Dolores Hayden

Editors’ introduction

Dolores Haydeﬁ is a professor of architecture, urbanism, and American studies at Yale University where she
teaches courses on American urban history and urban design. A social historian and architect, Hayden has
proposed ways to make the built environment and society more responsive to women's needs, particularly the
needs of working women with children. She is committed to new ways of building cities for a more egalitarian
society, with more community interaction, which are more responsive to both social and environmental concerns,
and reflect a concern for public history, cultural diversity, and urban preservation.

This and other of Hayden's writings have struck a deeply responsive cord with architects and planners who
want to design new forms of housing to better fit contemporary family structures and with feminists favoring
changes in gender and work roles. Like other of Hayden's writings this selection is grounded in the ideas.of earlier
feminist writers, provides evidence that changes can work based on actual projects that have been successfully
tried, and forcefully states Hayden's own feminist and egalitarian values.

Today only a small percentage of people live in nuclear households consisting of a married husband and
wife with one or more children where only the husband is gainfully employed outside of the household. Single
individuals without children, unmarried couples, households consisting of unrelated individuals, gay couples,
and multi-generational households together account for a much larger proportion of the total population. Yet
arguably most existing housing and the entire organization of the rest of the built environment was built to meet
the needs of nuclear families with a sole (male) breadwinner. Hayden argues that the existing built environment
does not work well for many households — particularly for working women with children. Accordingly she urges
architects and planners to design new urban developments and retrofit existing ones to meet the needs of the
varied household tybes that exist today and the reality that two or more people in many households work outside
of the home. '

In this visionary selection Hayden imagines what a non-sexist city would be like and proposes the creation of
HOMES groups (Homemakers Organization for a More Egalitarian Society). A HOMES group would be a forty-
household hologram of existing society. It would have men and women, young and old people, professionals and
non-professionals in proportion to their presence in the general population. Members of the HOMES group would
live in newly built or retrofitted building complexes with common space and shared appliances. A HOMES group
would involve both men and women equally in unpaid housekeeping and child care labor and in the paid labor
force; eliminate residential segregation by class, race, and age; eliminate government programs and laws that
reinforce the unpaid role of female homemakers and minimize unpaid domestic labor; minimize wasteful energy
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consumption by sharing domestic electrical appliances; and maximize real choices for households for recreation
and sociability. This is a radical socialist/feminist vision for an alternative society.

Life in a HOMES group would be somewhat like life in a particularly egalitariah Israeli kibbutz, a Chinese
commune during the great proletarian cultural revolution, or an egalitarian religious society like the Shakers. While
the idea might appeal to some people, it is questionable whether most people anywhere in the world today wouid
personally want to live in a HOMES group. But by advancing such a thorough critique of existing social organization
and the built environment and proposing such a radically different vision Hayden has deliberately stimulated a very
productive debate. Many architects and planners agree with much of her critique and are incorporating new design
features into their plans in response to them. Generally their proposals are less extreme than what would be
required in a pure HOMES group. Dolores Hayden's work has inspired better design of buildings, neighborhoods,
and cities adapted to families that do not consist of an employed husband, non-working wife, and children; where
men and women can more easily share both child-rearing and work outside the home; and where diverse
households can interact in mutually helpful and personally satisfying ways.

*Co-housing” is a current movement to build housing with more shared space than is common in subdivisions
of single-family detached homes. Co-housing developments typically consist of both privately owned units and
commonly owned spaces such as a common kitchen, daycare center, and perhaps a bicycle repair shop. Members
of a co-housing project might pool use of appliances just as Hayden suggests. The idea of mutual support in
cooking, child-rearing, gardening, and social activities is fundamental to the Co-housihg philosophy. The movement
proposes much more interaction among members living in a co-housing project than is common in typical suburban
subdivisions of single-family detached homes, but a less visionary restructuring of gender and work roles than
Hayden proposes. A number of co-housing projects have been built and more are under way: both in Europe and
the United States. The best source of information on the co-housing movement is Kathryn McCamant and Charles
Durreit, Cohousing, 2nd edn (Berkeley, CA: Ten Speed Press, 1992).

Dolores Hayden's books include The Power of Place: Urban Landscapes as Public History (Cambridge, MA:
MIT Press, 1995), Redesigning the American Dream: The Future of Housing, Work, and Family Life (New York:
W.W. Norton, 1984), The Grand Domestic Revolution: A History of Feminist Designs for American Houses,
Neighborhoods and Cities (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1981), Seven American Utopias: The Architecture of
Communitarian Socialism: 1780-1975 (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press,‘1 976), and Preserving Cultural Landscapes
in America {Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2000) co-edited with Amold R. Alanen and Robert
Melrick.

Wiritings about women and cities include Catharine Stimpson (ed.), Women and the American City (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1980) from which this selection in reprinted, Caroline Andrew and Beth Moore Milroy
(eds), Life Spaces: Gender, Household, Employment (Vancouver: University of British Columbia Press, 1988),
Leslie Kanes Weisman, Discrimination by Design (Urbana and Chicago: University of lllinois Press, 1892), Daphne
Spain’s Gendered Space (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1992) and How Women Saved
the City (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2002), and Clara Greed's Women and Planning: Creating
Gendered Realities (London: Routledge, 1993). Leonie Sandercock and Ann Forsythe's bibliography on gender
issues in planning theory in “A Gender Agenda: New Directions for Planning Theory,” Journal of the American
Planning Association, Vol. 58, No. 1 (Winter 1992) contains further bibliography of related writings.
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“A woman's place is in the home” has been one of debate than the other organizing principles of the
the most important principles of architectural design ~ contemporary American city in an era of monopoly
and urban planning in the United States for the capitalism, which include the ravaging pressure of
last century. An implicit rather than explicit principle  private land development, the fetishistic dependence
for the conservative and male-dominated design on millions of private automobiles, and the wasteful
professions, it will not be found stated in large type in  use of energy.! However, women have rejected this
textbooks on land use. It has generated much less dogma and entered the paid labor force in larger and
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larger numbers. Dwellings, neighborhoods, and cities
designed for homebound women constrain women
physically, socially, and economically. Acute frustra-
tion occurs when women defy these constraints
to spend all or part of the work day in the paid labor
force. I contend that the only remedy for this situation
is to develop a new paradigm of the home, the neigh-
borhood, and the city; to begin to describe the physical,
social, and economic design of a human settlement
that would support, rather than restrict, the activities
of employed women and their families. It is essential
to recognize such needs in order to begin both the
rehabilitation of the existing housing stock and the
construction of new housing to meet the needs of a
new and growing majority of Americans — working
women and their families.

When speaking of the American city in the last
quarter of the twentieth century, a false distinction
between “city” and “suburb” must be avoided. The
urban region, organized to separate homes and
workplaces, must be seen as a whole. In such urban
regions, more than half of the population resides in the
sprawling suburban areas, or “bedroom communities.”
The greatest part of the built environment in the United
States consists of “suburban sprawl”: single-family
homes grouped in class-segregated areas, crisscrossed
by freeways and served by shopping malls and
commercial strip developments. Over 50 million
small homes are on the ground. About two-thirds of
American families “own” their homes on long mort-
gages; this includes over 77 percent of all AFL-CIO
members.2 White, male skilled workers are far more
likely to be homeowners than members of minority
groups and women, long denied equal credit or equal
access to housing. Workers commute to jobs either
in the center or elsewhere in the suburban ring.'In
metropolitan areas studied in 1975 and 1976, the
journey to work, by public transit or private car,
averaged about nine miles each way. Over 100 million
privately owned cars filled two- and three-car garages
(which would be considered magnificent housing by
themselves in many developing countries). The United
States, with 13 percent of the world’s population, uses
41 percent of the world’s passenger cars in support of
the housing and transportation patterns described?

The roots of this American settlement form lie in
the environmental and economic policies of the past.
In the late nineteenth century, millions of immigrant
families lived in the crowded, filthy slums of American
industrial cities and despaired of achieving reasonable

living conditions. However, many militant strikes
and demonstrations between the 1890s and 1920s
made some employers reconsider plant locations and
housing issues in their search for industrial order
“Good homes make contented workers” was the
slogan of the Industrial Housing Associates in 1919,
These consultants and many others helped major
corporations plan better housing for white, male skilled
workers and their families in order to eliminate indus-
trial conflict. “Happy workers invariably mean bigger
profits, while unhappy workers are never a good invest-
ment,” they chirruped.® Men were to receive “family
wages,” and become home “owners” responsible for
regular mortgage payments, while their wives became
home “managers” taking care of spouse and children.
The male worker would return from his day in the
factory or office to a private domestic environment,
sechuded from the tense world of work in an industrial
city characterized by environmental pollution, social
degradation, and personal alienation. He would enter
a serene dwelling whose physical and emotional main-
tenance would be the duty of his wife. Thus the private
suburban house was the stage set for the effective
sexual division of labor. It was the commodity par
excellence, a spur for male paid labor and a container
for female unpaid labor. It made gender appear a more
important self-definition than class, and consumption
more involving than production. In a brilliant discus-
sion of the “patriarch as wage slave,” Stuart Ewen has
shown how capitalism and anti-feminism fused in
campaigns for homeownership and mass consump-
tion: the patriarch whose home was his “castle” was
to work year in and year out to provide the wages to
support this private environment.?

Although this strategy was first boosted by
corporations interested in a docile labor force, it soon
appealed to corporations that wished to move from
World War I defense industries into peacetime produc-
tion of domestic appliances for millions of families. The
development of the advertising industry, documented
by Ewen, supported this ideal of mass consumption
and promoted the private suburban dwelling, which
maximized appliance purchases.” The occupants ofthe
isolated household were suggestible. They bought the
house itself, a car, stove, refrigerator, vacuum cleaner,
washer, carpets. Christine Frederick, explaining it in
1929 as Selling Mrs. Consumer, promoted home-
ownership and easier consumer credit and advised
marketing managers on how to manipulate American
women8 By 1931 the Hoover Commission on Home




Ownership and Home Building established the private,
single-family home as anational goal, but a decade and
a half of depression and war postponed its achieve-
ment. Architects designed houses for Mr. and Mrs. Bliss
in a competition sponsored by General Electric in 1935;
winners accommodated dozens of electrical appli-
ances in their designs with no critique of the energy
costs involved.® In the late 1940s the single-family
home was boosted by FHA and VA mortgages, and
the construction of isolated, overprivatized, energy-
consuming dwellings became commonplace. “I'll Buy
That Dream” made the postwar hit parade.!®

Mrs. Consumer moved the economy to new heights
inthe 1950s. Women who stayed at home experienced
what Betty Friedan called the “feminine mystique”
and Peter Filene renamed the “domestic mystique.”!!
While the family occupied its private physical space,
the mass media and social science experts invaded
its psychological space more effectively than ever
before.!2 With the increase in spatial privacy came
pressure for conformity in consurnption. Consumption
was expensive. More and more married women joined
the paid labor force, as the suggestible housewife
needed to be both a frantic consumer and a paid
worker to keep up with the family’s bills. Just as the
mass of white male workers had achieved the “dream
houses” in suburbia where fantasies of patriarchal
authority and consumption could be acted out, their
spouses entered the world of paid employment. By
1975, the two-worker family accounted for 39 percent
of American households. Another 13 percent were
single-parent families, usually headed by women.
Seven out of ten employed women were in the work
force because of financial need. Over 50 percent of all
children between the ages of one and seventeen had
employed mothers.!?

How does a conventional home serve the
employed woman and her family? Badly. Whether it
is in a suburban, exurban, or inner-city neighborhood,

" whether it is a split-level ranch house, a modern
masterpiece of concrete and glass, or an old brick
tenement, the house or apartment is almost invariably
organized around the same set of spaces: kitchen,
dining room, living room; bedrooms, garage or parking
area. These spaces require someone to undertake
private cooking, cleaning, child care, and usually
private transportation if adults and children are to exist
within it. Because of residential zoning practices, the

typical dwelling will usually be physically removed
from any shared community space — no commercial
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or communal day-care facilities, or laundry facilities,
for example, are likely to be part of the dwelling's
spatial domain. In many cases these facilities would
be illegal if placed across property lines. They could
also be illegal if located on residentially zoned sites. In
some cases sharing such a private dwelling with other
individuals (either relatives or those unrelated by blood)
is also against the law.4 . '

Within the private spaces of the dwelling, material
culture works against the needs of the employed
woman as much as zoning does, because the home is
a box to be filled with commodities. Appliances are
usually single-purpose, and often inefficient, energy-
consuming machines, lined up in a room where the
domestic work is done in isolation from the rest of
the family. Rugs and carpets that need vacuuming,
curtains that need laundering, and miscellaneous
goods that need maintenance fill up the domestic
spaces, often decorated in “colonial,” “Mediterranean,”
“French Provincial,” or other eclectic styles purveyed
by discount and department stores to cheer up that
bare box of an isolated house. Employed mothers
usually are expected to, and almost invariably do,
spend more time in private housework and child care -
than employed men; often they are expected to, and
usually do, spend more time on commuting per mile
traveled than men, because of their reliance on public
transportation. One study found that 70 percent of
adults without access to cars are female.! Their
residential neighborhoods are not likely to provide
much support for their work activities. A “good” neigh-
borhood is usually defined in terms of conventional
shopping, schools, and perhaps public transit, rather
than additional social services for the working parent,
such as day care or evening clinics.

While two-worker families with both parents
energetically cooperating can overcome some of the
problems of existing housing patterns, households in
crisis, such as subjects of wife and child battering, for
example, are particularly vulnerable to its inade-
quacies. According to Colleen McGrath, every thirty
seconds a woman is being battered somewhere in
the United States. Most of these batterings occur
in kitchens and bedrooms. The relationship between
household isolation and battering, or between unpaid
domestic labor and battering, can only be guessed, at
this time, but there is no doubt that America’s houses
and households are literally shaking with domestic
violence.!¢ In addition, millions of angry and upset
wormen are treated with tranquilizers in the private
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home —one drug company advertises to doctors: “You
can’t change her environment but you can change her
mood.”V’

The woman who does leave the isolated, single-
family house or apartment finds very few real housing
alternatives available to her.!® The typical divorced or
battered woman currently seeks housing, employment,
and child care simultaneously. She finds that matching
her complex family requirements with the various
available offerings by landlords, employers, and social
services is impossible. One environment that unites
housing, services, and jobs could .resolve many
difficulties, but the existing system of government
services, intended to stabilize households and neigh-
borhoods by ensuring the minimum conditions for a
decent home life to all Americans, almost always
assumes that the traditional household with a male
worker and an unpaid homemaker is the goal to be
achieved or simulated. In the face of massive demo-
graphic changes, programs such as public housing,
AFDC, and food stamps still attempt to support an
ideal family living in an isolated house or apartment,
with a full-time homemaker cooking meals and
minding children many hours of the day.

By recognizing the need for a different kind of envi-
ronment, far more efficient use can be made of funds
now used for subsidies to individual households. Even
for women with greater financial resources, the need
for better housing and services is obvious. Currently,
more affluent women’s problems as workers have
been considered “private” problems — the lack of good
day care, their lack of time. The aids to overcome an
environment without child care, public transportation,
or food service have been “private,” commercially
profitable solutions: maids and baby-sitters by the hour;
franchise day care or extended television viewing;
fast food service; easier credit for purchasing an auto-
. mobile, a washer, or a microwave oven. Not only
do these commercial solutions obscure the failure of
American housing policies; they also generate bad
conditions for other working women. Commercial
day-care and fast-food franchises are the source of
low-paying nonunion jobs without security. In this
respect they resemble the use of private household
workers by bourgeois women, who may never ask how
their private maid or child-care worker arranges care
for her own children. They also resemble the insidious
effects of the use of television in the home as a substi-
tute for developmental child care in the neighborhood.
The logistical problems which all employed women

\

face are not private problems, and they do not
succumb to market solutions.

The problem is paradoxical: women cannot
improve their status in the home unless their overal}
economic position in society is altered; women cannot
improve their status in the paid labor force unless
their domestic responsibilities are altered. Therefore,
a program to achieve economic and environmental
justice for women requires, by definition, a solution
that overcomes the traditional divisions between
the household and the market economy, the private
dwelling and the workplace. One must transform
the economic situation of the traditional homemaker,
whose skilled labor has been unpaid but economically
and socially necessary to society; one must also trans-
form the domestic situation of the employed woman.
If architects and urban designers were to recognize all
employed women and their families as a constituency
for new approaches to planning and design and were
to reject all previous assumptions about “woman’s
place” in the home, what could we do? Is it possible to
build non-sexist neighborhoods and design non-sexist

cities? What would they be like?

Some countries have begun to develop new
approaches to the needs of employed women. The
Cuban Family Code of 1974 requires men to share
housework and child care within the private home. The
degree of its enforcement is uncertain, but in principle
it aims at men’s sharing what was formerly “women’s
work,” which is essential to equality. The Family Code,
however, does not remove work from the house, and
relies upon private negotiation between husband
and wife for its day-to-day enforcement. Men feign
incompetence, especially in the area of cooking, with -
tactics familiar to any reader of Patricia Mainardi’s
essay, “The Politics of Housework,” and the sexual
stereotyping of paid jobs for women outside the
home, in day-care centers for example, has not been
successfully challenged.!®
" Another experimental approach involves the devel-
opment of special housing facilities for employed
women and their families. The builder Otto Fick first
introduced such a program in Copenhagen in 1903.
In later years it was encouraged in Sweden by Alva
Myrdal and by the architects Sven Ivar Lind and
Sven Markelius. Called “service houses” or “collective
houses,” such projects (Figures 1 and 2) provide child
care and cooked food along with housing for employed
women and their families.? Like a few similar projects
in the USSR in the 1920s, they aim at offering services,
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v . Sven Ivar Lind, Marieberg collective house, Stockholm, 1944, plan of entrance (entré), restaurant (restaurang),
and day nursery (deghem): (1) entrance hall, (2) doorman’s office, (3) restaurant delivery room, (4) real estate office, -
(5) connecting walkway to Swedberg House, (6) restaurant anteroom, (7) main dining room, (8) small dining room,
(9) restaurant kitchen, (10) to day nursery’s baby carriage room, (11) day nursery’s baby changing room, (12) office
for day nursery's directress, (13) to Wennerberg House’s cycle garage

units vsnth bath and kitchenette. Type 4S includes four rooms with bath and full kltchen




DOLORES HAYDEN

TR

| ! br br b
T N \ H h
| ARSI i
|1l"'“ B!
I‘l”lll ||H
I\ 4 =p—=
7 AW NP
entry _ COLLECTIVE i
1’ 5 5
— = Ir play dr or =] |||]or
28R, 1BR IZ
18RS}l 2BR NN
1BRS = 2BR 1l

‘ 3 “Urbanes Wohnen” (urban living) Steilshoop, north of Hamburg, public housing for 206 tenants, designed by
the tenant association in collaboration with Rolf Spille, 1970-3. Instead of 72 conventional units, they built 20 multifamily

units and 2 studios. Twenty-six mental patients were included in the project, of whom 24 recovered. Partial floor plan.
Units include private bedrooms (br), living rooms (Ir), and some studios (s). They share a collective living room, kitchen,
dining room, and playroom. Each private apartment can be closed off from the collective space and each is different.
Key: (1) storage room, (2) closets, (3) wine cellar, (4) buanderie, (5) fire stairs

either on a commercial basis or subsidized by the state,
to replace formerly private “women’s work” performed
in the household. The Scandinavian solution does not
sufficiently challenge male exclusion from domestic
work, nor does it deal with households’ changing needs
over the life cycle, but it recognizes that it is important
for environmental design to change.

Some additional projects in Europe extend the
scope of the service house to include the provision of
services for the larger community or society. In the
Steilshoop Project, in Hamburg, Germany, in the early
1970s, a group of parents and single people designed
public housing with supporting services (Figure 3).2!
The project included a number of former mental
patients asresidents and therefore served as a halfway
house for them, in addition to providing support
services for the public-housing tenants who organized
it. It suggests the extent to which current American
residential stereotypes can be broken down — the sick,
the aged, the unmarried can be integrated into new
types of households and housing complexes, rather
than segregated in separate projects.

Another recent project was created in London by
Nina West Homes, a development group established
in 1972, which has built or renovated over sixty-three

¢

units of housing on six sites for single parents.
Children’s play areas or day-care centers are integrated
with the dwellings; in their Fiona House project the
housing is designed to facilitate shared baby-sitting,
and the day-care center is open to the neighborhood
residents for a fee (Figure 4). Thus the single parents
can find jobs as day-care workers and help the neigh-
borhood’s working parents as well.?2 What is most
exciting here is the hint that home and work can be
reunited on one site for some of the residents, and
home and child-care services are reunited on one site
for-all of them,

In the United States, we have an even longer history
of agitation for housing to reflect women’s needs. In

‘the late nineteenth century and early twentieth century

there were dozens of projects by feminists, domestic
scientists, and architects attempting to develop
community services for private homes. By the late
1920s, few such experiments were still functioning.?
In general, feminists of that era failed to recognize the
problem of exploiting other women workers when
providing services for those who could afford them.
They also often failed to see men ‘as responsible
parents and workers in their attempts to socialize
“women's” work. But feminist leaders had a very strong
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bpemng into it; first-floor plan, rear building, showing nursery school. B, Axonometric drawing, Fiona House, Nina West
Homes, London, 1972, designed by Sylvester Bone. Twelve two-bedroom units for divorced or separated mothers with
additional outdoor play space and neighborhood nursery school facility. Flats can be linked by intercom system to provide

an audio substitute for babysitting

sense of the possibilities of neighborly cooperation
among families and of the economic importance of
“women’s” work.

In addition, the United States has a long tradition of
experimental utopian socialist communities building
model towns, as well as the example of many com-
munes and collectives established in the 1960s and

1970s which attempted to broaden conventional

definitions of household and family. While some
communal groups, especially religious ones, have often
demanded acceptance of a traditional sexual division
of labor, others have attemnpted to make nurturing
activities a responsibility of both women and men. It is
important to draw on the examples of successful
projects of all kinds, in seeking an image of a non-sexist
settlement. Most employed women are not interested
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in taking themselves and their families to live in
communal families, nor are they interested in having
state bureaucracies run family life. They desire, not an
end to private life altogether, but community services
to support the private household. They also desire
solutions that reinforce their economic independence
and maximize their personal choices about child
rearing and sociability.

What, then, would be the outline of a program for
change in the United States? The task of reorganizing
both home and work can only be accomplished by
organizations of homemakers, women and men dedi-
cated to making changes in the ways that Americans
deal with private life and public responsibilities.
They must be small, participatory organizations with
members who can work together effectively. I pro-
pose calling such groups HOMES (Homemakers
Organization for a More Egalitarian Society). Existing
feminist groups, especially those providing shelters for
battered wives and children, may wish to form HOMES
to take over existing housing projects and develop
services for residents as an extension of those offered
by feminist counselors in the shelter. Existing organ-
izations supporting cooperative ownership of housing
may wish to form HOMES to extend their housing
efforts in a feminist direction. A program broad enough
to transform housework, housing, and residential
neighborhoods must: (1) involve both men and women
in the unpaid labor associated with housekeeping and
child care on an equal basis; (2) involve both men
and women in the paid labor force on an equal basis;
(3) eliminate res/idential segregationby class, race, and
age; (4) eliminate all federal, state, and local programs
and laws that offer implicit or explicit reinforcement of
the unpaid role of the female homemaker; (5) minimize
unpaid domestic labor and wasteful energy consump-
tion; (6) maximize real choices for households
concerning recreation and sociability. While many
partial reforms can support these goals, an incremental
strategy cannot achieve them. I believe that the
establishment of experimental residential centers,
which in their architectural design and economic
organization transcend traditional definitions of home,
neighborhood, city, and workplace, will be necessary
to make changes on this scale. These centers could be
created through renovation of existing neighborhoods
or through new construction.

Suppose forty households in a US metropolitan area
formed a HOMES group and that those households, in
their composition, represented the social structure of

the American population as a whole. Those forty house-
holds would include: seven single parents and their
fourteen children (15 percent); sixteen two-worker
couples-and their twenty-four children (40 percent);
thirteen one-worker couples and their twenty-six
children (35 percent); and four single residents, some of
them “displaced homemakers” (10 percent). The
residents would include sixty-nine adults and sixty-four
children. There would need to be forty private dwelling
units, ranging in size from efficiency to three bedrooms,
all with private, fenced outdoor space. In addition to the
private housing, the group would provide the followirig
collective spaces and activities: (1) a day-care center
with landscaped outdoor space, providing day care for
forty children and after-school activities for sixty-four
children; (2) alaundromat providing laundry service; (3)
a kitchen providing lunches for the day-care center,
take-out evening meals, and “meals-on-wheels” for
elderly people in the neighborhood; (4) a grocery depot,
connected to alocal food cooperative; (5) a garage with
two vans providing dial-a-ride service and meals-on-
wheels; (6) a garden (or allotments) where some food
can be grown; (7) a home help office providing helpers
for the elderly, the sick, and employed parents whose
children are sick. The use of all these collective services
should be voluntary; they would exist in addition to
private dwelling units and private gardens.

To provide all of the above services, thirty-seven
workers would be necessary: twenty day-care workers;
three food-service workers; one grocery-depot worker;
five home helpers; two drivers of service vehicles;
two laundry workers; one maintenance worker, one
gardener; two administrative staff. Some of these may
be part-time workers, some full-time. Day care, food
services, and elderly services could be organized as
producers’ cooperatives, and other workers could be
employed by the housing cooperative as discussed
below.

Because HOMES is not intended as an experi-
ment in isolated community buildings but as an
experiment in meeting employed women's needs in
an urban area, its services should be available to the
neighborhood in which the experiment is located. This
will increase demand for the services and insure that
the jobs are real ones. In addition, although residents
of HOMES should have priority for the jobs, there will
be many who choose outside work. So some local
residents may take jobs within the experiment.

In creating and filling these jobs it will be important
to avoid traditional sex stereotyping that would result




from hiring only men as drivers, for example, or only
wornen as food-service workers. Every effort should
be made to break down separate categories of paid
work for women and men, just as efforts should
be made to recruit men who accept an equal share
of domestic responsibilities as residents. A version of
the Cuban Family Code should become part of the
organization’s platform.

Similarly, HOMES must not create a two-class
society with residents outside the project making more
money than residents in HOMES jobs that utilize some
of their existing domestic skills. The HOMES jobs
should be paid according to egalitarian rather than
sex-stereotyped attitudes about skills and hours. These
jobs must be all classified as skilled work rather than
as unskilled or semiskilled at present, and offer full
social security and health benefits, including adequate
maternity leave, whether workers are part-time or full-
time. '

Many federal Housing and Urban Development
programs support the construction of nonprofit, low-
and moderate-cost housing, including section 106b,
section 202, and section 8. In addition, HUD section
213 funds are available to provide mortgage insurance
for the conversion of existing housing of five or more
units to housing cooperatives. HEW programs also
fund special facilities such as day-care centers or
meals-on-wheels for the elderly. In addition, HUD and
HEW offer funds for demonstration projects which
meet community needs in new ways.?® Many trade
unions, churches, and tenant cooperative organizations
are active as nonprofit housing developers. A limited-
equity housing cooperative offers the best basis for
economic organization and control of both physical
design and social policy by the residents.

Many knowledgeable nonprofit developers could
aid community groups wishing to organize such pro-
jects, as could architects experienced in the design
of housing cooperatives. What has not been attempted
is the reintegration of work activities and collective
services into housing cooperatives on a large enough
scale to make a real difference to employed women.
Feminists in trade unions where a majority of members
are women may wish to consider building cooperative
housing with services for their members. Other
trade unions may wish to consider investing in such
projects. Feminists in the co-op movement must make
strong, clear demands to get such services from
existing housing cooperartives, rather than simply go
along with plans for conventional housing organized
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on a cooperative economic basis. Feminists outside
the cooperative movement will find that cooperative
organizational forms- offer many possibilities for
supporting their housing activities and other services to
women. In addition, the recently established national
Consumer Cooperative Bank has funds to support
projects of all kinds that can be tied to cooperative
housing. .

In many areas, the rehabilitation of existing housing
may be more desirable than new construction. The
suburban housing stock in the United States must be
dealt with effectively. A little bit of it is of architectural
quality sufficient to deserve preservation; most of it can
be aesthetically improved by the physical evidence of
more intense social activity. To replace empty front
lawns without sidewalks, neighbors can create blocks
where single units are converted to multiple units;
interior land is pooled to create a parkiike setting at the
center of the block; front and side lawns are fenced to
make private outdoor spaces; pedestrian paths and
sidewalks are created to link all units with the central
open space; and some private porches, garages, tool
sheds, utility rooms, and family rooms are converted
to community facilities such as children’s play areas,
dial-a-ride garages, and laundries.

Figure 5A shows a typical bleak suburban block of
thirteen houses, constructed by speculators at different
times, where about four acres are divided into plots of
one-fourth to one-half acre each. Thirteen driveways
are used by twenty-six cars; ten garden sheds, ten
swings, thirteen lawn mowers, thirteen outdoor dining
tables, begin to suggest the wasteful duplication of
existing amenities. Yet despite the available land there
are no transitions between public streets and these
private homes. Space is either strictly private or strictly
public. Figure 6A shows a typical one-family house of
1,400 square feet on this block. With three bedrooms
and den, two-and-a-half baths, laundry room, two
porches, and a two-car garage, it was constructed in
the 1950s at the height of the “feminine mystique.”

To convert this whole block and the housing on it
to more efficient and sociable uses, one has to define
azone of greater activity at the heart of the block, taking
a total of one and one half to two acres for collective
use (Figure 5B). Essentially, this means turning the
block inside out. The Radburn plan, developed by
Henry Wright and Clarence Stein in the late 1920s,
delineated this principle very clearly as correct land
use in “the motor age,” with cars segregated from
residents’ green spaces, especially spaces for children.
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Figure 5 Diagram showing some of the possibilities of reorganizing a typical suburban block through rezoning, rebuilding,
and landscaping. A, Ten single-family houses (1) on ten private lots (2); B, the same houses (1) with smaller private lots

(2) after a backyard rehabilitation progam has created a new village green (3) at the heart of the block; C, the same houses
(1) and many small private gardens (2) with a new village green (3) surrounded by a zone for new services and accessory
apartments (4) connected by a new sidewalk or arcade (5) and surrounded by a new border of street trees (6). In C,

(4) can include space for such activities as day care, elderly care, laundry, and food service as well as housing, while

(3) can accommodate a children’s play area, vegetable or flower gardens, and outdoor seating. (5) may be a sidewalk,

a vine-covered trellis, or a formal arcade. The narrow ends of the block can be emphasized as collective entrances with
gates (to which residents have keys), leading to new accessory apartments entered from the arcade or sidewalk. In the
densest possible situations, (3) may be alley and parking lot, if existing street parking and public transit are not adequate
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Proposed HOMES revitalization, same house converted to three units (two bedroom, one bedroom, and

efficiency), plus dial-a-ride garage and collective outdoor space

In Radburn, New Jersey, and in the Baldwin Hills
district of Los Angeles, California, Wright and Stein
achieved remarkably luxurious results (at a density of
about seven units to the acre) by this method, since
their multiple-unit housing always bordered a lush
parkland without any automobile traffic. The Baldwin
Hills project demonstrates this success most dramat-

ically, but a revitalized suburban block with lots as
small as one-fourth acre can be reorganized to yield
something of this same effect.?6 In this case, social
amenities are added to aesthetic ones as the interior
park is designed to accommodate community day
care, a garden for growing vegetables, some picnic
tables, a playground where swings and slides are



grouped, a grocery depot connected to a larger neigh-
borhood food cooperative, and a dial-a-ride garage.
Large single-family houses can be remodeled quite
easily to become duplexes and triplexes, despite the
“open plans” of the 1950s and 1960s popularized by
many developers. The house in Figure 6A becomes, in
Figure 6B, a triplex, with a two-bedroom unit (linked
to a community garage); a one-bedroom unit; and an
efficiency unit (for a single person or elderly person). All
three units are shown with private enclosed gardens.
The three units share a front porch and entry hall. There

is still enough land to give about two-fifths of the:

original lot to the community. Particularly striking is
the way in which existing spaces such as back porches
or garages lend themselves to conversion to social
areas or community services. Three former private
garages out of thirteen might be given over to collec-
tive uses — one as a central office for the whole block,
one as a grocery depot, and one as a dial-a-ride garage.
Is it possible to have only twenty cars (in ten garages)
and two vans for twenty-six units in a rehabilitated
block? Assuming that some residents switch from
outside employment to working within the block, and
that for all residents, neighborhood shopping trips
are cut in half by the presence of day care, groceries,
laundry, and cooked food on the block, as well as aided

by the presence of some new collective transportation,.

this might be done.

‘What about neighbors who are not interested in
_ such a scheme? Depending on the configuration of lots,
it is possible to begin such a plan with as few as three
or four houses. In Berkeley, California, where neighbors
on Derby Street joined their backyards and created a
cooperative day-care center, one absentee landlord
refused to join — his entire property is fenced in and the

community space flows around it without difficulty.

Of course, present zoning laws must be changed, or
variances obtained, for the conversion of single-family
houses into duplexes and triplexes and the introduction
of any sort of commercial activities into a residential
block. However, a community group that is able to
organize or acquire at least five units could become a
HUD housing cooperative, with a nonprofit corpora-
tion owning all land and with producers’ cooperatives
running the small community services. With a coherent
plan for an entire block, variances could be obtained
much more easily than on a lot-by-lot basis. One can
also imagine organizations that run halfway houses
— for ex-mental patients, or runaway teenagers,
or battered women — integrating their activities into
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such a block plan, with an entire building for their
activities. Such groups often find it difficult to achieve
the supportive neighborhood context such a block
organization would offer.

I believe that attacking the conventional division
between public and private space should become a
socialist and feminist priority in the 1980s. Women
must transform the sexual division of domestic labor,
the privatized economic basis of domestic work,
and the spatial separation of homes and workplaces
in the built environment if they are to be equal
members of society. The experiments I propose are an
attempt to unite the best features of past and present
reforms in our own society and others, with some of
the existing social services available in the United
States today. [ would like to see several demonstration
HOMES begun, some involving new construction
following the program [ have laid out, others involving
the rehabilitation of suburban blocks. If the first few
experimental projects are successful, homemakers
across the United States will want to obtain day-care,
food, and laundry services at a reasonable price, as
well as better wages, more flexible working conditions,
and more suitable housing. When all homemakers
recognize that they are struggling against both gender
stereotypes and wage discrimination, when they see
that social, economic, and environmental changes are
necessary to overcome these conditions, they will no
longer tolerate housing and cities, designed around the
principles of another era, that proclaim that “a woman’s
place is in the home.”

NOTES

This paper comprised part of the text of a talk for the
conference “Planning and Designing a Non-Sexist Society,”
University of California, Los Angeles, April 21, 1979. T would
like to thank Catharine Stimpson, Peter Marris, S.M. Miller,
Kevin Lynch, Jeremy Brecher, and David Thompson for
extensive written comments on drafts of this paper.

1. There is an extensive Marxist literature on the impor-
tance of spatial design to the economic development of
the capitalist city, including Henri Lefebre, La Production
de l'espace (Paris: Editions Anthropos, 1974); Manuel
Castells, The Urban Question (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT
Press, 1977); David Harvey, Social Justice and the City
(London: Edward Arnold, 1974); and David Gordon,
“Capitalist Development and the History of American
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Cities,” in Marxism and the Metropolis, ed. William K. Tabb
and Larry Sawyers (New York: Oxford University Press,
1978). None of this work deals adequately with the
situation of women as workers and homemakers, nor
with the unique spatial inequalities they experience.
Nevertheless, it is important to combine the economic
and historical analysis of these scholars with the empir-
ical research of non-Marxist feminist urban critics and
sociologists who have examined women'’s experience
of conventional housing, such as Gerda Wekerle, “A
Woman's Place Is in the City” (paper for the Lincoln
Institute of Land Policy, ‘Cambridge, Mass., 1978); and
Suzanne Keller, “Women in a Planned Community”
(paper for the Lincoln Institute of Land Policy,
Cambridge, Mass., 1978). Only then can one begin to

provide a socialist-feminist critique of the spatial design
of the American city. It is also essential to develop

research on housing similar to Sheila B. Kamerman,

“Work and Family in Industrialized Societies,” Signs:

Journal of Women in Culture and Society 4, no. 4 (Summer
1979): 632-50, which reviews patterns of women'’s

employment, maternity provisions, and child-care

policies in Hungary, East Germany, West Germany,

France, Sweden, and the United States. A comparable

study of housing and related services for employed

women could be the basis for more elaborate proposals
for change.

Many attempts to refine socialist and feminist
economic theory concerning housework are discussed
in an excellent article by Ellen Malos, “Housework and
the Politics of Women’s Liberation,” Socialist Review 37
(January-February 1978). 41-7. A most significant
theoretical piece is Movimento di Lotta Femminile,
“Programmatic Manifesto for the Struggle of Housewives
in the Neighborhood,” Socialist Revolution 9 (May-June
1972): 85-90.

. Survey of AFL-CIO Members Housing 1975 (Washington,

DC: AFL-CIO, 1975), p. 16.] am indebted to Allan Heskin

for this reference.

Transit Fact Book, 1977-78 ed. (Washington, DC:

American Public Transit Association, 1978), p. 29); Motor
Vehicle Facts and Figures (Detroit, Mich.: Motor Vehicle

Manufacturers Association, 1977), pp. 29, 31, 53.

. Gordon, pp. 48-50, discusses suburban relocation of

plants and-housing.

. Industrial Housing Associates, “Good Homes Make
Contented Workers,” 1919, Edith Elmer Wood Papers,
Avery Library, Columbia University. Also see Barbara
Ehrenreich and Deirdre English, “The Manufacture of
Housework,” Socialist Revolution 5 (1975): 16. They quote
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