spaces. These subdivisions also created 

problems concerning the number of people required to share one 

bath. Originally built for a single family, many unrelated 

individuals were forced to shared these limited facilities (Groth, 

1986). 

Between 1880 and World War I, downtown districts experienced 

large commercial growth. Many rooming houses were destroyed 

and replaced with new rooming hotels, as a result of an increased 

downtown population. These hotels were built to suit the resident's 

needs, in which newer plumbing was provided as well as sinks in 

every room. This provided cleaner living conditions compared to 

the converted boarding houses. The bottom floor of the hotel was 

reserved for commercial space and the floors above were living 

units. 

The overall appearance was one common identity, in which little 

expression of individualism could be seen. There was little to no 

communal spaces or facilities provided, such as a lobby or sitting 

area. However, this was not seen as a disadvantage to these 

residents. The rooming hotel life was very flexible and 

spontaneous, compared to the structured living of boarding 

houses. "Scattering of daily lives is a distinguishing element of 

most single-room life downtown" (Groth,1986:185). These people 

were socially identified rather than "place identified," which is 

seen in the uniform exterior facades of these hotels (Fig.2-3). 
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FIG. 2-3 Photo and third-floor plan of the Delta Hotel, San Francisco, 
California . 
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In 1922, a Viennese architect, Rudolph Schindler, designed and 

built a cooperative house in Hollywood, California that took on the 

appearance of a single-family detached home (Fig. 2-4). The 

household consisted of four to six unrelated adults, who would 

share living spaces but maintain their privacy in separate 

bedrooms and working studios. Two shared sleeping spaces for 

couples and several individual working spaces were provided 

(Hayden, 1981). His intentions was to create a modem housing 

prototype for adult life. He lived in this dwelling with his wife 

and friends. The major criticism of his experimental house was 

the designation of gender-segregated spaces. "As he assumed that 

only women would work in the unit's kitchen, the kitchen could 

only be reached through the women's workplaces" (Hayden, 

1985:149). 

By the 1920s, apartments with kitchenettes became more popular as 

appliances became affordable. The movement to the suburbs grew 

as capital investment created new jobs and opportunity outside of 

the city. Collective living was slowly diminishing as economic 

prosperity increased. Following World War II, the American 

dream was more accessible and attainable to a large majority of 

families. "With growing economic prosperity and increases in 

retirement benefits after World War II, both young adults and 

elderly people were able to afford to live as independent 

households" (Franck, 1989:4). Zoning laws, building codes, and 

financial institutions focused their programs and policies 

towards purchasing single-family homes in the suburbs. 

Tendencies towards economic and social segregation became 
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FIG. 2-4 Photo and Plan of Schindler Residence, Kings Road, 
Hollywood, California. 
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more apparent as the "ideal" became more attainable for the 

middle-class. Many homeowners desired to have more control 

over who would be their future neighbors. Single-family 

homeowners wanted other families similar to their own living in 

their neighborhoods. Zoning and financial institutions have 

restricted the development of alternative housing, in an attempt to 

preserve property values and protect single-family homeowners. 
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III. HISTORY OF THE AMERICAN DREAM 

Over time, the American Dream House has reflected the social 

values of a nation based on an utopian ideal. It symbolizes social 

and economic status, independence, privacy, self-sufficiency. It 

also attaches identities to those who inhabit this "ideal" dwelling. 

It is important to understand the history and cultural myths that 

have created this "ideal home" in order to move towards 

establishing innovative alternatives that would be more 

appropriate for housing new emerging non-traditional 

households (Fig. 3-1). 

The single-family detached dwelling, the American dream 

home, is defined by certain characteristics that have been highly 

valued by society. This dwelling rests on a private lot detached 

from other dwellings, protecting and providing security for its 

inhabitants. It serves to house a single nuclear family consisting 

of a male-worker, housewife and their children. The dwelling is 

owner-occupied, which reinforces the symbol of achieving 

economic security and social status. These cultural attitudes 

towards ''home" have been embedded into Americans over the past 

century. ''The dream house is a uniquely American form, 

because for the first time in history, a civilization has created a 

utopian ideal based on the house rather than the city or the nation" 

(Hayden,1984). It further represented safety from urban problems 

through privatizing the family into separate housing units, 

located in an ideal setting: suburbia. 

I 

. - 43 ~~ -:~- - -- - ~-:-::::-
( f ' --\,1 ,i . ) ll'\'~ .' llt~k 

,• Ji I • 1/ \.J ,. 

I Lt · {)' ' . . .. ~ ) ! ill ·' 
·~) ' . ; . , ,, , I .• L . .,.; ' I: 

Dtmng : :;: ? I· \ 

~ 4· i.l: l . I • 
V&iltc'd ~·!I' j' lj ~ ~- ~ j 

G1CJI Roorn I. ' I, :1: 
13 ' X 25 '4" 1J ~ j . 

. A 
- - 1 

I I It\ 

I lt[i,.. 
I '(J ,-

('-~~ 
, ~) 
I ~nl. 
I If ' I I 
I I I I 

I I I l 

Ga1age 
19'8" X 19'8" 

fiHSl l EVfl 

~ 

J 
SECOND LEVEl 

FIG. 3-1 Exterior view and floor plans of prototypical single
family detached home: Reprinted from Home, 1985. 
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During the late 19th century, housing was primarily located in 

dense urban centers that were reflections of an industrialized 

nation. The city slums of this era housed factory workers, who 

began protesting against the sordid living and working 

conditions. Social reforms were focused on creating a "nation of 

healthy Americans"(Hayden,1984:32). In 1919, manufacturers 

and labor leaders collaborated to create not only better wages but 

also to plan better housing. After the Civil War to the end of 

World War I, better housing was designed as a place of "retreat 

from the tense world of work" and was relocated outside of urban 

centers (Hayden,1984). This housing type was also intended to 

restore the traditional family, which required women to leave 

their jobs in order to become primary caretakers of the house and 

family (Hutchison, 1986). 

These social and planning changes were intended to create a 

" ... home-owning democratic population" which would serve to 

represent the American symbolism of a free and safe nation. 

However, in 1920, only one half of the American population were 

homeowners. This conflicted with the American ideal and was 

seen as a direct threat to the stability of the American family and 

national security (Hutchison,1986). A new movement was started 

in 1922, called the Better Homes Campaign. The National Better 

Home was built in Washington, D.C., near the White House, to 

demonstrate the nation's concerns about the deterioration of the 

"American dream" and the role of women. The design 

reinforced increased specialization and gender-identification of 

living and working spaces. Kitchens were modernized and 
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FIG. 3-2 Photo of the National Better Home 
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standardized in order to provide a clean, convenient working 

environment (Fig. 3-2). The National Better Home, designed as a 

prototype for future housing projects, established other models that 

were shown as demonstration projects across the country. The 

primary goal of this movement was to provide an example " ... of 
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health, learning and culture within an American setting" 

(Hutchison,1986:1 78). The American ideal home became a 

controlled domestic environment, protecting its inhabitants from 

outside evils. 

In 1931, President Hoover and the Commission on Home Building 

and Home Ownership established " ... the private single family 

home as a national goal to promote long term economic growth 

and recovery from the depression" (Hayden,1984:34). Although it 

remained very difficult for most Americans to attain the dream of 

homeownership, by 1939, a personal income tax deduction for 

mortgage interest was created to provide incentives for 

purchasing a home (Hayden,1984). After World War II, the 

dream moved closer to reality. More government incentives for 

homeownership were introduced, focusing on veterans 

purchasing homes in the suburbs. New housing starts began to 

symbolize economic growth and economic security through 

homeownership. 

Suburbinization in the 1920s represented a greater number of 

commuters, suburban sprawl and a larger proportion of 

homeowners. After the Great Depression, thousands of 

foreclosures occurred, directly affecting middle-class families 

who were not used to this disparity. During 1929, government 

intervention began in the housing market. The government 

wanted residential development to remain in the the private 

sector, however, low building starts and numerous foreclosures 

required the government to intervene. 

The Hoover administration encouraged homeownership in two 

ways. The first step was the introduction of the Federal Home 

Loan Bank that established a credit reserve for mortgage lenders. 

However, this bank helped only those purchasers who were at little 

risk. This excluded most Americans at this time. The second 

step was the introduction of the Emergency Relief and 

Construction Act of 1932. This legislation was intended to finance 

corporations that built low income housing. Only one project was 

built under this act (Jackson,1985). 

During the Roosevelt administration the Homeowners Loan 

Corporation(HOLC) was created in 1933. This corporation was 

intended to protect small homeowners from foreclosure. HOLC 

"introduced a long-term, self-amortizing mortgage with uniform 

payments spread over the life of the debt" (Jackson,1985:196). This 

increased the loan period from five to seven years in 1920 to twenty 

years. Real Estate appraising started to become standardized. 

The value of the home was based on the physical structure and 

socioeconomic characteristics of neighborhoods. The 

socioeconomic characteristics effected the value of the home more 

than the physical structure. Highly dense, mixed neighborhoods 

and aging homes received the lowest rating (Jackson,1985). 

In 1934, President Roosevelt expressed the need to stimulate the 

building of homes, yet without government spending. The 

Federal Housing Administration (FHA) was created to meet this 

need. This financial program had a great impact on housing and 

the American people. The Veterans Administration (VA) was 
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established after World War II, helping soldiers returning from 

war to purchase a home. Both the FHA and VA programs worked 

together to encourage new housing starts. "Essentially, they 

insure long-term mortgage loans made by private lenders for 

home construction and sale" (Jackson,1985:204}. These programs 

reduced large down payments, extended repayment periods, 

reduced the average monthly payment and established minimum 

building construction standards. On-site inspections were 

required if the building was to be financed by a FHA loan. 

The government guarantee reduced the interest rates based on the 

insured loan. This increased the number of Americans who 

could afford a new home. From 1934 to 1972, American families 

living in owner-occupied homes increased from 44 % to 63% 

(Jackson,1985}. During the 1930s it was often cheaper to purchase 

a home rather than to rent. "FHA became a symbol, and perhaps a 

stereotype of the American way of life" (Jackson, 1985:206). FHA 

focused on new residential developments on the outskirts of major 

cities. They encouraged the financing of single-family 

dwellings and discouraged the financing of multi-family units. 

FHA also discouraged remodeling of older homes. It became 

cheaper to purchase a new home rather than financing a 

remodeling of an older dwelling. 

A large number of urban workers began leaving their families 

and neighborhoods in pursuit of the American dream. In the late 

1940s, mass-produced housing was developed, based on the model 

housing of Levittown. Developed by Bill Levitt, Levittown was 

aimed towards creating private housing for veterans. Levitt 

marketed his town by emphasizing privacy found in his town. 

The architectural style was similar to the traditional American 

colonial home, which sacrificed public spaces and social services 

for private land (Fig. 3-3). These homes were also linked to 

federal financing programs, FHA and VA mortgages, as well as 

federal highways programs. These provided services that would 

promote migration into the suburbs (Hayden,1984). "Housing 

Americans was, as Hoover had predicted, a big, big business, and 

American banking, real estate and transportation interests were 

intimately involved" (Hayden,1984:38) The good life continued 

as more Americans became homeowners and achieved the 

American dream. "Simultaneously, capital investment and new 

jobs were shifting to the suburbs" (Groth,1986:188). As years went 

by, the "American dream house" began to grow. More space was 

provided per person than ever before. "The dream house replaced 

the ideal city as the spatial representation of the American hopes 

for the good life" (Hayden, 1984:38). 

Homeownership served as a basis of racial segregation in 

neighborhoods and was reinforced by FHA policies through real 

estate appraisals and loan applications. Housing values were 

rated on the purchaser and the neighborhood. FHA continued to 

segregate based on race. This racial bias stemmed from the belief 

that property values would drop if white and black neighborhoods 

were integrated. FHA "clearly favored homogeneous 

subdivisions over industrial, aging or heterogeneous 

neighborhoods" (Jackson,1985:215). Biases against non-owner-
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Plan of a Levitt 
house. 1952 model. ( 1) 
Bendix washing 
machine : (2) water 
healer. 

FIG. 3-3. Photo and Plans of Levittown 

occupied housing was also apparent. FHA "insisted that any 

single-family residence it insured could not have facilities that 

allowed the dwelling to be used as a store, an office, or a rental 

units" (Jackson, 1985:208). The Federal Housing Administration 

had a great impact on the composition of neighborhoods. 

Three-quarters of the current total housing stock has been built 

since the 1940s (Hayden,1984). However, these large houses do not 

reflect the demographic changes occurring in household sizes. In 

1976, two-thirds of the occupied housing units were single-family 

detached. Eighty-four percent of these houses consisted of 5 rooms 

or more. Currently, households have become smaller with more 

people living alone or with one other person. These households 

make up approximately a little more than half of the population in 

1980 (Hayden 1984). 

In 1977, Dream houses got out of control economically, 
environmentally, and socially because they carried 
unacknowledged costs: they required large amounts of 
energy consumption; they demanded a great deal of 
unpaid female labor; they were often unavailable to 
minorities; and eventually, they overwhelmed the 
institution that had traditionally financed them 
(Hayden,1984: 42). 

The traditional family model continues to be the source of 

designing and planning the needs and services of a community. 

This model is outdated, based on the current demographic trends 

concerning family composition. In 1968, the Fair Housing Act, 

outlawed segregation and in 1973, the Equal Credit Opportunity 
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Act, eliminated discrimination based on sex (Hayden,1984). 

This has helped many divorced women who are forced to take on 

the primary economic supporter as well as family caretaker. 

However, it is still very difficult for women to purchase homes 

based on economic barriers. 

Many couples with two-earners are finding it impossible to 

qualify for homeownership. Hayden (1984) states that 

"Americans must search for an adequate way to organize and pay 

for the spaces we live in, a way more compatible with the human 

life cycle." Due to inflation the average housing priced rose from 

$28,700 to $87,600 between 1970-1982. Trends offoreclosures 

continued as Americans began to lose their dream. In 1989, the 

median price of a first-time buyer single-family detached home 

was priced at $83,437 and for move-up houses the median price was 

at $127,020. Many home buyers are focusing their housing choice 

on smaller dwellings which tend to be cheaper. 

The primary people deterred from homeownership are mostly 

those groups intentionally segregated from the traditional family 

model. Zoning laws and financing created barriers for these 

groups to attain the dream or even to find affordable housing. 

Single-parents have run into difficulties in finding landlords 

that even allow children. " ... current American personal income 

tax structure favor homeowners rather than renters, so no citizen 

who can help it wants to be a tenant for life" (Hayden,1984,13). 

Clearly, with the homeless crisis and the changing family 

structure, society needs to redefine the American dream. It is 

becoming very difficult for many to hold onto the dream as well as 

attain it. "Single family homes have become inseparable from the 

American dream of economic success and upward mobility" 

(Hayden,1984:14). Perhaps, it is time to begin addressing the 

changes occurring within society and to reevaluate the dream 

according to these changes, in order to offer housing opportunities 

for every American, rather than continuing a pattern of 

segregation and exclusion. 
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IV. CURRRENT HOUSEHOLD TRENDS 

The American dream of owning a home in the suburbs and living 

in a traditional nuclear family has become a symbol of an "ideal 

life." However, because of unexpected circumstances and current 

trends in society, the traditional nuclear family is not the most 

predominant domestic group found in contemporary American 

culture. Domestic groups are defined as people sharing a common 

residence , without the requirement of blood relation. Alternative 

domestic groups are replacing this traditional "ideal family." 

The "ideal" is still aspired by many Americans, however, for 

various reasons (economic, social or even by choice), the 

traditional nuclear family is unattainable. The diversity of these 

alternative domestic groups reveals the lack of housing that meets 

their spatial and social needs. It also demonstrates a lack of 

social acceptance of the formation of new household compositions. 

Innovative alternative housing is needed in order to provide 

housing opportunities for every domestic group to live in an 

enriching environment that will meet their social and spatial 

needs. 

The American traditional nuclear family consists of a mother 

and father that are married plus their children (usually two). The 

family members have blood ties of kinship and live in a common 

residence without other relatives. They are usually symbolized as 

belonging to the middle-class in which the household is male

headed. The father is given the responsibility of financially 

supporting the family as well as the role of authoritarian over all 

family members. The mother's primary role is homemaker and 

caretaker of the children. This traditional family model was 

very popular after World War II and has become society's link to 

generations of the past (Savells, 1978). 

The traditional American lifestyle has changed since the 1950s. 

There are many current trends in society that are linked to the 

changes and transitions effecting the traditional family model. 

One major change has been the increase of women working 

outside the home. Many women are choosing to pursue an 

education and career. In 1980, more than one-half of adult women 

worked outside the home, reducing their economic dependence on 

their male partners (Rix,1987). This has also reduced the 

segregation of domestic tasks based on gender roles, stereotyped 

in the traditional family model. More emphasis is placed on 

shared household tasks as well as establishing a stronger 

parental relationship between children and fathers. Some women 

are working due to a greater need for two incomes in order to 

allow families to keep pace with inflation. This has caused a 

greater need for child care services. 

Marriage is still considered the "ideal" institution for couples. It 

is predicted that 85% of today's adult women will eventually 

marry. However, cohabitation is becoming a common living 
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arrangement among young single women (Rix, 1987). Divorce and 

remarriage have also effected household compositions. High rates 

of divorce occurred during the baby boom which created new 

social standards. It is predicted that women who are now in their 

thirties will have been divorced at least once. Fifty-two percent of 

the 70% that remarry will go through a second divorce (American 

Demographics, 1986). Voluntary childlessness is also becoming 

an acceptable alternative. Out-of-wedlock pregnancies have 

increased as seen in the number of adolescent pregnancies. Four 

percent of unmarried white women and 27% of unmarried black 

women will have borne one child by the time they have reached 

age 18 (Rix, 1987). 

A longer life expectancy is effecting society's need to address the 

older population. Although the government has increased its 

support services, their resources remain limited. In American 

society, it is very common for the elderly to be placed in nursing 

homes rather than becoming members of a nuclear family. It is 

important for the elderly to remain independent of family 

members. This is becoming an important social issue as the baby 

boomers reach their mid-forties. 

Currently, the nuclear family is not the primary household in 

America. In 1988, nuclear family households consisted of 27% of 

total households calculated from the Census Bureau's 1988 

Current Population Survey. Non-family households (singles that 

live alone or unrelated adults living together) consisted of 28.5% of 

total households, outnumbering married couples with children 

under 18 (Waldrop, 1989). The traditional American nuclear 

family is ever changing and moving through various transitions 

in life, due to a continuous series of life events: including 

cohabitation, marriage, divorce, birth of a child, remarriage, death 

of a spouse or parent. New emerging forms of domestic groups 

have evolved from these events as well as other economic 

hardships. Some domestic groups have been intentionally formed 

in order to create a stronger community bond. 

These alternative domestic groups reveal the diversity in 

households. It is very interesting to note that these new emerging 

domestic groups are exemplified on television programs. One 

example is The Golden Girls, in which four elderly women live 

together in a single-family detached horne in Florida. These 

women are self-sufficient, yet prefer to live together rather than 

living alone. They are able to share a house and economic 

responsibilities in addition to providing companionship and social 

interaction. Another example is Who's the Boss, illustrates a 

household of two single-parents sharing a horne. It also 

demonstrates a reversal of gender roles. The boss is a woman who 

has a career in advertising and her housekeeper is an ex-baseball 

star. Kate and Allie demonstrates the consequence of divorce, in 

which two divorcees and their children live in a common 

residence. One mother works outside the horne, while the other is 

responsible for domestic tasks. These domestic groups are a 

reflection of what is currently happening in American society. 
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There are six basic alternative domestic groups that have 

emerged. "Families by Choice" are intentional communities, 

allowing a group of people to choose their own neighbors and 

increase community interaction outside of their nuclear family. 

These communities consist of separate households combined with 

a common communal space, usually consisting of a large 

kitchen, dining area and living/meeting space. Another type of 

domestic group is the "Extended Family". This is a multi-adult 

household with children. These households usually consist of a 

combination of nuclear families or married couples of eight or 

fewer adults. Intermarriage sexual relationships among couples, 

in general, is not a common occurrence. 

Other variations to the nuclear family is the addition of other 

relatives to this domestic group. Because of hardships as well as 

companionship, it is not uncommon to find a sibling, 

grandparent, or grown child living with the nuclear family. This 

goes against American's value of independence but sometimes 

circumstances do not allow for other alternatives. 

Step-families are formed when one of the spouses brings children 

from a previous marriage into a new family. There are many 

variations to this domestic group which often takes on the 

characteristic of two families. When children have visitation 

rights to both parents, they have associations to their biological 

parents as well as to their new parent's spouses. This changes the 

household composition because of the part-time child resident. 

Blended families are a good example of how the traditional 

housing model is limited in meeting the needs of these non

traditional households. 

People choosing to live alone and remain single mak~ up 24% of 

the total households surveyed in 1988 (Waldrop, 1989,). During the 

transitions from divorce to remarriage, there is usually a 

significant period of single-hood. However, about three-fourths 

remarry. In 1980, single-parent families comprised of 19.5% of 

the 5.34 million households with children under 18 (Leavitt, 1985). 

Teenage pregnancies added to these statistics. These families are 

usually female-headed households, in which lower income levels 

are common. On the average, it is usual for divorced women and 

their minor children to " ... experience a 73 percent decline in their 

standard of living in the first year after divorce" (Rix,1987:88). 

These families, similar to the elderly, have limited resources, yet 

have a great need for support services. 

There are several basic moral values that are associated with the 

traditional nuclear family. One important ~haracteristic is 

homeownership which links this institution to society. 

Homeownership represents individuality, autonomy, 

spontaneity, equality, independence, self-sufficiency as well as 

the establishment of social status. The home has symbolic 

meaning and is used as identification of its owners or 

inhabitants. "Emotional images and judgements are used to 

characterize dwellings and the character of the 
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person/inhabitant" (Weismann, 1990). Home is a direct 

expression of changing values, images, and perceptions of life 

evolving from social, cultural, ritual, economic and physical 

factors. Home has evolved from the creation of shelter used to 

protect its inhabitants from climate and predators, to the creation 

of an environment symbolic of a way of life. According to Amos 

Rapoport, this manipulation of space eventually transformed the 

house into a "social unit of space" (Rapoport,1969 ). 

The American dream home, a single-family detached dwelling, 

has a negative side to its highly valued symbolism. 

Homeownership, as stated above, has attached values and allows 

for membership within a social group. Privacy is one of the 

highest values associated with homeownership. It represents self

sufficiency, security, independence, but at the same time isolates 

the inhabitants from the rest of their environment. The American 

housewife of the 1950s was isolated from the outside world. The 

housewife's entire focus and purpose was to provide for her 

immediate domestic group, as a result, this housing type 

reinforced her isolation. Her husband was gone all day and the 

kids were sent off to school, leaving her alone for long periods of 

time, with very little contact with the outside world. House 

selection also became a function of prestige and security because 

of the control within their community. Often, this can be seen as 

an illusion due to the fact most homeowners do not know their 

neighbors. They have become so privatized that most social 

interaction occurs within the dwelling, rather than on the front 

lawn. Many nuclear families live far away from relatives which 

increases this sense of isolation. It is considered an invasion of 

your privacy to have relatives stay longer than one week. 

Likewise, it is very rare to see an intergenerational home in 

American society (Mead,1981). 

Within the dwelling, there are segregated spaces based upon 

gender roles in the family. From the 1950s model, the home was 

male-dominated, which is reflected in the spatial forms that have 

remained stagnant and fiXed. Flexible spaces are not 

incorporated into the 1950s dwelling. These spaces are used 

during transitional periods of the life-cycle of a domestic group. 

There was no allowance for adaption to change. Because of the 

segregation of gender roles concerning domestic tasks, the 

women remained isolated in the kitchen, which was considered 

her private domain within the home (Hasell, 1990). The 

husband, on the other hand, controlled the remaining spaces 

within the home. "The rise of alternative forms can be seen in 

part as a response to conventional family failure to satisfy many 

of the needs that have been developed recently in a freer kind of 

society" (Savells,1978: 373). 

Residential floor plans have reduced the number of fixed spaces 

within the home, which is seen in many kitchen/dining spaces. 

However, the household is still divided based on domestic 

functions. "Many families are working toward an egalitarian, 

joint role relationship. It is important for their environment to 
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physically and symbolically be redefined in order to support these 

changing roles, relationships and identities" (Hasell, 1990:6). 

Housing has become a self-sufficient dwelling unit. Every home 

has its own television, lawnmower, other garden tools, usually 

two automobiles and every other type of appliance you can 

imagine. The American society has become extremely 

materialistic, which is making the old saying of "keeping up with 

the Joneses" a reality for this consumer society. Society is 

confusing the issue and notions of independence. It is believed 

that commitment leads to stagnation and autonomy represents 

growth. Individuals do not experience the levels of growth that 

groups can attain (Savells, 1978). 

Shared Living AITangements and Collective Housing are 

conceivable alternatives for various domestic groups. These 

housing developments differ in the degree of autonomy and 

privacy of its residents. Collective housing consists of shared 

common facilities and self-sufficient households. Shared 

housing has common spaces within a joint household. Isolation is 

decreased, yet privacy can still be maintained. An increase of 

social interaction and a greater opportunity for support services 

make these living arrangements desirable. Affordability is a 

common characteristic of shared housing. 

In the nineteenth and early twentieth century, cooperative living 

allowed for a variety of housing with shared facilities and spaces. 

It was viewed as a viable alternative for unrelated adults to share 

a household in order to optimize its economic, practical, and social 

advantages (Franck,1989,4). Boarding houses and single-room 

occupancy hotels (SRO's) were very common during the 1930s. 

These were used to house single men and women in order to 

justify these groups living alone. After World War II, these types 

of housing decreased. Boarding houses were blamed for the 

deterioration and decay of the traditional nuclear family. 

Neighborhoods banned the development of this type of housing and 

cities restricted the number of unrelated adults sharing a common 

dwelling (Franck, 1987). Today shared housing is only 

acceptable for economic reasons, not social, due to the increasing 

homeless crisis and the various domestic groups in which these 

alternatives are economically affordable. 

Collective housing is another alternative solution to housing 

diverse domestic groups. Cohousing, a term used by Kathryn 

McCamant and Charles Durrett in their book Cohousine-. is a 

contemporary example of Danish collective housing. These are 

intentional communities that are planned and developed from the 

very beginning of a project. Currently there are over thirty 

Cohousing groups in the United States. These groups are slowly 

gaining attention at the grassroots level (McCamant, 1989). 

However, there has not been any national publications about these 

communities that this author can find as an example. Innovative 

Housing, a community support service in Palo Alto, California is 

sponsoring a newsletter and network of people interested in this 
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lifestyle. There are various organizations focused on bringing 

together people with similar lifestyles and housing compositions, 

such as single-parent families. A major focus in the United 

States has been to recreate the notion of an intergenerational 

household. Many feel that this could lead to a more enriching 

social environment for all ages. 
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·v. ALTERNATIVE HOUSING 

The following is a list of the alternative housing projects chosen to 

demonstrate the spectrum of housing solutions, designed to 

address the diversity of current American households. These 

housing examples have been categorized based on their physical 

and social characteristics. This portion of the report will provide 

an overview of the categories and a brief description of each 

housing project. Advantages and disadvantages of collective 

housing and shared living arrangements will be discussed. In 

chapter seven, the Design Analysis further analyzes these 

housing types and compares them to the traditional single-family 

detached and single-family attached home based on physical and 

social characteristics. 

Selection of these alternative housing examples was based on 

their ability to provide a wide variety of building types, group 

sizes, and various ranges of opportunity for social interaction. 

Some of the examples provide options for co-purchasing of a home, 

while other housing types are rentals, with the landlord providing 

maintenance and management. Each category provides a wide 

range of occupants and various landscape and social settings. 

The purpose of showing a diverse selection is to demonstrate how 

shared living arrangements and collective housing can take on 

different building configurations, providing many options for 

residents. 

COLLECTIVE HOUSING 

These are Scandinavian examples of cooperatively owned mini
communities, primarily characterized by independently owned 
private single-attached homes, in which residents collectively 
own a portion of the shared facilities. 

• TRUDESLAND COMMUNITY, 1981 
Birkerod, Denmark; North of Copenhagen 
Architect : Tegnestuen V andkunsten 

•JYSTRUP SAVVERKET, "Sawmill Project", 1984 
Jystrup, Denmark 
Architect: Tegnestuen Vandkunsten 

•OVERDREVET COMMUNITY PROJECT, 1980 
Hinnerup, Denmark; suburb near Aarhus,Denmark 
Architect: Architect Group "E" 

•HILVERSUM COMMUNITY, 1977 
Hilversum, Netherlands 
Architect: Leo DeJonge and Pieter Weeda 

CONGREGATE HOUSING & GROUP RESIDENCES 

These housing examples are American versions of collective 
housing with similar physical characteristics. Private units are 
either attached to common areas or combined into a single 
structure .. ·Support services provided in congregate housing are a 
major difference between the two. 

• ANNIE MAXIM HOUSE, late 1980s 
Rochester, Massachusetts 
Architect: Barry Korobkin and Eric Jahan 

• VEST POCKET COMMUNITY, 1988 
Fairfax, California 
Architect: Daniel Soloman, sponsored by Innovative 

Housing 
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•PROTOTYPICAL SINGLE-PARENT OR 
INTERGENERATIONAL CONGREGATE HOUSING, 1982 

Bergen County, New Jersey 
Architect: Tony West and Jaqueline Leavitt by request of 

the League of Women Voters. 

FLEXIBLE HOUSING 

This category was established based on its flexible design 
characteristics, that adapt to the changing needs of households 
during their entire lifecycle. Most of these housing examples are 
designed for traditional households, yet have the capability to meet 
the needs of unrelated adults in shared living arrangements. 

• GROW HOME*, 1983 
San Pablo, California; San Francisco suburb 
Edmund Burger 

• UPAS HOUSING, 1979-83 
San Diego, California 
Architect: Smith and Others 

SHARED LIVING ARRANGEMENrS 

This category was divided into two sub-groups: Single-room 
Occupancy Hotels and Shared Housing for Unrelated Adults. 
Many of these examples are located in suburbs or outside lying 
areas in which some take on the form of single-family detached 
homes, blending into existing neighborhoods. 

SINGLE-ROOM OCCUPANCY HOTELS 

• APEX BELLTOWN COOPERATIVE, 1984 
Seattle, Washington; Rennovation of a 78-year-old 

SRO, located in a run down portion of the downtown 
Architect: Ann Hirschi 

•THE HEIGHTS, 1983 
Washington Heights Neighborhood, New York City, NY 
Project Director: Ellen Baxter , assisted by the Committee 

for Heights Inwood Homeless, nonprofit group 

SHARED HOUSING FOR UNRELATED ADULTS 

• CAMPUS COURT, early 1970s 
Eugene, Oregon 
Architect: Unknown 

•GOHOME, 1981 
Del Mar, California 
Architect: Ted Smith 

• STYLESETTER, 1979 
Upland, California 
Architect: Berkus Group 

•TIERRA VISTA, 1984 
Serrano Highlands, California 
Architect: Unknown 

• LAS FLORES, 1984 
Upland, California 
Developer: Lewis Homes Development 

*This example is used to demonstrate flexible housing 
strategies used in starter, single-family detached homes. 
It was excluded from the matrix analysis due to its focus 
on the traditional family model, however, its potential 
adaptation to housing for unrelated adults should be noted. 
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According to demographic shifts and changes in household 

composition, there is a great need to reevaluate the existing 

housing stock, determining its ability to meet the needs of society. 

Currently, less than one quarter of the American population lives 

in the traditional family model (Myers,1989). However, planners 

continue to use this model as the primary source for planning 

services for communities (Hayden,1984). Diversity is the future, 

requiring the designation of a new meaning to the American 

dream. 

COLLECTIVE HOUSING 

Collective housing has become a popular solution to the housing 

crisis in Scandinavian countries. This alternative housing 

model brings together isolated single-family detached homes, 

creating a cohesive collective community primarily focused on 

establishing a child-friendly environment. The primary 

advantage to this housing model is the economic benefit. 

Collective housing are planned communities designed to 

maintain autonomy in private attached dwellings. These 

dwellings are usually clustered together around a common house 

that functions as a social hub for the entire community. A variety 

of social amenities are provided that are not affordable to single 

households. Although private units are smaller than the typical 

single-family detached home, this sacrificed private space creates 

a greater opportunity to provide shared amenities, such as 

workshops, dark rooms, libraries or even communal stores, when 

resources are pooled. 

FIG. 5-1 Site plan and Exterior view of Barringer Square, 
Charlotte, N.C.; townhome protoype, 1982. 

A contemporary American comparison to this type of community 

development are townhomes, where single-family attached homes 

are clustered around courtyards and a clubhouse (Fig. 5-l). The 

units are privately owned and the common grounds and clubhouse 

are collectively owned and managed by a homeowners 

association. However, the amenities are usually limited to a 
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clubhouse that functions as a space for entertaining a large 

number of guests or as a meeting room. Swimming pools and 

exercise facilities are generally also included. Homeowner 

association fees are paid monthly to cover maintenance costs of 

the common areas. Very little social interaction is encouraged 

among residents. One primary reason some households choose 

this housing type is the benefit of low upkeep and maintenance. 

However, the Danish models take collective living one step 

further, optimizing the functional and practical aspects of 

collectively pooling their resources. Sharing evening meals and 

food preparation responsibilities is a common social 

characteristic found among these communities. These 

responsibilities reduce individual's time spent preparing evening 

meals from seven days a week every month to one week every 

five to six weeks. Currently, many households have two income

earning parents, leaving very little time to be spent with their 

children. These households find that sharing housekeeping tasks 

is very advantageous, reducing the stress of individually 

maintaining a household. As one family living in Trudesland 

expressed their feelings about this lifestyle, 

For us, it was the first of many such evenings we would 
spend in the Trudesland common house. We were not 
certain that first night how we would adjust to eating 
regularly with 50 or more people, but our wariness was 
soon dispelled. Mter experiencing the convenience and 
pleasantness of common dinners and community life as a 
whole, we wondered why we had never considered living 
any other way (McCamant, 1988:19). 

Managing a community this large requires a great amount of 

cooperation and delegation of duties. However, an important 

factor in maintaining a pleasant living environment is found in 

the personal and financial commitment. If the commitment is 

financial, then there is a greater tie and personal investment 

between residents. Maintenance and management duties are 

cooperatively performed on a rotational basis. Many 

communities divide into groups (including both adults and 

children) that meet their interests and abilities. If someone is a 

mechanic or carpenter then their talents will be optimized to help 

the entire community. The residents usually have diverse 

interests, which are utilized to benefit the community. 

Most residents have been involved in the design process from the 

very beginning. One community was started when several 

households placed an ad in a newspaper advertising for other 

households who were seeking to live in a new collective 

community. The ad stated "we are looking for people who are 

interested in beginning an owner-occupied housing community 

with a common house and common area. The residents should be 

of all ages, singles, and families. Our hope is through common 

activities to create a closer community that crosses age and 

education boundaries" (McCamant,1988:48). This is a common 

goal of many collective housing projects. 

During the design process attention focuses equally on the 

creation of private units as well as the communal areas of the 

community. Not only is the community concept different from 
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typical townhome and single-family detached communities, but 

special attention is given to the adaptability of the private unit 

designs to life-cycle changes. These plans focus on providing 

flexible and expandable floor plans that confonn to the transitions 

households go through during their lifetime. The community 

Tinggarden demonstrates the use of "give and take" rooms that 

can be exchanged between households (Fig. 5-2). 

Young Couple Couple with Older Choldren 

Couple wolh Youno Child Teenaoer Leaves ltome 

Couple wi th Older Chofdren Rei i red Couple 

FIG. 5-2 Floor plans of "give and take" rooms, Tinggarden. 

Another example shows space that expans vertically by creating 

sleeping lofts or creating additional rooms with a separate 

entrance, as seen in a floor plan of a rental unit located at 

Bondebjerget (Fig. 5-3). This room can be rented out or used as a 

teenager's bedroom. Rental rooms are an advantageous addition 

when income requires supplementing during times of financial 

difficulty (McCamant,l988). 
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FIG. 5-3 Section and Floor plan for 1,205 sq. ft. dwelling 
Bondebjerget, Denmark. 

In Trudesland, thirty-three variations of homes were designed to 

meet the diverse housing needs of the residents. The architect 

designed a "kit" that allowed variations to be created around a 

basic housing model. Many residents kitchen preferences varied 

from the original model. This increased construction costs and 
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was a lesson to future developments. One model has a room with a 

separate entrance off of the pedestrian street, creating an office for 

someone who chose to work at home. Another plan attached a 

greenhouse onto the front entry. These homeowners also have the 

option of renting out one of their bedrooms for additional income 

(Fig. 5-4). 
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FIG. 5-4 Floor plans and section of private dwellings, Trudesland. 

These attached dwel1ings are placed along an L-shaped street. 

The common house is located at the highest point of the site and at 

the intersection of the two wings. A terraced deck reaches into the 

pedestrian street. Two-story units are placed on the outside edge in 

order not to block the one-story units from the sun. The exterior 

pedestrian street provides a place for social interaction at all 

levels. Sandboxes and benches are also provided. This space is 

full of activity at various social levels. Parents can easily watch 

their children from their front doors or have the option to 

congregate along the street. This space serves as a transition 

from the private units to semi-publidsemi-private areas, such as 

seating areas provided in the courtyard. Chance meetings are 

possible as well as larger group gatherings (Fig. 5-5). 

FIG. 5-5 View of exterior pedestrian street, Trudesland. 
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A great amount of responsibility is placed on individuals to 

participate within the community in order for the community to 

prosper. This may create additional stress for those individuals 

who are not used to working out problems cooperatively. This 

housing project's initial costs were equivalent to initial housing 

costs of other single-family meighborhoods. Very little savings 

has been found in the purchase of a private dwelling in 

Trudesland, however, more shared amenities were provided 

within this community compared to other neighborhoods. The 

sharing of evening meals was also found to be beneficial, due to 

the reduced food costs as well as time saved. 

Jystrup Savverket is similar to Trudesland in its overall 

appearance and planning (Fig 5-6). The private dwellings are 

placed around an L-shaped glass-covered pedestrian street. The 

common house is located at the intersection of the two wings. The 

individual units are staggered along the interior street in order to 

vary the space of the street and to create variation within the 

housing form. A variety of floor plans are also provided. 

However, the main objective in this community was to sacrifice 

personaVprivate space from individual units and to utilize this 

square footage in order to create a common house that would be 

able to contain many functions, such as workshops, children's 

rooms and a library. 

In Jystrup Savverket, supplementary rooms have been designed to 

meet the occassional need for additional space that was not 

provided in the private dwelling. These spaces can function as a 
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FIG. 5-6 Site plan of Jystrup Savverket and Trudesland. 
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guest rooms, offices or teenager's bedrooms. These rooms are 200 

square feet and furnished with a private bath. The utilization of 

supplementary rooms maximizes space occasionally needed by 

households during their lifetime. 

FIG. 5-7 View of glass-covured pedestrian street, 
Jystrup Savverket. 

The interior street creates space that pulls the mini-community 

together. People can personalize the pedestrian street through 

expression of decoration or furnishings. The public sphere of the 

private units overlaps the common street, allowing for 

personalization to occur. The interior street not only provides 

protection from the changes in climate, but also provides 

protection and a supervised play area for the children (Fig. 5-7). 

If a stranger was wandering through this development, all of the 

residents would be aware of it. The residents are very close and 

can be used as security unlike many single-family detached 

dwellings where homeowners do not know their neighbors. 

This design does not hinder independence, but rather ecourages 

it. One resident explained the importance of respecting each 

others privacy and the need for time alone (McCamant, 1988). 

Residents are not criticized for instance if someone takes their 

evening meal home, rather than remaining in the communal 

dining room. People also have created signs, such as closing 

their curtains. This lets other residents know they do not want to 

be disturbed. The only restriction is the responsibility of meal 

preparation/planning. This duty is required only one week out of 

every seven· weeks. There is also flexibility within the communal 

organization, so if someone had to work late, the meals would still 

be provided. 

Overdrevet is a community that demonstrates a stronger personal 

commitment and investment, than the other collective housing 

communities. Common interests as well as economic interests 
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require more personal investment than just sharing communal 

areas. The special interests and ideologies of these residents are 

what binds and separates this community. Similar political 

beliefs and particular concerns with ecology and energy 

conservation brought this group together to create a rural living 

development. However, not all residents were able to maintain 

the strict and necessary commitment to the community as well as 

to the community's strong political beliefs and values. Several 

divorces have occurred and as of 1985 four houses were up for sale 

(McCamant, 1988). One disadvantage to this strict community 

commitment is the inability to resell a home. One house was on 

the market for two years. This can cause residents to feel 

discouraged and locked into an uncomfortable situation, creating 

tension within the community. However, not everyone has been 

dissatisfied. 

Many amenities have been provided within this community. An 

old restored bam functions as a youth hangout, with crafts and 

woodworking workshops (Fig. 5-8). Financial savings are one 

advantage to this community. A wind generator and solar panels 

have been incorporated into their design schemes for utilizing 

renewable energy sources. These residents have paid half the 

energy bills that their neighbors paid for houses of comparable 

size (McCamant, 1988 ). The conscious design effort of utilizing 

renewable energy is commendable and appropriate, preserving 

the existing environment. This community not only saved 

money and fuel costs, but was also able to create a system that 

coincided with their beliefs and values. 
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FIG. 5-8. Photo of site and interior courtyard, Overdrevet. 
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Hilversum , the only example from the Netherlands, is an urban 

illustration of collective housing. This community is divided 

into ten clusters consisting of five single-family attached homes 

in each sub-group. Each cluster JJrovides a common house 

attached to the five units (Fig. 5-9). Dividing a larger group into 

smaller sub-groups, creates a more intimate atmosphere. This 

community plan offers opportunity for social interaction at 

various levels: public space in private units, sub-group common 

houses and additional shared facilities for the entire community. 

There are also a wide range of outdoor spaces provided, including 

a paved interior courtyard, common house terraces, private decks 

and greenspace (Fig. 5-10). 
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FIG. 5-9 Plan of sub-group cluster, Hilversum, Netherlands. 
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FIG. 5-10 Site plan and photo of Interior courtyard, Hilversum, 
Netherlands. 
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Creating smaller sub-groups can be viewed as a detriment to 

planning this type of community. Smaller clusters require a 

greater effort of cooperation and individual input. It forces sub

groups to focus primarily on their particular sub-group rather than 

the entire community. It also reduces the opportunity to benefit 

from the advantages of sharing evening meals on a larger scale. 

Residents feel "locked" into their sub-group without having the 

freedom to change group configurations. Since this was the first 

collective housing project in Holland, several changes have been 

made in order to create layouts with greater flexibility 

(Architectural Review, 1985:65). 

Children benefit the most from collective housing development. 

They can adapt very quickly to environments. Children have 

very enriching experiences when they have contact with adults 

other than their own parents. People have diverse world views, 

personalities and personal experiences. This allows children to 

be exposed to various philosophies and attitudes towards life. 

Children have a tendency to learn more skills with various 

teachers, rather than just their parents (Raimey, 1987). Other 

adults relieve some of the parental responsibilities to a certain 

degree. In addition, there are more activities available with more 

children to play. This is important because current trends show 

that more couples are having one to two children, leaving a child 

more isolated among adults. Children living in communal 

environments tend to acljust better socially as well as mature at an 

earlier age. They are also able to handle more responsibilities 

earlier than other children living in the traditional family model 

(Raimey, 1987). 

Jystrup Savverket and Trudesland have developed their 

communities based on this social concept of childrearing. They 

both have created child-friendly environments in which 

pedestrian streets provide a social space for adults as well as an 

enclosed play area for their children. These pedestrian streets 

allow parents to watch their children from their private 

dwellings. They are also in view of other residents who might be 

concerned for their welfare. Both of these projects have 

incorporated after-school programs. In Trudesland, childcare 

responsibilities are divided among five to seven adults who are 

responsible for twelve to fifteen children from noon to early 

evening. Pre-school age children are sent to a neighborhood 

childcare facility. There are a large number of babysitters and 

other playmates readily available. In Jystrup Savverket, the 

after-school program and daycare is provided by three teachers 

who do not live in the community. They were hired by the parents 

to run the program. However, several parents occasionally help 

supervise the children. 

CONGREGATE HOUSING 

Congregate housing is an American form of collective housing 

designed for unrelated adults. Individual private apartment 

units are attached to common areas in the form of cluster housing 

or within a single structure. The common areas function as 

dining and recreational spaces. Support services provided in 
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congregate housing demonstrate a major difference between the 

two housing types. Generally housekeeping, cooking, 

maintenance and management services are provided, in contrast 

to collective housing where residents are given sole responsibility 

for these household tasks. 

The elderly are the most common group to live in this housing 

model. Congregate housing is a social alternative to nursing 

homes and other institutions. The design goal is to provide an 

~enriching environment - an alternative to a sterile, cold 

environment associated with instutions. Residents must be 

ambulatory and able to care for themselves. Heath care facilities 

and services are not provided. A major characteristic found in 

congregate housing is the provision of meals (Home, 1988). Most 

congregate housing is managed by nonprofit organizations, 

however, recently private, for-profit developers have targeted this 

market due to the increasing elderly population (Horne, 1988). 

The Annie Maxim House is one example of congregate housing. 

It is located in Rochester, Massachusetts, and set in a rural 

landscape (Fig. 5-11). This project was built from the donation of 

a wealthy entrepreneur, George Cowen. After he died, money was 

left in a trust fund to build a memorial for his wife in the form of 

elderly housing. There are currently seventeen residents living 

in Annie Maxim who do not pay rent; some residents, however, 

make "voluntary donations" (Campbell, 1988). The American 

congregate housing examples have similar physical 

characteristics of the Scandinavian collective housing model's. 
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FIG. 5-11 Site plan diagram and Exterior View, Annie Maxim 
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However, there are many social and economic differences. The 

site plan is shaped to form a horseshoe, providing an enclosed 

open space in the center. Six one-bedroom apartments are located 

on each side of the horseshoe plan. The public suite, containing 

the communal spaces, is located at the intersection of the two 

wings. 

Access to the communal spaces from individual units is provided 

by an interior corridor. This space is a covered walkway that 

overlooks the exterior courtyard. This glass enclosure protects 

residents from the elements and is treated like a front porch. 

Residents are able to sit and view activities from their front door. 

A wooden boardwalk is a<ljacent to this corridor, acting as a 

transition from the outside courtyard (public sphere) to the interior 

spaces (private sphere) of this project. 

The public suite consists of a variety of spaces that accommodate 

different levels of social interaction. An interior gazebo, kitchen 

nook, library, as well as the front entry provide seating areas that 

encourage small groups to congregate. The boardwalk and 

exterior gazebo, likewise, provide additional areas to sit and 

enjoy other resident's company (Fig. 5-12). 

Clearly, the greatest advantage to this design is the opportunity of 

choice provided. A wide range of activities can be enjoyed, giving 

residents opportunities and choices of various levels of social 

interaction. Total autonomy is achieved with the exception of 

partaking in communal meals. However, this too is avoided 

FIG. 5-12 View of Exterior Boardwalk, Annie Maxim 

occassionally, if desired by the individual. Chance meetings are 

an added plus to this housing project. The designers were very 

sensitive in meeting the needs of its users by creating an 

enriching environment that gives residents opportunities usually 

not available to most individuals. The transitions from the public 

to the private spaces are this design's best feature. These spaces 
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provide a social spine, connecting private spheres to public 

spheres. 

The social characteristics of Annie Maxim differ from the 

collective housing models in many ways. Economically, these 

residents do not own any portions of this project, but have their 

housing expenses subsidized by the trust fund of George Cowen. 

The available support services is another difference. A caretaker 

provides maintenance services during working hours. An in

house cook prepares and serves the evening meals. 

GROUP~IDENC~ 

Shared group residences are homes that are shared by unrelated 

adults. The two basic types are sponsored group housing and self

initiated group housing that is cooperatively owned (Home, 1988). 

Private spaces consist of individual bedrooms. Bathrooms are 

commonly shared among residents. The remaining space within 

the home is communally shared. Management and household 

tasks are divided among residents, and require cooperation and 

patience in order to maintain a pleasant environment. 

The Vest Pocket Community is an example of a sponsored group 

residence. This community was established by Innovative 

Housing, a community support service. Innovative Housing is 

involved in purchasing and leasing homes that are developed into 

shared group residences. This community was designed to 

accommodate many individuals from various income brackets. 

It was also aimed at people who are seeking an alternative form of 

housing to meet their needs and pocket books. The main design 

concept was to create an extended family atmosphere. 
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FIG 5-13 Site plan, Vest Pocket Community 

The Vest Pocket Community consists of seven group residences, 

located on two adjacent sites (Fig. 5-13). The houses are clustered 

around a courtyard with the shared main entry facing this space. 

The architect, Dan Soloman, designed three different housing 
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types that vary in size. These dwellings are two-story deatched 

units. The first floor serves public functions and the second floor 

provides private bedrooms and shared baths. All of the designs 

contain a shared kitchen, living/dining area and study. Two 

residences have community rooms that function as a library, 

exercise room and computer room, but have the capability to serve 

other functions. These facilities are available to all residents in 

the community (Fig. 5-14). 
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FIG. 5-14 Floor plan and elevation of group residence, Vest Pocket 
Community. 

The advantage found in this particular project is the ability to 

provide amentities not usually found in other affordable housing 

schemes, without having to sacrifice space due to economic limits. 

The architect was very sensitive to its users, by providing various 

levels of social spaces as well as personalizing bedroom units. 

What is also beneficial is the wide variety of bedroom sizes 

available, allowing more choices to be made based on need for 

space as well as lower rent. Sleeping porches provide little nooks 

and seating areas within some bedrooms. These spaces are 

rented out for those who need additional space. These spaces can 

be used as an extra bed or desk space used for working at home. 

The support group, Innovative Housing, can be seen as an 

avantage to this development due to the training provided to 

residents, teaching skills that help monitor and create an 

enriching living environement for all residents. Some housing 

projects, such as congregate housing, usually have social workers 

as managers. An advantage of having residents serve as 

managers is that they have more control and sensitivity over 

situations because they live within the household. When residents 

are given additional authority and skills, these people are able to 

create a cooperative household versus a chaotic one. 

The Single-Parent or lntergenerational Congregate 

Housing Project, designed by Troy West and Jacqueline Leavitt 

by request of the League of Women Voters, is another example of 

shared group residences. This is an example of the self-initiated 

group home in which residents cooperatively own their homes. 
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The goal behind this housing model was to pool the household's 

income and resources together in order to purchase a home. 

Generally, the elderly resident would have more equity from the 

sale of their previous home and could serve as the primary 

investor, while the single-parents could manage and maintain 

the upkeep of the home. In this example, a portion of the home is 

subsidized by the government (Leavitt, 1985). 

FIG. 5-15 Section of the Prototypical Single-Parent or 
lntergenerational Housing Project 

The overall appearance of this group home is similar to a single

family detached dwelling. Designed as infill housing, this 

prototype attempts to fit into the context of the neighborhood. An 

accessory unit is located in the basement of the home, next to the 

garage. A private entry is provided for this apartment as well as a 

stairway that gives the resident access the rest of the home. This 

space was intended for an elderly person who would like to live in 

an independent, private household, yet would also enjoy acting as 

a surrogate grandparent for the children of the single-parents, 

creating an integenerational household (Fig. 5-15). 

The first level provides flexible living/sociaVwork spaces that 

change their functions based on the time of day. For example, the 

music room is designated as a private working space during the 

day by closing the doors connected to other social spaces. A private 

entrance is provided to receive clients. Later in the evening, the 

doors are opened and the space functions as a recreation room. 

The second and third level are private domains, containing 

bedrooms and sleeping lofts. The atrium and stairway serve as a 

vertical connection, tying the separated floors together, both 

physically and visually (Fig. 5-16). 

A variety of outdoor accommodations are provided. The sunken 

garden serves as a semi-public/semi-private space, where chance 

or planned meetings can occur. A balcony is provided in one 

bedroom, overlooking the backyard. This would allow a parent to 

view their child while enjoying their private outdoor space. The 

front porch also provides a seating area for parents to view the 

street's activities as well as their children. The backyard provides 

an outdoor, private common space to be enjoyed by all of the 

residents. 
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FIG. 5-16 Floor plans of Prototypical Single-Parent or 
lntergenerational Congregate Housing Project 

This housing prototype gives single-parents a place to live in an 

environment that does appear institutional, allowing this group to 

discard the negative labels and social stigmas attached to single

parenthood. Affordability is another advantage. Sharing certain 

amenities and household tasks not only saves money, but time 

and the stress of independently running a household are also 

reduced. The plan allows for many activities to occur at one time 

with everyone able to function independently. Chlldren have 

others to play with and additional adults to watch them, while their 

parents are at work. Various play areas are available, so that 

children do not hinder adult's privacy or work areas. This 

flexible plan can accommodate the needs of several people without 

having to sacrifice privacy. 

Like other shared group residences, conflicts occur when 

unrelated adults of various backgrounds are brought together 

living in one household. It takes more patience and cooperation 

compared to living alone; however, this is a trade-off that these 

residents must face. 

FJ,EXJBLE HOUSING 

Family composition has been known to change over time. The 

ability for a dwelling to adapt to life-cycle changes is an 

important feature in the following housing examples. Many 

single-family homeowners find that their home is too small and 

additional space is needed. In the case of empty-nesters, the need 

for less space is common as well as the need for reduced 
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Plans show two expanded versions or 
Grow Homes. The first f1oor of the 
two-story plan is the basic 700-
square-foot unit . 

FIRST FLOOR SECOND FLOOR 

FIG. 5-17 Prototype floor plans and aerial view of development, 
Grow Home. 

maintenance and upkeep. Some single-family homeowners seek 

to add on additional space, due to the desire of living in the same 

neighborhood. Other homeowners find that they are unable to add 

onto their existing home, due to site contraints. These families 

have been accomodated by the housing market. Start up homes, 

move-ups and empty-nester homes have been targeted at this 

general trend of families growing out of their existing dwellings. 

The Grow Home is and example of a starter home targeted at 

young couples, who cannot afford large homes. Designed by 

Edmund Burger, this single-family detached home demonstrates 

the ability of a flexible, expandable dwelling that changes with 

life-cycle needs. The primary goal of this housing form is to 

create affordable housing for young couples who wish to invest in 

housing, yet are unable to meet the necessary financial 

requirements. 

The basic unit is a single-level home that totals 700 square feet. A 

living room, kitchen, one bedroom, one bathroom, a laundry room 

and two-car garage are the spaces provided. The architect has 

designed two prototypical expansion models that give future 

buyers an idea of the options available for expansion. One model 

allows for vertical expansion to a second floor, creating three 

bedrooms in the new addition. The second prototype is a single

family attached housing unit that expands towards the rear of the 

lot, which totals 120 feet. This example provides an alley at the 

rear of the lot where the garage is located. The expansion adds two 

bedrooms, a family room and a deck (Fig. 5-17). Both of these 
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prototypes are twenty-four feet wide. The models are left 

unfinished in order to reduce costs. The architect stated that the 

price of the homes were "about half the price we'd 

(architect/developer) have to charge" (Anton, 1983:68). This sweat 

equity saves residents money and also provides an opportunity to 

work on one's own home. This participation gives the residence a 

personalized identity within the neighborhood as well as a feeling 

of achievement. 

The expandability of this housing type not only benefits couples, 

but can also allow other domestic groups the ability to expand their 

homes when space is needed or when financing is available. One 

example might entail a homeowner that acquired the home after a 

divorce and wishes to expand, creating an additional room or 

master suite that could be rented out. Master suites are private 

bedrooms that include a a private bath and are generally larger 

than the average bedroom. This would give the homeowner 

additional income to help make mortgage payments. Another 

adaption to this model would be the inclusion of master suites that 

could accommodate a household of two unrelated adults. 

Accessory apartments are another form of flexible housing that is 

desperately needed by many elderly homeowners. The major 

barrier affecting the building of these small apartments are 

zoning laws and building codes that restrict the implementation 

of these housing forms. Accessory apartments are separate 

housing units that are located in surplus space of a single-family 

lot. Sometimes garages are converted into studio spaces that are 

rented. Accessory apartments provide affordable rental units 

located in "good" neighborhoods, while simultaneously providing 

additional income to homeowners. The purpose of introducing 

this housing form is to illustrate the need to provide alternatives to 

the traditional single-family detached model. It also 

demonstrates the building restriction within single-family 

neighborhoods that continue to prohibit alterations to the exisiting 

environment at the expense of those who might benefit from living 

in these apartments. 

Upas Housing is an unique example of flexible housing. Created 

by architect Ted Smith and Others, this design creates various 

space configurations within a basic shell. The overall 

appearance of the three "blendo" models are contextual, fitting 

into the existing neighborhood of single-family homes (Fig. 5-18). 

The architect has developed a "kit of parts," that consists of 

various movable furniture and partitions (Architectural Record, 

1985). This design focuses on the flexibility and the ability to 

adapt to changing lifestyles and household composition. 

The ground floor can be divided into various spaces. The movable 

furniture has casters, allowing for easy adjusting. The "kit of 

parts" consists of sixty different elements, creating a wide variety 

of choices that are available to the homeowner. These parts 

include grid screens and cupboards that can be used as storage as 

well as elements that set boundaries, delineating one space from 

another (Fig. 5-19). The second floor contains a fixed space that 

functions as a master suite. The remaining 480 square feet can be 
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used as an additional master suite or divided into two smaller 

bedrooms with the leftover space used as a play area for small 

children (Fig. 5-20). 

FIG 5-18 Exterior view of Upas Housing 

Practicality is a strong design goal of this housing model. The 

architect was sensitive about the changes that might occur within 

this dwelling by creating an electrical and plumbing chase that 

provides easy access and adaptation to future changes of spaces. 

The three second-story models reflect how this housing type is a 

viable alternative to many of the new diverse households 

currently found in the United States. 
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FIG. 5-20 Three second level prototype floor plans, Upas Housing 

SHARED LIVING ARRANGEMENfS 

Single-room occupancy hotels (SRO's) have experienced a new 

recognition as a viable alternative for unrelated adults. Many 

new SRO's have been designed to house single persons, while 

other hotels continue to be demolished for the sake of economic 

progress. In the past these old hotels have been renovated into 

condominiums, forcing inhabitants onto the streets. 

Apex Belltown Cooperative is a 78-year-old hotel that has been 

renovated. Located in downtown Seattle, this hotel was in an area 

set for demolition, to make way for new high-density 

developments. Jim Egbert, the owner of the furniture store and 

building, decided to create a limited-equity SRO based on requests 

of nearby residents, who wanted to remain in the neighborhood. 

Environmental Works, a non-profit community design 

organization, provided technical assistance and an architecture 

student Ann Hirschi acted as developer and liason for the 

cooperative and the store owner (Collins, 1984). 

The bottom floor contains retail space while the two upper floors 

are housing units. Based on the module set by the original hotel, 

twenty-one rooms were designed. The bedroom floor plans are 

rectangular spaces that overlook interior courts. Built-in 

bookshelves are not provided or any other permanent furniture. 

These floor plans allow a minimum amount of variation in 

furniture placement. Five individuals share a common living 

area and kitchen/dining space. Two kitchens and common space 

are provided on each floor (Fig. 5-21). 

: ~:~ ' /: ?~ 

FIG. 5-21 Floor plan of Apex Belltown Cooperative. 
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All of the twenty-one residents are required to be artists, defined 

as those persons whose income substantially is derived from their 

art or those who are devoting a large portion of their time to the fine 

arts, such as taking art classes. Residents have used their artistic 

talents to decorate the common interior spaces, personalizing each 

floor. Bathrooms are shared by the residents and are located at the 

end of the corridor. Communal living areas are located at the 

comer of the building, providing the best views. Rooms are 

placed alpng a hallway that links the communal spaces together. 

Outdoor decks are provided on each floor as well as a roof deck. 

One advantage to this housing project is the location. Cars are not 

required, due to access to public transprotation. The city of Seattle 

has just started to renovate the downtown district, creating an 

activity center. Preserving this type of lifestyle was very 

important to its inhabitants. Another advantage is the low rent. 

Amenities are included, even though they require sharing and 

privacy can be maintained. 

Sharing a bathroom can be difficult, especially when residents 

have different perceptions of cleanliness. This can be resolved 

through good management and cooperation of residents. 

However, living in close proximity of strangers is bound to create 

conflicts and disagreements. This type of lifestyle requires an 

individual who is neither modest nor in need of a large amount of 

private space. The individual units provide enough space to sit, 

sleep and get dressed. However, the other benefits of location and 

low rent outweigh the sacrificed private space. 

The Heights is another example of a single-room occupancy hotel. 

This project is subsidized, rather than cooperativley owned. The 

Heights is much larger than the Apex Belltown Cooperative. This 

SRO is a renovated, twenty-room apartment building, located in 

the Washington Heights district. This five-story building has 

fifty-five units. The ground floor contains a community kitchen, 

dining room, and two small offices for a director and desk clerk. 

In the basement, additional community spaces are provided, 

including a recreational room, laundry room, and an office for 

the service staff. A 24-hour desk clerk and several residents 

volunteer to maintain security within the hotel. This housing type 

provides the most support services. Operational staff, 

maintenance, management and counselors are provided 

(Fig. 5-22). 
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FIG. 5-22 Floor plans of The Heights. 
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A lounge and kitchenette are located on each floor, placed at the 

front of the building overlooking the street. Access to the other 

communal facilities is provided by two main stairways, located at 

the center of the building. The private units are intended to 

provide a space to sleep and affordable housing. Much of the social 

interaction takes place in the communal spaces or on the street. 

One primary advantage to this type of housing is the ability to 

provide affordable housing. This project is unique to among other 

SRO's, due to the extensive staff and management services. 

There is also a conscious effort to integrate individuals of varied 

races, sexes or ages, creating a diverse spectrum of residents. 

The staff are also very concerned about the serious problems of 

drug usage and have carefully monitored residents, causing 

many to leave. Another advantage to this plan is the wide variety 

of room sizes and configurations available. This gives residents 

many choices that allow them to differentiate themselves from 

other residents. 

Since there is such a diverse group of people living in close 

proximity of each other, again there remains a strong need for 

patience, understanding and cooperation between the residents in 

order to maintain a healthy environment. Another disadvantage 

is the provision of handicapped units on the first floor,which does 

not allow acces to the communal facilities in the basement. There 

seems to be a lack of emphasis on the communal dining area, 

which is most unfortunate, due to the economic savings found in 

sharing meals. 

SHARED HOUSING FOR UNRELATED ADULTS 

Currently, there are over four million households (or 

approximately 4.5 percent of all households) that contain adults 

living with other unrelated adults. This household type has been 

predicted to grow to over 5 million by the year 2000 (Exter, 1990). 

The following alternative housing examples represent a wide 

spectrum of housing available for singles who choose to share 

homes with other single adults. Some take on the form of single

family detached dwellings, while other examples are at a higher 

density. 

Campus Court is labeled a "quad" unit, based on its physical 

configuration of four bedrooms arranged around a common 

kitchen/dining area and bathroom. This project consists of 

twenty-six quad units, similar to the appearance of a motel. This 

housing model was designed for students, yet other singles could 

live in this type of housing. However, management has stated the 

need to find roommates with common interests, in order to reduce 

conflicts. 

Individual units have their own private entry, which is unique 

among these models. However, the communal spaces are small, 

consisting of a table set in the hallway for eating. There is not 

adequate space for everyone to gather in these communal 

spaces(Fig; 5-23). Thus, cooperation also plays an important role 

in this housing project. A live-in manager assists in placing new 

residents and matching roommates. Campus Court provides a 
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functional, practical and affordable housing alternative for 

singles who live on limited incomes. 

6 

1. Individual private room 4. Kitchen 
2. Bathroom 5. Eating area 
3. Shower 6. Exterior hallway 

FIG. 5-23 Interior view of kitchen and floor plan, Campus Court. 

FIG. 5-24 Exterior view of GoHome. 

The GoHome is a loft space used as a residence and workspace. 

The design objective of this dwelling was to have the entire 

building function as a four private, independent units or a single

family residence. The four units are placed side by side and are 

connected to a common kitchen and dining space. The only 

access to this area is from the individuals units. Private 

bathrooms are provided in each unit. All of the individual units 

have two private entrances: one used for professional use and the 

other reserved for residential use. This enables the residents to 
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distinguish their units into two separate spaces, serving both work 

and residential needs. The exterior facades were finished by the 

residents. This allowed the residents to express themselves 

individually (Fig. 5-24). The private units are 20'x12'x20'. 

Storage space could be attached to the walls in order to preserve 

floor space. The two-story loft space is very small, yet the open 

space makes it appear larger (Fig. 5-25). 

FIG. 5-25 Interior view of loft space, GoHome 

This dwelling is cooperatively owned. Ted Smith, the architect, 

bought the land and developed the Go Home. The total cost of this 

housing project was one-third less than that of an eight-unit 

condominium project . Affordability is a definite benefit to this 

housing type and was a driving force in its conception. Savings 

are also found by combining work and living spaces, by reducing 

rent costs, utilities, and commuting costs. 

There was very little emphasis on sharing amenities. The 

communal area is very small and would not provide enough space 

for a group to gather. However, this was not the main concern of 

this project. The shared kitchen does require some cooperation in 

terms of times of usage and ability to keep it clean, yet sharing 

food is optional and individual refrigerators could be placed 

within private units (Fig. 5-26). 

1. Lower level of private unit 
2 . Upper level of private unit 
3. Shared kitchen 
4. Landing 
5. Loft bed 
6. Built-in bed 

FIG. 5-26 Floor plan of GoHome. 
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The major advantage to living in this type of dwelling is the 

inexpensive rent as well as the provision of creating an 

environment conducive to work/residential needs. This 

particular model would be great for singles who want to live in 

established neighborhoods. This house form allows for social 

interaction, if desired, although this was a secondary issue with 

the designer. In other models a greater emphasis on this design 

issue was addressed. The single kitchen was provided in order to 

build in an R-1 residential zone that requires one kitchen per 

dwelling. 

The Stylesetter, designed by Berkus Group Architects, is a single

family detached home targeted for unrelated adults living 

together. This home could either be co-purchased or function as a 

rental unit. There are a series of prototypical houses designed, 

ranging from 2,600 square feet to 3,300 square feet. The Stylesetter 

is aimed at a higher income bracket than the previous examples 

shown. There is a greater emphasis on luxury and changes in 

lifestyle found in the design of this model. 

The floor plan suggests that three unrelated adults can share this 

housing type. Two master suite bedrooms are within the main 

portion of the home. An additional space is detached and located 

by the front entry. This space could function as a study, a guest 

room, or even an additional master suite. The living spaces are 

grand and gracious, aimed towards the higher income buyer. 

Adjacent to the living room is an entertainment center. The 

kitchen provides plenty of space for several people to work in this 

area. Attached to the kitchen is a breakfast nook and a separate 

dining area. A whirlpool spa is located in the center of the plan, 

dividing the private bedroom suites and social spaces. A loft space 

over this area opens up the social space (Fig. 5-27). The architect 

stated "floor levels and ceiling heights, not walls, define rooms" 

(Builder,1985:81 ). 
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FIG. 5-27 Interior view, Stylesetter. 
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Outdoor spaces play an important role as transitional spaces in 

this design. Most of the social spaces have courtyards attached or 

jutting into the interior spaces, creating a strong interaction 

between the outside environment and the interior spaces. Space 

flows freely between the two spheres (indoor and outdoor). 

Tierra Vista and Las Flores are called Mingle units, which are 

housing designed for the occupancy of two people who wish to share 

a home (Franck, 1989). This housing type can take on the form of 

an apartment, a single-family detached or a single-family 

attached unit. The master suite is a common design feature of the 

Mingle unit. This provides two complete private spaces for each 

individual (Fig. 5-28). 

Tierra Vista contains twelve two-bedroom units. Shared kitchen, 

living and dining spaces physically separate the two bedroom 

suites. The m~or disadvantage in this plan, is the lack of 

secondary private/social spaces. A breakfast nook or window seat 

would provide an additional area for a person to sit without being 

in the main social sphere. A clearer separation between the 

dining and living area would create this second social space, 

rather than creating one large social open space. 

Las Flores also has two separate master suites; however, a clearer 

division of social spaces is seen in this model. The kitchen opens 

up to the dining area, while the living room is completely 

separated from these spaces. Different activities can take place at 

the same time without being interrupted or disturbed. This design 

1. living room 4. Master bedroom 
2. Dining area 5. Bathroom 
3. Kitchen 6. Washer I dryer 

Mingles unit at Tierra Vista in Serrano 
Highlands, California: floor plan. 

1. living room 8 
2. Dining room 
3. Kitchen 
4. Master bedroom 
5. Bathroom 
6. Pantry 
7. Washer 1 dryer 
8. Two-car garage 

Mingles unit at Las Flores in Upland, 
California: floor plan. 

FIG. 5-28 Floor Plans of Tierra VIsta and Las Flores, Mingle Units 
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also allows each resident to use a social space without intruding 

on the other resident. 

Both of these examples can either be co-purchased or function as 

rental units. Economics is the driving force behind sharing these 

homes. This building type can fit into any neighborhood, without 

having a negative association based on the different household 

composition. These singles can maintain their privacy and 

independence, yet at the same time optimizing the advantages of 

pooling resources and sharing amenities. Greater social 

interaction is seen as an advantage, depending on the 

relationship between the two individuals. Again, cooperation is 

needed in order to make this living arrangement enjoyable. 

This overview of alternative examples was intended to serve as 

an introduction to housing solutions that have addressed issues 

effecting the changes occuring in household compositions. The 

next chapter, Design analysis, provides a detailed examination of 

the social and physical characteristics of each example. There 

are many other residential solutions that meet the diversity of 

current households. 
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VI. DESIGN ANALYSIS 

The purpose of incorporating a matrix as a part of the design 

analysis portion is to organize the alternative housing examples. 

This matrix serves as a design tool to categorize the general 

design criteria and social characteristics found in these housing 

types. It lists common as well as different characteristics found 

in the analysis. It also compares prototypical single-family 

detached and attached homes, which represent a large portion of 

the housing stock and continue to be the standard housing model, 

responding to the American dream. The projects are listed 

according to the categories defined in the previous chapter: 

Tradtional prototypes, Collective housing, Cooperative/Group 

residences, Sro's and Shared housing for unrelated adults. 

General design criteria are broken down into two major 

categories for analysis: General Design Criteria I analyzes 

individual units (Fig. 6-1) and General Design Criteria IT ( Fig. 

6-4) analyzes the communal spaces and shared facilities. The 

Social Characteristics matrix analyzes household composition 

(Fig. 6-8). 

Also included are private/communal gradation diagrams. These 

were used to analyze transitional spaces between social and 

private spheres. Transitional spaces are important connections 

between social and private spheres. Chance meetings commonly 

occur within these spaces. This is an important design detail 

based on the fact that most people prefer infonnal social meetings 

compared to formal, cohersed social gatherings. 

PRIVACY I COMMUNAL GRADATION SCALE 

PRIVATE SEMI-PRIVATE SBAI-PUBUC PUBLIC 
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GENERAL DESIGN CRITERIA I 

Beside each project title is a brief description of the site in which 

each project is located . Majority of the housing examples are 

located in suburban locations. A few projects were located in a 

downtown, urban context or in rural settings. This is a 

significant fmding. Due to the zoning restrictions and social 

barriers found in the development of alternative housing projects, 

a significant portion of these examples are located in areas 

usually restricted to the traditional family home. These projects 

tend to be located on the outskirts of suburban neighborhoods, far 

enough away not to serve as a threat to the existing neighborhood. 

Many, of the alternative examples take on the form of a single

family detached or single-family attached home without 

appearing to be different thus they are not affected by negative 

stereotyping. 

The tenure category demonstrates the lack of opportunities 

available for non-traditional households to achieve of 

homeownership, thus attaining economic security. The majority 

of the examples, however, do provide opportunities for affordable 

rent found in shared housing. 

Private units are categorized according to the type and amount of 

private space provided in each dwelling. Private dwellings, 

typically found in collective housing, represent single households 

sharing a private unit, similar to single-family detached and 

single-family attached homes. Individual bedrooms and master 

suites are private spaces provided in shared housing projects (Fig. 

6-2). Most of these individuals are forced to sacrifice private space 

and share more public space in order to live in housing that is 

affordable and located in acceptable neighborhoods. However, 

this sacrifice of private spaces is also reflected in the size of 

private dwellings, which is increasingly shrinking. More people 

are adjusting to living in spaces that provide less private space 

(Fig. 6-3). 

The number of bedrooms, likewise, reflects the shrinking size of 

contemporary housing. The majority of these examples provide 

only one to two bedrooms per dwelling (shared and single-family 

households) with the exception of single room occupancy hotels. 

Bathrooms are an important design element that are a primary 

concern of residents when sharing a space. They are considered 

private spaces that most people are not willing to share. However, 

in order to cut building costs, many affordable housing schemes 

require residents to share these facilities. The Prototypical 

Single-Parentllntergenerational home require six individuals, 

four adults and two children to share one full bath. However, 

separate lavatories and toilet rooms are provided throughout the 

dwelling in order to control congestion. A majority of these 

housing examples incorporate private baths for each resident. 

A Kitchen, on the other hand, is a space that has been designated as 

an appropriate and common shared facility and social space. 
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PRIVATE UNIT 
PRIVATE UNITS 

ITCHEN I DINING 

TIERRA VISTA 

PRIVATE UNITS 

LIVING AM. 

GARAGE 

LAS FLORES 

FIG. 6-2 Diagrams of Master Suites 

CAMPUS COURT 

GOHOME 

PRIVATE UNITS 

LIVING RM. ~ 

GUEST ROOM/ 
STUDY 

PRIVATE UNI 

>_. : I GARAGE 

STYLESETTER 

53 



Greater opportunities to socially interact are available in this 

space and requires less privacy. However, in all of the collective 

housing projects, private kitchens are provided. Usually they are 

the size of kitchenettes, allowing a minimal amount of cooking. 

The common house is where a majority of the cooking is to be 

done. In the Annie Maxim Home, a large kitchen was installed 

in order to meet the residents needs for country baking. The 

housing types that require more than four people sharing this 

space must incorporate a greater amount of cooperation and 

planning of time and clean-up duties in order to make this a 

pleasant experience. In the Single-room occupancy hotels the only 

kitchen available is shared by all residents per floor. 

The main entry is another design element that is acceptable as a 

collectively shared space. Some types provide both a public and 

private entry, allowing residents to leave their home without their 

neighbors knowing of their whereabouts. Annie Maxim provides, 

two entries, one exiting into the interior corridor as well as one 

exiting into their private garden. This allows a resident to leave 

their private unit without being seen or forced to interact with 

others. 

Private outdoor space was rarely incorporated into these housing 

schemes. This is a significant finding, due to the notion that 

outdoor spaces appeared to be considered more open and 

communal than private domains. Perhaps, this represented a 

portion of the private space required to be sacrificed in return for a 

greater amount of social amenities. 

PRIVATE 
UNITS 

PRIVATE 
UNITS 

PRIVATE UNITS 

APEX BELL TOWN. 

PRIVATE UNITS PRIVATE UNITS 

~~ 

THE HEIGHTS PRIVATE UNITS 

FIG. 6-3 Diagram of Single-Room Occupancy Hotels 
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GENERAL DESIGN CRITERIA II 

Transitions are an important design feature that establish semi

public I semi-private spaces that allow opportunities for chance 

meetings. Most people tend to feel coerced into social interaction 

in formal, planned communal areas. Small seating areas, nooks 

and window seats provide intimate spaces that allow private 

conversations to occur. They usually are placed near circulation 

paths or stairways ( Franck,1989). The atrium and stairway in 

the prototypical single-parent/intergenerational home utilizes 

these spaces to connect the entire dwelling together, both 

physically and visually. Almost all of the housing examples 

provide some type of transition between the private and social 

living spaces. 

Annie Maxim illustrates the greatest variety. The interior 

corridor serves as a transition between private units and the 

interior communal sphere. Additionally, an outdoor boardwalk 

and deck establish a transition between indoor and outdoor 

communal spaces, allowing a variety of options for seating and 

viewing other people. These spaces also allow people to 

collectively sit in small groups, which provides the opportunity for 

chance meetings. The interior corridor provides adequate space 

to place a table and chairs next to residents front entries, allowing 

them to personalize their semi-private space. Jystrup Savverket 

and Trudesland also experience the same type of social 

interaction within their pedestrian streets. Little nooks and 

seating areas are formed, in which residents have placed their 

PRIVATE UNITS\ 

{,:~IV ATE UNIT9 

PRIVATE 
GARDEN 

INTERIOR CORRIDOR 

I 

LIVING AM. 

ANNIE MAXIM HOME 

SUPPLEMENTARY ROOM 
----PRIVATE UNITS 

Jii;~STRIAN STREET 

COMMON HOUSE 1 • 

PRIVATE UNITS 
PRIVATE UNITS 

JYSTRUP SAVVERKET 

FIG. 6-5 Diagram of Annie Maxim Home and Jystrup Sawerket 

leftover furniture to be enjoyed by everyone. Many enjoy their 

morning coffee with other residents, while they watch their 

children play. Transitions add a new dimension to the amount 

and type of social interaction available to residents. This design 
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element is rarely seen in typical single-family communities. 

Dwellings are isolated by fences and landscape barriers that 

divide one dwelling from another (Fig. 6-5). 

Common facilities category's are concerned with establishing 

characteristics of common facilities among these alternative 

housing options. A majority of the housing types provide a 

moderate amount of shared spaces. The largest common house is 

located at Trudesland. The total square footage is 8,610 sq. ft. 

Many social amenities were installed at little to no additional 

costs to the homeowners. In fact, at Trudesland, the total price of 

the private dwelling plus a share of the common facilities range 

from $91,400 to $117-600, which is comparable to other housing 

developments in the area (McCamant, 1988). However, due to 

cooperatively combining resources, residents are able to receive a 

greater amount of amenities than normally available to single 

households (Fig. 6-6). 

The sqwire footage of communal spaces provided in relation to 

private unit sizes is high, compensating residents for the square 

footage sacrificed in their private dwellings. Living and kitchen 

spaces are normally the areas that are reduced in size in the 

private dwellings. Residents find that these trade-offs are well 

worth the sacrifice, especially when more amenities are provided 

than in a typical single dwelling. 

Common rooms indicate spaces that are communally shared 

within these housing types. Kitchens, dining areas and living 

OVERDREVET 

TRUDESLAND 

Kitchen 
Ot"Wnt rOOftt 
Tefe'v iS.aftfOO'ft 

B•ttwoorft 
o..,.st rOGf'l 
C" IICh-"tr..,. 
llbfe,., 
Laundry 
~Oflu.l"toP 

so ... ,, .. , ... 
Pholograohy daf•room 
!t~ .. 

'""'OOfft 
l ur~ 

·;~nt n rmmrBr R .:· 

FIG. 6-6 Plans of Common Houses 

spaces are the most common communal spaces provided. Many 

kitchens are commercially equipped in order to prepare meals for 

a large number of people. The dining areas are also large enough 

to accommodate the entire community. They function as a 

communal eating area as well as a large meeting hall. 
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Laundry facilities are also commonly provided. In Trudesland, 

only two washers and one dryer are available to over 80 residents. 

This requires a great amount of cooperation among residents. 

They have set up a rotation system which requires residents to line 

up their dirty clothes baskets and after a load is finished, each 

resident will place the next person's laundry in the washer. These 

residents have found no problems with this system as long as 

everyone abides by the rules. This is truly an efficient way of 

communally utilizing a shared amenity without causing 

conflicts between residents. Detergent is bought by bulk and 

shared among residents in order to cut expenses. 

Parking spaces located on the outer edge of a development are a 

common design feature (Fig. 6-7). This allows a greater amount 

of pedestrian space and creates a sense of security for the 

children. Many projects started a communal vegetable garden 

from which the produce is used for communal evening meals. 

Outdoor seating areas and decks are also common design 

features. This encourages social interaction as well as providing 

outdoor eating areas. Overdrevet has implemented the use of 

wind generators and solar panels as well as a central heating 

plant that utilizes renewable energy sources. Their major 

intentions are to maintain the existing landscape. This 

community also raises livestock and established a recycling 

program that encourages this preservation of the environment. 
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SUNKEN GARDEN ACCESSORY APARTMENT 

DECK--~ 
SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS 

Social characteristics are analyzed in order to understand who 

actually lives or who might want to live in these alternative 

housing types. 

Household composition is diverse among these examples which 

reflects their ability to house a wide variety of households. The 

group that is most common in all of the housing types are singles. 

The elderly and single-parent households are also 

accommodated(Fig.6-9). However, not one group appears to 

condone segregation of sex, age or race. lntergenerational 

communities were encouraged. The size of households ranges 

from two unrelated adults sharing a home to fifty households 

living in a collective housing community. 

Occupations also illustrate the type of diversity found in 

alternative housing. Occupations vary from artists to 

professionals. Very few households consist of the traditional 

family model. The decreasing number of homemakers are also 

apparent. Retirees and singles choose this lifestyle based on the 

benefit of low maintenance as well as an increased sphere of 

social interaction. 

The majority of incomes ranges from middle to low, with a couple 

of examples that allow subsidizing of rent. 
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FIG. 6-9 Diagram of Single-Parent /lntergenerational Home 
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Children and childcare - About half of the projects allow or are 

designed for children. Of these projects, only a few provided 

formal childcare. The other option is ~he availability of using 

residents as babysitters. This is a common feature in the 

collective housing examples. 

Communally shared evening meals is another significant social 

characteristic. This is generally found in the Danish models of 

collective housing. The primary advantage to this shared activity 

is the economic savings of food costs and the time saved from 

having to individually prepare meals for each household. 

Usually groups of adults and children rotate these duties, limiting 

meal preparation to approximately one week per month. Many 

residents find this very beneficial allowing them to spend more 

time with their families. It also encourages a greater amount of 

social interaction. Other housing projects provide the opportunity 

to share meals, yet no special planning is developed among 

residents. All of these groups benefit from saving money and 

time. 

Support services, such as a desk clerk or management personnel 

are not significantly represented in these examples. The 

majority of maintenance and management agreements are 

cooperatively determined by the residents. Many of these 

examples have tenants associations or sub-committees, in which 

housekeeping responsibilities are divided among residents based 

on their interests and abilities. In order to deter conflicts, these 

households require a great amount of cooperation. Much havoc 

can occur when duties are not performed. However, if everyone 

participates equally the rewards out weigh the extra effort needed 

to preserve a pleasant, enjoyable living environment. 
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VII. CONCLUSION 

Household composition is changing in the United States, but a 

popular and widespread architectural response is lagging behind. 

Various alternative models have been designed, yet the majority of 

current housing stock still reflects the housing of an outdated 

traditional family model. The following will summarize restrictions 

that hinder the development of these housing solutions. The 

physical environment is shaped by social values. These values 

generally represent a majority of the population and are used as 

models for those who wish to achieve the ideal. However, currently 

the majority of the population does not conform to the traditional 

family model of the past. Significant change in the definition of 

home must be changed in order to meet the needs of these emerging 

non-traditional households. 

The federal government has played a major role in the perpetuation 

of the traditional family model representing the "ideal Amercian 

family." The government's policies encourage homeownership of 

private single-family detached dwellings through tax deductions of 

interest paid on mortgage loans and sponsored guarantees of 

mortgages. Those who rent do not receive these benefits and end 

up paying real housing costs. Higher income levels are required for 

qualifying for a mortgage. "With prices inflated to meet the de

mand of these higher-income households - whose incomes are often 

augmented by the wages earned by two workers - it is difficult for 

other households to cQmpete for housing" (Smith, 1987:285). Many 

non-traditional households are forced into lower quality housing. 

Yet, if alternative housing solutions that incorporated shared living 

arrangements were available, then these households could likewise 

utilize multiple incomes to purchase a home and thus reap all of the 

benefits. The federal government must promote these changes 

within housing institutions and housing development by creating 

policies that will benefit the emergence of diverse housholds. 

According to Simmons, Lamberg, and Field (1985), the real estate 

developer plays a primary role in the catalyst for change in the 

built environment. These professionals organize projects, bring 

together lawyers, financial institutions, architects and builders. 

These developers continue to promote the traditional family as well 

as the ideal, without adjusting to the current changes in household 

composition. These decision-makers have not caught up with 

changing social conditions by providing alternative housing choices 

(Simmons, 1985). The real estate developer " ... shapes the land and 

materials according to a plan through the power of money within a 

set of rules created by society" (Simmons, 1985: 252). These rules 

must be transformed through an increased consciousness of a 

changing social environment. 

Another restriction to change in the physical environment is found 

in the mortgage lending policies and institutions. After 197 4, 

through the Housing and Community Development Act, women 

could no longer be refused a mortgage based on their sex. However, 

several limitations based on income restrict many women from 
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purchasing a home. The two basic criteria for qualifying for a 

mortgage are a sufficient income level of a household and 

sufficient stability as a credit risk (Smith, 1987). On the average, 

women have lower income levels than men. It is estimated that 

women earn only 60% of what men earn. Comparable worth is one 

significant change in the labor force policy that would benefit 

women by creating pay equity that calls for equal pay for jobs 

of comparable value. Additionally, a majority of women have not 

established an adequate credit history in order to qualify for a 

mortgage. General assumptions about women such as the myth 

that they are a higher credit risk that men, less reliable debtors, 

and are usually temporarily out of the labor force, deters their 

opportunity to purchase a home (Smith, 1987). This is a significant 

factor when approximately twenty-five percent of the households 

are headed by single women. This discrimination continues and is 

justified through the reasoning of "sound business practice" (Smith, 

1987). 

Zoning laws and rental practices effect the development of 

alternative housing projects. Most "good neighborhoods" provide 

many restrictions in order to preserve the homogeneity of a 

neighborhood with similar families according to their income levels. 

Accessory apartments are against the law in many cities as is the 

practice of unrelated adults living together. Many families are 

restricted by their housing choice, due to the necessity for these 

households to be in close proximity of support services such as 

public transportation systems and daycare facilities. Most 

residential areas force commercial services outside of the 

neighborhood, segmenting the community according to function. 

Evaluation of what a community and neighborhood represent 

should be focused towards incorporating a greater amount of 

integrated social units of space. Starting at the grassroots level will 

begin to cause a small change and perhaps help a few households. 

New, more flexible zoning laws, relaxed rental restrictions and 

integration of support services within a community will create a 

more cohesive and enriching environment rather than the existing, 

isolated model. 

The final restriction on alternative housing is the inability for 

society to adjust to the changes and roles of men and women within 

a household. Many couples are cohabitating, reducing the number 

of children they have and waiting to have children later on in their 

life. More women are working in the paid labor force, but also have 

a second job of housekeeping and child care. These responsibilities 

are overwhelming for women today. Without additional support, 

many families are feeling the stress and strain of daily life. Male

dominance is embedded in the American culture, within the home, 

labor force and government and financial institutions. The federal 

goverment continues to ignore the desperate calls for socialized 

childcare and health services. 

Daycare is a primary concern of most working mothers that must 

become a national concern. It has been the policy of the government 

to privatize the family unit as well as the responsibilities of child

care. However, due to social and economic changes, these duties 

are becoming difficult for families to meet adequately. 
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Support services within communites are the ideal solution that will 

benefit the entire family. Children represent the highest percentage 

of the poor population and society must take responsibility for their 

well-being. The collective housing models demonstrate how small 

communities can make a difference. Creating public institutions, 

such as those found in the Danish collective housing models, will 

allow families to rebuild on the democratic ideal of equality and 

well-being for every individual. 

Today's circumstances represent a diverse representation of 

households rather than the traditional homogeneity of private 

family dwellings. The alternative housing models shown in this 

report demonstrate the ability of the physical environment to meet 

the needs of a changing society. If housing policies focused on a 

greater social integration of households, perhaps the private sector 

would be able to recreate a system of new values that reflect 

current social conditions. Privacy can still be maintained, yet 

additional amenities and social benefits could help to overcome 

these bureaucratic obstacles. 
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